Enterprise buying has reached a level of
complexity that now rivals the challenge of
competition itself. Decision cycles lengthen,
functional incentives diverge, and
organisations struggle to align around
choices that should be straightforward. This
paper asks a single question. Are these
patterns the early signs of a third crisis in IT,
defined not by technology, but by the
inability of modern decision systems to move
with coherence. It explores how complexity
has outpaced commercial models, why
alignment has become the critical barrier to
progress, and what this means for the teams
responsible for guiding customers through
high stakes decisions.

The Third
Crisis of IT

Is rising organisational
complexity, not competitive

pressure, becoming the defining
barrier to modern enterprise
technology decisions?

Rick van Driel
Founder & Principal

09 )
o TEAMSolutions

Create Winning Teams, Win with Value




3L
(oY TEAMSolutions The 3™ Crisis of IT by Rick van Driel Page 1 of 43

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .. s 2
SECTION 1: THE EMERGING CONTRADICTION......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 3
SECTION 2: THE STRUCTURAL RESET ...coiiiiiiiiiii i 3
SECTION 3: THE EVIDENCE, PATTERNS THAT SIGNAL A FUNDAMENTAL SHIFT ..ccvuuiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnnnnns 7
SECTION 4: THE NEW BUYING REALITY ...ciiiiiiiuriuiniiiessressssss s sssssssss s sssnsssss s sssnsssnsnssss 12
SECTION 5: THE ORCHESTRATION GAP, THE MISSING COMMERCIAL CAPABILITY ....oooovvvirirnnnnnnnn 17
SECTION 6: THE ORCHESTRATION PARTNER - THE SELLER'S EVOLUTION INTO THE MISSING
FUNCTION . . s 23
SECTION 7: THE AI-ENABLED HUMAN ADVANTAGE, HOW TECHNOLOGY AMPLIFIES
ORCHESTRATION L..iiiituuuunisiiisissssssius s ssssassss s s s s sssss s s s s s s e s s s s s s s s s e s e e e s b s s s e s s e e e s nbn s s e aaanns 28
SECTION 8: THE VALUE ERA, HOW ORGANISATIONS NOW EVALUATE AND DECIDE........ccccccuuunnnn. 33
(00 1[0 5 1 P 37
APPENDIX: Research Anchors and Supporting INSightS..........covviiiiiiiiiniiiii i e 40

TEAMSolutions Group Pty Ltd | www.TEAMSolutionsgroup.com.au | Melbourne VIC
ABN 79 691 657 155 | © TEAMSolutions Group | Confidential & Proprietary



3L
W TEAMSolutions The 3" Crisis of IT by Rick van Driel Page 2 of 43

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Technology spending continues to grow, yet decision velocity across the sector is slowing. Buying
groups expand, but internal alignment weakens. Organisations invest more in tools, data, and
automation, but struggle to convert that investment into confident, timely decisions. This tension
signals a shift that is broader than a typical market cycle. It raises a question that many leaders sense
but have not articulated. Are we entering a third crisis in the IT sector. A crisis defined not by
shrinking demand, but by rising organisational complexity and the inability of modern enterprises to
align themselves.

The forces shaping this shift are structural. Governance pressure has increased. Risk scrutiny is
heavier. Decision authority is distributed across functions that often pursue different priorities.
Champions have less influence. Procurement and Finance now shape decisions earlier and with
greater control. As a result, the buyer has become the most complex part of the sale. The traditional
models that guided GTM teams through the last decade no longer match the physics of how
organisations decide.

This environment exposes a capability gap. Organisations need help translating value across
functions, sequencing conversations, managing risk perceptions, and building shared clarity. Yet no
internal role is designed to perform this work. The seller now becomes the only actor with the
perspective to guide alignment. This is the emergence of the Orchestration Partner.

If the sector is entering a third crisis, it will be defined by the gap between intent and alignment. The
organisations that succeed will be those that understand this shift and build the capability to help
their customers make clear, confident, defensible decisions.

The central argument of this paper is simple: the crisis facing modern enterprise technology
decisions is not competitive pressure, but a breakdown in the decision system itself. Rising complexity
has outpaced the organisation’s ability to align functions, maintain momentum, and convert intent
into action. The model below summarises this pattern—and the opportunity to restore clarity and
forward movement.

Decision System Breakdown - Restored Decision Flow
Fragmented Decision System

Architecture
- NN
o
.

Complexity exposes misaligned priorities across functions.

The Friction Cycle

Risk Sensitivity

No-Decision
Outcomes

Momentum collapses into drift rather than commitment.

Orchestrated Decision Flow

Stakeholder Alignment

Value Translation

Decision Confidence

Alignment and clarity restore forward movement.

Figure 1: From Breakdown to Decision Confidence
Fragmented decision systems create friction, stall momentum, and drive decisions toward drift. Orchestration restores
alignment, translates value across functions, and rebuilds the confidence required to commit.
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SECTION 1: THE EMERGING CONTRADICTION

The technology sector is experiencing a pattern that sits at odds with the expected rhythm of a
healthy market. Investment continues. Cloud adoption grows. Cyber budgets expand. Digital
transformation remains a priority. Organisations depend on technology more each year. Under these
conditions, execution should feel easier. Decisions should gain momentum. Buying processes should
become more predictable.

Yet leaders across the industry report the opposite. Cycles stretch. Internal coordination breaks down.
More stakeholders enter decisions, but fewer take ownership. The volume of information increases,
but clarity does not. GTM teams work harder to produce outcomes that once required far less effort.
The surface indicators show expansion, while the lived experience feels like contraction.

This contradiction invites a closer examination. If demand is stable and technology remains central to
organisational strategy, why does execution feel more difficult. Why do buying groups struggle to
progress even when a strong case for change exists. Why do deals stall at a rate that would have
seemed unusual a decade ago.

The tension between external growth and internal friction suggests a structural shift. Multiple forces
are converging. Governance pressure has increased. Risk sensitivity has grown. Functions that once
supported decisions now shape them. Autonomy has declined. Organisational design has not kept
pace with the complexity of modern buying.

These conditions raise a question that deserves consideration. Are we entering a new phase in the IT
sector. Not a crisis driven by falling markets, but one driven by rising internal complexity and the
difficulty organisations face when trying to make aligned decisions in a crowded and high-stakes
environment.

SECTION 2: THE STRUCTURAL RESET

For more than a decade, the technology sector operated under a set of implicit assumptions.
Economic conditions supported aggressive hiring. Capital was accessible. Product portfolios expanded
without the pressure to rationalise. GTM structures became layered as organisations pursued scale,
reach, and coverage. Growth concealed operational inefficiency. Leaders could rely on momentum to
offset complexity.

Those conditions created a stable narrative. Technology demand would continue to rise. Buyers
would maintain autonomy. Governance would remain manageable. GTM teams would influence
decisions through access, education, and commercial skill. The environment rewarded expansion
rather than discipline.

This narrative began to fracture when global conditions shifted. Costs increased. Governance
tightened. Boards demanded visibility and accountability. The pace of investment remained strong,
but the tolerance for inefficiency declined. Organisations could no longer assume that complexity
would remain below the threshold of friction.

At the same time, buying behaviours changed faster than GTM models evolved. Security concerns
escalated. Regulatory requirements grew. Finance gained a more decisive role in strategic initiatives.
Legal frameworks expanded in scope. These pressures created an environment where decisions
slowed, not because value was unclear, but because alignment became harder to achieve.

This marks the beginning of a structural reset. The forces that shaped the last era of growth are no
longer the forces shaping the next one. The sector is not contracting. It is recalibrating. The
capabilities required to execute have changed, and the operating assumptions that once held true no
longer provide reliable guidance.
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This shift is subtle in appearance but significant in consequence. It changes how organisations
evaluate risk, how they coordinate internally, and how they progress from intention to action.
Understanding this reset is essential for interpreting the patterns that follow.

Over the past three years, the technology sector has undergone the most sustained reduction in GTM
and operational headcount in its recent history. Tens of thousands of roles have been removed across
vendors, SaaS platforms, service providers, and consulting firms. This pattern has continued through
multiple cycles of workforce adjustments. It has become a defining feature of the post-pandemic
landscape.

What makes this period unusual is that the contraction in talent has not been matched by a
contraction in demand. Technology spending has remained steady. In many categories it has
increased. Digital programs have continued. Cyber security budgets have expanded. Cloud
commitments remain firm. Organisations persist in modernising their core systems. The market is not
shrinking. The investment base has not weakened.

This separation between rising investment and declining headcount is not typical of a downturn. It
reflects a deeper structural imbalance that accumulated over several years. Many organisations built
GTM engines designed for a period of easy access, broad autonomy, and high responsiveness from
buyers.

When conditions changed, these engines became too heavy and too slow to sustain their intended
performance. Removing roles was not a reaction to lost revenue. It was an attempt to correct an
internal misalignment between cost, complexity, and execution.

At the same time, technology buyers have not reduced their expectations. They continue to demand
clarity, defensibility, lower risk, and strong value alignment. They also require cross-functional
engagement at a scale that did not exist ten years ago. These expectations increase the internal
effort required to support the modern sale, even as teams operate with fewer resources.

This creates a tension that has become difficult to ignore. The sector remains well funded, while the
organisations tasked with driving adoption and revenue operate with reduced capacity. The imbalance
exposes weaknesses in the operating assumptions that supported the previous era of growth. It also
signals that the constraints facing GTM teams are not temporary. They reflect a change in the
underlying physics of commercial execution.

This tension forms a critical part of the emerging question. If demand is healthy, and technology
remains essential, why does the internal system responsible for engagement and decision-making feel
under strain. The answer lies not in market softness, but in the rising cost of organisational
complexity and the increasing difficulty of guiding buyers through it.

For more than a decade, the standard approach to commercial execution in the technology sector
was expansion. Organisations built layered GTM structures that grew year after year. SDR engines
were scaled. Presales functions multiplied. Field coverage models became more specialised.
Enablement programs increased in scope. Sales processes expanded as each new requirement was
added without removing the old ones. The prevailing belief was that more roles, more activity, and
more process would result in more revenue.

This belief held as long as buyers operated in an environment with fewer constraints. Decision
authority was concentrated. Governance was lighter. Integration complexity was manageable.
Security concerns did not dominate strategic discussions. Procurement was a checkpoint rather than a
controlling function. In that context, GTM systems could afford to carry inefficiency. Speed was
maintained because buyers moved quickly.
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That environment no longer exists. The shift in buyer behaviour has surpassed the pace of GTM
adaptation. Governance is now heavier. Risk teams are more involved. Legal teams intervene earlier.
Finance holds more influence over strategic decisions. Procurement has become a primary decision
architect rather than a late-stage participant. Stakeholder groups have grown in size and diversity.
The internal politics of decision making have become more visible and more influential.

When the buying environment changed, the growth-driven GTM model became incompatible with the
new reality. Processes designed for linear movement encountered non-linear behaviour. Approval
paths that once relied on a small number of influencers now require alignment across multiple
functions.

Playbooks optimised for persuasive communication were not built to diagnose or resolve
organisational misalignment. Forecasting frameworks assumed predictable progression, yet deals
moved backwards or paused without a clear cause. The GTM model inherited from the previous era
could not absorb this level of complexity.

As a result, commercial performance began to slip even in strong market conditions. Activity
increased, but outcomes did not. Pipelines appeared healthy but converted at lower rates. Deal cycles
extended. Champions lost influence as decisions became more distributed. The cost of sustaining the
old model increased, while the model’s effectiveness decreased.

This breakdown is not a failure of execution. It is a consequence of structural change. The GTM
engines that performed well under conditions of speed and autonomy cannot perform the same way
in an environment defined by governance, risk, and political friction.

The mismatch between the model and the market sits at the centre of the emerging crisis. To
understand what follows, it is necessary to recognise that the breakdown is not temporary. It
represents the end of the operating assumptions that shaped the sector’s last period of growth.

In the previous era, many GTM leaders assumed that adding more opportunities into pipeline would
eventually wash out inefficiency. The maths appeared straightforward. If revenue is roughly a
function of the number of opportunities, win rate, average deal size and sales cycle length, increasing
the first term looked like a safe lever. Contemporary sales operations data tells a different story.
Teams that tighten qualification, concentrate on higher quality opportunities and raise win rates and
deal values are often able to hit or exceed revenue targets with fewer active deals than before. They
improve the middle of the equation rather than inflating the front end.

