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Foreword
As part of our ongoing CIPS research, one topic that consistently falls into the ‘Top Three’
issues that procurement professionals want to discuss is Contract Management.
People now realise that ‘the work’ starts when the contract is signed; for that is when benefits
truly start to accrue for the buying organisation.
‘Downstream’ is also where benefits can be lost altogether, and ‘cost’ can become pure for an
organisation: with no return-on-investment actually being accrued to justify the expenditure in
the first place.
Hands-on Contract Management makes a difference. It often starts with compliance; contract
administration as a simple aim. However, the best Contract Managers build a relationship with
the vendor. A strong relationship will achieve more than studiously applying the small print of
a contract that was drafted late at night some several months - or years - earlier.
This is especially true when, inevitably, events and circumstances have moved-on from what
was anticipated when the contract was established.
In this context, people apply their own style to Contract Management – to building human
relationships between people rather than firms.
Style can make all the difference, and is worth the investment. An old buyer once told me
that for every ten minutes spent on Sourcing Strategy, I should spend 90 minutes on
Implementation Planning. He was right. What’s the point of great sourcing work, if it all falls
apart ‘downstream’?
The survey conducted by Sara Cullen and her team at The Cullen Group towards the end of
2011 offered participants an insight into Contract Management styles and each participant
received a personal report on their own perceived style.
This CIPSA white-paper aggregates all the data received from the more than 500 participants
in that study to provide a summary of Contract Management styles in Australia.
It is a valuable study into what is, perhaps, the most important element of the ‘sourcing
process’.
Whether you participated in this study, or you are just interested in the outcome, I am sure
you will find this insight into Contract Management techniques and styles enlightening and
hopefully beneficial.
Good luck.
Jonathan Dutton FCIPS
Managing Director
CIPS Australasia
Melbourne, April 2012
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Executive Summary
Why do some people in both organisations party to a deal – the purchaser and the provider – just not
get along? We can have a good deal, a fair contract… and yet, quite frequently, conflict arises, which
can become quite personal. And it is not limited to between the parties; for it can also exist within a
party as well.
This White Paper investigates the different values and behaviours held and exhibited by the people that
develop and manage contracts, based on a study of 688 participants who completed the Cullen Group’s
online profiling instrument during the month of November 2011, to explain why some of the conflict
exists and offer solutions.
Of the six styles, the style known as a Relationship Developer is the most widely held. Nearly 40%
of people working with contracts had this as their lead style, thus value a constructive commercial
relationship, 2 to 10 times more frequently than any other style. It is the only style preferred by some
to the exclusion of all the other styles. This is good news, as the strength of the relationship between
the parties has been correlated to successful outcomes in many studies. Many people are valuing and
behaving in ways that yield a much higher probability of success.
Conversely, the least common was the style known as the Monitor/ Protector, which looks at contracts
as a form of protection from the other party and a mechanism for risk transfer. Only 4% of people had
this as their lead style and nearly half had this style last. It was the only style completely non-existent in
some people. Unfortunately, contracts are typically written in the Monitor/ Protector style, which is of
little practical use to the majority of people who work with contracts (who are anything but that style).
Some of the other key findings note that:
■ Purchasers

are more reluctant to get involved with problem solving, even though this capability is
prized by providers (the Facilitator/Problem Solver style).
■ Purchasers are more systematic and methodical than providers (the Organiser style).
■ Innovation can be highly valued, or valued very little – some people place great importance in it
(Entrepreneurs), while others are not very interested in it at all.
■ Very few people value or seek external information (the Scanner style) when forming or managing
contracts.
■ The least valued to both purchasers and providers, purchasers in each sector (private and public),
and of procurement, is almost certainly the contract (used by the Monitor/ Protector style).
Other noteworthy findings of particular interest to those in procurement include:
■ Procurement

