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[bookmark: _Toc235148770]Introduction
Helios Urban Mobility (HUM) has come to a place where the people architecture that helped it do so is no longer suited to where it needs to go. Now, a 450-person, three-office business that sells AI-powered mobility systems to cities says it has seen a 54% engagement score, an eight-month ramp-up in new hires and disproportionate attrition rates among its high-potential graduates that serve as the foundation of its technical pipeline. Instead, this report suggests that they're not three problems, but one: Helios has grown its staff, and its technology, without growing the processes by which people get role clarity, identity and voice.
At the beginning a word of caution considering the data is in order. Helios's 54% cannot be compared to Gallup's global engagement figure (20%) or the figure for Europe (13%) as internal favourability surveys are not the same instruments as Gallup's Q12 threshold measure. On the internal benchmark of 70% and above, which is indicative of a high functioning knowledge organisation, however, 54% is a poor performance rating and it is the direction and not the level that should be of concern to the Board. The diagnostic baseline is outlined in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Helios Urban Mobility – human capital diagnostic against external benchmarks. (Gallup, 2026.)
[bookmark: _Toc235148771]Task A: Socialisation, Identity and Business Activism
[bookmark: _Toc235148772]Traditional onboarding versus strategic socialisation: a critical evaluation
Onboarding and socialisation are connected and different. While onboarding is about administrative tasks like contracts, access to systems and compliance training, socialisation is the more general process by which new staff become effective members of the organisation (Van Maanen and Schein, 1979). Studies show that the indirect effect of socialisation on outcomes is mediated by role clarity, self-efficacy and social acceptance of the role, which in turn positively impact on job satisfaction, commitment, job performance and retention (Bauer et al., 2007). The 8-month ramp-up period for Helios is therefore indicative of a lack of role clarity, not just in induction activities, but in the whole process. Moreover, Saks and Gruman (2018) believe that socialisation is a continuous, resource-based process that lasts for the entire first year on the job. Workers might experience breach when recruitment promises are not fulfilled, which can lead to greater levels of employee withdrawal as indicated by psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1995). Also, socialisation processes in which the expression of oneself is encouraged rather than conformity lead to better retention and performance, which is especially important in an innovation-driven organization (Cable, Gino and Staats, 2013). The difference is summarised in table 1.
Table 1: Traditional onboarding versus strategic organisational socialisation. (Source; Bauer et al., 2007; Cable, Gino and Staats, 2013; Saks and Gruman, 2018.)
	Dimension
	Traditional onboarding
	Strategic socialisation

	Purpose
	Administrative compliance and orientation
	Conversion of an outsider into a committed organisational citizen

	Time horizon
	Days one to five
	Offer acceptance to month twelve

	Theory of change
	Information transfer reduces confusion
	Adjustment (role clarity, self-efficacy, social acceptance) mediates all outcomes (Bauer et al., 2007)

	Treatment of identity
	Divestiture: fit in, adopt our norms
	Investiture: authentic self-expression is elicited and used (Cable, Gino and Staats, 2013)

	Owner
	HR operations
	Line manager, buddy, cohort and HR jointly

	Typical metric
	Induction completion rate
	Time-to-proficiency; 12-month retention; identification; contract fulfilment

	Failure mode at Helios
	Eight-month ramp; graduate exit at month 9-12
	Mitigated by front-loaded adjustment and contract review points