Recent analysis from firms such as McKinsey shows this effect most clearly in large enterprise deals.
In many organisations, a relatively small number of strategic opportunities represent around forty to
sixty percent of total new business potential. Even a modest ten to twenty percent improvement in
win rates on this subset alone can deliver mid single digit to low double digit revenue growth, without
expanding overall opportunity volume. In practice, this means that focusing scarce orchestration
effort on a smaller portfolio of high impact opportunities is often more powerful than adding another
layer of acquisition programs or logo targets.

As governance expanded and decision authority became more distributed, the internal cost of making
a technology decision increased. What once required alignment between a sponsor and a functional
lead now requires coordination across multiple departments. Security raises exposure concerns. Legal
adjusts contract frameworks. Finance revisits assumptions. Procurement evaluates defensibility.
Operations reviews implementation impact. Architecture examines integration risks. Each group
enters the decision with a different set of priorities and constraints.

TEAMSolutions Group Pty Ltd | www.TEAMSolutionsgroup.com.au | Melbourne VIC
ABN 79 691 657 155 | © TEAMSolutions Group | Confidential & Proprietary



3L
w TEAMSolutions The 3" Crisis of IT by Rick van Driel Page 6 of 43

This expansion in participation was intended to strengthen organisational outcomes. In many cases, it
has. Organisations have reduced unnecessary risk. They have improved compliance. They have
gained clearer visibility into long term commitments. However, the increase in oversight has
introduced new friction. Functions now optimise for the protection of their own domain. Each group’s
assessment is reasonable in isolation. Together, they create a decision system that is harder to move.

Al has accelerated this shift. It reduces the time required for many tasks, but it does not reduce the
time required for cross-functional alignment. Automation exposes inefficiencies that were previously
absorbed by people. It highlights gaps in process and coordination. It also increases the volume of
information available, which raises the cognitive burden on decision makers. Al speeds up execution,
but it does not remove the complexity that exists between functions.

The result is a structural environment where technology decisions take longer, not because value is
unclear, but because alignment is harder to achieve. The system designed to reduce risk
inadvertently reduces momentum. GTM teams experience this as stalled deals, shifting priorities, and
sudden reversals. Buyers experience it as uncertainty and the pressure to avoid error in an
environment where scrutiny is high.

This acceleration of complexity changes the foundation upon which commercial execution operates. It
challenges the assumptions that guided the last decade. It reveals that many organisations are not
built to make fast, confident decisions in a high governance environment. The patterns seen in
extended cycles and inconsistent internal advocacy are not anomalies. They are expressions of a
structural reset that alters how value is evaluated, how risk is interpreted, and how decisions are
made.

With this context established, the next step is to examine the evidence that these shifts are not
isolated events, but consistent patterns. These patterns help determine whether the sector is
approaching a third crisis, defined not by external market pressures, but by the internal friction
created by rising organisational complexity.
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SECTION 3: THE EVIDENCE, PATTERNS THAT SIGNAL A FUNDAMENTAL
SHIFT

This section outlines the observable patterns that indicate the decision environment has
fundamentally changed. Across the data and structural signals referenced in this paper, several
patterns of the emerging crisis become clear:

‘Patterns of the Emerging Crisis’

Higher Cognitive Load
from Al and Analysis

Expanding Buying Diverging Functional
Groups Incentives

Increased Governance
and Risk Sensitivity

Rising No-Decision
Outcomes

Figure 2: Patterns of the Emerging Crisis
The conditions contributing to the potential third crisis in IT are structural, not cyclical. These
patterns reinforce the growing instability in enterprise decision systems.

One of the clearest indicators that the decision environment has changed is the growth in the number
of stakeholders involved in technology initiatives. What was once a conversation between two or
three leaders now requires alignment across six, eight, or twelve participants. The increase is not a
matter of preference. It reflects the widening scope of risk and responsibility across the organisation.

Security teams must assess exposure. Finance must evaluate long term commitments. Legal must
review contract frameworks. Procurement must ensure defensibility. Operations must understand
delivery impact. Architecture must validate integration. Each function enters the decision for
legitimate reasons. Each brings expertise that protects a critical part of the business.

The challenge arises when these perspectives meet. The organisation gains breadth, but loses
cohesion. Stakeholders evaluate the same initiative through different lenses and with different
incentives. Security is rewarded for vigilance. Finance is rewarded for cost certainty. Procurement is
rewarded for risk control. Operations is rewarded for stability. These incentives do not align by
default. They often create tension.

This tension does not imply dysfunction. It reflects the natural outcome of distributed responsibility.
However, the increase in participants raises the internal cost of consensus. Every stakeholder added
to the decision increases the number of potential misalignments. A technology initiative may align to
one function’s priorities while conflicting with another’s. Momentum becomes fragile. A single
unresolved concern can pause progress across the entire group.

GTM teams experience this as mixed signals. Early enthusiasm from one function does not guarantee
support from others. A positive executive meeting does not ensure alignment across the organisation.
Progress in one thread often meets friction in another. Deals that begin with clarity encounter
complexity once the full set of stakeholders engage.

This pattern is consistent across industries and deal sizes. It suggests that the challenge facing the
sector is not limited to specific market conditions. It is structural. The increase in stakeholder volume
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alone would slow decisions. The presence of competing functional priorities amplifies the effect. The
buying group becomes more informed and more cautious, but also more fragmented.

This fragmentation is one of the core signals that the decision environment has changed. It lays the
foundation for the patterns that follow.

A second pattern is the shift in how and when key functions enter the decision. In earlier years, most
technology initiatives progressed through a relatively predictable sequence. Discovery led to
evaluation. Evaluation led to validation. Validation led to approval. Stakeholders entered at expected
points and contributed in ways that aligned with the stage of the process.

This sequential model no longer reflects reality. Modern buying groups do not move in a straight line.
They move in loops. Functions enter decisions late. Issues surface after momentum has formed. New
requirements appear when internal confidence is high. Progress that seems secure can reverse
without warning.

Security may introduce new exposure concerns late in the process. Legal may raise contractual issues
that require substantial revision. Procurement may challenge assumptions that were accepted earlier.
Finance may revisit the business case or ask for clarity on budget alignment. Operations or
architecture may request further validation because of competing priorities. These interventions are
legitimate. They are not signs of poor engagement. They reflect the wider accountability landscape in
which modern organisations operate.

However, the timing of these interventions changes the nature of decision making. Late-stage issues
create fractures in momentum. They force decisions back into evaluation, sometimes multiple times.
They also increase the emotional cost for internal sponsors, who must address concerns from
functions they do not control. A decision that once required buy-in from a small group now requires
alignment from many, each able to pause progress.

GTM teams often interpret these reversals as loss of interest or competitive pressure. In many cases,
neither explanation is accurate. The reversal is a function of how the organisation processes risk and
validates internal defensibility. The decision does not collapse because value is absent. It collapses
because alignment is incomplete.

The linear frameworks that guided sellers for years do not accommodate this behaviour. Stages that
appear complete are not complete. Stakeholders who appear aligned are not aligned. Internal
confidence early in the process does not guarantee confidence later. The collapse of linear
progression is not an anomaly. It is a consistent pattern that reflects the complexity of the modern
organisational environment.

This pattern reinforces the question at the centre of this paper. If buyers cannot progress linearly,
and if late-stage friction is common, how should GTM teams interpret deal health. More importantly,
which capabilities are now required to support buyers through a process that no longer behaves like a
sequence, but like a network.

Another consistent pattern is the increase in emotional risk associated with technology decisions. The
financial impact of a delayed initiative is often modest compared to the personal impact of a decision
that goes wrong. Individuals who participate in technology evaluations carry responsibilities that have
expanded faster than their authority. They are accountable for outcomes they cannot fully control,
and they are exposed to scrutiny in ways that were not present a decade ago.

Security teams face severe consequences if exposure increases. Finance teams face pressure to
defend long term commitments. Legal teams must protect the organisation from disputes.
Procurement must ensure fairness and compliance. Operations must maintain stability. Architecture
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must safeguard integration and performance. Each group operates in an environment where mistakes
are visible and success is expected. The practical effect is a rise in caution.

This rise in emotional risk changes how decisions are made. Stakeholders seek more certainty before
committing. They request additional validation. They question assumptions that were previously
accepted. They ask for more time to examine risk impacts. These behaviours are rational. They
reflect the pressure to avoid outcomes that could create personal or functional setbacks.

This change also affects internal advocacy. Champions who previously drove momentum now hesitate
when confronted with unresolved objections from other functions. They know that pushing too hard
can create tension. They know that misalignment can reflect poorly on their judgement. As a result,
they become more cautious. Their influence declines not because they lack skill, but because they
lack the organisational support needed to take a strong position.

This environment erodes decisional confidence. Even when a compelling case for change exists,
stakeholders may feel uncertain about timing, sequencing, implementation, or risk ownership.
Decisions become easier to delay than to progress. A pause feels safe. Alignment requires effort.
When emotional risk is high and consensus is low, decisions stall even when the benefits are clear.

GTM teams often misinterpret this behaviour as indecision or lack of interest. In reality, it is a natural
response to an environment where individuals are held responsible for risk but have limited control
over the broader decision system. The rise in emotional risk is one of the strongest indicators that
organisations are struggling to make decisions at the pace required by their strategic ambitions.

This pattern reinforces the question of whether the sector is approaching a broader crisis driven not
by external pressure, but by internal constraints that limit the organisation’s ability to act.

A further pattern shaping the modern decision environment is the fragmentation of value across
functions. Every stakeholder involved in a technology initiative cares about value, yet each defines it
in a way that reflects their responsibilities rather than the needs of the broader organisation. This
divergence does not suggest disagreement about the importance of value. It reflects the natural
outcome of functional specialisation.

Finance defines value through cost control, cash flow, predictability, and long-term fiscal
responsibility. Security defines value through risk reduction and exposure management. Operations
defines value through stability, continuity, and efficiency. IT defines value through architectural fit,
integration quality, and resource alignment. Procurement defines value through governance,
defensibility, and commercial fairness. End users define value through ease of use and productivity.
Executives define value through strategic impact and organisational gain.

None of these perspectives are incorrect. Each reflects a legitimate and necessary lens. However,
they rarely align without deliberate effort. A feature that strengthens security may introduce cost. A
cost-saving measure may increase operational effort. An operational benefit may add architectural
complexity. A strategic benefit may introduce new compliance requirements. Each function sees the
initiative from a different viewpoint, shaped by its own incentives and constraints.

This fragmentation creates gaps that GTM teams often underestimate. A strong financial case does
not resolve security concerns. A compelling security improvement does not satisfy operations. A clear
user benefit does not justify architectural disruption. A strategic upside does not compensate for
procurement’s need for defensibility. Value becomes a collection of parallel narratives rather than a
single cohesive case.

In earlier market conditions, a strong sponsor could reconcile these differences. Today, no single role
holds the authority or bandwidth to do so. As a result, organisations struggle to align around a shared
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definition of value. The initiative may appear attractive to individual functions, yet fail to gain enough
cross-functional support to progress.

This fragmentation also influences how internal signals are interpreted. Early positive feedback from
one function is no longer a reliable indicator of deal health. Endorsement from a technical group does
not guarantee support from commercial stakeholders. Executive interest does not ensure alignment
across the operational teams responsible for delivery. Momentum built through one lens can be
undone by objections raised through another.

The presence of value fragmentation does not mean the initiative lacks merit. It means the
organisation lacks alignment. This is a crucial distinction. It shifts the diagnostic lens away from
product fit or price concerns and towards the internal frictions that arise when multiple definitions of
value converge without integration.

This pattern is one of the strongest indicators that the buying environment has changed in ways that
directly affect commercial execution. It reinforces the central question of this paper by showing that
even compelling value is insufficient when the organisation cannot unify around a common
understanding of what it represents.

The increase in stalled or abandoned initiatives is one of the most visible indicators that the decision
environment has shifted. No-decision outcomes now account for a significant share of lost
opportunities across the technology sector. These outcomes occur even when the economic case is
strong, when the sponsor is supportive, and when the solution aligns with strategic goals. They
reflect a deeper issue. The organisation cannot reach a point of internal confidence required to
proceed.

In many cases, the initiative does not fail because it is rejected. It fails because it cannot secure
alignment across the functions responsible for its approval. The buying group may acknowledge the
benefits yet remain uncertain about timing, risk ownership, delivery impact, or governance
requirements. This uncertainty slows progress, and the absence of a clear trigger for resolution
causes the initiative to lose momentum. Other priorities emerge. The decision is deferred. Eventually,
it is abandoned without a formal decision.

