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Abstract

Sustainable human change remains a persistent challenge across behavioural science,
coaching, and applied performance domains. Despite widespread access to
psychological knowledge, many individuals continue to experience behavioural
inconsistency, identity disruption, and difficulty maintaining change under real-world
conditions.

This paper proposes that the primary limitation of existing approaches is not a lack of
knowledge, but a lack of integration across key mechanisms influencing behaviour.
Many models focus on isolated components such as motivation, habits, mindset, or
therapeutic insight, but do not fully account for the interaction between identity,
emotional regulation, behavioural reinforcement, cognitive alignment, and meaning.

In response, this paper introduces an integrated model of sustainable human change
grounded in Identity Performance Psychology and operationalised through the AURIS
Framework (Awareness, Understanding, Regulation, Identity, Stability). The model
outlines a structured sequence through which insight is converted into behavioural
evidence, behavioural evidence into self-trust, and self-trust into identity stability.

The AURIS Change Engine is presented as a practical mechanism for applying this
process in non-clinical, real-world contexts. A multi-domain measurement model is
proposed to support evaluation across behavioural, cognitive, emotional, and identity
dimensions.

The model is examined across applied contexts including military transition, post-
treatment recovery, burnout, and organisational performance. Findings suggest that
sustainable change is achieved through the integration of behaviour, identity, and
regulation, reinforced over time and directed by meaning.
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Author Note

Gemma Gardner is the founder of AURIS Development and the originator of Identity
Performance Psychology, an applied framework focused on behavioural stability,
identity reconstruction, and sustainable human performance.

Her work integrates behavioural science, neuroscience-informed regulation principles,
and applied coaching methodology to support individuals experiencing transition,
burnout, identity disruption, and performance inconsistency.

This paper forms part of a broader body of work examining the mechanisms of
sustainable human change across applied, organisational, and research contexts.

Executive Summary

Modern individuals have unprecedented access to information, tools, and behavioural
guidance. Despite this, many continue to experience behavioural inconsistency,
burnout, emotional instability, and repeated difficulty sustaining change.

This paper proposes that the primary limitation of existing change models is not a lack
of knowledge, but a lack of integration. Many approaches focus on isolated domains,
including motivation, habit formation, mindset development, therapeutic insight, and
productivity systems. While each contributes value, they do not fully explain why
behaviour collapses under pressure, why identity disruption destabilises action, or why
self-trust erodes following repeated inconsistency.

This paper introduces an integrated model of sustainable human change grounded in
Identity Performance Psychology and operationalised through the AURIS Framework™:
Awareness, Understanding, Regulation, Identity, and Stability.

The central thesis is that sustainable change occurs when insight is translated into
behavioural evidence, behavioural evidence rebuilds self-trust, self-trust stabilises
identity, and identity supports consistent behaviour under real-world conditions.

The AURIS Change Engine provides a structured sequencing model for this process,
bridging the gap between theoretical understanding and applied behavioural change.

This model is particularly relevant for populations experiencing identity disruption,
including:

veterans transitioning from structured environments

individuals recovering from illness or treatment

professionals experiencing burnout

individuals navigating significant life change
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AURIS is positioned as a non-clinical, evidence-informed framework designed to
support identity stability, behavioural consistency, and sustainable performance.

Chapter1
Introduction: Why Sustainable Change Fails

Sustainable human change remains one of the most persistent challenges across
behavioural science, coaching, and wellbeing disciplines.

Across modern performance and development contexts, individuals are repeatedly
encouraged to improve through increased motivation, stronger discipline, enhanced
productivity systems, mindset shifts, or therapeutic insight. Each of these approaches
contains partial validity and has been supported within specific domains of research
and practice. However, their limited ability to produce consistent, long-term
behavioural stability under real-world conditions suggests that dominant models of
change are incomplete.

A centralissue lies in how the problem itself is defined.

Change is frequently framed as a deficit of effort, knowledge, or willpower. Individuals
are encouraged to try harder, think differently, or adopt better routines. Yet many
individuals attempting change are not lacking intent. Instead, they are attempting to
operate within systems that do not account for the interaction between cognition,
emotional state, identity, environment, and behavioural reinforcement.

This misalignment results in predictable instability.

Behavioural research suggests that knowledge alone is insufficient to produce
consistent action, particularly under conditions of cognitive load, competing demands,
and emotional fluctuation (Kahneman, 2011). Similarly, research across health and
performance domains indicates that individuals often struggle to sustain behavioural
change beyond initial activation periods without structured reinforcement and
environmental support.

These patterns indicate that the challenge is not simply behavioural inconsistency, but
systemic instability.

Individuals often begin change efforts with clarity and intention. They may define goals,
commit to new behaviours, and experience early progress. However, as pressure
increases—through fatigue, stress, uncertainty, or environmental disruption—behaviour
becomes less stable. Previously reinforced patterns re-emerge, and newly adopted
behaviours fail to sustain.

This creates a recurring cycle:
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e intention
e activation
e partial execution
e disruption
e regression
e self-criticism
e reduced future belief
Over time, this cycle extends beyond behaviour and begins to influence identity.

Repeated inconsistency can lead individuals to internalise failure as a personal trait
rather than recognising it as the result of an incomplete change model. Self-trust
declines, confidence becomes conditional, and behaviour becomes increasingly
dependent on fluctuating internal states such as motivation or mood.

This paper therefore reframes sustainable change as an integration problem rather than
a motivation or discipline problem.

The central proposition is that behaviour cannot stabilise without alignment between
identity, emotional regulation, cognition, environment, and meaning. Models that
isolate a single mechanism—such as habits, mindset, motivation, or therapeutic
insight—may produce short-term improvement but often fail to sustain change under
real-world conditions.

This paper contributes to the field by proposing an integrated, mechanism-level model
of sustainable human change grounded in Identity Performance Psychology and
operationalised through the AURIS Framework™.

The aim is not to replace existing approaches, but to integrate them within a structured
sequence that reflects how change occurs in practice.

Sustainable change, within this model, is defined not by temporary behavioural
improvement, but by the development of identity-level stability that supports consistent
behaviour across varying conditions.

Chapter 2
The Illusion of Behaviour Change

One of the most significant challenges in behavioural development is the illusion of
change.
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Individuals frequently experience a sense of progress without corresponding
behavioural transformation. This illusion can emerge through exposure to new
information, emotional activation, or short-term behavioural shifts, all of which can
create the perception of improvement without producing sustained change.

In modern contexts, access to psychological content, self-development frameworks,
and performance tools has increased significantly. Individuals may read books,
consume podcasts, attend programmes, complete exercises, or engage in reflective
practices. These experiences can generate clarity, insight, and motivation.

However, insight is not equivalent to integration.

From a cognitive perspective, individuals may overestimate progress when new
information is acquired or when understanding improves. This can create a perception
of advancement that is not yet reflected in behaviour (Kahneman, 2011). The individual
may feel different, but has not yet acted differently in a consistent or repeatable way.

This distinction is critical.

A second form of illusion emerges through temporary behavioural activation.

Individuals may begin new routines, adopt new habits, or engage in structured action for
short periods. During these early phases, novelty, motivation, and focused attention

can produce visible change. However, these changes are often unstable and may not
persist once emotional activation declines or environmental conditions shift.

Behavioural research suggests that early-stage compliance does not reliably predict
long-term consistency, particularly in the absence of reinforcement, identity alignment,
and environmental structure.

This creates a common misinterpretation.

Individuals may assume that because they have started, they have changed. When
behaviour later collapses, this is experienced as failure, rather than as evidence that the
change process was incomplete.

The illusion of change can therefore operate across three levels:

e Cognitive illusion — understanding improves, but behaviour remains
unchanged

« Emotionalillusion — motivation increases, but is not sustained
¢ Behaviouralillusion — action occurs temporarily, but is not stabilised

These distinctions highlight a key limitation in many change models.
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Progress is often measured by engagement, intention, or initial action, rather than by
sustained behavioural consistency under varying conditions. As a result, individuals
may cycle repeatedly through phases of perceived improvement followed by regression.

This cycle contributes to the erosion of self-trust.

When individuals repeatedly believe they have changed, only to return to previous
patterns, they may begin to question their own reliability. Over time, this reinforces a
narrative of inconsistency, even when effort and intention remain high.

AURIS addresses this illusion by redefining what constitutes change.

