
A Compass to Navigate through  
Agentic Platforms
Selecting the right agentic AI platform can 
be a daunting task. A crowded field of ven-
dor offerings marketed to be the end-all-
be-all solution to agentic aspirations lead 
buyers into a benchmarking trap – making 
comparisons between solutions that cater 
to vastly different needs and end-user capa-
bilities. For example, Microsoft Copilot Stu-
dio and LangGraph may both appear in an 
agentic AI platform shortlist, but they do not 
solve the same problem. Pitting one against 
the other would be like evaluating a com-
mercial airliner to the jet engine inside it.

Instead, it helps to view platforms through 
the lens of different categories before eval-
uating individual vendors. The categories 
delineate what their respective platforms 
primarily achieve, who they are intended to 
serve, how they are governed, and which 
compromises they make. Benchmarking 
within a category guards against misguided 
comparisons … between a business-user 
platform, a developer framework, a work-
flow tool, and an open-source autonomous 
agent as if they were interchangeable. 

What might these categories be? Which 
vendor platforms belong to which? 

We analyzed 25 contenders to answer 
precisely these questions. Seven distinct 
categories emerged. To test the endurance 
of these categories, we performed the 
same evaluation five months later. Many of 
the platforms had changed: Google Agent-
space became Gemini Enterprise, OpenAI 
replaced the Assistants API path with the 
Responses API and Agents SDK, AutoGen 
moved into maintenance mode, MCP and 
A2A gained institutional momentum, and 
autonomous open-source agents became 
too material to treat as a side topic. Yet the 
categories remained valid.   
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In addition to categorization, we clarified 
their respective strengths and limitations 
of each platform within its category. We 
scored them against twelve criteria: 

1. security and compliance; 

2. builder accessibility; 

3. knowledge and tool integration; 

4. governance and lifecycle management; 

5. multi-agent orchestration; 

6. memory and context; 

7. protocol interoperability; 

8. model flexibility; 

9. cost transparency; 

10. support and enablement; 

11. �EU AI Act readiness; and 

12. �deployment flexibility. 

Further, we graded the quality of the 
evidence we collected into three levels: 
robust, vendor-only, or unverifiable. Ven-
dors report all compliance claims unless 
stated otherwise.

1. Enterprise Agent Platforms
Representative platforms: Microsoft 
Copilot Studio, Google Gemini Enterprise, 
Salesforce Agentforce, ServiceNow AI 
Agent Studio, Amazon Bedrock AgentCore.

Enterprise Agent Platforms are designed 
for business users who need governed 
deployment inside existing enterprise sys-
tems. They typically combine no-code or 
low-code builders, vendor-managed infra-
structure, built-in security controls, and 
deep integration into a major ecosystem. 
The advantage is speed with governance. 
The tradeoff is dependency: choosing Copi-
lot Studio deepens Microsoft dependency; 
choosing Agentforce deepens Salesforce 
dependency; choosing Gemini Enterprise 
deepens Google Cloud and Workspace 
dependency. That dependency may be 
acceptable, even desirable, but it should be 
a deliberate strategic choice.

Microsoft Copilot Studio connects to Data
verse, Dynamics 365, SharePoint, SQL 
Server, Salesforce, and Snowflake, with 
data residency and audit logging through 
Microsoft Purview. The April 2026 Agent 
Governance Toolkit adds policy and 
runtime-governance capabilities on top of 

Microsoft 365 Agent Registry and Copilot 
Studio lifecycle controls.1, 2, 3 Google Gemini 
Enterprise consolidates Agentspace, Vertex 
AI, and Gemini Code Assist, with Work-
space Studio, Model Garden, per-agent 
pricing, and Agent Registry controls for 
deployment and tool access.4, 5, 6 Salesforce, 
ServiceNow, and AWS Bedrock AgentCore 
follow the same enterprise-platform logic, 
with ecosystem-specific strengths and 
governance claims that should be tested 
during procurement rather than assumed 
from the label; the Vendor Selection sec-
tion below sets out the follow-up ques-
tions.7, 8, 9, 10, 11

This category targets buyers that want 
business teams to create and deploy 
agents within an existing enterprise stack. 
It is less suitable when the intended use 
cases require highly differentiated agent 
architecture, unusual deployment patterns, 
or vendor-neutral orchestration across 
multiple ecosystems.
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2. Workflow Automation Platforms
Representative platforms: n8n, Zapier, 
Make. 

