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01 | student Identity — Archetype

Every group of learners is different. Some learners need structure and support. Others prefer
independence and flexibility. An archetype is a simple way to describe how a learner is motivated.

Dominant Type Identified

The Performance Optimiser

Performance Optimisers are already stable. They
want optimisation.

Life Stage: Established employee

Primary Drive: Career acceleration

Motivation Fuel: Advancement, recognition, competence
Psychological Need: Relevance + return on effort

Risk if Motivation Drops: Programme feels optional

s e e el Sustain Strategy: Link to performance metrics & visibility

Core Characteristics

e Already employed full-time

e Functioning in structured corporate environments
o Evaluated on performance metrics

o Juggling meetings, targets, and deadlines

e Used to digital systems

e Already competent but want to advance

Psychologically at stake

“Is this worth my time?”

They are calculating ROI constantly.

Silent pressures

Competing professional responsibilities
Performance expectations

Career plateau anxiety

Time scarcity
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What keeps them going

e Clear relevance to performance
¢ Manager recognition

e Career advantage

e Visible improvement

What makes them disengage

e If the program feels optional
e Ifiit doesn't integrate into work reality
¢ If no one notices their effort

Structure Needs

How much external organisation, routine, and scaffolding the student requires
to integrate the program without it becoming another burden on their already
packed schedule.

Performance Optimisers are accustomed to corporate structures (meetings, KPIs, digital tools), so

they need low-to-moderate structure — but it must be efficient, flexible, and aligned to their work
rhythm rather than rigid or handholding.

STRUCTURE

Typical Rating for Performance Optimisers: 2-3 (Light to Moderate). They are used to structured
corporate life and digital systems, so they don't need heavy scaffolding. However, poor structure
(e.g., long unstructured modules) makes the program feel like a time sink, amplifying “Is this worth
my time?” doubts.
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Accountability Needs

The level of external monitoring, feedback, recognition, and
social/organisational reinforcement required to sustain effort.

Their drive comes from relevance to performance, manager recognition, career advantage, and
visible improvement — but drops sharply if effort goes unnoticed or feels optional.

ACCOUNTABILITY

Typical Rating for Performance Optimisers: 3 (Moderate). They need visible ties to work reality and
recognition to justify the time investment. Without it, the program becomes “optional” and is
deprioritised amid deadlines and targets.
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02 | Environment — Risk Modifiers

This section examines whether support matches the needs of the Performance

Optimiser within the current implementation environment.

A Performance Optimiser operates differently to other learner types. Their strengths — discipline,
digital comfort, corporate experience — can mask environmental risks that would be obvious in

other archetypes.

Environment Score Summary

Scores are a supporting indicator — not the primary signal. Read them alongside the alignment

analysis below.

Environment Section Score Percentage
Accountability & Leadership 6/9 67%
Support & Coaching 6/8 75%
Time & Workload 4/9 44%
Technology & Access 10/12 83%
Learning Design & Motivation 2/12 17%
Overall Environment Score 28/50 56%

Risk Signal

Moderate
Low Risk
High Risk
Low Risk
High Risk

Moderate

An overall score of 56% places this implementation in Moderate risk territory. However, the

distribution of that score matters more than the number. Technology performs well (83%).

Motivation performs critically low (17%). Time and Workload sit at 44%. For a Performance
Optimiser, these dimensions interact directly. Combined, they create a higher implementation risk

than the individual scores suggest.

Sample report. Client details and dates are illustrative; data has been anonymised for demonstration purposes.
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Implementation Readiness Summary

What Is Working

Named programme champion in

place

N K K H

Kl

Full leadership alignment confirmed
Coaching support provided
Structured progress monitoring active
Reliable workplace technology access

Learners digitally capable

What Needs Attention

E3]

No protected learning time during

work hours

Home device and connectivity

unknown

No incentive or recognition structure

Standalone, theoretical delivery with

no applied component

Viability of a 5-month pathway
combined with workload seasonality

Archetype-Environment Alignment

How does the current environment match what a Performance Optimiser needs to succeed?

Dimension

Accountability

Structure

Protected Time

Technology

Motivation

Coaching
Support

What PO Needs

Moderate — visible ties to
work, recognition,
consequence structure.

Light to moderate —
efficient, work-rhythm
aligned, not handholding

Organisational signal that
learning is a priority.

Comfortable, seamless
access — tools that don't
create friction.

ROl visibility, manager
recognition, applied
relevance, clear purpose.

Regular relevance
reinforcement and
feedback to prevent
deprioritisation.

