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I Executive Summary

Linkedln embeds a JavaScript fingerprinting script in its platform that probes authenticated users browsers
for more than 6,236 Chrome extensions, linking detected tool inventories to verified LinkedIn profilestied
to real identities and employer records. This enables Linkedin, and potentially Microsoft, to infer
corporate software stacks at the organizational level without meaningful user disclosure or consent. For
security and business leaders, the story signals that platform-level behavioral data collection by major
SaaS providers is alegitimate competitive intelligence and enterprise privacy risk, not atheoretical one.

I Technical Analysis

The mechanism is technically straightforward and well-documented in browser security research. LinkedIn
injects a JavaScript script into its web platform that iterates through a list of Chrome extension IDs, attempting to
fetch web-accessible resources declared in each extension's manifest. If the fetch succeeds, the extension is
present; if it fails, it is not. This technique exploits the design of the Chrome extension manifest's
web_accessible_resources field, which allows web pages to request specific bundled assets from installed
extensions. The behavior maps directly to CWE-200 (Exposure of Sensitive Information) and CWE-359
(Exposure of Private Personal Information to an Unauthorized Actor).

The extension list grew from roughly 2,000 entries in early 2025 to 6,236 as of April 2026, according to
independent researcher analysis reported by BleepingComputer and Cybernews. Extensions detected include
sales intelligence tools such as Apollo, Lusha, and Zoominfo. LinkedIn's stated justification is Terms of Service
enforcement, specifically identifying scraping tools that violate platform rules. Independent technical verification
confirms the scanning behavior regardless of stated intent.
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The intelligence value of this data collection extends beyond ToS enforcement. Because results are linked to
authenticated LinkedIn profiles, which carry verified employer and role information, the aggregated output can
profile organizational tool adoption at scale. A security team's internal deployment of a browser-based DLP
extension, an OSINT tool, or a vulnerability research plugin becomes visible to LinkedIn without any disclosure
in LinkedlIn's privacy documentation specific to this practice.

From a MITRE ATT&CK perspective, the behavior aligns with Reconnaissance techniques: T1592 (Gather
Victim Host Information), T1592.004 (Client Configurations), T1589 (Gather Victim Identity Information), and
T1589.003 (Employee Names), since the profiling ties tool stacks to named individuals at identified
organizations. The most precise mapping is passive reconnaissance via authenticated platform interaction.

No CVE has been assigned. This is not an exploitable vulnerability in the classic sense. It is a deliberate
platform behavior with privacy and competitive intelligence implications. The absence of a CVE and the medium
severity rating should not be read as dismissal; the enterprise exposure surface is meaningful, particularly for
organizations in competitive industries where tool stack visibility carries strategic risk.

Source quality for this story is moderate. Coverage comes from BleepingComputer, Cybernews, and
CybersecurityNews, all of which report independent researcher findings. As of April 2026, LinkedIn had not
issued a public technical response to these findings.

I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Assess exposure, determine whether employees in your organization routinely access LinkedIn
while authenticated on corporate devices, particularly those with sensitive browser extensions installed
(DLP tools, OSINT plugins, internal portal extensions, security research tooling)

2. Step 2: Review controls, audit which Chrome extensions are deployed across the enterprise via MDM or
browser management policy; identify which extensions expose web_accessible_resources in their
manifests and would therefore be detectable by this technique

3. Step 3: Update threat model, add platform-level browser fingerprinting by authenticated SaaS providers
as a reconnaissance vector in your threat register; this technique is not unique to LinkedIn and should be
evaluated across other major platforms your workforce uses

4. Step 4: Communicate findings, brief leadership on the competitive intelligence dimension: the risk is not
data exfiltration but involuntary disclosure of internal tool stacks to a platform with commercial incentives,
which carries implications for M&A confidentiality, competitive positioning, and vendor negotiation strategy
5. Step 5: Monitor developments, track for regulatory response under GDPR (including UK GDPR), CCPA,
and other regional privacy frameworks, where the absence of explicit consent for this specific collection
activity may draw enforcement attention; also watch for LinkedIn privacy policy updates or browser-level
controls that restrict web_accessible_resources access

I IR / Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority STANDARD
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Escalation Criteria Escalate to urgent if discovery reveals that employees in M&A, legal, or competitive
intelligence roles have high-sensitivity extensions (internal portal SSO, DLP agents, OSINT
tooling) confirmed present on devices with active authenticated LinkedIn sessions during an
active M&A process or sensitive vendor negotiation, or if a GDPR supervisory authority (Irish
DPC, UK ICO) issues enforcement guidance that triggers organizational data subject rights
obligations.