These dynamics challenge the assumptions that underpin traditional forecasting models. Linear
progression through defined stages does not reflect how modern buying groups behave. Early
enthusiasm does not guarantee final approval. Agreement on value does not guarantee alignment on
risk. The presence of a strong champion does not ensure cross-functional support. Deals may
advance through multiple conversations and then return to evaluation. They may appear stable until
a late concern shifts the balance. Forecasting frameworks built on linear logic cannot account for
these reversals.

This erosion of predictability is not a failure of GTM execution. It is a function of the internal decision
environment. When organisational design distributes responsibility across many functions, but does
not provide a mechanism for integrating their perspectives, decisions become fragile. A single
unresolved objection can pause progress indefinitely. A shift in one function’s priorities can affect the
entire group. The outcome is not indecision. It is misalignment.

The prevalence of no-decision outcomes suggests that the challenge facing the sector is not isolated
or episodic. It reflects a broader constraint that affects how organisations make choices. The patterns
observed across stakeholder engagement, functional conflict, value fragmentation, and emotional risk
all contribute to this outcome. Together, they form the evidence base for the central question of this
paper. Has the sector entered a new phase where internal complexity, rather than external factors,
defines the likelihood of commercial success.
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A significant part of this pattern is self-inflicted. Many organisations still carry noisy, over-filled
pipelines that contain too many low probability, high complexity opportunities. Sellers and buying
groups are spread thin across deals that will never reach alignment. Internal resources are diverted to
initiatives that do not warrant the orchestration effort required. In contrast, teams that deliberately
narrow the number of active complex opportunities per seller, enforce a higher deal quality threshold
and actively manage pipeline health see higher win rates, more reliable forecasts and stronger year
on year revenue growth, even with leaner pipelines. The issue is not too few opportunities. It is too
many misaligned initiatives competing for limited attention in an already complex decision system.
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SECTION 4: THE NEW BUYING REALITY

Decision System

@ Architecture
I . Procurement
Operations

Figure 3: Distributed Decision System
Enterprise technology decisions are shaped by multiple functions with overlapping responsibilities. No
single role owns the decision. Each protects its own domain, which makes alignment difficult to achieve.

The patterns observed across modern buying behaviour point to a deeper structural truth.
Organisations are designed to optimise the performance of individual functions, not the performance
of cross-functional decisions. Each department has clear responsibilities, measurable outcomes, and
defined constraints. These structures are essential for managing risk and maintaining operational
control. However, they also create an environment where no single role or function has the authority
or mandate to unify the decision system.

Security is accountable for reducing exposure. Finance is accountable for financial stability and
predictability. Procurement is accountable for fairness and commercial defensibility. Operations is
accountable for continuity and efficiency. IT is accountable for architectural integrity and resource
management. Legal is accountable for protecting the organisation from disputes. Each of these
responsibilities is legitimate and necessary. Each helps the organisation function effectively.

The challenge emerges when a technology initiative spans all these areas. The decision requires
alignment across groups that operate with different incentives, different timelines, and different risk
tolerances. What strengthens one function’s position may weaken another’s. A governance
requirement may slow delivery. A financial constraint may limit operational flexibility. An architectural
requirement may raise cost. A cost saving may introduce new risk. These tensions are structural, not
behavioural.

This design makes it difficult for organisations to move quickly when decisions require integration
across multiple functions. Each group evaluates the initiative through its own lens. Each applies
criteria that serve its own objectives. In isolation, these criteria are sound. When combined, they
create friction. The organisation does not resist progress intentionally. It resists progress because it is
not built to harmonise conflicting priorities at the speed required by modern technology adoption.

GTM teams experience this as inconsistency. Early signals are positive, yet later stages introduce
friction. Champions are committed, yet progress stalls. Executives’ express alignment, yet
downstream teams hesitate. These outcomes are not anomalies. They reflect the underlying reality
that organisations are structured to optimise for functional control rather than unified decision
making.

This reality is a critical part of understanding the environment in which modern technology decisions
occur. It forms the basis for the shifts described in the next sections, where misaligned incentives,
conflicting timelines, and divergent definitions of value become visible drivers of decision friction.
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As functional responsibilities have expanded, so have the incentives that guide decision behaviour
within each department. Incentives shape how stakeholders interpret information, assess risk, and
determine the conditions under which they feel confident supporting a technology initiative. These
incentives do not conflict because of poor communication or lack of alignment sessions. They conflict
because each function is rewarded for protecting its own domain, and that domain often sits in
tension with others.

Security teams rise in prominence when they reduce organisational exposure. They must prioritise
caution. They must identify weaknesses that others may overlook. Their incentives favour
conservative decision paths. Finance teams are evaluated on cost control, predictability, and long-
term fiscal stewardship. Their incentives favour constraint. Procurement is measured on fairness,
governance, and commercial defensibility. Their incentives favour rigorous assessment. Operations is
responsible for continuity, efficiency, and minimal disruption. Their incentives favour stability. IT and
architecture must maintain system integrity, supportability, and resource optimisation. Their
incentives favour technical caution and alignment with existing constraints.

When these incentives converge around a technology decision, each function interprets the initiative
through a different lens. A requirement that seems minor to one group can be significant to another.
A risk considered low by one function may be unacceptable to another. A financial assumption may
conflict with operational needs. A security improvement may introduce friction for users. The
organisation does not oppose the initiative. It evaluates the initiative through multiple incentive
structures that do not naturally align.

This environment complicates internal advocacy. A champion may be convinced of the strategic value,
yet unable to secure support from functions whose priorities differ. An executive may endorse the
direction, yet recognise that their endorsement does not override the governance requirements that
other groups must satisfy. Misalignment does not arise from disagreement about goals. It arises from
differences in how each function defines success.

The divergence in incentives also affects the pace of decision making. Functions with high risk
exposure move slowly. Functions with operational demands require assurance. Functions with
financial responsibility require clarity. Functions with architectural oversight require validation. These
different needs create friction not because any stakeholder is acting irrationally, but because the
organisation has evolved into a system where achieving consensus requires navigating a complex
network of functional priorities.

This reality reinforces the limitations of traditional sales methodologies. Persuasive messaging cannot
realign incentives. A strong value case cannot override risk frameworks. A compelling ROI cannot
reconcile competing timelines. These tools remain useful, but they do not address the core issue. The
organisation’s internal design creates a natural drag on decision velocity, and no single function can
resolve it alone.

The next section explores how these misaligned incentives combine with independent timelines to
further increase the internal cost of alignment.

Even when stakeholders share a general agreement that an initiative is valuable, they rarely operate
on a shared timeline. Each function manages its own priorities, resource cycles, compliance
obligations, and operational constraints. These cycles shape when stakeholders can meaningfully
engage, and when they cannot. As a result, the organisation evaluates the same initiative through
multiple schedules that do not align.

Security teams may be in the middle of a critical audit cycle. Finance may be finalising forecasts or
protecting unallocated budget. Procurement may be focused on closing renewals or managing
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tenders. IT may be addressing outages or infrastructure programs. Operations may be managing
seasonal demand or internal transformation. Legal may be navigating regulatory updates. None of
these activities are temporary exceptions. They represent ongoing cycles that influence how and
when each function participates.

This misalignment of timelines affects the momentum of technology decisions. A function that is
ready to progress may find that another must pause due to unrelated obligations. A sponsor prepared
to drive alignment may encounter scheduling constraints from teams that cannot engage until later. A
deal that appears close to completion may require additional steps once a function becomes available
to participate. The organisation does not resist progress. It progresses according to the timing of
each function’s internal obligations.

Traditional sales processes assume a shared progression path. They expect that once a stage is
completed, stakeholders continue to move forward. The reality is different. Stakeholders engage at
different times, with different levels of readiness, and with different constraints. A strong meeting
does not guarantee follow through. A clear endorsement does not guarantee availability. Alignment
achieved at one moment can weaken when a function’s priorities shift.

These independent timelines also change how risk is interpreted. A concern raised early may be
deprioritised due to time pressure, only to reappear late when the function has the bandwidth to
reassess. A requirement considered complete may reopen when new information becomes available.
A stage that appears closed may be revisited because a function did not engage at the earlier time.
These behaviours are not signs of indecision. They reflect a decision system that lacks
synchronisation.

The absence of synchronisation means that GTM teams cannot rely on linear forecasting or stage
completion to gauge commitment. It also means that internal sponsors cannot control the sequence
of engagement. The organisation makes decisions according to the rhythms of its own internal cycles,
not according to the external timeline of a commercial opportunity.

This pattern reinforces the idea that delays are not primarily motivational. They are structural.
Stakeholders are not uncommitted. They are unsynchronised. Alignment requires more than a strong
business case. It requires navigating the timing constraints of multiple functions that move at
different speeds.

The next section examines how these timing and incentive gaps intersect with divergent risk
perceptions, further complicating the ability to reach a unified decision.
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Risk has become a primary driver of modern decision behaviour, yet each function interprets risk in a
different way. Security evaluates exposure. Finance evaluates financial resilience. Procurement
evaluates defensibility. Legal evaluates compliance and contractual integrity. Operations evaluates
continuity and stability. Architecture evaluates supportability and integration health. These
interpretations do not conflict by intention. They conflict because each group protects a part of the
organisation that depends on its vigilance.

The expansion of risk accountability has increased the caution with which decisions are made. Ten
years ago, a sponsor could progress an initiative with limited internal resistance. Today, a single
unresolved concern can pause momentum for weeks. A question that once would have been
addressed informally now requires formal review. A low probability risk can carry more influence than
a strong business case. This shift reflects the pressure placed on individuals who must justify
decisions in environments where scrutiny is high and mistakes are visible.

This divergence in risk perception affects more than the speed of decisions. It affects the confidence
of the teams involved. When stakeholders see that risk cannot be reconciled easily, they hesitate. The
hesitation is not a reflection of doubt about the solution. It is a response to the complexity of
navigating conflicting requirements. A stakeholder who supports the initiative may still refrain from
endorsing it if they sense unresolved concerns from other functions. Their caution is rational. They
know that alignment is required, yet alignment is difficult to achieve.

The increase in caution also affects how objections surface. Some concerns arise early. Others
emerge only when a function has the capacity to re-examine the initiative. Still others surface when a
new piece of information changes the risk landscape. None of these moments are predictable. They
disrupt momentum because the organisation does not have a mechanism for integrating risk
perspectives across functions. Each group speaks for its own domain, and each domain carries
legitimate influence.

This environment has created a form of decision paralysis that is often misinterpreted. It is not
indecision. It is the absence of a structure that allows divergent risk perspectives to be unified.
Traditional sales frameworks cannot resolve this friction. Persuasion does not change a risk function’s
accountability. A message does not alter an architectural constraint. A financial benefit does not
remove a contractual exposure. These elements must be aligned, not weighted against each other.

The expansion of organisational caution is one of the clearest indicators that decision systems have
become more complex than the commercial models built to support them. It also prepares the ground
for the final shift in this section. When incentives diverge, timelines differ, and risk is interpreted
through multiple lenses, the organisation struggles to maintain a shared understanding of progress.
Misalignment grows, even when interest is high and value is clear.

The final pattern in this section demonstrates how these forces combine to reshape the way
organisations communicate, coordinate, and commit to action.

When divergent incentives, independent timelines, and conflicting risk perspectives converge within
the same decision, the result is a loss of internal coherence. The organisation still intends to progress
valuable initiatives. It still recognises strategic need. It still invests in technology. However, it
struggles to convert intent into coordinated action. The decision system becomes fragmented, and
the internal signals that once predicted progress lose their reliability.

A sponsor may express confidence, yet lack the authority to reconcile disagreements between
functions. A champion may be committed, yet unable to influence risk or procurement requirements.
An executive may support the direction, yet acknowledge that downstream teams must validate the
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details before approval. Early meetings may suggest strong alignment, yet subsequent interactions
reveal gaps that had not surfaced earlier. Momentum becomes unstable because it depends on the
participation of groups that are not synchronised and do not share a common definition of readiness.

Modern Buying Friction Loop

Misaligned
Stakeholders

Rework and
Repetition

Increased Scrutiny
and Risk Sensitivity

Delays and Lost K
Momentum

Figure 4: Modern Buying Friction Loop
Misalignment triggers rework, delays, and increased scrutiny, creating a self-
reinforcing cycle of lost momentum.

This loss of coherence changes the nature of commercial engagement. The traditional assumption
that buying groups behave predictably no longer holds. The seller cannot rely on stage progression to
signal intent. The organisation itself no longer behaves as a single decision-making entity. It behaves
as a collection of interconnected functions, each capable of influencing the outcome in ways that are
difficult to anticipate.

