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I N T R O D U C T I O N

The Messaging Scoreboard
by GTM Perspective
Ranking how AI-Native B2B startups position themselves on their websites

To bring visibility to this gap, and support early-stage GTM teams, I’m excited to introduce The Messaging Scoreboard by

GTM Perspective. For this first report, I ran my analysis across a cohort of nine recently funded, US-based, seed and

Series A AI-native B2B startups. In future reports, I’ll compare different cohorts across a range of stages and sizes.

Why I don’t compare competitors

This is not a Gartner MQ, Forrester Wave, or IDC MarketScape. I’m not comparing solutions, strategy, or even market

relevance. I’m doing something built specifically for GTM (marketing, sales, and product) leaders responsible for brand,

corporate, and product-level messaging.

If I compared rivals head-to-head, the ranking would absorb everything that separates them like stage, funding,

headcount, and time in market, and we’d learn almost nothing about the messaging itself. A company can have the

clearest story in its category and still rank low because a better-funded rival has had two more years to polish.

Instead, I assembled a cohort at a comparable stage and funding level, deliberately drawn from different markets:

insurance, legal, construction, martech, banking, healthcare, and more. My hypothesis: if these companies have had

roughly the same money and the same amount of time, the differences in how well they tell their story come down to

discipline and prioritization, not just resources.

What this is, and what it is not

This is worth saying directly, because a scoreboard is easy to misread.

This is not an evaluation of any company’s product. It is not a judgment of their strategy, their current success or

growth, or their future prospects. It is not a prediction of who wins their market. Several of the companies that score

lower here are growing quickly and may well become category leaders. None of that is what I am measuring.

M ost founders feel confident they know how to position their business, and their funding success feels like

proof investors agree. But investors aren’t the target customers, and the website is often telling a different

story. Beware: website messaging is often the canary in the coal mine, warning of damage being done by

sales and marketing teams across the business. Positioning and messaging are a distinct craft, and an easy one to

underinvest in while you’re busy building everything else.
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A low score is not a criticism of the business. In my experience it’s the opposite: a
massive unclaimed opportunity, and one of the most fixable advantages a growing
company has.

What this is, is a single, narrow, expert opinion on the effectiveness and maturity of the website positioning and

messaging each team has chosen to put in front of buyers today. That’s it. A low score is not a criticism of the business.

In my experience it’s the opposite: a massive unclaimed opportunity, and one of the most fixable advantages a growing

company has.

What the cohort revealed

The scores ran from the high 50s to the low 80s. No company reached Exceptional, most landed in the Solid band, and a

handful sat in Developing or Needs Work. That distribution is itself the first finding: even well-funded, sophisticated

teams rarely have their messaging fully dialed in, and the gap between top and bottom has almost nothing to do with

how good the underlying companies are. Not surprisingly, the two lowest-scoring sites – Perceptic and Coworker AI –

were also the only two still at seed rather than Series A. Comparable money, but less time and fewer resources to make

substantive updates – especially Perceptic, which emerged from stealth only a few weeks ago.

The clearest separator was category-frame clarity, and it’s the one founders least expect to be a problem, because most

believe they’re already crystal clear. The top scorers committed to a single category and carried it through every page;

the strongest coined its own and repeated it everywhere, so a buyer always knew exactly what it was. The strugglers

weren’t unclear sentence by sentence. They ran three or four competing frames at once – a platform on one page, an

operating system on another, an assistant on a third – so a buyer couldn’t tell which box to file them under. Sprawl, not

vagueness, was the silent killer.

The most common soft spot, by average score, was proof. ‘Customer and third-party validation’ was the lowest-scoring

dimension across the cohort, even after adjusting for stage. The split was stark. The strongest sites named their

customers and attached real outcomes to them: banks named alongside the dollars they recovered, agencies named

alongside the hours they saved. The weakest leaned on an award or a wall of partner logos with no customer a reader

could verify. One company with an otherwise razor-sharp pitch carried no named reference anywhere on its site, and

that single gap was the biggest thing holding its score down. Strong numbers with no name attached read as claims, not

references.