Environment Reality

No participation
expectations set.

5-month pathway with
workload seasonality
somewhat considered.

No protected learning
time.

Confident with guidance,
assigned device, stable
internet.

No incentive model,
mostly theoretical,
standalone, purpose
somewhat clear.

Structured monitoring.

Signal

A
Tension

A
Tension

©

Mismatch

Aligned

©

Mismatch

Aligned
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Critical Risk Flags

These are not low-probability concerns, but predictable implementation risks within this archetype—
environment combination.

HIGH RISK | No Protected Learning Model

"The programme assumes learners can continue learning outside work hours, but the
conditions required for that model have not yet been confirmed."

Performance Optimisers often work in structured corporate environments with reliable
workplace technology access during working hours. However, this implementation
currently provides no protected learning time, meaning programme participation is
expected to happen outside normal work responsibilities.

At present, there is no clear picture of whether learners have the practical means to
support this model consistently. It is unclear:

e whether assigned workplace devices can be used after hours,
e what level of home connectivity learners have,
e or whether learners have access to reliable personal devices.

As a result, the Technology Score of 10/12 reflects workplace access conditions only —
not necessarily the environment in which learning will take place.

For a Performance Optimiser on a 5-month accelerated pathway, this creates a
structural risk. When learning depends entirely on personal time, without protected
scheduling, incentives, or clear accountability mechanisms, engagement can gradually
decline as operational priorities take precedence.

HIGH RISK | Motivation Architecture Collapse
"This environment provides limited visible return for learner effort."

Performance Optimisers are highly responsive to perceived return on investment. They
are more likely to sustain engagement when learning is clearly connected to
professional value — such as performance improvement, manager recognition, career
progression, or measurable skill development.

In the current implementation, the programme is delivered as largely standalone and
theoretical, with limited applied learning opportunities and no defined incentive or
recognition structure. Programme purpose is only somewhat clear to learners, and
participation expectations have not been formally established.

The primary risk is not immediate dropout, but gradual disengagement over time.
Learners may remain enrolled while participation steadily decreases, particularly when
operational demands compete for attention. Once this pattern becomes established,
recovery becomes significantly more difficult.
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MODERATE RISK | Accountability Gap
"Leadership support exists, but participation expectations remain unclear.”

The presence of a named programme champion and confirmed leadership alignment is
a significant strength. It signals organisational investment and increases
implementation credibility.

However, no formal participation expectations have been established for learners. For a
Performance Optimiser, accountability becomes meaningful when expectations,
visibility, and consequences are clearly defined.

Without this structure, the programme may be interpreted as optional rather than
operationally important.

In practice, optional learning initiatives are often deprioritised when workload
pressures increase.

MODERATE RISK | Structural Pace Tension
"The accelerated pathway increases pressure on consistency and scheduling.”

A 5-month accelerated structure is not inherently a risk for Performance Optimisers.
However, accelerated delivery depends on learners having sufficient time, routine, and
organisational support to sustain consistent engagement.

In the current environment — where no protected learning time has been established —
the programme pace may become difficult to maintain alongside operational
responsibilities.

7|1Page

Sample report. Client details and dates are illustrative; data has been anonymised for demonstration purposes.



03 | Recommended — Next Steps

The following areas should be discussed before or during implementation to reduce environmental
risk and improve alignment for Performance Optimisers. This step should include the local and the
department program champion.

Learning Time & Access
o Consider introducing protected or scheduled learning time, even if limited.
Participation Expectations & Accountability
e Equip managers or champions with guidance on reinforcing participation consistently.
Motivation & Applied Relevance
o Clarify the practical purpose and organisational value of the programme for learners.
o Explore ways to make progress more visible and professionally meaningful.
o Consider:
o recognition structures,
o milestone acknowledgements,
o public recognition of completion,
o printed or formally presented certificates,
o orlinks to performance and development pathways.
e Increase applied or workplace-relevant learning opportunities where possible.
Programme Structure & Delivery

o Review whether the accelerated 5-month pathway is realistic within current operational
demands.

o Identify periods of anticipated workload pressure that may affect participation.

o Consider whether pacing adjustments, structured catch-up periods, or lighter learning weeks
may improve sustainability.

Ongoing Monitoring
e Monitor engagement trends early, especially:
o login consistency,
o module completion pacing,
o and participation drop-off patterns.

e Treat declining engagement as an early implementation signal rather than an individual
learner issue.

e Reassess environmental conditions during rollout, not only before launch.
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