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DOCTORATE
Directing Integrity & Continuity
To see the longest with the highest integrity possible.
A proposed doctoral field and its developing five-year architecture — designed for intellectual succession, cross-industry collaboration, human-first direction and the continual correction of its own institutions.
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	STATUS OF THIS DOCUMENT
This is an academic and institutional working proposal, not an announced accredited PhD or final curriculum. The five stages express the founder’s current direction; specific doctrines, research protocols, timings, entry standards, assessment rules, selection processes and academic arrangements remain subject to collaborative design, safeguarding and independent review.





01  /  THE FUNDAMENTAL DEFINITION
The fundamental definition
Directing Integrity & Continuity (DIC) is the advanced study and applied practice of recognising, investigating, understanding, designing and directing the relationships by which consciousness, living environments, humanity and organised society shape one another over time. Its defining responsibility is to bring the broadest responsible foresight into relationship with the highest achievable integrity of understanding, decision and action.
A DIC does not exist to protect an organisation in isolation, to defend an individual merely because they hold authority, or to claim specialist knowledge in every industry. Their work is to identify and make accountable the full field of affected life: the people who build a system, the people who experience it, the environment supporting it, the origins from which it emerged and the futures to which its effects may extend.
Continuity without integrity can preserve harm. Integrity without sufficient continuity can overlook the harm a sincere decision may produce.
The two must be developed together. In the SHS conception, their fullest responsible convergence is the pursuit of harmony: not the absence of disagreements or cost, but a durable condition in which affected realities are comprehensively represented and preventable harm is neither concealed nor casually passed elsewhere.
02  /  THE TWO AXES AND THE ACCOUNTABLE CENTRE
The two axes and the accountable centre
Longitudinal reach — continuity
How far can the practitioner investigate? Backwards through origin, inheritance and causation; forwards through reasonably foreseeable effects, dependencies, reversals and succeeding generations. The horizon extends as knowledge and inquiry grow. It is not a claim to predict every future.
Altitudinal reach — integrity
How thoroughly can the practitioner uphold truthfulness, intellectual openness, consistency, responsibility, proportion, fairness and accountability while seeing and acting? The vertical axis includes the deepest self-examination as well as the highest standard of conduct available to the individual.
The centre is the practitioner — not an exception to scrutiny
The DIC examines themselves, their assumptions, motives, relationships and blind spots with the same lenses used on an institution, a client, an opponent, a predecessor or SHS itself. Neither loyalty nor self-description substitutes for accountability. The role demands the fullest expression of one’s own capacities, not imitation of the founder.
	MAXIMUM INTEGRAL REACH
The better-qualified practitioner or successor is the one who can demonstrably see farther while maintaining the highest integrity, and who can deepen integrity without diminishing the extent of their responsibility or foresight. The standard is developmental, evidenced and correctable—not a claim of personal perfection or infinite knowledge.



03  /  THE FOUR REALITIES OF DIC INQUIRY
The four realities of DIC inquiry
The proposed foundational learning territory contains four inseparable realities. Their boundaries are teaching lenses, not claims that human life can actually be divided into independent compartments.
Consciousness
Awareness, meaning, experience, interpretation, philosophical inquiry, metaphysical propositions and the unresolved questions of reality. SHS approaches consciousness as the generative womb of creation; candidates must also distinguish philosophical commitments from established empirical knowledge.
Ecosystem
The Earth and its interconnected living and physical systems: ecology, environment, material conditions, bodies, biology, nourishment, resources and human dependence upon the rest of life.
Humanity
Human beings as embodied expressions of consciousness within the ecosystem: individuals, families, development, emotions, thought, relationships, agency, care, conflict and collective responsibility.
Society
The human-created and collectively maintained arrangements of institutions, accepted rules, governments, law, markets, technology, culture, education, classifications and social expectations.
The course must enable each candidate to investigate themselves and any problem through all four realities, then examine the interactions among them. Humanity belongs within the ecosystem, while society is a constructed expression of humanity; consciousness is included as SHS’s foundational field of philosophical and experiential inquiry.
A founding-cohort decision on learning direction
The first cohort will be invited to select by an informed poll one of two shared teaching sequences: Society → Humanity → Ecosystem → Consciousness, or Consciousness → Ecosystem → Humanity → Society. Every candidate studies all four. The inaugural choice is intended to leave a distinctive historical mark and guide later cohorts; any eventual change should be governed transparently by the same integrity and continuity principles the programme teaches.
04  /  THE MANDATE OF PROGRESSIVE KNOWING
The mandate of progressive knowing
A DIC must continually learn in both directions. Greater longitudinal reach requires wider and deeper knowledge of causes and consequences. Greater integrity requires increasingly precise knowledge of what can justifiably be claimed, what responsibilities arise, where one’s competence ends, and whose perspective remains unrepresented.
The role develops a substantial cross-industry knowledge base through practice. It may generate deep expertise in particular fields after years of investigation, collaboration and implementation. But DIC qualification is earned in its own discipline; it does not itself confer a separate doctorate, professional licence or independent authority to practise law, medicine or any other regulated profession.
The point of convergence with specialised expertise
The DIC engages subject specialists as co-investigators and co-designers. Specialists bring their field’s detailed rules, evidence, methods and professional responsibilities. The DIC develops enough relevant understanding to recognise the problem’s wider origins and consequences, identify the point at which specialisms converge, and help create and stress-test an integrated solution.
A DIC need not master every page of a legal textbook to investigate the cross-system effects of an issue in duty of care. But they must acquire the knowledge relevant to that case, know which questions require a qualified lawyer, understand competing accounts and remain capable of substantiating the consequences they identify. This is collaboration, not substitution.
	THE KNOWLEDGE TEST
How much must be known before intervention? Enough to identify the responsibility horizon, distinguish what is established from what remains uncertain, bring the right expertise to the table, and make or recommend a proportionate decision—with a plan to revisit it as further knowledge emerges.