A note on method, I score the full website, not just the homepage – and proof in particular tends to hide on inner

pages. One company’s homepage leaned on anonymous figures (“a top-ten bank,” “millions recovered”) that read as

evasive, yet its case-studies page, one click away, named the institutions and the numbers in full. Judged on the

homepage alone, it would’ve been marked down for evidence it had. The lesson cuts both ways: if your best proof sits a

click deep, a hurried visitor will miss it. The homepage is exactly where a named reference belongs.

A few other patterns recurred. The companies that tried to speak to everyone – a hundred use cases across every

function and industry – consistently scored lowest on audience commitment, because breadth reads as a lack of fit

rather than ambition, with credibility also questioning whether an early-stage startup can truly support all of those use
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cases equally. And novelty wasn’t the same as readiness: one company owned genuinely unclaimed whitespace but

never named the buyer it was for or the problem they feel today, which left it sounding like a manifesto for a future

category rather than a product someone could buy this quarter.

The takeaway

If there’s a single lesson here, it’s that messaging quality and company quality are not the same thing, and fixing the

messaging quality is relatively low investment with massive return. Clear category ownership, a committed audience,

and named proof aren’t the product of a bigger budget. They’re the product of discipline. And discipline is available to

any team willing to make the hard choices the work requires.

The full scoreboard, with every company’s scores across all eight dimensions, follows below.

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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T H E  R E P O R T

The GTM Perspective
Messaging Scoreboard
Nine recently funded US Series A/seed AI-native B2B vendors, ranked on full-website messaging across eight

dimensions

Based on a review of each vendor’s public website (homepage plus product/solutions, about/company, customers/case-studies, and

pricing where available), in June 2026. Cross-market vintage cohort, comparable stage and funding, different categories.

H O W  T O  R E A D  T H I S  R E P O R T

Every vendor is scored 0 to 100 on eight equally weighted messaging dimensions (12.5% each), based on public

website copy. The quadrant gives the one-glance position, the dot plot compares vendors within each dimension, and

the matrix ranks the field. Scores carry HYPOTHESIS status until validated through discovery.

Executive summary

L E A D S  T H E  F I E L D

Vector

83.25
STRONG

S I T S  L O W E S T

Perceptic

57.75
NEEDS WORK

Vector leads the field with an overall score of 83.25 (Strong), while Perceptic sits lowest at 57.75 (Needs Work). The full

ranking is: Vector 83.25, FurtherAI 81.5, Alex 78.5, Pirros 78.25, Rebar 75.75, Saris 74.75, Catena Labs 65.75, Coworker AI

61.25, Perceptic 57.75.

1 Quadrant: positioning vs. execution
X-axis averages the four strategic dimensions (Category Frame, Audience, Differentiator, Whitespace). Y-axis averages the four execution

dimensions (Hero Copy, Problem-to-Value, Validation, Product). Crosshair at 70, the Solid threshold.
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Source: GTM Perspective analysis of public websites as of June 8, 2026
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2 Dot plot: vendor-by-vendor within each dimension
Horizontal position is the exact score; vertical offset only separates overlapping markers. Dimensions are grouped into the two quadrant axes:

the four Positioning strategy rows feed the X-axis and the four Messaging execution and proof rows feed the Y-axis, so this view links directly to

the quadrant above.

Source: GTM Perspective analysis of public websites as of June 8, 2026
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3 Scorecard matrix: ranked leaderboard
Sorted highest to lowest by overall score. Cells are shaded by Score Band: deeper teal is higher, red is lower.

