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Kashi category-entry strategy memo 

Decision memo on the right entry category, first wedge, and expansion path for the current Kashi 
product direction 

Prepared for 
Kashi project team 

Primary object under review 
Kashi — Progress & Project Overview 
(2026-04-21) 

Purpose 
Choose a sharp entry category that 
is easier to buy, easier to deploy, 
and more coherent with the current 
build 

Date 
21 April 2026 

Scope 
Category strategy, wedge design, go-to-
market logic, and deck/site wording 

Method 
Internal Kashi memos + current 
market/governance sources 

 

Bottom line 
Kashi should enter as a privacy-bounded meeting governance layer, with Manager Mirror as the 
first concrete product surface. Anti-harassment infrastructure, labor-risk early warning, and 
org-accountability evidence system are better treated as later layers of the same strategy, not as 
the entry category. 

1. Executive decision 
The research does not support treating Kashi’s category problem as a cosmetic naming exercise. The current 
materials still mix multiple categories that imply different buyers, proof burdens, and trust risks. The concept 
note frames the system as meeting-governance and accountability infrastructure; the current progress deck 
says Kashi is governance infrastructure, ships both a Manager Mirror and a CEO roster, and still uses a 
strong top-down sponsor line about being the CEO’s instrument for seeing the bill before it arrives. Internally, 
those pieces are understandable. Externally, they can read like several products stacked on top of each 
other. [I1][I2][I3] 

The highest-confidence decision is therefore layered rather than monolithic. Kashi’s safest public category is 
privacy-bounded meeting governance. Its first concrete product surface is Manager Mirror plus employee-
safe pattern visibility. Its sponsor logic is executive people-risk and hidden operating-loss prevention. Its 
deeper moat is constrained accountability infrastructure: deterministic longitudinal signals, role-bounded 
visibility, review-worthy events, procedural access control, and escalation support without collapsing into 
broad surveillance. [I1][I3][I5][I6] 

That structure preserves the strongest part of the build while reducing immediate procurement fear. Broader 
categories are not necessarily wrong; they are just too hot to lead with. 

2. Why category choice matters more than founders usually admit 
A category is not just a slogan. It tells procurement what kind of system they are being asked to buy, what 
internal stakeholders must review it, and what kinds of risk questions arrive first. In a trust-sensitive product 
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like Kashi, category choice also changes how workers, managers, legal teams, and employee 
representatives interpret the system before they have seen the actual controls. 

A broad category increases two kinds of burden at once. First, it increases institutional review burden: legal, 
privacy, HR, labor-relations, and executive stakeholders all get pulled into the room earlier. Second, it 
increases psychological burden: the product starts to sound like surveillance, investigations, or hidden 
people scoring before its constraints are understood. That is especially dangerous for Kashi because several 
internal memos already show that the product’s strongest asset is disciplined non-seeing: structural signals, 
no affect, no employer-facing content classification, no named employee telemetry to managers, and 
bounded access. [I4][I5][I6][I7][I8] 

The practical consequence is simple. The entry category should be the narrowest category that still captures 
the real value of the build. 

3. Category scorecard 
The table below scores the five candidate entry categories against the realities that matter for Kashi right 
now: deployability, budget pull, trust safety, procurement fear, and fit with the current product. Scores are 
comparative rather than mathematical. The point is decision clarity, not pseudo-precision. 

Category Deploy- 
ability 

Budget 
pull 

Trust 
safety 

Procurement 
fear 

Fit with 
current build 

Role in 
strategy 

Anti-harassment 
infrastructure 2 4 1 5 2 Do not use as entry 

category 

Manager coaching mirror 4 2 4 2 3 Keep as first product 
surface, not full identity 

Meeting governance layer 5 4 4 3 5 Best entry category 

Labor-risk early warning 3 5 2 5 4 Use as sponsor logic, not 
front door 

Org accountability evidence 
system 2 4 2 5 4 Treat as later enterprise 

layer / moat 
Interpretation: the public category with the best balance of seriousness and survivability is meeting governance. The category with the 
highest raw seriousness is not the same thing as the category that is easiest to buy or deploy. 

