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Key Takeaways
1 Price is a conclusion, not a starting point.

2 The primary market has no continuous
quotation, so "how much" must first be
replaced by "which segment".

3 The three segments are not three
thresholds but three rulers — each
segment examines one thing only.

4 The thesis segment cannot produce data; it
can only produce a causal chain that
survives reverse checking.

Abstract

The primary market has no continuous quotation — only
discrete, episodic pricing events. Between them, the
question founders ask most often is "what number should
we put on this round?" This paper argues that the question
is premature.

We examine the Glacier Institute's 0—100B USD Valuation
Band framework, which divides the 0—100B USD range into
three segments, each carrying exactly one proposition. The
0—1B USD segment asks for a thesis: why this team, this
technical path, this product form, and this market timing.
The 1—-10B USD segment asks for a crossing into a mature
industrial company: benchmark customer validation,
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genuine growth data, a diversified shareholder base, and
milestone-linked financing. The 10—-100B USD segment
asks for succession: global governance architecture,
platform ecosystem logic, and the capacity to meet global
public capital markets.

Our claim is that the band is not a price-prediction device
but a problem-classification device. It replaces "how much"
with an earlier, more answerable question: which segment
is the company in, and which examination paper should it
be answering. We ground the three segments in three
mechanisms documented in the finance literature —
stage-dependent information asymmetry [1], organizational
professionalization following venture capital entry [2], and
the non-comparability of private valuations once
contractual terms are accounted for [3] — and note that the
two segment boundaries coincide with the industry's
existing thresholds [4].

The paper closes with three known counterexamples and an
explicit statement of the framework's scope of validity. The
framework's status is fixed and not extended here: an
analytical framework, not a valuation commitment.
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structure; capitalization stage; venture capital; deep tech
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Table 1 / Exhibit 1 The three segments of the 0-100B USD valuation band and the proposition of each. The text in the table
is the original public formulation of the framework on the Glacier website, not reworded by this paper; the boundaries of
the price bands are segment marks and do not express any valuation commitment.

Proposition What this band answers

Valuation
band

US$0-1B Thesis

US$1—-10B Crossing

financing

US$10-100B  Succession
capital markets

why this team, this route, this form, this timing

benchmark-customer validation, real growth data, a diversified shareholder structure, and milestone

global governance architecture, platform-ecosystem logic, and the capacity to connect to global public
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1. The question: why "what number
should we put on this round" is the
wrong question

The most expensive mistake in a financing negotiation is
not answering wrongly. It is answering the wrong question.
Glacier Institute has a fixed formulation for this:

Answering the wrong question costs more than answering
wrongly. ( [&3EfTR], HEEHE . 1)

Why is the primary market so prone to answering the
wrong question? Because its pricing structure differs from
the public market's. The public market quotes a price
every second, and the price itself carries information. The
primary market completes one pricing only in the few
weeks when a window is open. The rest of the time there
is no price, only claims. So the two sides easily talk
without coordinates: one side explains the technology at
its own pace, the other asks for validation from its own
checklist. Both feel they are having a serious conversation.

In fact they are sitting two different examination papers.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

Glacier Institute states this mismatch very directly:

The most common mistake is bringing the previous
segment's answer sheet to the next segment's exam.
However cleanly you explain the technical path, once you
are in the crossing segment the exam is industrial
validation. However good the growth data, one segment up
the exam is shareholder structure and global carrying
capacity. The hard part is that both sides think they are
having a serious conversation. ( [ H9 WLAsE, E& F—
BEGEE T B8, FRBEIGFETE, 37
P, MR EIE W RER RS, BB
. BHIRBARGEN G RHRE T . IEZTET, X7
HELEAE X G 1)

— Glacier website, /institute.html, Glacier Institute essay

No. 18, Classify First, Then Talk Price ( <54y JGHr>» )

So before talking price, a more basic question needs
answering: which segment is this company standing in
right now. Because price is a conclusion, not a

starting point.

