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ECOSYSTEM CONTEXT

Why Standalone Value Erodes in a Bundled Category

We analyzed the video-conferencing category, where customer retention increasingly
depends on ecosystem embedding rather than standalone call quality. In such systems,
call reliability alone doesn't secure loyalty, because platform switching is now governed

by workflow lock-in, not feature comparison.

Here is how this structural bottleneck, Standalone Value Erosion, creates unique

competitive friction and shortens the shelf-life of any single-purpose video tool:
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PLATFORM FEELS NECESSARY

THE MEED FOR ECOSYSTEM EMBEDDING

Most video-conferencing products were built around one core promise: a reliable call.
This was enough to win adoption during the category's rapid growth phase. But the

ecosystem has moved past that phase.

In today's collaboration environment, the meeting itself is no longer the product.

Customer value depends on:

e (Calendar integration,



e File and document continuity,
e Chat and async follow-up, and

e Cross-tool workflow memory
before the platform psychologically feels "necessary" to the user.

Hence, a standalone video tool cannot compete on video alone. The burden shifts from

"does the call work?" to "does this tool disappear into my existing workflow?"

Reasons:

The platform remains a disconnected utility unless it is embedded in the customer's

daily productivity stack. This requires the vendor to become:

e (Calendar and scheduling layer,
e Document and notes repository,
e Async communication channel, and

e Al-driven summarization engine
Obvious bottlenecks for a standalone video vendor:

e Breaking existing ecosystem habits (Teams/Workspace default usage)
e Resolving "why switch" objections from IT and procurement
e Competing against bundled, already-paid-for alternatives

e Neutralizing the perception that video is now a commodity feature



ZOOM'S POSITION WITHIN THIS ECOSYSTEM

Zoom sits at the center of the dynamic just described. Its market dominance was built
entirely on pandemic-era default necessity, not on a resolved, defensible answer to
"why choose this over the alternative." That distinction matters, because the competitive

terrain underneath it has since shifted, and the platform's messaging never caught up.

Here is how this structural gap, Unresolved Category Positioning, creates friction that

no amount of product quality can fix on its own:

Zoom became the default video tool almost overnight, at a moment when the
alternatives were either immature or not yet bundled into the platforms people already
used. That default status did the differentiation work for Zoom; no one needed to be
persuaded, because there was no real competing choice. The messaging never had to
answer "why this app, specifically," because the answer was simply "there's nothing

else."

That circumstance no longer holds. Microsoft Teams and Google Meet now win
primarily through ecosystem bundling, Teams inside Microsoft 365, Meet inside Gmail
and Calendar, not through superior video quality. The purchase decision has moved
from "which tool is best" to "which tool is already here." Zoom, as a standalone product
with no owned productivity suite behind it, cannot compete on bundling. It can only

compete on differentiation, and its own messaging doesn't provide one.
Reasons:

e Zoom's homepage messaging leads with connection, collaboration,
communication, and productivity:
o Brand language generic enough to describe Teams or Meet equally well,
not a category-specific claim only Zoom can make.
e Zoom's portfolio has expanded well beyond meetings into calling, contact center,
employee experience, events, and workforce engagement, breadth now arguably
comparable to Microsoft's full enterprise stack, but this expansion has never

been resolved into a single clear narrative



e Zoom's current strategic reposition, embedding agentic Al to move "from
conversations to completion,” borrows system-of-action language that has
already circulated across enterprise software for years, reaching for the same
territory competitors already claim rather than staking out ground Zoom alone

can own
Obvious bottlenecks for a user trying to answer "why Zoom":

e No owned productivity ecosystem to bundle into (unlike Teams/Microsoft 365,
Meet/Google Workspace)

e A brand-first message that describes the category, not a differentiated position
within it

e An unresolved tension between "focused video tool" and "full enterprise
platform,"” visible to analysts but never addressed directly in Zoom's own

messaging.

Net Result:
In a market where the leading alternatives win by default bundling rather than product
superiority, a platform with no bundling advantage survives only on the strength of its

positioning.

Zoom's positioning still describes a category (video conferencing, collaboration) rather
than staking a claim within it. The result is a value discovery gap. Users can find
Zoom's product easily, but they can't find Zoom's reason, and where a bundled
alternative is already sitting inside their workflow by default, "no clear reason to switch"

quietly becomes "no switch."