05  /  BALANCED REPRESENTATION: THE LEGAL EXAMPLE
Balanced representation: the legal example
Suppose the identified issue is duty of care. An organisation may focus on avoiding litigation, a customer may focus on securing recognition and remedy, and a legal team may focus on what can be established under applicable law. The DIC asks how a decision can protect the organisation and the person affected without concealing foreseeable injuries, transferring costs or undermining fair treatment.
The inquiry would look beyond an immediate claim: the conditions that produced the risk; what decision-makers knew or ought reasonably to have considered; safeguards not created; consequences for future users; effects upon staff; the costs of correction and of inaction; and how any remedy changes related systems.
The legal system illustrates another concern: when differences in resources, advocacy or persuasive narrative distort how evidence is received, truthful accounts may struggle to prevail. Yet legal justice also depends on due process, the right to challenge allegations and standards of proof. DIC must work with legal specialists to strengthen evidence-led truth seeking and fairness—not bypass those protections in the name of certainty.
A successful DIC intervention would help both sides understand their real responsibilities, create preventive arrangements and identify a remedy whose wider effects can withstand scrutiny. The goal is not “a better story” for either party. It is a better-informed and more accountable relationship between both.
06  /  THE UNIVERSAL BAR: TWELVE LINKED OBLIGATIONS
The Universal Bar: twelve linked obligations
The Universal Bar is not twelve separate approvals accumulated and forgotten. It is an iterative whole-system test. A decision that satisfies one requirement but invalidates another is not yet a fully coherent solution.
	Education
learning & inheritance
	Culture
norms & behaviour
	Health
wellbeing & prevention

	Finance
capital & liabilities
	Economy
needs & resources
	Innovation
capability & dependency

	Infrastructure
essential provisions
	Social welfare
care & inclusion
	Security
safety & freedom

	Environment
ecological continuity
	Politics
authority & consent
	Law
rights & remedies



