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Agentic AI marks a transition from tools that assist work to systems that participate in it. In 2026, 

enterprises are no longer experimenting at the edges; they are embedding intelligence into execution itself. 

The question is no longer whether agents can act, but whether organizations are prepared for what it 

means when they do.

This HFS study, conducted in partnership with Infosys and informed by more than 500 Global 2000 

enterprise decision makers, examines how enterprises are deploying agentic AI, where it is delivering 

value, what is constraining autonomy, and what separates isolated pilots from enterprise-wide scale. 

The findings show that progress is real but uneven[HS1.1][HB1.2]. Adoption is accelerating, yet autonomy 

remains constrained by how work is structured, governed, and trusted. Most enterprises are building agent 

capability faster than they are reshaping the systems those agents must operate within. 

Key findings

Executive summary

Autonomy is the headline, but scope is still the 

constraint.

Eighty percent (80%) of enterprises remain in the Exploring or Emerging stages, only 14% have 

reached Scaling, and just 6% qualify as Pioneers. Even now, only 16% report enterprise-wide 

scope, which keeps autonomy contained.

1

Ambition is enterprise-grade, but ownership is still 

fragmented. 

Almost half (47%) are pursuing agentic AI to rethink business models or operating structures, yet 

28% report competing or fragmented mandates, and 20% are still debating who owns outcomes.

3

Most “agentic” still looks like controlled automation.

Sixty percent (60%) say their most advanced agents are performing simple, rules-based tasks, 

and only 16% report enterprise-wide deployment. Agents are present, but they are largely 

confined to safe, scripted terrain.

2

Foundations are the ceiling; data readiness and 

permissions are the choke points.

Forty-four percent (44%) cite data and infrastructure gaps, only 16% report real-time data 

availability, and just 12% are comfortable granting agents broad access to sensitive data.

4
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Agentic AI is no longer a feature upgrade. It is a structural change in how decisions are made, how work 

flows, and how responsibility is assigned between humans and machines. The enterprises that navigate 

this shift well will do so by designing for coordination, trust, and adaptability, not by adding more 

intelligence to systems built for control.

Workflow redesign is the real scaling lever, not 

adding more agents.

Thirty-seven percent (37%) are layering agents onto existing workflows, and 32% are making 

limited optimizations, while only one in five are redesigning workflows for autonomy. The 

strongest accelerators are process redesign (35%) and orchestration roles (30%).

6

5
Culture is not rejecting agents, but it is negotiating 

boundaries and visibility.

Fifty-two percent (52%) report resistance to integrating agents into workflows, 40% have no 

formal training or guidelines for human-agent collaboration, and 80% agree agents need access 

to detailed performance and activity data to optimize work.
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Most enterprises are scaling agent activity, 

not autonomy

For enterprise leaders scaling AI across 

operations and governance, Agentic AI adoption 

is accelerating, and deployment is expanding 

across tasks, teams, and workflows. But a 

familiar pattern is emerging with implementation 

moving faster than enterprise redesign. Agents 

are being embedded into execution, yet decision 

rights, accountability, and governance remain 

largely unchanged. Without structural shifts in 

how authority and ownership are defined, 

organizations are increasing activity within 

existing models rather than enabling true 

autonomy.

Belief is widespread; 

maturity is not

Agentic AI has already won the belief battle. 

Ninety-two percent (92%) of executives say it will 

reshape the fundamentals of how work gets done 

(see Exhibit 1). The momentum is real, but the 

next question is the one most enterprises are 

now running into: What does “ready” actually 

look like when agents move from demos into day-

to-day execution?

That is where agentic maturity matters. It is not a 

measure of how many agents an enterprise has 

deployed. It is a measure of whether agents can 

expand beyond isolated tasks into real workflows, 

with clear ownership, governed behavior, trusted 

data access, and defined human intervention 

when things break. When those conditions are 

missing, adoption still happens, but it stays 

contained.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 1: Agentic AI has won belief; now it has to earn readiness

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Agentic AI will reshape the fundamentals of how work gets done in our organization

92%

5%

3%

Strongly agree + agree

Neutral

Disagree + strongly disagree
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The maturity distribution makes that containment 

visible. Enterprises cluster into four stages: 

Exploring (41%), Emerging (39%), Scaling 

(14%), and Pioneering (6%). Eighty percent 

(80%) remain in the first two stages, where 

progress is still concentrated in bounded use 

cases and value is measured primarily through 

efficiency gains rather than enterprise-wide 

execution change (see Exhibit 2).

This maturity did not appear overnight. The 

pioneers are also the enterprises that were 

already ahead on GenAI maturity. They are more 

than 20 times more likely to have GenAI 

embedded across core workflows and decision 

making than organizations still exploring, 

consistent with last year’s HFS–Infosys AI 

maturity research. The message is simple: 

agentic progress compounds. Enterprises that 

never moved GenAI beyond pilots are now 

discovering that scaling agents is easy, but 

scaling workflows, ownership, and trust is the 

real work.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 2: 80% of organizations are in the early phases of maturity

41% 39%

14%
6%

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

80%

Typical characteristics

• Agents starting to be 

embedded across the 

enterprise, including 

orchestration and 

decision-making layers

• End-to-end workflow 

redesign, not just tool 

layering

• High data readiness, 

observability, and agent 

governance

• Security and change 

frameworks that 

anticipate autonomous 

operations

• High confidence and 

comfort with 

autonomous decision-

making

Typical characteristics

• Multiple agent types 

deployed in production

• Coordinated across 

functions or workflows

• The majority of data and 

APIs are automated and 

accessible

• Governance and 

cybersecurity are being 

proactively adapted

• Clear functional 

accountability (e.g., 

shared between IT and 

business)