# Vendor
Category

Frame
Hero
Copy

Problem
to Value Audience

Differen-
tiator Whitespace Validation Product Overall

1 Vector 84 82 84 84 84 84 80 84 83.25
Strong

2 FurtherAI 80 80 82 82 80 76 88 84 81.5
Strong

3 Alex 78 78 80 74 82 70 84 82 78.5
Solid

4 Pirros 72 78 80 80 78 74 84 80 78.25
Solid

5 Rebar 80 80 74 84 76 78 58 76 75.75
Solid

6 Saris 74 76 74 80 74 64 76 80 74.75
Solid

7 Catena Labs 66 64 66 58 70 80 54 68 65.75
Developing

8 Coworker AI 60 62 62 48 66 52 72 68 61.25
Developing

9 Perceptic 56 54 62 58 62 66 44 60 57.75
Needs Work

Exceptional Strong Solid Developing
Needs

Work

Score bands ·  Exceptional 90–100  ·  Strong 80–89  ·  Solid 70–79  ·  Developing 60–69  ·  Needs Work 0–59

Source: GTM Perspective analysis of public websites as of June 8, 2026
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T H E  F I E L D

Vendor Analysis &
Recommendations
Each vendor reviewed across its full public site, with what’s working, what’s not, its top differentiator, and the

single highest-leverage opportunity.
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N O .  1  O F  9

Vector 83.25
Reviewed across its full site, Vector is the most disciplined message in the cohort: it owns a coined category end to
end, backs it with a real mechanism, and publishes transparent pricing.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Owns ‘Contact-Level Advertising’ End to End The category is

coined on the homepage and reinforced on the product, about,

and pricing pages, so a buyer always knows exactly what Vector

is and how it differs from account-based tools.

A Mechanism, Not Just a Claim The product pages explain the

how, device fingerprinting, a 400k-site publisher network, and

up to 90 percent LinkedIn match, which makes the build-

audiences-by-name promise credible.

Transparent, Public Pricing Listing real prices ($999 to $3,000+

per month) on the site is rare at this stage, signals confidence,

and removes friction the rest of the cohort leaves in place.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

Proof Is Customer-Only Named customers and metrics

(UserGems, Goldcast, 17x ROI) are strong, but there is little

analyst or independent third-party recognition yet, the one

place the site could deepen.

Brand Voice May Outrun Enterprise Buyers The playful Ghosty

motif gives personality but risks reading as unserious to the

more conservative end of the ABM buyer set.

Differentiation Leans on Match Rates The by-name advantage

rests on match-rate figures; stating the methodology and its

limits would pre-empt the skeptic’s first question.

V E C T O R ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Contact-Level Ad Audiences
Vector builds ad audiences of named, verified buyers showing real intent, rather than the account-level or firmographic

targeting B2B marketers settle for.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  building audiences by named contact reads as distinct from account-based and

firmographic targeting, pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  the product pages show the mechanism and match-rate figures that make the claim

concrete.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the firehose-versus-reach-Emily before-and-after demonstrates it in two lines.

Valuable PASS PASS  lower cost per click and higher ROI are the exact metrics a demand-gen leader is

measured on.

V E C T O R ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Vector is category creation done right, and its ceiling is now proof maturity, not messaging. Add a layer of third-party

validation and make the match-rate methodology transparent, and the skeptic has nowhere to stand. I would also tune the

voice by audience, keeping the personality on the blog while the product pages speak plainly to the enterprise ABM buyer.

The position is already distinctive; the next gains come from hardening trust.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S T R O N G

/100

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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N O .  2  O F  9

FurtherAI 81.5
Across its full site FurtherAI pairs the best customer proof in the cohort with a clear product-page category, held
back only by a homepage hero that is softer than the evidence beneath it.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Best Validation in the Cohort The customers page names

accounts like Upland Capital Group and Leavitt Group and

stacks quantified case studies, 30x faster submissions, 45

percent less audit time, 646 percent ROI, unusually deep proof

for the stage.

The Product Page Commits to a Category The first AI

workspace for insurance is a clear, ownable line that resolves

much of the homepage’s mixed framing.

Vertical Audience Depth Dedicated segment and persona pages

for carriers, MGAs, brokers, reinsurers, underwriters, and claims

show genuine commitment to the insurance buyer, not a

horizontal tool pointed at insurance.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

The Homepage Hero Lags the Product Page Trusted AI for

insurance professionals is softer and more generic than the

sharper first-AI-workspace-for-insurance line one click away.

Category Still Carries Sub-Brands AI Assistant, workspace, and

domain-specific AI coexist; tightening to one line would remove

the last ambiguity.