As a result, the customer has become the most complex part of the sale. The challenge is no longer
limited to product fit, competitive differentiation, or pricing. The challenge lies within the internal
dynamics of the organisation evaluating the initiative. The decision environment is shaped by political
currents, functional incentives, operational pressures, and risk frameworks that do not align without
deliberate coordination. The complexity that once sat in the solution now sits in the customer.

This reality marks a turning point. If the organisation cannot integrate its own priorities, and if its
internal design prevents fast or confident decisions, then the commercial models built for a less
complex era cannot succeed at the same rate. The environment has evolved faster than the
methodologies that support it. The gap between buyer complexity and seller capability has widened.

This is the context in which the central question of this paper becomes most relevant. Are we seeing
the early stages of a third crisis in the IT sector, defined not by market decline but by internal friction
that limits the organisation’s ability to decide. If so, the next step is to understand the capability that
is missing from the modern decision process.

Section 5 explores this capability in detail, and examines why no internal role within the organisation
is structured to perform it.
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SECTION 5: THE ORCHESTRATION GAP, THE MISSING COMMERCIAL
CAPABILITY

The evidence presented so far points to a central reality. Modern buying groups do not fail because
they lack interest, strategy, or resources. They fail because they lack alignment. This misalignment is
not caused by poor communication or a lack of motivation. It is created by the design of the
organisation itself. Each function evaluates the initiative through its own priorities, and no internal
role is tasked with integrating these perspectives into a unified decision.

Sponsors influence direction, but they cannot resolve cross-functional conflict. Executives provide
strategic endorsement, but they cannot override governance requirements or accelerate functional
review cycles. Champions advocate for progress, but they do not possess the authority to align risk,
finance, operations, procurement, and architecture. Project managers coordinate tasks, not decisions.
Procurement governs process, not agreement. IT owns integration, not cross-functional consensus.

In most organisations, the responsibility for alignment is not assigned to anyone. It is assumed to
occur naturally as functions engage. However, the distribution of responsibility across many groups
makes natural alignment unlikely. Each function protects its own domain. Each carries a different
incentive structure. Each interprets risk differently. Each operates on its own timeline. These elements
work against the formation of rapid or confident consensus.

The absence of an alignment owner creates predictable behaviour. Decisions pause because gaps
emerge between functions. Meetings result in partial agreement but not full commitment. Individual
stakeholders express support, but only within the limits of their own priorities. Initiatives gain
momentum, then lose it when a late concern arises. Everyone contributes, yet no one integrates. The
organisation appears engaged, but the decision does not move.

“The Orchestration Gap”

Risk e

Finance
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Alignment Gap Seller
Operations A

Procurement

Buying Functions

Figure 5: The Orchestration Gap
Buying functions operate as a distributed system, but sellers are structured for linear
engagement. The gap between these systems is now the dominant source of friction.

This gap has widened as governance has strengthened. When decisions carried lower internal
visibility, partial alignment was sufficient. Today, stakeholders must justify their participation in
decisions that carry risk or cost. Without a clear, shared understanding of value, timing, and risk
mitigation, stakeholders hesitate. They do not oppose the initiative. They avoid committing to an
outcome that lacks unified support.

The orchestration gap is the space between functional engagement and collective decision making. It
represents the work required to transform parallel inputs into shared clarity. This work is essential,
yet no internal role is configured to perform it. As buying complexity increases, the need for

TEAMSolutions Group Pty Ltd | www.TEAMSolutionsgroup.com.au | Melbourne VIC
ABN 79 691 657 155 | © TEAMSolutions Group | Confidential & Proprietary



3L
W TEAMSolutions The 3" Crisis of IT by Rick van Driel Page 18 of 43

orchestration becomes more pronounced. Without it, the organisation struggles to act, even when the
benefits of the initiative are understood.

This gap is not a temporary condition. It is a structural feature of modern organisations. It sits at the
centre of the question raised in this paper. If organisations cannot self-align, and if this misalignment
consistently prevents decisions from progressing, then the commercial capability required for success
is not persuasion, qualification, or presentation. It is orchestration.

Sales methodologies have evolved over decades to support different stages of commercial maturity.
Each model was designed to address a specific constraint in the environment in which it emerged.
Some frameworks improved qualification. Others strengthened discovery. Some focused on teaching
and insight. Others prioritised process discipline or value articulation. These models remain useful,
but none were designed for the environment described in this paper.

They assume that buying groups move in a linear sequence. They assume that stakeholders hold
shared priorities. They assume that risk can be addressed through messaging. They assume that
value can unify decision makers. They assume that momentum, once gained, can be sustained.
These assumptions held when decision authority was concentrated and governance was lighter. They
do not hold in an environment where responsibility is distributed across multiple functions that
evaluate initiatives through different lenses.

Traditional models also assume that internal alignment is achievable through persuasive
communication. They teach sellers to influence, educate, and challenge. These capabilities remain
relevant, but they do not resolve the structural issues that slow decisions. When stakeholders are
accountable for different forms of risk, alignment requires more than a compelling narrative. It
requires integration of functional constraints. It requires coordination across timelines. It requires
translation of value into multiple definitions that satisfy diverse priorities. These tasks exceed the
scope of persuasion.

Many frameworks position the champion as the internal driver of momentum. This expectation is
misaligned with modern organisational design. Champions rarely have authority over multiple
functions. They cannot redefine risk frameworks, adjust financial constraints, or influence
procurement governance. They advocate for progress, but they cannot orchestrate it. Their influence
is limited by the boundaries of their role.

Forecasting models embed similar assumptions. They rely on the completion of defined stages, yet
stages do not complete in a linear sequence. They rely on stakeholder agreement, yet agreement
often exists only within one function. They rely on sponsor commitment, yet sponsors cannot always
reconcile cross-functional tensions. These models were not built to interpret the complexity of modern
decision systems.

The gap is not methodological. It is architectural. The decision systems inside organisations have
evolved faster than the commercial systems that engage with them. Traditional sales models were
designed for an era where value alignment was sufficient to secure progress. Today, value is
necessary but incomplete. Risk must be distributed. Incentives must be reconciled. Functional
constraints must be integrated. These elements sit outside the scope of conventional sales skill.

The orchestration gap persists because no existing methodology is designed to bridge it. The missing
capability is not a refinement of persuasion, qualification, or insight. It is the ability to align a
distributed decision system that cannot align itself. Traditional models cannot close this gap because
they address symptoms rather than structure. Orchestration becomes essential not because the old
methods fail, but because they were built for a different environment.
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If alignment is essential for progress, the next question is obvious. Why does no internal role
orchestrate it. The answer lies in how organisations distribute responsibility. Each function is
accountable for a specific domain, and each domain carries a set of constraints that shape how
decisions are evaluated. No role is designed to integrate these constraints into a unified decision
path.

Sponsors provide direction, but their influence is limited by functional boundaries. They may see
strategic value, yet they cannot override architectural concerns, procurement requirements, or
financial constraints. Sponsors initiate momentum, but they do not control the conditions that
determine whether momentum can be sustained.

Champions advocate for progress, yet their authority rarely extends beyond their own team or
function. They cannot speak for security. They cannot negotiate contractual frameworks. They cannot
validate technical fit outside their own domain. They influence sentiment, not structure. Their ability
to drive internal alignment is limited by design.

Executives provide support at a strategic level, yet they depend on functional leaders to validate risk,
cost, compliance, and feasibility. An executive endorsement is not a substitute for cross-functional
agreement. It does not remove the need for review cycles or testing of assumptions. Executive
influence sets direction, but direction alone does not produce consensus.

Procurement governs process, not agreement. It ensures fairness, compliance, and defensibility. It
evaluates commercial risk. It does not unify technical, financial, and operational requirements. Its role
is protective, not integrative.

Finance protects financial stability. It cannot assess architectural implications or operational impact.
Security protects exposure. It cannot determine total cost of ownership or commercial flexibility.
Operations protects stability. It cannot judge contractual risk or integration feasibility. Legal protects
compliance. It cannot assess value realisation.

Each function guards a piece of the decision. None oversee the whole. This is not a flaw in
organisational design. It is a consequence of specialisation. Modern organisations require deep
domain expertise. The trade-off is that no single function can integrate the perspectives necessary for
a multi-dimensional decision.

This leaves a gap between participation and alignment. The organisation contributes input, yet no
role translates the input into a coherent decision. Stakeholders engage, yet their engagement remains
fragmented. Momentum exists in isolation, but not across the group. Alignment becomes an
unassigned task that no internal actor owns.

This gap is structural. It cannot be removed by process adjustments. It cannot be filled by additional
communication. It cannot be resolved by executive mandate. It requires a role that sits across the
entire decision system, understands the interests of each function, and guides the organisation
toward shared clarity.

The seller occupies this position by default. They are the only party who sees every conversation,
hears every concern, and engages with every function. They are the only participant with a full view
of the decision system. Although they do not hold internal authority, they possess the visibility
required to connect inputs that internal stakeholders do not see.

This is the foundation for the emergence of the orchestration partner, the role explored in the next
section.
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When no role is responsible for alignment, the organisation attempts to move a complex decision
without the mechanisms required to coordinate it. Each function contributes input, yet no function
connects the input into a unified view. The initiative progresses, but only in fragments. Stakeholders
participate, but not in a sequence that supports momentum. The outcome is predictable. Decisions
stall not because interest fades, but because coherence is never achieved.

The first consequence is fragmentation of effort. Teams engage at different times, with different
levels of context. Some receive incomplete information. Others receive information that is outdated
by the time they join. Stakeholders focus on their own requirements without understanding the
broader picture. Even when each group performs its role well, the organisation struggles to form a
shared understanding of value, risk, and feasibility.

The second consequence is increased friction. Misalignment creates rework. Questions answered
earlier reappear because another function was not present. New objections surface late because a
stakeholder did not participate at the appropriate time. Clarifications must be repeated across
multiple groups. The cycle becomes self-reinforcing. Each delay introduces more opportunity for
additional concerns to surface.

The third consequence is loss of confidence. When stakeholders see inconsistencies in how the
initiative progresses, they become cautious. They sense gaps in understanding between functions.
They recognise that unresolved issues may reflect broader uncertainty. Even strong supporters
hesitate when alignment appears fragile. Confidence is not lost because the initiative lacks merit. It is
lost because the organisation does not behave as though it is ready to commit.

The fourth consequence is strategic drift. Priorities shift while the initiative is in motion. New
pressures emerge. Resource availability changes. Competing programs demand attention. Without
coordinated momentum, the initiative becomes vulnerable to interruption. A delay that appears small
becomes significant when internal conditions evolve. Strategic intent remains, but execution falters.

The final consequence is the rise of no-decision outcomes. When alignment is incomplete and
confidence is low, deferral becomes the safest path. No stakeholder wants to oppose the initiative. No
stakeholder wants to own the risk of proceeding without clarity. The organisation chooses
postponement not because it rejects the solution, but because it cannot agree to move forward. This
pattern is increasingly common across the sector. It reflects the absence of orchestration, not the
absence of need.

The cost of leaving the gap unaddressed is not limited to lost opportunities. It affects strategic
execution, internal cohesion, and the organisation’s ability to respond to external pressures. As
technology becomes more central to competitive advantage, the inability to make timely decisions
becomes a structural limitation.

The environment described so far raises an important question. If alignment is essential and no
internal role is positioned to create it, who guides the organisation through the decision. This leads to
the final part of the section. The emergence of the seller as the orchestration partner.

Orchestration is a scarce capability. It demands time, cross functional engagement and a level of
situational awareness that cannot be sustained across a bloated, low quality pipeline. Each complex
opportunity requires multiple stakeholder conversations, tailored value translation and careful
sequencing. When organisations attempt to apply this level of effort to every deal, quality degrades
and no decision outcomes rise.

This scarcity matters because opportunity value is not evenly distributed. In most enterprise portfolios
a relatively small set of large, strategically aligned opportunities accounts for a disproportionate share
of potential new business. External research suggests that these big deals often represent around half
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of the available new business value, and that even modest improvements in win rates on this subset
can deliver meaningful topline growth without increasing overall deal volume. In this context, the
orchestration gap is not simply about adding a new capability. It is about applying that capability with
intent. The organisations that succeed will be those that concentrate orchestration on the
opportunities where alignment, risk and value complexity justify the effort.

The difference between orchestration and traditional GTM becomes clear when viewed side-by-side:

Traditional GTM vs Orchestration

Pitch and Persuasion Allgnmen? Across
Functions
Message Delivery Clarity and Integration
Seller-driven Push Decision Confidence

Figure 6: Traditional GTM vs Orchestration
Traditional GTM relies on persuasion and seller-driven momentum, while orchestration
aligns functions, integrates clarity, and builds the confidence required to commit.