Workflow Automation Platforms started by 
connecting systems, moving data, and trig-
gering actions. Their strength is the breadth 
of integrations; their limitation is that the 
governance was originally designed for 
deterministic workflows rather than auton-
omous agents. This makes them attractive 
for incremental adoption, but risky if treated 
as full enterprise agent platforms. They are 
often the fastest way to add AI to an existing 
process, especially when the workflow is 
clearly defined and the need is light intel-
ligence, i.e. classical AI and automations 
rather than autonomous decision-making.

n8n has one of the clearer governance 
postures in this group, with project-level 
RBAC, folder organization, version control, 
compliance materials, and self-hosting for 
sovereignty-sensitive deployments.12 Zapier 
offers over 8,000 integrations, claims SOC 2 
Type II and GDPR compliance, and provides 
Enterprise publishing restrictions and 
approval controls for Zaps.13 Make provides 
a visual no-code interface and documents 
SOC 2 Type II, SOC 3, ISO 27001, and GDPR 
materials.

This category targets business teams that 
want to quickly implement workflow auto-
mation and less complex agentic AI solu-
tions – thus adding AI into existing process 
automation. A workflow automation solu-
tion is less suitable to become the enter-
prise control panel for autonomous agents.

3. Developer Frameworks
Representative platforms: LangGraph, 
Microsoft Agent Framework, CrewAI, 
LlamaIndex Workflows. 

Developer Frameworks are code-first 
toolkits for teams building custom agent 
architecture. They provide more control 
over orchestration, memory, tool use, and 
deployment patterns than full-stack plat-
form products, but they also leave more 
responsibility with the organization using 
them. The question is not whether they are 
powerful. It is whether the enterprise can 
supply the operating model around them: 
identity, auditability, release management, 
observability, support, and security review.

The platforms within this category are matur-
ing quickly. LangSmith Fleet adds GDPR, 
EU data residency, audit logging, semantic 
versioning, and identity management for 
LangGraph deployments.14 Microsoft Agent 

Framework v1.0, generally available in April 
2026, succeeds AutoGen and Semantic Ker-
nel and adds graph orchestration, stream-
ing, checkpointing, and human-in-the-loop 
patterns.15 CrewAI AOP adds RBAC and audit 
logging, though an EU telemetry-routing 
concern remains documented in the project 
issue tracker.16 LlamaCloud supports RBAC, 
audit logs, human-in-the-loop review, SSO, 
EU residency, and claimed GDPR/SOC 2 
compliance; unified catalog-level govern-
ance remains less clear.17

This category targets engineering teams 
building differentiated products or inter-
nal systems that would be constrained 
by a packaged enterprise platform. It is 
a poor fit when the organization needs 
non-technical users to build agents inde-
pendently or when governance ownership 
is unclear.
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4. Conversational AI Platforms
Representative platforms: Cognigy.AI, 
Kore.ai, IBM WatsonX Orchestrate, DRUID AI.
 
Conversational AI Platforms are built for 
dialogue: voice agents, chat agents, handoff, 
intent recognition, contact-center modern-
ization, and customer-service workflows. 
They can be strong where the user journey 
begins and ends in conversation. Thus, con-
versational platforms should be evaluated 
against conversational outcomes first: con-
tainment, handoff quality, compliance, voice 
or chat performance, and integration into 
the service operating model. 