personnel in the private and public sectors are not so different; but there are significant
differences between procurement and the rest of the organisation in each sector.
■ Procurement executives are very different than the people they manage, and often value quite
dissimilar things. Advancing to the top job requires breaking out of the typical procurement norms.
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Introduction
A functioning relationship is an amorphous, ambiguous, but all-encompassing critical factor in the
success, or otherwise, of any contract. Although many business writers talk about the value of
‘relationships’ between organisations, it is common knowledge, and commonsense, that relationships
are between people and not business entities.
Nonetheless, there continues to be an almost ideological belief that a contract is simply a transaction
that involves negotiating an agreement between organisations, and once signed, all the hard work has
been done.
However, contracts are seldom as simple as one might wish; nor are they just a transaction. They are
complex strategies for managing the delivery of organizational needs through external parties – parties
that are just as likely to have goals that conflict as they are to have objectives in common.
These conflicts arise because individuals in both parties hold different values when it comes to
managing contracts. If you hold a certain set of values, but your colleague in the other party does
not share them, or perhaps has a different set altogether, then misunderstandings are inevitable.
Left unresolved, these differences will fester, and conflicts are the common result.
There are six commonly observed styles representing what different people believe is important in
contract management - each of which is explained in the next section.
Relationship
Developer

Facilitator/
Problem Solver

Organiser

Entrepreneur

Scanner

Monitor /
Protector

The styles were developed in response to a 'think-tank' session with the London School of Economics
some 10 years ago as an explanation as to why organisations with similar agreements with similar
providers can have radically different approaches, degrees of satisfaction, and results. The styles
model has been refined and tested over the years, culminating in the development of an online
profiling instrument developed this year. The research contained within this White Paper was based
on 688 participants who completed the Cullen Group’s instrument as of 30 November 2011.
The point of distinguishing these different styles is not to say that one is bad and another good. The
expectation of many contract-related roles includes some responsibility in the domain of all of these
styles. Moreover, each style is useful in different circumstances and in different contracts.
The principal aspect of these styles is that, irrespective of what an official job is within an organisation,
a person is more likely to naturally behave in their preferred style, without being instructed to do so.
Conflict arises when the individuals within a party, and between the parties, have styles with different
values and behaviours that clash.
A balanced portfolio of styles in both parties will yield outcomes that are more productive for both in
the long term, and produce greater satisfaction as a whole. Deals are unlikely to fall apart because one
style is missing, but conflict most certainly can arise when the styles are unbalanced. The paper first
explains the styles and then discusses the results of the data, comparing various groups such as
purchasers/providers, public/private sectors, and procurement/non-procurement. The paper concludes
with observations and suggestions for individuals, team, and organisations.

Introduction

5

The Styles
Relationship Developer
Relationship Developers facilitate trust, respect, and interpersonal relationships. Their core belief is that
interpersonal relationships, not contracts, make or break deals. Meetings and conversations will be
their main source of information; reading or preparing reports are likely stay in the ‘to do’ tray for some
time. Relationship Developers tend to be known for concentrating more on what other styles might
consider social activities (lunches, going for coffee, and the like) with stakeholders in both parties, other
third parties, and indeed any party involved in the contract.

Facilitator/Problem Solver
Facilitator/Problem Solvers make things happen and fix problems. They view issues as ‘hiccups’ and not
as obstructions or contract breaches. These people can often break down barriers that get in the way
of what they believe are real results. They generally care less about who is to blame for something
going wrong; they just want to get it fixed and have a strong desire to have things operating as
smoothly as possible.

Organiser
Organisers maintain better records, audit trails, controls, plans, and processes than the other styles.
They often keep detailed notes, and retain things others may not have thought to. They believe in good
processes, systems, and documentation. Organisers spend a fair bit of time developing and/or getting
the ‘system’ working and value compliance with such systems highly.

Entrepreneur
Entrepreneurs seek innovation, better ways of doing things, and long-term potential out of the
relationship. They are natural disruptors, and always asking questioning like, “why can’t we do x?”
and “why not try y?”. They tend to, at a minimum, identify where improvements are warranted, and
often drive continuous improvement initiatives. They are loath to accept explanations of “that’s how
we’ve always done it” as a reason to continue to do something a certain way. Thinking outside the
box is what they do best.