• Trust mechanisms in 

place, with conditional 

autonomy

Typical characteristics

• Scattered pilots and 

tools not integrated into 

workflows

• Manual data 

environments and 

limited interoperability

• Lack of governance, 

security, or change 

readiness

• Ownership unclear or 

siloed in one function

• Deep discomfort or lack 

of trust in AI systems

Typical characteristics

• Use of agents in 

isolated tasks or limited 

production workflows

• Some foundational tools 

(e.g., task and 

conversational agents)

• Basic policies exist, but 

governance is reactive

• Partial automation of 

data and workflows

• Accountability is shared 

but misaligned across 

departments

• Cautious or selective 

trust in agentic systems

Organizational Agentic AI maturity 

https://www.infosys.com/services/data-ai-topaz/insights/enterprises-ai-maturity-leaders.html
https://www.infosys.com/services/data-ai-topaz/insights/enterprises-ai-maturity-leaders.html
https://www.infosys.com/services/data-ai-topaz/insights/enterprises-ai-maturity-leaders.html
https://www.infosys.com/services/data-ai-topaz/insights/enterprises-ai-maturity-leaders.html
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Most “agentic” today is still 

controlled delegation

Enterprises are choosing reliability over reach, 

and the data makes that choice visible. Sixty 

percent (60%) say their most advanced agents 

are still rules-based and focused on bounded 

tasks like summarization, ticket handling, and 

transaction processing (see Exhibit 3). That is 

not a weak starting point; it is a predictable one. 

It keeps risk low, value measurable, and failure 

containable.

But it also exposes what maturity really demands. 

Task automation is not autonomy; it is 

permissioned execution. The maturity jump 

shows up when agents move from executing 

instructions to handling multi-step logic, making 

contextual decisions, and coordinating across 

humans and systems. These capabilities 

concentrate in the Scaling and Pioneering 

cohorts (see Exhibit 3). The message is simple: 

Autonomy does not arrive when agents get 

smarter. It arrives when enterprises change what 

agents are allowed to do and build the 

governance, data access, and accountability to 

let them do it.

Exhibit 3: Most organizations are deploying simple, rules-based agents focused on 

basic tasks

What best describes the current capability of your most advanced AI agent?

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

Executes one task 41% 27% 11% 0%

Handles multi -step logic 38% 31% 19% 10%

Makes contextual decisions 12% 26% 28% 17%

Sets goals and replans based on context 6% 10% 32% 45%

Coordinates with humans or other agents 
autonomously

3% 7% 10% 28%

29%

31%

20%

13%

7%

Executes one task 

(e.g., automatically generates a report or sends a reminder)

Handles multi-step logic 

(e.g., processes an invoice and routes it for approval)

Makes contextual decisions 

(e.g., chooses optimal actions based on historical trends or situational inputs)

Sets goals and replans based on context 

(e.g., adjusts a project plan or workflow dynamically when priorities shift)

Coordinates with humans or other agents autonomously 

(e.g., manages tasks across departments or systems with minimal hum)

60%
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Scope is the maturity test, 

and most deployments are 

still contained

If you want one clean maturity signal, it is scope. 

Only 16% report enterprise-wide deployment 

today (see Exhibit 4). Most deployments remain 

confined to tasks, processes, or single functions, 

which limits coordination and keeps value 

localized.

This is not a model capability problem. It is a 

delegation problem. Expanding scope forces 

decisions about decision rights, escalation, 

auditability, and shared accountability. 

Enterprises that cannot answer those questions 

will keep agents contained, even when adoption 

looks broad.

Exhibit 4: More than half of agents remain limited to single departments or 

workflows

What is the organizational scope of your most advanced AI agent?

30%

24%

31%

16%

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Single task or process 

Handles one specific workflow or task

Single department 

Operates within one business function (HR, finance, marketing, etc.)

Cross-departmental 

Coordinates across multiple business functions

Enterprise-wide 

Operates across the entire organization

54%

Scope of agentic by maturity

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

Single task or process

(41%)

Cross-departmental

(36%)

Cross-departmental

(44%)

Enterprise-wide

(48%)

Single department

(32%)

Single task or process

(28%)

Enterprise-wide

(31%)

Cross-departmental

(38%)

Cross-departmental

(20%)

Single department

(21%)

Single department

(15%)

Single task or process

(10%)

Enterprise-wide 

(6%)

Enterprise-wide 

(15%)

Single task or process 

(10%) 

Single department

(3%)
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Adoption accelerates 

where structure already 

exists

Agentic AI gains traction fastest where workflows 

are already structured, data is abundant, and 

outcomes are measurable. IT operations and 

customer support lead adoption, cited by 50% 

and 42% of enterprises, respectively (see Exhibit 

5). These are domains where escalation paths 

are clear, risk is bounded, and governance can 

be operationalized.

The drop-off in areas like risk management, 

product development, and supply chain 

orchestration is equally instructive. These 

environments are exception-rich, judgment-

heavy, and cross-functional by nature, which 

makes it harder to formalize ownership and 

decision rights. The constraint is not that agents 

cannot add value there. It is that most 

enterprises have not yet redesigned execution 

logic for work where trade-offs dominate and 

accountability is shared.

Exhibit 5: Agentic AI success is concentrated in IT operations and customer-facing 

functions

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

50%

42%

34%

30%

20%

17%

17%

15%

13%

11%

IT operations

Customer support

Marketing

Finance or FP&A

Risk, audit, or compliance

Sales

HR or talent

R&D or product

Cybersecurity

Procurement or supply chain

In which domains has agentic AI had the most measurable success to date?
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Sector-specific adoption 

reveals distinct maturity 

paths

Industries are not converging on agentic AI at the 

same pace because they do not share the same 

risk thresholds. Financial services skews toward 

risk and compliance, healthcare and 

manufacturing emphasize safety and reliability, 

retail leans into customer engagement, and 

technology firms tend to experiment more 

broadly. Across sectors, adoption is still 

concentrated in bounded use cases like 

research, monitoring, and analytics, work that 

improves speed and insight without requiring 

broad delegated authority (see Exhibit 6).

