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Key Takeaways

1 Most disagreements in a round are not
about price. They are expectations that
were never aligned before the ask.

2 Complete and aligned are two different
things. Aligned materials are often
shorter.

3 "Valuation is one notch apart'" usually calls
for aligning premises, not price.

4 The benchmark you offer becomes the
ruler used on you later.

Abstract

Disagreements in a financing round all look like
disagreements about price. This paper argues that most are
not. Most are expectations that were never aligned before
the ask: the two sides are not working from the same set of
facts, the same peer group, the same segment assignment,
or even the same time window. Only when a number is
spoken do these gaps surface, all at once, and by then each
revision must be paid for with an explanation. The paper
answers two questions founders ask: what actually has to be
prepared before a round opens, and why a complete deck
still gets taken apart in the room.

Four bodies of work supply the mechanism: anchoring and
adjustment, showing how an initial value drags later

judgments; the first-offer effect in negotiation, showing how
whoever names a number first fixes the outcome;
information asymmetry and signalling, showing why
verifiable actions do work that statements cannot; and the
earnings-expectation literature, showing why firms pay real
costs to walk expectations down in advance. Evidence
comes from one public document anyone can download: the
July 2020 edition of the NVCA model term sheet. We count,
clause by clause, the blanks that must be filled with a
number, and show how each blank converts a vague
sentence into a fixed figure. Only the literal content of

public files is used; no transaction record appears.

From this we build a calibration checklist: twelve items to
align before the ask, each with what is aligned, what
happens if it is not, and which materials do the aligning.
The claim is stated as a falsifiable proposition together with
the evidence that would refute it. Four boundaries close the
paper, including the fact that calibration itself creates an
anchor, and that some expectations can only be calibrated
by the market.

Keywords: primary market; expectation alignment;
anchoring; first offer; information asymmetry; expectations
management; term sheet
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1. The Problem: Most Disagreements
Are Not About Price

When a round falls apart, the post-mortem is usually one
sentence: we could not agree on price. Convenient, but it

compresses a whole process into a single instant.

Run the clock backwards. Before the price was spoken, the
two sides had already exchanged a great deal: a deck,
several meetings, a set of numbers, a sentence about how
much this round is meant to be. If any one of those things
meant different things to the two sides, then the moment
a price appears, all of them settle their accounts at once.
On the surface two numbers fail to meet. Underneath, a
dozen small mismatches have been amplified by one

number.

The Glacier Institute makes this step a milestone of its

own:

D01 5L Jig EFE E — D09 L LAPkHT & — D18 Tl
TR HE — D26 $RIAH L — D35 IR BRI ke
— D43 R g 2t — D52 Bl 4R H — D60 ¥t
BAEE R |
Doz build the fact base — Do9 develop professional
materials — D18 calibrate market expectations — D26
organise the lead investor — D35 support deep due
diligence — D43 coordinate the investment committee —
D52 negotiate core terms — D60 close and settle.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

D18 comes before D26. Calibration is finished before the
lead investor is met, not patched up afterwards. The
published working paper GI-WP-2026-P2 puts the reason

in one sentence:

MRHERAE & M Z R, DRI Ef—% h &
MBS — K, BT AR .
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Calibrate before you ask, not after you are turned down.
Every time an expectation that has gone out is revised,
you pay for an explanation.

— Glacier Institute Working Paper GI-WP-2026-P2 [2]

That sentence is where this paper starts. P2 places the
milestone within the sixty days, in one section. This paper
is about what happens inside that section: calibration is

an action with a checklist, not an attitude.

A companion paper in the same series, GI-WP-2026-P8,
argues an adjacent point: irreversible actions should go
one beat slower than reversible ones, and should be taken
by whoever bears the consequence. This paper follows it
by saying what happens during that beat. The two do not
overlap: P8 is about when to press; this paper is about

which twelve items to align before pressing.

This paper answers two questions founders ask.
First: what actually has to be prepared before a round
opens. Second: the materials are complete, so why does
the room still take them apart. Both have the same
answer: complete and aligned are two different things.
Materials can be complete without being aligned, and
aligned materials are often shorter. The Glacier Institute's

phrasing:

MR AW, ARFE. BT F%E, #
MR RE . X—BIE, BE TE%IE. |
The standard is internal consistency, not completeness.
Every number and every chart must survive being
checked in reverse. The work at this layer is, plainly,
producing evidence.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

Section 10 answers both questions directly. The route:
Section 2 defines calibration and separates it from
expectations management and from negotiation; Section
3 gives four mechanisms; Section 4 brings evidence from
one public template; Section 5 sets out the Glacier
Institute's published practice; Section 6 gives a checklist
usable the next day; Section 7 states the claim as a
proposition that can be refuted; Sections 8 and 9 mark the

boundaries.

Complete and aligned are two different things.
Aligned materials are often shorter.

2026-09-22
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% 1/ Exhibit 1 Two kinds of disagreement in a financing round. The criterion is whether the disagreement survives laying
out the premises item by item. This paper's classification; no transaction record appears.

