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Research memo for sharpening the market narrative: why now, why this wedge, why this buyer, why
this team, and why this is not politically doomed.
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Bottom line: Kashi becomes believable only if it is presented as the narrowest politically survivable form of
workplace visibility Al. The narrative cannot be “Al detects harassment.” It has to be “recorded meetings
became normal, the legal red line became clearer, institutions still fail to act, and the obvious surveillance
versions of this category have already discredited themselves.”

1. What this memo is doing

This memo is not product copy and not investor theater. It is a founder-survival brief. The question is not
whether Kashi is intellectually interesting. It is whether Kashi can explain, in a way that survives contact with
buyers, employees, legal review, and internal politics, why this category can exist now and why Kashi’s
specific form is the one that has a plausible right to exist.

The internal Kashi materials already provide a strong conceptual spine: invisible patterns, institutional
denial, deterministic and structurally explainable signals, no affect inference, no content-level employer
surveillance, and explicit refusal of the most politically toxic feature forms. The external research
strengthens that spine, but it also clarifies where the current story is still weak or too neat. In particular, the
story still needs a more deliberate answer to five questions:

e Why now rather than five years ago?

e Why this narrow meeting-governance wedge rather than surveys, hotline intake, or content surveillance?
e  Why this buyer map rather than a generic “HR tech” motion?

e Why s the team allowed to claim a distinctive right to build this?

e Why s this not simply doomed by workplace-surveillance politics?

The strongest narrative answer is not soft. It is that Kashi is viable precisely because it refuses the obvious,
more lucrative, and more politically fatal versions of the category. The constraints are not decorative. They
are the category thesis.

2. Why now

The best “why now” story is not “Al got better.” That line is too generic to matter. The credible answeris a
convergence of four specific shifts: the input layer became normal, the legal red line became clearer, the
underlying problem remained live and under-addressed, and public backlash taught the market what not to
build.



2.1 The input layer is finally normal enough

Kashi depends on recorded or transcribed meetings with timestamps and speaker attribution. That
dependency matters because it means the category lives or dies on whether transcripts have become
ordinary enterprise artifacts rather than special-purpose compliance objects.

That condition is now substantially more true than it was a few years ago. Microsoft Teams documents
transcription as a real-time written record of what was said in a meeting, and notes that participants can
view the transcript after the meeting with timestamps and speaker attribution. Google Meet documents
built-in transcripts and states that spoken words are included in transcripts and stored in the organizer’s
Google Drive. Zoom now treats recordings and transcripts as a standard part of its meeting product stack,
including Al Companion transcript retrieval and management. The important point is not that every company
uses these features perfectly; the important point is that the substrate Kashi needs is no longer exotic. The
behavior Kashi depends on is increasingly normal enterprise plumbing rather than new institutional behavior
Kashi itself must create.

2.2 The law now tells the market where the red line is

Kashi’s “patterns, not content, not affect” stance is stronger now than it would have been pre-2024, because
the EU Al Act has made the politically and legally survivable corridor more explicit. The Act prohibits
emotion-recognition practices in workplace contexts and treats employment-related Al use as an especially
sensitive zone. In parallel, Kashi’s internal materials already align with this corridor by refusing affect
inference, content-level employer surveillance, and HR decisioning from tool output.

That matters narratively because the product is no longer just making an ethical choice. Itis occupying the
narrower lane that the regulatory environment increasingly makes look sane. In other words: before, “no
creepy affect inference” sounded like a taste preference; now it reads as the discipline required to stay
inside a defensible legal and political envelope.

2.3 The institutional problem remains live

Japan’s own data keeps the urgency real. In the MHLW 2024 survey results, 19.3% of workers reported
experiencing power harassment within the prior three years. Among those who experienced power
harassment, the most common post-incident response was to do nothing (36.9%). Where the workplace
became aware of power harassment, the most common company response was still to do nothing (53.2%).
Separately, MHLW’s harassment-prevention guidance makes clear that employers are already obligated to
establish policy, consultation structures, prompt fact-finding, privacy protection, and anti-retaliation
measures.