DIAGNOSTIC SCOPE

Identifying Critical Customer Touchpoints:

o Mapping where and how users evaluate Zoom's value against alternatives

Competitive Position: Where Zoom Wins, Where It Loses:

o Comparing Zoom against Microsoft Teams and Google Meet across use

cases and regions

Diagnosing Positioning Ambiguity & Differentiation Friction:

o Examining why users can't articulate a distinct reason to choose Zoom

Mapping Structural Gaps in Category Messaging:

o Locating where Zoom's brand language fails to stake a defensible claim

Value Visibility & Discovery Lag Analysis:

o Assessing how clearly and quickly users find Zoom's differentiated value,

if at all

Translating Findings into Business Impact:

o Converting positioning diagnosis into measurable outcomes



DIAGNOSTIC 1:
IDENTIFYING CRITICAL CUSTOMER TOUCHPOINTS

Touchpoint 1: Landing Page Messaging
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The Moment:

The user lands on zoom.com, either through a direct search or a recommendation,
evaluating whether this is worth pursuing further.

Zoom Microsoft Teams Google Meet
Headline Find out what's Video calls and Video calls,
possible when work | chats with anyone, | €nhanced with Al
connects anytime
Subheadline Bridge the gap Use Copilot to help | Make connecting
between talking plan your meetings | easy with
and doing with the | and turn recordings | Al-powered video
Al-first work into notes calls that enable
platform built for collaboration and
you expression.
Primary CTA Sign Up Free / Start a Meeting for | Sign in / Try Meet
Explore Products / | Free / Join a for Work / Join a
Find Your Plan meeting meeting now




Core Framing:

Zoom's landing page is doing persuasion work, a headline, a subheadline, and two
competing calls to action, because it has to earn the click from a user who hasn't yet
decided anything. Teams and Meet's landing pages, by contrast, are almost entirely free
of persuasion. Meet does not even carry a headline. Both function as utility screens for
a user who has, in effect, already decided, not through evaluation, but through already

owning a Microsoft 365 or Google Workspace account.
User Perception:

e "Zoom is telling me what's possible.”

e “Teams and Meet are just letting me get on with it."
What Breaks:

Zoom's messaging has to justify the platform's existence to a user who has not yet
committed. Teams and Meet skip that step entirely, they are not landing pages

competing for a decision, they are entry points for a decision already made elsewhere.
Internal Reaction:

Before the user has evaluated a single feature, Zoom is already at a structural

disadvantage, it is the only one of the three still asking to be chosen.



Touchpoint 2: Comparison Moment

The Moment:

Before ever reaching zoom.com, or alongside it in another tab, the user is weighing

Zoom against what their organization already has access to through Microsoft or

Google.

What the User Sees:

The comparison is not abstract. It plays out as a concrete mental checklist, cost,

ecosystem fit, and how many extra steps stand between deciding to try something and

actually being in a call.

Zoom

Microsoft Teams

Google Meet

Cost if already $14 to $18 per

Included in existing

Included in existing

requirement decision (email or

authenticated

bundled user/month, an Microsoft 365 Google Workspace
additional line item | subscription subscription
Signup A deliberate signup | None, already None, already

authenticated

productivity suite to

bundle into

video-first,

external-facing tool

Google/Apple inside Microsoft inside Google
sign-in) 365 account

Primary strength | Call quality, Deep integration Instant access from
cross-platform with Outlook, Gmail and
simplicity, Office, and existing | Calendar, zero
guest-join ease enterprise IT setup

Primary gap No owned Weaker as a pure | Weaker as a pure

video-first,

external-facing tool




Core Framing:

This is not a feature comparison, it is a decision-cost comparison. Every row where
Zoom requires an extra step or an extra dollar is a row where inertia favors the

incumbent already installed on the user's machine.
User Perception:

"We already have Teams through our Microsoft license. Why would | ask my team to

learn something new and pay for it?"
What Breaks:

Zoom's value has to be strong enough to overcome not just its own weaknesses, but
the built-in convenience of tools already paid for and already installed, a materially

higher bar than competing on quality alone.
Internal Reaction:

The user does not reject Zoom because it is worse. They reject it because switching
requires justifying an unforced decision, and nothing in this moment supplies that

justification.



Touchpoint 3: Pricing Page
Where "Why Pay for This" Becomes Unavoidable
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The comparison moment raised the question quietly; the pricing page forces it into the
open. Zoom's current structure runs four tiers, Basic (free), Pro, Business, and
Enterprise, each adding meeting capacity, Al features, and admin controls. Notably, Al
capability itself is gated by tier: the free plan limits Al note-taking to three uses per
month and caps Al queries at twenty, while Pro unlocks unlimited Al note-taking and
agentic search. A user who wants Zoom's most-marketed capability, its Al Companion,

has to pay to use it meaningfully.

