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Publication Note

This book consolidates and revises the previous HD-CIPE constitutional, theoretical, canonical, specification,
playbook, certification, and case-library materials into a single reference edition. It preserves the discipline’s
founding insight while making its name, boundary, evidence model, measures, governance implications, and

relations with neighbouring disciplines explicit.
This is a work of conceptual engineering. It does not provide legal advice, determine the validity or scope

of any intellectual property right, make a financial valuation, guarantee commercial success, or confer an
official credential. Any future certification programme must be governed independently and must publish

its own assessment handbook, calibration protocol, complaints process, and trademark policy.
The former case materials are retained as illustrative composites. They teach patterns; they do not constitute

empirical proof about named organizations or a guarantee that the same intervention will produce the same

outcome elsewhere.

Reader’s orientation - How to use this book
Part I defines HD-CIPE and its boundary. Part II explains the holistic dynamic ecosystem model. Part III converts
the model into engineering work. Part IV establishes evidence and assessment discipline. Part V supplies field

methods, composite cases, and an institutional research agenda. The appendices are designed for direct use in

workshops, reviews, and future method development.
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1 Executive Summary

HD-CIPE begins with a simple observation: creative, technical, cultural, and organizational capability often
becomes fragmented before it becomes durable. An invention may be technically sound but commercially
silent. A brand may be well known but structurally incoherent. A body of research may be respected but
inaccessible to the people who must use it. A story, design language, platform, or institutional memory may

generate value for a time and then decay when its origin, decision logic, or stewardship becomes unclear.
Existing disciplines address important parts of this problem. Intellectual-property law establishes rights and

remedies. Systems engineering integrates engineered systems across a life cycle. Innovation management
organizes innovation capability. Knowledge management makes knowledge more accessible and usable.
Design, branding, strategy, finance, and marketing translate insight into solutions, identity, choices, capital
allocation, and exchange. HD-CIPE does not displace any of them. It asks a different question: how can

these contributions remain coherent around one evolving intellectual property system over time?
The answer proposed here is a bounded and evidence-oriented engineering discipline. Its primary object is

the Intellectual Property System (IPS): a deliberately bounded configuration of Origin, Structure, Expression,
Value Pathway, and Stewardship. These five canonical components are assessed in the context of three cross-
cutting integrity planes: evidence, rights and ethics, and ecosystem context. The discipline is holistic
because it treats interactions and trade-offs among all of these elements as material. It is dynamic because

it assumes that every IPS is subject to learning, transfer, drift, renewal, and environmental change.
The practical consequence is a continuous engineering loop: sense — interpret — decide — design —

deploy — evidence — learn — renew. Instead of treating an IP artefact as a finished asset, HD-CIPE
treats it as the visible expression of an evolving system. The standard of quality is not aesthetic polish, market
visibility, or legal registration alone. It is the demonstrated capacity of the system to maintain identity,
make accountable decisions, create legitimate value, transfer critical knowledge, and adapt without losing

coherence.

Core claim - The discipline in one sentence
HD-CIPE improves the traceability, coherence, and reviewability of decisions through which intellectual capability
becomes a sustainable and ethically governed system. It is a framework for disciplined learning under uncertainty;,

not a promise of a particular outcome.
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PARTI

The Discipline and Its Boundary

A precise definition is the first safeguard against conceptual inflation.
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2 Why HD-CIPE Exists

The most persistent failure in intellectual property is not a lack of ideas. It is a lack of continuity between
insight, structure, expression, use, and care. An organization can create a powerful concept and still lose the
context that made the concept meaningful. It can register a trademark and still allow unrelated expressions
to dilute it. It can accumulate patents and still fail to connect them to a value pathway. It can build a respected
archive and still permit its knowledge to become inaccessible. In each case, the visible artefact remains while

the system that enabled it weakens.
HD-CIPE therefore starts neither with a logo nor with a patent application, a marketing campaign, an

investment memorandum, or a product roadmap. It starts with the engineering object: the bounded system
through which a form of intellectual capability is created, interpreted, used, governed, and renewed. This
object can include legal rights and assets, but it cannot be reduced to them. A right can exist without a living

system around it; a system can begin to exist before every relevant right is registered.
A discipline becomes necessary when a recurring problem cannot be adequately handled by isolated local

optimizations. The HD-CIPE problem is one of cross-domain continuity. Strategy may define an ambition.
Design may shape an expression. Engineering may create a technical embodiment. Law may protect a right.
Finance may support deployment. Yet no one of these activities, by itself, ensures that the same IPS remains
intelligible, coherent, legitimate, and adaptive across all of them. HD-CIPE gives that integrative task an

explicit home.
The discipline also begins with humility. Not every intellectual creation should become a large system. Some

ideas should remain experiments; some artefacts should be retired; some systems should be deliberately
narrowed. Engineering maturity is not the maximization of output, portfolio size, or visibility. It is the
capacity to make an appropriate, evidence-aware decision about what deserves continued investment, what

needs redesign, what requires protection, and what should end.

2.1 The fragmentation pattern

Fragmentation is observable when a system’s decisions can no longer be traced to its purpose, when
expressions contradict the documented origin, when a value claim has no indicator, when no one has
authority to correct drift, or when critical knowledge is held only in individual memory. Fragmentation is

not automatically failure. It is a signal that the engineering object has become partially invisible to itself.
The following table distinguishes the common local question from the HD-CIPE question.

Domain Local question HD-CIPE continuity question
Law What right exists, and how canit How does the right enable or con-
be protected? strain the IPS without being mistaken
for the IPS itself?
Design What solution or expression best How does the expression preserve
serves the brief? identity, communicate the system, and

remain governable across contexts?

