
 

The Next No-Code Platform Is Natural 
Language 
By: Jake Barnett, Sr. Solutions Engineer 

Consider a logistics officer who owes her commander a readiness roll-up every week. 
She knows which systems feed it, which records usually arrive incomplete, which 
exceptions need a signature, and what the commander reads first. Building a tool that 
does this used to mean a requirements document and a place in a development queue. 

A low-code builder lets her create one herself. She can assemble forms, connect fields, 
and configure the approval flow. First, though, she has to learn how the builder 
represents a process she already understands, in a tool she uses only occasionally. 
When the reporting requirement changes, she has to find and revise the right 
configuration, or ask someone who knows how. 

Natural-language building is a way of making software in which the person who owns 
the work describes what the application should do in the language of that work. The 
system assembles a working application from components that have already been built, 
reviewed, and authorized. She checks the result and corrects it in the same language. 

This approach should become the next no-code platform, and in high-consequence 
environments it has to meet three conditions. The system builds only from reviewed 
building blocks. Each application runs, and is tested, on the network where the work 
happens. And a team's local changes stay separate from the enterprise version others 
depend on until an authorized decision maker approves them. 

Low-Code Solved Delivery Speed and Left Experts Doing the 
Translation 

If your organization already uses low-code, the delay that remains is the time 
your experts spend translating their work into the tool. 

Low-code is already doing real Army work. The Communications-Electronics 
Command's Army Software and Innovation Center (CECOM ASIC) builds on low-code 
platforms approved by the Army's chief information officer, and has used them for case 
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management, logistics processes, and contract execution support. With the Army Audit 
Agency, low-code tools in Army Vantage, the Army's enterprise data platform, produced 
a data integration and analytics toolkit that gives auditors insight into fraud indicators [1]. 

The center's leadership reports moving from multi-year projects to applications delivered 
in weeks [1]. That is the delivering organization's own account, and any argument about 
what comes next has to start by crediting it, because it means delivery speed is no 
longer the open problem. 

Civilian agencies describe the same pattern and name the gap. At the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, project delivery manager David Rubens describes 
low-code platforms as building blocks that get most of an application in place, so a team 
can put its effort where it matters most [2]. He is also clear about what remains: users 
still need training, and they still have to turn their processes into flowcharts and 
mockups before they can build [2]. 

Low-code vendors have started closing the gap themselves. Many now ship 
natural-language assistants that draft a form, a flow, or a formula from a sentence, 
which cuts setup time for people who already know the builder. The assistant still 
produces the builder’s own configuration, so the user has to read and correct it in the 
builder’s terms. An assistant that depends on a commercial cloud model service may 
also be unavailable on a classified or disconnected network. 

That leftover task, turning the work into the builder’s terms, is now the bottleneck. 
Knowing who should approve an exception is one skill. Knowing how to configure that 
approval in a builder is another, and the people with the first are rarely given time to 
learn the second. If a specialist must translate every adjustment, even a small change 
waits on that person's calendar. 

The next step should take the translation off the expert. They describe the behavior they 
need in the language of their work, and the system does more of the conversion into a 
working application. Low-code's lasting contribution, a library of approved and reusable 
components, is the foundation that makes this possible. 

Natural Language Lets Experts Describe the Work in Their Own Terms 

The people who own the work already know the rules, exceptions, and approvals, 
so the system should ask them for those. 

 



 

Natural language gives the people who own the work a way to state the behavior they 
need directly. The logistics officer might ask: "Show me which records are missing 
required information, explain what is missing, and let me review them before they enter 
the report." In one sentence she has named an outcome, a rule, and a review step, 
without selecting components or wiring them together. 

The system's job is to turn that request into a proposed application, and her request is 
still incomplete. Which fields are required? Can a record proceed if its owner has 
acknowledged the gap? Does her review count as approval, or must someone else 
sign? Only the person who understands the work can make those decisions, and a 
good builder asks for them before encoding assumptions into the application. 