The finance literature supports this ordering from another
direction. Gornall and Strebulaev [3] modelled 135 US
unicorns and found that reported post-money valuations
exceeded fair value by 48% on average; 14 of them were
more than double. The gap did not come from the
companies themselves. It came from the protective terms
held by later-round investors: guaranteed IPO returns,
vetoes over low-priced IPOs, liquidation seniority over
other investors, and so on. In other words, an isolated
valuation number was never a comparable quantity in the
primary market to begin with. If the number itself is not
comparable, then putting the company back into the

segment of questions it faces is the steadier coordinate.

The primary market has no continuous quotation,
so "now much" must first be replaced by "which
segment".
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10-100B USD

1-10B USD
RAKH

Figure 1 / Exhibit 2 The three-segment structure of the 0-100B USD valuation band (early band, growth band, platform
band). The figure is taken from the public formulation of the framework on the Glacier welbsite; the height of the steps
indicates only the order of the segments, not any valuation figure, chronological sequence or probability of outcome.

2. The framework: three segments,
three examination papers

What follows is the original public formulation of the
Glacier Institute framework. This paper quotes it as it

stands, without rewording (see Table 1):

The expanded formulation also comes from the Glacier

website:

US$0 — 1B, "thesis" stage: the core proposition to answer
— why this team, this route, this form, this timing. ( [
0—10{235t GLigkiBe) « MZEZOmE—N24
AN EHARBEL . % IS DL 2 B A T 7 )
Hlo 1)

US$1 - 10B, "crossing" stage: customer validation, growth
evidence, shareholder-structure optimization and
milestone financing, from a technology team to an
industrial company. ( [10—100 {2370 (BSMIEY) : DL
AT P E . ELOCHKAE . 2 oA S5 W Bk
FRRERRRE Y . ST BB P BA i B L B A R
e 1)

US$10 — 100B, "succession" stage: global governance
architecture, platform-ecosystem logic, and the capacity to
connect to global public capital markets. ( [ 100—1000 1z,
FIt UREEMED) « AR, FEIEDS
B LR A TR AT G LG R B, 1)

The relative positions of the three segments are shown in
Figure 1. The purpose of the framework also has a fixed

formulation:

The purpose is to match price, financing amount, dilution,
milestones, investor type, and the company's next-stage
capacity. ( [HEZRMTH M, ZibOA%. BRGEHL PR,
R, B ABBE 0 F — Wy BoRE ) ARG L.
)
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It is followed immediately by a qualifying clause whose
position and weight cannot be omitted: an analytical

framework, not a valuation commitment. ( [43FFHEZE, JE
A& 1)
Two things are worth pointing out first.

First, the boundaries of the three segments are not cut at
random. The range of 0 to 100 billion US dollars, in the
industry's notation, is 0—100B USD; the two boundaries
fall at 1B and 100B. Both numbers were defined in the
industry's vocabulary long ago: in 2013 Aileen Lee
proposed "unicorn" for a private company valued above
US$1 billion, and in the same article called those above
US$100 billion "super-unicorns" [4]. Glacier Institute's
segmentation coincides with these two accepted marks.
The framework uses the ruler the market already uses

rather than building its own coordinates.

Second, "only one proposition" per segment is a strong
constraint, not a summary. One segment, one
examination paper: the segment should not have its time
taken up by other questions. This point is tested in reverse

by the counterexamples later in the paper.

The three segments are not three thresholds but
three rulers — each segment examines one thing
only.
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3. The segments argued

3.1 The thesis segment (US$0-1B): turning what
cannot be proved into what can be
evidenced

The four elements of the thesis segment — team, technical
route, product form, market timing — share one feature:
at this stage none of them has external data to vouch for
it. There are no customers at scale, no growth curve to
extrapolate, and often no comparable company at all.

