¥’ ThreatModeler

WHITEPAPER

Build vs. Buy
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Navigating threat modeling in the Al era.




THE SHORT VERSION

Executive Summary

Al and cloud-native development have accelerated how systems are built and made them harder
to secure over time. The traditional build-versus-buy decision for threat modeling now includes a
third option: using Al directly. Organizations typically weigh three approaches.

BUILD AN INTERNAL SOLUTION BUY A PURPOSE-BUILT PLATFORM

Offers flexibility and control, and can work for narrow Consistent, governed threat modeling grounded in
use cases or small teams. Over time, internal tools real architecture. A platform reduces operational
need sustained effort to maintain accuracy, overhead and supports scale, collaboration, and
governance, and alignment as architectures and secure-by-design practices across complex
frameworks evolve. environments.

USE Al OR LLMS DIRECTLY

Fast, low-friction support for early exploration,
learning, and ideation. These approaches excel at
speed but lack the architectural grounding,
repeatability, and governance that long-term or audit-
driven use requires.

THE QUESTION THAT MATTERS

Which approach stays effective as your environment

keeps changing?

This paper examines the tradeoffs across all three paths, where each one helps, and where
each one runs into practical limits as scale, volatility, and assurance requirements rise.
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WHAT CHANGED

How the Decision Shifted
in the Al Era

The question of whether to build internal security tools or buy established platforms has always
involved tradeoffs. Al and cloud-native architectures expanded what teams can create on their
own while raising the effort it takes to keep that work accurate, aligned, and stable over time.

Earlier decisions were framed around budget, staffing, and time to value. Today, cloud services change
quickly, infrastructure is software-defined, and distributed systems evolve continuously. That volatility is
something internal tools have to absorb to stay reliable. Al sharpens the trade further: teams can
prototype with far less friction, which can open a widening gap between fast-changing architectures and
security processes that depend on manual updates or static models.

WHY IT MATTERS FOR THREAT MODELING
Threat modeling is only useful if it reflects the system as it actually is.

It works when it represents real architecture, produces consistent results, and can be reviewed and
trusted over time. Lightweight tooling and Al-only workflows make those conditions harder to hold.

STAY ALIGNED WITH REALITY STAY GOVERNED

Models have to track actual cloud configurations, not Version history, approvals, and rationale matter,

static diagrams that drift as environments change. especially when many groups contribute to one
system.

STAY REPEATABLE

Outputs need to reproduce for reviews, audits, and COVER NEW Al RISK

decisions, not vary from one run to the next. Emerging Al components introduce new risks that

need more than informal or speculative suggestions.

These requirements are where do-it-yourself and Al-only approaches tend to fall short, and why many
organizations look for a more dependable foundation.
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APPROACH ONE

Build a Tool

Building internal tooling gives teams flexibility and direct control. Many explore this path when

they believe their needs are too specific, or they want to adapt workflows without relying on an

outside vendor.

WHY TEAMS CHOOSE TO BUILD

Process alignment: Match internal workflows and
integrations exactly.

Prototyping: Experiment quickly with Al-generated
prototypes.

Ownership: Keep full control of tools and data.

WHERE Al CAN HELP

Rapid exploration: Stand up prototypes in hours,
not weeks.

Narrow automation: Automate point tasks for
individual teams.

Early utilities: Spin up proof-of-concept tools.

WHAT BUILDING REQUIRES OVER TIME

Content upkeep: Regular updates to threat
content and framework mappings.

Cloud alignment: Keep models current with
evolving cloud and frameworks.

Collaboration and governance: Build versioning,
permissions, and audit from scratch.

LIMITATIONS AS IT SCALES

Drift: Architecture drift erodes accuracy unless
actively managed.

Audit consistency: Al-generated logic may not be
consistent enough for audits.

Opportunity cost: Maintenance pulls experts away
from higher-value work.

When building makes sense: small teams, narrow use cases, or short-lived prototypes that do not need long-term

scale, governance, or sustained accuracy.
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APPROACH TWO

DIY Al Modeling

Al-only approaches appeal to teams that want immediate results without setting up a tool. They
are genuinely helpful for early exploration and for individuals learning or documenting how a
system behaves.