This combination is the heart of Kashi’s timing argument. The duty structure exists. The visibility and
response gap remains. Kashi is therefore not inventing a new moral problem or a new legal obligation. Itis
entering a space where the institution is already expected to act but still lacks adequate pattern visibility.

2.4 The market has already demonstrated the fatal version

Microsoft Productivity Score is a useful public precedent because it showed, in a very visible way, how
quickly workplace analytics becomes politically radioactive when it starts to look like individual employee
surveillance. Microsoft’s own response in December 2020 was to make changes explicitly framed around
protecting individual privacy after significant public criticism.



For Kashi, that precedent is strategically valuable. It means the market has already taught everyone what the
obviously wrong version looks like. Kashi does not need to explain from zero why individual behavioral

telemetry for managerial consumption is dangerous. That lesson has already been socially paid for.

Why-now stack in one view

more standard across Teams, Meet,
and Zoom.

Shift What changed Why it matters for Kashi

Meeting transcripts with timestamps

and speaker attribution have become Kashi no longer has to create the base
Input layer

data behavior from scratch.

Regulatory clarity

The EU Al Act made workplace affect
inference and employment Al risk
boundaries much clearer.

“«

Kashi’s “structural metadata only”
posture now maps to a visible legal
corridor.

Persistent problem

Japanese harassment experience,
underreporting, and non-response
remain substantial despite formal
obligations.

The duty exists; the implementation
gap is still open.

Negative precedent

Productivity Score backlash made
invasive individual workplace telemetry
politically suspect.

Kashi can define itself explicitly against
the already-discredited surveillance
version.

3. Why this wedge

Kashi’s wedge is not “harassment Al.

” It is structural meeting-governance visibility. That distinction is not

branding polish. It is the reason the product has a chance to exist at all.

The internal project materials are unusually disciplined here. Kashi positions itself as governance

infrastructure rather than a classifier; it focuses on deterministic structural signals from meetings; it treats

output as review-worthy events rather than machine verdicts; it refuses affect inference, content-level

employer surveillance, and company-wide relationship scoring; and it routes executive visibility through
aggregation, k-anonymity, suppression, and auditability. This is not a broad Al wedge. Itis a deliberately

narrow corridor.

3.1 Why meetings are the right starting wedge

Meetings are where repeated power asymmetry can become visible in ways that remain explainable.

Interruption concentration, chilling effects, unanswered questions, speaking-share inequality, ignored-turn
dynamics, and directionality patterns are all legible as structural rather than psychological claims. That is
precisely why the project’s detector stack can be described as explainable and auditable instead of

mystical.

Starting with meetings also keeps the data modality relatively bounded. It is much easier to explain

governance, retention, and role-based access in a meeting-only product than in a product that immediately

tries to ingest Slack, email, documents, or browser activity. The political difference is major.




3.2 Why this wedge is stronger than surveys

Survey products are familiar and easy to buy, but they are lagging, soft, and often too easy for institutions to
ignore. Kashi’s own competitive analysis makes this point well in the Japanese context: pulse-survey
products capture self-report and sentiment but miss real interaction telemetry. The wedge here is that Kashi
is not asking the employee to summarize the pattern from memory or to shoulder the proof burden alone. It
is trying to surface repeated asymmetry as observable structure.

That does not make surveys useless. It means they are weaker as the lead wedge for Kashi’s category thesis,
because Kashi’s distinct promise is not “employees feel bad.” It is “the institution can no longer plausibly
say it could not see the pattern.”

3.3 Why this wedge is safer than content surveillance

Content-surveillance products promise apparent richness but carry heavier trust, legal, and political costs.
They are easier to describe in a demo and easier to overclaim, but they also more quickly become “the
employer reads everything.” Kashi’s documents repeatedly and correctly refuse that path.

