
Beyond the E5 Security Ceiling: 

Why Large​
Enterprises​
Invest Outside 
Microsoft E5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



The Consolidation Trap 
For the modern C-Suite, the Microsoft E5 license is more than just a software bundle; it is a 
fundamental pillar of corporate strategy. To the CFO, it represents the ultimate victory in cost 
optimization; a way to trim redundant vendor line items and simplify the balance sheet. To the CIO, it 
is the holy grail of platform consolidation, promising a "single pane of glass" that reduces 
administrative overhead and streamlines procurement. 

But for the CISO, E5 often represents a complex inheritance. While the platform is expansive, there 
is a structural tension between financial efficiency and operational security. The assumption that 
follows such a massive investment is understandable: ​
​
“If we've already paid for the license, shouldn't it cover our security risk?” 

This is where the "Consolidation Trap" begins. While the CFO celebrates a cost-saving on paper, the 
CISO often hits a security ceiling. In an enterprise security program, the goal eventually shifts from 
using fewer tools to using the right tools in the places where risk concentrates.​
​
Platform-native solutions are inherently optimized for breadth, designed to cover the most common 
scenarios across the widest possible customer base. However, CISOs are not measured by breadth; 
they are accountable for outcomes: breaches, regulatory findings, and business disruption. 

That accountability does not stop at "included functionality". In large, growing enterprises, the edge 
cases aren't exceptions — they are daily operations.​
​
As organizations scale, their operating environments reach a natural limit for consolidation as they 
become increasingly complex: 

●​ Multiple operating systems and device types: Enterprises must secure a sprawling mix of 
Windows, macOS, and Linux endpoints that native tools often struggle to unify. 

●​ Distributed and hybrid workforces: Security must remain consistent for workers who are 
roaming, remote, or operating in VDI environments. 

●​ Shared, frontline, and shift-based environments: Kiosks and hot-desks often fall outside 
the "one-user, one-device" model native platforms were built for. 

●​ Mergers, acquisitions, and identity migrations: Rapid growth forces CISOs to secure 
legacy systems and diverse identity sprawl overnight. 

●​ Increasing regulatory and audit scrutiny: Frameworks like SOX and DORA focus on 
enforcement gaps, not just licensed capabilities 

When a platform-native tool fails to secure a developer on a Mac, a sysadmin on Linux, or a roaming 
worker on VDI, it creates a gap that attackers are expertly trained to find. At this level of scale, 

 



security is no longer defined by how well a platform performs in its happy path. It is defined by how 
well it holds up across the messy reality of the modern workforce. 

The Hidden Cost of "Good Enough" 
Within enterprise security, the assumption that "included" means "sufficient" frequently breaks down. 
To understand why, we must look at the mechanics of failure, specifically, the downgrade path. 

As HYPR CEO Bojan Simic notes, "Windows Hello for Business (WHfB) is great for Windows 
workstations, but it doesn't extend cleanly to Mac, Linux, VDI, roaming users, and shared 
workstations that are prevalent across the enterprise... attackers always downgrade to the weakest 
factor".​
​
This is the "Aha!" moment for many executives: your E5 coverage is an illusion if it allows a 
fallback to a shared secret. 

The Fallback Trap: When Policy Becomes a Suggestion 

Imagine a senior engineer using a MacBook to access a critical VDI environment. Because WHfB is 
heavily Windows-centric, the native phishing-resistant flow often hits a wall. When the system 
encounters a non-Windows endpoint or a complex roaming scenario, it doesn't just stop; it “helps" 
the user by providing an alternative. 

The system prompts: "Can't use your biometric? Enter your PIN or Password."​
​
In that moment, the significant spend on E5 phishing resistance is negated. The user enters a PIN or 
a password — a shared secret — that can be phished, intercepted, or social-engineered. 
Adversaries don't try to break the high-end cryptography of a TPM; they simply nudge the user into 
these secondary, operational exceptions where security assumptions break down. Because these 
shared secrets still exist within the identity provider (IdP) to facilitate these exceptions, the enterprise 
remains vulnerable to credential harvesting and replay attacks. 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 



The Recovery Backdoor 

These security gaps rarely appear as line items on a financial report, but they surface as 
second-order costs, driven by a deeper issue: a mismatch between the level of identity assurance 
required and the level actually enforced across the enterprise. 