Whitespace Is Contested Insurance AI is filling up; the site wins

on proof more than on owning territory no rival claims.

F U R T H E R A I ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Forward-Deployed, Insurance-Specific AI
FurtherAI combines insurance-tuned models with a forward-deployed engineering model that stands up complex carrier

workflows directly with the team.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  the forward-deployed-engineer plus insurance-specific combination reads as

differentiated, pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  named carriers and quoted executives across the site support the claim.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the case studies quantify it, so it shows rather than tells.

Valuable PASS PASS  quote readiness and audit cycle time map to capacity and loss-ratio outcomes

underwriting leaders own.

F U R T H E R A I ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

FurtherAI has earned a sharper headline than it uses. The proof across the site is the best in this cohort, so the highest-

leverage change is to lift the product page’s first-AI-workspace-for-insurance line to the homepage hero and retire the softer

trusted-AI framing. Commit to one category line and the message will finally match the evidence underneath it. That single

edit moves this further into Strong.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S T R O N G

/100

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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N O .  3  O F  9

Alex 78.5
Alex’s deeper pages are far stronger than its homepage: a real problem narrative, a genuine differentiator, and
named proof, held back by a buyer focus spread across too many industries.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

A Real Problem Narrative on the Platform Page Resumes alone

cannot tell you who to hire, backed by data on application

overload, sets up the product as the logical response rather

than the hero.

A Differentiator With Substance The Candidate Blueprint fuses

resume screening, live AI interviews, and identity Verify, and

monthly third-party bias audits add credibility competitors

rarely show.

Named Proof With Outcomes The customers page names Tier4

(38 percent fewer fraudulent applications), Pumex (75 percent

of submissions to final round), and others, beyond the headline

scale metrics.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

Speaks to Too Many Industries Healthcare, manufacturing,

retail, RPO, and staffing are all addressed, diluting the primary-

buyer commitment the rest of the site could support.

A Contested Category AI recruiting is among the most crowded

spaces in this set, and the site does not stake territory rivals are

not also claiming, the lowest score here.

The Homepage Subhead Goes Abstract The human connection

is sentiment where the platform page offers a concrete,

nameable problem.

A L E X ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Multi-Channel AI Interviewer With Built-In Verify
Alex runs real two-way interviews across video, phone, SMS, and WhatsApp and verifies candidate identity to catch fraud

before a recruiter spends a minute.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  the channel breadth plus fraud-detection combination reads as differentiated,

pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  the scale metrics and named enterprise customers make the capability believable.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the Tier4 fraud-reduction story shows the Verify claim concretely.

Valuable PASS PASS  faster time to hire and fewer fraudulent hires are outcomes talent leaders measure.

A L E X ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Alex has later-stage proof attached to early-stage focus, and the fix is commitment, not capability. Choose one primary buyer

and one painful job to lead with, high-volume frontline hiring is the most defensible given the customer base, then let Verify

and the interview-everyone promise carry the differentiation. The breadth belongs a layer down as expansion, not in the

hero. Narrowing the front door turns strong proof into a strong position.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S O L I D

/100

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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N O .  4  O F  9

Pirros 78.25
Read in full, Pirros is far more coherent than its homepage suggests: marquee named case studies and a strong
operationalization narrative, with category sprawl confined to the home page.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Marquee, Quantified Case Studies The case studies name Lake

Flato (detail search time cut in half), David Baker, Studio W, and

Buehler, and the features page adds a wall of named

practitioner testimonials, strong proof for the stage.

A Reframe That Makes Buyers Think Design firms do not have a

knowledge problem, they have an operationalization problem is

a sharp narrative that reframes the category.

Consistent on the Deeper Pages The about and features pages

settle on one category, detail management for AEC, showing

the team knows what it is.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

The Homepage Runs Four Frames Detail management, AI

project hub, AI operating system, and intelligence for design

production compete up top, so the homepage does not match

the clarity of the rest of the site, the lowest-scoring dimension.

A New Launch Adds Surface The Mira agent announcement

broadens the story before the core category is locked, diluting

the main message.