WHERE AI-ONLY METHODS PROVIDE VALUE LIMITATIONS OF AI-ONLY APPROACHES

m Early ideation: A low-friction way to brainstorm and m  No grounding: Lacks architectural context and real
explore. system detail.

m Initial drafts: Draft a first-pass threat list to react to. s  Not reproducible: Non-deterministic output is hard

= Onboarding: Summarize systems for training and to reproduce reliably.

ramp-up. s No drift detection: No alignment with live cloud
deployments.

m  No governance: No built-in versioning, approvals,
or collaboration.

WHERE AI-ONLY APPROACHES BREAK DOWN

Audit- or compliance-dependent environments, multi-team engineering organizations, architectures that
change frequently, and any workflow that requires traceability or version history.

BRING YOUR OWN MODEL (BYOAI)

Running a model inside your own environment helps with privacy and control over sensitive
data. It does not, on its own, resolve the core gaps: architectural grounding, drift detection,

and governance remain open even when the model is hosted internally.
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APPROACH THREE

Adopt an
Enterprise Platform

Buying a platform fits organizations that need consistent accuracy, shared standards, and
repeatable processes across teams and environments, with the governance to keep them aligned
as systems change.

WHY TEAMS CHOOSE TO BUY WHERE BUYING PROVIDES VALUE

m Reliability at scale: Consistent modeling across m Grounded modeling: Models built on real cloud
distributed teams, frameworks, and systems. architecture, not assumptions.

m Less maintenance: Reduce long-term internal m Predictable workflows: Reviewable, repeatable
upkeep and accelerate Al initiatives. output teams can rely on.

m Auditability: Structured governance built in, not = Maintained content: Regular updates to threats,
assembled later. frameworks, and cloud coverage.

m  Alignment: One view across Al, cloud, and hybrid m A deterministic framework: A flexible, governed
environments. framework rather than a fresh prompt each time.

When buying is the strongest fit: at scale, across complex or fast-changing architectures, or wherever secure-by-
design requirements depend on accuracy and repeatability.
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SIDE BY SIDE

At a Glance

The same five questions, across all three paths.

BUILD Al-ONLY BUY A PLATFORM

with or without Al prompt-based ThreatModeler Nexus
Accuracy Depends on internal upkeep No architectural grounding Grounded in real architecture
Repeatability Varies Non-deterministic Consistent, governed workflows
Governance Must be built internally None Built-in workflows
Maintenance Continuous internal effort Low effort, but limited Vendor maintained
Best fit Small or narrow use cases Individual exploration Multi-team, continuous modeling

THE PLATFORM PATH, SPECIFICALLY

The ThreatModeler® Nexus™ Difference

ThreatModeler Nexus addresses the gaps that built or Al-only approaches tend to leave open. It connects
directly to cloud environments, supports deterministic, repeatable workflows, and maintains threat and

framework content on an ongoing basis. It enables collaboration and applies Al within a governed

structure that preserves traceability and accountability, grounded in the Secure Design Graph rather than

a one-off prompt. The result supports teams that have to keep pace with rapid architectural change while

holding onto stability and assurance.
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CHOOSING A PATH

Conclusion

Each approach offers real benefits and real limits. Al has broadened what teams can build
internally, but it has not removed the need for sustained accuracy and governance. Al-only
methods provide speed and flexibility, and are best suited to early exploration rather than long-
term modeling. Platforms provide a dependable structure for teams that need consistency,
collaboration, and alignment with real systems.

The right choice depends on your architecture, your scale, and the level of assurance your organization
needs. The goal is not to commit to a single category for its own sake, but to choose the approach most
likely to remain effective as your environment evolves.

READ NEXT

Operationalizing Al in Threat How Al can be applied inside governed, repeatable practice,

Modeling and why standalone or prompt-driven approaches struggle
with determinism, accountability, and long-term assurance.

Threat Modeling Maturity Model How threat modeling practices evolve over time, and when DIY,

Al-only, or platform-based approaches become necessary as
scale, complexity, and assurance requirements rise.

If you are weighing how build, Al, or platform approaches support your security and architecture objectives, our
team can walk through practical examples against your specific workflows and scale.
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GET STARTED

Choose the path
that lasts.

See how ThreatModeler Nexus compares to building or prompting,
mapped to your architecture, scale, and assurance requirements.
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