[bookmark: _Toc235148773]A structured socialisation framework for Helios
The suggested architecture is deliberately hybrid and is shown in Figure 2 and detailed in Table 2. It is institutionalized, sequential, fixed and serial – on the content dimensions of Van Maanen's and Schein's taxonomy since that is what it offers in terms of clarity of role and solving the ramp-up problem. Social and identity aspects are individualised-investiture based, as they help safeguard authentic elements essential for Helios' innovation. Most practice views these as one thing or another that can be rotated in either direction; the case for their separate consideration is that role ambiguity and identity suppression are two different pathologies that have different treatments.
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Figure 2: Proposed strategic socialisation architecture for Helios (pre-boarding to year one).
Pre-boarding (weeks 4 to 0) is the end of the offer-to-start period during which psychological contract breach is gradually taking place. Newcomers are handed an identity-first pack and they are asked to fill out a brief 'best-self' reflection, which is read to them by their manager and their buddy, operationalising Cable et al. (2013) finding at low costs. The three adjustment variables – role clarity (written role charter with outcomes for 30/60/90 days), self-efficacy (living with a client micro-project in week 2) and task significance (client micro-project in week 2) – are front-loaded in the first ninety days, along with a cross-site London–Berlin–Singapore cohort which acts as a direct counterweight to geographic silos (social acceptance). Two obvious checkpoints for the psychological contract in the course of the contract - at weeks 6 and 12 - ask what was expected and what has been received - making the implicit contract manageable (Rousseau, 1995). Once in Year one, it no longer is about adjustment; it is about citizenship, with an Ethics Clinic, a first internal talent-marketplace assignment, a city-impact sprint at month nine and a re-contracting conversation at month twelve.
Table 2: The Helios socialisation framework – phases, mechanisms, theory and measures.
	Phase
	Core mechanisms
	Theoretical justification
	Measure (target)

	Pre-boarding (weeks −4 to 0)
	Identity-first pack; 'best-self' reflection; buddy assigned; equipment shipped
	Authentic self-expression (Cable, Gino and Staats, 2013); early contract formation (Rousseau, 1995)
	Offer-to-start dropout (<2%); day-1 readiness (100%)

	First 90 days
	Role charter with 30/60/90 outcomes; live city micro-project by week 2; cross-site cohort; contract review at wk 6 and 12
	Adjustment mediators – role clarity, self-efficacy, social acceptance (Bauer et al., 2007); socialisation resources (Saks and Gruman, 2018)
	Time-to-proficiency (8 → 4 months); role-clarity score (>4.5/5)

	Year one
	Ethics clinic; talent-marketplace gig; licensed job crafting; month-9 city-impact sprint; month-12 re-contracting
	Organisational identification (Ashforth and Mael, 1989); outside-in HR (Ulrich and Dulebohn, 2015)
	12-month graduate retention (61% → 88%); identification score


[bookmark: _Toc235148774]Cultivating identification, ethical professionalism and the business activist mindset
Building organisational identification through aligning employees' work with tangible outcomes in the city. The more the organisation is distinctive, prestigious and salient, the more identification will increase, following Ashforth and Mael (1989). Every member of staff at Helios would get their first project related to quantifiable results like CO₂ reduction or journey-time savings and the results would be made public internally to boost impact and prestige. Cross-site cohorts would also support the formation of a stronger sense of "Helios-ness" over each specific office.