Most platform-native implementations address these inconsistently - strong in some scenarios, 
weaker in others, particularly in fallback and recovery flows. That inconsistency is where risk, and 
cost, accumulates. 

This creates a structural gap between perceived security coverage and actual security 
assurance — and that gap is exactly where auditors and attackers focus. 

One large U.S. financial institution described the breaking point clearly: “Password and 
authentication fatigue were becoming unmanageable. Help desk queues exceeded 45 minutes as 
users were repeatedly locked out — a clear signal that our authentication model wasn’t scaling with 
the business.” 

This is what an assurance gap looks like in practice: not a missing tool, but a system where identity 
trust is inconsistent and authentication strength degrades under real-world conditions. 
Recognizing this, the organization moved beyond platform-native controls and invested in a 
higher-assurance identity approach with HYPR — not to add another tool, but to close the systemic 
gaps their existing stack could not address. 

These gaps translate directly into business risk: 

●​ Compliance Exposure: Modern frameworks (SOX, SOC 2, DORA, PCI DSS 4.0) 
increasingly expect enforced phishing resistance. Capabilities that exist but are inconsistently 
applied across the estate do not satisfy auditors. 

●​ Audit Risk: Auditors evaluate outcomes, not product checklists. Questions about fallback 
usage and password persistence are becoming the new standard. 

●​ Incident Economics: Identity-based breaches lead to forced remediation programs that far 
exceed the cost of proactive, best-in-breed investment. 

●​ Assurance Misalignment: Many enterprises unknowingly operate below the level of 
assurance required for their regulatory obligations, cyber insurance policies, or post-incident 
expectations — creating latent exposure that only becomes visible during an audit or breach. 

The Bottom Line: Security outcomes are defined by how a system holds up across variation. When 
your security relies on protocols that allow for "good enough" exceptions, you aren't just buying 
convenience; you are deferring the cost of an identity failure. 

 

 



The Three Pillars of Identity Assurance 
To break through the security ceiling, organizations must evolve. This evolution is not a rejection of 
consolidation; it is what makes consolidation sustainable as the enterprise grows. At HYPR, we 
define this as Identity Assurance, built on three non-negotiable pillars that bridge the gap where 
native platforms stop. 

Pillar 1: Universal Enforcement (The End of the "Windows-Only" Shield) 

True security cannot be platform-dependent. In a large enterprise, you have developers on Macs, 
admins on Linux, and frontline workers on shared kiosks. A security control that only works on 
80% of your fleet is a 100% vulnerability for an attacker. 

The way forward is cross-platform coverage that includes offline login capabilities and native support 
for non-Windows estates. Whether your user is on a MacBook in a coffee shop or a Linux server in a 
data center, the authentication strength remains identical. This eliminates the "edge case" excuse 
and ensures that the CISO can defend the entire enterprise, not just the Windows users. 

Pillar 2: The Death of the Shared Secret (No Fallbacks, Ever) 

If a system allows a password or a PIN as a backup, it isn't truly phishing-resistant. Period. Shared 
secrets are the primary currency of the modern attacker. 

You must enforce end-to-end cryptographic authentication. By removing shared secrets entirely, 
even in recovery and fallback scenarios, you eliminate the weakest factor that attackers probe for. 
This is a control-strengthening measure that reduces known failure modes in flexible, 
general-purpose identity systems. 

Pillar 3: Verified Recovery (Removing the Human Element) 

The most vulnerable identity touchpoint in any enterprise is no longer the login; it’s the help desk. 
When a user loses a phone or a token, they call a human. That human interaction is the ultimate 
backdoor for social engineering. 

Native platform solutions often rely on help desk-driven recovery flows that are easily exploitable. 
Now the industry is moving to integrate Identity Verification (IDV), including liveness checks and 
record matching, directly into the self-service recovery UX.​
​
By using phishing-resistant re-enrollment, you remove the "Human Element" from the security chain, 
making the help desk more efficient and the enterprise significantly harder to breach. 

 

 



The Executive Justification (The ROI of Identity 
Assurance) 
For the CEO and CFO, the question is simple:​
​
"Why are we spending more on identity when we already have Microsoft?" 