Recovery Notes Recovery for this threat is policy and configuration-based rather than system restoration:
enforce Chrome enterprise extension allowlist policy via GPO or MDM to prevent unapproved
web_accessible_resources-exposing extensions, and where business need requires LinkedIn
access for sensitive roles, evaluate browser isolation (separate non-corporate browser profile
or virtual browser session without corporate extensions installed). Monitor LinkedIn's privacy
policy and Chrome's web_accessible_resources APl roadmap for 90 days post-assessment,
re-running the HAR-based probe capture monthly to confirm LinkedIn's fingerprinting script
has not expanded its extension probe list. Document all findings, policy changes, and
leadership communications in the incident record to support future regulatory inquiry under
GDPR Article 5 accountability requirements.

Forensic Artifacts Chrome HAR export (captured via DevTools > Network > Export HAR) from an authenticated
linkedin.com session, filtered for chrome-extension:// URI requests — directly documents
which extensions LinkedIn's JavaScript probed and whether responses were returned,
constituting the primary evidence of fingerprinting activity against your specific extension
inventory | Chrome extension manifest.json files for all installed extensions containing
web_accessible_resources arrays, preserved from
C:\Users\\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\Default\Extensions\ (Windows) or
~/Library/Application Support/Google/Chrome/Default/Extensions/ (macOS) — establishes
which extensions in your environment were detectable by LinkedIn's 6,236-entry probe list |
Chrome browser history database (SQLite file at
C:\Users\\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\Default\History) queried for linkedin.com
authentication events — correlates device identity, user account, and timestamp of LinkedIn
sessions during which fingerprinting would have occurred | Chrome Local State and
Preferences JSON files (C:\Users\\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\Local State) —
records active Chrome enterprise policy enforcement state, documenting whether extension
controls were or were not in place at time of exposure | Timestamped PDF snapshot of
LinkedIn's privacy policy and data collection disclosures as of discovery date — establishes
the consent and disclosure baseline for any future GDPR, UK GDPR, or CCPA regulatory
inquiry regarding whether LinkedIn's extension fingerprinting constitutes undisclosed data
collection

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Assess exposure — determine whether employees in your organization routinely access LinkedIn
while authenticated on corporate devices, particularly those with sensitive browser extensions installed (DLP
tools, OSINT plugins, internal portal extensions, security research tooling)

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.2 — Detection & Analysis: scope assessment to determine which assets and identities
are affected by an adverse event

Controls: NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling) — evaluate scope and impact of the fingerprinting exposure, NIST SI-4
(System Monitoring) — identify which monitored endpoints have Chrome with sensitive extensions and LinkedIn
session activity, NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — assess the likelihood and impact of tool-stack exposure for specific
employee roles (security, M&A, legal, competitive intelligence), CIS 1.1 (Establish and Maintain Detailed Enterprise
Asset Inventory) — cross-reference asset inventory to identify corporate devices where LinkedIn is accessed while
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authenticated, CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory) — identify which licensed extensions flagged by
LinkedIn's 6,236-extension probe script are installed across the fleet

Compensating: Run the following PowerShell one-liner on Windows endpoints to enumerate installed Chrome
extensions across all user profiles and export for review: Get-Childltem
'C:\Users\*\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\*\Extensions\*\*\manifest.json’ | Select-String
'‘web_accessible_resources' | Select-Object Path | Export-Csv chrome_wap_extensions.csv -NoTypelnformation. On
macOS, use: find /Users/*/Library/Application\ Support/Google/Chrome/ -name manifest.json | xargs grep -
‘web_accessible_resources' > wap_extensions.txt. Cross-reference output against LinkedIn's known probe list (publicly
documented by researcher mysk.blog) to identify which installed extensions are detectable.

Evidence: Before scoping, capture: (1) Chrome browser history and session cookies from corporate devices to confirm
authenticated LinkedIn sessions (path: C:\Users\\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\Default\History); (2) the
full list of installed extension manifest.json files, specifically those containing web_accessible_resources arrays, which
are the attack surface LinkedIn's script exploits; (3) network proxy or DNS logs showing linkedin.com authentication
events (HTTP 200 responses to linkedin.com/login or linkedin.com/feed) correlated with device identity.