How it looks

Valuation is one notch
apart

Valuation is one notch
apart

Valuation is one notch
apart

"The data is not enough"
"Too much dilution"

"Let us keep watching"

"This is not what you
said last time"

What it actually is

Possibly a mismatch in
segment assignment

Possibly a mismatch in peer
companies

A real disagreement about
price

Possibly a mismatch in time
window

Possibly a mismatch on the
option pool

Possibly a mismatch on who
else is at the table

A mismatch in phrasing

Criterion

Are both sides talking about the same

segment's exam paper

Do both sides have the same firms in
mind as peers

Still one notch apart after every
premise is aligned

Are both sides using the same cut-off
date

Is the pool counted pre-money or
post-money

Who does the other side think is still
looking

Are the two statements the same
version

How to handle

Align the segment first, then
discuss price

Align the peer list first, then
discuss multiples

Negotiate

Align cut-off dates and statistical
scope

Align the arithmetic, then look at
the number

Align the list and the tempo

Align versions, mark the update
date

2. Definition: What Calibration Is, and
What It Is Not

2.1 An operational definition

Calibration, in this paper, is this action: before making
any request of an outside party, put every premise that
both sides will rely on side by side on one table, and

confirm that they refer to the same thing.

Three points follow. First, it happens before the ask.
What happens after the ask is called explaining, and it
costs differently. Second, it handles premises, not
conclusions. Price is a conclusion; the choice of peer
companies is a premise. Segment assignment is a
premise; a valuation range is a conclusion. Third, it must
be item by item. An expectation is not one thing; it is a
dozen things, and any one of them left unaligned can

make the whole look like a disagreement about price.

2.2 It is not "managing expectations”

In ordinary usage, managing expectations means talking
the number down so that it can be met. That is a useful
move, but it is not calibration. The Glacier Institute draws

the line directly:

(R BE W] DL TR B, ERASRE B e . BTN
WAL, A — 2O 32 5 el — B AT 58
JeREM S, FHRIEFIR. |
Firmness may stay in the judgment; it must not stay in
the quote. Managing expectations is not conceding; it is
trading a deal that cannot be completed for one that can.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

First make it completable, then argue about how good it
is.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

Read through this paper's lens: "firmness may stay in the
judgment" says calibration does not require you to give up
your view; "must not stay in the quote" says a view that
has not been aligned should not be turned straight into a
number. Calibration works on the stretch between a

judgment and a number, not on the judgment.

2.3 Itis not negotiation either

Negotiation presupposes that both sides know what they
are arguing about. Calibration is what makes them know.
In order, calibration precedes negotiation; in kind,
negotiation allocates value while calibration removes
ambiguity. Put calibration inside a negotiation and an
awkward thing happens: one side thinks it is clarifying
while the other thinks it is being pushed down on price.
The Glacier Institute has a more general phrasing for that

mismatch:

M&AEpTH, LB Bt |

Answering the wrong question costs more than
answering wrongly.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

A wrong answer at least means both sides were on the

same question. Answering the wrong question means

2026-09-22
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even the question was not shared, and that is hard to

notice in the room. The original continues:

FAMEZALTET, ST TEN R o |
The difficulty is that both sides believe they are having a

serious conversation.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

2.4 Two kinds of disagreement

Table 1 sorts disagreements in a round into two kinds.
One criterion only: after the premises have been laid out

item by item, is the disagreement still there?

The first three rows look identical on the surface:
valuation is one notch apart. Their handling is entirely
different, and only the third belongs in a negotiation.
Treating the first two as the third means bargaining
without a shared premise, and every concession made
there endorses a frame that has not yet been agreed.

"Valuation is one notch apart” usually calls for
aligning premises, not price.

3. Mechanism: Why Skipping
Calibration Guarantees Disagreement

Section 2 was classification. This section is why the
classification is needed — four mechanisms, each showing
that an unaligned premise does not sit quietly; it actively

drags the conclusion.

3.1 A number, once spoken, starts pulling other
people's judgment

Tversky and Kahneman [7] showed that once people are
exposed to an initial value, subsequent judgments drift
toward it, even when they know the value was generated
at random. They called it anchoring and adjustment:
people start from the anchor and adjust, and the
adjustment is typically insufficient.

The effect is not a laboratory artefact. Northcraft and
Neale [8] took real-estate professionals to an actual
property, gave them different listing prices, and asked for
independent appraisals: the appraisals shifted
systematically with the listing price, and the professionals
generally denied being influenced. Epley and Gilovich [9]
separated two routes — self-generated anchors, which are

actively adjusted, and externally provided anchors, which

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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work through priming — and neither is removed by telling
yourself to be careful.

The implication for a round is direct: a number spoken
before it has been aligned does not wait around to
be corrected. It has entered the other side's judgment,
and every later explanation must drag back from it. The

Glacier Institute puts it in two sentences:

[T DABERLAG B A K. IS RERhL R — Ik, H2HL
AMEF =R |
So forcing the valuation up means little. A price can be
pulled up once; it cannot be held up a second time.

DR, RSB N BT T .

