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Key Takeaways

1 "Never handed off" is not a promise. It is a
boundary line, and you have to count the
steps on it first.

2 Founders are not asking what you do. They
are asking why this particular piece should
be yours.

3 The site carries two lists of six. One is
process, one is relationship, and handing
them off does not cost the same thing.

4 Not handing off does not save you the
effort of passing documents. It saves you
the effort of rebuilding context.

Abstract

When a financing advisor says it is "responsible end to end,
with six dimensions never handed off", that sounds like a
promise. It is in fact a boundary question: how far does the
mandate go before it stops? This paper treats it as a
question about the boundary of the firm rather than as a
service slogan.

The source text is public. A boutique investment bank states
its "full mandate" in five separate places on its website. All
five are reproduced verbatim here, with line numbers in the
public plain text. Normalising the items each of them

enumerates yields something that no single sentence says:
the site carries two different lists of six. One is a ladder of
relationship levels — trust, information, narrative, tempo,
relationships, accountability. The other is a sequence of
process steps — deal information flow, core value narrative,
matching of target capital, deal tempo, coordination of key
relationships, closing. The two lists overlap on only four
items. The longest public list has nine items, three more

than six.

The count is not a word game. It shows that what is "never
handed off" is at least two kinds of thing: some of it is
process, some of it is relationship. Process can be handed
over and the cost of handing it over can be estimated. A
relationship cannot: change the person and it starts again.
The two require different boundary tests, and while they sit
in one list no boundary can be drawn at all.

The mechanism section draws on six bodies of work:
transaction cost economics and the boundary of the firm
(asset specificity, uncertainty, frequency); incomplete
contracts and residual rights of control; multitask agency
theory, in which tasks of unequal measurability distort
incentives when bundled; the empirical literature on
vertical integration; evidence on losses at the handoff —
information lost at shift handover, relational coordination,
the stickiness of knowledge; and the mirroring hypothesis,
under which the structure of what is delivered comes to
resemble the structure of the organisation delivering it.

* Disclosure: Glacier Institute is the research arm of Glacier Capital, and this paper is issued under the name of Glacier Institute. In the course of its

business, Glacier Capital acts as financial adviser to a number of technology companies and invests its own capital in some of them; such relationships may

ovetlap with the industries discussed here. This paper does not concern any specific mandate and uses no non-public information; all company, industry and

data references are drawn from public sources and cited individually. The authors received no third-party compensation for this papet.

t Disclaimer: This is a methodological working paper and represents the authors' analysis at the time of writing only. It does not constitute investment

advice, nor an offer or solicitation of an offer for any security, fund interest or other instrument, nor a commitment or 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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Loss at the handover

The paper offers one tool: an eleven-row handoff boundary
audit, each row written as criterion, what argues against
outsourcing, what argues for it, and its basis. The eight
normalised items are then scored against it. The central
claim is stated as a falsifiable proposition together with the
evidence that would refute it. Five boundary cases close the
paper, including one that must be stated: the price of
end-to-end is that attribution becomes hard, so not handing
off requires an outside assessor.

No client company is named, no description that could
identify one is used, and none of the firm's own financial
figures appear.

Keywords: boundary of the firm; transaction costs; vertical
integration; residual control rights; handoff loss; mirroring
hypothesis; financing advisory
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1. The Problem: "How Far Does This Go?"

This is the question founders ask most often at a first

meeting, and the hardest one to answer well.

Answer narrowly and you sound like an introducer.
Answer broadly and the next question arrives
immediately: then what is left for me to do? If you do
everything, who is accountable when something goes

wrong?

Peers and investors are asking the other half of the same
thing. When a firm says it works "end to end" and "never
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hands off", does that sentence have a boundary anyone
can test, or is it just a pleasant phrase?

This paper answers both.

The first question cannot be answered with a service list.
A service list says what we do. It does not say why this
item belongs to us and that one does not — and the
second is what the founder is actually asking. He is
deciding whether handing something over is worth it, not

learning your scope of business.

The second cannot be answered with "we handle all of it"
either. Economics has had a framework for the boundary
of the firm for almost ninety years, and the answer it gives
is never "more is better". It is "stop at the point where the
two costs are equal". Applied to financing advisory, this
paper argues that the boundary belongs at the point
where the cost of the interface exceeds the cost of
coordinating internally. One step past that, not
handing off starts to lose money.