Step 2: Review controls — audit which Chrome extensions are deployed across the enterprise via MDM or
browser management policy; identify which extensions expose web_accessible_resources in their manifests
and would therefore be detectable by this technique

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: establishing and maintaining tools, policies, and configurations that
reduce attack surface before or during an incident

Controls: NIST CM-7 (Least Functionality) — restrict Chrome extensions to an approved allowlist via browser
management policy, removing or blocking extensions that expose web_accessible_resources unnecessarily, NIST
CM-6 (Configuration Settings) — enforce Chrome enterprise policies (ExtensioninstallAllowlist,
ExtensionInstallBlocklist) via GPO or MDM to prevent unapproved extensions, NIST SI-2 (Flaw Remediation) — treat
extension manifest configurations exposing web_accessible_resources as a configuration flaw requiring remediation,
CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory) — ensure browser extension inventory is part of the software
inventory process, not just installed applications, CIS 2.3 (Address Unauthorized Software) — extensions not in the
approved list that expose web_accessible_resources should be removed or receive a documented exception, CIS 4.6
(Securely Manage Enterprise Assets and Software) — manage Chrome extension deployment through
version-controlled browser policy, not ad hoc user installation

Compensating: Use the PowerShell or find commands from Step 1 to build the manifest inventory. Then parse
web_accessible_resources fields with: Get-Content manifest.json | ConvertFrom-Json | Select-Object -ExpandProperty
web_accessible_resources. For GPO-based Chrome management without MDM, deploy Chrome ADMX templates
(free from Google) and set ExtensioninstallAllowlist to enumerate approved extensions; set ExtensioninstallBlocklist to
"' as a default-deny baseline. Document exceptions for tools like Apollo, Lusha, or Zoominfo that are confirmed
detectable by LinkedIn's probe script.

Evidence: Capture before remediating: (1) GPO/MDM current state export showing which Chrome extension policies
are currently enforced (or absent) — use 'gpresult /H gpo_report.html' on Windows; (2) raw manifest.json files for all
installed extensions, preserved as forensic baselines before any removal, to document what was exposed at the time
of discovery; (3) Chrome enterprise policy log at C:\Users\\AppData\Local\Google\Chrome\User Data\Local State,
which records active policy enforcement state.

Step 3: Update threat model — add platform-level browser fingerprinting by authenticated SaaS providers as a
reconnaissance vector in your threat register; this technique is not unique to LinkedIn and should be
evaluated across other major platforms your workforce uses

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: lessons learned and threat model updates that improve
detection and prevention posture based on observed techniques

Controls: NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — formally document platform-level extension fingerprinting as a threat
scenario in the organizational risk register, with likelihood and impact scored against the specific SaaS platforms the
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workforce uses (LinkedIn, Salesforce, Microsoft 365, Slack), NIST PM-16 (Threat Awareness Program) — incorporate
this reconnaissance technique into threat awareness briefings for security architects and application owners evaluating
Saas platform risk, NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan) — update IR plan to include SaaS-initiated browser
fingerprinting as a recognized threat category with defined detection indicators, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a
Vulnerability Management Process) — extend vulnerability management scope to include SaaS-side behaviors
(fingerprinting, behavioral profiling) not limited to CVE-tracked flaws

Compensating: Document the threat model update using a structured entry: Threat Actor = LinkedIn platform
(Microsoft); Technique = JavaScript-based extension probing via chrome-extension:// URI fetch against
web_accessible_resources-exposed manifests; Target = authenticated corporate users; Impact = involuntary
disclosure of extension inventory linked to verified employee identity and employer record. Map to MITRE ATT&CK
T1592.004 (Gather Victim Host Information: Client Configurations) for reconnaissance phase tracking. Evaluate other
Saas platforms by inspecting their JavaScript bundles for similar probe patterns using browser DevTools (Network tab,
filter by 'chrome-extension://' requests).

Evidence: Before finalizing threat model entry, capture: (1) a HAR (HTTP Archive) export from Chrome DevTools on
linkedin.com while authenticated, filtered for requests to chrome-extension:// URIs — this documents the actual probe
behavior LinkedIn executes against the browser; (2) the LinkedIn JavaScript bundle containing the extension probe list
(publicly identified as a script within linkedin.com's front-end assets) preserved as a reference artifact; (3)
documentation of which specific extensions in your environment were in LinkedIn's 6,236-extension probe list, tied to
the manifest inventory from Step 2.