If you do not contest this card, someone else nails the
valuation anchor first.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

The first says an anchor you give cannot be withdrawn;
the second says that if you give none, someone else will.
Together they explain why calibration can be neither
skipped nor postponed: skip it and someone else drives
the nail; postpone it and you drive it yourself into a spot

you have not verified.

3.2 Whoever offers first fixes the result

Negotiation research gives the sharper form. Galinsky and
Mussweiler [10] found that in dyadic bargaining the party
who makes the first offer significantly shapes the
settlement — the first offer works as an anchor. They also
found two things that weaken it: focusing on one's own
alternative, or taking the other side's perspective and
reservation point. Ritov [11] obtained results in the same

direction in simulated competitive market negotiation.

Two points carry into practice. First, the power of a first
offer does not come from being right; it comes from
being first. Second, both of the things that weaken it are
forms of preparation: the alternative has to be worked
out before sitting down, and the other side's position has

to be researched before speaking.

So this paper argues neither "never offer first" nor "always
offer first". It argues: the precondition for offering
first is that calibration is finished. Offering first
without it means using a number you are not yet sure of to
pin the other side's judgment — and you will be the one

pulling that nail back out.

2026-09-22
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3.3 Why words do not work and actions do

Information economics supplies the other half. Akerlof
[4] showed that when the seller knows more about quality
than the buyer, adverse selection drives good goods out of
the market. Spence [5] gave the remedy: the seller can
take an action that is cheaper for high-quality types,
and use it to separate; the informational value of that
action comes from its cost structure, not from its content.
Leland and Pyle [6] carried the same logic into financing:
how much equity an entrepreneur retains is itself a signal
of project quality, because bearing that risk is costlier for a

weaker project.

This explains something practitioners see constantly: the
same content carries entirely different weight when it sits
in a deck versus when it has been verified by a third party.
Calibration is not saying things better; it is
converting statements into verifiable form. This is
why the Glacier Institute writes evidence-production into
its method:

Mgl F 25 mES . FR. P ZHH%E
ERGEXE, iR FIWE LA R — AP b ]
Like corporate archaeologists: reconstruct the business,
the technology, the customers, the transaction history
and the key risks, so that every judgment rests on one
and the same set of facts.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

"One and the same set of facts" is the smallest unit of
calibration. It does not ask the two sides to reach the same

conclusion; it asks them to work from the same facts.

3.4 Walking expectations down in advance
has a price

Accounting research on how listed companies manage
market expectations of their own results supplies

evidence from a different direction.

Skinner [12] found that firms prefer to disclose bad news
voluntarily rather than let it surface on the earnings date.
Matsumoto [13] showed that firms guide expectations in
order to avoid negative surprises. Bartov, Givoly and
Hayn [14] quantified the market-reaction side: firms that
meet or beat analyst expectations earn a premium after
controlling for the level of earnings, and the premium also
holds for firms that guided expectations down first and
then met them. Healy and Palepu [15] place this class of
behaviour, in their review, among the governance tools

for information asymmetry.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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That literature is not the primary market, but one finding
carries over: the market punishes surprise, not bad
numbers. A low number stated in advance costs less
than a high expectation that suddenly fails. The Glacier
Institute's version sounds more like ordinary speech:

[ EoRAEE CXPRECRAENR . )75 B RI4E R AR R+
KRB IR HIHE, AR TR .
TR EE LR T, PRER, REREN N,
WEAEX RS, [HREFEIES. |
Benchmark yourself against the ceiling at the outset, and
the other side will immediately measure you with the
ceiling's ruler. Every real step of progress after that
becomes "below expectations”. Keeping expectations
below real progress is not politeness; it is the habit of
leaving margin. Modesty does not cost you here, but it
does require patience.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

"Measure you with the ceiling's ruler” is exactly the
anchoring of 3.1: the benchmark you offer becomes
the ruler used on you later. So peer companies must

be on the calibration checklist, and near the top of it.

3.5 The contract layer: a sentence eventually
becomes a number

Venture-contracting research shows where all these
premises end up. Kaplan and Stromberg [16], reading
contracts one by one, found that they allocate cash-flow
rights, voting rights, board seats and liquidation rights
separately, and make them contingent on performance.
Gornall and Strebulaev [17] show that once the protective
terms given to later investors are counted, the gap
between headline valuation and fair value is large —
which is to say an isolated valuation figure is not a
quantity that can simply be compared.

For calibration the implication is: every unaligned
premise has a matching blank in the term sheet.
The blank must be filled with a number, and at that
moment ambiguity stops being ambiguity and becomes a
fixed value both sides must live by. Section 4 counts those
blanks in a public template.

The benchmark you offer becomes the ruler used
onyou later.

2026-09-22
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% 2/ Exhibit 2 The six clauses in the NVCA model term sheet (July 2020 edition [18]) that bear directly on expectations. "

Blanks" is the count, made by this paper, of bracketed slots in that clause's body which must be filled with a number or a
name; "Line" refers to the 124-line plain-text extract described in 4.1. The quoted column is verbatim; square brackets are
the template's own blanks. The last column is this paper's reading.