That refusal is strategically intelligent. In Japanese workplaces especially, a product that reads message
content for employer-side judgment is much easier to position as an HR or compliance weapon and much
harder to position as governance infrastructure that employees can tolerate. The wedge therefore works
because it is strong enough to reveal a meaningful slice of the problem while still narrow enough to defend.

3.4 Why explainability matters more than cleverness

Kashi’s wedge is also good because it is explainable. The materials already emphasize deterministic
features, turn-level traceability, and human-approved event construction. This matters because the real sale
is not “our model is smart.” The real sale is “our outputs can be challenged, audited, and explained to
skeptical humans.”

That is the only viable story in a category touching workplace power, retaliation risk, and legal exposure.
Cleverer but less explainable systems might look stronger in a hackathon or demo context, but they become
weaker once a buyer, employee representative, or lawyer asks what exactly the system thinks it saw.

4. Why this buyer

The current Kashi materials correctly push against the standard “HR tech” framing, but the buyer story
needs one more turn of precision. The sharp answer is not “HR is the wrong buyer.” The sharper answer is
that the economic sponsor, operational owner, and trust counterparty are different actors.

A workable buyer map looks like this: CEO or CFO as economic sponsor, HR/Legal/Compliance as
operational owner, and employees or worker representatives as the trust counterparty that determines
whether the product can politically survive inside the organization.

4.1 Why leadership has to care

Kashi’s own materials are strongest when they frame the cost not as a single leave case, but as hidden
operating loss: productivity drag, manager firefighting, delayed delivery, presenteeism, attrition, and late-
stage escalation. That is the economic argument that belongs to leadership.

This isimportant because the underlying budget logic is cross-functional and often invisible. HR may feel the
procedural burden, but leadership feels the cost of regrettable attrition, weakened team throughput, conflict



escalation, and delayed organizational correction. That is why the current “see the bill before it arrives” line
works. It translates an apparently soft problem into an expected-loss problem.

4.2 Why HR, Legal, and Compliance still matter

At the same time, the motion cannot pretend HR and Legal are peripheral. In Japan, the employer’s
obligations around harassment prevention, consultation, privacy protection, prompt response, and anti-
retaliation are operational obligations. Those functions are therefore gatekeepers whether or not they
control the budget narrative.

The political-survival version of the buyer story is not “bypass HR.” Itis “connect leadership’s economic
incentive to HR/Legal’s procedural duty without collapsing the product into a post-incident case-
management tool.”

4.3 Why the trust counterparty is separate from the buyer

A category like this cannot be sold only by mapping the budget owner. It also has to survive the trust logic of
the people being observed. That is where Kashi’s design choices matter most: self-visibility before broad
upward visibility, refusal of content reading, refusal of company-wide health scoring, and strong constraints
on managerial access to named-individual telemetry.

If the employee-side interpretation is “this is a smarter executive surveillance layer,” the category fails even
if the commercial buyer likes it. So the real narrative needs to say: the product is funded because the
institution has an incentive to reduce hidden people-risk costs, but it is designed to survive because it does
not hand management a broader license to browse people.

Buyer map in one view

Role What they feel Why they matter Narrative implication
Hidden labor-cost leakage, Lead with expected-loss

CEO/CFO attrition, delivery risk, Economic sponsor reduction, not soft culture
escalations language.

Consultation duty, fact- . .
y Frame Kashi as prevention

finding, privacy, anti- Operational owner / .

HR/ Legal / Compliance . g.p ¥ P and triage support, not
retaliation, governance gatekeeper s
burden automated adjudication.

Show self-service visibility,
strict refusal boundaries,
and no-signal-is-not-no-
problem posture.

Surveillance risk, retaliation
Employees / representatives | risk, fairness, practical Trust counterparty
usefulness

5. Why this team

This is the hardest part of the founder narrative because it is the easiest place to start lying. “Why us” often
degrades into generic Al competence claims, which would be especially weak here. This category does not
mainly reward model cleverness. It rewards disciplined product and governance taste under constraint.