A user who reaches this page already knows, consciously or not, that Teams or Meet
cost them nothing further, since both ride on a subscription their organization is
already paying for. Zoom's tiers read as reasonable value in isolation, more meeting
hours, unlimited Al notes, whiteboard and scheduling tools. But "reasonable value in
isolation" is not the comparison the user is actually running. The comparison is

additive cost versus zero marginal cost, and no feature list fully resolves that

gap.



What Breaks:

The pricing page is built to justify Zoom's tiers against Zoom's own free plan, Basic
versus Pro versus Business, not against the real alternative in the user's mind, which is
not "which Zoom tier do | need," but "why pay Zoom anything when Teams or Meet is

already included."
Internal Reaction:

Even a user drawn in by the unlimited Al note-taking feature now has to build an
internal case for paying for something a colleague can point out is "already included"

elsewhere, Al Companion or not.



Touchpoint 4: First Meeting Experience

The Moment:

The user finally joins or hosts an actual call, the first point in the entire journey where

Zoom's product itself, not its positioning, is being evaluated.
What the User Sees:

e Reliable call quality,
e familiar controls, and
e the Al Companion features bundled at no extra cost within paid tiers, features

Microsoft charges separately for through Copilot.
Core Framing:

This is Zoom's strongest ground, and it arrives last. By the time video quality is finally
being judged, the user has already passed through three touchpoints where positioning,

not product, determines whether they'd get this far at all.
User Perception:

"Okay, the call itself is genuinely smooth. | just wish | hadn't had to think this hard to get

here."
What Breaks:

Nothing breaks at the product level, this is the one touchpoint where Zoom delivers
cleanly. What breaks is sequencing: the platform's actual strength is the last thing a
user encounters, after three earlier touchpoints where a weaker positioning story could

have already lost them.
Internal Reaction:

The product validates the choice retroactively. It does not create the reason to choose
Zoom in the first place, that reason, if it exists at all, had to survive Touchpoints 1
through 3 first.



DIAGNOSTIC 2: COMPETITIVE POSITION

Where Zoom Wins, Where It Loses

Diagnostic 1 traced the individual user's decision journey, from landing page to first
meeting. This section steps back to ask a broader question: across the market as a
whole, where does Zoom actually win against Teams and Meet, and where does it
consistently lose? The pattern that emerges is not random. It follows a single,
predictable line: Zoom wins wherever a decision is made in isolation, and loses

wherever a decision is made inside an existing ecosystem.

COMPETITIVE POSITION: WHERE ZOOM WINS, WHERE IT LOSES
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Zoom wins the decision. Zoom loses the default.

Where Zoom Wins:

e External, guest-facing meetings: Client calls, interviews, webinars, sales
demos, situations where the other party may not have a Microsoft or Google
account, and Zoom's guest-join simplicity removes friction Teams and Meet
cannot always match

e Standalone call quality: Consistently rated ahead of Teams and Meet on

reliability across variable network conditions



e Al Companion, feature-for-feature: Bundled into paid plans at no additional
charge, while Microsoft prices Copilot as a separate add-on subscription, giving
Zoom a genuine cost advantage where Al features are the deciding factor

e Solopreneurs and small teams: Around 40% of Zoom's revenue still comes
from this segment, users who don't have an existing Microsoft 365 or Google

Workspace investment pulling them toward a bundled alternative
Where Zoom Loses:

e Markets with high enterprise Microsoft penetration: In the UK, businesses
favor Microsoft Teams at 50% compared to just 20% for Zoom.

e Markets with high Google Workspace penetration: In Canada, Google Meet
leads at 40%, with Zoom trailing at 27%.

e Ongoing, internal team collaboration: Where Teams' combined chat, file
storage, and meeting integration wins by default, not because any single feature
outperforms Zoom's equivalent, but because it's already the surface the team
lives in

e Any use case where the buying decision is made by IT/procurement rather
than an individual user: Enterprise purchasing tends to consolidate vendors,
and a video-only tool is the first line item cut when a bundled alternative already

covers the function
The Pattern

Zoom's wins cluster around moments where the user is choosing for themselves,
external, one-off, or genuinely account-agnostic. Zoom's losses cluster around
moments where the choice has already been made by something else, an existing

subscription, an existing IT policy, an existing habit.