4. What each category causes the buyer to assume 

4.1 Anti-harassment infrastructure 

This category sounds serious, but it is the wrong seriousness for Kashi’s current design. It immediately 
pushes the buyer into investigation, legal-risk, retaliation, and evidentiary-fairness thinking. That clashes 
with Kashi’s own refusals: no harassment labels, no intent or illegality claims, no HR decisions from the tool, 
no employer-facing content classification, and no broad transcript browsing. Kashi’s own progress deck 
explicitly contrasts itself against content-surveillance HR tools such as Archaic and against reactive legal-
tech patterns. If Kashi enters here, it will be compared to investigation or complaint systems before buyers 
understand the more careful structural-only design. [I1][I2] 

4.2 Manager coaching mirror 
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This is the least scary and most legible user-facing lane. It also maps to an existing category. Microsoft Viva 
Insights gives managers protected team insights while blocking access to individual team members’ 
personal collaboration habits and enforcing privacy thresholds, including minimum team and group sizes of 
at least five. Culture Amp’s Manager Effectiveness 180 is sold as actionable upward feedback and explicitly 
presented as a good place to start for organizations new to manager feedback. Read AI’s Speaker Coach 
also offers private coaching metrics and recommendations from past meetings. These references prove the 
coaching lane is legible. They also prove it is crowded. If Kashi stops here, it risks sounding like a more 
political variant of manager-effectiveness software rather than a new governance category. 
[E1][E2][E3][I3][I4] 

4.3 Meeting governance layer 

This is the best match to what Kashi actually built. It is narrow enough to feel bounded, specific enough to 
feel real, and still serious enough to preserve the product’s distinctiveness. It aligns directly with the current 
source-data story — recurring internal meetings, structural interaction metadata, longitudinal signals, role-
bounded presentation, review-worthy events, audit trails, and refusal of broad content or affect inference. It 
also fits the current trust architecture: mirrors, not microscopes; self-view first; upward visibility aggregated; 
no company-wide health bar; no HR decisions from the tool. Meeting governance is therefore not a 
euphemism. It is the cleanest honest category available to the current product. [I1][I2][I5] 

4.4 Labor-risk early warning 

This is a strong sponsor narrative, not the right front-door category. The buyer-economics work is right that 
hidden operating loss, delayed escalation, and manager-linked team drag are central to the economic story. 
But if Kashi leads with labor-risk early warning, it starts sounding like enterprise behavior analytics or 
management intelligence software. That increases procurement fear and invites exactly the kind of labor-
politics review burden that the project is trying to manage carefully. Worklytics already lives closer to this 
broader organizational-health / people-analytics lane, using language about real-time visibility into 
engagement, collaboration, and organizational health. Kashi should borrow the sponsor seriousness without 
entering the same category as its public identity. [E4][I6][I9] 

4.5 Org accountability evidence system 

This category captures a lot of the real moat, but it is still too heavy as an entry category. It foregrounds 
evidence production, challenge, escalation, and procedural fairness. Those are important. They are also 
exactly the questions that trigger the highest emotional and institutional temperature. For Kashi, this is 
better treated as the enterprise layer that explains why the product is more than coaching — not as the very 
first category the market hears. [I2][I3][I6][I8] 

5. The recommended category architecture for Kashi 
The clean answer is not one label. It is a layered architecture in which each layer serves a different strategic 
function and the project stops pretending that public wedge, product surface, buyer logic, and moat are the 
same thing. 