Within this framework, change is not defined by insight, intention, or initial action. Itis
defined by the ability to produce consistent behaviour across contexts, particularly
under conditions of reduced motivation or increased pressure.

This requires the conversion of insight into behavioural evidence.

Awareness identifies the pattern. Understanding explains the pattern. Regulation
enables interruption of automatic response. ldentity aligns behaviour with self-concept.
Stability reinforces the pattern through repetition.

Without this sequence, individuals may continue to experience the illusion of progress
without achieving sustainable change.

Chapter 3
The Knowing-Doing-Becoming Gap

A central problem in sustainable human change is the gap between what individuals
know, what they do, and who they become.

In modern contexts, access to information is not the primary constraint. Individuals
often possess a clear understanding of behaviours that would improve their wellbeing,
performance, or life outcomes. They may recognise the importance of sleep, exercise,
structured work, emotional regulation, boundary-setting, or consistent effort.

However, knowledge alone does not reliably produce action.

Behavioural research highlights a persistent disconnect between intention and
execution, particularly under conditions of cognitive load, competing demands, and
environmental pressure (Kahneman, 2011). Individuals may understand what would
benefit them, yet fail to translate that knowledge into sustained behavioural patterns.

This creates what can be described as the knowing-doing gap.
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Individuals understand the desired behaviour, but do not consistently act on that
understanding.

However, this paper proposes that the knowing—doing gap is only part of the problem.
There exists a deeper layer:
the knowing-doing-becoming gap.
This distinction is critical for understanding sustainable change.
¢ Knowing refers to cognitive awareness and understanding
e Doing refers to behavioural execution
e Becoming refers to identity-level integration

Most change models focus on moving individuals from knowing to doing. They aim to
increase motivation, reduce friction, or provide structure so that behaviour occurs more
frequently.

However, sustainable change requires movement beyond doing.

A behaviour performed occasionally, or even repeatedly, does not automatically
become part of identity. Without identity integration, behaviour remains effortful, state-
dependent, and vulnerable to disruption.

This helps explain why individuals can perform a behaviour successfully in certain
contexts while failing to maintain it consistently across different conditions.

For example, an individual may know that setting boundaries is beneficial. They may
apply this behaviour in a specific situation. However, if they continue to identify as
someone who must prioritise others’ needs, the behaviour remains unstable.

Similarly, an individual may understand the importance of consistent work or training.
They may act on this understanding temporarily. Yet if they do not internalise the identity
of someone who follows through regardless of mood, behaviour will fluctuate.

This highlights the distinction between behaviour as an event and behaviour as identity
evidence.

When behaviour is treated as an isolated action, it may remain inconsistent. When
behaviour is interpreted as evidence of identity, it becomes part of a reinforcing system.

Identity-based approaches to behaviour change have been explored within habit
literature (Clear, 2018), which suggests that individuals are more likely to sustain
behaviour when it aligns with their self-concept. However, identity alone does not fully
resolve the gap.
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If identity is not supported by emotional regulation, behavioural reinforcement, and
structured repetition, it may remain aspirational rather than operational.

This introduces a critical distinction:
e Aspirational identity — who the individual intends to be

e Operational identity — who the individual consistently behaves as, particularly
under pressure

Sustainable change requires alignment between these two.
AURIS addresses the knowing—doing-becoming gap through structured sequencing:
¢ Awareness develops accurate recognition of behavioural patterns
¢ Understanding explains the mechanisms behind those patterns
¢ Regulation stabilises the internal conditions required for change
o Identity aligns behaviour with a chosen self-concept
o Stability reinforces behaviour through repetition across contexts
This sequence ensures that behaviour is not only performed, but integrated.
The objective is not simply to increase action.

The objective is to produce identity-level consistency, where behaviour becomes less
dependent on fluctuating states and more reflective of a stable self-concept.

Chapter 4
Identity Collapse Under Pressure

Individuals are often capable of behaving in alignment with their intentions under stable
or low-pressure conditions.

They may define goals, clarify values, commit to behavioural change, and demonstrate
early consistency when emotional state, environmental conditions, and cognitive
capacity are favourable. Under these conditions, the desired identity appears
accessible and behaviour feels manageable.

However, sustainable change is not determined by behaviour under ideal conditions.
Itis determined by behaviour under pressure.

Pressure may arise from emotional stress, uncertainty, fatigue, time constraints, social
evaluation, financial strain, illness, or significant life transition. Under these conditions,
behaviour often regresses to previously reinforced patterns.
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This regression is commonly interpreted as a failure of discipline or character. However,
evidence from stress and behavioural science suggests a different explanation.

Under conditions of stress, cognitive bandwidth narrows, emotional reactivity
increases, and individuals are more likely to rely on automatic or previously encoded
behavioural responses (Sapolsky, 2004). Research on trauma and nervous system
regulation further indicates that perceived threat can alter behavioural output by
prioritising survival-oriented responses over deliberate control (van der Kolk, 2014;
Porges, 2011).

These findings suggest that behaviour under pressure is not random.
Itis patterned.
This introduces a critical distinction between two forms of identity:
e Aspirational identity — the self-concept an individual intends to embody

e Operational identity — the self-concept that governs behaviour under real-world
conditions, particularly when pressure is present

Sustainable change requires alignment between these two.

When alighment is absent, individuals may perform in accordance with their
aspirational identity in controlled environments, but revert to their operational identity
under stress. This creates the appearance of inconsistency, when in reality it reflects
the stability—or instability—of the underlying identity structure.

This phenomenon is observable across multiple applied contexts.

In military environments, identity is externally structured through hierarchy, routine, role
clarity, and enforced discipline. Behaviour is reinforced consistently, and expectations
are explicit. Upon transition into civilian life, many of these external structures are
reduced or removed. Individuals are required to self-regulate behaviour, define direction
independently, and maintain consistency without the same level of environmental
reinforcement.

This shift can expose instability within identity structures.

Without sufficient internal regulation and identity anchoring, behaviour may become
inconsistent despite prior high performance. Similar patterns may be observed in
individuals recovering from illness, navigating burnout, or undergoing major life
transitions, where identity disruption coincides with increased behavioural variability.

These patterns suggest that stability must be internalised rather than externally
maintained.

At this point, the relevance of philosophical frameworks becomes evident.
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Within Stoic philosophy, the central premise is that while external conditions cannot be
fully controlled, individual response remains within one’s domain of influence. This
distinction between what is controllable and uncontrollable provides a behavioural
framework for maintaining consistency under changing conditions.

From a contemporary perspective, this aligns closely with principles of emotional
regulation and cognitive appraisal.

Stoic practice emphasises the disciplined management of perception, judgement, and
response. Rather than attempting to eliminate pressure, the focus is placed on
stabilising behaviour within it. This reflects a key principle within Identity Performance
Psychology: behaviour must be reliable across conditions, not dependent on them.

In this sense, Stoicism can be understood not as a motivational philosophy, but as an
early model of identity stability under pressure.

However, philosophical insight alone is insufficient.

Without integration into behavioural systems and regulatory processes, these principles
may remain conceptual rather than operational. Individuals may understand the value
of controlling their response, yet still struggle to enact this consistently under stress.

This reinforces a central argument of this paper:
Insight does not equal stability.

AURIS addresses identity collapse under pressure by integrating regulation, identity, and
behavioural reinforcement within a structured sequence.

Regulation stabilises emotional and physiological state, enabling access to deliberate
action. Identity aligns behaviour with a defined self-concept. Stability is achieved
through repeated execution across varying conditions.

This shifts the objective of change.

Rather than asking whether an individual can perform at their best, the model asks
whether behaviour can remain consistent when conditions are at their most
challenging.

This reframes regression.

Behavioural breakdown is not interpreted as failure, but as diagnostic information. It
indicates where identity has not yet stabilised, where regulation capacity may be
insufficient, or where behavioural reinforcement has not been fully established.

The relevant questions become:

¢ Whatform of pressure was present?

10|Page



¢ How did this affect emotional and physiological state?
e Which behavioural pattern was activated?
e Which identity was operating in that moment?

This analytical approach allows behaviour to be examined without moral judgement,
and instead understood as an expression of identity under conditions.

Sustainable change, within this model, is not demonstrated through isolated success or
performance in optimal environments.

It is demonstrated through the ability to maintain behavioural alighment with identity
across fluctuating and often adverse conditions.