Language also introduces ambiguity. The system may read "missing" as an empty field 
when the officer also means a value nobody has updated this week. Both readings 
produce an application that appears to work, and the difference shows only when 
someone inspects the rule or tests a stale record. So before anything runs, the system 
has to show what it understood. That means the steps it plans, the data each step 
touches, and where a person approves. 

Testing follows, with representative records that include incomplete and unusual cases. 
The officer corrects a requirement in the same language she used to describe it. A 
visual view of the application still helps her check the result. She stays responsible for 
deciding whether it meets her need, while the system takes on more of the 
implementation. 

Clear requirements still matter. Building now includes clarifying them, so the person with 
the knowledge can take part without first mastering a configuration model. The test is 
whether the person who owns the work can describe a need, recognize whether the 
application meets it, and correct a misunderstanding without rebuilding by hand. 
Meeting that standard depends on what the system is allowed to build with. 

Reviewed Building Blocks Let New Applications Run Inside the Existing 
Authorization 

An application your users assemble should stay inside the authorization you 
already have, and it should never give anyone access they did not already hold. 

A natural-language builder is only as trustworthy as the building blocks it assembles: the 
capabilities for reaching data, running workflows, presenting information, and gating 

 



 

actions. The system reads the request, then selects and connects blocks to produce the 
behavior asked for. Every application it produces is made of parts that already exist. 

The engineering behind those blocks happens before any user touches them. They go 
through security scanning and the authorization process for the environment. Engineers 
maintain them, fix vulnerabilities, and add new ones. Review a block once, carefully, 
and every application built from it inherits that review. A fix to a shared block reaches 
every application that uses it. 

That inheritance is what makes authorization manageable. An application assembled 
from existing building blocks can operate under the deployment’s existing authorization 
when it remains within the approved boundary and conditions of use. Application 
changes, including new data flows, remain subject to security impact analysis and 
change control to determine whether additional assessment or authorization is required. 
Building or sharing an application must not widen access. Each person running it should 
be limited to the data and systems they are authorized to access, and agents should act 
within that user’s permissions, a principle Agentic AI Security Is an Architectural 
Decision argues in depth. 

Running inside an authorization is a separate question from being fit for use. The 
authorization covers the components and their controls. It says nothing about whether a 
particular assembled workflow produces correct results, and the owning organization 
still decides whether an application's logic is right before others rely on it. 

A Generated Application Is Only as Useful as the Network It Runs On 

A demo on a connected laptop tells you little about whether the application will 
work on your classified or disconnected network. 

An application built through natural language has to run where its users and data are. A 
cloud service may provide a capability that is not available locally, and an integration 
may depend on access the target organization has not authorized. 

Those conditions are part of the requirement from the first sentence. Before proposing 
anything, the system should establish where the application will run, which data it can 
reach there, and which capabilities are available. A prototype that depends on a cloud 
service the target network lacks creates more work for the team that has to field it. 
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Pilots carry the same risk. Users who build in a commercial cloud pilot will expect their 
applications to look and work the same once they move on-premises into a classified 
environment, and any gap between pilot and production slows adoption. 

Shared building blocks reduce the work of supporting different environments. If the 
same blocks are available in cloud, on-premises, air-gapped, and disconnected 
deployments, teams build once on a common foundation and carry it from one setting to 
the next. 

Each deployment will still behave a little differently. A laptop has different compute limits 
from a cloud environment. A disconnected installation cannot call a remote service, and 
the models and data sources available may differ. The system should make those 
differences visible and support testing in the environment where the application will be 
used. Disconnected Is the Baseline makes the full case for designing from the 
disconnected case first. 

The builder should expose those limits early. If a requested capability is unavailable on 
the target network, it should name the dependency and explain what the supported 
alternative would change. Users should never discover in the middle of an operational 
task that a critical step needs connectivity they do not have. 