Scanner
Scanners are natural explorers, typically well networked and connected, either electronically, or
with people. They value knowing details of other agreements in your organisation and in other
organisations, as well as information about individuals in both parties. They are characterized either by
a keen use of the internet (mostly in their own time) and/or by having a large number of acquaintances.
Their need to seek external information and benchmarks, as well as internal data, is driven by their
desire to be as informed as possible.

Monitor/Protector
Monitor/Protectors believe that their organisation must be ‘protected’ against the other party. They
focus on what risks the other party brings to the deal and whether the other party is compliant with the
contract. If drafting the contract, they will prepare a one-sided agreement in favour of their party. If in
charge of the contract, they prefer focus on the other party’s performance and non-compliance rather
than that of their organisation.
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The Results
Overall
Over 700 people involved with contracts as part of their professional responsibilities had completed the
profile assessment during the research period of this White Paper (500 from CIPSA). The vast majority
(89%) were from Australia with a few colleagues from New Zealand (9%), and the rest from the US,
Canada, PNG, and Eastern European countries.
Thus, for the most part, the results reflect Australian data and the way Australians view contracts and
commercial relationships.

Styles on Average
Overall, there are clear preferences amongst people that work with contracts in Australia, as shown in
Figure 1. The strongest preference is for the Relationship Developer and Facilitator/Problem Solver
styles. These two styles often work hand-in-hand to create sustainable relationships and solutions.

Figure 1: Average style

The next set of preferred styles - that of Organiser and Entrepreneur - do not work so well
hand-in-hand. Entrepreneurial behaviours can disrupt the systems that Organisers so highly value.
Yet both of these styles are equally popular.
The least preferred are the Scanner and Monitor/Protector styles. This means behaviours regarding the
seeking of external information and trying to protect one’s own organisation are the least common.
In fact, as the next discussion reveals, very few people use these as their lead style, while they are
generally the last style a person would choose to adopt.

The Results

7

Lead Styles
An individual’s lead contract management style reflects the set of behaviours and values that were
the most dominant. It is likely that this style would be employed more often than the other styles.
Moreover, a person is more likely to lead off with this style, as opposed to keeping it in the back pocket.
While the vast majority of people had only one lead style, one in five had two equal lead styles.
Three lead styles was present in only 1%. As shown Figure 2, the most popular lead style was that of
Relationship Developer.
This figure indicates that nearly 40% of people were likely to begin their response pattern from the
perspective of the relationship. This is twice that of the next common style and 10 times that of the
most uncommon lead styles. In fact, it is the only style preferred by some (1%) to the exclusion of
nearly every other style.
Facilitator/Problem Solver was the second most common
lead style. Generally, people exhibiting this style want
issues resolved well before the other 80% people. They
are likely to become annoyed with, what they might see
as, other’s ‘aversion’ to making things work better, and
most certainly seems to them to be slow reactions to
important issues.
Another fifth of people involved with contracts want
things done systematically, and with good records –
these are the Organisers. But like the lead
Facilitator/Problem Solvers, most did not rate such
values as highly. This undoubtedly leaves a lot of work
for the Organisers!
Figure 2: Lead styles

The Scanner or Monitor/Protector styles were rare as
lead styles. People working with contracts are unlikely
to be interested in information ( Scanner) or risk and
protection (Monitor Protector), in the first instance.
In fact, as the next discussion shows, those two styles
were the least exhibited by either party, which can be
good or bad in depending on the circumstances.
However, it undoubtedly needs to be recognised,
particularly by those who do favour these styles.

Last Styles
Now we turn to the opposite discussion – that
concerning the least preferred styles. These are shown
in Figure 3. When looking at individual response
patterns, last on the list was the Monitor/Protector style.
In fact, it was the only style completely absent from
some people (representing 1% of the population).
Figure 3: Least preferred styles
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Nearly half of people indicated they would use the Monitor/Protector style as a measure of last resort.
What this means is that of least concern is how much the organisation is protected against possible
adverse acts of the other party or transferring risk to the other party. Ensuring the relationship is okay,
problems are solved, things are organised, benchmarks show good results, and improvements are
achieved are all of greater importance.
The other least common last style was Scanner, but to only half the degree to that of Monitor/
Protector. External information was of least importance to one in four people working with contracts.
Nearly a quarter of people would rarely seek benchmarks, outside data, independent facts, and the like.