Identity is not proven in intention.
It is proven in disruption.

Chapter 5
The Self-Trust Erosion Loop
Self-trust is a central yet often overlooked component of sustainable human change.

While many behavioural models focus on motivation, discipline, or habit formation,
fewer address the cumulative psychological impact of repeated inconsistency. Over
time, an individual’s ability to trust their own behaviour becomes a determining factor in
whether change can be sustained.

This paper proposes that behavioural inconsistency does not operate in isolation. It
contributes to a reinforcing psychological loop that progressively undermines self-trust.

This can be described as the Self-Trust Erosion Loop.
The loop typically follows a recognisable sequence:
e Commitment — the individual defines a goal or intended behaviour
¢ Activation —initial action is taken, often supported by motivation or clarity
o Disruption — internal or external pressure interrupts consistency
e Regression — behaviour returns to a previously reinforced pattern
e Interpretation — the individual assigns meaning to the breakdown
¢ Erosion — confidence in one’s own reliability decreases

This cycle may appear minor in isolation.
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However, when repeated, it produces compounding effects.

Each instance of inconsistency does not simply represent a missed action. It
contributes to a broader internal narrative about identity and capability. Over time,
individuals may begin to perceive themselves as unreliable, inconsistent, or incapable
of sustained change.

This aligns with principles of self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977), which suggest that an
individual’s belief in their ability to execute behaviours is shaped significantly by past
experience. Repeated failure to follow through on intended actions reduces perceived
capability, which in turn decreases the likelihood of future behavioural engagement.

In this way, behaviour and belief become mutually reinforcing.

Reduced self-efficacy leads to reduced effort or avoidance. Reduced effort increases
the likelihood of further inconsistency. This further reinforces the belief that change is
not sustainable.

This creates a downward spiral.
Importantly, this process is often misinterpreted.

Individuals may attribute the breakdown to lack of discipline, motivation, or character.
However, the underlying mechanism is more accurately understood as a breakdown in
behavioural consistency combined with the internalisation of that inconsistency.

This distinction is critical.

If the problem is interpreted as personal failure, the response is often increased
pressure or self-criticism. These responses may temporarily increase effort, but they do
not address the structural causes of inconsistency and may further destabilise
emotional regulation.

AURIS reframes this process by treating self-trust as a measurable and developable
construct.

Within this model, self-trust is not assumed. It is built through behavioural evidence.

Each completed action, particularly under conditions of reduced motivation or
increased pressure, contributes to the reconstruction of self-trust. Conversely,
repeated inconsistency without analysis contributes to its erosion.

This shifts the focus of change.

Rather than pursuing large-scale transformation, the emphasis is placed on creating
repeatable behavioural evidence that demonstrates reliability.
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This aligns with the principle that mastery experiences are the most powerful driver of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Small, consistent actions provide tangible proof of
capability, which can then be internalised at an identity level.

However, behavioural repetition alone is insufficient if underlying mechanisms are not
addressed.

If emotional regulation is unstable, behaviour may remain inconsistent. If identity
remains misaligned, behaviour may not integrate. If environmental reinforcement is
absent, behaviour may not sustain.

AURIS addresses these factors through structured sequencing:
¢ Awareness identifies the pattern of inconsistency
¢ Understanding explains the cause of disruption
¢ Regulation stabilises internal conditions
o Identity redefines self-concept through evidence
e Stability reinforces behaviour through repetition
This sequence transforms the loop.
Instead of:
commitment > breakdown > erosion
the system produces:
action > evidence - reinforcement > self-trust > identity stability
This represents a fundamental shift.
Self-trustis no longer treated as a prerequisite for change.
It becomes the outcome of consistent, structured behaviour.

Sustainable change therefore depends not only on what individuals intend to do, but on
whether they can repeatedly demonstrate to themselves that they can be relied upon.

Chapter5
The Self-Trust Erosion Loop
Self-trust is a central, yet often overlooked, component of sustainable human change.

While many behavioural models focus on motivation, discipline, or habit formation,
fewer address the cumulative psychological impact of repeated inconsistency. Over
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time, an individual’s ability to trust their own behaviour becomes a determining factor in
whether change can be sustained.

This paper proposes that behavioural inconsistency does not operate in isolation. It
contributes to a reinforcing psychological loop that progressively undermines self-trust.

This can be described as the Self-Trust Erosion Loop.
The loop typically follows a recognisable sequence:
e Commitment — the individual defines a goal or intended behaviour
¢ Activation —initial action is taken, often supported by motivation or clarity
¢ Disruption —internal or external pressure interrupts consistency
¢ Regression — behaviour returns to a previously reinforced pattern
¢ Interpretation — the individual assigns meaning to the breakdown
o Erosion — confidence in one’s own reliability decreases
This cycle may appear minor in isolation.
However, when repeated, it produces compounding effects.

Each instance of inconsistency does not simply represent a missed action. It
contributes to a broader internal narrative about identity and capability. Over time,
individuals may begin to perceive themselves as unreliable, inconsistent, orincapable
of sustained change.

This aligns with principles of self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977), which suggest that an
individual’s belief in their ability to execute behaviours is shaped significantly by past
experience. Repeated difficulty in following through on intended actions may reduce
perceived capability, which in turn decreases the likelihood of future behavioural
engagement.

In this way, behaviour and belief become mutually reinforcing.

Reduced self-efficacy may lead to reduced effort or avoidance. Reduced effort
increases the likelihood of further inconsistency. This, in turn, reinforces the belief that
change is not sustainable.

This creates a downward spiral.
Importantly, this process is often misinterpreted.

Individuals may attribute the breakdown to lack of discipline, motivation, or character.
However, the underlying mechanism is more accurately understood as a breakdown in
behavioural consistency combined with the internalisation of that inconsistency.
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This distinction is critical.

If the problem is interpreted as personal failure, the response is often increased
pressure or self-criticism. These responses may temporarily increase effort, but they do
not address the structural causes of inconsistency and may further destabilise
emotional regulation.

AURIS reframes this process by treating self-trust as a measurable and developable
construct.

Within this model, self-trust is not assumed. It is built through behavioural evidence.

Each completed action, particularly under conditions of reduced motivation or
increased pressure, contributes to the reconstruction of self-trust. Conversely,
repeated inconsistency without analysis contributes to its erosion.

This shifts the focus of change.

Rather than pursuing large-scale transformation, the emphasis is placed on creating
repeatable behavioural evidence that demonstrates reliability.

This aligns with the principle that mastery experiences are a primary driver of self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Small, consistent actions provide tangible evidence of
capability, which can then be internalised at an identity level.

However, behavioural repetition alone is insufficient if underlying mechanisms are not
addressed.

If emotional regulation is unstable, behaviour may remain inconsistent. If identity
remains misaligned, behaviour may not integrate. If environmental reinforcement is
absent, behaviour may not sustain.

AURIS addresses these factors through structured sequencing:
¢ Awareness identifies the pattern of inconsistency
¢ Understanding explains the cause of disruption
e Regulation stabilises internal conditions
o Identity redefines self-concept through evidence
o Stability reinforces behaviour through repetition
This sequence transforms the loop.
Instead of:
commitment > breakdown - erosion

the system produces:
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action > evidence - reinforcement > self-trust > identity stability
This represents a fundamental shift.

Self-trustis no longer treated as a prerequisite for change.

It becomes the outcome of consistent, structured behaviour.

Sustainable change therefore depends not only on what individuals intend to do, but on
whether they can repeatedly demonstrate to themselves that they can be relied upon.

Chapter 7
The Human Change Stack
Human behaviour is not driven by a single variable.

It emerges from the interaction of multiple systems, including cognitive processes,
emotional states, physiological conditions, identity structures, environmental
influences, and meaning-based direction. Each of these domains has been studied
extensively within psychology and behavioural science, yet they are often applied in
isolation within change models.

This fragmentation contributes to instability.

Approaches that focus exclusively on mindset, habits, motivation, or therapy may
produce partial improvements, but often fail to sustain behavioural change because
they do not address the broader system within which behaviour occurs.

This paper proposes the Human Change Stack as an integrative model for
understanding sustainable transformation.

The stack consists of interdependent layers:
e Physiological State — energy levels, nervous system activation, stress response
e Cognitive Appraisal — perception, interpretation, and judgement of situations
o Emotional Patterning — habitual emotional responses and affective states
e Behavioural Reinforcement — repeated actions and their consequences

o Identity Structure — self-concept, beliefs about capability, and personal
standards

e Meaning Direction — purpose, values, and perceived significance of action
These layers do not operate independently.