The iterative coherence test
Imagine systems 1–6 appear satisfied. The seventh assessment reveals that the proposed infrastructure undermines an earlier health conclusion. The DIC returns to the design, revisits the earlier apparent “tick”, consults affected experts and communities, and works toward an arrangement in which the correction does not reproduce the original problem elsewhere.
The aspiration is twelve coherent checks that remain valid together. Some real situations contain irreconcilable constraints. In those cases, integrity demands that no one invent a perfect answer: unresolved impacts, trade-offs, dissent and reasons for any decision must be documented and reconsidered. A claim of harmony cannot erase a person whose interest remains unprotected.
07  /  THE DEVELOPING FIVE-YEAR DOCTORAL ARCHITECTURE
The developing five-year doctoral architecture
The following is a founder-defined progression for team development, not a final approved curriculum or promise of academic delivery. Each “thesis” below is a substantial milestone research project; the precise form and status of the final doctoral contribution remain to be developed with academic partners.
Year 1  /  Understanding the four realities
Candidates study consciousness, ecosystem, humanity and society in one of the two cohort-selected orders. For each reality, they investigate its foundational questions, examine how it generates or influences the others, and study how the twelve Universal Bar territories emerge within their relationships.
The foundational discipline of this year is recognising systems without treating those systems as isolated objects. Candidates develop maps of origins, dependencies, claims, uncertainties and consequences; learn to compare scientific, historical, philosophical and first-person forms of knowledge; and practise open critical examination.
Year-one research thesis: an integrative examination of the four realities and their relationships, demonstrating command of the distinctions between what is known, argued, experienced and unresolved. This is the foundation for later self-investigation—not yet a compulsory personal disclosure exercise.
Year 2  /  The self within the four realities
The entire second year turns the investigation back upon the candidate. They examine their own development, inheritance, habits of interpretation, consumption, contribution, power, attachments, blind spots and obligations through the four realities and the twelve systems.
This is the stage in which a person is permitted—even required—to be intensely concerned with understanding their own formation. But the purpose is not self-absorption. It is self-accountability: recognising the relationships between what one has experienced, what one does, what one reproduces and what one is capable of correcting.
Year-two research thesis: an evidence-conscious study of the candidate’s own continuity and integrity. The thesis may include a private reflective component, anonymised case material and independently examinable reasoning; no candidate should be compelled to publicise trauma, health information or family secrets.
Applied examination: a simulated hearing, adversarial review or professional role-play in which the candidate must explain and defend their own decisions, acknowledge uncertainty, respond to counter-evidence and demonstrate a capacity for correction. Performance is evaluated, not personal confession.
Year 3  /  Civilisation and the people around us
Having studied the four realities and themselves within them, candidates expand their investigation to other people, communities and the large-scale systems humanity has built. They examine institutions and their histories, global interdependencies, resource provision, power, public accountability and the effects of choices made across generations.
This year develops the skill of representing parties whose needs or interpretations conflict, while recognising what each knows, what each has not seen and what each may reasonably be required to do.
Year-three research thesis: a civilisation-scale or multi-institutional investigation demonstrating how a condition is created and carried across the four realities and twelve interconnected systems; the candidate proposes and critically examines pathways to correction.
Year 4  /  SHS faces its own examination
Candidates turn the same uncompromising lenses upon SHS — HUMAN FIRST: its founding principles, organisational architecture, services, communication, governance, economic arrangements, leadership, safeguards, future expansion and unintended effects. SHS becomes a living institution willing to be investigated by the people it is preparing to trust with its continuation.
Year-four research thesis: what works in SHS, what does not, what is insufficiently evidenced, what creates risk or contradiction, and what could be changed or created to improve integrity and continuity. Research must be able to produce inconvenient findings, including criticism of the founder and the DIC doctrine itself.
The assessment requires independent examiners, candidate protection from retaliation, appropriate access to records, responsible privacy controls and a documented SHS response to substantial findings. No leader should hold a unilateral veto over justified conclusions about their own conduct.
Year 5  /  Application, independent creation and succession
All remaining candidates complete doctoral-level original work and demonstrate the responsible application of DIC practice in a field, organisation, community or innovative initiative. Candidates may deepen particular industry expertise, design a new institution, improve an existing one, or develop a research contribution expanding the DIC discipline.
For the highest-performing eligible five candidates, the founder proposes a second strand: to divide the year between completing their studies and supervised work alongside Susan Ndinga-Wright in the direction of SHS. The placement would reveal actual decision-making, institutional contradictions, competing stakeholder responsibilities and the challenges of sustaining the organisation in motion.
The top-five opportunity provides enhanced practical exposure, not an automatic doctoral distinction, personal privilege or unexamined succession right. Placement duties, working conditions, remuneration where applicable, confidentiality and fair access must be specified in a legally and ethically sound agreement.
The leading candidate among the five, if also demonstrating the required performance during SHS work, would have a founder-proposed route to immediate role allocation upon successful completion, subject to fit, genuine position requirements, independent suitability and lawful employment processes. Potential destinations include DIC support leadership, assistant direction, a new location opening or another area where the individual’s capabilities serve continuity best.