Belief will not build 

autonomy 

Most enterprises are proving that agents can 

work within clear boundaries. Far fewer are 

proving that the enterprise can work with agents 

across workflows, functions, and accountability 

lines. The maturity test is not adoption volume; it 

is whether agentic systems can expand scope 

safely, with defined decision rights, real-time data 

access, auditability, and escalation rules that 

make accountability explicit.

Exhibit 6: Across industries, agentic adoption is led by research, monitoring, and 

analytics use cases

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Financial services

(banking, capital markets, 

payment providers, cooperatives)

24%

Agents monitor markets, analyze signals, and 

auto-generate trade or risk reports.

Financial markets and trading

14%

Agents synthesize financial data, validate 

models, and support forecasting.

Research and model development

14%

Agents flag suspicious behavior and surface 

anomalies for investigation.

Transaction and fraud monitoring

Insurance

(life and annuity, property and 

casualty, reinsurance)

Industrial manufacturing

(automotive, process, aerospace, 

heavy equipment, chemicals)

36%

Agents coordinate machine scheduling, 

predict maintenance, and balance 

throughput.

Production optimization

17%

Agents track process KPIs, quality signals, 

and performance trends.

Operational monitoring and 

reporting

14%

Agents simulate designs, test configurations, 

and support engineering.

Research and model development

Healthcare and 

life sciences

Retail and consumer products

(stores, supermarkets, clothing, 

food, household goods)

21%

Agents track fulfillment, supplier 

coordination, and logistics performance.

Operational monitoring 

and reporting

17%

Agents recommend products, manage 

campaigns, and personalize experiences.

Sales and customer engagement

17%

Agents protect checkout flows and payment 

integrity.

Transaction and fraud monitoring

Technology, media, and 

telecommunications

26%

Agents compile policy, claims, and performance 

reporting for underwriting visibility.

Operational monitoring and 

reporting

14%

Agents detect irregularities and 

duplicate claims in near real time.

Transaction and fraud monitoring

11%

Agents process actuarial data and 

scenario models for pricing and risk.

Analytics and decision support

31%

Agents track clinical workflows, devices, and 

compliance documentation.

Operational monitoring and 

reporting

29%

Agents assist triage, records management, 

and claims coordination.

Healthcare and patient operations

12%

Agents analyze clinical data and highlight 

correlations for care teams.

Analytics and decision support

20%

Agents accelerate code validation, 

documentation, and experiment workflows.

Research and model development

17%

Agents predict system load, monitor 

telemetry, and surface insights.

Analytics and decision support

15%

Agents troubleshoot requests and 

assist users in real time.

Customer interaction and support
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Strategy is outpacing structure, and autonomy 

breaks where ownership is unclear

Enterprises are aiming high with agentic AI. Many 

are explicitly framing it as a way to rethink how 

the business operates, not just how tasks get 

done. But the data shows a growing disconnect 

between strategic intent and structural 

readiness. Organizations are running toward 

autonomy without agreeing on who is steering.

Ambition is 

transformational; 

orchestration is not

The intent behind agentic AI is not incremental. 

Forty-seven percent (47%) say they are pursuing 

it to rethink business models or operating 

structures, and another 40% are aiming to meet 

rising expectations for adaptive digital 

experiences (see Exhibit 7). These are not 

efficiency plays. They signal recognition that 

competitiveness increasingly depends on 

enterprises that can sense, decide, and act 

dynamically.

Yet the operating reality does not match the 

ambition. Many organizations are attempting 

enterprise reinvention without a coordinating 

layer that aligns agents, humans, and 

accountability across workflows. Strategy is 

being set at the top, while execution authority 

remains fragmented at the edges.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

47%

40%

37%

32%

32%

29%

27%

25%

22%

We need to rethink our business model or operating structure

Customers or partners expect faster, more adaptive digital

experiences

Our executive team wants clear, measurable AI progress

We're under pressure to reduce cost and improve efficiency

We see long-term workforce transformation as a strategic

priority

Business or function leaders are pushing for scalable

automation

Service or platform partners are shaping our roadmap

Competitors are deploying agentic capabilities

Our tech teams are driving internal experimentation

Exhibit 7: Top reasons for pursuing agentic AI center on business model 

reinvention

What are your organization’s top reasons for pursuing agentic AI?
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Early value shows up in 

efficiency, not in decision 

advantage

The outcomes realized so far reflect this 

imbalance. Enterprises report gains in process 

efficiency (26%) and cost reduction (24%), but 

far fewer see impact in decision quality, 

innovation, or customer experience, the areas 

where agentic systems should ultimately matter 

most (see Exhibit 8). Nearly one in three reports 

no measurable value yet.

This does not mean agentic AI is 

underperforming. It means it is being applied 

where a structure already exists. Efficiency 

improves first because it fits inside existing 

accountability models. Decision advantage lags 

because it requires new ones.

Leaders expect this to change over the next 12 

to 24 months, with greater impact anticipated in 

forecasting, decision intelligence, and innovation. 

That expectation assumes a structural shift, not 

just better models.

Exhibit 8: Enterprises are realizing tactical gains today but expect strategic impact 

tomorrow

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

What business impact has your organization realized (or expects to realize) from agentic AI 

investments?

28%

26%

24%

23%

15%

14%

11%

9%

9%

No measurable value yet

Process speed or efficiency

gains

Labor reduction or cost savings

Risk mitigation or compliance

improvements

Improved employee experience

or satisfaction

Improved customer experience

Enhanced decision making or

forecasting

Faster time to market or

innovation acceleration

New services, products, or

revenue streams

0%

21%

11%

14%

22%

33%

35%

26%

29%

Realized today In 12–24 months

Right now, speed, 

efficiency, cost savings, 

and labor reduction are the 

most frequently realized 

impacts.