Layer Recommended answer Why this layer exists Where to use it 

Public entry category Privacy-bounded meeting 
governance 

Safest category that still 
preserves seriousness and 
matches the current build 

Homepage hero, top-line 
pitch, first slide 
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Layer Recommended answer Why this layer exists Where to use it 

First product surface Manager Mirror + employee-
safe pattern visibility 

Most concrete and least scary 
interaction model already 
present in the product 

Demo flow, product tour, 
pilot UX 

Sponsor / budget logic 
Earlier visibility into manager-
caused team drag and people-
risk 

Keeps the executive cost logic 
without making the product 
sound like surveillance 

Buyer memo, executive 
conversations, pricing logic 

Long-term moat Constrained accountability 
infrastructure 

Explains why Kashi is more than 
coaching: deterministic signals, 
bounded visibility, review-worthy 
events, governed escalation 

Deep-dive deck, diligence, 
later expansion 

This layered answer is consistent with the internal wedge memo, which already concluded that Kashi’s best public wedge is privacy-
bounded meeting governance, while the executive-risk and accountability logic should remain present but demoted from the 
emotional front door. [I3] 

6. Why meeting governance is the least confused entry category 
Meeting governance wins because it is the narrowest category that still tells the truth about the product. It is 
narrow in data scope: meetings, not all communications. It is narrow in signal scope: structural interaction 
asymmetries, not broad psychological profiling. It is narrow in action scope: review support, self-correction, 
and bounded escalation, not automated people decisions. That narrowness is exactly what reduces 
procurement fear. 

The current deck itself points in this direction. It already says the realistic MVP starts with online meetings 
only, uses explainable metrics only, keeps the AI assistive rather than adjudicative, and rejects real-time 
pop-up policing, automatic abuse labeling, and performance or compensation use. Those are all meeting-
governance moves, not anti-harassment-platform moves. [I1][I2] 

Meeting governance also lets Kashi keep the worker-protective trust story. The trust memo’s core conclusion 
is that Kashi is strongest when the institution is deliberately allowed to see less than the technology could 
show, while the affected individual can see more than they normally can and control escalation. That is 
easier to explain and defend under a governance category than under an executive-risk or anti-harassment 
category. [I5] 

Finally, meeting governance gives Kashi a clean wedge into a category gap. Survey products, manager-
feedback surveys, employee-relations case systems, and broader people-analytics products all exist. What 
does not clearly exist in the same form is a privacy-bounded meeting-governance layer built around 
deterministic structural asymmetry signals, Manager Mirror, employee-safe pattern visibility, and governed 
escalation logic. That is the actual opening. 

7. What this means for the current Kashi deck 

7.1 Keep 

• Keep the invisible-pattern thesis and the core claim that repeated asymmetries matter more than isolated 
moments. 

• Keep the deterministic, structural-only emphasis, the review-worthy-event construct, the no-affect line, 
and the refusal of performance / promotion / discipline / compensation use. [I1][I2] 
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• Keep Manager Mirror and the employee-facing pattern-visibility logic as first-class product surfaces. 
[I1][I3][I4] 

• Keep the executive cost logic as a sponsor layer, because it is one of the strongest reasons the product is 
economically serious. [I9] 

7.2 Change 
• Demote the line 'Kashi is the CEO’s instrument for seeing the bill before it arrives' from front-door identity 

to closed-room sponsor language. It is sharp, but too management-first for the top of the deck. [I1][I5][I6] 

• Stop using broad labels like 'workplace power dynamics' or 'org accountability' as the first category label. 
Those are deeper conceptual descriptions, not the entry wedge. [I3] 

• Make 'privacy-bounded meeting governance' the explicit top-line category, then show Manager Mirror 
before any CEO roster view in the standard walkthrough. [I1][I3] 

• Rewrite any line that sounds like direct harm detection into language about surfacing repeated structural 
interaction asymmetries for human review. [I2][I8] 

• Treat escalation support and executive risk visibility as controlled layers of the system, not the first 
emotional impression. 

7.3 Standard demo order 

• Start with the bounded category statement: meetings only, structural signals only, no content / affect / HR 
decisions. 

• Show Manager Mirror first. 

• Then show employee-safe pattern visibility. 