They interact continuously.
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Changes in physiological state can alter cognitive appraisal. Cognitive appraisal can
influence emotional response. Emotional response can affect behaviour. Behaviour,
when repeated, reinforces identity. Identity shapes future interpretation and action.
Meaning provides direction and influences whether behaviour is sustained.

This interaction creates a dynamic system.
Instability within one layer can disrupt the entire system.

For example, an individual may possess a clear sense of identity and intention, but if
physiological state is compromised through fatigue or stress, behaviour may still
become inconsistent. Similarly, strong behavioural routines may fail if identity remains
misaligned or if meaning is absent.

This aligns with integrative models within psychology, including the biopsychosocial
framework, which emphasises the interaction between biological, psychological, and
social factors in human functioning.

It also reflects elements of established theory.

The importance of physiological and psychological needs has been explored within the
work of Maslow (1954), while the role of self-concept and congruence has been central
to the work of Rogers (1961). However, these models are not always operationalised
within practical behaviour change systems.

The limitation is not the absence of theory.
Itis the absence of integration and sequencing.
Most change models attempt to intervene at a single level of the stack. For example:

e mindset approaches target cognition

habit systems target behaviour

therapeutic approaches may focus on emotional processing

productivity systems target structure
While each approach has value, none fully addresses the interaction between layers.
This often leads to partial and temporary change.

AURIS addresses this limitation by operating across the entire stack through structured
sequencing:

e Awareness maps patterns across layers
e Understanding explains the interaction between layers

e Regulation stabilises physiological and emotional state
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¢ ldentity aligns behaviour with self-concept

o Stability reinforces behaviour through repetition across contexts
This ensures that change is not dependent on a single variable.
Instead, itis supported by a coordinated system.

The Human Change Stack therefore provides a conceptual foundation for
understanding why change fails when applied in isolation, and why integrated
approaches are required for sustainable behavioural stability.

Chapter 8
Mechanism One — Awareness
Awareness is the entry point to behavioural change.

Before behaviour can be modified, it must first be observed accurately. However,
human behaviour is not fully conscious or deliberate. A significant proportion of daily
actions are automatic, shaped by habit, prior reinforcement, emotional conditioning,
and environmental cues.

This creates a fundamental limitation.
Individuals are often unaware of the patterns that drive their behaviour.

From a cognitive perspective, research distinguishes between automatic and deliberate
processing systems, where much behaviour occurs rapidly and without conscious
intervention (Kahneman, 2011). These automatic processes enable efficiency, but they
also reduce visibility of behavioural patterns.

Similarly, psychological frameworks have long acknowledged the influence of
unconscious processes. The work of Jung (1968) suggests that individuals may actin
accordance with patterns that are not fully conscious, particularly when those patterns
have been reinforced over time.

This has direct implications for change.
If behaviour is not fully visible, it cannot be reliably modified.

Individuals may attempt to change outcomes without understanding the patterns
producing those outcomes. For example, a person may attempt to improve productivity
without recognising avoidance behaviours triggered by discomfort, or attempt to
regulate emotion without identifying the situations that consistently activate reactive
responses.

This often leads to misdirected effort.
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Rather than addressing the underlying pattern, individuals may attempt to impose
change at the surface level. This may result in temporary improvement followed by
regression.

Awareness, within this model, is therefore defined as:

the accurate identification of behavioural patterns, triggers, emotional responses, and
contextual influences.

This includes:

e recognising repeated behaviours across contexts

e identifying triggers that activate those behaviours

¢ observing emotional and physiological responses

¢ understanding the sequence in which behaviour occurs
However, awareness alone is insufficient to produce change.

Individuals may become highly aware of their patterns without being able to alter them.
In some cases, increased awareness without corresponding regulation may increase
frustration, as the individual can observe the behaviour but cannot interrupt it.

This highlights a key limitation in awareness-based approaches.
Insight does not automatically translate into behavioural modification.

AURIS addresses this limitation by positioning awareness as the first stage in a
structured sequence rather than as a complete intervention:

¢ Awareness identifies the pattern
¢ Understanding explains the pattern
¢ Regulation enables interruption
¢ Identity aligns behaviour with self-concept
o Stability reinforces change through repetition
Within this framework, awareness functions as the foundation.

It provides the data required for change, but it does not, on its own, produce change.

Chapter 9
Mechanism Two — Cognitive Alignment (Dissonance and Integration)

Human behaviour is strongly influenced by the need for internal consistency.
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When an individual’s beliefs, values, identity, and behaviour are aligned, psychological
stability is maintained. However, when these elements conflict, a state of discomfort
emerges. This phenomenon is described within cognitive psychology as cognitive
dissonance (Festinger, 1957).

Cognitive dissonance occurs when an individual simultaneously holds conflicting
beliefs or behaves in ways that contradict their stated values or self-concept. This
conflict produces psychological tension, which individuals are motivated to reduce.

Importantly, this reduction does not always occur through behavioural change.

Individuals may attempt to resolve dissonance through several alternative
mechanisms:

« Rationalisation — reinterpreting behaviour to make it appear consistent

¢ Justification — minimising the importance of the discrepancy

¢ Avoidance — disengaging from situations that highlight inconsistency

¢ ldentity protection — altering self-perception to accommodate behaviour
These responses may reduce discomfort, but they do not produce alignment.
This has significant implications for behaviour change.

An individual may recognise that their behaviour is inconsistent with their goals or
values, yet still fail to change that behaviour. Instead, they may unconsciously adjust
their interpretation of the situation in order to maintain psychological comfort.

For example, a person who values health may justify inconsistent behaviour by
attributing it to temporary circumstances. A professional who values discipline may
rationalise avoidance by reframing it as rest or strategic delay. An individual seeking
change may repeatedly postpone action while maintaining the belief that change
remains intended.

In each case, dissonance is reduced without behavioural correction.
This creates a false sense of resolution.

Over time, repeated reliance on these mechanisms may weaken alignment between
identity and behaviour. The individual may continue to hold aspirational values while
operating according to a different behavioural reality.

This contributes to fragmentation within identity.

The individual is no longer operating from a coherent self-concept, but from competing
internal narratives. This fragmentation may increase psychological strain and reduce
behavioural consistency.

20|Page



Cognitive dissonance is therefore not only a source of discomfort.

It can function as a diagnostic signal.

Itindicates where misalignment exists between intention, identity, and action.
However, without a structured process, this signalis often misused.

Individuals may respond to dissonance with avoidance or self-criticism rather than
alignment. Both responses fail to resolve the underlying inconsistency.

AURIS reframes cognitive dissonance as actionable data.

Within this model, dissonance is hot something to be eliminated immediately. Itis
something to be examined and resolved through behavioural alignment.

This requires a structured sequence:

¢ Awareness identifies the point of conflict

Understanding explores why the conflict exists

Regulation reduces defensive response to discomfort

Identity clarifies the intended standard

Stability reinforces aligned behaviour through repetition

This process transforms dissonance.

Instead of:

conflict » avoidance > temporary relief

the system produces:

conflict > analysis 2 aligned action » reduced dissonance

This represents a shift from psychological avoidance to behavioural integration.
Sustainable change requires not the absence of dissonance, but the effective use of it.

When dissonance is used as a signal for alignment rather than a trigger for avoidance, it
becomes a mechanism for identity stabilisation.

Chapter 10
Mechanism Three — Self-Efficacy and Behavioural Evidence

A central determinant of sustained behavioural change is an individual’s belief in their
ability to act consistently and effectively in specific situations.
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Within psychological research, this is described as self-efficacy, a concept developed
by Bandura (1977). Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in their capacity to
organise and execute the behaviours required to produce desired outcomes.

This is distinct from general confidence.

Confidence is often broad, abstract, and influenced by emotional state. Self-efficacy is
specific, evidence-based, and grounded in perceived capability within a defined
domain.

This distinction is critical.

An individual may feel confident in principle, yet lack self-efficacy in practice. For
example, a person may believe they are capable of change, but doubt their ability to
follow through consistently when challenged. This gap between belief and execution
contributes directly to behavioural instability.

Bandura (1977) identified several sources of self-efficacy, with mastery experiences
being among the most influential.