Comparing the Two Extremes
Based on the results of the participants to date, the graph below (Figure 4) shows what most and least
to expect when it comes to the styles.

Figure 4: Lead and last style comparison
One can expect a strong Relationship Developer style to be encountered far more than a weak one
(noted by the green gap in Figure 4). Even more likely is to encounter people with little Monitor/
Protector values and behaviours (denoted by the red gap). This indicates that one can expect,
foremost, people that welcome an affable environment as opposed to an adversarial one.
Similarly, one will encounter strong Facilitator/Problem Solvers and Organisers, but not Scanners.
With Entrepreneurs, you are just as likely to come across a person strongly exhibiting this style as
you are in running into someone who cares little for innovation.
The next two sections compare different groups within the population – the first being an exploration
of the differences between purchasers and providers, the second comparing groups within the
purchaser, specifically delving into the differences between sectors, and with procurement.

The Results
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Comparison between Parties
Purchasers and providers are not as different as one might think - when we look at the styles as an
average (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Party average styles

Overall, providers had slightly stronger Relationship Developer preferences, and quite a stronger
Facilitator/Problem Solver preference. Purchasers had higher Organiser and Monitor/Protector
preferences.
On the whole, these differences were not dramatic, and yet tensions between the parties did exist. The
differences became apparent when we looked at what styles the parties might first exhibit. Both parties
lead most often with the Relationship Developer style which promotes rapport between them. In theory
then, there should be no reason why parties should not get along well. Unfortunately, that is where the
similarities end.
Figure 6).
Both parties lead most often with the Relationship Developer style which promotes rapport between
them. In theory then, there should be no reason why parties should not get along well. Unfortunately,
that is where the similarities end.
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Figure 6: Party lead styles

Providers’ preference for Facilitator/Problem Solver as their lead style was twice that of purchasers.
Conversely, purchasers had twice the preference for the Organiser style, and nearly twice the
preference for Entrepreneur as their lead style. And no provider had Monitor/Protector as a lead style,
unlike the 5% of purchasers who did.
Some of the possible tensions between the parties can be explained by which style tends to be
exhibited first or most.
If the provider is focused on solving today’s problems, a request from a purchaser to complete a report,
or finish entering data into a system, or even produce an invoice ASAP would not be welcome at best,
and exasperating at worst. But, the purchaser may just want things done systematically, with good
records - things that Organisers see as a basic capability, and the lack of doing so possibly a form of
incompetence.
Furthermore, purchasers wanting continuous innovation while exposing the provider to higher risk - a
situation resulting from the combination of greater lead Entrepreneurs and Monitor/Protectors - is
commercially unviable for many providers, let alone that these styles are not common in providers
(on average or as lead style).
For example, the Organisers with a purchaser may exhibit, from the provider’s perspective, greater
controlling or overly administrative conduct when they try to impose order and controls over the chaos
that Organisers often find (not only with providers, but within their own organisations). Meanwhile, as
providers had twice the lead Facilitator/Problem Solvers, providers are likely to exhibit, what purchasers
may interpret as, more reactive even occasionally frantic behaviour. But delivery problems always exist.
It is the providers who, by and large, need to put out these ‘fires’ - far more than most purchasers
realise.
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Comparisons within Purchasers
Between the Private and Public Sectors
Of the individuals from purchaser organisations, 62% were from the private sector and 38% from the
public sector.
One might expect rather significant differences between the two sectors – certainly that would be the
impression of providers. But the two sectors appear not so different at all, when looking at the styles
on average (Figure 7).
The private sector only displayed a slightly greater preference for the styles valued by providers, that of
Relationship Developer and Facilitator/Problem Solver. The public sector only showed a slightly higher
preference for the Organiser and Monitor/Protector styles which are not valued by providers.