Finance has a mature explanation for this position.
Gompers [1] shows that venture capital adopts staged
financing precisely because the more intangible the
assets, the more growth options and the higher the asset
specificity, the higher the agency costs and information
asymmetry. The response is not to provide all the money
at once but to cut it into tranches, each tranche matched
with one round of monitoring and re-evaluation. Based on
a random sample of 794 venture-backed firms, the paper
finds that investment is indeed concentrated in
early-stage and high-technology companies, where

information asymmetry is highest.

Translated onto the valuation band: the essence of the
thesis segment is not "how much is it worth" but "on what
grounds can one begin to believe" ( [4EH4 0] DL IEFHLE |
). What the investor buys at this point is a set of judgements
not yet validated, not a set of validated data. So the work

of this segment centres on evidence, not price.

Glacier Institute formulates this way of evidencing as the

standard of the Constructing layer ( (¥ | 2):

The standard is coherence, not completeness. Every
number and every chart has to survive being checked
backwards. The work at this layer is, plainly, producing
evidence. ( [HRHER AW, ARSF2. BT F—
KB, HEEFEIRE. X—2NE, WE T
ZiE. |)

— Glacier Institute essay No. 20, From Qutside In,
Tightened Four Times ( <fAMIAY )

Coherence before completeness is an ordering specific to
the thesis segment. Completeness is a requirement from
the crossing segment onwards, when there is real data to
lay out. The thesis segment cannot produce that much
data. What it can produce is a causal chain that does not
contradict itself. Complete the chain, and let the other

side reach the conclusion themselves.
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The thesis segment cannot produce data; it can
only produce a causal chain that survives reverse
checking.

3.2 The crossing segment (US$1-10B): from a
technology team to an industrial company

The four elements of the crossing segment — benchmark
customer validation, real growth data, a diversified
shareholder structure, milestone financing — point to one
thing: the company must prove it no longer depends on

the personal capabilities of the founding team.

What happens here is a change of identity. Glacier
Institute's formulation is "from a technology team to an
industrial company" ([ 58 Jii A5 AR P B i) Rl 7 1. 284
NEIES T | ). Hellmann and Puri [2], using
hand-collected data on Silicon Valley start-ups, give this
transition an observable form: venture-backed companies
build human-resource policies earlier, introduce stock
option plans earlier, set up a marketing function eatlier,
and are more likely, and quicker, to replace the founder
with an outside CEO. They call this set of changes "
professionalization" ( [HRLAK | ).

In other words, the crossing segment does not examine
whether the technology can get stronger. It examines
whether the organisation can carry more money, more
customers and more shareholders. Benchmark customer
validation answers "has the outside world already
recognised this route with real money" ( [ #MiitH- A REC
ZH B4 FAERINIX FZI&ZR | ); real growth data answers "
can that recognition be repeated" ( [XFARINFEGEE | )
; a diversified shareholder structure answers "does the
company still depend on the will of a single investor" ( [/}
R TR A TR ) ) milestone financing

answers "can the capital cadence be checked from outside" (
FR AT Z S A A AN ) ).
The last item is especially easy to underestimate.

Elsewhere, Glacier Institute gives milestones a very hard

criterion:

A clear milestone is one an outsider can sign off. ( [ i B

FEif (milestone) JEAE, BLAASMTHAER. | )

If an outsider can sign off, the company's progress no
longer depends on insiders' explanations. This is the
watershed between the crossing segment and the thesis
segment: the thesis segment relies on explanation, the

crossing segment on sign-off.
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The crossing segment is also where answering the wrong
question most often happens. The reason is that the thesis
segment's answers still sound good here: the technical
route is still clean, the team still excellent, the timing still
valid. But this segment examines industrial validation.
Material that keeps talking about the technical route is

not wrong material. It is expired material.

icizA= - KEY POINT

The watershed of the crossing segment:
the thesis segment relies on explanation,
the crossing segment on sign-off.

3.3 The succession segment (US$10-100B): who
takes the next leg

The three elements of the succession segment — global
governance architecture, platform-ecosystem logic, the
capacity to connect to global public capital markets —
together answer one question: after the primary market,

who takes over.