Mastery experiences occur when individuals successfully perform a behaviour and
recognise that performance as evidence of capability. These experiences build belief
not through affirmation, but through direct interaction with outcomes.

This highlights a key mechanism within sustainable change:

Belief is not the starting point of behaviour.
Itis the result of behavioural evidence.

This challenges a common assumption within many change models, which suggest that
individuals must first believe in themselves before they can act. While belief can
influence action, reliance on belief as a prerequisite may create a barrier to change,
particularly for individuals who have experienced repeated inconsistency.

In such cases, belief may be low precisely because evidence is lacking.
This creates a circular problem:

¢ low belief may reduce action

o reduced action limits evidence

o limited evidence reinforces low belief
This loop is closely related to the Self-Trust Erosion Loop described earlier.
AURIS addresses this problem by reversing the direction of change.

Rather than attempting to increase belief in order to produce behaviour, the model
focuses on producing behaviour in order to generate evidence.
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This reframes the sequence:
behaviour > evidence > belief > identity

Within this model, each completed action serves as proof of capability. Repeated
actions, particularly under varying conditions, accumulate into a body of evidence that
supports self-efficacy.

This process is cumulative.

Small, consistent behaviours may appear insignificant in isolation, but their
psychological impact becomes significant when interpreted as identity-relevant
evidence. Over time, individuals begin to update their internal model of themselves
based on what they have repeatedly demonstrated.

This transition marks the movement from perceived capability to experienced
capability.

However, behavioural repetition alone may be insufficient if underlying conditions are
unstable.

If emotional regulation is inconsistent, behaviour may not be executed reliably. If
identity remains misaligned, behaviour may not be interpreted as meaningful. If
environmental reinforcement is absent, behaviour may not persist.

This reinforces the need for integration.
AURIS supports the development of self-efficacy through structured sequencing:
¢ Awareness identifies current behavioural patterns
¢ Understanding explains the mechanisms influencing behaviour
¢ Regulation stabilises the conditions required for action
e Identity interprets behaviour as evidence of self-concept
o Stability reinforces behaviour through repetition

This sequence ensures that behaviour is not only performed, but recognised and
integrated.

Self-efficacy, within this framework, is not treated as a static trait.

Itis treated as a dynamic outcome of repeated behavioural evidence under varying
conditions.

Sustainable change therefore depends not on whether individuals initially believe they
can change, but on whether they can generate sufficient evidence to support that belief
over time.
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Chapter 11
Mechanism Four — Regulation (Neuroscience and Response Control)

The ability to regulate emotional and physiological state is a fundamental requirement
for sustainable behavioural change.

While many change models focus on cognition, motivation, or behaviour, fewer account
for the biological conditions under which behaviour occurs. However, human behaviour
is not purely cognitive. Itis significantly influenced by physiological state, particularly
under conditions of stress.

Research in neuroscience and stress physiology suggests that when individuals
experience heightened stress, cognitive capacity may be reduced, emotional reactivity
may increase, and reliance on automatic behavioural patterns becomes more likely
(Sapolsky, 2004).

Similarly, theories of nervous system regulation, including the work of Porges (2011),
indicate that individuals operate within different physiological states that influence
perception, emotion, and behaviour. Under perceived threat, the nervous system may
prioritise survival responses, which can override deliberate behavioural control.

Research in trauma and behavioural response further supports this, with van der Kolk
(2014) suggesting that individuals may react based on conditioned responses that are
not fully accessible to conscious control.

These findings have direct implications for behaviour change.

If an individual is unable to regulate their internal state, access to intentional behaviour
may become limited.

This helps explain a common pattern observed in change attempts.

An individual may know what to do and intend to act accordingly, yet fail to execute
when under stress, fatigue, or emotional pressure. This is not necessarily due to lack of
knowledge or motivation, but may reflect a reduced capacity to act under those
conditions.

This reframes the role of regulation.

Regulation is not an optional enhancement to behaviour change.
Itis a prerequisite.

Without sufficient regulation, behaviour remains state-dependent.

This means that behaviour is influenced by fluctuating internal conditions rather than
guided by stable identity or intention. As a result, individuals may perform well when
conditions are favourable, but become inconsistent when those conditions change.
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This dynamic aligns with principles found in philosophical traditions that emphasise
response control under uncontrollable conditions.

Within Stoic philosophy, the distinction between what can and cannot be controlled
places responsibility on the individual’s response rather than external events. From a
modern perspective, this reflects the importance of maintaining behavioural alignment
despite changing internal and external conditions.

However, philosophical understanding alone is insufficient.

An individual may intellectually accept the importance of controlling their response, yet
still be unable to do so consistently without the capacity for regulation.

This reinforces the distinction between insight and capability.
AURIS integrates regulation as a core mechanism within the change process.
Within this model:

¢ Awareness identifies when regulation is lost

¢ Understanding explains the conditions under which this occurs

« Regulation develops the capacity to stabilise internal state

o Identity aligns behaviour with a chosen standard

o Stability reinforces regulated behaviour through repetition
This sequence ensures that behaviour is not dependent on ideal internal conditions.
Instead, it becomes accessible across a wider range of states.
Regulation therefore functions as the bridge between intention and execution.

It enables individuals to act in alighment with identity even when emotional, cognitive,
or physiological conditions are not optimal.

Sustainable change, within this framework, depends not on the absence of stress, but
on the capacity to maintain behavioural alignment in its presence.

Chapter 12
Mechanism Five — Identity Reconstruction
Identity is a central organising structure in human behaviour.

It shapes how individuals interpret situations, the standards they apply to themselves,
the behaviours they consider acceptable, and the actions they are willing to take. Within
psychological theory, identity has been explored as a developmental and structural
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construct, with the work of Erikson (1968) emphasising its role in coherence and
continuity across life stages, and the work of Rogers (1961) highlighting the importance
of congruence between self-concept and experience.

Within this paper, identity is defined as:

a structured and reinforced internal model of self, formed through repeated behavioural
evidence, interpretation, and environmental feedback.

This definition emphasises that identity is not static.
Itis continuously shaped by interaction between behaviour and experience.
This has important implications for change.

If identity is formed through repeated evidence, then behavioural inconsistency does
not only affect outcomes. It may also affect the structure of identity itself.

Repeated alignment between intention and action can strengthen identity coherence.
Repeated misalignment may contribute to fragmentation.

This fragmentation is particularly evident during periods of disruption.

Identity disruption may occur when established roles, environments, or reinforcing
structures are removed or altered. This can include:

transition from structured environments (e.g. military service)

recovery from illness or treatment

prolonged exposure to burnout or stress

significant life changes affecting role, purpose, or direction

In such contexts, previously stable identity structures may no longer be supported by
the environment.

This creates instability.

Individuals may retain an aspirational sense of who they are or wish to be, but lack the
behavioural consistency required to reinforce that identity. This gap between intention
and experience may lead to reduced self-trust, uncertainty, and inconsistent behaviour.

Importantly, identity cannot be reconstructed through declaration alone.

Anindividual cannot reliably become a different version of themselves by adopting new
beliefs or affirmations without corresponding behavioural evidence. Without action,
identity remains conceptual rather than operational.

This reflects a key limitation in belief-driven models of change.
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While beliefs influence behaviour, they are also shaped by behaviour. Attempts to
change identity solely through cognitive means may be limited because they do not
generate the evidence required to support the new self-concept.

AURIS addresses this by treating identity reconstruction as a behavioural process.
Within this model, identity is rebuilt through:
e repeated execution of alighed behaviour
e interpretation of behaviour as evidence of capability
e reinforcement of that evidence across contexts
This creates a feedback loop:
behaviour > evidence - interpretation > identity
Over time, this loop may strengthen identity stability.
However, this process depends on the integration of preceding mechanisms.

Without awareness, patterns remain unclear. Without understanding, causes remain
unexplained. Without regulation, behaviour may not be executed consistently. Without
reinforcement, behaviour may not persist.

Identity reconstruction is therefore not an isolated step.
Itis the result of a structured sequence.
Within AURIS:
¢ Awareness reveals current identity patterns
¢ Understanding explains how those patterns formed
¢ Regulation enables behavioural consistency under pressure
e Identity integrates behaviour into self-concept
o Stability reinforces identity through repetition
This ensures that identity is not aspirational, but operational.

Sustainable change, within this framework, is achieved when individuals consistently
behave in alignment with a stable internal model of self, regardless of fluctuating
conditions.