Step 4: Communicate findings — brief leadership on the competitive intelligence dimension: the risk is not
data exfiltration but involuntary disclosure of internal tool stacks to a platform with commercial incentives,
which carries implications for M&A confidentiality, competitive positioning, and vendor negotiation strategy

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §4 — Post-Incident Activity: communicating findings to leadership and stakeholders to
support organizational decision-making and policy updates

Controls: NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting) — report findings to appropriate organizational leadership, including legal,
compliance, and executive stakeholders, not only the security team, NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling) — ensure incident
handling documentation captures the business risk dimension (competitive intelligence exposure) alongside technical
findings, NIST PM-1 (Information Security Program Plan) — flag this finding as input to information security program
planning, particularly around SaaS platform risk governance, CIS 7.2 (Establish and Maintain a Remediation Process)
— brief leadership with a risk-based remediation summary that distinguishes between immediate actions (extension
audit) and strategic decisions (LinkedIn access policy for M&A teams)

Compensating: Prepare a one-page executive brief structured around three questions: (1) What was disclosed? —
specific extensions detected, categories of tools exposed (DLP, OSINT, security research, internal portals); (2) To
whom? — LinkedIn/Microsoft, which has commercial incentives to infer corporate software stacks and may share
aggregated signals with advertisers or internal sales teams; (3) What is the business risk? — for teams involved in
M&A due diligence, competitive analysis, or vendor negotiations, tool-stack disclosure may signal organizational
priorities to counterparties. No specialized tools required; the brief should be built from the manifest inventory (Step 2)
and HAR capture (Step 3).

Evidence: Before briefing, compile: (1) the list of sensitive extensions confirmed present on corporate devices and
confirmed detectable by LinkedIn's probe script — this is the concrete disclosure inventory leadership needs; (2)
employee role mapping showing which business functions (M&A, legal, competitive intelligence, security research)
have the highest-sensitivity extension profiles; (3) LinkedIn's privacy policy language in effect at time of discovery,
preserved as a PDF, documenting what consent disclosures were or were not made regarding this collection activity.

Step 5: Monitor developments — track for regulatory response under GDPR, CCAA, or UK GDPR, where the
absence of explicit consent for this specific collection activity may draw enforcement attention; also watch for
LinkedIn privacy policy updates or browser-level controls that restrict web_accessible_resources access

NIST Phase: Post Incident
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Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §4 — Post-Incident Activity: ongoing monitoring and intelligence gathering following
incident closure to detect changes in threat landscape or regulatory environment

Controls: NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts, Advisories, and Directives) — establish a monitoring process for regulatory
guidance from GDPR supervisory authorities (e.g., Irish DPC, UK ICO), CCPA enforcement actions, and browser
vendor announcements (Google Chrome) regarding web_accessible_resources access restrictions, NIST IR-8
(Incident Response Plan) — schedule a defined review date (recommend 90 days) to reassess LinkedIn's privacy
policy, Chrome platform updates, and any regulatory enforcement actions related to this technique, NIST CA-7
(Continuous Monitoring) — add LinkedIn's JavaScript fingerprinting behavior as a monitored indicator; re-run HAR
capture quarterly to detect changes in the probe script's extension list or method, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a
Vulnerability Management Process) — include browser platform security advisories (Chrome release notes regarding
web_accessible_resources API changes) in the vulnerability management intake process

Compensating: Set up free RSS or Google Alerts for: 'LinkedIn GDPR', 'web_accessible_resources Chrome',
'‘browser extension fingerprinting enforcement’, and 'LinkedIn privacy policy'. Monitor the Chrome Platform Status
tracker (chromestatus.com) for changes to the web_accessible_resources API, as Google has discussed restricting
cross-origin extension resource probing in Manifest V3. Track the Irish Data Protection Commission (DPC) and UK
ICO enforcement dockets for LinkedIn/Microsoft actions. Re-run the chrome-extension:// HAR capture from Step 3 on a
guarterly basis to detect changes in LinkedIn's probe behavior.