The route: Section 2 lays out the public source text and
counts two lists out of its own enumerations. Section 3
gives six bodies of mechanism literature. Section 4 returns
to what "end to end" says in its own field, and to its
acknowledged price. Section 5 gives the tool and applies it
to the eight items. Section 6 states the claim as a
proposition that can be refuted. Sections 7 and 8 draw the

boundaries.

How this differs from the other papers in the
series, stated here so no reader takes it for repetition.
GI-WP-2026-P8, One-Way Doors, is about whether an
action can be undone and who presses the button: that is
the action layer. This paper is about whether a piece of
work should sit inside one system at all: the boundary
layer. In one transaction, the boundary decides who does
it; the one-way door decides who presses it.
GI-WP-2026-P11, Borrowed Theories, §4.3, gave a
three-paragraph verdict on the "end-to-end — full
mandate" pair. This paper expands that subsection into a
standalone boundary analysis and adds the two things it
did not have: an item-by-item normalisation of the public

lists, and an audit anyone can run.

Founders are not asking what you do. They are
asking why this particular piece should be yours.
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2. The Source Text: Five Public
Statements of "Never Handed Off"

2.1 How the source text was taken

The source is a public web page and anyone can reproduce
it. Method: curl the page
https://glacier.mba/institute.html; strip HTML
comments, then <script>, then <style>; replace every
remaining tag with a newline; unescape entities; drop
blank lines. The result is 10,079 lines of plain text,
retrieved 2026-09-22. All line numbers below refer to
that plain text — the same source text and the same line
numbering used by GI-WP-2026-P11.

2.2 First place: Chapter 18, pair 3 (L3880-13885)
Chapter 18 maps the concept of "end to end" onto the

firm's "full mandate":

TN E ), — MRS b 05T 23RS B
K&, RESTEBIGBIZ R, |
From input to output, one model is responsible end to
end. In a pipeline cut into stages, error accumulates
between the stages. — theory sentence, L3881 [1]

TIAIRE 2222 E T, R — AR5t A~
ANYEE A F—— R WA R
From restoring the facts to closing the deal, one and the
same system is responsible end to end. Six dimensions

are never handed off — error has nowhere to
accumulate. — phenomenon sentence, L3883 [1]

The pair carries a source line: "Bojarski et al. (2016), End
to End Learning for Self-Driving Cars, arXiv:1604.07316,
Figure 4" (L3885) [1][18].

There is a number in that sentence: six. The

sentence does not say which six. To find out, you have to

go elsewhere on the site.

2.3 The other four places

Second place (L674-L678), the full-mandate
collaboration model.

MR A RIZOYEE (FIERE)  BE FE.
MEF TR KRR 1Y, )
The model covers six core dimensions (trust first): trust,

information, narrative, tempo, relationships,
accountability. — L1675, repeated verbatim at L6778 [1]

MBEERAR TRFEES BRE: ML REAE
KRBT LR, FIIK AL 55 B A% O ER
H. HIREITILE. LTS SRR AU A
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HEHE LB, KHBEFERAGELES. |
"Full-mandate collaboration" means the company
retains final say over all material matters, while the
whole process — deal information flow, core value
narrative, matching of target capital, deal tempo,
coordination of key relationships and closing — is led
and coordinated by the firm. — L676 [1]

Note that these two sentences sit on the same
screen and do not enumerate the same thing. L675
enumerates six dimensions. L676 enumerates six process

steps.

Third place (L3220-L3230), home page, section
09.
[lphsfe, BErgid. MR A= Eang.
HAA TRA—Z . 2IEEMARFE R M—rRBF 25
. ARTREA . )

The company decides; we coordinate. The founder does

three things: set the strategy, find the right people, stay
close to the front line. A full mandate means being on the

same side — your interest is our interest. — L3220 [1]

[FEEANK: BEAMEE, 1 EIREGE. A,
T, KA HY; DILIREREREN. |
Six levels of full mandate: trust is the foundation, then
information, narrative, tempo, relationships,
accountability. The company retains the final decision. —
L3230 [1]

Fourth place (L4524-14525), frequently asked

questions.