The size of capital in this segment limits the kinds of
subsequent buyers: sovereign and quasi-sovereign capital,
multinational industrial players, global long-hotizon funds,
and finally the public capital markets. Each has its own
entry conditions, and most of them are "fail and you are
out" ( AW R EIEHJE | ), not "can be compensated
by price" ( [0 DL HA&AME | ). Whether the governance

architecture withstands review across jurisdictions, whether
data and supply chains can be compliant across borders,
whether the revenue structure can be read by public-market
accounting standards — these are not valuation discounts.

They are qualifying conditions.

Platform-ecosystem logic is another layer. At this size a
company can hardly convince buyers with the growth of a
single product; it needs to prove it is the foundation for
others' growth. Glacier Institute writes the difficulty of this

layer into Controlling ( {55 ):

What makes a late-stage deal hard is not the valuation, it
is the number of interests inside it. Existing shareholders
wanting out, the option pool, leftover performance
ratchets, disagreements between management and finance
— each additional party is another veto. The workload
does not grow linearly with the amount, it grows
combinatorially with the number of parties. ( [ J5 %2 5 ¥k
IR, RFAFRAKNS . BRARMEL IR
B *EER AR EHESMS ORGE, 8277,
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ML —ER R TAERAEBAMEN, TEEHR T
HRHAGAIEK. 1)

This passage explains a counter-intuitive phenomenon:
the main workload in the succession segment is not
pricing but coordination. At this size, price is usually the
interval left after the constraints of all parties have been

intersected, not the product of negotiating skill.

121z - KEY POINT

In the succession segment, most
conditions are qualifying conditions, not
discount items.

4. Two horizontal mechanisms

The three segments are the vertical structure. The
framework also has two horizontal mechanisms that run
through all three.

4.1 One step earlier than classification: who
does the classifying

Glacier Institute has a sentence that is easy to skip:

One step earlier than classification is who does the
classifying. The same company filed under an application
industry, or under a class of foundational capability, draws
completely different comparables, investment-committee
language and tolerance. Early commercialisation usually
has only one use case, and at the level of fact it does look
like that industry. Do not fight for this card, and someone
else nails down the valuation anchor first. ( [ Fh4r28 8 B
W—, RPOESE. F—KoH, BPHEREA M RTT
b, R —RIERNRE ST, X DAY 58 A AN R R
b5 (comparable) . HBEXEARGAEZE. SR
HEAF A5, FLEEBHHEBIBNM 7. Xk
WA, A AR N SEETE T . 1)

This is a judgement prior to the valuation band. The band
answers "which segment"; "who does the classifying"
answers "which set of comparables to measure by" ( [ 2B}
—ENFr3kE | ). Confusing the two produces a
particularly hidden error: a company clearly in the crossing
segment is measured against mature companies in some
application industry, so all its growth data look
insufficient; or the reverse, it is measured against a class of
foundational capability, so all industrial validation is

deemed not yet necessary.
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Note that eatly commercialisation usually has only one
landing scenario, so "looks like that industry" ( [ FH AL k(%
IEAAT L | ) is often true at the level of fact. That is why
this card must be fought for actively: it is not an argument

about facts but an argument about the frame of reference.

4.2 What the buyer wants is not a low price but
coordinates

The framework's second horizontal effect takes place at

the negotiating table:

From what we see, what investors resist is mostly not the
absolute price but their inability to place it — they do not
know who set the last round or who is meant to take the
next. With a lower round underneath and a higher band
moving in patrallel above, every price has a reference and
expensive stops being the problem. As we see it, the first
duty in investing is safety, not odds. ( [#EFRA] T iR, HHE
NGUHER 2B AR A T TC 1 5E X AT
AHGE RIS, NG iRz . HiE
AEACHR RS, JRTEA SR RS, 845
A SR, Sl AER . HE. MERm
BB RLEAE, PRBEE. 1)

This passage and the Gornall-Strebulaev [3] conclusion
cited earlier corroborate each other. If an isolated
valuation number is not comparable because terms differ,
then what reassures the buyer cannot be the number
itself. It can only be the structure around the number:
who priced the segment below, who is moving in parallel
in this segment, which kind of capital takes over in the
segment above. That structure is exactly what the

valuation band provides.