 Ethical professionalism is also a key element, as Helios works on the development of AI systems that affect public services. Ethics should not be just a compliance measure, as per the EU Artificial Intelligence Act (European Union, 2024). Ethics clinics (sponsored at board level, with quarterly meetings) would enable staff to have discussions about real deployments challenges, and ethical judgement would be included in promotion criteria, thus ensuring responsible attitudes. Helios may adopt an outside-in stakeholder approach (Ulrich, 1997; Freeman, 1984), to promote entrepreneurial spirit. Rotations of stakeholders in client cities and an internal challenge forum would foster innovative and public-interest thinking. But if employees put in a suggestion, it has to be acted on within 30 days by a formal letter from the board or they will not feel their suggestion was given any credence or they will feel disaffiliated and not engaged.
[bookmark: _Toc235148775]Task B: Job Design
[bookmark: _Toc235148776]Diagnosing the current design
Hackman and Oldham (1976) have suggested that the five Job Characteristics (JC) give rise to three important psychological states (PS): experienced meaningfulness, experienced responsibility, and knowledge of results, which are mediated by growth-need strength (GNS) and lead to intrinsic motivation. Importantly, the Motivating Potential Score is compounded with both autonomy and feedback; that is, if either is poor, the score is poor overall regardless of how good the other is. For Helios, it's the engineering and analytics positions as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Job Characteristics Model profile and Motivating Potential Score – current versus proposed. (Hackman and Oldham, 1976.)
The diagnosis is that Helios scores well for those aspects of the mission that do the work, such as skill variety and task significance, and poorly for those same facets of the mission, but with multiplicative terms. Task identity is not consolidated due to sprint-ticket working and no one is responsible for complete deployment. The autonomy is limited by standard public-sector requirements. Feedback comes in quite a few months in a report from a client, that few engineers read. The resulting Motivating Potential Score is approximately a 20% of what a re-designed role could score. Although the JCM is an incomplete diagnostic, Humphrey's et al. (2007) meta-analysis shows that the social work characteristics add incremental variance to the motivational characteristics, so a purely task-level intervention would be under-delivering, which is why the design below is social as well as structural. 
[bookmark: _Toc235148777]Proposed job design architecture:
 Helios should adopt a three-layer talent architecture. First, a structure based on skills, and not job titles, would redefine roles in terms of skills and accountability. Deloitte research reveals that skills-based organisations are better at talent placement and at attracting and keeping high performers (Cantrell et al., 2022). This might help to decrease the number of graduate students dropping out because they will be offered a wider range of development opportunities. Secondly, allocate approximately 20% of your organisational resources to cross functional and cross site projects for an 8–12-week period, in an internal talent marketplace. These types of projects boost task identity and skill variety, as staff members are able to handle tasks from beginning to end. A manager release quota and a system for equity monitoring must be implemented to ensure fairness and prevent favouritism. The use of AI to assist in matching should be considered in an advisory capacity only, and managers should make the final decision, as despite the presence of bias controls, algorithmic systems can have adverse effects on work quality (Charlwood and Guenole, 2022). Thirdly, job crafting should be a formal process. Based on the research of Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), discussions regarding the enhancement of resources and challenge of work should occur quarterly with all employees and be documented and have development plans.
Table 3: Proposed job design architecture for Helios. (Source: Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001; Cantrell et al., 2022.)
	Layer
	Intervention
	JCM dimension targeted
	Designed-out risk