Figure 7: Sector average styles

The differences became more apparent when looking at the lead styles (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Sector lead styles
The public sector was indeed more of a leading Organiser, while the private sector showed a greater
initial inclination to Relationship Developer, Facilitator/Problem Solver as well as Entrepreneur.
While, based on first impressions, it would be easy to conclude the public sector is bursting with
Organisers, but this does not appear to be the case. Only 25% of the public sector has this as a lead
style (Figure 8), and on average this was the same as the private sector (Figure 7).
The public sector just displays its organising side earlier, to which the providers attach far less
importance. Meanwhile, the private sector led with Relationship Developer and Facilitator/Problem
Solver, which were the two styles the provider valued the most.
The styles that providers value the most may be revealed a little slower in the public sector – but they
were there in relatively equal proportions to the private sector. And the Organisers seem to have
appeared in either sector far more than a provider might (unrealistically) wish.

Between Procurement and Nonprocurement
Of the purchasers, 54% were in non-procurement positions, while 46% were in procurement. It’s worth
noting that this nearly 50/50 split is not what one would find in a typical organisation. This is due to
the CIPSA exercise whereby over 20% of the membership completed the profiling during a one-month
survey period.
Nonetheless, the volume of responses provides a 95% confidence level and a comparison between the
two groups is worthwhile because of the differences that were revealed.
Similar to the previous discussions, the differences lay within the lead styles (Figure 9) as opposed to
the average (which is nearly identical, thus not displayed).
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Figure 9: Procurement lead styles
The most apparent difference is the degree to which non-procurement areas of organisations preferred
the Relationship/ Developer style first, equal to that of providers. This may explain why people outside
of procurement seem to have a stronger relationship with providers.
The greater degree of lead Organisers in procurement may be frustrating to the people outside
procurement. This, coupled with the stronger relationship focus outside procurement, can lead to
the appearance of ‘us’ (non-procurement and providers) versus ‘them’ behaviours, which is really just
similar people in different parties acting themselves.
Other than these two styles, however, non-procurement and procurement were much alike in terms of
lead styles, and certainly much more alike than either was with the majority of people within providers.

Between Procurement and the Sectors
We now turn to the differences between procurement in the public (government) and the private
(commercial) sectors.
When looking at the difference in procurement between the two sectors (Figure 10), the most
immediately observed disparity was with the Facilitator/Problem Solver. This style leads at nearly twice
the proportion of the procurement individuals in the private sector.
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Figure 10: Procurement between the sectors
Accordingly, procurement in the private sector is likely to react more rapidly to issues, although still
more slowly than providers might want. Nonetheless, providers would be more likely to find it easier to
work with private sector procurement, in spite of both sectors being very similar in nearly every other
style.
Even more disparate in Figure 10 was the leading preference of the Scanner style to public sector
procurement – being six times greater. While still a minority lead style, public sector procurement was
more likely to be ‘information’ hungry than their colleagues in the private sector. This may explain why
many government tenders require so much more information than similar tenders in the commercial
sector.
But the sheer volume of paperwork required in public sector tendering is not explained by the
difference between the Organising style in either sector. That has more to do with the
non-procurement sides of the organisation.
As shown in Figure 11, there were less Organisers in public sector procurement than in the rest of the
public sector.
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Figure 11: Procurement within the public sector
The sometimes complex, and undoubtedly more extensive, administration details required in the public
sector regarding contracts may not be driven so much from procurement as the other individuals within
the public sector. And while still a leading value of procurement, they trailed their colleagues, which
was far different than in the private sector.
Even more interesting, was the considerable degree that lead Scanners were represented in public
sector procurement as opposed to the public sector as a whole. It had four times the lead Scanners
of the rest of the public sector, twice that of providers, and as mentioned earlier, six times that of
procurement in the private sector. It is public sector procurement that seeks external information more
rapidly than all the others; and will probably has even more information than the others want to know.
This is a different picture than that faced by procurement in the private sector (Figure 12). The
non-procurement areas of the commercial sector were dominated by lead Relationship Developers.
In this sense, this area was most like providers.
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Figure 12: Procurement within the private sector

Because of the shared importance and associated relationship-building behaviours between
non-procurement (e.g. operations) and providers, it is not unusual that they do deals together, leaving
out procurement. If the non-procurement and the provider want to work together, procurement can
often be viewed as an obstacle.
Perhaps that is why the procurement function in the private sector had twice the lead Organisers, and
proportionally greater lead Facilitator/Problem Solvers. They need to create structure, get more detail,
and facilitate greater competition, all within short timeframes, rather than the friendly fast deals that
everyone else may prefer.