Evidence: Preserve as a dated baseline: (1) a timestamped snapshot of LinkedIn's current privacy policy and terms of
service (PDF export with date metadata) — required to document the disclosure state at time of discovery if regulatory
inquiry arises; (2) the HAR export from Step 3 preserved with timestamp, documenting the specific chrome-extension://
probe requests issued by LinkedIn's JavaScript on the date of assessment; (3) the list of 6,236 extension IDs targeted
by LinkedIn's probe script as documented in public researcher disclosures (mysk.blog), preserved as a reference for
future comparison if the list expands or changes.

I Detection Guidance

Direct detection of LinkedIn's scanning script requires browser-level or endpoint visibility. Security teams with
enterprise browser management (Chrome Enterprise, Edge for Business) should review whether browser
telemetry or proxy logs capture JavaScript fetch attempts to chrome-extension:// URIs originating from
linkedin.com domains. These requests follow a pattern: rapid sequential fetches to
chrome-extension://[extension-ID]/[resource-path] from a linkedin.com page context.

For hunting, query proxy or DNS logs for high-volume, low-latency request bursts from linkedin.com to extension
resource paths during authenticated sessions. Endpoint Detection and Response (EDR) tools with browser
process monitoring may surface this as unusual network activity from the browser process during LinkedIn page
loads.

Policy gap audit: review your browser extension governance policy. If no policy exists governing which
extensions are permitted on corporate-managed browsers, this incident provides concrete justification to
implement one. Extensions that expose sensitive resource paths in their manifests represent a standing
fingerprinting surface on any platform that chooses to probe them.

For organizations subject to GDPR or CCPA: review LinkedIn's current privacy disclosures for explicit mention
of extension scanning. The absence of specific disclosure is itself a compliance and vendor risk management
data point worth documenting if LinkedIn is an approved enterprise platform.

I Framework Mappings

MITRE-ATTACK
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e T1589 — Gather Victim Identity Information
e T1592 — Gather Victim Host Information
e T1185 — Browser Session Hijacking
e T1592.004 — Client Configurations
e T1189 — Drive-by Compromise
e T1589.003 — Employee Names
e T1592.001 — Hardware
NIST-800-53R5

e SC-7 — Boundary Protection

e AC-3 — Access Enforcement

e SC-28 — Protection of Information at Rest

e Sl|-4 — System Monitoring
OWASP-TOP10-2021

* A01:2021 — Broken Access Control
HIPAA-SECURITY

e 164.312(a)(1) — Access Control
ISO-27001-2022

e A.8.8 — Management of technical vulnerab
CIS-Vv8

e 8.2 — Collect Audit Logs

NIST-CSF-2

e DE.CM-01 — Networks and network services are monitored

I MITRE ATT&CK Mapping

ilities

Technique ID Technique Name

T1589 Gather Victim Identity Information
T1592 Gather Victim Host Information
T1185 Browser Session Hijacking
T1592. 004 Client Configurations

T1189 Drive-by Compromise

T1589. 003 Employee Names

T1592. 001 Hardware

Tactic

Reconnaissance

Reconnaissance

Collection

Reconnaissance

Initial-Access

Reconnaissance

Reconnaissance
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Sources

Source URL Tier

Security News https://www.bleepingcomputer.com/news/security/linkedin-secretly-sc... T3

LinkedIn Allegedly https://tech.yahoo.com/cybersecurity/articles/linkedin-allegedly-sc... T3

Scans Your Browser —
and Sends the Data to ...

LinkedIn caught spying https://cybernews.com/privacy/linkedin-surveillance-browsergate/ T3
on users' browsers:
sensitive data harvested

LinkedIn Scans Your https://byteiota.com/linkedin-scans-your-computer-for-6000-products... T3
Computer for 6,000+

Products lllegally |

byteiota

LinkedIn Hidden Code https://cybersecuritynews.com/linkedin-code-collects-data/amp/ T3
Secretly Searches Your
Browser for Installed ...

DISCLAIMER

This intelligence report is produced by Tech Jacks Solutions Security Command Center (SCC) for informational purposes only. It does not constitute
professional security advice, legal counsel, or an incident response engagement. The information herein is derived from publicly available sources and
Al-assisted analysis; while every effort is made to ensure accuracy, Tech Jacks Solutions makes no warranties regarding completeness or timeliness.
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Solutions is not liable for any damages resulting from the use of this information.
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