Chapter 13

Mechanism Six — Behavioural Reinforcement and Consistency
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Sustainable behaviour is not produced by isolated action.
Itis produced by reinforcement.

Behavioural science has long established that the likelihood of a behaviour being
repeated is influenced by its consequences. Within behaviourist theory, the work of
Skinner (1953) demonstrated that behaviours followed by reinforcement are more likely
to recur, while those that are not reinforced tend to diminish over time.

This principle remains central to understanding behavioural consistency.

However, modern behaviour change efforts often focus on initiating action rather than
reinforcing it. Individuals are encouraged to start new behaviours, but less emphasis is
placed on how those behaviours are sustained, strengthened, and integrated into long-
term patterns.

This creates a critical gap.
An action performed once does not produce change.

An action performed repeatedly, and reinforced consistently, begins to shape
behaviour.

This distinction can be understood as the difference between execution and
reinforcement:

e Execution refers to performing a behaviour

e Reinforcement refers to the processes that increase the likelihood of that
behaviour being repeated

Without reinforcement, execution remains temporary.

This dynamic is reflected in habit formation models. For example, Duhigg (2012)
describes behaviour as part of a loop involving cue, routine, and reward, where
repetition strengthens the connection between trigger and action. Similarly, behaviour
design frameworks such as those developed by Fogg (2020) emphasise the importance
of prompts, ability, and reinforcement in sustaining behaviour over time.

These models highlight an important principle:

Behaviour does not stabilise through intention.
It stabilises through repetition and reinforcement.

However, reinforcement is not only external.

While rewards, feedback, and environmental cues play a role, internal reinforcement is
equally significant. This includes the interpretation of behaviour as evidence of

28|Page



capability, the experience of progress, and the alignment between behaviour and
identity.

When behaviour is interpreted as meaningful and identity-relevant, its reinforcing effect
may be amplified.

This creates a reinforcing loop:

behaviour > reinforcement > increased likelihood of repetition > strengthened pattern
Over time, this loop contributes to behavioural consistency.

Consistency, in turn, supports identity stability.

This is because repeated behaviour provides ongoing evidence that reinforces the
individual’s internal model of self. As behaviours become more consistent, they may
require less cognitive effort and become less dependent on fluctuating internal states
such as motivation.

However, inconsistency disrupts this process.

When behaviour is not repeated, reinforcement is weakened. This reduces the
likelihood of future execution and may contribute to instability within both behaviour
and identity. This dynamic connects directly to the Self-Trust Erosion Loop described
earlier.

AURIS addresses this by structuring reinforcement as part of the change process.
Within this model:
e Awareness identifies existing behavioural patterns
e Understanding explains how those patterns are reinforced
o Regulation enables consistent execution
o Identity interprets behaviour as evidence of self-concept
o Stability reinforces behaviour through structured repetition
This ensures that reinforcement is not left to chance.
Instead, itis deliberately designed.

The objective is not simply to increase action, but to create conditions in which
behaviour is repeated, reinforced, and integrated into identity.

Sustainable change therefore depends on the consistent reinforcement of aligned
behaviour over time.
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Chapter 14

Mechanism Seven — Meaning and Direction

Sustained human behaviour is not driven solely by capability or structure.
Itis directed by meaning.

While earlier mechanisms within this model address awareness, cognitive alignment,
regulation, identity, and reinforcement, these alone do not fully explain why individuals
continue to act over extended periods, particularly under conditions of difficulty or
uncertainty.

Meaning provides this continuity.

Within psychological theory, the work of Frankl (1946) emphasised that individuals are
capable of enduring significant hardship when their actions are connected to a sense of
purpose or meaning. This principle extends beyond extreme conditions and may apply
more broadly to human behaviour.

Meaning functions as a directional mechanism.
It answers the question of why behaviour should be sustained.

Without meaning, behaviour may occur temporarily, driven by motivation, external
pressure, or short-term goals. However, when these drivers diminish, behaviour often
declines. This contributes to the instability observed in many change attempts.

This highlights an important distinction:
o Motivation initiates behaviour
e Meaning sustains behaviour

Motivation is often linked to emotional activation, novelty, or anticipated reward. As
discussed previously, itis inherently variable. Meaning, by contrast, is typically more
stable. Itis connected to values, identity, and perceived significance.

This relative stability allows behaviour to continue even when motivation is low.
Meaning is therefore particularly relevant under conditions of pressure.

When individuals experience stress, fatigue, or uncertainty, the cost of behaviour
increases. Without a clear sense of purpose, the perceived cost may outweigh the
perceived benefit, leading to disengagement.

When behaviour is connected to meaning, this calculation changes.
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The individual may be more likely to continue because the behaviour is not evaluated
solely in terms of immediate effort or reward, but in relation to a broader sense of
direction.

This has direct implications for identity.

Meaning contributes to identity formation by linking behaviour to values and purpose. It
provides coherence, allowing individuals to understand not only what they are doing,
but why it matters.

However, meaning alone is insufficient.

An individual may possess a strong sense of purpose yet still struggle to act consistently
if other mechanisms are not in place. Without awareness, patterns remain unclear.
Without regulation, behaviour may not be executed under pressure. Without
reinforcement, behaviour may not persist.

This reinforces the need for integration.
Within AURIS, meaning is positioned as the directional layer of the change process:
¢ Awareness identifies current patterns
¢ Understanding explains those patterns
¢ Regulation enables behavioural control
¢ Identity aligns behaviour with self-concept
e Stability reinforces behaviour
¢ Meaning directs behaviour over time
This ensures that behaviour is not only consistent, but purposeful.
Meaning therefore completes the model.

It connects behaviour to a broader narrative, supports endurance under pressure, and
contributes to long-term stability.

Sustainable change, within this framework, depends not only on whether individuals
can act, but on whether they have a reason to continue acting when conditions are no
longer favourable.

Chapter 15

Applied Case Study — Identity Disruption and Reconstruction in Military Transition
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The mechanisms outlined in this paper can be observed clearly within high-structure
environments undergoing transition.

One such context is the transition from military service into civilian life.

Military environments are characterised by externally reinforced identity structures.
Behaviour is shaped through hierarchy, routine, clear role definition, and consistent
expectations. Standards are explicit, feedback is immediate, and behavioural
reinforcement is continuous.

Within this context, identity is not only internally held but externally stabilised.
Behavioural consistency is supported by:

o defined roles and responsibilities

e structured routines and schedules

e collective identity and shared purpose

e enforced discipline and accountability

e immediate consequences for behavioural deviation
These conditions create a high degree of behavioural stability.

However, during transition out of military service, many of these external structures are
removed or significantly reduced. Individuals are required to operate with increased
autonomy, reduced environmental reinforcement, and less clearly defined identity
frameworks.

This shift exposes underlying dependencies.

Without external structure, behaviour must be internally regulated. Identity must be
self-defined. Consistency must be maintained without enforced systems.

This transition frequently produces a period of instability.

Observed patterns may include:

disruption of routine and behavioural consistency

¢ reduced clarity of role and direction

e increased reliance on fluctuating motivation

o difficulty maintaining standards without external reinforcement
o fragmentation between past identity and present behaviour

These patterns align with the mechanisms described throughout this paper.
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Mechanism Alignment

Illusion of Behaviour Change

Initial transition periods may involve attempts to replicate previous standards or adopt
new behaviours. However, without consistent reinforcement, these efforts may produce
short-term activation without long-term stability.

Knowing-Doing-Becoming Gap

Individuals may retain a clear understanding of expected behaviours, yet struggle to
translate this into consistent action within an unstructured environment. Identity may
remain tied to previous roles rather than current behaviour.

Identity Collapse Under Pressure

In the absence of external structure, pressure shifts from environmental to internal.
Under stress, individuals may revert to previously reinforced patterns or experience
behavioural inconsistency.

Self-Trust Erosion Loop

Repeated inconsistency may lead to reduced confidence in personal reliability,
particularly when individuals compare current behaviour to prior standards established
within structured environments.

Motivation Instability
Without externally imposed structure, behaviour may become dependent on internal
motivation, which fluctuates and does not provide a stable foundation for consistency.

Regulation Limitations

Changes in environment and role may increase stress and uncertainty, affecting
emotional and physiological regulation and reducing the ability to execute intended
behaviour.