This is the clearest evidence yet for the deck's core thesis: Zoom is not losing a product
competition. It is losing a default competition, one it cannot win by improving the product

alone.



DIAGNOSTIC 3: DIAGNOSING POSITIONING AMBIGUITY &
DIFFERENTIATION FRICTION

Diagnostic 2 showed where Zoom wins and loses across the market. This section asks
why users, even ones who might genuinely prefer Zoom's product, struggle to articulate
a reason to choose it over what they already have. Three patterns are at work, each a

different way that positioning ambiguity shows up in front of the user.

DIAGNOSTIC 3: POSITIONING AMBIGUITY & DIFFERENTIATION FRICTION
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Category Reactive Portfolio
Language Collapse Repositioning Narrative Gap

| SHOULD CHOOSE ZOOM BECAUSE ____

Pattern 1: Category Language Collapse

The Core Claim:

Zoom's own messaging, connection, collaboration, communication, productivity,
describes the category of tools it belongs to, not a distinct position within it. A
user reading this language cannot tell it apart from what Teams or Meet would say

about themselves.



Interchangeable Claims: Every phrase on Zoom's homepage could be lifted
onto a competitor's homepage without contradiction, which means the words are
doing no differentiation work at all.

No Named Enemy: Strong positioning usually defines itself against something (a
workflow, a habit, a competitor). Zoom's messaging defines itself against nothing
in particular.

No Strong Differentiating USP: Beyond the absence of contrast, there is no
single, ownable claim on offer at all, no specific promise only Zoom can
credibly make, the way "already inside your Microsoft 365" or "already inside
Gmail" function as instant, ownable claims for Teams and Meet.
Comprehension Without Conviction: The user understands what Zoom does,

but understanding is not the same as being persuaded it's the right choice.

Pattern 2: Reactive Repositioning

The Core Claim:

Zoom's current Al-first reposition, "bridge the gap between talking and doing”, borrows

system-of-action language that has already circulated across enterprise software for

years. Rather than owning distinct ground, the repositioning reaches for the same

territory competitors are already claiming.

e Trend-Following, Not Trend-Setting: The "Al agents" and "conversations to

completion" framing mirrors language already used across the category, so it
reads as catching up, not leading.

Repositioning Without Resolution: Each new headline shift (task tool, to
collaboration hub, to Al-first platform) changes the claim without ever answering
the earlier, still-open question of why Zoom specifically.

Credibility Cost of Repeated Pivots: A user who has seen Zoom's homepage
change positioning multiple times may reasonably wonder whether the platform

knows what it is.



Pattern 3: Portfolio Narrative Gap

The Core Claim:

Zoom's portfolio has expanded well beyond meetings into phone, contact center,
events, and workforce engagement, breadth now arguably comparable to Microsoft's
full enterprise stack, but this expansion has never been resolved into one coherent story

a user can hold in their head.

e Breadth Without a Spine: Each new product line is real and often well-built, but
nothing ties them together into a single sentence a buyer could repeat to a
colleague.

e Analyst-Confirmed Blind Spot: This tension has been directly named in
industry coverage of Zoom's own strategy events, and was never addressed on
stage, meaning even Zoom's own messaging architecture hasn't resolved it
internally.

e User Left to Do the Synthesis Work: Instead of Zoom explaining why all these
pieces fit together, the user is left to guess whether they're buying a video tool, a

phone system, or a full enterprise platform.

All three patterns produce the same downstream effect: a user who cannot
complete the sentence "I should choose Zoom because __" with anything

Zoom itself has clearly given them.



DIAGNOSTIC 4: MAPPING STRUCTURAL GAPS
IN CATEGORY MESSAGING

Diagnostic 3 established that users cannot complete the sentence "l should choose
Zoom because ___." This section asks why that gap persists structurally, not as a
matter of wording, but as an absence in how Zoom's messaging architecture is built.

Four structural gaps stand out, each a missing piece Zoom's own site fails to provide.