• Only after that, show executive or governance views and explain why they are aggregated, thresholded, 
and procedurally constrained. 

8. Exact wording: use this, avoid this 

Risky current / likely wording Why it is weak Better replacement direction 

'Anti-harassment infrastructure' 
Implies legal/moral classification and a 
heavier HR-investigation lane than 
Kashi’s current design supports 

Use 'privacy-bounded meeting 
governance' 

'The CEO’s instrument for seeing the 
bill before it arrives' 

Strong sponsor line, but too top-down 
as the public identity 

Move this into buyer-economics sections 
only 

'Workplace power dynamics platform' Conceptually rich but too abstract and 
slightly scary as the first category 

Use 'meeting governance' and explain the 
power-asymmetry thesis one level down 

'Labor-risk early warning system' Sounds like management intelligence 
or surveillance software 

Keep labor-risk language for sponsor logic, 
not homepage positioning 

'Manager coaching software' 
Easy to understand, but commoditizes 
the product and hides the governance 
moat 

Use Manager Mirror as the first product 
surface inside the governance category 

'Org accountability evidence system' 
True to the long-term moat but too 
procedurally heavy as the entry 
category 

Reserve for deeper strategy / diligence 
materials 
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9. Recommended one-line and one-paragraph positioning 

9.1 One-line version 

Kashi is a privacy-bounded meeting governance layer that surfaces repeated interaction asymmetries from 
structural meeting metadata so teams can respond earlier without turning communication into a 
surveillance archive. 

9.2 Slightly longer version 

Kashi helps organizations see repeated communication asymmetries in recurring internal meetings using 
structural interaction metadata only. Managers get a bounded mirror of their own pattern drift. Employees 
get safer pattern visibility and controlled escalation support. Leadership gets aggregated, thresholded 
visibility only after those protections are in place. The product is designed to improve earlier correction 
without collapsing into content surveillance, affect inference, or HR decision scoring. 

9.3 What this paragraph quietly solves 

• It names the data surface and keeps the scope bounded. 

• It leads with governance, not accusation. 

• It keeps the worker-protective story intact. 

• It preserves the executive layer without making it the first emotional impression. 

10. 30-day project actions 
If the team accepts the category decision above, the next month of work should not be spent inventing a new 
concept. It should be spent aligning the current materials, demo sequence, and pilot artifacts to the chosen 
wedge. 

Priority Action Why it matters Concrete deliverable 

P0 
Change the front-door category 
to privacy-bounded meeting 
governance 

Stops the product from sounding 
broader and scarier than the build 

Updated homepage hero, deck 
title slide, one-sentence 
description 

P0 
Re-order the standard 
walkthrough around Manager 
Mirror first 

Makes the lived product match the 
chosen entry wedge 

Revised demo script and slide 
sequence 

P0 Demote CEO-instrument 
language to sponsor sections 

Preserves buyer seriousness 
without poisoning trust 

Copy revision across deck, 
landing, and partner summary 

P1 Add a category-architecture 
slide 

Prevents the team from mixing 
wedge, buyer logic, and moat 
again 

One slide showing entry 
category, product surface, 
sponsor logic, and long-term 
moat 

P1 Align pilot materials to the 
meeting-governance category 

Makes rollout artifacts coherent 
with the public category 

Pilot one-pager, notice wording, 
FAQ intro 

P1 Keep accountability / escalation 
language for later layers 

Protects the deeper moat without 
making it the first procurement 
fight 

Revised deep-dive appendix or 
diligence memo 

11. Final conclusion 
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The category problem is real, but it is fixable without changing the core product. Kashi does not need a 
conceptual reset. It needs a sharper public wedge. 

The most coherent answer, given the current deck, current build, and current market context, is this: enter 
as privacy-bounded meeting governance; demonstrate Manager Mirror first; keep executive risk and hidden-
loss prevention as sponsor logic; and reserve broader accountability-language for the later enterprise layer. 