But in 12 to 24 months, 

CX, decision making, and 

innovation will see the 

most impact from agentic 

AI investments.
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Ownership ambiguity is 

the scaling bottleneck

Autonomy cannot scale without clarity on who 

owns outcomes. Yet ownership remains 

unresolved across much of the enterprise. 

Twenty-eight percent (28%) report that multiple 

functions are involved with fragmented or 

competing mandates, and another 20% say 

ownership is still being debated (see Exhibit 9). 

Only a minority reports clear, centralized 

accountability.

The maturity signal here is stark. In early-stage 

organizations, ownership is diffuse or absent. In 

pioneering ones, cross-functional ownership 

models, often through dedicated centers of 

excellence, are the norm. This mirrors earlier 

digital transformations, but with higher stakes. 

Agentic systems do not just execute faster; they 

act independently within defined bounds. 

Ambiguity at this layer becomes risk, not 

flexibility.

Exhibit 9: Ownership of agentic AI remains fragmented across functions

How would you describe ownership and accountability for the agentic AI agenda in your 

organization today?

28%

20%

18%

16%

15%

4%

Multiple functions are involved but accountability is fragmented or

competing

Ownership is still being debated or evolving

Multiple functions co-own it (e.g., business, tech, HR) with

defined collaboration structures

A single function owns it (e.g., IT, business, or transformation

lead) with clear accountability

We’ve formed a dedicated cross-functional task force or center of 

excellence

No one is clearly accountable yet

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

A single function owns it (e.g., IT, business, or 

transformation lead) with clear accountability 28% 1% 32% 3%

Multiple functions co-own it (e.g., business, tech, HR) 

with defined collaboration structures 19% 19% 15% 10%

Multiple functions are involved but accountability is 

fragmented or competing
36% 30% 8% 3%

We’ve formed a dedicated cross-functional task force 

or center of excellence
10% 0% 44% 83%

Ownership is still being debated or evolving 4% 44% 0% 0%

Ownership is still being debated or evolving 3$ 6% 0% 0%
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When teams cannot agree 

on what “agentic” means, 

autonomy stalls

Structural misalignment is reinforced by 

conceptual fragmentation. Just over half of 

leaders say their teams share a common 

understanding of what agentic AI is and how it 

should be applied, while nearly half remain 

uncertain or divided (see Exhibit 10). Without a 

shared definition, governance becomes reactive 

and trust remains fragile.

Autonomy means different things to different 

groups. To some, it is automation with reasoning. 

To others, it is delegated decision making. Until 

enterprises align on where human judgment ends 

and agentic authority begins, they will continue to 

design for containment rather than scale.

Ambition without 

orchestration creates 

entropy

Agentic transformation cannot be driven from 

strategy decks or isolated innovation teams. The 

gap is no longer intent. It is integration. 

Leadership conviction is high, but ownership is 

fragmented, definitions are inconsistent, and 

decision rights are unclear.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 10: Teams don’t have a shared understanding of what agentic is 

To what extent do you agree with the following statement?

Teams have a shared understanding of what agentic AI is and how it should be applied

54%

24%

22%

Strongly agree + agree

Neutral

Disagree + strongly disagree
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The foundation is too fragile for autonomy

Agentic AI exposes what enterprises have quietly 

worked around for years. Intelligence can 

reason, plan, and adapt, but it cannot operate 

reliably on data that arrives late, systems that do 

not interoperate, or controls designed for static 

workflows. As autonomy expands, foundational 

weaknesses stop being a technical 

inconvenience and become an execution risk.

This is not a tooling problem. It is an operating 

environment problem. The data shows that 

enterprises are pushing agentic systems toward 

greater responsibility before the foundations 

needed to support delegated action are in place.

Data and infrastructure 

are the hard limits on 

delegation

Autonomy depends on timely, contextual access 

to data. Yet 44% of enterprises say their data 

and infrastructure are not ready to support 

agentic AI at scale (see Exhibit 11). Only a small 

minority report real-time data availability across 

workflows, which sharply limits how much 

authority agents can safely be given.

Exhibit 11: Barriers shift from technical readiness to organizational orchestration 

as maturity increases

What are the biggest barriers your organization faces in scaling agentic AI?

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

44%

39%

32%

30%

29%

28%

27%

21%

18%

17%

Data and infrastructure not ready for autonomy

Cybersecurity concerns

Skills gaps or talent shortages

Legacy processes that don’t support autonomous workflows

Leadership misalignment or unclear ownership

Unclear business case or lack of measurable value

Workforce anxiety or low trust in autonomous systems

Resistance from business units or middle management

Regulatory, legal, or compliance constraints

Lack of shared understanding or internal clarity about agentic AI

Rank Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

1
Data and infrastructure 

not ready for autonomy

Data and infrastructure 

not ready for autonomy

Data and infrastructure 

not ready for autonomy
Cybersecurity concerns

2 Cybersecurity concerns Cybersecurity concerns Cybersecurity concerns
Regulatory, legal, or 

compliance constraints

3 
Skills gaps or talent 

shortages

Skills gaps or talent 

shortages

Leadership misalignment 

or unclear ownership

Data and infrastructure 

not ready for autonomy
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This explains why so many deployments remain 

assistive rather than autonomous. When data is 

fragmented, delayed, or siloed, agents can 

recommend and execute tasks, but they cannot 

own decisions. Infrastructure reinforces this 

constraint. Many environments are still optimized 

for batch processing, human checkpoints, and 

sequential handoffs, not continuous execution.

Data is not just scarce; it 

is selectively trusted

Even where data exists, trust remains tightly 

rationed. Only 53% allow agents access to 

sensitive data only in predefined use cases, while 

just 12% are comfortable granting broad access 

(see Exhibit 12).