Between Procurement Executives and Staff
Procurement executives comprised only the most senior procurement personnel - with positions such
as Chief Procurement Officer, General/Executive Manager or Director/Head of Procurement, and
comparable positions. Of the procurement personnel participating in the research, 10% were classified
as executives, leaving 90% as the remainder of procurement.
There is very little difference between procurement executives and the rest of procurement on average.
However, the lead styles showed a striking difference (Figure 13). Both groups had similar levels of lead
Facilitator/Problem solvers, but after that, they had very little in common.
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Figure 13: Procurement executive lead styles
Procurement executives were overwhelmingly the foremost Entrepreneurs relative to the groups they
lead. A Scanner as lead style was found in procurement executives by a ratio of over 4:1. Thus,
executives are more inclined to drive change, and use external information to help them do so.
Very few procurement executives had Organiser as their lead style (unlike most others in procurement),
and none had Monitor/ Protector. This indicates that the systems currently in place are less of a focus
than new ideas and new systems. In addition, protecting the organisation from providers is of far less a
concern, preferring instead to realise greater potential from the market and commercial relationships.
And while nearly a quarter of executives lead with Relationship Developer, this style was more prevalent
as a lead style in the teams they manage. This makes sense, as these executives have less regular
contact with providers, for which relationships are key.
This particular look at the difference between executives may be quite valuable for those in
procurement wanting to have the top job. It might require a radical rethink of how one currently
views what is needed to progress.
Do styles change when one achieves executive level or does one have to change styles to reach
executive level? If the latter, can a typical procurement person change from their preferred styles
into the styles held by executives?
Certainly, one cannot act within the norms in procurement and in fact, behave quite differently and
re-think one’s values. Rather than conform to systems (and make others do so as well), systems must
be challenged and changed. A natural tendency to seek comparative data and external benchmarking
becomes a far greater asset than the ability to get suppliers to sign one-sided contracts or even having
great relationships with suppliers.
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What This Means
For You
Each person that completed the on-line profiling received a 16-page report that discussed the effect of
each style on individuals in depth and compared their profile to that of purchasers and providers. But
for those readers that did not participate in the profiling, there are still valuable insights to be gained
within this White Paper.
For example, you may be able to surmise what your lead style is just from reading this White Paper.
You may also be able to speculate the style of others. Most importantly, you may now be able to
objectively recognise possible sources of conflict with other people, within your organisation and within
the other party.
It may not be a simple personality clash. It could just be that your opposite number holds very different
values to yours, when it comes to managing contracts. You may be expecting the other person to
behave in accordance with your values, and not his or her own (and likewise they with you)
Here are just a few examples:
■ If you are primarily a Relationship Developer and your counterpart is a Monitor/Protector, you
may never get along. Your offers to lunch will be rebuked - which to you might feel as a personal
rejection but to them is merely good policy. Work within their rules; they are quite willing to act
professionally, and even be friendly, but they do not want to be your friend.
■ If you are a Monitor/Protector and your counterpart is an Entrepreneur, all their great ideas will be
met with skepticism. You probably would prefer if they just did the job they are supposed to do and
forgot about all the attempts at ‘adding value’ (or, as you see it, ‘increasing risk’). But some of that
value just might be real and the risks perhaps only possible, not probable.
■ If you are primarily an Entrepreneur but your counterpart is an Organiser, you may be frustrated by
their lack of innovation, feel they cannot see the big picture, being too focused on minutiae, and are
a burden to a progressive deal. But they can help you see systems issues with your new ideas - a
good thing if you want them implemented well.
■ If you are primarily an Organiser and your counterpart is a Facilitator/Problem Solver, you may be
constantly frustrated by how sloppy and disorganized they are, seemingly frantically running around
slapping sticking-plaster on everything. However, they are fixing things, and you may not be.
■ If you are primarily a Facilitator/Problem Solver and your counterpart is a Scanner, you might wonder
why they seem to spend so much time getting seemingly useless information when there is so much
to be done on this deal…now. Just what is it they do all day? Probably finding out things you do not
know. Channel that energy to things that would be useful to know.