Clause (original

The parts left blank in the original
(verbatim)

‘Which sentence this blank
turns into a number

heading)

Pre-Money Valuation L21-22 3
Amount Raised Li19-20 2
Dividends L24-27

Liquidation Preference L28-33

Founders' Stock L115-116 2

No-Shop/Confidentiality Li19—120 2

2 (plus 3
alternatives)

5 (plus 3
alternatives)

"a fully-diluted pre-money valuation of
$L
uncommitted] employee option pool

representing [___]% of the fully-diluted

1"; "an [unallocated and

non

post-money capitalization"; "a
fully-diluted post-money valuation of

s 1"

"$[____ 1, [including

$[_ ] from the conversion of
SAFEs/principal [and interest] on bridge
notes]"

"$[
"an annual [ ]% cumulative dividend"
(Alternative 3)

1 per share" (Alternative 2);

"[___times] the Original Purchase Price"
(once in each of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3);
"an aggregate of [ times the
Original Purchase Price" (Alternative 3);
"holders of [ 1% of the Series A
Preferred”

"Buyback right/vesting for [___]% for first
[12 months] after Closing; thereafter,
right lapses in equal [monthly]
increments over following [___] months"

"for a period of [ ] days from the
date these terms are accepted";
"acceptable to [ 1, as lead

Investor"

"We are worth roughly this much
this round" — one pre-money figure,
one pool percentage, one
post-money figure. The pool sits
inside the pre-money sentence,
which assigns its dilution to the
existing holders

"We want to raise some money" — a
total, and how much of it is old
convertible instruments converting
in

"Is there a dividend" — a choice

among three structures, plus a rate.
Choose the cumulative one and it is
a claim that accrues year after year

"How do we split on exit" — a
multiple, a cap multiple, and a
threshold percentage

"The founders are in it for the long
run, obviously" — a percentage and
a number of months

"This round we will talk to you" — a
number of days, and a named lead

4. Evidence: How Many Blanks a Public |

Template Leaves

4.1 Source and method

], 81

1, [__1%). The script and the plain-text

extract are archived in the working-papers directory listed

in the writing notes; line numbers are reproducible.

The file contains 45 clause headings in total. This paper

The document used here is the NVCA model term sheet,
July 2020 edition [18]. It is among the most widely used
templates for US Series A financings, is publicly
downloadable, and every figure in this section can be

reproduced by anyone.

Method: the original .docx (37,889 bytes) was fetched
with a standard download tool; word/document.xml
was read per the Office Open XML format; after stripping
markup, 124 lines of plain text remain. Clause headings
were then identified line by line (short lines ending in a
colon), and within each clause's body we counted

bracketed blanks containing underscores (of the form

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

takes only the six that bear directly on expectations,
quotes each verbatim, and says which sentence each blank
converts. The "blanks" column in Table 2 was counted by

this paper, not quoted from anyone.
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1 / Exhibit 3 Calibration placed before the ask versus after it — two timelines compared. The figure is this paper's own
synthesis; the nodes on both lines and the cost contrast between fixing one sentence and fixing one schedule come from
Section 5.2, and the milestone codes follow the Glacier Institute's published eight-milestone statement. No transaction

and no amount appears in the figure.

4.2 Six clauses that bear directly on
expectations

4.3 What the table shows

First, the template supplies not one default value.
Every slot in Table 2 is empty. The template does not say
"typically so many days" or "typically so many points".
These are not industry constants; they are negotiated each
round — and the precondition for negotiating them is that
both sides understand the sentence behind the number in
the same way. Where the template leaves a blank is

exactly where calibration is needed.

Second, the option-pool blank is hidden inside
the valuation sentence. The verbatim text in the first
row of Table 2 places the "unallocated and uncommitted
employee option pool" inside the definition of the
pre-money valuation. The same sentence also carries
the post-money figure. In other words, the term
"pre-money valuation" itself requires first settling
whether the pool is included and how large it is. Two
parties each quote a pre-money number on their own
understanding; the numbers may look barely apart while
their meanings differ by an entire pool. This is the
archetypal case of a premise mismatch wearing the face of

a price disagreement.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

Third, the template itself states which clause
binds from signature. The introductory paragraph of
the 2020 edition reads:

"In consideration of the time and expense devoted and to
be devoted by the Investors with respect to this
investment, the No Shop/Confidentiality provisions of
this Term Sheet shall be binding obligations of the
Company whether or not the financing is consummated.
No other legally binding obligations will be created until
definitive agreements are executed and delivered by all

parties."

— NVCA Model Term Sheet, July 2020 edition [18]

In the whole term sheet, only the no-shop and
confidentiality provisions take effect from the day of
acceptance; everything else waits for definitive
agreements. So the number of days in the last row of
Table 2 is the earliest clock in the document — once it is
filled in, half the window for calibration has
already closed.