Why the Seller Becomes the Natural Orchestration Partner

If no internal role is responsible for alignment, and if alignment is essential for progress, the question
becomes unavoidable. Who coordinates the decision system. The organisation requires a participant
who sees across functions, understands the needs of each group, identifies gaps, anticipates friction,
and guides the process toward clarity. This participant must understand the initiative not from the
perspective of one function, but from the perspective of the entire buying group. In most cases, the
only role with this visibility is the seller.

The seller engages every stakeholder. They hear concerns from each function. They track how
priorities change. They observe where momentum strengthens and where it weakens. They recognise
when new information alters the path. They identify contradictions in how stakeholders interpret
value. They see the misalignment that internal teams cannot always detect. The seller has the
broadest view of the decision because they participate in every part of it.

This position is unique. Internal roles engage according to their responsibilities. The seller engages
according to the needs of the entire decision system. They are the only participant with the context
required to understand how each function’s requirements affect the others. They do not hold
authority over the internal teams, yet they hold the insight necessary to help those teams align. Their
role does not grant them power. Their role grants them perspective.

This perspective becomes valuable because the organisation cannot synthesise its own input.
Stakeholders understand their part of the decision, but they rarely see the full structure. A finance
leader may not know the extent of operational constraints. A security leader may not understand
commercial considerations. A procurement leader may not see the architectural implications. The
seller sees all these elements, not because they are internal, but because the decision brings each
function into the engagement.
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This does not make the seller an owner of the decision. It makes them a guide. They cannot dictate
outcomes, but they can help the organisation see the relationships between its own priorities. They
can surface misalignment early. They can sequence engagement to reduce friction. They can
translate value into the language of each function. They can clarify what is required for consensus.
They can help the organisation move not by pushing, but by coordinating.

This role emerges not through mandate, but through necessity. Buyers expect clarity. They expect
support. They expect informed guidance. They expect help navigating complexity. When decisions
involve many stakeholders with conflicting incentives, the seller’s ability to orchestrate becomes a
differentiator. Sellers who can perform this work create momentum where others cannot. They
progress opportunities that would otherwise stall. They help the organisation act in situations where it
struggles to align itself.

This is the foundation for the orchestration partner. A seller who moves beyond persuasion and into
alignment. A seller who understands the decision system as a whole. A seller who becomes essential
not because they control the process, but because they clarify it. Section 6 explores this evolution in
detail, and examines the capabilities required to perform this role effectively.
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SECTION 6: THE ORCHESTRATION PARTNER - THE SELLER'S EVOLUTION
INTO THE MISSING FUNCTION

The environment described in this paper requires a fundamental shift in how sellers understand their
role. For many years, the seller’s influence was built on insight, expertise, and commercial skill. They
provided clarity where the buyer lacked information. They shaped strategic thinking. They
differentiated solutions. Their strength came from their ability to inform, persuade, and guide the
conversation.

These capabilities remain important, but they are no longer sufficient. Buyers today are more
informed than any previous generation. They have access to research, peer feedback, and internal
data long before engaging a vendor. They do not rely on sellers for information. They rely on sellers
for coordination. The value of the seller now lies in their ability to integrate, not just influence.

This shift changes the centre of gravity in the seller’s work. The primary challenge is not
communication. It is alignment. The buying group requires support navigating a fragmented decision
environment. They need help understanding how each function’s priorities intersect. They need
visibility into how decisions affect other areas of the organisation. They need guidance in sequencing
engagement so that risk, cost, and feasibility can be assessed in a coordinated manner. They need
clarity on what must be resolved before the organisation can commit.

The Seller’s Evolution

Orchestration
Partner

Influencer Integrator

Message and
persuasion focused

Connects product, )
value, and stakeholders Aligns the full

decision system

Figure 7: The Seller’s Evolution
Commercial roles are shifting from persuasion to integration, culminating in the
Orchestration Partner model.

Traditional selling positioned the seller as a driver of momentum. Orchestration positions the seller as
a stabilising force. Instead of pushing the deal forward, the seller helps the buying group progress
together. Instead of focusing on persuasion, the seller focuses on alignment. Instead of trying to
influence individual stakeholders, the seller works to integrate the perspectives of the entire group.

This evolution does not diminish the importance of commercial skill. It expands it. Sellers must still
communicate value clearly. They must still earn trust. They must still understand the customer’s
strategic environment. But they must also understand how the organisation makes decisions. They
must recognise patterns of misalignment. They must anticipate friction before it emerges. They must
help stakeholders reconcile differences that they cannot resolve on their own.

The seller becomes an integrator because no one else performs this work. They become a
coordinator because the buying group requires coordination. They become a guide because the
organisation lacks a structure that allows it to move with coherence. The seller’s value shifts from the
quality of their message to the quality of their understanding of the decision system.

This new role marks the beginning of the orchestration partner. A commercial actor who does not
replace internal functions, but connects them. A facilitator of alignment rather than a driver of
urgency. A partner in decision making rather than a presenter of information. The next section
defines the capabilities required to perform this role effectively.
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To perform the role of orchestration partner, the seller requires a set of capabilities that extend
beyond traditional commercial skill. These capabilities are not new competencies in isolation. They are
a new configuration of skills that address the structural conditions of modern buying. Each capability
supports a different aspect of alignment. Together, they enable the seller to guide the organisation
through a decision environment that it cannot navigate alone.

1. Alignment Design

Alignment does not occur naturally in complex buying groups. It must be designed. The seller must
understand how each function defines value, how each interprets risk, and how each evaluates
success. They must identify where incentives align and where they diverge. They must recognise
which objections arise from structural constraints and which arise from incomplete information.
Alignment design is the ability to map these elements, determine where integration is required, and
support the buying group in building a coordinated view of the initiative.

This work is diagnostic rather than persuasive. It requires the seller to observe patterns across
conversations, understand the relationships between functional constraints, and determine the
conditions under which consensus can emerge. Without alignment design, progress relies on chance.
With it, the buying group gains visibility into what must be resolved before action can be taken.

2. Conversation Sequencing

Stakeholders must participate at the appropriate time and in the appropriate order. When
engagement is uncoordinated, friction increases. Concerns surface late. Decisions reopen. Momentum
reverses. The seller must sequence conversations so that each function enters the decision with
context, clarity, and awareness of how their perspective connects to others.

Conversation sequencing does not mean controlling who speaks when. It means recognising which
conversations must occur early, which must occur together, and which require foundational work
before engagement. It also means preparing stakeholders for the perspectives of other functions, so
that their participation supports alignment rather than introduces new contradictions. Sequencing is
the stabilising force that prevents the decision from looping unnecessarily.

3. Value Translation

Value is fragmented across the organisation. A message that resonates with one function may not
resonate with another. The seller must translate the solution into the language of each stakeholder
group. They must explain strategic value to executives, operational impact to delivery teams, financial
clarity to budget owners, risk mitigation to security functions, and commercial defensibility to
procurement.

Value translation is not message tailoring. It is an understanding of how the same initiative creates
different types of value for different roles. It requires clarity, precision, and a deep understanding of
how the organisation interprets benefits and trade-offs. Without value translation, misalignment persists
because stakeholders cannot see how the initiative supports their specific responsibilities.

4. Momentum Management

Modern buying processes are vulnerable to disruption. Priorities shift. Risk concerns emerge.
Timelines change. New stakeholders appear. Momentum cannot be assumed. It must be managed.
The seller must recognise when progress is fragile, when alignment is incomplete, and when
unresolved issues will slow the decision.

Momentum management requires transparency. The seller must help the buying group see the
effects of misalignment. They must surface issues early. They must support the resolution of
concerns in ways that build confidence rather than pressure. Momentum is not created by urgency. It
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is created by clarity. When stakeholders understand the path to decision, and when they see their
concerns integrated into that path, momentum becomes sustainable.

These four capabilities form a connected system:

Capabilities of the Orchestration Partner

3§ b | @ D

Alignment Design Conversation
Sequening

Maps functional priorities Brings the right people in
and constraints at the right time
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Value Momentum
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Figure 8: Core Capabilities of the Orchestration Partner
Effective orchestration requires four integrated capabilities: mapping functional
priorities, sequencing conversations, translating value into each function’s language,
and protecting momentum through complex decision cycles.

When buying groups struggle to progress, the cause is rarely a single objection. It is a combination of
misaligned incentives, incomplete information, unresolved risk concerns, and inconsistent
engagement across functions. These issues compound as the decision moves forward. Each friction
point increases the chance of delay. Each delay increases the chance that momentum will be lost.
Orchestration addresses these conditions directly by reducing uncertainty and supporting coherence
across the group.

The first way orchestration reduces friction is by clarifying the relationships between functional
priorities. Stakeholders often see their own requirements clearly, yet lack visibility into how those
requirements interact with the needs of other functions. The seller, with a panoramic understanding
of the decision, helps connect these perspectives. When stakeholders understand how their concerns
fit into the broader picture, tension decreases. Uncertainty becomes manageable. Questions become
easier to resolve.

The second way orchestration reduces friction is by ensuring that engagement occurs in a sequence
that supports alignment. When stakeholders join too early, they may evaluate the initiative without
the context required to assess it fairly. When they join too late, they may identify issues that send the
decision back to earlier stages. Orchestration reduces these loops by guiding the order and timing of
conversations. It ensures that each function enters the process with the information required to
contribute constructively.

The third way orchestration reduces friction is by providing value translation across functions.
Misalignment often arises not because stakeholders disagree, but because they interpret information
differently. A financial benefit may not appear relevant to operations. A risk reduction may not appear
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significant to finance. A technical improvement may not resonate with procurement. Orchestration
ensures that each group understands the initiative in terms that matter to them, and in relation to the
priorities of others. This translation builds common ground, even when definitions of value differ.

The fourth way orchestration prevents stalls is by identifying fragility early. Momentum weakens
when concerns go unaddressed or when stakeholders sense that alignment is incomplete. The seller,
through repeated exposure to the decision environment, recognises these signals sooner than internal
teams. They surface issues before they become blockers. They guide conversations that clarify roles,
responsibilities, and requirements. They support the group in resolving uncertainty before it expands.

Finally, orchestration prevents stalls by supporting the buying group through the emotional dimension
of decision making. Stakeholders hesitate when they sense risk they cannot mitigate. They hesitate
when they see others hesitate. They hesitate when they feel that important questions remain
unanswered. Orchestration reduces this emotional load by providing a structured path forward. It
helps stakeholders see that the decision is progressing, that disagreements are manageable, and that
clarity is achievable. Confidence grows when complexity is organised.

These effects do not accelerate decisions through pressure or persuasion. They accelerate decisions
by creating the conditions under which alignment becomes possible, particularly on the smaller set of
complex, high value opportunities where orchestration effort has the greatest impact. Orchestration
reduces friction because it addresses the structural causes of delay. It gives the organisation a
mechanism for progressing decisions that would otherwise stall, not by removing complexity, but by
helping stakeholders navigate it with clarity.

Confidence is a critical ingredient in any complex decision. It determines whether stakeholders feel
ready to commit, whether they trust the information they have received, and whether they believe
the organisation has the alignment required to proceed. In environments where risk is distributed and
accountability is shared, confidence cannot be assumed. It must be built. Orchestration supports this
process without applying pressure, because confidence emerges from clarity, not persuasion.

The first way orchestration builds confidence is by organising complexity. When stakeholders see how
their concerns relate to those of other functions, uncertainty decreases. They no longer evaluate the
initiative in isolation. They evaluate it with an understanding of how other groups interpret value, risk,
and feasibility. This broader awareness reduces the sense of exposure that often causes hesitation.
The initiative feels less unpredictable when the structure of the decision is visible.

The second way orchestration builds confidence is by surfacing and addressing issues early.
Stakeholders lose confidence when concerns emerge late or when questions remain unresolved. Early
identification of gaps prevents misalignment from compounding. When stakeholders see that
potential friction is recognised and managed, they gain assurance that the decision environment is
stable. Confidence grows when they know that progress is not fragile.

The third way orchestration supports confidence is by helping stakeholders interpret the initiative
through the lens of their own responsibilities. When value is translated into terms that matter to each
function, ambiguity decreases. Stakeholders see how the initiative contributes to their objectives.
They also see that other functions have valid concerns that must be integrated. This creates a
balanced understanding of the proposal. Decisions made with balanced understanding inspire more
confidence than those made with incomplete information.