Local Versions Let Teams Adapt Tools Without Breaking Them for 
Everyone Else 

Your teams will keep changing their tools after launch, and those changes should 
stay local until someone with authority approves them. 

Local versions are copies of a shared application that a team adapts for its own work, 
kept apart from the enterprise version others depend on. Teams need them because 
refinement continues after an application enters use. Working with a tool turns up 
requirements nobody anticipated, like a missing field, an exception to a rule, or a display 
that confuses the person using it. 

Natural language lets them describe a change in context. If a new field appears in the 
source data, a designated user can explain how it should affect the analysis or report. If 
a button is hard to distinguish, they can ask for a different color. Those changes carry 
different consequences. A visual adjustment is easy to inspect. A change to an analysis 
means checking whether the results are still correct. 
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The system should make those consequences visible. It should explain the proposed 
change, name the behavior it affects, and give the user a way to test the result. A 
request to add a field to a report should never silently change the calculation behind the 
report's conclusions. Where a request is ambiguous, the system should settle it with the 
user before building anything. 

Local versions give teams room to work without touching the shared enterprise 
application. Designated users adapt a version for their needs, while an authorized 
decision maker controls updates to the shared source of truth. A useful local change 
can be proposed for wider adoption after review, and other teams keep using the 
established version while that decision is made. 

The tradeoff is version sprawl. Teams need to know which version they are using, what 
has changed from the enterprise version, and whether an update to the shared 
application affects their modifications. They also need a working version to return to 
when a change produces an unexpected result. Mission Tools Must Carry Their Intent 
argues that each tool should carry its purpose and limits so the next team can adapt it 
safely, and local versions need that record even more. 

The measure of success comes after the first application, when users make the next 
adjustment, check its effect, and keep working without turning every routine change into 
a new development engagement. Sovereign AI Requires Practical Control treats that 
kind of tested, authorized change as part of what control means. 

Buyers Should Judge a Natural-Language Builder by the Second 
Change, Not the First Build 

The demonstration that matters is a change your own people make, on your own 
network, that reaches others only after approval. 

If natural language becomes the next no-code platform, the way buyers evaluate 
builders has to change with it. A first build in a demo shows that a system can turn a 
sentence into software. The harder question is whether the people who own the work 
can keep that software correct, inside the authorization they already have, as their 
needs change. 

A buyer can ask a vendor to show, on their own data and network: 

1.​ A person who owns the work, not a vendor engineer, describing a real workflow 
and correcting the system's first interpretation of it. 
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2.​ Every step the system proposes, with the data it touches and the approval it 
needs, before anything runs. 

3.​ An application built only from approved building blocks, running under the 
existing authorization, with no access the builder did not already hold. 

4.​ The same application running on the target network, including a disconnected or 
classified one. 

5.​ A local change, its effect on the results, and the path by which it reaches the 
enterprise version, or fails to. 

6.​ A rollback to the last working version. 

A prebuilt application is a valuable starting point when it fits the work closely enough to 
adopt. Its longer-term value depends on whether the organization can adjust it without 
commissioning new work for every routine change. 

Legion Mission Builder is one system built to meet these tests. A user describes the 
workflow in plain language or starts from the Legion Pack closest to the work, and 
confirms each proposed step before anything runs. Builders compose from governed 
parts and cannot grant themselves new access, and what they build runs inside the 
Legion deployment already authorized for each environment, including SIPR and 
Centurion by Legion Intelligence at the disconnected edge. Local changes stay local 
until an authorized decision maker approves them, and every version can be rolled 
back. 

Buyers should run the same tests on every vendor, Legion included. Legion has not yet 
published field measurements of how much translation time this approach saves, and 
that is the evidence to ask for. 

The Forward Deployed Engineering Model Is Backward argues that implementation 
should leave customers increasingly able to adapt a system themselves. 
Natural-language building is how that becomes practical for people who are not 
engineers. Engineering keeps building and reviewing the blocks, and the organization 
keeps authority over the shared version, so the people who do the work can decide 
what their own tool does. 
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