What this paper does not do should be stated: Table 2
contains no market distribution of days, percentages or
multiples. Such statistics require transaction samples
with process records; public templates do not contain
them, and this paper does not invent them. Section 9 lists

this as a gap.
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% 3/ Exhibit 4 The calibration checklist. Twelve items to align before the ask, ordered by how much cheaper it is to align
them early. This paper's compilation; the term-sheet facts are from Table 2 and [18], and milestone codes follow the
Glacier Institute's published eight-milestone statement [1][2]. The table contains no transaction record and no figure of

the Institute's own.
No. Whatis aligned

1 The fact base: patents, orders,
revenue quality, team structure,
known risks, each turned over until
checkable

2 The choice of peers: which
companies we are placed beside

3 Segment assignment: which
segment this company stands in,
which exam paper it should answer

4 Time window: the cut-off date and

statistical scope of every figure

5 Dilution and option pool:

pre-money or post-money, how large,

sufficient until when

6 Round size and structure: how

much is raised, how much of it is old
convertible instruments converting in

7  Milestones: which specific things

this money buys, and the acceptance

criterion for each

8 The participant list: who is in this

round, who has seen it, who is
synchronised

9 Which figures may be public:

which numbers may be said, to what

level of detail, in what form

10 Internal expectations: the price
and timing expectations of existing
shareholders, co-founders and the
core team

11 Who says it: which statements the
principal makes, which may be
delegated

12 How a misstatement is
corrected: who corrects it, within
what time, in what form

‘What happens if it is not

A vague sentence costs ten times as long to
explain at due diligence [1], and surfaces at
the most expensive moment

The benchmark you offer is the ruler used on
you [1]; benchmark too high and every real
step becomes "below expectations"

Answering the previous segment's paper on
this segment's question, with both sides
believing they are in a serious conversation

[1](3]

Two sides compare numbers from different
cut-offs and it looks like a disagreement about
performance

The template puts the pool inside the
pre-money sentence [18]; each side quotes on
its own reading and the meanings differ by a
pool

The template requires the total and the
converting portion to be filled separately [18];
blur them and dilution cannot be computed

Vague milestones leave nothing to evidence in
the next round

The other side assumes others are (or are not)
looking, and reads the tempo wrongly

A number spoken before it is aligned does not
wait to be corrected [7][8]

Anyone holding a different set of numbers will
produce them at the most expensive moment

[1]

The same sentence carries different weight
from different speakers, and costs differently
to retract

Corrections do not propagate on their own;
old versions keep being quoted

Which materials do the aligning

Source documents and third-party verifiable
records; every figure carries a cut-off date
and a scope

A one-page peer note: who was chosen, why
these, and which firms are not peers and
why

The segment framework and the reason for
this company's assignment; the previous
segment's answered questions listed
separately

A cut-off table: one row per key figure, with
date, scope and last update

A cap table computed both ways, pre-money
and post-money, shown side by side

A sources-and-uses breakdown; conversion
terms of old instruments listed separately

A milestone table: event, acceptance
criterion, expected date, resources attached

The list and a tempo note; fix the version
before it goes out

A disclosure tier table: one row per figure —
public, restricted, not to be circulated

One internal alignment meeting; write
down each party's floor rather than
confirming it verbally

A division-of-labour table with two
columns, split by whether a misstatement
can be withdrawn

One correction path: a single current-state
table plus an update time; do not rely on
chasing the message stream

Bz - KEY POINT

Where the template leaves a blank is
exactly where calibration is needed.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

5. The Glacier Institute's Practice: Facts

First, Then Let the Market Speak

What follows is the Glacier Institute's published practice.

The original sentences are taken from the website and

from published working papers without rewriting; what

this paper adds is a re-ordering by calibration.
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IRREAZ
THAEEE)
{ TRLERR—#

EPRBERAF

RBiZR: BFR [MEEE—1) TRME, ZATHR.

s BBIADHRNESBSAE, SFERFHEIRNER TIES.

7RSS %IER

N FTARA, R TR (8]

2 / Exhibit 5 Seven sources of disagreement behind the same appearance, each mapped to an item on the
calibration checklist. The figure is this paper's own synthesis; the appearances on the left and the real categories on the
right come from Table 1 in Section 2.4, and the item numbers refer to Table 3 in this section. The figure marks sources only

and shows no proportions; no transaction appears in it.

5.1 The first step is not to speak, but to find out
what they want

MBS ARITO, RSEFHANTTEA Ao

The first step is not to speak, but to work out what the
other side wants.

g B ALO R AR —H S, A AERRE
P AR, A ANERRMAE LG, AARE
WA TELE . PPN H R Y ) A A A, (HR3E
PRI ZEE— N EH.