A practical criterion follows: forcing a valuation up is not
worth much. "A price can be pulled up once. It cannot be
held up a second time." ( ¥ FEWE P —IK, {H2Hi A
%5 =¥k, | ) The one time it is pulled up does not
change the segment the company is in. It only brings the
next segment's examination paper forward — and that

paper does not get easier because the price went up.
81z - KEY POINT

What the buyer fears is not the price, it is
having no coordinates.
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5. Boundaries and counterexamples

A framework with only positive examples does not
deserve trust. The following three situations are where
this framework is known to fail or to need additional
explanation.

Counterexample one: companies whose segment and
question are out of step. There is indeed a class of
companies whose segment sits far above the questions they
can answer — typically independent entities incubated by
platform companies, ot second ventures by mature teams.
They may stand in the crossing segment's price while
holding only the thesis segment's answers. Glacier
Institute's response to this is guarded: "Are there companies
that belong in a higher band by nature? Yes. But the band
is not chosen, it is decided by those three exam papers." ( [
DASH N A RAR G w752 2. B
FARE R, BPOX=5kFEFIHIRM. | ) That
is, the framework admits such companies exist, but does
not admit they can skip the paper. They only answer it

faster.

Counterexample two: companies whose valuation does not
rise segment by segment. The three-segment structure is
progressive in its formulation, but real paths often are not.
Down rounds, structural reorganisations, spin-offs and
mergers all move a company backwards between segments.
The framework itself contains no assumption about
direction in time. It describes "which segment right now" (
[ ZIEEME—B% ] ), not "bound to move up" ( [hIRE:
&1 ). Reading progression as inevitability is the most

common misreading of this table.

Counterexample three: companies that do not
advance on equity financing. A considerable share of
hard-tech companies advance mainly on orders,
government special programmes, prepayments from
industrial partners or debt instruments; equity financing
is only a supplement. For such companies the valuation
band can describe the capitalisation stage but not the
operating stage, and the two may differ by a whole
segment. Using the band to judge the maturity of such

companies will systematically underestimate it.

There is also a boundary of formulation that must be
stated: this paper discusses a classification framework,
not a pricing method. The framework produces no price
and endorses no interval. In its public formulation Glacier
Institute places this sentence directly beneath the table

rather than in a footnote, and this paper keeps that
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position — an analytical framework, not a

valuation commitment.

The framework describes "which segment right
now'; it does not predict "bound to move up".

6. Within what range the framework
holds

A framework that cannot state its range of validity has lost
a dimension. The following are the boundaries within
which this paper holds the framework to be valid.

One, currency and measurement range. The
framework is denominated in US dollars and covers o0 to
100 billion US dollars (that is, 0—100B USD). For
companies above US$100 billion, the main pricing venue
is no longer the primary market, and the framework no
longer applies. Renminbi-denominated transactions can
be converted and fitted, but exchange rates and

cross-border structures change comparability.

Two, industry range. The framework comes from
primary-market practice in hard tech and frontier
technology. For industries with stable cash flows that can
be priced directly by traditional valuation methods (such as
mature consumer, traditional manufacturing, real estate),
the explanatory power of these "segment propositions" ( [
4y B ) ) falls markedly: the questions in those
industries can be answered directly by a financial model,

without classifying first.

Three, stage range. The framework describes the
capitalisation stage of equity financing, not the
company's operating maturity, nor its technical maturity.
The three often move together, but not necessarily; see
counterexample three above.

Four, what it cannot do. The framework does not
predict price, does not give a valuation interval, does not
judge whether a deal will close, and does not constitute
investment advice of any kind. It does one thing only: it
assigns the questions a company currently faces to a
segment, so that both sides talk over the same

examination paper.