DIAGNOSTIC 4: STRUCTURAL GAPS IN CATEGORY MESSAGING
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NOT A WORDING PROBLEM. A STRUCTURE THAT WAS NEVER BUILT.

e No Owned Comparison Content: Searching "Zoom vs Teams" or "Zoom vs
Meet" returns only third-party review sites and blogs. Zoom has never published
its own direct comparison page, ceding the exact moment a user is deciding
between alternatives to outside sources Zoom does not control and cannot
shape.

e No Consistent Positioning Across Touchpoints: The homepage says "Al-first
work platform," the pricing page emphasizes meeting capacity and Al note-taking
limits, and the brand messaging elsewhere leans on connection and
collaboration. A user moving through the site encounters three different implied

identities rather than one reinforced claim.



e No Segment-Specific Messaging: The same generic language greets a
solopreneur evaluating a $0 plan and an enterprise buyer evaluating a custom
Enterprise quote, despite these being fundamentally different purchasing
decisions with different objections to overcome.

e The Al Cost Advantage Is Buried, Not Structural: Zoom's genuine
differentiator, Al Companion bundled free into paid plans versus Microsoft's
separately priced Copilot, is a real, ownable claim. But it currently lives several
clicks deep on the pricing page rather than functioning as a structural pillar of the

brand's top-level narrative.

None of these are wording problems that a better headline could fix. They are
structural absences, a comparison page that doesn't exist, a consistent narrative
that was never built, a segmentation that was never designed, a real advantage
that was never elevated, that leave the user to do the differentiation work Zoom's

own architecture should be doing for them.



DIAGNOSTIC 5: VALUE VISIBILITY &
DISCOVERY LAG ANALYSIS

Diagnostics 3 and 4 established why users can't articulate a reason to choose Zoom,
and where that failure is structurally built into the messaging itself. This section asks a
more specific question: even where a real, differentiated advantage exists, does the
user ever actually discover it, and if so, how long does that take, and through what

source.
The Causal Chain

Value visibility here isn't about whether Zoom's product works, Touchpoint 4 already
confirmed it does. It's about whether the specific things that make Zoom worth choosing
over an already-bundled alternative ever reach the user at all, and every gap mapped

so far adds distance to that discovery:

e Category language collapse means the homepage gives the user nothing to hold
onto as a differentiator

e No owned comparison content means the direct "why Zoom" answer, if it exists
anywhere, sits on a third-party site Zoom doesn't control

e The Al cost advantage sits several clicks deep on the pricing page rather than

being surfaced early.



Two Tracks of Discovery

DIAGNOSTIC 5: VALUE VISIBILITY & DISCOVERY LAG
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THE VALUE THAT WOULD WIN THE DECISION ARRIVES
AFTER THE DECISION IS ALREADY MADE.

Surface Value Discovery: Happens fast and needs no effort. The user opens the
product and immediately experiences clean call quality, an intuitive interface, and easy
guest access. This is discovered within the first meeting, exactly as Touchpoint 4

showed.

Differentiated Value Discovery: The value that actually justifies choosing Zoom over a
free, bundled alternative, Al Companion included at no extra charge versus Microsoft's
separately priced Copilot, superior reliability on inconsistent networks, best-in-class
webinar and event tooling. This value exists, but nothing in Zoom's own architecture
surfaces it early or clearly. A user only encounters it by digging into the pricing page

themselves, or by reading a third-party comparison article that happens to mention it.

Real-World Validation

This is exactly why the search results for "Zoom vs Teams" and "Zoom vs Meet" return
only third-party review sites, TechRepublic, Prialto, Cloudfresh, and others, doing the
differentiation work Zoom's own site does not do for itself. One such comparison directly

states that Zoom is worth choosing "if you host frequent large meetings or value video



quality above all," a specific, ownable claim, made by an outside publication, not by

Zoom.
Implication: Zoom's Real Advantage Is Discoverable, But Only Through Someone Else

The pattern across this entire diagnostic sequence converges here: Zoom's
differentiated value is real, it simply isn't visible where it matters, at the top of the
user's decision journey, in Zoom's own voice. A user has to either already know
what to look for, or trust a third party to tell them, before Zoom's genuine strengths ever
register. This means Zoom is, in effect, outsourcing its own differentiation to
publications with no obligation to represent it accurately, favorably, or even consistently

over time.



DIAGNOSTIC 6: TRANSLATING FINDINGS
INTO BUSINESS IMPACT

The Compounding Recap

Category language collapse, reactive repositioning, the portfolio narrative gap, and the
structural absence of owned comparison content don't operate independently. They
compound into one measurable outcome: a user who reaches the purchase decision
without ever having encountered Zoom's real differentiated value in Zoom's own voice,
which translates directly into lost consideration, wasted acquisition spend, and regional

share erosion.

The Metric Translation

DIAGNOSTIC 6: TRANSLATING FINDINGS INTO BUSINESINGA (™

SUPPRESSED CAC INEFFICIENCY VIA
CONSIDERATION RATE TRAFFIC LEAKAGE

Traffic arrives. Conviction doesn't. Users leave zoom.com to decide.