[ FCE R PR IRBEA b Al OR B R i
KPREI, ZHER O, TR, REXR
5B MBS . |
A full mandate is deep transactional collaboration: the
company keeps final say on material matters, while deal
information, the core narrative, tempo, key relationships
and closing arrangements are coordinated by the firm.
— L4525 [1]

This sentence enumerates five items, not six.

Fifth place (1.4523), the preceding question in the
same set.

[ BERNBIFERTARR —R5r . HOIRSER
TEHLIKE . HABLBTT BINGE B S 1%
NWE3E ARG Pl RS Sih
P HIE .
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% 1/ Exhibit 1 The enumerated items of the five public statements of "full mandate”, normalised. The four columns come
from L675/L678/L3230 (six core dimensions), L676 (whole process), L4525 (FAQ) and L4523 (core service). Rows are ordered
by the line number of first appearance. Normalisation rule in the writing note §6.1. The table is counted here; the welbsite
contains no such comparison.

Normalised item  Six core ‘Whole process Core service
dimensions

Trust trust — - —

Information information deal information flow deal information —

Narrative narrative core value narrative core narrative capital route design

Tempo tempo deal tempo tempo time cadence (see L4521)

Relationships relationships coordination of key relationships key relationships industrial coordination

Accountability accountability = = term negotiation

Capital matching - matching of target capital - investor structure

Closing — closing closing arrangements  closing management

Restoring the facts — — - restoring the facts

Complex deal design — — - complex deal design

Diligence support — — - diligence support

% 2/ Exhibit 2 Counts from Table 1 (continued from Table 1). The denominator is the eleven normalised items of Table 1.
The bands are mutually exclusive and sum to 11, with no double counting. The count is made here.

Band Items Which ones

Appears in three or more of the four columns 4 information, narrative, tempo, relationships

Appears only under "six core dimensions" 2 trust, accountability

Appears in a process list but not among the dimensions 2 capital matching, closing

Appears only in the longest list 3 restoring the facts, complex deal design, diligence support
No. Introducing investors is only part of the work. The First, there are two lists of six. One is a ladder of
core service also includes restoring the facts, designing relationship levels: trust, information, narrative, tempo,

the capital route, investor structure, roadshow and relationships, accountability. The other is a sequence of

investor communication, complex deal design, industrial . . .
process steps: deal information flow, core value narrative,

coordination, diligence support, term negotiation and

. matching of target capital, deal tempo, coordination of key
closing management. — L4523 [1]

relationships, closing. The Chapter 18 sentence uses the

This sentence enumerates nine items. word [4ERE | |, dimensions, which literally points to the

. ) ) first. But a reader will easily take it for the second, because "
2.4 Normallising the five enumerations

handed off" is a verb that only makes sense about process.

The table below is counted here from the five public . .
Second, the two lists overlap on only four items:

sentences above. The normalisation rule is stated in the . . . . .
information, narrative, tempo, relationships. What these

writing note, § 6.1: items are merged only on their surface four have in common is that each is both a step and a

wording where they plainly refer to the same thing ( 1325 relation. Information has to be gathered (a step), and

oy g 25 = " ..
R . TeHfER ), Tf5E) all become someone has to trust you enough to give it to you (a

. . m. P : . .
information"); no semantic inference is made; a blank relation).

means the item does not appear in that place. . . . ..
Third, what is unique to each list is of a

Three things in Tables 1 and 2 are worth stopping on. completely different nature. Unique to the

dimensions are trust and accountability — these are not

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series 4 2026-09-22
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steps but properties; they cannot be handed over, only
built or lost. Unique to the process list are capital
matching and closing — these are ordinary steps, with a

start, an end and a deliverable.

This is where the paper starts. The object of "never
handed off" mixes two kinds of thing. Handing off a step
produces a loss, and the loss can be estimated and
compared. Handing off a relationship is not a loss but a
reset to zero. If both are explained by the same reason —
that error does not accumulate at the seams — then that
reason is right about one of them and unnecessary for the
other. A relationship never had a seam-error problem. It
has a different one: change the person and it starts
again.

The site carries two lists of six. One is process, one is
relationship, and handing them off does not cost
the same thing.

3. Mechanism: A Boundary Is
Compared, Not Declared

3.1 The boundary sits where two costs are
equal

Coase [2] asked why firms exist at all if markets allocate
resources. His answer was that using the price mechanism
has a cost — finding a counterparty, negotiating,
contracting, monitoring performance all cost money.
Firms exist because for some things, organising by
command once is cheaper than buying by price once. The
boundary test that follows is a single sentence: bring
work inside until the cost of organising one more
piece internally equals the cost of buying it on the

market.