Whitespace Is Stated, Not Owned Positioning against content-

management tools is right, but the AI-operating-system

phrasing is crowded language that softens the claim.

P I R R O S ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Operationalized Firm Knowledge
Pirros makes a firm’s vetted Revit details findable and reusable across every project without tagging, with quality control built

into the workflow.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  positioning against content-management tools (AVAIL, Hive) reads as distinct,

pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  named firms and the tag-free, Revit-native mechanism make the claim believable.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the 50-percent-shorter-time-to-find outcome demonstrates the value without a demo.

Valuable PASS PASS  recovered billable time and lower rework risk are outcomes principals care about

directly.

P I R R O S ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Pirros is one decision from a much stronger message, and the decision is subtraction on the homepage. Pick the detail-

management line the about and features pages already use and subordinate the other three frames up top. The

operationalization narrative and the firm logos are doing real work; they are just competing with too many frames in the

hero. Settle the homepage category and several dimensions rise with it.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S O L I D

/100
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N O .  5  O F  9

Rebar 75.75
Rebar has the tightest niche in the cohort and, even across its full site, the thinnest proof: a clear pitch that is not
yet a credible one.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Razor-Sharp Category and Buyer AI HVAC takeoff software,

built for HVAC rep firms and distributors leaves no doubt what

it is or who it is for, the strongest audience commitment in the

set.

A Quantified Hero and a Real Origin Story Cut takeoff time by

60 percent leads with an outcome, and the about page’s

founder story, estimators losing weeks to quotes, gives the

problem teeth.

A Focused Product The feature set stays disciplined around one

workflow, takeoffs, rather than sprawling.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

No Named Customer Proof Anywhere Across the full site there

is no named customer, testimonial, or attributable outcome,

only an industry award, the lowest-scoring dimension in the

entire cohort.

A Second Frame Has Appeared The about page’s AI operating

system for the trades now runs alongside AI HVAC takeoff

software; the two should be sequenced, not parallel.

The Problem Is Stated, Not Sized The cost of slow takeoffs, lost

bids and estimator hours, is implied rather than quantified,

which would make the 60 percent claim land harder.

R E B A R ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Hyper-Specialized HVAC Takeoff AI
Rebar reads blueprints and spec books to mark equipment and produce HVAC takeoffs in minutes, purpose-built for rep firms

and distributors rather than general construction.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  the HVAC-distributor-specific takeoff focus reads as a narrow, ownable niche,

pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS HYPOTHESIS  the award supports it, but with no named customer anywhere on the site the

credibility is asserted more than proven.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the 60 percent time reduction is a one-line, demo-free claim, though it currently lacks

a customer to attribute it to.

Valuable PASS PASS  faster takeoffs mean more bids per estimator, a number distributors track closely.

R E B A R ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Rebar has the cleanest pitch in the cohort and the weakest evidence, which is a fixable imbalance. The single highest-leverage

move is to add two or three named customers with before-and-after numbers; that one change converts a clear claim into a

credible one and would lift the score more than any wording edit. While doing it, size the problem above the hero so the 60

percent has a cost to stand against. The position is already sharp; it just needs proof.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S O L I D

/100
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N O .  6  O F  9

Saris 74.75
Saris names real institutions with hard ROI on its case-studies page, with crowded-category whitespace the
remaining ceiling.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Named Institutions With Real ROI The case-studies page

names Redstone, Metro, and Servus with figures like $2M

recovered and a $47M combined ROI, exactly the attributable

proof the homepage alone lacks.

A Deep, Well-Organized Product Story The product page covers

mortgage, consumer, commercial, QC, and compliance with

named integrations (Fiserv, Jack Henry, Encompass,

MeridianLink) and a specific agent for each job.

Committed to One Buyer Banks and credit unions are

addressed consistently across the site, with the compliance-

and-control framing the regulated buyer needs.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

Whitespace Is Crowded Agentic back-office automation is a

contested claim, the lowest-scoring dimension, and the site

does not yet stake territory rivals are not also claiming.