Based on the materials available, the strongest truthful “why us” is not biography. It is design judgment. The
Kashi materials show repeated refusal of politically tempting but strategically fatal features: no affect



inference, no content-level employer surveillance, no HR decisions from the tool, no binary abuser labels, no
company-wide health bar, and a narrow structural meeting-data wedge. That pattern of refusal is itself
evidence of category understanding.

5.1 The strongest “why us” is disciplined category design

Most teams in this space default into one of two traps. Either they build survey-soft “engagement” software
that feels harmless but does not structurally solve institutional denial, or they build creepier surveillance
systems that promise stronger signal but become politically toxic. Kashi’s materials show an unusual
willingness to live in the narrow and annoying middle: strong enough to make hidden patterns legible, but
constrained enough not to become general-purpose managerial telemetry.

Thatis not a small distinction. Itis likely the main source of founder credibility available from the current
materials.

5.2 What cannot honestly be claimed yet

The current materials do not provide a strong biography-based founder story. There is not yet evidence in the
materials of domain pedigree, prior startup wins, or special institutional authority that would independently
justify “why us.” If the team wants a biography-based founder narrative, it will need to be built separately
from real team history, experience, or access.

Until then, the safer narrative is: we are credible because our product choices show that we understand the
political, legal, and organizational trap structure of this category better than teams that chase easier demo
value.

5.3 Practical narrative rule

Do not let “why us” become “we have better Al.” Let it become: “we know which lines cannot be crossed,
and we built the thesis around those lines rather than treating them as compliance cleanup afterward.”

6. Why this is not just doomed politically

A product like this would indeed be doomed if it looked like any of the following: harassment detection Al,
employee scoring, manager-side browsing of individual behavioral telemetry, company-wide relationship
health numerics, or broad content surveillance. Those versions are not only ethically questionable; they are
politically stupid.

Kashi’s chance of survival comes from the fact that it is not trying to be the strongest possible visibility
system. It is trying to be the strongest visibility system that can still plausibly be defended to workers, legal
reviewers, and skeptical executives.

6.1 The politics work only if the product’s restrictions are real

The internal documents already do the right thing by making refusal a visible part of the product posture. This
is not just governance appendix language. It is market-facing category design. The more Kashi can show that
its restrictions are product-defining rather than cosmetic, the more credible the politics become.

This is also why the refusal of the company-wide relationship health bar is strategically important. It signals
that Kashi understands Goodhart-style risks, managerial misuse, and the temptation to simplify a socially
complex reality into a compliance headline. Refusing the easier dashboard is a political advantage, not only
a product choice.



6.2 Political viability requires anti-exoneration language

The product is still vulnerable to one dangerous misreading: that no detected signal means no problem. That
would turn Kashi into a more polished institutional denial machine. The U.S. EEOC’s harassment task-force
materials are useful here: roughly three out of four individuals who experienced harassment never even
talked to a supervisor, manager, or union representative, in part because they fear disbelief, inaction, blame,
and retaliation.

Kashi therefore has to be explicit that absence of structural signal is not evidence of safety. Thisis nota
minor disclaimer. Itis part of the political-defense architecture. Without it, the product can be accused of
manufacturing exoneration through Ul rather than through law.

6.3 Organizational climate matters more than incident cleverness

The National Academies’ work on harassment climate is useful here even though it arises in a different but
highly relevant harassment domain. It emphasizes that perceived organizational tolerance is a powerful
predictor of harassment and points to three especially dangerous perceptions: high risk to complainants,
lack of sanctions, and the belief that complaints will not be taken seriously.

This matters because Kashi does not need to claim that it detects legal truth. It only needs to claim that it
reduces one component of institutional tolerance: plausible deniability about repeated patterns. That is
politically much more defensible than pretending the system can determine whether misconduct occurred
in a legal sense.