Kore.ai stood out for documented pub-
lishing workflows, app versioning, role-
based permissions, a no-code builder, 
and over 100 connectors.18 Cognigy.AI has 
one of the stronger compliance profiles 
in the review, including SOC 2 Type II, ISO 
27001/27701/42001, AIC4, BSI C5, and 
GDPR materials, plus movement between 
development, staging, and production 
environments.19 IBM WatsonX Orchestrate 
documents staging and catalog publish-
ing flows as well as versioning patterns 
through the Agent Development Kit, Git, 
and CI/CD.20 DRUID AI supports SSO, 
RBAC, audit trails, and claimed SOC 2 and 
ISO 27001 coverage, though independent 
verification was limited.21 ElevenLabs is an 
up-and-coming contender in this category; 
it was outside the formal scoring set for 
this edition and should be assessed in the 
next study.

This category targets the call-center niche. 
It is a less natural fit for broad knowledge-
work automation or multi-system task 
execution. The design center matters: a 
platform optimized for dialogue is not auto-
matically the right platform for back-office 
autonomy.

5. Enterprise Automation Vendors with 
AI Extensions
Representative platforms: UiPath, Blue 
Prism, SAP Joule.
 
Enterprise automation vendors are adding 
LLM capabilities to existing automation 
estates. That gives buyers continuity: 
installed bots, known operating models, 
and mature process-automation teams. 
It also creates a procurement question, 
namely: whether the product is genuinely 
agentic, or merely a traditional automation 
with an LLM step inserted into the chain. 
For organizations with significant automa-
tion investments, the answer may still be 
valuable.

UiPath remains one of the stronger gov-
ernance examples, with Orchestrator pub-
lishing workflows, versioning, permissions, 

GDPR controls, data residency, ISO 42001 
certification, and the Maestro orchestra-
tion layer.22, 23 Blue Prism provides audit 
logging, no-code UX Builder capability, 
internal process versioning, and release 
management; its weaker point is external 
version-control integration such as Git or 
SVN, plus risk when multiple users edit pro-
cesses simultaneously.24 SAP Joule is better 
understood as SAP’s AI-enabled enterprise 
automation layer than as pure RPA, but it 
is relevant here because Joule Studio doc-
uments sandbox sign-off, production pro-
motion, published-library workflows, and 
semantic versioning of skills.25

Microsoft Power Automate was not scored 
separately because it sits within the 
broader Microsoft automation and Copilot 
Studio ecosystem. Automation Anywhere is 
repositioning its AI features, making it more 
suitable for a future study. 

This category fits task automation where 
existing enterprise automation governance 
and process ownership already exist. It 
is less compelling when the preference is 
for open-ended knowledge work or cross-
platform agent collaboration.
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6. Model Providers Becoming Platforms
Representative platforms: Anthropic, 
OpenAI, Mistral AI, Aleph Alpha PhariaAI.
 
Model providers are moving beyond only 
selling foundation models, venturing into 
integrated stacks: model, agent runtime, 
developer surface, enterprise controls, 
and deployment environment. This puts 
them on a collision course with enterprise 
platforms while also making them suppliers 
to those same platforms. The once-clean 
distinction between “buy a platform” and 
“build on a model” is dissolving.

Anthropic is the clearest example. Claude 
Cowork, Claude Code, Claude Managed 
Agents, and Claude Design now address 
knowledge workers, developers, cloud-
hosted agent runtime use cases, and visual 
generation respectively.26, 27, 28, 29 Code 
and Cowork share the same underlying 

agent stack; the difference is interface 
and user profile. Allianz provides a useful 
European regulated-industry reference for 
Claude Code agents with human-in-the-
loop checkpoints and audit logging.30, 31, 32 
Google’s strategic investment in Anthropic 
underscores how blurred the platform/
model-provider distinction has become.33