This is guarded autonomy. Agents may be 

capable of reasoning across contexts, but 

permissions keep them operating inside narrow 

corridors. The maturity signal is consistent: early-

stage organizations are still connecting and 

cleaning data, scaling organizations are adding 

controls, and pioneers are embedding 

governance directly into data and execution 

architectures.

Exhibit 12: Only 12% fully trust agents with sensitive data, while 53% take a highly 

selective approach

How comfortable is your organization with allowing agents to access and act on 

sensitive data?

8%

26%

53%

12%

Very uncomfortable – we actively restrict agent 

access

Cautious – only limited access with strict 

oversight

Selective – agents access data based on clear 

rules and use cases

Comfortable – agents are trusted to access and 

use sensitive data responsibly

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

Very uncomfortable 

We actively restrict agent access
6% 13% 6% 0%

Cautious 

Only limited access with strict oversight
23% 35% 14% 7%

Selective 

Agents access data based on clear rules and use cases
63% 50% 43% 34%

Comfortable

Agents are trusted to access and use sensitive data 

responsibly

7% 2% 38% 59%

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026
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Cybersecurity models 

were not built for 

systems that decide

Agentic AI introduces a different risk profile than 

traditional automation. Only 16% of enterprises 

say their cybersecurity frameworks are ready to 

address agent-specific threats, while more than 

half acknowledge that a major redesign is 

required (see Exhibit 13). Static security models 

assume predictable behavior. Agentic systems 

operate through dynamic decision chains that 

cross systems and adapt in real time.

Most enterprises are responding by layering new 

controls onto old frameworks. That approach 

maintains compliance, but it does not create 

resilience. As autonomy grows, security must 

evolve from perimeter protection to continuous 

monitoring, identity-aware execution, and 

behavior-based controls.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 13: Few enterprises have cybersecurity models ready for agentic risks

Which best describes your cybersecurity readiness for agentic AI?

32%

Existing security 

frameworks could 

be extended to 

cover agent access 

and behavior

29%

Some security 

measures exist that 

could be adapted 

for agent

-specific risks

23%

Current security 

would need 

significant 

upgrades to handle 

autonomous 

agents safely

16%

Current security 

infrastructure could 

readily handle agent-

specific threats and 

controls
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Integration friction is 

slowing scale more than 

model capability

Even when data and security progress, 

orchestration remains a bottleneck. Sixty-four 

percent (64%) of enterprises rely on pre-built 

connectors or manual configuration to integrate 

agents, and only 13% report seamless 

integration with core enterprise systems (see 

Exhibit 14). Every brittle integration limits 

coordination, increases latency, and constrains 

cross-workflow execution.

What emerges is architectural fragmentation that 

mirrors organizational fragmentation. Enterprises 

assemble intelligent components without the 

connective tissue required for autonomy. The 

most advanced organizations are beginning to 

address this by building agent orchestration 

layers that govern communication, 

authentication, and logic across agents and 

systems.

You cannot scale 

autonomy on brittle 

systems

The data converges on one conclusion: 

Enterprises are layering intelligence onto 

foundations still optimized for stability and 

control. Until leaders rebuild around real-time 

data, governed access, resilient security, and 

interoperable orchestration, they will scale 

complexity faster than capability.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Some pre-built 

connectors 

available, 

moderate setup 

needed

34%

Custom 

development and 

manual 

configuration 

required

30%

Standard APIs 

make integration 

straightforward

23%

Plug-and-play 

integration with 

enterprise 

systems

13%

Exhibit 14: Integration complexity continues to limit agentic scalability

Which best describes your technology infrastructure for agentic AI?
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The real barrier to agentic is not code; it’s culture

As agentic systems gain autonomy, the limiting 

factor shifts decisively from technology to how 

humans and organizations are structured around 

it. The data does not point to mass resistance or 

fear of AI. It points to something more subtle and 

more consequential: Enterprises have not yet 

redesigned how authority, accountability, and 

trust work when machines begin to act.

Culture is not blocking progress. It is signaling 

unresolved design choices. Where boundaries 

are unclear, confidence erodes. Where 

accountability is ambiguous, autonomy stalls.

Resistance reflects 

ambiguity, not rejection

Workforce hesitation is real, but it is not 

ideological. Fifty-two percent (52%) report 

resistance to integrating agents into workflows 

(see Exhibit 15), yet this resistance aligns closely 

with earlier signals around fragmented 

ownership, unclear governance, and limited 

delegation. Employees are not rejecting agents. 

They are questioning how responsibility is shared 

when outcomes are produced jointly by humans 

and systems.

This distinction matters. Resistance is not a 

change-management problem to be solved with 

messaging. It is a design problem rooted in 

unclear escalation paths, poorly defined roles, 

and uncertainty about how decisions will be 

judged.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 15: More than half (52%) are resistant to agent integration in workflows

How are employees reacting to agent 

integration into workflows?

28%

37%

40%

42%

43%

56%

Increased monitoring and

surveillance of employees

Misalignment between

human and agent decisions

Loss of individual agency or

control

Unclear boundaries around

what agents should be

allowed to do

Overexposure of personal

or team-level

performance data

Fear of being replaced or

devalued by agents

What workforce concerns are most top-

of-mind as visibility into work patterns 

increases with agentic AI?

12%

25%

11%

30%

22%

52% report resistance 

to integrating agents into 

workflows

Enthusiastic 

Actively 

embracing 

and seeking 

out AI tools

Optimistic 

Positive but 

cautious 

about 

adoption

Neutral 

Neither 

excited nor 

concerned, 

taking a 

wait-and-see 

approach

Skeptical 

Doubtful 

about 

benefits or 

concerned 

about 

impact

Resistant 

Actively 

avoiding or 

opposing 

AI 

integration
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Trust is conditional, and it 

is negotiated through 

visibility

Leaders express confidence that trust can be 

maintained as agentic AI scales. At the same 

time, 80% agree that agents need access to 

detailed employee performance and activity data 

to optimize workflows (see Exhibit 16). These two 

signals coexist, but they create a cultural tension 

that enterprises have not fully resolved.