7. Likely narrative attacks and the strongest truthful response

Likely attack Why the attack is serious Best truthful response

Kashi’s core thesis is narrower:
structural meeting metadata only, no

“This is creepy workplace The category is adjacent to products affect inference, no content-reading for

surveillance.” that track people for management. employer judgment, no performance or
HR decisions, no company-wide health
score.

Surveys capture self-report after the
burden of recognition has already fallen
Surveys are familiar and politically on the individual. Kashi’s wedge is
safer at first glance. repeated interaction structure over
time, which the institution often fails to
see from fragments.

“Why not just use surveys or hotlines?”

That is exactly why Kashi is built around
self-visibility, private manager mirrors,

“This will never survive internal Senior leaders may resist being aggregate executive views, refusal

politics.” measured; workers may fear misuse. features, and auditability. The
product’s restrictions are the survival
strategy.

No. Kashi observes one bounded slice
of workplace interaction: repeated
structural patterns in recorded
meetings. It can reduce one kind of
invisibility, not certify safety.

If this reading spreads, the system

“No signal means no issue, right?” . .
becomes a denial engine.




The strongest answer is disciplined
category design: the materials show
Teams can easily sound like generic Al repeated refusal of politically fatal
founders entering a sensitive domain. features and a consistent commitment
to explainability and governance by
design.

“Why you?”

8. Recommended founder narrative

The best Kashi narrative should be austere, not grand. It should not sound like a general Al company entering
HR. It should sound like a team that observed a narrow but structurally important institutional blind spot and
built the least dangerous system capable of reducing it.

8.1 One-sentence version

Kashi is the narrowest politically survivable form of workplace visibility Al: a meeting-governance system that
uses structural metadata, not content or affect, to make repeated power asymmetries visible before
institutions can plausibly deny them.

8.2 Short spoken version

Recorded meeting transcripts have become normal enough that institutions now have a new kind of
observable surface. At the same time, the law has become clearer about what workplace Al cannot safely
do, and the public backlash to products like Productivity Score has shown how quickly surveillance-style
versions collapse. Kashi exists in the narrow space between those two facts. It does not read content to
judge workers, infer emotion, or make HR decisions. It uses structural meeting signals to surface repeated
asymmetry early enough that organizations can no longer say they had no way to see the pattern.

8.3 Slightly longer investor / partner version

Kashi is not trying to win by being the most invasive workplace-Al system. That would be a dead category. It is
trying to win by being the strongest visibility system that can still be defended politically, legally, and
operationally. The timing works because meeting transcripts with timestamps and speaker attribution are
now much more normal in Teams, Meet, and Zoom; because the EU Al Act has clarified that workplace affect
inference is the wrong side of the line; because harassment-prevention duties already exist while
organizational visibility and response remain weak; and because the market already learned, through
products like Productivity Score, what happens when workplace analytics turns into surveillance telemetry.
Kashi’s wedge is therefore deliberate: structural metadata from meetings, deterministic detectors, human
review, role-based visibility, and hard refusal of the feature shapes most likely to poison trust.

9. What to say / what to avoid

Prefer saying Avoid saying
Governance infrastructure Harassment detection Al
Structural visibility into repeated asymmetry We can tell who is abusive

Patterns from meeting metadata We read everything employees say




Review-worthy events for human action The system knows what happened

Economic sponsor in leadership; operational owner in .
P P op HR is not the buyer

HR/Legal
Absence of signal is not absence of harm No alert means the team is healthy
The narrowest politically survivable wedge The most powerful workplace Al platform

10. Brutal verdict

The current Kashi story is intellectually stronger than most products in this territory. What it still needs is
more fatalism. It needs to say, directly, that the obvious versions of this category are dead on arrival; that the
reason Kashi exists is precisely because those versions are dead; and that Kashi’s constraints are not
product niceties but the core of the category thesis.