What people say and what they want are often not the
same. Some want efficiency per unit of time, some want
the valuation to move up a step, some simply want cash
in hand. All three ask questions that look identical, yet
what they want differs by an order of magnitude.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

"Questions that look identical" is the real-world version of
Table 1: same appearance, different class. The first piece
of calibration work is to separate things that look alike,
and the way to separate them is not guessing but asking

and checking.
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5.2 The fact base comes before the materials

(SRR RS TR T BRTR.
PHBNGEHE s TR, — T —TE T4 APR} (deck) L
e LR —AE, BURBEE O, due diligence)
W BOEAE TR I RS . DR, IR B2 K
—RI K. BRid X, B A S R A E.
Restoring the fact base comes first: patents, orders,
revenue quality, team structure, latent risks — turned
over one by one until clean. A sentence glossed over in
the deck takes ten times as long to explain by the
due-diligence stage. Changing one page has by then
become changing the whole schedule. Skip this step and

translation easily turns into invention.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

That gives calibration's cost curve: the same vague line
costs one sentence to fix at the fact-base stage and one
schedule to fix at due diligence. The eight milestones put
the fact base at Do1, the materials at Dog, and calibration
at D18 — the order is itself a cost ranking.
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5.3 One set of facts, released in windows

MRl —2H L0 5 O RS AFEARRTT, WEEE. R
A, RT#E. ENHTGER.
One and the same set of facts, synchronised to different
parties in windows; who sees it first and who later is
tempo. Pricing is completed by the market.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

This separates two things that are often conflated:
content must be uniform; sequence may be

designed. Calibration does not mean everyone sees

everything at once; it means different people see different

slices of the same set of facts, rather than different facts.
That matches the signalling logic of 3.3 — verifiability
comes from the identity of the facts, not from skill in the

telling.
5.4 Internal alignment counts too

MUAFEF X —RENBFHRE. EBR. KL
A~ B HIBNEITUH , ZAER GRS R ok b )
Check four: same boat. We weigh this one most heavily.

The expectations of existing shareholders, co-founders
and the core team must be on one table before launch.

[RFFAREA AP EERE . BRARSHRE GG AR T
W, BRI Y, AR, |
In the same boat, nobody can want to turn back halfway.
The expectations of existing shareholders and
co-founders are aligned before launch, not en route.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

This is the line most often missed on a calibration
checklist. However finely external expectations are
prepared, anyone inside holding a different set of
numbers will eventually put them on a table — usually at

the most expensive moment.
5.5 After calibration, the market still prices

Mefeliy ERHE, BB IENTE
Ko |

Bk, B—

Calibrate against the market first, then keep filing the

key's teeth — wrong once, corrected once.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

This guards against a misreading this paper might invite:

that once calibration is done, you may set your own price.

You may not. Calibration makes the market's answer
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interpretable; it does not answer for the market.
Another line on the same page puts it harder:

[RATARILIGR, POy & HGERHARBIR T 24
B R TR, BT A TR B,
W TH? W, AR
We do not force consensus; we pick only the fruit that is
already ripe for both sides. A ripe one lands in a
sentence; an unripe one will not come off however much
you talk. Who decides ripeness? The market, not us.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

5.6 Who decides

(AR 530G (term sheet) | FORZEHET
W EAERRESNGE , SRR KA. K
AT, RAEAE R IR 2R 58 B M e T i
EEMRE—W. |
Whether to accept a term sheet, whether to adjust
expectations, whether to change the whole course — the
final call always belongs to the company. Our work is to
lay the information, the options and the consequences in
front of the captain, in full. Then step back.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

"Whether to adjust expectations" appears in the same
sentence as "whether to accept a term sheet", which
means that in this framing adjusting expectations is a call
the principal makes, not an errand to be handled. That is
consistent with GI-WP-2026-P8 and is not expanded

here.

g1z - KEY POINT
Content must be uniform; sequence may

be designed.

6. The Tool: A Calibration Checklist

The first five sections compress into one table. Table 3
lists twelve items to align before the ask, each with three
cells: what is aligned, what happens if it is not, and which
materials do the aligning. The order runs from
cheapest-to-align-early downward, roughly following the

cost curve in 5.2.

The way to use it is not to tick boxes but to ask one
question of each row: on this item, are both sides
talking about the same thing? The rows you cannot

answer are the most expensive part of this round.
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The first six rows are "facts and arithmetic"; the last six
are "who says it, how far, and what happens when it is
wrong". Most teams spend their effort on the first six,
while what actually goes wrong tends to sit in the last six
— the first six are about computing correctly, the last six
about staying consistent.

One more word on row 2. Choosing peers looks like a
technical task; it is in fact the most expensive cell in this
paper. It simultaneously determines segment assignment
(row 3), which figures may be public (row 9) and internal
expectations (row 10). Get it wrong once and the other
eleven rows tilt with it. That is the subject of the next
working paper in this series.

iciz&= - KEY POINT
The first six rows are about computing

correctly; the last six about staying
consistent. What goes wrong is usually in
the last six.

7. A Proposition That Can Be Refuted

The claim of this paper can be written as a proposition,
together with the evidence that would refute it.

Proposition. If, before a formal request goes out, the
two sides confirm the twelve items of Table 3 one by one,
then in the process that follows, the share of price-related
disagreements attributable to "different premises" should
be significantly lower than where no such confirmation
was made; and disagreements should be discovered
earlier and more dispersed in time, rather than

concentrated in the one meeting after a price is named.