Coase did not say what determines that difference.

Williamson [3] supplied three workable dimensions:

e Asset specificity. How much of the investment
made for this transaction survives a change of
counterparty. The less survives, the higher the specificity.

e Uncertainty. Whether what may happen later can be

written down at signing. The more that cannot, the

more discretion is needed afterwards.

e Frequency. How often transactions of this kind
occur. High frequency is what amortises a dedicated

internal arrangement.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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The more of the three run high, the stronger the case for
internalising; all three low and market exchange is
cheaper. Williamson later restated this as a comparison of
discrete structures [4]: market, hybrid (long-term
contract, alliance) and hierarchy are three governance
forms each with its own range of fit, not a ranking of
better and worse. This matters here: a full mandate

is a governance structure, not a service tier.

3.2 Residual control: who decides what the
contract left out

Grossman and Hart [5] and Hart and Moore [6] come in
from another direction. Their starting point is that no
contract is complete; something is always left out. So what
really has to be allocated is not "who does what" but who
decides in the situations nobody wrote down — the
residual right of control. Whoever holds it has the
incentive to make specific investments up front, because

he knows he will not be held up afterwards.

This has a direct consequence here. One sentence recurs

almost unchanged in three of the five public statements:

[ oll R B B A B R S IR e AR ) the company

retains final say over all material matters — 1676 [1]

T AR RS R P SRAL | the company retains the final
decision — 1.3230 [1]

[k {7 B B R I 2R IRAL ) the company keeps

final say on material matters — 14525 [1]

In the Grossman—Hart frame this is not a courtesy. It
places the residual right of control firmly on the
client's side. The consequence can be derived: the
advisor therefore does not hold ex post discretion, so
whatever specific investment the advisor makes has to be
protected some other way — by repetition (frequency), by
reputation, or by the part that is written down. That is

where row 11 of the audit in Section 5 comes from.

3.3 Multitask: bundling the measurable with the
unmeasurable goes wrong

Holmstrom and Milgrom [7] study an agent doing several
things at once. The conclusion is counter-intuitive but
robust: when some tasks have easily measured output and
others do not, strengthening the incentive on the
measurable ones draws effort away from the rest. The
right response is often not to tune the incentive but to
redraw who owns which task — put tasks of very
unequal measurability with different people, or give none

of them strong incentives.
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Applied here: the eleven items of Table 1 differ
enormously in measurability. Closing has a clear
completion test. So does restoring the facts — do the
materials reconcile or not. Trust and accountability have
almost no measurable current output. Putting them in
one mandate and then measuring only the measurable
few will systematically pull effort away from the rest. This
yields a boundary test: if a step's output cannot be
signed off on its own, do not carve it out and give
it to someone else — once carved out, nobody can

prove it was ever done well.

3.4 Empirical work: when integration actually
happens

There are decades of evidence behind the theory.
Monteverde and Teece [8] studied automotive
components: the more specialised the engineering
knowledge required and the costlier it is to switch
supplier, the more likely the part is made in-house.
Masten [9] studied make-or-buy decisions in aerospace
and found the same direction — specificity and complexity
raise the probability of internalisation. Lafontaine and
Slade [10] reviewed thirty years of empirical work on
vertical integration and report that this literature is highly
consistent in direction: the higher the asset
specificity and the uncertainty, the more likely

integration, in line with the transaction cost prediction.

The use here is simple. The boundary test is not invented
by this paper, nor by the firm whose text it reads. It has
been tested repeatedly in other industries. There is no

reason financing advisory runs on different physics.

3.5 How real the loss at the handoff is

"Error accumulates at the seams" sounds like a metaphor.
It is not.

Arora and colleagues [12] carried out a critical incident
analysis of communication failure when patients are
handed between shifts in a hospital. The most common
failure type they recorded was omission — information
the outgoing shift held but did not pass on, and
information passed on but not acted on. The value of the
study is that it turns "handoff loss" from a saying into

something that can be counted.