The fourth way orchestration builds confidence is through consistency. Fragmented engagement
produces inconsistent internal messages. Different groups understand different parts of the initiative.
These inconsistencies create uncertainty. Orchestration helps maintain a coherent narrative across
stakeholders. It ensures that information is distributed accurately, and that updates reach the
appropriate participants. A consistent narrative strengthens trust in the process.
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Finally, orchestration builds confidence by reducing the emotional burden associated with high
accountability decisions. Stakeholders hesitate when they fear misalignment or unanticipated risk.
They hesitate when they sense that the organisation is not moving cohesively. Orchestration provides
reassurance not through pressure, but through structure. It demonstrates that the initiative is
progressing along a deliberate path, that concerns are being managed, and that clarity is achievable.
This reduces hesitation because uncertainty has been replaced with shared understanding.

Confidence built in this way is durable. It does not depend on urgency or persuasion. It emerges from
the buying group’s belief that the organisation has the clarity required to commit. Orchestration
strengthens this belief by helping stakeholders navigate complexity with confidence and fairness.

The final part of this section explores how orchestration reframes what it means to be a trusted
advisor in the modern decision environment.

The idea of a trusted advisor has been part of commercial language for decades. It traditionally
referred to a seller who possessed deep expertise, strong relationships, and the ability to influence a
customer’s thinking. Expertise created credibility. Credibility created trust. Trust created access. This
model reflected a time when buyers needed insight more than integration, and when decision
authority was concentrated within a small number of roles.

In the modern environment, expertise remains important, but it is no longer the defining feature of a
trusted advisor. Buyers can access information independently. They can validate assumptions quickly.
They can benchmark options without direct vendor involvement. Knowledge still matters, but it is not
scarce. What is scarce is the ability to help a distributed buying group reach internal agreement. This
is the new foundation of trust.

A trusted advisor in a high complexity environment is not measured by how much they know, but by
how effectively they support the organisation’s ability to decide. They earn trust not through
influence, but through orchestration. They become valuable because they help the organisation
coordinate perspectives, interpret risk, translate value, and progress through uncertainty. They
provide clarity where the internal system produces noise. They stabilise the decision environment
without imposing pressure.

This shift changes the nature of the advisor relationship. The seller does not gain trust by
demonstrating authority. They gain trust by demonstrating understanding. They do not guide by
telling the customer what to think. They guide by helping the customer understand how their own
stakeholders think. They do not try to simplify the organisation. They help the organisation navigate
its own complexity. Trust forms when stakeholders see that the seller understands their constraints,
respects their responsibilities, and supports their need for defensible decisions.

In this environment, the trusted advisor becomes the orchestration partner. They bridge gaps that no
internal role can bridge. They provide perspective that no single stakeholder possesses. They see the
decision as a system and help the organisation understand how to move within that system. Their
influence does not come from persuasion. It comes from clarity. It comes from fairness. It comes
from the confidence they help the buying group build in itself.

This redefinition does not diminish the importance of commercial acumen or domain knowledge. It
elevates them by positioning them within a broader capability. The modern trusted advisor succeeds
not because they hold answers, but because they help the organisation reach answers that reflect the
needs of every function involved.

The next section explores how emerging technology, particularly AI, amplifies this role by reducing
execution friction and increasing the need for human orchestration in complex decisions.
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SECTION 7: THE AI-ENABLED HUMAN ADVANTAGE, HOW TECHNOLOGY
AMPLIFIES ORCHESTRATION

Artificial intelligence has become one of the most disruptive forces in the technology sector, yet its
impact on commercial performance is often misunderstood. Al did not create the conditions that
make modern buying complex. It did not introduce distributed decision systems. It did not expand
governance requirements. It did not increase scrutiny or reshape functional incentives. These forces
were already present. What Al has done is expose the limitations of existing commercial models and
accelerate the divergence between organisations that can navigate complexity and those that cannot.

Al reduces the time required to complete many tasks. It accelerates research, improves analysis,
generates content, and supports operational efficiency. These benefits are real. However, the
presence of Al does not reduce the time required for functions to align. Faster access to information
does not remove the need for cross-functional agreement. Automated insight does not eliminate the
requirement for shared understanding. The bottleneck in modern buying is not information. It is
coherence.

As organisations integrate Al into their processes, the volume of available data increases. Risk
assessments become more detailed. Financial modelling becomes more precise. Technical validation
becomes more thorough. Procurement frameworks become more structured. This increase in
analytical capability raises expectations. Stakeholders feel obligated to examine decisions with greater
care. They request deeper validation. They ask more questions. They look for stronger alignment. Al
increases the quality of scrutiny, but it does not unify perspectives among those who must scrutinise.

Al-Enabled Orchestration

Al as Accelerator Seller as Integrator Decision Clarity
Analysis, insight, and Judgement, alignment, Confidence to commit
preparation and orchestration

Figure 9: AI Strengthens, Rather than Replaces the Seller
Al accelerates analysis and preparation, but the seller integrates judgement and
alignment—together creating the clarity required for confident decisions.

Al also magnifies differences in interpretation. Two functions may review the same AI-generated
analysis yet reach different conclusions based on their incentives. A financial model that highlights
long term savings may raise operational concerns. A security assessment that identifies exposure may
conflict with commercial priorities. Al does not remove the variation in how functions evaluate risk,
cost, or feasibility. It often brings these differences into sharper focus.

This dynamic reveals an important truth. Al accelerates execution where processes are linear and
ownership is clear. It does not accelerate progress where decisions require integration across multiple
stakeholders with divergent incentives. In many cases, Al increases the burden on internal teams
because it surfaces more information than the organisation is prepared to integrate. Sellers see this
when buyers request additional assessments, deeper analysis, or more comprehensive modelling.
These requests reflect uncertainty, not lack of interest.

TEAMSolutions Group Pty Ltd | www.TEAMSolutionsgroup.com.au | Melbourne VIC
ABN 79 691 657 155 | © TEAMSolutions Group | Confidential & Proprietary



3L
W TEAMSolutions The 3" Crisis of IT by Rick van Driel Page 29 of 43

In this environment, the need for orchestration grows. AI makes individual tasks easier, yet makes
the collective task of decision making more complex. It highlights gaps in alignment and exposes
inconsistencies in how stakeholders interpret information. The seller becomes more important, not
less, because orchestration becomes the capability that allows the organisation to absorb the benefits
of Al without being overwhelmed by the complexity it reveals.

The next part of this section explores why Al increases cognitive load and why the human role in
guiding decisions becomes more valuable as analytical capability expands.

Al is often described as a force multiplier because it reduces the effort required to complete tasks
that once demanded significant time or specialised skill. Research becomes faster. Analysis becomes
more precise. Content becomes easier to generate. Data becomes easier to interpret. These
efficiencies matter, but they do not reduce the complexity of decision making in the environments
described earlier. In many cases, they increase it.

When Al accelerates task execution, it expands the amount of information available to stakeholders.
A risk team can examine more scenarios. A finance team can run more models. A technical team can
simulate more architectural impacts. Procurement can compare more commercial structures. Legal
can assess more contractual variables. This increase in capability does not simplify decisions. It
expands the range of considerations that must be evaluated.

Stakeholders now receive more detailed inputs than ever before. They must interpret these inputs,
understand their implications, and consider how they overlap with the priorities of other functions.
The information is richer, but the burden of integrating it becomes heavier. The seller sees this when
buyers request additional detail, deeper comparisons, or broader validation. These requests reflect an
environment where stakeholders know that more information is available and feel responsible for
considering it.

This dynamic increases cognitive load. Each stakeholder must weigh a broader set of factors. They
must reconcile more inputs. They must make sense of more complexity. When multiple functions
interpret Al-generated information differently, the challenge grows. The organisation gains analytical
capability, yet loses coherence in how that capability is applied. Al reduces task load, but increases
the effort required to form a shared understanding.

The increase in cognitive load also affects confidence. Stakeholders may feel uncertain not because
the initiative is unclear, but because the volume of analysis creates ambiguity about what is essential.
When detailed insights raise new questions, stakeholders hesitate. They want to be thorough. They
want to avoid error. They want to honour their responsibilities. Their caution is rational. It reflects the
demands placed on them by an environment where analytical depth is expected.

These conditions highlight a critical distinction. Al improves the efficiency of individual work, but it
does not reduce the complexity of collective decision making. It accelerates the production of insight,
but it does not unify the interpretation of that insight. In doing so, it strengthens the need for
orchestration. Buyers require support not because they lack information, but because they have more
information than they can easily integrate.

The seller becomes essential in this environment because orchestration provides the interpretive
structure that AI does not. The next section examines how Al enhances the seller’s ability to perform
this role by elevating the precision, depth, and timeliness of their work.
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How AI Amplifies the Orchestration Partner’s Capability

When combined, Al and human orchestration form the following operating model:

Combined Operating Model

Modern
Commercial Human
Advantage Orchestration
Clarity in complex, + Context, trust,
multi-stakeholder alignment
decisions

Al Capability

Figure 10: Combined Operating Model
The intersection of AI capability and human orchestration creates the modern
commercial advantage.

Al strengthens the orchestration partner not by replacing their judgement, but by improving the
precision and timing of the work that surrounds it. Orchestration requires an understanding of how
stakeholders think, how priorities relate, and where alignment must be built. These tasks demand
context, pattern recognition, and the ability to connect inputs that do not naturally align. AI enhances
these capabilities by accelerating insight and improving the seller’s visibility into the decision
environment.

AI amplifies alignment design by helping the seller recognise patterns across stakeholder
conversations. Notes, documents, and discussions can be analysed to identify emerging themes,
recurring concerns, and misalignments that may not be visible through isolated interactions. Al does
not interpret intent. It highlights trends. It helps the seller understand which issues hold the greatest
weight, which functions are most aligned, and where the decision may encounter friction. This clarity
allows the seller to guide the buying group more effectively.

Al strengthens conversation sequencing by helping the seller anticipate which stakeholders must be
engaged and when. It can identify where gaps in understanding may create future obstacles, or
where a function has not yet participated in a decision that will affect them. AI can evaluate the
structure of the buying group and highlight missing perspectives. It can support the planning of
conversations that reduce rework and prevent stakeholders from entering the process at a point
where their late engagement would create friction.

AI enhances value translation by helping the seller convert complex information into language that
resonates with each function. It can reframe strategic outcomes into financial impacts, operational
efficiencies, technical benefits, or risk mitigation. It can summarise long form content into concise
messages tailored to the needs of different stakeholders. This translation does not remove the seller’s
responsibility for judgement. It provides a foundation that allows the seller to communicate with
clarity across diverse audiences.

AI improves momentum management by providing early indicators of weakening alignment. It can
identify when concerns repeat across functions, when sentiment changes, or when delays suggest
deeper uncertainty. These signals allow the seller to intervene at the right time. They help ensure
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that issues are addressed before they become blockers. They provide visibility into the stability of
progress in a system where linear forecasting no longer applies.

Al also supports the seller by reducing the workload associated with preparation. Tasks that once
required hours of analysis, summarisation, or document review can be completed more quickly. This
frees the seller to focus on the elements of orchestration that cannot be automated. The seller
spends less time gathering information and more time interpreting it. Less time producing content
and more time guiding decision clarity. Less time managing tasks and more time supporting
alignment.

AI amplifies the orchestration partner by increasing their capacity to understand, anticipate, and
coordinate. It does not replace the human elements of judgement, trust building, or negotiation. It
strengthens them. It provides structure to complexity and pace to execution. It enables the seller to
see the decision environment with more clarity and act with greater precision.

The next section examines how Al and human orchestration combine to create a competitive
advantage that neither can achieve independently.

As Al capability expands, a natural question emerges. If Al accelerates analysis, simplifies research,
and improves access to information, will it eventually replace the seller in complex technology
decisions. The answer lies in the nature of the decision environment described throughout this paper.
The barriers to progress are not informational. They are organisational. They arise from
misalignment, conflicting incentives, distributed authority, and divergent interpretations of risk. These
conditions do not diminish the need for human judgement. They increase it.

Al can process content, but it cannot interpret the political, emotional, and structural forces that
shape complex decisions. It cannot recognise the implications of hesitation in a meeting. It cannot
sense when a stakeholder’s verbal agreement masks deeper uncertainty. It cannot understand the
informal dynamics between teams. It cannot navigate the interpersonal nuances that influence how
decisions are made. These elements sit at the heart of enterprise buying. They are human,
contextual, and situational.

AI can summarise information, but it cannot build trust. It cannot establish credibility in an
environment where stakeholders carry high accountability. It cannot create the psychological safety
required for cross-functional teams to share concerns openly. It cannot help a champion advocate
internally when influence is limited by organisational design. Trust is not created through automation.
It is created through understanding, fairness, and the ability to support clarity without pressure.