Corollary one (template level). Where a
general-purpose financing template requires a number, it
should also state the definition the number attaches to,
rather than leaving only a blank. Table 2 shows the NVCA
2020 edition writing the option-pool definition into the
same sentence as the pre-money valuation [18],
consistent with the corollary. If some general-purpose
template wrote "pre-money valuation" as a bare blank
without a definition, and no systematic dispute followed,
corollary one is weakened.

Corollary two (process level). In financing samples
with process records, the group that confirmed premises
item by item should show fewer "premise mismatches

first surfacing after a price was named". If the two groups
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do not differ on this measure, or the confirming group
shows more, the claim does not hold.

Corollary three (direction). Calibration should
reduce deviation in both directions. If item-by-item
confirmation is observed to reduce only downward
revisions while upward revisions stay flat or rise, then the
mechanism at work is not "aligning premises" but "talking
expectations down" — which Section 2.2 explicitly
excludes — and the proposition must be rewritten.

What would refute the proposition: financing samples
with process records, and such records are mostly within
confidentiality scope. What this paper can do is state the
proposition clearly so that whoever has the samples can
test it. Corollary one has been tested once against a public
template and was not refuted; corollaries two and three
have not been tested by anyone.

Calibration has to hold both directions. Only
pushing expectations down is not calibration.

8. Boundaries and Counter-Examples

A checklist supported only by favourable cases does not
deserve trust. Four situations follow where this method is

known to fail, or must be read in reverse.

Counter-example one: calibration is not conceding. The
most common misuse is to execute "align expectations" as "
lower expectations until the other side accepts". The
accounting literature cited in 3.4 invites that misreading —
firms guide expectations down and then meet them. But
that literature measures surprise, not level: the premium
comes from the absence of a negative surprise [13][14], not
from a low number. The Glacier Institute's phrasing closes
this boundary: T RETT BB 2N L, (P AAE B 264
M) TERPHARELES ) (1] — firmness may stay in
the judgment but not in the quote; managing expectations is
not conceding. The test is corollary three of Section 7: if

only downward revisions fall, it was not calibration.

Counter-example two: alignment is not agreement.
Calibration requires the same premises, not the same
conclusion. If a notch of difference remains after every
premise is aligned, that is a genuine disagreement about
price (row three of Table 1) — and a valuable one: it means
both sides answered the same question differently, which is

precisely where market pricing belongs. The Glacier

Institute's phrasing is [ HHTFH5EK ] [1] — pricing is
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completed by the market. Pushing calibration to "both sides

must think alike" crosses the line.

Counter-example three: calibration itself creates
anchors. This risk comes from the method itself. Row 2
of Table 3 asks you to settle peer companies first, row 3 to
settle segment assignment first — and once spoken, both
become the ruler used on you later. The anchoring
research of 3.1 admits no exception here: an anchor you
volunteer is just as hard to withdraw [7][9]. So the correct
use of the checklist is not "put every premise on the table"
but put each one on the table only once it is
verifiable. An unverified premise is listed as "pending",
written explicitly as its own cell; do not fill in a number in
order to look prepared.

The other face of the same rule: the Glacier Institute
builds "facts first, claims after" into its own structure [1].

Facts may go first; claims wait until the facts stand.

Counter-example four: some expectations can
only be calibrated by the market. Several of the
twelve items simply have no reference point at a very early
stage. The published working paper GI-WP-2026-P1,
discussing its own scope, notes the same situation: when a
company has no price band yet to be calibrated against,
this step loses its reference [3]. Forcing calibration then
produces a set of premises you made up, which is worse
than not doing it — every later conversation stands on a
fictional coordinate. The right move is to mark those cells
explicitly as "not yet determined" rather than filling in a
figure that merely looks clear. The Glacier Institute's

original:

Mefeliy ERHE, BB IENTE
Ko |

Bk, B—

Calibrate against the market first, then keep filing the

key's teeth — wrong once, corrected once.

— Glacier Institute website, /institute.html [1]

"Wrong once, corrected once" concedes that calibration
iterates. The checklist here is a starting point, not an

answer.

An unverified premise should be written "pending"”,
not filled in with a number.
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9. The Scope Within Which This Checklist
Holds

One, subject matter. This paper addresses preparation
within an equity financing process, from building the fact
base to sending out the formal list. Mergers, debt
financing and public offerings also involve expectation
alignment, but the items differ, and this paper does not
extrapolate. The data in Table 2 come from a
general-purpose US template; clause names and
structures cannot be transplanted to other jurisdictions.
What the table is used to show is the shape of "how a

sentence becomes a number", not the clauses themselves.

Two, the operational definition of calibration. See
2.1: before the ask, put every premise both sides will rely
on side by side, and confirm they mean the same thing. It
does not require identical conclusions (counter-example
two), does not equal lowering expectations
(counter-example one), and cannot substitute for market

pricing (counter-example four).

Three, strength of evidence. The anchoring and
negotiation research [7]—[11], information economics
[4]-[6], the expectations literature [12]—[15] and
venture-contracting research [16][17] are peer-reviewed;
they support the mechanism. Table 2 was counted by this
paper from a public template, the clause text is unaltered,
and the "blanks" and "which sentence this blank turns
into a number" columns are this paper's count and
reading, not the original authors' conclusions. Tables 1
and 3 come from the Glacier Institute's published
statements and this paper's compilation, and have not
been independently tested.