OpenAI moved from the Assistants API 
toward the Responses API, Agents SDK, 
AgentKit, Workspace Agents, and persis-
tent Sandbox Agents. Workspace Agents is 
OpenAI’s answer to Claude Cowork: multi-
step workflows, persistent memory, and 
enterprise connections, but cloud-based 
rather than local-desktop. OpenAI docu-
ments SOC 2, CSA STAR, and DPA coverage; 
Agent Builder and Workspace Agents add 
snapshot versions, preview-before-publish, 
RBAC publishing controls, and version 
history.34 Mistral AI and Aleph Alpha offer 

European sovereignty alternatives through 
EU residency, auditability, SSO, compliance 
certifications, custom model options, 
and Pharia skill publishing through OCI 
tags.35, 36, 37, 38

This category fits buyers that want direct 
access to frontier model capability and are 
willing to accept model-stack dependency. 
It requires explicit decisions about sover-
eignty, portability, data access, and lock-in. 
For European buyers, Mistral and Aleph 
Alpha deserve attention even when larger 
US providers move faster on features.
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7. Autonomous Open-Source Agents
Representative examples: Hernes, 
OpenClaw, and NVIDIA NemoClaw as a 
managed security layer around OpenClaw.
 
Autonomous open-source agents deserve 
their own category because they make the 
policy question especially acute. They are 
not enterprise platforms, workflow tools, 
developer libraries, conversational plat-
forms, RPA products, or model providers. 
All three are agentic assistants installed 
locally on a computer, powered by open-
source LLMs. What makes them powerful 
(and higher risk) is their tight integration 
to the operating system and several com-
monly used applications. This integration is 
enabled by the software layer surrounding 
the underlying LLM – the so-called “Har-
ness” – which is, among other things, an 
interface and collection of API connectors. 
While OpenClaw, NemoClaw and Hermes 
run locally, the concept of the harness 
is shared by commercial assistants with 
cloud-based LLMs (Claude Code, Claude 
Cowork, OpenAI Codex, Cursor ...).

The pioneer was OpenClaw, originally 
Clawdbot; it calls models through pluggable 
connectors, executes multi-step tasks, and 
connects to over 50 external services. It 
passed 365,000 GitHub stars by late April 
2026. Though wildly popular (particularly 
in China), OpenClaw was developed by 
Peter Steinberger as a “hobby” more with 
experimental functionality than security as 
a focus. The same adoption has attracted 
security scrutiny: CVE-2026-32922 was 
patched in March 2026, with CVSS scores 
of 9.9 under CVSS 3.1 and 9.4 under CVSS 
4.0, and secondary reporting documented 
roughly 140 related CVEs during the pub-
lication window.39, 40 Microsoft published 
guidance on running OpenClaw safely in 
enterprise environments, signaling that 

the category has become a routine secu-
rity concern.41 NVIDIA NemoClaw adds 
sandbox isolation, policy controls, and 
OpenShell runtime support as a managed 
security layer around the OpenClaw core.42 
Hermes Agent is an entirely separate open 
source project from Nous Research, which 
also develops its own reasoning engine 
LLMs (Hermes 4 at time of writing). The 
Hermes Agent approaches the harness 
more formally and with more attention to 
security – although the Hermes agent's 
connectivity and agency is also prone to 
the same risks as OpenClaw.

This category caters to developer-heavy 
environments where local autonomous 
agents may be used regardless of formal 
procurement. NemoClaw and similar man-
aged distributions create a sanctioned path 
around OpenClaw rather than replacing it 
as a standalone product. Blocking may still 
be appropriate in some environments, but 
ignoring the category is not a strategy.

The Next Step: Vendor Selection
Settling on a category is a significant step – 
narrowing the focus in an otherwise confus-
ing array of vendor offerings. Vendor selec-
tion is by no means trivial. Each platform has 
its strengths, which may or may not align to 
the individual priorities of the buyer. 