Identity Disruption

The removal of role-based identity creates a gap between past and present self-
concept. Without reconstruction, identity may remain anchored in previous
environments rather than current reality.

Reconstruction Through AURIS

The AURIS Framework provides a structured approach to addressing these
mechanisms.

e Awareness
Recognition of behavioural patterns, inconsistencies, and triggers emerging
during transition

33|Page



e Understanding
Identification of the structural shift from externally reinforced identity to
internally regulated behaviour

¢ Regulation
Development of emotional and physiological stability to enable consistent
behaviour under changing conditions

e Identity
Reconstruction of self-concept based on current behaviour rather than past role

o Stability
Establishment of repeatable routines and reinforcement systems independent of
external structure

Applied Insight

This case suggests that behavioural instability during transition is not necessarily
indicative of reduced capability or character.

It may instead reflect the removal of external reinforcement systems and the absence of
internally stabilised identity structures.

Sustainable change within this context requires the reconstruction of identity through
behavioural evidence, supported by regulation and structured reinforcement.

This aligns with the central thesis of this paper:

Sustainable change is achieved when behaviour becomes consistent through identity
stability, rather than dependent on external conditions or fluctuating internal states.

Chapter 16
Applications and Implications

The mechanisms outlined in this paper have implications across multiple domains
where behavioural consistency, identity stability, and sustained performance are
required.

While the AURIS Framework is presented as a general model of sustainable human
change, its application may be particularly relevant in contexts characterised by
transition, disruption, pressure, or loss of structure.

Veteran Transition and Reintegration
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The transition from military to civilian life represents a significant shift from externally
structured identity to internally regulated behaviour.

As outlined in the preceding case study, the removal of hierarchical systems, routine,
and enforced discipline may expose instability in behavioural consistency and identity
structure. Research on veteran transition has highlighted challenges related to identity,
belonging, and adjustment following service.

Within this context, AURIS provides a framework for:

rebuilding identity independent of prior role

establishing internal behavioural regulation

restoring consistency through structured routines

reinforcing self-trust through behavioural evidence

This may support the development of stable identity beyond institutional structures.

Post-Treatment Recovery and Survivorship

Individuals recovering from illness or medical treatment often experience identity
disruption following the completion of structured care.

While clinical treatment may address physical outcomes, the transition into post-
treatment life frequently involves:

e loss of structured support

e uncertainty regarding identity and direction

o difficulty re-establishing consistent behaviour
¢ emotional and psychological adjustment

Organisations such as Macmillan Cancer Support highlight the ongoing emotional and
identity-related challenges experienced during survivorship.

Within this context, AURIS provides a non-clinical framework for:
e stabilising behaviour following treatment
¢ rebuilding identity beyond patient status
e developing consistency under changing conditions

e restoring confidence through behavioural reinforcement
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This positions AURIS as a complementary support model rather than a clinical
intervention.

Burnout and Professional Instability

Burnout is characterised not only by fatigue, but by reduced behavioural consistency,
emotional regulation challenges, and identity disruption.

Workplace research (e.g. Deloitte, 2022; Gallup, 2023) suggests that burnout is
widespread and associated with reduced engagement, performance instability, and
psychological strain.

Individuals experiencing burnout may:

e struggle to maintain performance standards

e experience reduced motivation and increased avoidance

¢ lose clarity regarding purpose and direction

e demonstrate inconsistency despite prior capability
Within this context, AURIS provides a structured approach to:

e restoring behavioural consistency through regulation

e rebuilding identity based on current capability

e reducing reliance on fluctuating motivation

e re-establishing direction through meaning

This enables recovery that extends beyond rest to include identity and behavioural
reconstruction.

Life Transition and Identity Disruption

Significant life changes—including career shifts, relationship changes, financial
instability, or relocation—can disrupt established identity structures.

In such contexts, individuals may experience:
¢ loss of role clarity
e inconsistency in behaviour
e reduced confidence in decision-making

o difficulty maintaining direction
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AURIS supports adaptation through:
e identifying emerging behavioural patterns
e stabilising emotional and cognitive responses
e reconstructing identity based on current conditions

e reinforcing consistent action across contexts

Coaching and Behavioural Development

Within coaching and personal development contexts, many approaches focus on
isolated mechanisms such as goal setting, accountability, or mindset.

AURIS provides an integrated alternative.

By structuring change across awareness, understanding, regulation, identity, and
stability, the model enables:

e more consistent behavioural outcomes

e improved self-trust development

e reduced reliance on motivation

e greater alignment between identity and action

This may enhance both short-term progress and long-term sustainability.

Organisational and Leadership Contexts

In organisational settings, behavioural consistency and identity alignment are critical for
performance, leadership, and culture.

Leaders and teams may experience:

e inconsistency under pressure

¢ misalignment between stated values and behaviour

o difficulty sustaining performance across changing conditions
AURIS provides a framework for:

o aligning behaviour with organisational values

e developingregulation under pressure

e reinforcing consistent standards
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e supporting leadership identity development

This has implications for training, development, and performance management.

Implications for Practice

The applications outlined above suggest that sustainable change may require a shiftin
how behavioural development is approached.

Key implications include:
¢ moving from single-mechanism interventions to integrated models
e prioritising identity stability alongside behavioural change
e recognising regulation as a prerequisite for consistent action
e treating self-trust as a measurable outcome of behaviour

o designing systems that reinforce behaviour over time

Positioning of AURIS
Across these domains, AURIS is positioned as:

¢ anon-clinical, evidence-informed framework

e astructured identity and behavioural development system

e amodel designed for real-world conditions rather than controlled environments
It does not replace clinical, therapeutic, or medical interventions.

Instead, it operates alongside them, addressing the behavioural and identity
components of sustainable change that are often underdeveloped.

Conclusion of Applications

The consistency of observed patterns across these domains suggests that the
mechanisms described in this paper are not limited to a single population.

They reflect a broader structure of human behaviour.

AURIS provides a framework through which these mechanisms can be applied in a
consistent and structured way, supporting identity stability and behavioural
consistency across varied conditions.
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Chapter 17
Measurement Model and Evaluation Framework (Clean Version)
For any behavioural framework to demonstrate validity, it must be measurable.

While the mechanisms outlined in this paper provide a conceptual and applied model
of sustainable change, their effectiveness depends on the ability to observe, track, and
evaluate outcomes over time. Without structured measurement, behavioural change
remains subjective and difficult to assess.

This paper therefore proposes a multi-domain measurement model aligned with the
AURIS Framework.

The objective is not only to track behavioural outcomes, but to assess the underlying
mechanisms that contribute to those outcomes.

Measurement Principles
The measurement model is guided by the following principles:

¢ Multi-dimensional assessment — change is evaluated across behavioural,
cognitive, emotional, and identity domains

e Baseline comparison — progress is measured relative to an individual’s starting
point

e Consistency over intensity — emphasis is placed on repeatability rather than
isolated performance

o Contextual sensitivity — behaviour is evaluated across varying conditions,
including periods of pressure

These principles ensure that measurement reflects sustainable change rather than
short-term fluctuation.

Core Measurement Domains
Measurement is structured across five primary domains, aligned with AURIS:
1. Awareness
Assessment focuses on the individual’s ability to:
e identify behavioural patterns

e recognise triggers and contextual influences
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e accurately describe emotional and cognitive responses
Indicators may include:

e clarity of pattern recognition

e consistency of self-observation

¢ reductionin unrecognised behavioural responses

2. Understanding
Assessment focuses on:
o theindividual’s ability to explain behavioural patterns
¢ identification of underlying causes and reinforcement structures
e clarity of cognitive and emotional processes
Indicators may include:
¢ depth of explanation
e accuracy of pattern interpretation

e ability to link behaviour to underlying mechanisms

3. Regulation
Assessment focuses on:
e the ability to maintain behavioural control under varying conditions
¢ management of emotional and physiological responses
e reduction in reactive behaviour
Indicators may include:
e response stability under stress
e reduced behavioural volatility

e increased recovery speed following disruption

4. |dentity

Assessment focuses on:
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¢ alignment between behaviour and self-concept
e development of consistent personal standards
e strength of self-trust
Indicators may include:
e consistency between intention and action
o clarity of identity statements grounded in behaviour

e increased confidence in personal reliability

5. Stability
Assessment focuses on:
e consistency of behaviour across time and context
e repeatability of aligned actions
e resilience under pressure
Indicators may include:
¢« frequency of behavioural execution
e maintenance of behaviour under stress

e reduced reliance on motivation

Behavioural Evidence as a Core Metric

A central principle within this model is that behavioural evidence serves as the primary
indicator of change.