If the story drifts toward “Al for harassment” or “Al for culture,” it weakens. If it stays anchored on “the
narrowest politically survivable form of workplace visibility Al,” it becomes harder, cleaner, and more
believable.

That is the founder narrative with the best chance of surviving real enterprise politics.

Appendix A. Internal source anchors

1) Kashi — Progress & Project Overview (2026-04-21). Primary internal source for current positioning, wedge
definition, refusal logic, buyer framing, detector stack, governance posture, and competitive narrative.

2) Transparency That Drives Institutional Accountability (concept note). Primary internal source for the
longer-form governance and operating-model framing.

Appendix B. External source anchors

1. Microsoft Learn. 'Manage transcription and captions for Teams meetings.' Used for the claim that Teams
provides post-meeting transcripts with timestamps and speaker attribution.

2. Google Meet Help. 'Use Transcripts with Google Meet.' Used for the claim that Meet transcripts are a
built-in meeting artifact stored in the organizer’s Google Drive and limited to spoken words.

3. Microsoft 365 Blog. 'Our commitment to privacy in Microsoft Productivity Score' (Dec. 1, 2020). Used as
the official backlash-and-revision precedent for individual workplace telemetry.

4. Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare (Japan). Harassment-prevention guidance pages. Used for the
claim that employers are required to implement policy, consultation, prompt response, privacy
protection, and anti-retaliation measures.

5. MHLW 2024 harassment survey results. Used for the figures on power-harassment experience (19.3%),
non-action after incident (36.9%), and no action taken by company despite awareness (53.2%).

6. EUR-Lex/EU Artificial Intelligence Act and Article 5 summaries. Used for the claim that workplace
emotion recognition and employment-related Al uses are now much more clearly bounded legally and
politically.



U.S. EEOC Select Task Force on the Study of Harassment in the Workplace. Used for the claim that
roughly three out of four people experiencing harassment never speak to a supervisor, manager, or union
representative.

National Academies. 'Sexual Harassment of Women: Climate, Culture, and Consequences...' Used for
the organizational-climate logic: risk to complainants, lack of sanctions, and the belief that complaints
will not be taken seriously.

Appendix C. Research limits

This memo intentionally keeps the “why us” section disciplined. The available materials support a strong

claim about category design judgment, but not yet a strong biography-based founder claim. If the team

wants a richer founder-specific narrative, it should be built from real team history, access, and domain

experience rather than manufactured from the current project materials.

This memo also treats some political conclusions as well-supported inference rather than direct empirical

proof. For example, the claim that Kashi survives politically only if refusal boundaries remain product-real is

an inference from the combination of public precedent, regulatory direction, and trust literature; itis not a

single experimentally proven proposition.

Appendix D. Source URLs

Microsoft Teams transcription: https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/microsoftteams/meeting-
transcription-captions

Google Meet transcripts: https://support.google.com/meet/answer/12849897

Microsoft Productivity Score privacy response: https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/microsoft-
365/blog/2020/12/01/our-commitment-to-privacy-in-microsoft-productivity-score/

MHLW harassment prevention guidance:
https://www.mhlw.go.jp/stf/seisakunitsuite/bunya/koyou_roudou/koyoukintou/seisaku06/index.html
MHLW harassment survey summary PDF: https://www.mhlw.go.jp/content/11909000/001259093.pdf
MHLW harassment survey detailed results PDF:
https://www.mhlw.go.jp/content/11200000/001541298.pdf

Japanese law translation guidance note on disadvantageous treatment prohibition:
https://www.japaneselawtranslation.go.jp/notices/view/143

EU Al Act official text (EUR-Lex): https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=0J:L_202401689

EU Al Act Article 5 summary: https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/article/5/

EEOC Select Task Force on harassment: https://www.eeoc.gov/select-task-force-study-harassment-
workplace

National Academies harassment climate chapter:
https://www.nationalacademies.org/read/24994/chapter/4