Al can highlight patterns, but it cannot orchestrate alignment. It cannot judge when two concerns
originate from different incentives yet point to the same underlying issue. It cannot determine the
right moment to introduce a new stakeholder. It cannot translate value across functions in a way that
reflects the organisation’s culture, priorities, and internal politics. Alignment requires empathy,
interpretation, and a sense of timing. These skills are human.

AI-only systems struggle because they assume a linearity and coherence that no longer exist. They
can optimise a process, but they cannot reconcile competing definitions of success. They can
automate a task, but they cannot integrate the perspectives of multiple functions. They can produce
recommendation pathways, but they cannot ensure that stakeholders accept them. Al is powerful,
but it does not resolve the structural conditions that create decision friction.

The future belongs to Al-enabled human sellers because orchestration requires the combination of
analytical acceleration and human interpretation. AI expands capacity. It increases visibility. It
improves preparation. It strengthens planning. It enhances communication. But the seller provides
the judgement, presence, and relational skill required to help the organisation move. The two
together form a capability that neither can deliver alone.
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In high complexity environments, advantage emerges not from automation, but from clarity. Not from
speed, but from alignment. Not from volume, but from coherence. Al supports these outcomes by
freeing the seller to focus on decisions rather than tasks. The seller supports these outcomes by
guiding alignment in ways that reflect human dynamics. This partnership defines the next era of
commercial capability.

The final part of this section examines how Al and orchestration combine to create a commercial
operating model that reflects the realities of modern buying.

The full impact of AI emerges when its analytical strengths are combined with the seller’s ability to
interpret, integrate, and guide. Al accelerates the work that precedes alignment. The seller
accelerates the work that creates alignment. Together, they form a commercial operating model that
reflects the realities of modern buying, where information is abundant but coherence is scarce.

Al acts as the accelerator. It reduces the time required to discover insight, analyse detail, and
prepare communication. It highlights patterns across stakeholder input. It identifies themes that may
not be visible in isolation. It expands the seller’s capacity to understand the decision system. Al
provides precision, speed, and breadth. It strengthens preparation and improves execution across
tasks that once limited the seller’s bandwidth.

The seller acts as the integrator. They bring judgement to the insights Al produces. They determine
what matters and what does not. They recognise which issues require alignment and which require
reassurance. They understand the human dynamics that shape how decisions unfold. They interpret
the political and emotional dimensions of the buying group. They guide stakeholders through
conversations that build clarity. They translate value into narratives that connect across functions.
The seller provides coherence, timing, and trust.

When these elements combine, the result is a decision environment that can move despite its internal
complexity. AI provides the analytical foundation required to understand the landscape. The seller
provides the interpretive structure required to navigate it. Al enables deeper insight. The seller
enables shared meaning. Al enhances planning. The seller enhances alignment. Al strengthens
forecasting. The seller strengthens confidence.

This combined model does not simplify the buying process. It clarifies it. It does not reduce the
organisation’s complexity. It helps stakeholders move within that complexity with a sense of direction.
It does not remove risk. It helps stakeholders see the relationships between risks and understand
how they can be managed. It does not accelerate decisions through pressure. It accelerates decisions
by enabling coherence.

The future of commercial performance will be shaped by organisations that adopt this combined
model. They will recognise that the challenge is not lack of information, but lack of alignment. They
will use Al to expand the seller’s capacity, not replace the seller's judgement. They will invest in
orchestration capability because it reflects the structure of modern decision systems. They will
outperform because they understand that clarity, not persuasion, is the defining advantage in high
complexity environments.

With AI now positioned as the amplifier of orchestration, the next section explores the concept of
value in this new environment. It examines why value alone is no longer enough, why alignment
determines whether value translates into action, and how organisations can progress decisions when
every function interprets value through a different lens.
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SECTION 8: THE VALUE ERA, HOW ORGANISATIONS NOW EVALUATE AND
DECIDE

Value has always been central to technology decisions. Organisations allocate resources to initiatives
that strengthen capability, reduce risk, improve efficiency, or create strategic advantage. Sellers build
business cases that quantify benefits. Buyers assess whether those benefits justify investment. This
logic has shaped the commercial landscape for decades. Yet in modern buying environments, value
alone no longer determines whether an initiative proceeds. Alignment has become the critical factor.

When value is presented to a distributed buying group, each function interprets it through its own
responsibilities. A financial return may be compelling for a budget owner, but irrelevant to a security
leader focused on exposure. A user benefit may excite operations, yet increase concern for
architecture. A strategic advantage may resonate with executives, yet raise questions for
procurement about defensibility. These interpretations coexist, and each is valid. The challenge is that
value does not unify the decision unless it is understood in a way that supports each function’s
priorities.

The fragmentation of value is not a problem in itself. It becomes a problem when the organisation
cannot integrate these perspectives into a shared understanding. When each function evaluates value
independently, the business case appears incomplete. Not because it lacks merit, but because it lacks
coherence. Stakeholders hesitate not because they disagree with the benefits. They hesitate because
they cannot see how those benefits resolve the concerns of other groups.

This is why initiatives with strong business cases still stall. The presence of value does not eliminate
risk. It does not align incentives. It does not reconcile divergent timelines or operational constraints.
Value creates intent. Alignment converts intent into action. Without alignment, value remains
distributed and cannot influence the decision as a whole.

This shift marks the beginning of the value era. Organisations no TieMelhe Ens

longer evaluate value as a single construct. They evaluate it through
a series of interpretations that must be connected. The seller becomes
critical in this environment because they help the organisation

.
understand how value relates to risk, cost, feasibility, and governance 2 ?9/)
across all functions. They help stakeholders see that the benefits are g - /’>®
shared, even when each group interprets those benefits differently. Dec_lswn >
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Value remains essential, but it is not decisive. It is one component in 4
a broader system that determines whether the organisation feels
ready to commit. The next part of this section explores how

decisions move forward even when functional definitions of value Figure 11: The Core Value Era
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coherent narrative.

Risk Management

In complex buying environments, it is unrealistic to expect every stakeholder to share the same
definition of value. Each function views the initiative through a different lens. These perspectives
reflect legitimate responsibilities, not competing agendas. A technology decision often requires the
organisation to accept that value will mean different things to different groups. Progress depends not
on uniformity, but on agreement.

Agreement without uniformity occurs when stakeholders see that their individual priorities can coexist
with the priorities of other functions. They do not need to share the same reasons for supporting the
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initiative. They need to feel confident that their concerns have been acknowledged and integrated,
and that the decision will not create unintended consequences for their area of responsibility. This
distinction is significant. It reframes alignment from unanimity to compatibility.

Compatibility means that each function sees a path forward that respects its objectives. Security may
support the initiative because risk is managed sufficiently. Finance may support it because the costs
are predictable. Operations may support it because disruption is controlled. Procurement may support
it because the commercial structure is defensible. Architecture may support it because integration
requirements are addressed. Executives may support it because the initiative aligns with strategic
goals. These interpretations differ, yet they reinforce rather than contradict each other.

The seller plays a central role in helping the buying group reach this level of compatibility. They
clarify how each benefit relates to different functions. They ensure that each group understands the
trade-offs involved. They highlight the dependencies between requirements. They support discussions
that reveal whether concerns are structural or resolvable. They help stakeholders see that the
initiative does not need to satisfy every priority equally. It needs to satisfy them collectively.

This approach reduces conflict. Stakeholders do not need to debate which definition of value is
correct. They need to understand how their priorities fit within the broader decision. When
stakeholders see that their perspective is integrated into the process, they become more comfortable
supporting the initiative even if other functions prioritise different outcomes. The decision gains
stability because it reflects the reality of the organisation rather than an idealised version of
consensus.

Agreement without uniformity is one of the defining conditions of the value era. It enables decisions
in environments where full alignment is unlikely. It allows organisations to progress without forcing
stakeholders to compromise their responsibilities. It shifts the focus from persuading individuals to
supporting the group in finding a level of compatibility that justifies commitment.

The next part of this section examines how the seller creates a unified narrative for the organisation
without oversimplifying the complexity that surrounds the decision.

As buying groups grow and functional responsibilities diversify, the amount of information
surrounding a decision increases. Stakeholders evaluate risk, cost, integration, compliance, usability,
and long-term value through their own frameworks. Each framework is valid, but together they can
create a level of complexity that becomes difficult to interpret. Progress slows not because the details
are incorrect, but because the organisation cannot see how the details relate to one another.

In these environments, the seller’s role is not to simplify the decision. Simplification often removes
the nuance that stakeholders need in order to feel confident. Instead, the seller provides a unified
narrative that helps the organisation understand how the pieces fit together. This narrative does not
reduce complexity. It makes complexity understandable.

A unified narrative explains how objectives, risks, and constraints intersect across functions. It shows
how technical requirements influence operational considerations. It connects financial outcomes to
strategic goals. It clarifies why certain trade-offs exist and how they can be managed. It highlights
the dependencies that underpin feasibility. It ensures that each function sees its priorities reflected
within the broader decision, without assuming that all priorities must be equal.

The seller creates this narrative by observing patterns across stakeholder discussions, identifying the
themes that matter most, and interpreting how they relate. They help the buying group understand
where alignment is already strong and where more clarity is required. They articulate the initiative in
a way that respects functional differences while providing a shared frame of reference. This allows
stakeholders to make sense of the decision even when their internal processes are fragmented.
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A unified narrative also supports confidence. When stakeholders understand how their concerns fit
within the broader context, uncertainty decreases. They see that the decision is progressing
according to a structure rather than drifting through isolated conversations. They recognise that their
perspective has been considered and integrated. They feel less exposed, because the narrative
provides visibility into the relationships that shape the decision.

This does not eliminate disagreement. It does not guarantee rapid progress. It does not remove risk.
But it transforms complexity from something that overwhelms into something that can be navigated.
The seller becomes a stabilising force not because they claim certainty, but because they provide
clarity. They help stakeholders move from confusion to comprehension, which is the foundation of
alignment.

The final part of this section explores how decisions gain momentum when stakeholders see both the
shared path forward and the protective mechanisms that ensure the organisation can commit without
compromising its responsibilities.

Decision confidence emerges when value, alignment, and risk intersect:

Decision Confidence Framework

/_(Confidence to CommiD_\

Risk - Managed, visible, and owned

Alignment - Functions moving together

[ Value - Clear and shared benefits ]

Figure 12: Decision Confidence Framework
Confidence to commit is built on a foundation of value clarity, functional
alignment, and visible risk ownership.

In modern buying environments, decisions move forward when stakeholders reach a point of
confidence. Confidence is not the absence of risk. It is the belief that the organisation understands
the implications of the decision, has addressed the concerns that matter most, and can commit with
clarity. Confidence emerges when value, alignment, and risk coexist in a way that satisfies the
responsibilities of each function. It reflects readiness, not certainty.

Value provides motivation. It defines the reason the organisation is considering the initiative. It
clarifies the benefits, the expected outcomes, and the strategic relevance. Without value, there is no
intent to act. But value alone cannot move the decision because it is interpreted differently across the
buying group.

Alignment provides stability. It ensures that stakeholders can support the initiative even when their
priorities differ. It resolves contradictions. It brings coherence to discussions that would otherwise
remain fragmented. It shows the organisation that the decision is not being made in isolation by one
function but reflects the collective interests of the group. Alignment transforms value from something
individual to something shared.
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Risk provides accountability. It ensures that the organisation understands the exposure associated
with the decision. It clarifies what must be protected, monitored, or mitigated. Stakeholders gain
confidence not when risk disappears, but when risk is acknowledged and managed transparently. Risk
frameworks become sources of clarity when used as tools for structured progress rather than barriers
to approval.

Decision confidence arises when these three elements intersect. Stakeholders see compelling value.
They understand how the initiative supports their responsibilities. They recognise that the concerns of
other functions have been integrated. They see that risks are understood and that mitigation paths
exist. They feel that the organisation is moving together rather than in fragments. In this
environment, commitment becomes possible.

The seller influences decision confidence by supporting the buying group through each dimension.
They translate value into multiple functional languages. They guide alignment across stakeholders
with different incentives. They help the organisation understand how risk can be managed in a way
that supports rather than inhibits progress. They connect these elements into a coherent narrative
that reflects the organisation’s structure, culture, and priorities.

This is why decisions that once required persuasion now require orchestration. Confidence does not
emerge from being convinced. It emerges from being understood. It emerges from seeing the
decision clearly. It emerges from knowing that the organisation has accounted for what matters most.