Autonomy requires visibility. Trust requires 

legitimacy. When employees do not understand 

how data is used, who sees it, or how it 

influences decisions, visibility feels like 

surveillance. Culture is shaped not by the 

presence of data, but by whether its use is 

transparent, bounded, and defensible.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 16: Workforce concerns center on privacy, control, and unclear boundaries

To what extent do you agree with the following statements about agentic AI?

We can maintain employee trust while 

scaling autonomous AI systems.

For agentic AI to optimize workflows, it 

needs access to detailed employee 

performance and activity data.

80%

10%

10%

54%
30%

16% Strongly agree + 

agree

Neutral

Disagree + 

strongly disagree

Strongly agree + 

agree

Neutral

Disagree + 

strongly disagree
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Leaders are cautious 

about delegation, and the 

organization feels it

Enterprises often frame hesitation as a workforce 

issue, but leadership caution plays an equal role. 

Executives remain reluctant to delegate complex 

or high-consequence decisions to agents 

(see Exhibit 17). This matters because autonomy 

is learned through use. If leaders design systems 

that require constant human override, they 

reinforce containment even as adoption expands.

Autonomy cannot mature in an environment 

where authority is never fully granted. The result 

is a paradox: agents are deployed, but 

responsibility never truly shifts. Over time, this 

undermines confidence on both sides of the 

human-agent relationship.

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Exhibit 17: Leaders’ own fears mirror those they project onto employees

Which parts of your work would you be willing 

to delegate to an autonomous agent today?

What holds you back from delegating more of 

your work to an agent?

3%

16%

18%

30%

33%

41%

43%

45%

56%

I am not comfortable delegating

any part of my work to an agent

Managing stakeholder

relationships or internal

alignment

Decision support in complex or

ambiguous situations

Drafting communications or

knowledge content

Monitoring and escalating key

risks or tasks

Strategic prioritization and

planning

Scenario planning or forecasting

Scheduling meetings

Routine data analysis or

reporting

9%

10%

14%

17%

26%

28%

29%

40%

47%

I’m just too busy to devote time 

to this

My work isn’t suitable for 

automation

I don’t fully trust AI to make the 

right decisions

I’m unclear what agents are 

capable of

I haven’t seen enough real-world 

value yet

I want to retain final control or

oversight

Delegating would reduce my

visibility or influence

I’m worried errors could affect 

customers, performance, or 

compliance

I’m concerned about data 

privacy and behavioral tracking
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Collaboration lacks rules, 

and culture absorbs 

the cost

Cultural readiness shows up in operational 

basics. Forty percent (40%) report having no 

formal training or guidelines for human-agent 

collaboration, and 37% say role boundaries are 

unclear (see Exhibit 18). Without explicit 

handoffs, escalation rules, and accountability 

frameworks, collaboration becomes inefficient 

and fragile.

This is how trust erodes in practice, not through 

a dramatic failure, but through repeated 

moments of uncertainty about who owns the 

outcome when something goes wrong.

Exhibit 18: The biggest pain points lie in ineffective human-agent collaboration 

training

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

What are the biggest challenges in human-agent collaboration in your organization?

40%

37%

36%

24%

19%

15%

15%

13%

Lack of training on effective human-agent collaboration

Unclear responsibility and accountability boundaries

Poor handoffs and workflow integration between humans

and agents

Humans don't know when to trust vs. override agent

decisions

Misaligned expectations about what agents can or

cannot do

No clear escalation paths when agents fail or need help

Insufficient monitoring of human-agent team

performance

Agents can't explain their decisions in ways humans

understand
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Workforce strategy 

remains defensive, not 

redesign-led

Most enterprises still describe their approach to 

agentic AI as job enhancement rather than 

workforce redesign (see Exhibit 19). This framing 

lowers anxiety, but it also constrains ambition. 

When the goal is to preserve existing roles, 

organizations avoid rethinking how work should 

be decomposed, reassigned, and governed in an 

autonomous environment.

More mature organizations are beginning to treat 

agents as a way to shift humans toward 

judgment, synthesis, and exception handling. 

That shift requires intentional role design, not 

reassurance.

Exhibit 19: Most leaders see agentic AI as job enhancement, not organizational 

reinvention

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

Which scenario best describes your organization’s long-term vision for agentic AI and work 

over the next three to five years?

25%

22%

19%

15%

14%

6%

Job enhancement 

 Agents augment human capabilities, same 

headcount with higher productivity

Role transformation 

Existing jobs become fundamentally different, 

requiring new skills

Workforce efficiency

 Agents enable smaller teams to accomplish the 

same work output

Organizational restructuring

New operating models with different team 

structures and reporting

Gradual automation 

 Agents slowly take over routine tasks, natural 

attrition handles workforce changes

Too uncertain to predict  

Impact is unclear or too early to determine
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Operating models are 

beginning to bend around 

intelligence

Even with today’s caution, leaders anticipate 

structural change. Nearly one in three expect to 

move toward process-centric operating models, 

and 21% envision network-based models where 

AI orchestrates talent and resources dynamically 

(see Exhibit 20). These expectations signal an 

emerging recognition that autonomy ultimately 

reshapes structure, not just tasks.

As intelligence becomes embedded in execution, 

the enterprise will be defined less by hierarchy 

and more by how work flows and decisions 

escalate.

Culture is the pacing 

factor for autonomy

Technology is ready to move faster than 

organizations are comfortable with. The real 

constraint on agentic scale is not compute or 

model sophistication. It is whether enterprises 

can establish a credible human operating model 

for autonomy, one with clear boundaries, explicit 

accountability, and trust that is earned through 

design, not assumed.