Gittell [11] gives evidence from the other side: across
service settings requiring several occupational groups to
work together, relational coordination — shared
goals, shared knowledge and mutual respect, together

with frequent, timely, problem-solving communication —
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is associated with performance, and matters more where
input uncertainty is high. In other words, the loss at the
seam is not removed by more documentation. It is
removed by relationship — which is exactly the thing that
cannot be handed off.

Szulanski [13] adds a third finding: even inside one
company, moving a practice from one place to another is
hard. He calls it internal stickiness, and finds that the
main impediment is not weak motivation but the
recipient's lack of absorptive preparation and an arduous
relationship between the two sides. Argote and Ingram
[14] generalise the point: knowledge resides in the
combination of people, tools and tasks, and moving only

one of the three does not move the knowledge.

Together these give a restatement of what "never handed
off" actually saves: not the cost of passing

documents, but the cost of rebuilding context.

3.6 Mirroring: what you deliver grows into the
shape of your organisation

Conway [15] wrote in 1968 a sentence that has been
quoted ever since: the structure of a system copies the
communication structure of the organisation that designs
it. MacCormack, Baldwin and Rusnak [16] tested this
directly on software, comparing products of similar
function built by tightly coupled organisations and by
loosely coupled distributed ones, and found the former
significantly less modular — organisational structure
and product structure really are mirrored. Colfer
and Baldwin [17] aggregated more than a hundred studies
and confirm that the hypothesis holds in most settings,
while identifying the conditions for exceptions: where an
organisation can establish high-bandwidth
communication across a boundary, mirroring can be

broken.

Two uses here. First, a deliverable produced in segments
by several organisations will most likely grow the
corresponding seams — that is structural, not a failure of
execution. Second, and more important: mirroring can
be broken, at the cost of building a
high-bandwidth channel at the boundary. So the
question is never "should we hand off" but "is the channel
at that handoff worth building". If it is, hand off. If it
cannot be afforded, do not.

Not handing off does not save you the effort of
passing documents. It saves you the effort of
rebuilding context.
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% 3/ Exhibit 3 The handoff boundary audit. Eleven criteria to pass before deciding whether a step belongs inside one
system. The basis is in the last column. The table is this paper's own; the website contains no equivalent.

Criterion Argues against handing off Argues for handing off
1 Asset specificity What this step produces is near worthless with The output is equally useful to anyone  [3][8][9]
another counterparty
2 Uncertainty What will come up cannot be written down in Cases are enumerable and fit on a [31[4][10]
advance deliverables list
3 Frequency This kind of thing happens many times a year Rarely; a dedicated arrangement [3]
cannot be amortised
4 Standalone The output cannot be judged complete on its There is a clear completion test a third [7]
sign-off own party can apply
5 Coupling to The handoff carries a large, hard-to-state The handoff list fits on one page [131[14]
neighbours context
6  Recipient's The recipient has no prior knowledge; it has to The recipient already knows this class  [13]
preparation be taught of work
7 Verifiability of the ~ The recipient cannot check on the spot whether =~ What is passed over can be [12]
handoff what arrived is right independently reconciled
8 Attribution need A failure must be locatable to a specific step Redoing the whole thing is not [18]
expensive
9 Relational content  The value lives between one person and another  The value lives in documents and [11][14]
process
10 Structural A handoff would leave a matching seam in the A high-bandwidth channel can be [15][16][17]
mirroring deliverable built at the boundary
11 Residual control Situations not in the contract must be decided Unspecified matters can be handled [51[6]

by the client on the spot

by existing rules

4. What End-to-End Says in Its Own Field

4.1 Where it wins

The source the website cites [18] trains a neural network
to map camera pixels directly to steering angle, dropping
the hand-designed intermediate stages of lane detection
and path planning. Its argument is that each stage of a
segmented pipeline optimises its own objective, the
objectives across stages are not aligned, and each stage
being locally optimal does not make the whole optimal —

while error accumulates at the seams.

The argument needs two conditions: enough
end-to-end training signal, and error genuinely
arising at the seams rather than inside individual
stages.

The second usually holds in cross-organisation work; the
four empirical findings of §3.5 are the evidence. The first
is weak in a transaction: the end-to-end learning signal is

the closing outcome, which is sparse and slow.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

4.2 Where it loses

End-to-end carries a price acknowledged in its own field:
it is hard to interpret and hard to localise. The
advantage of a segmented pipeline is precisely that a
failure can be attributed to a stage — lane detection is
wrong, so go and fix lane detection. When an end-to-end
system fails, you retrain; saying which layer learned the

wrong thing is hard.