Differentiators Sound Category-Generic End-to-end

automation and no engineering required are common

language; the regulated, audit-ready angle is the more ownable

one.

The Hero Could Carry the Proof Higher The named-customer

ROI lives on a deeper page; surfacing one reference on the

homepage would strengthen the first impression.

S A R I S ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Bank-Specific Agents Trained on Your Workflows
Saris deploys agents trained on each institution’s own lending and compliance workflows, navigating core and origination

systems with or without APIs, fully audit-logged.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  the per-institution training and banking focus could differentiate, but the

language overlaps the agentic-automation field, pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  named institutions and named integrations across the site make the claim believable.

Easily Provable PASS PASS  the named-institution ROI case studies demonstrate it concretely.

Valuable PASS PASS  cost per workflow and headcount avoided are outcomes bank operations leaders track

directly.

S A R I S ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Full-site, Saris is a Solid performer, and the next move is to own the angle only it can. Lead with the regulated, audit-ready,

examiner-ready story the compliance pages already support, and surface one named-institution ROI on the homepage. That

separates Saris from the broader agentic-automation pack, where its differentiator language currently blends in. The

evidence is there; the positioning needs to point at it.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

S O L I D

/100

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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N O .  7  O F  9

Catena Labs 65.75
Catena owns novel whitespace, banking for AI agents, and its about page adds a real argument and credibility, but
the site still names no buyer and shows no customer outcomes.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

Rare, Defensible Whitespace A financial institution purpose-

built for AI agents is territory almost no one credibly claims, the

highest-scoring dimension and the company’s core asset.

A Real ‘Why a Bank’ Argument The about page argues that

fintech platforms route money while banks hold and govern it, a

genuine problem narrative behind the vision.

Credibility Signals Named founders (Sean Neville, Matt

Venables), a national trust bank charter pursuit, and a deep

investor roster lend seriousness to an audacious idea.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

No Concrete Buyer The site never names who buys this first or

the painful job they have today, the lowest-scoring dimension.

No Customer Outcomes With the market pre-launch there are

no references or results, only team and investors, so validation

stays low.

Vision Outruns Value Proposition How AI agents use money,

safely is elegant but reads as a manifesto for a future category

rather than a product to buy this quarter.

C AT E N A  L A B S ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

The Trust Layer for Agentic Finance
Catena gives AI agents verified identities, deterministic spending policies set by humans, and immutable audit trails, backed by

a pursued national trust bank charter.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  banking purpose-built for AI agents is genuinely uncommon, though the field is

too new to verify rivals fully.

Credible PASS HYPOTHESIS  the charter pursuit and founder pedigree help, but with no customer the

capability is still a promise.

Easily Provable PASS FAIL  nothing on the site demonstrates the value in action; it is described conceptually, not

shown.

Valuable PASS HYPOTHESIS  the value depends on a future where enterprises run spending agents, which

the site asserts rather than evidences.

C AT E N A  L A B S ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Catena has the best whitespace in the cohort and the least buyer-ready message, the classic trap of being early. The move

that matters is to commit to a concrete first buyer and the one workflow they would deploy first, for example a finance team

running an accounts-payable agent, and lead with that painful job instead of the category vision. Keep the manifesto but put

it after a value proposition a buyer can act on now. Whitespace only pays off once someone can see themselves buying into

it.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

D E V E L O P I N G

/100
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N O .  8  O F  9

Coworker AI 61.25
Coworker’s platform page is far stronger than its homepage, with a real differentiator in OM1 and named
customers, but the site still tries to serve everyone and competes with the entire field.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

A Genuine Differentiator on the Platform Page OM1, an

organizational-memory knowledge graph, plus intelligent model

routing, is a real, nameable advantage organized around

concrete dimensions: reliability, scale, cost, and governance.

Named Customers With Outcomes The customers page names

Huuuge (4,000+ hours saved, up to 94 percent time reduction)

and others (BobbAI, Ecom Nation, VinoVoss), decent proof for

the stage.