The capacity to hold SHS leadership is not reducible to class ranking. Entrusting anyone with the organisation would require sustained evidence of judgement, collaborative ability, personal accountability, independent criticism and fitness to steward all affected people—not merely a high mark or close access to its founder.
08  /  A PRACTICAL DOCTORATE, NOT EXAMINATIONS BY WRITING ALONE
A practical doctorate, not examinations by writing alone
The defining educational journey produces an accumulating portfolio of investigation and application: a thesis on the four realities; a thesis on the self; a thesis on civilisation; a critical thesis on SHS; and a final original research contribution with defended application. The governing team will decide how these milestones form a coherent doctoral award rather than treating them as five separate PhDs.
Doctoral assessment should combine documented research, supervised investigation, collaborative work with subject experts, challenge by dissenting reviewers, practical interventions, and a formal final defence. The decisive questions are whether the candidate has contributed new knowledge and whether their practice demonstrates both reach and integrity.
The final examination must test three distinct capabilities
Knowledge: has the candidate identified the limits of their understanding, acquired the relevant evidence and engaged the expertise needed to support the conclusion?
Convergence: have they demonstrated how different systems and interests intersect, how proposed corrections alter other systems, and what remains unresolved?
Character in practice: do they respond to error, opposition, uncertainty, institutional loyalty and personal interest without corrupting the responsibility they claim to hold?
A meaningful final defence may require the candidate to revisit a past recommendation after new evidence appears. The willingness and capability to correct a decision should be evaluated as a strength of DIC practice, not automatically treated as proof of failure.
09  /  INSTITUTIONAL POWER AND ACCOUNTABILITY
Institutional power and accountability
A DIC is not a ruler above professions. The office is designed to make institutional relationships more accountable, including the DIC’s own. Specialists must have real room to disagree, demand evidence and refuse unsupported technical claims. Communities and service users must have meaningful input. SHS leadership must remain challengeable.
The DIC’s power to investigate and recommend corrections should be matched by clear boundaries on investigation, information handling, consent, transparency, appeal, conflict of interest and decisions that legally belong to qualified professionals or public authorities. Independent oversight must be capable of finding that a DIC acted wrongly.
Nor does “fighting against lack of integrity” imply a licence to dominate a person or punish disagreement. It means challenging insufficient foresight or compromised conduct through rigorous investigation, appropriately forceful advocacy, tested alternatives and accountable mechanisms of correction.
A role dedicated to integrity must be capable of losing an argument to the truth.
10  /  THE LONG ACCUMULATION OF EXPERTISE
The long accumulation of expertise
Over decades, a DIC may become deeply knowledgeable across multiple industries precisely because their work repeatedly requires learning from those industries at moments of high consequence. A practitioner might eventually contribute research worthy of separate academic recognition or earn further qualifications through the usual scholarly routes.
That growth should be recognised without presenting practical experience as an automatic substitute for a completed research doctorate. An honorary doctorate recognises distinction but is not an earned PhD. Additional earned doctorates require their own institutions’ academic standards and independent assessment. The value of the DIC does not depend on collecting other titles.
Its distinctive expertise is the investigation and direction of the relationships *between* specialisms, joined to growing domain competence where the work makes that necessary.
11  /  WHAT MUST REMAIN OPEN FOR THE FOUNDING TEAM
What must remain open for the founding team
The founder has established a clear direction for the field and an initial five-year educational arc. The team should be invited to co-develop the precise doctrines, research methods, sequencing, theoretical status of metaphysical propositions, practical ethics, independent assessment, quality assurance and institutional governance.
Specific questions still require decisions: How will the Universal Bar determine a genuinely stable twelve-system check? What counts as sufficient evidence or a defensible responsibility horizon? What may candidates keep private in their self-study? How is a year-four SHS audit made independent of founder approval? How will the year-five opportunity be allocated fairly? Which external bodies will safeguard academic standards and learners?
For a recognised UK doctoral award, an appropriately authorised awarding institution or valid degree-awarding arrangement is necessary. UK doctoral standards require an original contribution to knowledge; UK institutions may offer research, professional and practice-led doctorates, which differ in structure. The final title and approval route must be verified before advertising the award as an accredited PhD.
12  /  FOUNDING PROPOSITION
Founding proposition
The DIC does not claim to know everything. The DIC accepts responsibility for knowing what must be known, seeking what is not yet understood, and directing action only as far as its integrity and foresight can responsibly sustain.
Its fundamental pursuit is to extend the reach of continuity and the depth of integrity together, from the accountable self to the most distant consequences reasonably capable of investigation. Its contribution is not victory for one party over another, but the most coherent, truthful and humane arrangement available to the whole field of affected life.
Succession, therefore, is not the preservation of one person’s conclusions. It is the development of practitioners capable of discovering further, acting more responsibly, correcting what was inherited and building conditions through which SHS and the wider human community can continue to grow without defending their own blind spots.
Reference context for formal development: UK Quality Assurance Agency, “Characteristics Statement: Doctoral Degrees”; Office for Students, “Degree awarding powers”; UK ENIC, “Guide to the UK education systems”. These inform the qualification-status caveats, not the founding philosophical position.
PUBLIC REFERENCE LINKS  •  qaa.ac.uk/the-quality-code/characteristics-statements/characteristics-statement-doctoral-degrees   |   officeforstudents.org.uk/for-providers/registering-with-the-ofs/degree-awarding-powers/
FOUNDING WORKING PROPOSAL  •  6 NOV 2026   |   