That price has an exact organisational counterpart. A firm
that does a piece of work from beginning to end by itself
loses the cross-check that a handoff produces for free.
Handoffs cost something, but a handoff is also a free
review — whoever picks up the next leg starts by asking
how this came about. Remove the handoff and you have to

buy that review back.

So the first conclusion of this paper is a pairing
requirement: end-to-end must be paired with an
outside assessor. This is not a cautious footnote; it is
the condition under which end-to-end holds. It is the

same matter, seen from the other side, as
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% 4/ Exhibit 4 The eight normallised items of Table 1 scored against the eleven criteria of Table 3 (the three that appear
only in the longest list are discussed in the text). "Keep" = most criteria argue against handing off; "May" = most argue for; "
Split" = the process part and the relational part of the same item point opposite ways. The scoring is this paper's
judgement, based on Sections 3 and 4; the website contains no such evaluation.

Normalised item Verdict

Deciding criteria

Reason in one line

Trust Keep 9,11
Information Keep 5,6,7
Narrative Keep 1, 5,10
Tempo Keep 2,8
Relationships Keep 9,1
Accountability Keep 4,9, 11
Capital matching Split 3,4,6
Closing Split 4,7,11

Not a step; change the person and it restarts

The context to be passed far exceeds the documents

The most specific item; near worthless with another counterparty
Cannot be written down in advance; failures must be locatable
The value lives between people

Cannot be signed off on its own; only ownership holds it

The list can be divided; the judgement cannot

The process can be outsourced; the discretion must be present

GI-WP-2026-P13 in this series — that paper is about what

the assessor has to produce.

4.3 Back to the sentence on the site

Return to the phenomenon sentence: from restoring the
facts to closing the deal, one and the same system is
responsible end to end, six dimensions are never handed

off, error has nowhere to accumulate.

By the count of §2.4, the scope of that sentence has to be
stated in parts:

e For the process items (capital matching, closing,
restoring the facts, complex deal design, diligence
support), the end-to-end argument holds, on the second
condition of § 4.1 — error arises mainly at the seams.

The evidence of § 3.5 supports it.

e For the relationship items (trust, accountability), the
end-to-end argument is unnecessary. The reason
they are not handed off is not error accumulation but
that a relationship cannot be transferred. Supporting a
correct practice with the wrong reason leaves the

practice undefended when it is questioned.
e For the amphibious four (information, narrative,

tempo, relationships), both reasons hold and reinforce

each other.

igfZ/= - KEY POINT
The price of end-to-end is that you

cannot tell which stage failed. So not
handing off means buying one review
back.
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5. The Tool: A Handoff Boundary Audit

5.1 Eleven criteria

The six bodies of literature in Section 3, compressed into
one table, for whoever has to decide tomorrow whether a
given step should be handed over.

How to use it: go down the rows. The more that land in
the middle column, the more that step belongs inside one
system. The more that land in the right column, the more
it should be handed over — handing it over is not a
failure, it is a saving. The table gives no total, because
different steps do not carry equal weight. What it gives is a
list of questions that all have to be answered.

Row 11 comes last because it is the hardest. The sentence
repeated three times on the site — the company retains
the final decision — is not a statement of posture in this
table but a structural constraint: it permanently
excludes a class of matters from "can be handed over", not
because the advisor is incapable, but because the residual
right of control has already been allocated to the other

side.
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5.2 Running the audit over the eight items

"Split" deserves a sentence. Capital matching and
closing are the two most process-like items in Table 1, and
for that reason the two most easily misjudged. Their
process parts — assembling a list, preparing documents,
chasing signatures — put criteria 3, 4 and 7 squarely in the
right column: frequent, separately verifiable,
independently reconcilable. But each wraps a core that
cannot be outsourced: for the first, the judgement of why
this one fits; for the second, the discretion of whether to
concede this term. Keep the whole item and you
keep the savings you could have had. Hand over
the whole item and you hand over the core. The

right move is to cut once more inside the item.

Where exactly to cut, this paper cannot say in general; it
depends on the arrangement. What it can say is the plane
of the cut: between what can be signed off
separately and what can only be decided in the

room.