Enterprise-Ready Signals SOC 2 Type II, US-hosted models, and

50-plus read-and-write connectors address the IT buyer’s table

stakes directly.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

Speaks to Everyone, Commits to No One More than a hundred

agents across every function and industry signal breadth

instead of fit, the lowest audience score in the cohort.

No Whitespace, Long Competitor List Comparison pages

against Glean, Copilot, ChatGPT, Moveworks, and Dust confirm

how contested the category is, the second-lowest dimension.

The Hero Leads on Price 80 percent cheaper anchors on cost

arbitrage rather than a buyer outcome, which is easy for a

better-funded rival to copy.

C O W O R K E R  A I ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

Model Routing With Portable Organizational Memory (OM1)
Coworker routes each task to the right model and carries company context across 50-plus connectors through OM1, a

knowledge graph that gives agents persistent, permission-aware recall.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  routing plus a portable memory graph could differentiate, but the broad-

platform framing overlaps many rivals, pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS PASS  the Huuuge case study and connector breadth make the capability believable.

Easily Provable PASS HYPOTHESIS  the 80 percent cost claim is concrete but depends on task mix; one transparent

worked example would prove it.

Valuable PASS PASS  lower spend at equal quality is an outcome any budget owner understands

immediately.

C O W O R K E R  A I ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Coworker now has proof and a real differentiator in OM1, but still no point of view, and the fix is to choose one. Pick a single

primary buyer and one flagship workflow to lead with, then let the breadth be chapter two; the hundred-agent grid should be

evidence of depth, not the opening argument. Reframe the hero around the buyer outcome OM1 and routing enable, not the

price tag, so the position cannot be erased by the next vendor that also gets cheaper. Focus is the whole game.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

D E V E L O P I N G

/100
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Perceptic 57.75
Perceptic’s public site is essentially one page, an intelligent manifesto with a defensible idea but no named buyer
and no proof, which is itself a signal of how early the messaging is – and completely reasonable since Perceptic just
emerged from stealth in May 2026.

+ WHAT’S WORKING

A Defensible Whitespace Idea One intelligence layer across the

full drug-development lifecycle is an ownable position against

the point tools pharma teams stitch together, the strongest

dimension.

Credible Operators The ex-Palantir founding team lends

believability to an ambitious infrastructure claim.

A Coherent Conceptual Model Evidence, reasoning, decisions

give the vision an internal logic.

– WHAT’S NOT WORKING

A Manifesto Hero With No Buyer The AI operating system for

drug development where every insight compounds describes a

worldview, not a buyer or a job, the lowest hero score in the

cohort.

Almost No Proof The single-page site names only the founders,

with no customers, outcomes, or metrics, the weakest

validation. But its recent funding announcement named CSL as

the only customer it was allowed to name but confirmed other

pharma customers as well. A minor update to its website to

make clear that its platform is production ready with real

customers would go a long way to improving this score.

Competing Abstract Frames AI operating system, AI connective

tissue, intelligence layer, and mission control all compete for

the same slot.

P E R C E P T I C ’ S  T O P  D I F F E R E N T I AT O R

A Unified Intelligence Layer Across the Drug Lifecycle
Perceptic connects evidence, reasoning, and decisions across drug development so insight from one stage carries forward

instead of getting lost between disconnected systems.

LITMUS TEST RESULT WHY IT PASSES

Distinctive PASS HYPOTHESIS  a single layer across the whole lifecycle reads as distinct from point tools,

pending competitor verification.

Credible PASS HYPOTHESIS  the Palantir lineage helps, but with no named pharma customer on the site the

claim is still aspirational.

Easily Provable PASS FAIL  the site explains the concept but shows no before-and-after a buyer could evaluate

without a meeting.

Valuable PASS HYPOTHESIS  faster, better-grounded decisions matter in pharma, but the site asserts the

value rather than evidencing it.

P E R C E P T I C ’ S  B I G G E S T  O P P O R T U N I T Y

Perceptic is selling a worldview to an audience that buys outcomes, and the rewrite is structural. Replace the manifesto hero

with a specific buyer and a specific high-stakes decision Perceptic improves, then add one named pharma customer and one

concrete result. Choose one category line and retire the other three. The idea is strong enough to fund; the page just has to

let a buyer see themselves in it.

