TEAMULATE / EVIDENCE REPORT

AGENTS VS CHATBOTS VS AUTOMATION

Al Agents vs Chatbots
vs Automation

The same three marketing tasks evaluated across four operating configurations.

The answer

A chatbot produces an answer. Automation follows a path. An agent chooses
and executes next actions. A coordinated specialist process adds role
separation, explicit handoffs and independent checks. More autonomy expands
action coverage, but only structure turns that autonomy into controlled work.
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Executive findings

The test scores required workflow steps, not the fluency of the generated text.

CHAT: DIRECT STEPS
8/24

Chat handled reasoning and drafting but left every cross-system action or governed transfer to a
person.

2 FIXED AUTOMATION
14 / 4 Rules completed stable data and action steps, but two novel judgment or approval conditions blocked

the path.

SINGLE AGENT

1 9 / 2 4 Tool choice and state tracking widened coverage; four human checkpoints and one unresolved
reconciliation remained.

SPECIALIST PROCESS

2 2 / 2 4 Role-specific execution plus explicit QA completed the most steps; two consequential approvals
remained human.

The practical finding

The important boundary is workflow control. Chat becomes an agent only when the model can read state, choose tools, take actions,
inspect results and decide whether the goal is complete. Specialist orchestration helps when different steps need different context and
a separate evaluator.
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Four configurations that are often confused

The labels describe how work is controlled. They do not identify a model vendor or guarantee a result.

CHAT
Responds inside a conversation. It can reason, draft and recommend, but the person controls the

workflow and moves information between systems.

FIXED AUTOMATION
Executes predefined rules and paths. It is predictable when inputs and exceptions are known; it

cannot redesign the path at runtime.

SINGLE AGENT
An LLM controls workflow execution, selects tools, reads environmental feedback and decides what

to do next within guardrails.

SPECIALIST PROCESS
An orchestrator routes work to role-specific workers, with typed handoffs, an evaluator and named

human approval rights.

The architectural distinction

Anthropic distinguishes predefined workflows from agents that dynamically direct their own process and tool use. OpenAl similarly
excludes simple chatbots when the LLM does not control workflow execution.?”
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Why a good answer is not a completed task

Real work introduces tools, state, permissions, exceptions and verification after the model produces text.

AUTONOMOUS COMPLETION
24%

The strongest baseline in TheAgentCompany completed 24% of tasks in a simulated
small-software-company environment.

2 0 ] 6% LONG-HORIZON SUCCESS

The best reported OSWorld 2.0 system completed 20.6% of 108 long-horizon computer workflows
under its primary binary metric.

OUTPUT IS A STARTING POINT
86%

Microsoft's 2026 survey found most Al users retain responsibility for evaluating and refining output.5

OCCUPATIONS IN GDPVAL

44 GDPval uses authentic deliverables across 44 occupations and reports that more context, reasoning
and scaffolding improve performance.7

What benchmark results mean here

These benchmarks use different tasks, agents and success criteria. They do not predict the four Teamulate configurations. They
support one narrower point: end-to-end execution is a harder standard than response quality, especially across long horizons and
multiple applications.
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How the 96-position protocol works

Three tasks contain eight required steps each. Every step is coded once for each of four configurations.

Code Meaning Counted as

DIRECT The configuration performs the step and returns verifiable evidence Direct completion
A person must transfer data, make the action or approve a consequence Human intervention

BLOCKED The path cannot continue without redesign, a missing permission or unresolved state Blocked step

The environment

All actions terminate in staging artifacts: a CMS-ready content record, a staged email payload and an archived
reporting package. No message is sent and nothing is published. Each configuration receives the same
approved inputs, data fields, acceptance rules and mock tool descriptions.

Two additional measures

Uncontrolled transition points count places where responsibility, evidence or state can be lost. Setup time is
an expert-estimated range for the minimum prompt, mappings, tool schemas, routing and approval rules
needed by this protocol.

Boundary

This is a protocol-based execution-readiness test, not a live product benchmark. The
coding measures architectural requirements under declared assumptions; it does not
compare specific commercial tools.
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Blog to distribution

Eight steps scored against the same inputs, acceptance criteria and staging-only action boundary.