For example, version control for deployed 
agents remains uneven, even though 
Google Agent Registry, Microsoft Agent 
Governance Toolkit, and Bedrock AgentCore 
Memory and Registry each address part of 
the gap. Governance maturity varies materi-
ally, from full publishing workflows and role-
based access to limited documented life
cycle control. And many offerings marketed 
as “agentic” are closer to workflow automa-
tion, chatbots, or RPA with LLM extensions 
than to autonomous agent platforms.

Just as we found seven useful categories 
for understanding the market, we also 
identified seven useful questions for the 
next step after settling on a category … 
selecting the right vendor platform:

1. �Does the vendor provide evidence to back 
its claims of security and compliance? 

2. �Can agents be governed at scale through 
versioning, publishing workflows, RBAC, 
registries, and audit logs? 

3. �Does multi-agent orchestration support 
the envisaged use cases, including MCP 
and A2A where relevant? 43, 44

4. �Can the agent execute transactions and 
manage bidirectional state, rather than 
merely read data? 

5. �What is the full cost of the solution, 
including integration, governance, sup-
port, and infrastructure?

6. �In Europe, does the use case create obli-
gations under the EU AI Act or related AI 
regulation? 45

7. �Does the deployment meet the buyer’s 
data-sovereignty, residency, and risk-
management requirements?

Sovereignty should be treated separately 
from regulation: it is typically a policy and 
risk-management requirement rather 
than a direct platform obligation. Where 
sovereignty is a priority, relevant European 
options in this review include Cognigy.AI in 
Germany, Mistral AI in France, Aleph Alpha 
in Germany, DRUID AI in Romania, and n8n 
in Germany with self-hosting.
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Category Fit At A Glance
As needs mature, buyers are unlikely to 
stay within a single category. A team may 
begin with workflow automation, move to 
an enterprise agent platform for governed 
scale, and use developer frameworks or 

Category Primary use case Key risk

Enterprise agent 
platforms

Governed knowledge-worker deployment 
in major enterprise suites

Ecosystem lock-in

Workflow automation 
platforms

AI steps inside existing automated 
workflows

Treating workflow tools as agent platforms

Developer  
frameworks

Custom agent products and architectures Build-your-own governance

Conversational AI 
platforms

Contact centre and dialogue-led automation Stretching dialogue tools beyond their 
design centre

RPA vendors with AI 
extensions

Intelligence added to existing bot estates Buying RPA with an agentic label

Model providers 
becoming platforms

Direct access to frontier models and 
integrated agent runtimes

Model and jurisdictional dependency

Autonomous open-
source agents

Local autonomous execution requiring 
explicit IT policy

Identity, isolation, and runtime monitoring

model-provider stacks for differentiated 
use cases. The taxonomy is therefore not a 
one-time decision tree; it is a compass for 
matching each stage of agentic ambition to 
the right kind of platform.

Tab. 1 – Categories of Agentic Offerings

Conclusion
Organizations are more likely to capture 
value from agentic AI when first identifying 
the platform category that suits their gen-
eral needs and capabilities before proceed-
ing to vendor selection. Starting with a ven-
dor shortlist is tempting, especially when 
the vendor is already in the technology 
footprint (certainly a valid consideration), 
but it imposes constraints that may signif-
icantly dampen the impact agentic AI can 
have for a particular organization.

It might seem obvious from afar, but it can 
quickly be forgotten in the clamor of daily 
business: economic return is not the only 
KPI that matters. Customer outcomes, 
team capability, operational resilience, and 
risk posture should sit beside the financial 
case. The platforms will change again; the 
need for category-level thinking will remain.

1. �Find the category before selecting vendors. 

2. Decide who will build and maintain the agents. 

3. �Map the existing technology footprint and treat it as both an 
advantage and a dependency. 

4. �Assess governance maturity before scaling. 

5. �For autonomous open-source agents, make an explicit IT decision 
before unmanaged adoption makes the decision on its own.

Priority moves to consider.
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