We at HYPR help our champions navigate this conversation everyday. The answer is not about 
replacing Microsoft; it is about acknowledging where platform security stops and where risk begins. 
This investment is risk insurance for the significant budget already spent on E5. 

The Rationale for Additional Investment 

1.​ Closing the Failure Modes: Platform vendors optimize for coverage; CISOs are 
accountable for consequences.​
​
HYPR addresses the specific failure modes, fallback, recovery, and non-Windows gaps, that 
lead to disproportionate impact. 

2.​ Regulatory Compliance: As SOX, DORA, and PCI DSS 4.0 audits focus on enforcement 
gaps rather than licensed capabilities, HYPR provides the consistency required to pass 
scrutiny. 

3.​ Operational Efficiency: By making the help desk more efficient and more secure with 
self-service, verified account recovery, HYPR turns a security cost center into a productivity 
driver. 

4.​ Predictable Cost vs. Unpredictable Failure: The cost of incremental identity assurance is a 
predictable line item. The cost of an identity-based breach, including forced remediation, 
legal fees, and brand damage is entirely unpredictable. 

Bottom Line 

Microsoft E5 provides the broad foundation, but HYPR provides the Identity Assurance that makes 
that foundation resilient in a complex, multi-platform world.​
​
Leading security organizations do not view this as duplication; they view it as the containment 
strategy that protects the enterprise from the “downgrade" reality of modern attacks. 

 
 

 

 



Appendix: Identity Assurance Gap Analysis & Strategic Comparison 

This appendix serves as a diagnostic tool for security leadership to identify where existing platform investments 
reach their functional limits and where an Identity Assurance Layer is required to maintain enterprise resilience. 

 

I. Enterprise Operating Environment 

Large, growing enterprises operate across diverse ecosystems that often fall outside the primary "happy path" of a 
single-vendor platform. Use this as a checklist to identify high-risk gaps in your current environment: 

Segment / Use Case The Operational Reality The Native Platform Gap 

Cross-Platform Estates Extensive use of macOS and 
Linux alongside Windows. 

Security controls are often 
Windows-centric, forcing 
weaker or inconsistent 
alternatives on other platforms. 

Hybrid and Roaming Users Workforce frequently switches 
between local, VDI, and remote 
environments. 

Windows Hello for Business 
(WHfB) does not extend cleanly 
to VDI, roaming users, or offline 
scenarios. 

Shared Environments High reliance on kiosks, 
shift-based frontline workstations, 
or hot-desks. 

Individual device-bound models 
(like WHfB) do not apply cleanly 
to shared workstations. 

Privileged Access IT Admins performing RDP, 
"RunAs," or PAW tasks. 

Native support for privileged flows 
is often limited or inconsistent, 
leading to credential exposure. 

M&A and Migrations Rapid integration of new entities 
with legacy Active Directory or 
ADFS. 

Bridging disparate identity 
providers often results in 
temporary password 
persistence or weak MFA. 

 



II. Strategic Capabilities: HYPR vs. Microsoft E5 Baseline 

While Microsoft E5 provides the broad foundation for identity and collaboration, the following table highlights 
where HYPR provides the specialized depth required for Identity Assurance. 

 

Strategic Criteria HYPR Identity Assurance Microsoft (WHfB + Authenticator) 

Phishing Resistance End-to-End: Strong cryptographic 
enforcement; no shared secrets. 

Partial: Fallback paths to PINs or 
passwords frequently remain. 

Endpoint Coverage Universal: Broad cross-platform 
support (Win/Mac/Linux) + Offline 
login. 

Limited: Heavily Windows-centric; 
inconsistent coverage for 
non-Windows. 

Identity Verification (IDV) Built-in: Includes liveness checks 
and record matching for 
enrollment/recovery. 

Partner-Dependent: Often requires 
third-party tools or manual helpdesk 
flows. 

Recovery UX Phishing-Resistant: Secure, 
self-service re-enrollment. 

Exploitable: Relies on helpdesk 
verification prone to social 
engineering. 

Cost Predictability Fixed: Transparent, predictable 
licensing models. 

Variable: Dependent on premium 
add-ons or variable consumption 
fees. 

Legacy Integration Deep: Full native support for 
Kerberos, ADFS, and traditional 
AD. 

Native: Optimized primarily for 
cloud-native Entra ID environments. 
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