With the value era defined, the paper is ready to move to its final stage: the conclusion. This final
section summarises the argument, reinforces the central question, and positions orchestration as a
capability that reflects the realities of modern enterprise decision making.
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CONCLUSION

This paper began with a question rather than a claim. The intent was not to declare a new crisis in
the IT sector, but to examine whether the patterns emerging across the industry reflect a structural
shift significant enough to warrant the comparison. A crisis in this context is not defined by declining
demand or shrinking markets. It is defined by a breakdown in the mechanisms that once allowed
organisations to evaluate, adopt, and implement technology with confidence.

The evidence suggests that something fundamental has changed. Buying groups have expanded.
Functional incentives have diverged. Governance has strengthened. Risk has multiplied. Internal
alignment has become difficult to achieve. Decisions that once progressed predictably now stall
without clear opposition. Organisations struggle not because they lack interest, but because they lack
coherence. The internal design of the modern enterprise has outpaced the commercial models
designed to support it.

AI has amplified this shift. It has increased the volume and speed of analysis while highlighting
deeper misalignment between functions. It has accelerated task execution but widened the gap
between individual capability and collective decision making. The result is an environment where it is
easier to gather information yet harder to agree on what that information means. Complexity has
grown faster than the structures required to navigate it.

These patterns resemble the early stages of previous industry crises, where foundational assumptions
no longer aligned with the realities of the market. The Y2K era revealed the fragility of ageing
systems. The global financial crisis revealed the fragility of financial mechanisms that underpinned
large scale investment. Today, the emerging challenge appears to centre on the fragility of
organisational decision making. The question is whether this represents a temporary disruption or the
beginning of a sustained structural shift.

This paper does not answer that question definitively. It does not need to. Its purpose is to provide
the language, structure, and evidence required for leaders to recognise the pattern, assess their
environment, and determine whether their commercial systems reflect the complexity of the decisions
they ask customers to make. The possibility of a third crisis is not a prediction. It is a perspective that
encourages organisations to examine the conditions shaping their performance.

The next part of the conclusion connects this perspective to the role of the seller and the opportunity
available to those who evolve faster than the systems around them.

If the conditions described in this paper continue to strengthen, the commercial environment will
reward sellers who can operate as orchestration partners. This capability does not depend on title,
seniority, or industry. It depends on the ability to help organisations navigate decisions they cannot
navigate alone. As complexity increases, this becomes a defining advantage.

Sellers who adopt orchestration early will experience a shift in how customers perceive them. They
will be seen not as providers of information, but as partners in decision making. They will become
essential because they bring coherence to environments that struggle to create it. They will progress
initiatives that others cannot, not through pressure, but through clarity. They will build trust by
helping stakeholders understand each other’s priorities, constraints, and responsibilities.

Orchestration elevates the seller’s role. It positions the seller at the centre of the decision system, not
because they control it, but because they understand it. It allows the seller to influence momentum
ethically by helping the buying group gain confidence. It allows them to identify misalignment before
it becomes friction. It allows them to sequence engagement in ways that reduce unnecessary delay.
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Al strengthens this opportunity. It amplifies the seller’s ability to prepare, analyse, and communicate.
It expands their capacity without replacing their judgement. It creates space for the seller to focus on
alignment rather than task execution. Sellers who combine orchestration with Al-enabled capability
will outperform competitors who rely on traditional models built for a more linear era.

The opportunity is significant because the orchestration gap is structural. It exists in every complex
organisation. It affects every commercially meaningful decision. Most sellers will not adapt quickly
because the shift requires a different mindset. It requires the belief that progress is achieved not
through persuasion, but through integration. It requires the understanding that the seller’s value lies
in helping the organisation understand itself.

Those who embrace this shift will not only navigate the current environment more effectively. They
will define the future of commercial practice. The final part of the conclusion explores what this
means for organisations that depend on complex technology sales and for an industry that is still
interpreting the changes unfolding around it.

If the patterns outlined in this paper continue, the commercial models used across the IT sector will
need to evolve. The traditional operating rhythm, built on linear qualification, stage progression, and
message-driven persuasion, no longer reflects how complex organisations make decisions. Sellers are
being asked to progress deals through systems that are no longer designed for coherence. Leaders
are measuring performance against assumptions that no longer hold. Forecasting methods remain
anchored to linearity in environments that behave non-linearly. The result is persistent friction.

The imperative is not to discard what has worked. Qualification, discovery, insight, and value
articulation remain essential. The imperative is to recognise what has changed. Buying groups cannot
self-align. Risk has become distributed. Governance has strengthened. No internal role integrates the
decision system. Al has accelerated analysis while exposing deeper fragmentation. Organisations are
not struggling because interest is low. They are struggling because alignment is difficult.

The commercial operating model must reflect these realities. It must recognise that the role of the
seller has shifted from influencer to integrator, from presenter to coordinator, from value messenger
to alignment partner. It must equip sellers with the skills, tools, and frameworks required to design
alignment, sequence conversations, translate value across functions, and support decision confidence.

This shift also changes how organisations think about coverage and growth. In an environment where
orchestration is scarce and buyer complexity is high, chasing volume for its own sake becomes
counter productive. The operating model must support focus. That means concentrating orchestration
on fewer, better aligned opportunities, accepting that not every deal warrants the same level of cross
functional effort, and measuring success by improvements in win rates, deal quality and revenue mix
rather than by raw opportunity count alone.

It must embrace AI not as a replacement for human capability, but as an amplifier that strengthens
preparation, insight, and clarity.

Organisations that make this shift will navigate complexity more effectively than competitors who
continue to rely on approaches built for a different era. They will progress decisions that others
cannot. They will create customer experiences defined by clarity rather than pressure. They will build
trust by helping stakeholders understand their own environment. They will reduce forecast volatility
by aligning around the true drivers of commitment. They will outperform not because they sell
harder, but because they orchestrate better.

This brings the paper back to its central question. Are we entering the third crisis of IT. The answer
depends on how the industry responds. If commercial organisations continue to operate with models
that no longer match the decision systems they depend on, the friction we see today may be an early
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indicator of a broader structural disruption. If they adapt, the current environment may represent a
transition rather than a crisis.

Either way, the path forward is clear. The teams that will thrive in the next era of enterprise
technology are those who understand that in complex environments, progress is not achieved
through pressure or persuasion. It is achieved through orchestration. It is achieved by helping
organisations navigate decisions as systems, not as isolated conversations. It is achieved by creating
the clarity required for confident commitment.

The question remains open by design. Its purpose is not prediction. Its purpose is to give leaders a
framework for recognising the conditions shaping performance and a direction for rebuilding
capability around the reality of modern buying. Whether this moment becomes a crisis or an inflection
point will depend on the decisions made from here.
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APPENDIX: Research Anchors and Supporting Insights

The insights in this paper reflect structural patterns observed across the enterprise technology sector.
They are supported by broad industry research, market signals, and behavioural studies. These
references are directional rather than citation-based, consistent with the nature of a strategic
perspective paper.

1.
Supported by:

e Gartner reports on expanding buying committees and distributed decision authority
e Forrester analyses of multi-role buying groups and decision friction

e Challenger research into no-decision outcomes and internal misalignment

e IDC studies on digital transformation governance and enterprise complexity

Signals include:

e growth in stakeholder participation

e increased conflict between functional priorities

e non-linear decision progression

e more initiatives stalling due to internal, not external, factors

2.
Supported by:

e McKinsey research on enterprise risk governance and incentive divergence
e Deloitte studies on strengthened controls and compliance expansion

e Accenture analyses on multi-stakeholder investment models

¢ Risk and audit frameworks influencing technology decisions

Signals include:

e rising influence of risk, security, and compliance roles

e stricter governance cycles and defensibility requirements

e increased scrutiny of operational impact and regulatory alignment
¢ higher accountability distributed across functions

3.
Supported by:

e Gong trend data on cycle length, stalled deals, and internal friction

e Salesforce State of Sales analyses across B2B markets

e  Public benchmarks across the SaaS and enterprise IT sectors

e McKinsey analysis on large deal concentration and the impact of modest win rate
improvements on topline growth

Signals include:

e extended sales cycles

e reduced forecast reliability

e increasing variance between stage progression and actual deal momentum
e growth in no-decision outcomes despite strong business cases
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Supported by:

e MIT research into augmented decision making and cognitive impact
e Stanford Digital Economy Lab studies on human-AI work patterns

e McKinsey analyses of Al adoption in enterprise environments

e Industry research on automation of tasks vs alignment of decisions

Signals include:

e growth in analysis depth across functions

e increased expectation for validation and scenario modelling

e more data to interpret, not less

e Al accelerating insight generation while amplifying alignment challenges

5.
Supported by:

e Analyst observations across CIO, CFO, CRO networks
e Consulting publications on digital investment trends
e Broad industry sentiment research

Signals include:

e fragmentation in decision ownership

e increased operational caution

e tightening of technology spend approval

e misalignment between strategic intent and execution capability

6.
Supported by:

e McKinsey work on big deal support and concentration of new business value

e Bain research on commercial excellence and targeted account and opportunity
prioritisation

e Modern sales operations references on pipeline velocity and the relative impact of deal
quality, win rate and deal size compared to raw volume

e Benchmark data from commercial performance studies that link disciplined pipeline
management and tighter qualification to higher year on year revenue growth

Signals include:

o fewer, higher value opportunities contributing a disproportionate share of new business

e increased revenue impact from small win rate improvements on large, complex deals

e better forecast reliability in teams that actively remove low probability deals

e higher growth rates in organisations that prioritise opportunity quality over pipeline
volume

Figure 1: From Breakdown to Decision Confidence
Fragmented decision systems create friction that stalls momentum, while orchestration restores clarity
and confidence.
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Figure 2: Patterns of the Emerging Crisis
Structural forces — expanding buying groups, diverging incentives, rising scrutiny, and cognitive load
— contribute to decision instability.

Figure 3: Distributed Decision System
Enterprise decisions are shaped by multiple functions with overlapping mandates, creating complexity
and misalignment.

Figure 4: Modern Buying Friction Loop
Misalignment triggers rework, delays, and increased scrutiny, forming a self-reinforcing cycle of
stalled decisions.

Figure 5: 7he Orchestration Gap
Buying functions operate as a distributed system, while sellers are structured for linear engagement
— creating the primary friction point.

Figure 6: 7raditional GTM vs Orchestration
Traditional GTM relies on persuasion and seller-driven momentum, while orchestration integrates
clarity across functions.

Figure 7: The Seller’s Evolution
Commercial roles shift from persuasion to integration, culminating in the Orchestration Partner
capability.

Figure 8: Core Capabilities of the Orchestration Partner
Orchestration requires four integrated capabilities: alignment design, conversation sequencing, value
translation, and momentum management.

Figure 9: AJ Strengthens, Rather Than Replaces the Seller
Al accelerates analysis and preparation while the human seller integrates judgement and alignment
— together enabling decision clarity.

Figure 10: Combined Operating Model
The intersection of Al's analytical capability and human orchestration creates the modern commercial
advantage.

Figure 11: Decision System Breakdown — Restored Decision Flow
A vertical sequence showing the fragmented system, the friction cycle, and the orchestrated pathway
that restores confidence.

Figure 12: Decision Confidence Framework
Confidence emerges when value, alignment, and risk ownership intersect in a way that satisfies all
functions.

This section provides contextual support for the patterns described in the paper.

The research anchors do not define the argument.

They demonstrate that the themes explored — complexity, friction, misalignment, Al amplification,
and the rise of orchestration — are consistent with the broader direction of the industry.
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This paper was written to explore a pattern emerging across the enterprise technology sector. It
reflects more than individual experiences or isolated observations. It brings together structural signals
that have become increasingly consistent across industries, markets, and buying environments.

The intention is not to declare a definitive answer to the question it raises. Instead, the goal is to
provide a framework that helps leaders recognise the forces shaping modern decision making and
understand why traditional commercial models no longer align with the complexity of today’s
organisations. The ideas in this paper are grounded in practical engagement with buyers, sellers, and
executives who operate in environments defined by distributed authority, heightened risk, and
increasing internal friction.

This perspective will continue to evolve. Technology is changing the way organisations work, and Al
is reshaping both the speed and volume of information available. As these shifts accelerate, the need
for clarity, alignment, and orchestration will grow. The hope is that this paper supports that evolution
by offering language, structure, and insight that help teams navigate the next era of enterprise
decision making.

If the ideas here prompt new discussion, challenge assumptions, or help leaders re-examine long
standing approaches, then this work has served its purpose.
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