That gives Kashi a category that is specific enough to feel real, narrow enough to survive procurement, and 
strong enough to preserve what is actually novel in the system. 

Source appendix 

Internal Kashi materials 

• [I1] Kashi — Progress & Project Overview (2026-04-21). 

• [I2] Transparency That Drives Institutional Accountability (meeting-governance concept note). 

• [I3] Kashi product wedge research synthesis. 

• [I4] Kashi internal research memo — Manager Adoption / Defensiveness Lens. 

• [I5] Kashi research memo — Employee trust, bounded visibility, and anti-surveillance positioning. 

• [I6] Kashi research memo — Labor relations / worker representation deployability. 

• [I7] Change-management / rollout research synthesis for Kashi. 

• [I8] Kashi Measurement-Science Research Memo. 

• [I9] Kashi research synthesis — Buyer economics, governance fit, and claim discipline. 

External market and governance sources used directly in this memo 

• [E1] Microsoft Learn, Team insights / manager settings / privacy settings for Viva Insights. Key points used 
here: managers cannot see individual team members’ personal collaboration habits; protected results 
rely on minimum team/group sizes of at least five; Microsoft explicitly frames this as privacy-protected 
team/organization insight. Sources opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E2] Culture Amp Support Guide, Guide to the Manager Effectiveness 180 Survey and related manager-
effectiveness documentation. Key point used here: Culture Amp presents the manager-effectiveness 
survey as actionable upward feedback and 'a great way to start' for organizations new to this lane. Sources 
opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E3] Read AI official coaching pages. Key points used here: Read offers private speaker-coaching metrics 
and recommendations from past meetings; this shows the coaching lane is legible but already occupied. 
Sources opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E4] Worklytics official HR analytics page. Key point used here: Worklytics positions itself around real-
time visibility into engagement, collaboration, and organizational health, which is closer to broad labor-
risk analytics than to bounded meeting governance. Source opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E5] Workday Peakon Employee Voice official overview. Key point used here: Workday frames itself 
around listening, engagement, retention, and leadership development rather than meeting-structure 
governance. Source opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E6] HR Acuity official employee-relations case-management materials. Key point used here: HR Acuity 
clearly occupies the employee-relations / investigations and pattern-tracking lane rather than Kashi’s pre-
complaint meeting-governance lane. Source opened 21 April 2026. 
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• [E7] OECD, How widespread is algorithmic management in workplaces? (2025). Key point used here: 
algorithmic-management tools trigger concerns about accountability, explainability, and worker health, 
and worker consultation improves acceptance. Source opened 21 April 2026. 

• [E8] CIPD, Workplace technology: the employee experience. Key point used here: 73% of employees said 
workplace monitoring would damage trust. Source opened 21 April 2026. 

Reference URLs 
Microsoft Learn — Viva Insights manager/team/privacy docs 
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/viva/insights/org-team-insights/reference/teamwork-habits 
https://learn.microsoft.com/cs-cz/viva/insights/advanced/setup-maint/manager-settings 
https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/viva/insights/advanced/privacy/privacy 
Culture Amp manager-effectiveness guides 
https://support.cultureamp.com/en/articles/7048480-guide-to-the-manager-effectiveness-survey 
https://support.cultureamp.com/en/articles/7048481-our-original-manager-effectiveness-survey 
Read AI coaching 
https://www.read.ai/coaching 
https://www.read.ai/meeting-reports 
Worklytics HR analytics 
https://www.worklytics.co/hr-analytics 
Workday Peakon Employee Voice 
https://www.workday.com/en-us/products/employee-voice/overview.html 
HR Acuity employee relations case management 
https://www.hracuity.com/platform/hr-case-management/ 
OECD algorithmic management 
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/how-widespread-is-algorithmic-management-in-workplaces_cda7a114-en.html 
CIPD workplace technology / monitoring trust 
https://www.cipd.org/en/knowledge/reports/workplace-technology-employee/ 