Rather than relying solely on self-reported belief or intention, the framework prioritises:
e observable actions
« frequency of behaviour
e consistency across contexts

This aligns with established behavioural science principles emphasising measurable
outcomes over subjective perception.

Data Collection Methods
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Measurement may be conducted through a combination of:
e structured self-report tools
e behavioural tracking (e.g. frequency, consistency)
o reflective assessments
e observational data (where applicable)

These methods can be adapted to individual, group, or organisational contexts.

Baseline and Outcome Comparison
Each individual or group begins with a baseline assessment across all domains.
Progress is evaluated through:

¢ comparison with baseline scores

e identification of trends over time

¢ assessment of behavioural consistency under varying conditions

This enables both short-term tracking and longer-term evaluation.

Application to Pilot Programmes
Within pilot settings, this measurement model enables:

e structured evaluation of participant outcomes

e comparison across cohorts

¢ identification of effective components within the framework

e generation of evidence for funding, reporting, and research purposes
Limitations of Measurement

While structured measurement provides valuable insight, limitations must be
acknowledged:

e behavioural data may be influenced by self-report bias
e environmental variables may affect outcomes
e short-term measurement may not fully capture long-term stability

These limitations reinforce the importance of longitudinal assessment and multi-
method evaluation.
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Implications for Research and Validation

The proposed measurement model provides a foundation for future empirical
validation.

Potential research directions include:
e longitudinal studies assessing behavioural stability over time
e comparative studies between AURIS and single-mechanism interventions

e evaluation across different populations (e.g. veterans, recovery groups,
professionals)

Conclusion of Measurement Model

Sustainable change cannot be assumed.
It must be demonstrated.

By structuring measurement across awareness, understanding, regulation, identity, and
stability, the AURIS Framework provides a method for evaluating both process and
outcome.

This enables the transition from conceptual model to measurable system.

Chapter 18
Limitations and Ethical Considerations (Clean Version)

While the AURIS Framework provides a structured model for sustainable human
change, itis important to define its limitations and ethical boundaries.

No single model can fully account for the complexity of human behaviour across all
contexts. Responsible application requires clarity regarding scope, appropriate use, and
potential constraints.

Scope of Application

AURIS is designed as a non-clinical, evidence-informed framework for behavioural and
identity development.

Itis intended to support:

e behavioural consistency
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e identity reconstruction
e emotional and cognitive stability in non-clinical contexts
Itis not designed to diagnhose, treat, or manage clinical mental health conditions.

Conditions requiring clinical or medical intervention—including severe mental health
disorders, trauma requiring specialist treatment, or acute psychological distress—fall
outside the intended scope of this framework.

In such cases, AURIS should be used, where appropriate, as a complementary support
tool alongside professional care.

Limitations of Behavioural Models
While the framework integrates multiple mechanisms, it remains a behavioural model.

Human behaviour is influenced by factors that may not be fully captured within
structured systems, including:

e biological conditions

¢ neurological variation

e environmental instability

e socio-economic constraints

These factors may influence the extent to which behavioural consistency can be
achieved or maintained.

Variability Across Individuals
Individuals differ in their response to change processes.

Factors such as prior experience, psychological resilience, environmental support, and
current life conditions may influence outcomes. As a result, the framework should not
be applied with the expectation of uniform results.

Instead, it should be adapted to individual context while maintaining its core structure.

Measurement Limitations

As outlined in the previous chapter, measurement within behavioural systems presents
inherent challenges:

+ self-reported data may be subject to bias
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¢ short-term observations may not reflect long-term change
e externalvariables may influence behavioural outcomes

These limitations reinforce the need for cautious interpretation and multi-method
assessment where possible.

Ethical Application
The application of any behavioural framework carries ethical responsibility.
AURIS should be applied in a manner that:

e respectsindividual autonomy

e avoids coercion or undue pressure

e supportsinformed participation

¢ maintains transparency regarding intended outcomes

The framework should not be used to impose behavioural standards without
consideration of individual context or wellbeing.

Risk of Misapplication
There is potential for misapplication if the framework is used inappropriately.
Risks may include:

e overemphasis on behaviour without consideration of wellbeing

e application in contexts requiring clinical intervention

e misinterpretation of behavioural inconsistency as failure rather than data

To mitigate these risks, practitioners and organisations using the framework should
ensure:

e appropriate training and understanding of the model
e clear communication of scope and limitations

e integration with relevant support systems where required

Distinction from Clinical and Therapeutic Models

AURIS is distinct from clinical, therapeutic, and medical models.
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While it draws on principles from psychology and neuroscience, its purpose is not
treatment but behavioural and identity development.

Maintaining this distinction is essential for ethical clarity and accurate representation.

Future Ethical Considerations

As the framework is applied across wider contexts, ongoing evaluation of ethical
implications will be required.

This includes:
¢ monitoring impact across different populations
e assessing unintended consequences

e ensuring alignment with professional and regulatory standards

Conclusion of Limitations and Ethics

The effectiveness of the AURIS Framework depends not only on its structure, but on its
responsible application.

By clearly defining scope, acknowledging limitations, and maintaining ethical
standards, the framework can be applied in a way that supports sustainable human
change while minimising risk.

Chapter 19
Conclusion

Sustainable human change remains a complex and often inconsistent outcome across
behavioural, coaching, and wellbeing domains.

Despite extensive research and the availability of numerous tools, many individuals
continue to experience difficulty maintaining behavioural consistency, particularly
under conditions of pressure, transition, or uncertainty. This suggests that the primary
limitation is not a lack of knowledge, but a limitation in how change is currently
conceptualised and applied.

This paper has proposed that sustainable change cannot be adequately explained
through single-mechanism models.

Approaches that focus exclusively on motivation, habits, mindset, therapy, or discipline
each contribute valuable insights, but are limited when applied in isolation. These
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models often fail to account for the interaction between identity, emotional regulation,
behavioural reinforcement, cognitive alignment, and meaning.

In response, this paper has introduced an integrated model of sustainable human
change grounded in Identity Performance Psychology and operationalised through the
AURIS Framework.

Across the preceding chapters, the following mechanisms have been examined:
¢ theillusion of behaviour change
¢ the knowing—doing-becoming gap
¢ identity collapse under pressure
e the self-trust erosion loop
¢ the limitations of motivation-based systems
e therole of regulation in enabling behaviour
e identity reconstruction through behavioural evidence
¢ behavioural reinforcement and consistency
¢ therole of meaning in sustaining long-term action

Taken together, these mechanisms describe an integrated system rather than a
sequence of isolated interventions.

The central argument of this paper is that sustainable change emerges when these
mechanisms are aligned and applied through structured sequencing.

Within this model:
e awareness provides visibility of behaviour
e understanding explains underlying patterns
e regulation enables action under pressure
e identity integrates behaviour into self-concept
o stability reinforces behaviour through repetition
e meaning directs behaviour over time

This structure reflects how change occurs in applied contexts, rather than how itis
often assumed to occur in theoretical models.
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The AURIS Change Engine provides a practical framework for applying these
mechanisms across real-world conditions, including environments characterised by
transition, disruption, and variability.

The inclusion of an applied case study has demonstrated how these mechanisms
operate in high-pressure contexts, reinforcing the relevance of the model beyond
theoretical discussion.

Additionally, the proposed measurement model provides a basis for structured
evaluation, supporting the transition from conceptual framework to evidence-informed
system.

This modelis not intended to replace existing approaches.
Rather, it provides a structure through which those approaches can be integrated and
applied more effectively.

The implications of this work extend across individual, organisational, and community
contexts. Where behavioural consistency, identity stability, and sustained performance
are required, integrated models of change may offer greater reliability than isolated
interventions.

Future research is required to further validate and refine the model, particularly through
longitudinal studies and application across diverse populations.

However, the convergence of behavioural science, applied observation, and lived
experience suggests that the integration of identity, regulation, behaviour, and meaning
represents a necessary direction for the development of sustainable human change
models.

Final Position

Sustainable change is not achieved through isolated insight or temporary motivation.
Itis achieved through the structured integration of behaviour, identity, and regulation,
reinforced over time and directed by meaning.
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