# Required step

1 Interpret the approved brief

2 Retrieve approved sources

3 Draft the article

4 Verify factual claims

5 Revise to the acceptance rubric

6 Build the CMS-ready record

7 Create channel cutdowns

8 Produce approval package and log
Result

Direct completion: Chat 4/8; fixed automation 3/8; single agent 7/8; specialist

process 8/8.

Chat drafts well, but sourcing, CMS transfer and final evidence remain manual. Fixed automation handles packaging but blocks when

the approval packet is not a predefined branch.

Type

Reason

Data

Create

Verify

Judge

Action

Create

Control
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DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

Automation

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT
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DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

Specialists

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT

DIRECT
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Campaign email to staging

Eight steps scored against the same inputs, acceptance criteria and staging-only action boundary.

# Required step Type Chat Automation Agent Specialists
1 Interpret audience and offer Reason DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

2 Validate suppression and consent Verify DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

3 Draft copy variants Create DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

4 Generate governed UTM values Action DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

5 Build the email payload Action DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

6 Run link and field QA Verify DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

7 Request named approval Control DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

8 Stage the send and write the log Action DIRECT

Result

Direct completion: Chat 2/8; fixed automation 6/8; single agent 7/8; specialist

process 7/8.
Fixed automation is strongest here because consent checks, UTM creation, field QA and staging follow stable rules. The human still
defines the audience and message.
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Weekly performance report

Eight steps scored against the same inputs, acceptance criteria and staging-only action boundary.

# Required step Type Chat Automation Agent Specialists
1 Ingest approved data sources Data DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

2 Validate date ranges Verify DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

3 Reconcile conflicting totals Judge DIRECT BLOCKED DIRECT

4 Calculate governed KPIs Action DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

5 Flag material anomalies Judge DIRECT DIRECT

6 Write the performance narrative Create DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

7 Request decision-owner approval Control BLOCKED

8 Archive evidence and action list Action DIRECT DIRECT DIRECT

Result

Direct completion: Chat 2/8; fixed automation 5/8; single agent 5/8; specialist

process 7/8.

The single agent blocks on conflicting totals because the protocol does not permit it to invent a reconciliation rule. The specialist
process routes that conflict to an analytics role.
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Aggregate result across 24 required steps

Configuration Direct Rate Human Blocked Transition points Setup range
Chat 8/24 33% 16 0 9 10-20 min
Fixed automation 14 /24 58% 8 2 6 75-120 min
Single agent 19/24 79% 4 1 4 120-210 min
Specialist process 22 /24 92% 2 0 1 210-360 min

Chat 8 / 24 direct
G

Fixed automation 14 / 24 direct
D

Single agent 19 / 24 direct
9

Specialist process 22 / 24 direct

The label does not cause the result

The specialist process wins because it receives narrower roles, explicit contracts and a separate evaluator. A poorly designed
multi-agent system could perform worse than a simple automation. Architecture, tools and acceptance rules explain the score.
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More autonomy changes the failure mode

Action coverage rises from left to right, while setup, observability and recovery become more important.

CHAT AUTOMATION AGENT SPECIALISTS
Flexible Fixed Dynamic path Dynamic
response response Tool feedback loop routing

) Exception risk .
Manual workflow Predictable path Role separation

Low action scope Strong on repetition Handoff risk

Chat fails at transfer
The person must move context and output between systems.

Automation fails at exceptions
An unmodeled branch can stop a reliable path.

A single agent fails at state and self-checking
One system can lose constraints or accept its own weak evidence.

Specialists fail at handoffs
Role separation helps only when schemas, ownership and completion evidence are explicit.
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Setup rises as manual intervention falls

The ranges estimate the minimum configuration work for these three tasks; they are not observed
implementation times.

CHAT Human interventions per 24 steps 16

FIXED AUTOMATION Human interventions per 24 steps 8

Setup: 75-120 min GEEED

SINGLE AGENT Human interventions per 24 steps 4

Setup: 120-210 min D

SPECIALIST PROCESS Human interventions per 24 steps 2
Setup: 210-360 min 0

The break-even question

A one-off task rarely justifies the largest architecture. Fixed automation earns its setup on repeated stable paths. Agents earn theirs
when the path varies enough to require runtime choices. Specialist orchestration earns its cost when independent disciplines or checks
prevent consequential failure.
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The hidden metric is controlled transition

Every time context, authority or evidence moves, the workflow needs a contract.