Five, strength of evidence. The external studies cited
in this paper [1][2][3] are all based on US market
samples, spanning the 1990s to the 2010s. What they
support is the general mechanism behind the framework
— information asymmetry varying with stage,
organisational professionalization accompanying the

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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entry of capital, private valuations made non-comparable
by terms — not the specific values of the three segment
boundaries. The reasonableness of the boundaries comes
from their coincidence with the industry's common marks
(US$1 billion / US$100 billion) [4] and from Glacier
Institute's own practice formulations; this paper does not
claim they have been independently tested empirically.

Six, an honest gap. What this paper has not done is use
public data to test "whether companies in a given segment
do in fact have their financing questions concentrated on
that segment's proposition" ( [ &b FIE—Erf /A=, Hfl
2 LRSS P B AL ) ). That needs a
cross-segment sample with term-level detail, which public
data cannot yet support. Until that work is done, the status
of this framework is a falsifiable classification hypothesis,

not a validated empirical regularity.

The framework's range of validity: US-dollar
denominated, hard tech, the capitalisation stage
of equity financing: it classifies, it does not price.

7. Conclusion

Pricing in the primary market is discontinuous, so an
isolated valuation number cannot carry much
information. The 0—100B USD valuation band divides the
range into three segments — thesis, crossing, succession
— and each asks one question only. Its value lies not in
telling a company what it is worth but in telling both sides
what to talk about now.

Three sentences summarise the paper:

1. Price is a conclusion, not a starting point — accept the

segment first, then talk price.

2. Answering the wrong question costs more than
answering wrongly — bringing the previous segment's
answers to the next segment's exam is the most common
and the most expensive mistake.

3. What the buyer fears is not the price, it is having no
coordinates — the valuation band provides exactly

those coordinates.

And the status of the framework itself, from beginning to
end, is one sentence: an analytical framework, not a

valuation commitment.
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B BURRRRL. B9 AR Al N — B BURE ) HAH
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PERC ) ))

e Glacier Institute essay No. 18, Classify First, Then Talk
Price ( «Je43 54> ) ("Answering the wrong
question costs more than answeting wrongly" ( [ Z3Efif
[ 8
starting point" ( [F&EL51E, A2 ] ); "Three
segments, three exam papers" ( [ =B, Zik%E) )"

It sounds like three thresholds. It is closer to three

rulers" (T ERBQ =8I, HEER IR )"

One step earlier than classification is who does the
classifying” ( [Hup KRB R —4, 2pfEmK) )"
What the buyer fears is not the price, it is having no
coordinates” ( [ SETF MM AR DL, RIALIR) )"
forcing a valuation up is not worth much" ( [ iz fk{E

# ] ); "price is a conclusion, not a

B X AK ] ); "Are there companies that belong in a
higher band by nature" ( [ &AL G /AT RERIZIEE
AL )

¢ Glacier Institute essay No. 20, From Outside In,
Tightened Four Times ( <f#MmpA» ) ("The
standard is coherence, not completeness" ( [ FrifEE H
W, R4 ); "What makes a late-stage deal hard
is not the valuation, it is the number of interests inside
it" ( Ve oA AL, BRI RAKRE ] )"
The workload does not grow linearly with the amount,
it grows combinatorially with the number of parties" ( [
TAERARHSAANENE K, TR %77 R A
)

¢ The "60-Day Benchmark Execution Cadence" ( [60 K
PR AT I52% | ) subsection (context of the milestone

formulations)

e Website homepage FAQ "What does the 0—100B USD
price band mean?" ( [0—100B USD i #&Hr A4 &

H? | ) (the US-dollar scale formulation)

e Website homepage FAQ "What does the 0—100B USD
price band mean?" ( [0—100B USD {fi#&Hr A4 =

> | ) (the US-dollar scale formulation)
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Disclaimer: This is a methodological working paper and represents the
authors' analysis at the time of writing only. It does not constitute investment
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or other instrument, nor a commitment ot forecast regarding the valuation,
financing outcome or investment return of any company. It has not been peer

reviewed and may be revised in later versions.
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