Exhibit 20: Enterprises anticipate a shift from function-based hierarchies to 

process- and network-based operating models

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision makers 

Source: HFS Research, 2026

What operating model changes do you anticipate from scaling agentic AI?

28%

21%

16%

12%

10%

10%

4%

Process-centric structure 

Organizing around AI-optimized workflows rather than functions

Network model 

Dynamic teaming and resource allocation guided by AI

Cross-functional teams 

Breaking down silos with AI orchestrating workflows

Decentralized decision making 

AI enables faster, distributed decisions

Traditional structure maintained 

Same operating model with AI as a tool layer

Flatter organizations  

Fewer management layers as AI handles coordination

Uncertain direction 

Operating model impact is unclear
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Autonomy will be built in workflows, not 

workarounds 

The next leap in enterprise performance will not 

come from deploying more agents. It will come 

from redesigning how work moves. Intelligence 

cannot reach its potential inside operating 

models built for supervision, manual handoffs, 

and exception-heavy workarounds. Autonomy 

emerges when workflows themselves are 

reengineered to support coordinated action.

What separates incremental progress from real 

autonomy is not the sophistication of models, but 

whether enterprises are willing to redesign 

execution around intelligence rather than retrofit 

intelligence into legacy processes.

Most enterprises are still 

adapting workflows to fit 

agents

The dominant deployment pattern mirrors earlier 

automation waves. Thirty-seven percent (37%) 

are layering agents onto existing workflows, and 

another 32% are making limited process 

optimizations to accommodate new capabilities 

(see Exhibit 21). Only one in five is redesigning 

workflows explicitly for autonomy.

This approach produces quick wins but shallow 

change. Agents improve speed and consistency 

inside old structures, but the underlying logic of 

execution remains unchanged. Work still flows 

through fragmented systems, unclear decision 

rights, and human-centric escalation paths.

Exhibit 21: Most enterprises are still layering agents onto existing workflows rather 

than redesigning for autonomy

How would you describe your organization’s current approach to process transformation with 

agentic AI?

Exploring Emerging Scaling Pioneering

We’re redesigning or creating workflows to optimize the value 

of autonomous agents
22% 14% 29% 48%

We’re optimizing existing processes to fit agentic capabilities 33% 29% 38% 28%

We’re layering agents on top of existing workflows 35% 43% 28% 21%

We haven’t made any structural changes to processes yet 10% 13% 6% 3%

10%

37%

32%

21%

We haven’t made any structural changes to processes yet

We’re layering agents on top of existing workflows

We’re optimizing existing processes to fit agentic capabilities

We’re redesigning or creating workflows to optimize the value of 

autonomous agents

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision maker

Source: HFS Research, 2026
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Redesign and 

orchestration are the real 

accelerators of scale

The data is clear on what actually moves the 

needle. Thirty-five percent (35%) cite redesigning 

core processes to support agent autonomy as 

the single most effective accelerator of adoption, 

followed by creating orchestration roles (30%) 

and embedding AI into broader transformation 

programs (26%) (see Exhibit 22). These are not 

technology upgrades. They are operating model 

decisions.

Enterprises that move fastest are treating 

workflows as living systems, instrumented, 

governed, and continuously improved. 

Orchestration becomes the connective tissue 

that allows agents and humans to coordinate 

across systems and functions without constant 

supervision.

Process is becoming the 

system of record for 

autonomy

As autonomy expands, traditional systems of 

record lose primacy. What matters most is not 

where data is stored, but how decisions are 

sequenced, escalated, and audited across 

workflows. Process becomes the system of 

record that defines who can act, when 

intervention is required, and how accountability is 

enforced.

This is the quiet but profound shift underway. 

Enterprises cannot automate their way to 

autonomy. They must redesign execution itself.

Exhibit 22: Process redesign and orchestration roles are the strongest accelerators 

of agentic AI adoption

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision maker

Source: HFS Research, 2026

35%

30%

28%

26%

25%

20%

19%

17%

Redesigning core processes to support agent

autonomy

Creating dedicated agent governance or

orchestration roles

Stronger executive sponsorship and leadership

alignment

Embedding AI into broader transformation initiatives

Appointing a C-level leader empowered to drive AI

adoption across the organization

Clear, compelling use cases with measurable value

Building cross-functional implementation teams

Workforce readiness programs (reskilling,

enablement)

What internal actions have helped your organization accelerate adoption of agentic AI?
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The operating model reset: How to join the 6%

Agentic AI is already moving from experimentation to real execution, but most enterprises are trying to 

scale it inside operating models built for control, approvals, and fragmented accountability. That is why 

progress stalls at a contained scope, even when capability improves.

This research points to a clear dividing line. The 6% that are scaling enterprise-wide scope are not just 

deploying more agents. They are redesigning how work gets done, who owns outcomes, how decisions 

escalate, and how leaders maintain confidence through visibility and evidence. The rest are scaling activity, 

not autonomy.

What leaders should do next

Pick one cross-functional workflow and rebuild it for delegated execution.

Redesign handoffs, decision points, exceptions, and escalation so agents can act across the workflow, not 

just inside a task. If the scope cannot expand safely in one workflow, it will not expand anywhere. 

Assign outcome ownership for agent-run decisions, then enforce it.

Name who owns the results when agents act, not just who owns the platform. Define intervention rights, 

escalation paths, and accountability when things go wrong, then bake it into governance. 

Build orchestration roles as the connective tissue.

Process redesign and orchestration roles are the strongest accelerators (and that orchestration is what 

aligns agents, humans, and accountability across workflows). 

Make real-time data access and observability a gating condition.

If agents cannot see the state of work in real time, they cannot own decisions. Prioritize data flow, 

monitoring, and audit trails before increasing agent authority. 

Redesign governance for systems that act.

Move from static approvals to continuous controls, behavior monitoring, and post-decision auditability. 