SUPPRESSED REGIONAL SHARE
PRICING POWER EROSION

LIK: Teams 50% vs Zoom 20%.

The strongest claim, hidden Canada: Meet 40% vs Zoom 27%.

THE CATEGORY-DEFINING MOMENT
One provable claim, elevated into every touchpaint.

e Suppressed Consideration Rate: Category Language Collapse and Reactive
Repositioning mean a user cannot complete "l should choose Zoom because
____"at the exact moment a decision is being made. Under Marketing

Effectiveness, this shows up as high top-of-funnel traffic that fails to convert



into genuine consideration, not because the product disappoints, but because
the case for it was never made.

e CAC Inefficiency Through Traffic Leakage: No Owned Comparison Content
means users actively comparing Zoom against Teams or Meet leave zoom.com
entirely to find that answer on third-party sites Zoom doesn't control. Under Cost
Optimization, this is acquisition spend that brings a user to the door, then hands
the actual decision-making moment to an outside publication with no obligation to
favor Zoom.

e Suppressed Pricing Power: The Al Cost Advantage Buried, Not Structural
means Zoom's strongest, most ownable claim, Al Companion bundled free
versus Microsoft's paid Copilot, never reaches the user early enough to justify
the price difference. Under Business Goals Analysis, this shows up as a gap
between Zoom's actual competitive strength and its realized willingness-to-pay.

e Regional Share Erosion: The UK (Teams 50% vs. Zoom 20%) and Canada
(Meet 40% vs. Zoom 27%) data are not isolated market quirks. They are the
direct, measurable outcome of positioning ambiguity meeting ecosystem
bundling. Under Customer Retention, weak differentiation in already-bundled
markets means Zoom is structurally unable to defend share it would otherwise be

able to compete for on product merit alone.
The Prescriptive Close: The Category-Defining Moment

This is the deck's strongest recommendation. Rather than another repositioning
attempt, chasing whatever category language competitors are currently using, Zoom's
messaging architecture needs a Category-Defining Moment: a single, ownable claim,
built from a real structural advantage already in hand (the Al cost differential is the
clearest candidate), elevated from a buried pricing-page detail into the top-level
narrative every touchpoint reinforces. Instead of asking "what should Zoom say it is,"
the more useful question is "what can Zoom prove that Teams and Meet structurally

cannot," and building the entire positioning system around that one defensible claim.

This directly interrupts the pattern across all six diagnostics, users doing the
differentiation work Zoom's own architecture should be doing, by giving them a claim

they don't have to go find elsewhere.



Conclusion

This is the translation the Radz Diagnostic Framework performs, a positioning pattern
(category language collapse) identified at the messaging layer, redesigned into a
structural mechanism (a single ownable, provable claim), with a direct, traceable line to
business outcome (consideration rate, CAC efficiency, pricing power, regional

retention).



NOTES

This diagnostic reflects zoom.com's messaging, pricing structure, and positioning as
observed on September 4, 2026. Zoom's homepage headline and value proposition
changed twice during the course of this analysis alone, moving from task-oriented
language to Al-agent framing, then to its current "work connected" positioning. This
volatility is itself diagnostic evidence, it reflects the unresolved category positioning
named throughout this report, rather than a settled brand identity. Findings on structural
gaps, pricing tiers, and comparative positioning should be read as a snapshot in time

and re-verified against the live site before any client-facing presentation of this material.
1. Scope of Engagement

e The Radz Diagnostic operates entirely on what's publicly accessible and
observable in the customer-facing journey, website, positioning, pricing, and
comparative market presence.

e Because it works from the documented journey alone, it requires no internal

access, no engineering time, and no disruption to the client's team to begin.
2. Diagnostic Differentiation

e In-house growth teams and acquisition consultants read trend lines, dashboard
metrics, and assumptions after the damage is already visible.

e The Radz Diagnostic identifies the underlying positioning and structural gaps that
break a category-facing narrative before they surface as a metric at all, as this

Zoom case study demonstrates.
3. Request Your Baseline Diagnostic

We invite founders and CX/product leaders to submit their platform for a baseline
diagnostic. This is not a sales pitch, but an objective analysis designed to pinpoint the
exact structural friction points currently limiting your platform's differentiation and value
visibility. Through this diagnostic, we map where your positioning breaks down and

reveal the hidden gaps stalling your category's competitive clarity.



	Video calls, enhanced with AI 