JRIZA - KEY POINT
The boundary is not drawn between
steps. It is drawn between what can be
signed off and what can only be
decided in the room.

6. A Proposition That Can Be Refuted

Main proposition. If handing off a step requires
transferring a large amount of context that the recipient
cannot independently verify — that is, criteria 5, 6 and 7
all fall in the left column — then giving that step to
another organisation produces an observable loss, which
shows up as more rework in that step and downstream of
it than when it is not handed off. Conversely, if the
handoff list for a step is short and its output can be
independently signed off, then keeping it inside merely
adds coordination cost without a corresponding reduction

in error.

What evidence would refute it. Take a set of
comparable transactions, pair them step by step into a
handed-off group and a not-handed-off group, and count
rework in that step and downstream. If the two groups do
not differ, the proposition fails — the verifiability of
context would then bear no relation to handoff loss, and

criteria 5, 6 and 7 would not be criteria.
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The data this requires is not something the Glacier
Institute can supply on its own: it needs
cross-organisation, step-paired process records. This
paper states plainly that it cannot run the test, and does

not substitute internal data for it.

Corollary one (list test, run once here). If what is
"never handed off" really mixes two kinds of thing, then a
firm's public statements should contain more than one
list, and the lists should not fully coincide. Tables 1 and 2
show that normalising five public statements gives eleven
items, of which only four appear in three or more
columns, while the two lists of six overlap on only four.
Corollary one is not refuted on this one sample.
Take another firm and find its public statements carry a
single, consistently repeated list, and the corollary is
refuted — the split would then reflect inconsistent
wording rather than two kinds of object.

Corollary two (mirroring test, not run). If the
mirroring hypothesis [15][16][17] holds for financing
transactions, then a transaction completed in segments by
several organisations should leave observable
inconsistencies at the corresponding seams: two versions
of the same fact in different documents. The test would
take a set of publicly disclosed transaction documents,
count how often the same fact is stated differently, and
group by how many organisations handled it in segments.
This paper does not run it, because public information
about segmentation is insufficient. Left explicitly open;
not filled with conjecture.

Corollary three (pairing test). §4.2 argues that
end-to-end must be paired with an outside assessor.
Testable form: in organisations that work end to end
without an outside assessor, the time to locate a problem
should be longer. Observe that they locate it just as fast,
and the pairing claim fails.

idizE - KEY POINT
If you cannot say what would show it

false, it is not a boundary. It is a sentence.

7. Boundaries and Counter-Cases

An analysis with only supporting cases does not deserve
trust. Five places where this boundary test is known to
fail.
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Counter-case one: the price of end-to-end is
hidden by its own success. This is the important one.
An organisation that does not hand off may genuinely fail
less often — but when it does fail, it locates the failure
more slowly, and slow location leaves no record. An
organisation can only see what it writes down, so it will
systematically under-count the cost of attribution. There
is one remedy: manufacture a handoff where there
is none — have someone who was not involved review
the work at a fixed point. That handoff is not there for
division of labour. It is there to buy back the free check.

Counter-case two: reading "should not be handed
off" as "should not be checked". Six items in Table 4
are marked Keep. Staying inside one system does not
mean staying in one person's hands, still less going
unchecked. Among Williamson's three governance forms
[4], the price of hierarchy is precisely that internal
monitoring cost rises — internalising saves market
transaction cost and buys management cost in exchange.
Treating internalisation as free is the most

common misuse of this framework.

Counter-case three: criterion 9 can be used to
exempt anything. Any piece of work can be described
as having "a relational element"”, and thereby escape being
split, signed off or compared. So the criterion needs a
harder form: not "is there a relational element" but "how
much value is lost if someone else does it". If you
cannot state a specific quantity, you cannot claim

exemption under criterion 9.

Counter-case four: mirroring has exceptions, and
the exceptions are what you can win. Colfer and
Baldwin [17] state explicitly that mirroring breaks where
an organisation builds high-bandwidth communication at
the boundary. So "a handoff always leaves a seam" is a
default, not a law. A firm that refuses all handoffs
because it believes the law is giving up the division of
labour it could have had by building a channel. Defaults
can be changed, at the cost of paying for the
channel.