9 CHAT TRANSITION POINTS

Manual copy/paste, missing system state, uncertain version ownership and no machine-readable
completion proof.

6 AUTOMATION TRANSITION POINTS

Undefined exceptions, brittle field mappings and no governed path for novel judgment or approval.

4 AGENT TRANSITION POINTS

Self-verification, ambiguous stop conditions, conflicting source state and broad tool authority.

1 SPECIALISTS TRANSITION POINTS

One remaining risk at the final cross-role evidence package; explicit schema reduces the rest.

Control design

NIST recommends use-case-specific governance, measurement and risk management. Agent guidance from both Anthropic and
OpenAl emphasizes clear tools, guardrails, environmental feedback and human escalation. The practical control is evidence at each
boundary:not trust in a label.
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Choose the simplest configuration that closes the
task

Start with the work pattern, then add autonomy only when a simpler design leaves a measurable gap.

USE CHAT
One-off thinking, drafting, explanation or critique where a person already owns every
transfer and action.

USE FIXED AUTOMATION
High-volume, stable inputs and rules, objective checks, known exceptions and reversible
actions.

USE ONE AGENT
The number or order of steps varies, tools return useful state, and the environment is
bounded and observable.

USE SPECIALISTS
The workflow crosses disciplines, needs independent evaluation or benefits from isolated
context and permissions.

Escalate deliberately

Move to the next configuration only after recording the unresolved step, its frequency, consequence and acceptance test. Complexity
should buy a specific capability, not a more impressive diagram.
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The decision rule

Do not ask whether a product calls itself an agent. Ask what controls the workflow and what evidence comes
back.

1 P 3 4

Can it take the
action?

Who chooses the
next step?

Can it verify the Who owns the
result? consequence?

The practical hierarchy
Use chat for thought work. Use automation for repeatable paths. Use an agent when the path must adapt. Add

specialists when roles, permissions or independent evaluation materially improve control.

Conclusion

The difference between a chatbot, automation and an Al agent is visible
in the work trace. A response is text. A workflow is a controlled
sequence. An agent selects and executes actions. A coordinated process

makes those actions reviewable across roles.

Across this 96-position protocol, direct step completion rose from 8/24 for chat to 14/24 for fixed automation,
19/24 for one agent and 22/24 for the specialist process. The result belongs to the declared architecture and
test:not to the labels alone.
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Sources and scope notes

Review completed in September 2026. The configuration coding and all test results are original Teamulate

analysis.

1. Teamulate. Agents vs Chatbots vs Automation: 96-position execution
protocol (September 2026).

2. Anthropic. Building Effective Agents.

3. OpenAl. A Practical Guide to Building Agents.

4. NIST. Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework: Generative A
Profile,

5. Microsoft. 2026 Work Trend Index: Agents, Human Agency, and
Opportunity.

6. McKinsey. The State of Al in 2026: On the R

7. Patwardhan, T. et al.. GDPval: Evaluating Al Model Performance on
Real-World Economically Valuable Tasks.

8. Xu, F. et al.. TheAgentCompany: Benchmarking LLM Agents on
Conseguential Real World Tasks.

Interpretation

9. Yuan, M. et al.. OSWorld 2.0: Benchmarking Computer Use Agents on
Long-Horizon Real-World Tasks.

10. Zhou, S. et al.. WebArena: A Realistic Web Environment for Building
Autonomous Agents.

11. Mialon, G. et al.. GAIA: A Benchmark for General Al Assistants.

12. Greshake, K. et al.. Not What You've Sianed Up For: Compromising
Real-World LLM-Integrated Applications.

13. Chennabasappa, S. et al.. LlamaFirewall: An Open Source Guardrail
System for Building Secure Al Agents.

14. Noy, S. and Zhang, W.. Experimental Eviden n the Pr tivity Effect:
of Generative Artificial Intelligence.

15. Dell'Acqua, F. et al.. Navigating the lagged Technological Frontier,

The protocol compares architecture under fixed written assumptions. It does not compare vendors, model quality, latency, token cost
or production reliability. Setup ranges are expert estimates and should be replaced with local measurements.

About Teamulate

Teamulate is a managed Al marketing department for growing B2B companies. It coordinates specialized Al execution with human

direction, judgment, oversight and measurable workflows.
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