Autonomy requires runtime governance, not governance theater. 

Define the rules of engagement for human-agent collaboration.

Clarify when humans intervene, what exceptions look like, and how judgment is exercised. Train for 

oversight and exception handling, because that is where trust is built in practice. 

Stop counting agents and start measuring scope and decision quality.

Track where agents operate, what decisions they own, how often they escalate, and how outcomes 

change. If you cannot measure decision performance, you are scaling activity, not autonomy. 

Pressure-test today’s “safe constraints” as tomorrow’s permanent limits.

Oversight norms, permission policies, and containment patterns harden quickly. Design for the autonomy 

you intend to live with, not the one that feels comfortable this quarter. 
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The Bottom Line: If you scale agents 

before you redesign decision rights, 

data flow, and accountability, you will 

not get autonomy; you will get faster 

fragmentation.

The enterprises that get this right will not just deploy smarter systems; they will 

redesign how intelligence actually moves through the organization. Agentic 

maturity is defined less by the number of agents deployed and more by how clearly 

authority, escalation, and accountability are structured. Enterprises that 

institutionalize that design principle will convert experimentation into enterprise-

wide execution change.

The 90-day test that 

proves you are joining 

the 6%

In 90 days, you should be able to point to one 

workflow that is redesigned for delegated 

execution, with named outcome ownership, 

defined escalation rules, runtime visibility (audit 

trails and monitoring), and metrics showing 

scope expansion and decision performance. This 

is the report’s maturity test in practice, because 

scope is the constraint, and only a minority 

reports enterprise-wide deployment today.

Joining the 6% is not about ambition. It is about 

making autonomy legible, accountable, and 

scalable through an operating model reset.

The 90-day test

If you cannot redesign and run one 

delegated workflow with clear ownership, 

defined escalation paths, runtime visibility, 

and outcome-based measures within 90 

days, the constraint is not the agent 

technology. It is operating model inertia.
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Participant demographics (1/2)

40%

27%

26%

7%

United States

European Union

Asia-Pacific

United Kingdom

By Region By Role

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision maker

Source: HFS Research, 2026

20%

15%

25% 25%

15%

Greater

than $50 billion

$10 billion

to $50 billion

$5 billion

to $10 billion

$1 billion to

$5 billion

$500 million

to $1 billion

17%

24%

29%

16%

11%

3%
1%

Increased by

more than 10%

Increased

by 5-10%

Increased

by 1-5%

No significant

change

(-1% to 1% growth)

Decreased

by 1-5%

Decreased

by 5-10%

Decreased by

more than 10%

How did your organization’s annual revenue change compared to the previous fiscal year?

What is your organization's annual revenue range?

48%

11%

19%

C Suite

President

VP level
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Participant demographics (2/2)

Which of the following best describes your organization’s current stage of GenAI adoption?

What is your organization’s current stage of Agentic AI adoption?

Sample: 505 Global 2000 enterprise decision maker

Source: HFS Research, 2026

37%

29%

16% 17%

We are piloting or testing

agentic solutions in a

contained environment

or single function

We are using agentic

solutions in limited production

(e.g., live in one function or

geography, supporting a

defined task)

We have deployed agentic

AI in multiple business

functions (e.g., agentic

solutions are live across

three or more functions)

We have embedded agentic

AI as part of standard operations

across the enterprise

(e.g., integrated into workflows,

including decision

-making processes)

29%
32%

22%

17%

We are piloting or testing

GenAI use cases in a

controlled environment

(e.g., sandbox or functional trial,

not yet in production)

We are using GenAI

in limited production

(e.g., supporting one or

two specific use cases with

live users in a single function)

We have deployed GenAI across

multiple business functions

(e.g., 3+ functions using GenAI

tools with tracked business impact)

GenAI is embedded across

the enterprise as part of core

workflows and decision-making

(e.g., integrated into core

business processes)

26%

15%

12%

10%

8%

6%

6%

5%

5%

3%

2%

2%

Information technology

Finance & accounting

Operations

Customer service

Marketing

Sales

Product development

Research and development

Human resources

Procurement & supply chain

management

Legal & compliance

Global business services

20%

17%

17%

16%

16%

15%

Financial services (banking, capital

markets, payment providers,

cooperatives)

Retail & consumer products (e.g.,

stores, supermarkets, clothing, food,

household goods)

Industrial manufacturing (e.g.,

automotive, process, aerospace,

heavy equipment, chemicals)

Technology, Media, and

Telecommunications

Healthcare and life sciences

Insurance (life and annuity, property

and casualty, reinsurance)

By Industry By Primary Function
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About Infosys

Infosys is a global leader in next-generation digital services and consulting. 

Over 320,000 of our people work to amplify human potential and create the 

next opportunity for people, businesses, and communities. We enable clients in 

59 countries to navigate their digital transformation. With over four decades of 

experience in managing the systems and workings of global enterprises, we 

expertly steer clients, as they navigate their digital transformation powered by 

cloud and AI. We enable them with an AI-first core, empower the business with 

agile digital at scale and drive continuous improvement with always-on learning 

through the transfer of digital skills, expertise, and ideas from our innovation 

ecosystem. We are deeply committed to being a well-governed, 

environmentally sustainable organization where diverse talent thrives in an 

inclusive workplace.

Visit www.infosys.com to see how Infosys (NSE, BSE, NYSE: INFY) can help 

your enterprise navigate your next.

About Infosys Topaz 

Infosys Topaz is an AI-first set of services, solutions and platforms using 

generative AI technologies. It helps amplify the potential of humans, enterprises 

and communities to create value from unprecedented innovations, pervasive 

efficiencies and connected ecosystems.

https://www.infosys.com/en.html
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insights and actionable strategies.

With an unmatched platform to reach, advise, and influence Global 2000 
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perspective, our insights give you the edge to stay ahead.
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