
 

 



The Question That Changed Everything 
A VP of Engineering at a rapidly growing fintech once asked his team a simple 
question. 

"If you had to classify our last 50 hires into builders and architects, what would the 
split be?" 

Nobody could answer. 

They had data on everything—sprint velocity, deployment frequency, bug counts. 
But they had no framework to understand who they were hiring. No way to know if 
their talent mix was healthy or broken. 

They weren't alone. Most recruiting teams track volume, not composition. They 
count heads, not archetypes. And that blind spot is costing them dearly. 

The Four Archetypes Emerging in Engineering 
When you look closely at engineering talent, a pattern emerges. Developers 
naturally cluster into four distinct categories [1]. 

1. Traditional Engineers 

These are your high-technical-knowledge, low-AI-dependency developers. 

They maintain a comprehensive understanding of codebases. They use AI sparingly 
for specific challenges. They prioritize direct code control and focus on system 
integrity. 

Their role: Essential for mission-critical applications where deep understanding 
matters more than speed. They audit complex AI-generated systems and ensure 
architecture remains sound. 

2. Augmented Engineers 

These are your high-technical-knowledge, high-AI-dependency developers. 

They leverage AI extensively while maintaining deep technical understanding. They 
evaluate and refine AI-generated solutions. They excel at complex problem 
decomposition and integration. 

Their role: The future of professional development. They represent the ideal balance 
of technical expertise and AI collaboration—using technology to amplify rather than 
replace human judgment. 

3. Emerging Developers 

These are your low-technical-knowledge, low-AI-dependency developers. 



They're learning fundamentals through traditional coding. They're building mental 
models of code behavior. Their productivity is limited during the learning phase. 

Their role: The pipeline. With proper mentorship and AI-accelerated learning paths, 
they can develop hybrid skill sets emphasizing understanding over syntax 
memorization. 

4. Domain Creators 

These are your low-technical-knowledge, high-AI-dependency developers. 

They prioritize problem description over implementation details. They excel at rapid 
prototyping. But they have limited understanding of underlying code and struggle 
with complex debugging and integration. 

Their role: The disruptors. They democratize software creation, but they're risky 
hires for complex, production-critical systems. 

Why Most Teams Are Overweight on the Wrong Types 

Research confirms what many leaders suspect. Junior developers are often hired for 
their ability to write code quickly—not their potential to grow into architects. 

A comparative study of junior and senior developers found that Generative AI 
transforms work practices and learning trajectories differently for each group [2]. 

Junior developers experience productivity gains and AI-assisted learning. But 
they're also more likely to rely on AI as a crutch, never developing the deep 
understanding needed for architectural thinking [3]. 

Senior developers, meanwhile, leverage GenAI for architectural reasoning, 
strategic insourcing, and high-level problem-solving. 

The gap is widening. Juniors use AI to produce faster. Seniors use AI to think better. 

The study's conclusion is stark: GenAI redistributes expertise and reshapes 
capability development in ways that favor those who already have strong 
foundations [2]. 

The Developer Evolution Curve 

Understanding your talent mix requires understanding how developers evolve. 

A 25-year industry veteran recently mapped this progression with striking clarity [4]: 

Developer (0-3 years): 90% coding, 10% meetings. Priority: Write working code that 
passes review. Success metric: Features shipped on time. 



Lead Developer (3-6 years): 60% coding, 30% code review/mentoring, 10% 
planning. Priority: Code quality and team knowledge transfer. 

Engineering Manager (5-8 years): 20% coding, 50% people management, 30% 
strategy. Priority: Team performance and individual growth. 

VP of Engineering (8+ years): At startups—15% coding, 35% architecture, 50% 
business alignment. At established companies—5% coding, 25% architecture, 70% 
process/scaling. 

CTO (10+ years): 0% routine coding, 10% R&D, 90% strategy and market 
positioning. 

The counterintuitive reality? The further you advance, the more your coding skills 
matter for understanding what's possible—not for implementing solutions. 

"Your value doesn't diminish when you stop coding daily… it multiplies when you 
enable 50 engineers to make better decisions faster."  

This means every hire should be evaluated not just for today's skills, but for 
their trajectory. Will they stay in the "builder" quadrant forever? Or do they have the 
cognitive ability and learning velocity to eventually become architects? 

The Hidden Cost of a Misaligned Talent Mix 
When your team composition is wrong, the costs compound. 

A study on software development productivity found that senior developers can 
complete complex programming tasks up to 60% faster than juniors—not 
because they type faster, but because they understand architecture, anticipate 
edge cases, and avoid creating technical debt [5]. 

Here's what happens with the wrong mix: 

Too many "Traditional Engineers": They write solid code but resist AI tools. Their 
velocity lags competitors who embrace AI-augmented development. 

Too many "Domain Creators": They generate code rapidly but create hidden 
technical debt. Production breaks, and nobody can fix it. 

Too many "Emerging Developers": They're learning. That's fine. But if they lack 
mentorship, they stay in the learning phase forever, never transitioning to 
higher-value roles. 

Too few "Augmented Engineers": You lose the competitive advantage of 
AI-accelerated development. Your team works harder, not smarter. 



What Your Talent Mix Should Look Like 
There's no single "right" mix. It depends on your product stage, your team's 
maturity, and your business goals. 

But here's what the data suggests: 

For product-focused companies: Aim for 30-40% Augmented Engineers (high 
knowledge, high AI dependency). They drive velocity and innovation. 

For established enterprises: Traditional Engineers remain valuable for 
mission-critical systems. But you need to invest in upskilling to bring them into the 
augmented category. 

For high-growth startups: Emerging Developers are fine—if you have a clear 
mentorship path. Without it, they'll either stagnate or leave. 

For all companies: Domain Creators are risky. Use them for prototyping, not 
production systems. And if you hire them, invest heavily in technical fundamentals 
training. 

The Recruiter's New Tool 

You can't fix what you don't measure. 

Most recruiters don't track talent composition. They track resumes sourced, 
interviews conducted, offers accepted. But they don't know if they're hiring 
architects or builders. 

That needs to change. 

When you start classifying your candidates and hires into these four archetypes, 
patterns will emerge: 

●​ Which universities produce more Augmented Engineers? 

●​ Which assessment methods attract the right mix? 

●​ Which roles are best filled by which archetypes? 

This isn't just academic. A well-balanced team ships faster, has lower attrition, 
and creates less technical debt. 

Build the Team That Wins 

Your next 100 hires will define your engineering culture for years. 

Will you hire 100 "Reliable Builders"—great at execution, but limited in vision? 



Or will you build a balanced mix—some Architects, some Augmented Engineers, 
some Traditional Engineers, and a pipeline of Emerging Developers ready to grow? 

The choice is yours. But you can't make it without knowing who you're hiring.
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