	Skills-based architecture
	Job titles deconstructed into a skills taxonomy; roles as skill portfolios plus accountabilities
	Skill variety; competence signalling
	Title inflation; credential-led screening of diverse talent

	Internal talent marketplace
	~20% of capacity posted as 8–12 week cross-site gigs; human-approved matching
	Task identity; autonomy
	Internal gigging; network privilege; algorithmic opacity (Charlwood and Guenole, 2022)

	Licensed job crafting
	Quarterly crafting conversation; documented plan; 10% crafting time
	Autonomy; task significance
	Blanket crafting adds load; approach-crafting only (Rudolph et al., 2017)

	Outcome feedback loop
	Live city-outcome dashboard visible to delivery teams within the sprint horizon
	Feedback from the job itself
	Feedback delayed into client reports nobody reads


[bookmark: _Toc235148778]Stimulating intrinsic motivation and innovation
The proposed architecture is based on a theory of motivation: Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000) which emphasizes autonomy, competence and relatedness as three motivational motivators. The autonomy is facilitated by the internal talent marketplace, competence is built through the skills framework and relatedness through cross-site cohorts. Together with the Job Characteristics Model, these factors account for the increased engagement that occurs with enriched work. Innovation should improve as feedback is quicker and more meaningful. The ability to visualize the outcomes of the city in a live dashboard would allow employees to better understand and see the impact of their decisions within short sprint cycles, fostering task identity and accountability. Cross functional marketplace assignments encourage knowledge exchange and access to fresh concepts and ideas, and a shared period of crafting provides room for innovation. But too much bureaucracy should not be associated with challenging work, as the more you remove hindering demands, the more likely engagement is to increase (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). Job enrichment should be voluntary as it works best for employees who have a high level of growth potential (Hackman and Oldham, 1976). Therefore, planned enhancements are also considered as hypotheses and tested in a small-scale through pilot projects before being scaled up (Tambe et al., 2019).
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Figure 4: Projected benefits realisation over eight quarters. (Source: Tambe et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc235148779]Task C: Reflective Report
[bookmark: _Toc235148780]Using AI as decision support without eroding critical human judgement
I will use AI as a tool to expand my range of possibilities and hone my evidence base, and not as a tool to draw verdicts on people. Tambe et al. (2019) list four factors that temper this stance: HR phenomena are causally complex, data sets are small, decisions have legal and ethical responsibility, and employees are negatively affected when they are algorithmically managed. The small data constraint is key at Helios' size – a 450-person company would train on just a handful of people who had left its business, well short of what's needed for robust individual-level prediction. So I work on the premise that I need to be descriptive, using AI to identify patterns, summarise, sense, draft—rather than predictive about the consequences to a named person.
Charlwood and Guenole (2022) draw attention to the fact that the problem of risk: bias is largely a technical one that can be solved, while the problem of eroding work quality – and of judgement – is not. What kind of failure mode do I need to prevent? Automation bias, the inclination to rely on a quick and confident response. My personal rules are: never use the last influence to dismiss, promote or change pay of a person based on an AI output; always ask what is the evidence that would reverse the recommendation; triangulate any insight from an AI against at least one human source of insight and keep AI out of dismissal, promotion and pay decisions. This is not just "warm and fuzzy. A high-risk group in the EU's Artificial Intelligence Act has been identified as employment and worker-management systems, which require effective human oversight (European Union, 2024). The risk is real for me, as I recall a time in my practice. I accepted the ordering of a candidate shortlist that had been ranked using an automated screening tool as it arrived very quickly – looked coherent and included a confidence score. It wasn't until I asked a colleague why a high performing internal candidate was placed last, and discovered that he was getting rewarded for a word that wasn't part of the job requirements, that I looked deeper into the model itself to see what it was being rewarded for. The production wasn't faulty, it was merely unreflective and I'd provided none of my own to make up for it. The easy-to-do but harder-to-do thing I would do is ask "what is this model rewarding? before doing what it recommends, and: treat ranked lists as hypotheses, instead of conclusions.
[bookmark: _Toc235148781]Personal capability development plan
Four capabilities determine whether I could credibly hold the advisory role this report imagines. Table 4 sets out how I will build them.
Table 4: Personal capability development plan.
	Capability
	Current baseline
	Action
	Evidence of achievement (timescale)

	Data literacy
	Comfortable with descriptive dashboards; weak on inference and causal design
	Complete a people-analytics and applied statistics course; run one difference-in-differences evaluation of a real HR intervention
	A defensible evaluation memo with stated assumptions and limits (0–6 months)

	AI augmentation in HR
	Fluent user; no governance experience
	Write and test an AI-use protocol for one HR process (CV screening), covering bias testing, human oversight and record-keeping
	Protocol adopted or peer-reviewed; documented bias test (3–9 months)

	Strategic influencing
	Present findings; rarely shape the decision
	Practise outside-in framing (Ulrich and Dulebohn, 2015): lead with stakeholder value, not HR process; seek board-level exposure
	Two recommendations adopted by senior stakeholders (6–12 months)

	Global mobility awareness
	UK-centric
	Comparative study of German co-determination and Singapore employment law; shadow a works council consultation
	A tri-site policy note that survives local legal review (6–18 months)


All four share the same thread. No capability is good unless coupled with a willingness to be contradicted – contradicted by the data, contradicted by employees, contradicted by a works council. The easier skill and the one I need to acquire, and probably overrate, is the skill of holding my opinions loosely enough to be changed. My greatest ability is strategic influencing. In my own experience, I think with analysts, I should always start with the analysis and let the evidence carry the argument, but not with the boards. Becoming a stakeholder's problem, instead of my own, feels, unpleasantly, like a step back from rigour, but it is rigour's condition on which it gets heard at all.
[bookmark: _Toc235148782]Conclusion
The three presenting symptoms of Helios are all caused by the same problem - growth has outstripped people's abilities to develop clarity, identity and voice. It is not a better induction week, it's a socialisation architecture that extends from offer to month 12, institutionalised through content and personalized through identity; it's a job design that reinvigorates the multiplicative dimensions (autonomy, feedback) through skills-based jobs, internal talent marketplace and licensed crafting. While the direction is supported by the evidence, the size of the projected gains is uncertain and the Board should not provide funding for a rollout across all of the Board's schools; it should provide funding for a pilot in Berlin with a comparison school in London. Human capital architecture, like the mobility systems Helios sells to cities, should be instrumented, tested and revised.
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