For Your Team
Just as individuals have styles that emphasize different contract management styles, so do teams. A
team’s style depends on the styles of its members - especially those of its formal leader and any other
members who are particularly influential.
Teams with different styles tend to operate with very different behaviours and have quite different
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atmospheres. For example, Monitor/Protector teams are more likely to exhibit many asserting/
defending interactions with others and to have an intense and ‘edgy’ feel. In Entrepreneur teams, in
contrast, people tend to build on one another’s ideas, with an atmosphere that is more exploratory
and open-minded (and higher risk).
Having dominance in a few styles is very common, because managers often hire people with beliefs
and behaviours just like themselves. Any ‘norm’ or ‘pattern’, however, should not be inferred to be
‘correct’. It is merely something to be aware of, and ideally be a style of choice, not one that has just
been allowed to occur.
When faced with a wide range of lead and least preferred styles, it is important not to let the dominant
styles dictate how the team functions. This can cause personality conflicts in which team members can
misunderstand, even resent, team-mates with styles different then their own.
Conflict between styles can become personalized when people focus their energy on what is ‘wrong’
with each other, rather than appreciate the different ways to view a situation.
Studies of unsuccessful business decisions1 have shown that they all had something in common. It was
stifling dissenting views and dismissing evidence when things were not working as they were ‘supposed
to’. Accordingly, the people in your team who may be able to learn the most from each other are the
opposites. Utilise the diversities within the team, not the similarities!
A person in charge of other individuals needs to be aware that his/her lead style may differ from the
people they manage; and may in fact be the least preferred style of the team.
That is not a bad thing; in fact, is probably quite the reverse. Leaders can learn as much from their staff
as vice versa. And each style offers much in the way of contribution to a team.
■ It is important to have a Relationship Developer in your team who can gain the trust and personal
respect of individuals in the other party. This is the ‘good guy’ in your team, whose building of
relationship capital will help to overcome inevitable bumps along the life of a contract.
■ All organisations benefit by having the solutions designed by a Facilitator/Problem Solver
incorporated into future contracts. Doing so makes for constructive contracts, not just documents
used solely for disputes and possible court action.
■ Organiser is also an important style for someone in your team to have. Many try to assign the
record-keeping role to a member of the team. However, if they are not naturally meticulous with a
history of unswerving dedication to the audit trail (even better if they have entered into the company
folklore for being able to retrieve information dating back years), records are more likely to be
haphazard despite the best of intentions.
■ An Entrepreneur typically sees the most potential in a commercial relationship and is the driver for
continuous improvement. It is rare to find a deal that does not need, or will not benefit, from
continuous improvement. Yesterday’s solutions rarely will work for all time.
■ Because Scanners are natural information seekers, curious to the external circumstances of any
particular deal, they are natural bench-markers (for practices, costs, risk, contract clauses, people,
etc).
■ A Monitor/Protector is a useful part of the team and you would not want to enter into a contract
without someone in your team holding this as a key style to ensure the organisation is not
unnecessarily exposed to risk.
1 See for example, Finklestein, S. (2003) Why Smart Executives Fail. New York: Portfolio.
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For Your Organisation
The Style of the Organisation
Some organisations have a preferred style, and explicitly so. With others, it may not be as unequivocal,
but it soon becomes apparent to all that work there, and to those who work with it.
What is important for organisations to consider is whether they wish to: (1) have a preferred style or
set of styles and if so, (2) want to turn those preferences into clearly defined competencies.
One could argue that an organisation requires all six styles without any one being dominant. This might
be true if the organisation has many different types of contracts, with many diverse parties, facing
many different situations, across a wide range of industries. However, given the particular kind of
contracts, parties, and circumstances the organisation is managing, it may be more sensible to have
certain lead styles over others.
Each style has different ‘tools of the trade’. With ‘style as a strategy’, the organisation can put in
place efficient and appropriate techniques, frameworks, templates, and training. Otherwise, letting
individuals dictate the tools used on his/her particular part played in a deal, based on their personal
preferences, organisation leave more to chance. Clear direction, coupled with useful tools, offers a
much higher prospect that the organisation’s goals will be accomplished.
In doing so, an organisation can confidently publicise its styles as a practice, rather than a theory.
Moreover, it also enables organisations to select providers that are a better fit to the way the
organisation wishes to engage and work with supplier markets.