Counter-case five: the list here comes from one
firm's public statements, and the denominator is
unknown. Table 1 counts what the site writes. Work that
is done but not written up is not in the denominator; work
that is written up but actually performed by someone else
cannot be detected here either. The eleven items are
therefore a sample of public statements, not the

firm's actual scope of work. This is the same point as §7,
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counter-case three, of GI-WP-2026-P11: what is not
written down does not enter the denominator,

and then the denominator is not real.

Internalising saves transaction cost and buys
management cost. It was never free.

8. Scope

One, the object. This paper analyses five statements
about service boundaries in one public text from one
professional service firm. Its conclusions apply to
boundary questions in intermediary services
characterised by knowledge work, highly specific
deliverables and long feedback cycles. They do not extend
to make-or-buy decisions in manufacturing, nor to

services with short feedback and easily measured output.

Two, the nature of the evidence. Table 1is a
normalised count of verbatim extracts; the normalisation
rule is in the writing note and the line numbers are
reproducible. Table 2 is counted from Table 1. Table 3 is
a tool constructed here, and Table 4 is a
judgement, not a measurement. The eight rows of
Table 4 would need internal information to be decided
accurately; judged only from public text, they are
conservative — leaning towards Keep or Split. Another
judge would differ on individual rows. The three readings
offered here depend on the overall shape (two lists, four
overlapping, two unique on each side), not on any single
cell.

Three, a single sample. One firm, one text. The main
proposition of Section 6 needs cross-organisation,
step-paired process data, which this paper cannot obtain.
Corollary one is not refuted on this one sample, which is

not the same as being confirmed.

Four, no causal inference. This paper does not claim
that a full-mandate arrangement produces any outcome.
Section 5 is about where the boundary should be drawn,
not about what drawing it there yields. Reading Table 4 as

a performance evaluation is a misreading.

Five, the summarised theory. The account of six
literatures in Section 3 is simplified to serve a boundary
test and does not substitute for the originals. There is a
long-running debate inside transaction cost economics
over whether asset specificity is the principal mechanism;
this paper does not enter it, and takes only the three

dimensions repeatedly supported by empirical work.
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Six, an honest gap. What this paper does not do is
corollary two, the mirroring test, which needs a set of
publicly disclosed transaction documents whose
segmentation can be determined. Until that work is done,
the judgement that a handoff always leaves a seam is a
working assumption that can be refuted, not a conclusion.

Seven, what this paper does not do. It does not
evaluate any business outcome of the firm, does not
constitute investment advice, and gives no information

traceable to any specific transaction or company.

Table 4 is a judgement, not a measurement. What
refutes it is paired process records, not better
wording.

9. Conclusion

Back to the two questions of Section 1.

"How far does this go?" There is an answer, and it is
not a service list. The answer is a test: as far as the
point where the cost of the interface exceeds the
cost of coordinating internally. To place a given step
on one side or the other, Section 5 gives eleven rows. The
three most useful are rows 5, 6 and 7 — how much
unstatable context the handoff carries, whether the
recipient is prepared to absorb it, and whether what
arrives can be checked on the spot. All three in the left
column and the step should not be handed off. All three in
the right and keeping it merely adds management cost.

Does "end to end, never handed off" have a
testable boundary? It does, and the boundary is not in
the firm's own wording but in the distinction between two
kinds of object. What the count shows: the public
statements carry two lists of six that overlap on only four
items; what is unique to each is either a property (trust,
accountability) or a step (capital matching, closing).
Handing off a step is a loss, and losses can be
compared. Handing off a relationship is a reset to
zero, and that cannot be compared. One reason

cannot carry both; for one of them it is surplus.

This paper makes one recommendation, and only one:
where nothing is handed off, manufacture a
handoff. §4.2 shows that the price of end-to-end is that
attribution gets harder; §7, counter-case one, shows that
this price leaves no record and is therefore
under-counted. The remedy is not to abandon end-to-end
but to buy back the cross-check a handoff would have

given for free — have someone who was not involved
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review the work, at a fixed point. How to do that is the
subject of the next paper in this series.

Three sentences summarise the paper:

1. "Never handed off" is not a promise but a boundary
line, and you have to count the steps on it — and ask

whether they are the same kind of thing.

2. What not handing off really saves is not the effort of

passing documents but the effort of rebuilding context.

3. Internalising saves transaction cost and buys

management cost. It was never free.

Where nothing is handed off, manufacture a
handoff — and buy back the review the handoff
would have given you for free.
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