Four, limits of transfer. The expectations literature in
3.4 studies listed companies in public markets, where
analyst expectations provide a continuously observable
quantity. The primary market has no such quantity. This
paper takes only one directional finding from it — the
market punishes surprise, not bad numbers — and does

not claim its quantitative results carry over.

Five, what it cannot do. This paper gives no
recommended value for any price, range, number of days,
percentage or multiple; it does not judge what any round
should be priced at; and it is not investment advice. Table

3 is a list of questions, not a list of answers.

Six, an honest gap. What this paper has not done: use
traceable transaction samples to measure the share of

disagreements attributed to price that were in fact
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unaligned premises. That needs samples with process
records, and such records are mostly within
confidentiality scope. Until that work is done, the
classification here is a falsifiable working hypothesis;

Section 7 has already written it in testable form.

This paper recommends no values. What is on the
checklist are questions, not answers.

10. Conclusion

Disagreements in a round all look like disagreements
about price. Lay the premises out item by item and most
of them disappear during the laying out; what remains is
what belongs in a negotiation.

Anchoring research says a number once spoken drags
later judgment, and professionals are not exempt.
Negotiation research says whoever offers first fixes the
result, and both of the things that weaken that effect are
forms of preparation. Information economics says
verifiable actions beat statements, because their
informational value comes from their cost structure. The
expectations literature says the market punishes surprise,
not bad numbers. Contracting research says every
unaligned premise ends as a blank in a clause that must
be filled. Counted clause by clause, one public template
leaves sixteen blanks across the six clauses that bear
directly on expectations, and not one default value; one of
those blanks, the option pool, sits inside the definition of
the pre-money valuation.

Back to the two questions of Section 1.

What actually has to be prepared before a round
opens. Not a complete set of materials, but the twelve
items of Table 3 brought to the point where both sides are
talking about the same thing. The order follows cost: fact
base, peers, segment assignment and time window come
first, because if they are wrong the other eight tilt with
them. Items that cannot be settled are written explicitly as
"pending"; do not put a number there to hold the place.

Why a complete deck still gets taken apart in the
room. Because complete and aligned are two different
things. Completeness is about one's own side; alignment
is about both sides being identical. The questions that
take a deck apart are usually not where the material is
missing, but where the material exists and the two sides
read it differently — most typically the pre-money
valuation: two numbers that look barely apart, differing

by an entire option pool.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

GI-WP-2026-P9-EN

Three sentences summarise the paper:

1. Most disagreements in a round are not about price;
they are expectations that were never aligned before the

ask.

2. The benchmark you offer becomes the ruler used on
you later; an unverified premise should be written "
pending".

3. Calibrate before you ask. Every time an expectation

that has gone out is revised, you pay for an explanation.
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Appendix: Source Passages Quoted
from the Glacier Institute Website

All website quotations are from [1]
https://glacier.mba/institute.html (fetched 2026-09-22;
plain text after stripping comments, scripts, styles and
tags, 6,184 lines) and [2]
https://glacier.mba/research/GI-WP-2026-P2.html. The
Chinese originals are given in the body, each followed by
an English rendering in italics; the renderings are this
paper's and are not the Institute's official English text.
Line numbers are listed item by item in Section 1 of the

writing notes. The passages are:

e The eight-milestone statement ( [DO1 Z552 i e $% 73

— D00 B2 H R 1)

« "Translation” ( [§i—HARIFLI, RATFH AR
At THE ERIRRLC BB AR —m ) T
WERE AT AR FEHIWT I, (HR AR R TEIRIT L) TR
BUAARLES | TSR R A 5 — g ) T3]
AR IR, OB EARGERHRBUR T )

e "The four-layer vortex" ( TR HE, A% 4 T
6] — 2S44SR SR TT )

e "Classify first, then price" ( [2&3JEfr ], L4
FAMEZREAET . BUTHLLATEN NG ) [ DARE
PIREER SRR ) TRXTRMAS, A E RSB
SEETHEET 1)

+ "Finding the key" ( [ {@ M % 25 )
B, FRESHEIERTE ) )

* "Low posture” ( [ _FRIEH CXIFRIBRAEN , X177 HE
RIE RAEH R TR B AR )

e "Five pre-launch checks" ( I PUHF[&] 5} |
AR 2 )

e "Full stewardship" ( [ B AR5 KI5 (term
sheet) . ZERNZLHBETN . TABIRIIE NG, &
Ja AR KA Al | )

« Working Paper GI-WP-2026-P2 ( [ A BiE % 1] B
i, ARAPFEZ FM—R M RRBUHS— Kk, =
fF— IR R ) )

—> ...

Meferig b

M4 A fE
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companies and invests its own capital in some of them; such relationships
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industry and data references are drawn from public sources and cited
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or other instrument, nor a commitment or forecast regarding the valuation,
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