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Phone Outbound - Technology Leader

Typical Technology Leader Scenario (Context)

You are usually calling a Technology Leader when:

e integration risk exists

e priorvendor projects have failed or dragged

e security, compliance, or uptime matters

e operational teams want change faster than IT can safely deliver

Technology Leaders are not blockers by default. They are protecting system stability and
reputation.

Their core question is:

“What could go wrong if we touch this?”

2. Primary Scenarios for Technology Leader Calls
Most technology-focused phone calls fall into one of these:

Scenario A - Cold but Technically Relevant
No relationship yet, but the proposed change touches core systems.

Goal:
Determine whether the idea is even technically admissible.

Scenario B - Supporting an Existing Business Initiative
CEO, COO, or CFO interest already exists.

Goal:
Frame technical options and reduce implementation anxiety.

Scenario C - Re-Engaging After a Failed or Stalled Integration
Previous vendor attempts caused disruption, delay, or mistrust.

Goal:
Acknowledge risk and re-establish technical control.
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Technology Leader Lens — What They Optimise For

Technology Leaders typically optimise for:

e system stability and uptime
e security and compliance

e integration effort vs benefit
e clarity of ownership

e predictability of delivery

They are sceptical of:

“simple integration” claims

vague timelines
vendor-led architecture decisions

solutions that create hidden dependencies

Trust comes from transparency, not confidence.

Conversation Spine (Not a Script)

Same four movements, different emphasis again.

Movement 1 — Technical Relevance Check (Opening)
Purpose:

e acknowledge risk upfront
e avoid feature dumping
e earn permission to continue

Effective openings:

e reference integration or risk reality
e position the call as a sanity check
e invite disqualification early
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Example patterns:

o “We work with teams where operational improvements touch core systems, and
integration risk is the main concern. Worth a quick check if this even fits your
environment?”

e  “Quick call to sanity-check whether a standalone-first approach we see elsewhere
would make sense for you, or whether integration is unavoidable.”

If the environment is incompatible:

e acknowledge it
e exitcleanly

That builds credibility.

Movement 2 — Risk Framing (Middle)
Purpose:

o simplify technical decision-making
e reduce fear of failure
e avoid architectural detail

Effective framing with Tech Leaders:

e separate value validation from system dependency
e contrast low-risk vs high-dependency paths
e give controlbackto IT

Pattern:

“What we typically see is two technical approaches.
One validates value without touching core systems.
The other integrates more deeply when there’s confidence and bandwidth.”

This shifts the conversation from “will this break things?” to “when does this deserve
integration?”.
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Movement 3 — Proof as Technical De-Risking

Purpose:

e show real-world feasibility
e demonstrate optionality
e avoid over-promising

Good proof for Tech Leaders: Avoid:
e shows phased deployment e “plug-and-play” language
e references minimalIT involvement e best-case integration stories
early e deep protocol talk unless asked

e highlights rollback or containment

One grounded example is enough.

Movement 4 — Decision or Exit (Close)
Purpose:

e preserve technical authority
e avoid forced commitment

Good closes:

e propose atechnical working session
o specify what will be reviewed (architecture, security, integration effort)
e make participation optional

Pattern:

“If this is worth exploring further, the next step is a short technical working session
to walk through architecture, security, and integration effort.
If not, happy to leave it there.”

Control stays with them.
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Common Technology Objections — How to Interpret Them

Objection Usually Signals

“We need full integration” Desire for control or prior vendor failure
“Our roadmap is full” Bandwidth constraint, not rejection
“Security won’t allow this” Risk not yet bounded

“We’ve tried kiosks before” Historical scar tissue

“This will create support overhead”  Ownership unclear

These are risk statements, not resistance.

Quality Check (After the Call)

After a Technology Leader call, ask:

e Didlacknowledge risk early?

e Did l avoid premature technical detail?
e Didlgive control backto IT?

e Did we reach clarity?
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