O V E R A L L  S C O R E

N E E D S  W O R K

/100
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

How the Scoreboard
Is Built
GTM Perspective Website Messaging Scoreboard Methodology

I deliberately did not benchmark direct competitors. Ranking rivals muddies the result, because the scores end up

reflecting funding, age, and market timing instead of the messaging itself.

I built a vintage cohort instead: nine US, AI-native B2B startups at a comparable stage and funding level (recently funded

seed and Series A), pulled intentionally from nine different markets, so no two compete. My hypothesis: If they have had

similar funding and stages, then the differences in how clearly they tell their story come down to discipline and

prioritization versus budget.

The scoring: eight dimensions, equally weighted, from the live site. I reviewed each company’s complete public website

(homepage, product and solutions pages, about, customers and case studies, and pricing) and scored only what is

published there, nothing from decks, calls, social media, or any other 3rd party research or assumptions. Each company

earns a 0 to 100 score on eight dimensions from my messaging framework, weighted equally at 12.5 percent each, then

averaged into one overall score and a band: Exceptional (90+), Strong (80 to 89), Solid (70 to 79), Developing (60 to 69),

Needs Work (below 60).

My eight dimensions, in plain terms

Category Frame Clarity:

Can a buyer tell, fast, what category the company

competes?

1

Hero Copy:

Does the top of the homepage name the buyer, the

problem, and why them?

2

Problem-to-Value Narrative:

Do they name the problem and make their approach the

logical answer?

3

Audience Commitment:

Do they commit to a primary buyer, or try to speak to

everyone?

4

Differentiator Quality:

Are their claims distinctive, credible, provable, and

valuable?

5

Competitive Whitespace:

Do they own ground no rival is already claiming?
6

Customer & Third-Party Validation:

Named customers, real outcomes, outside proof.
7

Product & Portfolio Clarity:

Do their products ladder up to a strategy, or read as a

feature list?

8

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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A  C AV E AT  O N  C O M P E T I T I V E  W H I T E S PA C E

The Competitive Whitespace dimension carries a built-in caveat worth stating. To assess whether a company has

claimed territory no rival prominently owns, I have to infer who its most relevant competitors are. I do that from the

market the company says it is in and whatever else its website signals. That is an outside read, and it can definitely be

wrong. The competitors a company is actually facing in deals, or deliberately targeting, may be different from the

ones its public positioning implies. This is why I label all distinctive scoring as a hypothesis, not fact.

T H E  M E S S A G I N G  S C O R E B O A R D
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A B O U T

Rob Karel, founder and Principal at GTM Perspective, brings 25 years of B2B GTM strategy, execution, and

mentoring experience. As a marketing executive, he’s built product marketing and field programs that turn pipeline

into revenue at early-stage startups and global $1B+ businesses. Rob’s deep expertise includes differentiated

messaging that resonates with buyers, GTM prioritization on winnable plays, and smart analyst engagement. As an

analyst at Forrester, Rob advised hundreds of technology vendors and enterprise customers.

What a Full GTM Perspective Engagement Delivers

A messaging engagement with your organization would produce a complete Messaging Blueprint, the reference document

all content, campaigns, and sales enablement align to.

W A N T  A  F R E E  M E S S A G I N G  D I A G N O S T I C ?

The better message wins.
I have done this work because I know the better message wins. Reach out to request a

free messaging diagnostic or to schedule a call.

Robert Karel · Founder & Principal

Email rob@gtmpov.com Web gtmpov.com

A committed category frame. that owns the specific territory no competitor is claiming.

A problem narrative. written in your buyers’ language, naming the root cause, critiquing existing solutions, and setting

up your approach as the logical response.

A differentiator architecture. every claim stress-tested against the Distinctive, Credible, Provable, and Valuable litmus

test.

Elevator pitches. in two versions, outcome-first and problem-first, speakable in 30 seconds.

A Messaging Blueprint. the complete positioning document: audiences, value props, brand voice, PR boilerplate, and

discovery roadmap.
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