Lifecycle Alignment
Many organisations employ the ‘silo approach’ to manage the contract lifecycle, where different people
or groups handoff a deal to another as the contract progresses from womb to tomb. For example,
in a purchaser’s organisation, this could be management deciding what it wants to go to market for,
the legal team drafting the contract, procurement running a tender process, and finally operations
managing the contract. In a provider organisation, the handoff is often from pre-sales (which develops
relationships and solutions), to sales (which quotes), to the operations team (which delivers).
As the styles can be quite different between these various groups or individuals, the deliverables
produced by one and handed over to another may be of little perceived use or value, with possible
adverse consequences.
For example, if the contract was prepared by a Monitor/Protector but is to be managed by a
Relationship Developer, it has little chance of being read, let alone enforced, because the Relationship
Developer is focused on the relationship. The contract gets ignored because of assumptions regarding
its purpose (e.g. is only to be used for disputes thus unnecessary to be read until such time), the degree
of adversarial clauses, and the belief it is unlikely to offer anything that helps the parties work towards
a strong relationship. So notwithstanding that such documents are notoriously difficult to read, the
benefits of doing so are not there for a Relationship Developer. The chances of estoppel (variations
caused by actions or lack of actions) increase to the extent that the protections the Monitor/Protector
had in mind become decreased, if not actually nullified, making the contract of little value indeed.
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The same situation arises when an Organiser forces (usually ill fitting) templates on Facilitator/Problem
Solvers and Entrepreneurs. They may comply initially, and then get on with the ‘real business’ of making
things work and surreptitiously introduce creative approaches (both large and small) after the
Organiser’s influence has diminished. Over time, once again, the contract becomes irrelevant and
enforceability diminished.
At the very least, there needs to be a strong alignment of styles between the people involved during a
deal’s journey or the return on the investment made by organisations in getting to contract and getting
results is likely to be much lower than anticipated. Discarding the investment made by people
upstream by those downstream is far too common – as is the upstream people doing deals or
developing contracts that do not met the needs of anyone downstream.

Revisit your Contracts
Contracts are generally written by Monitor/Protectors who value protection against the other party, or
Organisers who value templates/standard contracts. But such contracts do not reflect the styles of the
majority of people who then have to work within the parameters of these contracts.
There is little of use to Relationship Developers in most organisations’ current form of contracts.
Their need is to have good communication, a solid working relationship, and to build interpersonal
trust. Organisations that are more progressed in their understanding of the importance of relationships
have adopted a Governance Charter into their contracts. This is a contract schedule specifying the
inter-party management arrangement. Others have adopted the Contract Scorecard, which measures
the health of the relationship (do not confuse this with a satisfaction survey). Some have the other
party contribute to individual development programs, even performance assessments, as part of a 360o
feedback program.
Facilitator/Problem Solvers require what one might call ‘reality-based contracts’ – reflecting common
sense and realistic solutions to frequently occurring issues. All organisations benefit by having the
solutions that the Facilitator/Problem style derives in practice to be incorporated into future contracts
of that nature. Unfortunately, existing contracts and templates are rarely updated to reflect the
successful solutions put in practice. Even more unfortunately, future contracts are often based on old
contracts or templates which did not work so well before and are unlikely to start working now. Parties
sign contracts for a host of reasons (time pressure, financial gain, internal politics, to name a few) – and
not necessarily because they believe it offers reasonable and pragmatic solutions that work for both
parties.
And let us not forget the Entrepreneurs. Continuous improvement and innovation is much more
desired by many people than current contracts emphasise, let alone articulate in a practicable way.
This certainly does not need to be the case, as there are relatively simple ways to specify innovation as
a contract requirement, and effective ways to measure it as an outcome.
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