Innovation Which opportunity should be How is an emerging opportunity
explored or scaled? transformed into an IPS with durable

architecture and stewardship?



HD-CIPE — Holistic Dynamic Creative Intellectual Property Engineering Hakan Ding

Domain Local question HD-CIPE continuity question
Knowledge management How is knowledge captured, Which knowledge is constitutive of
shared, and reused? the IPS, and how does its flow preserve

continuity and judgment?
Strategy Where should the organization Which value pathway is coherent with
compete or invest? the IPS origin, architecture, and ethi-

cal boundary?

2.2 A discipline of integration, not domination

HD-CIPE cannot responsibly claim jurisdiction over all creative and technical work. Its authority is narrower
and more demanding: it governs the interfaces among specialized contributions when those contributions
jointly shape an IPS. It asks for compatible definitions, a visible system boundary, documented decision
rights, evidence of the value pathway, and a mechanism for renewal. It does not prescribe the aesthetic taste

of a designer, replace a lawyer’s legal analysis, or substitute a financial model for professional valuation.

Boundary - No false universality
A framework becomes weaker, not stronger, when it claims to solve questions for which it has neither method
nor authority. HD-CIPE must call in legal, technical, cultural, financial, and domain experts whenever the IPS

boundary exposes questions in their competence.

3 The Binding Definition

The name of the discipline must carry operational meaning. In the former corpus, “Creative Intellectual
Property Engineering” expressed the discipline’s creative and engineering ambition. This edition makes its
two decisive qualifiers explicit: Holistic and Dynamic. They are not decorative adjectives. Together they

establish the conditions under which the discipline may be applied.
> HD-CIPE — Holistic Dynamic Creative Intellectual Property Engineering — is the systemic

engineering discipline that designs, assesses, and renews an Intellectual Property System by inte-
grating its origin, knowledge, judgment, architecture, expression, value pathways, stewardship,

evidence, and evolution within explicit boundaries and ethical safeguards.
The phrase “systemic engineering” does not mean that every IPS must become large, bureaucratic, or

technical. It means that the properties of the whole arise from relationships among its elements. A research
archive, a brand, a technology platform, a cultural institution, a design language, a curriculum, or a patent
portfolio may each be treated as an IPS when it satisfies the threshold condition of intentional organization

around recognizable value and accountable continuity.

3.1 The four object distinctions

The discipline requires four terms that must never be used interchangeably. An Intellectual Property
Right (IP right) is jurisdiction-specific and law-dependent. An Intellectual Property Asset (IP asset) is an
identifiable intangible resource or output. An IPS is the primary engineering object. An Intellectual Property
Ecosystem (IP ecosystem) is the context and dependency field within which the IPS operates. Confusing
these terms produces predictable errors: treating registration as engineering, treating a single asset as a

complete system, or treating an ecosystem effect as if it were controlled by one artefact.
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Term Minimum test Ilustrative question

IP right A legal entitlement, remedy, What protection is available and under what
or protection mechanism can = conditions?

be identified in a jurisdiction.

IP asset An intangible resource or What resource exists and what value could it

output can be identified and support?
described.

IPS Origin, structure, expression, How does this system preserve coherence and
value pathway, and steward- create value over time?
ship can be bounded and doc-

umented.

IP ecosystem Relevant actors, institutions, What dependencies and external effects shape
interfaces, rights, incentives, the IPS?

and contexts can be mapped.

3.2 Holistic means relationship-aware

A holistic HD-CIPE assessment does not simply add more categories to a checklist. It investigates whether
a change in one area changes the conditions of another. A new revenue model can alter the incentives
of stewards. A visual rebrand can obscure origin. An acquisition can affect rights, knowledge access, and
stakeholder trust at once. The whole is not a collection of independent workstreams; it is a pattern of mutual

constraints and enabling relationships.
The practical rule is therefore simple: no major intervention is complete until it states its expected effect on

the five canonical components and on the three integrity planes. If an effect is unknown, the uncertainty

must be recorded rather than silently ignored.

3.3 Dynamic means time-aware

An IPS is dynamic when the organization can detect material change, interpret its implications, make
an accountable decision, change the system deliberately, and learn from the result. A static manual, an
unreviewed trademark guide, or a dormant patent inventory may be useful records, but none is evidence of

dynamism by itself. Dynamism is a capability of responsive continuity.

Design principle - Continuity without rigidity
An IPS must retain enough identity to remain recognizable and enough adaptive capacity to remain relevant. HD-
CIPE does not reward change for its own sake, nor preservation for its own sake. It asks whether a change is

traceable to evidence, coherent with the origin, ethically acceptable, and reviewable in retrospect.

4 What HD-CIPE Is—and Is Not

A credible discipline must be specific about its adjacent territories. The boundaries below protect practi-
tioners from two opposite errors: claiming too much and integrating too little. HD-CIPE is best understood
as a meta-discipline of IPS coherence. It supplies a shared object model, an integration logic, evidence

practices, and stewardship controls around which specialist disciplines can coordinate.
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4.1 Relationship with intellectual-property law

The World Intellectual Property Organization describes intellectual property as creations of the mind and
explains that law protects such creations through mechanisms including patents, copyright, and trademarks
[1]. HD-CIPE adopts this legal landscape as a vital context, but it does not redefine the law. An IPS can
contain multiple rights, no registered right, or rights with different territorial and temporal conditions. Legal
experts determine legal status, enforceability, and remedies. HD-CIPE determines only how legal questions

should be connected to the system boundary, architecture, value pathway, and stewardship record.

4.2 Relationship with systems engineering

Systems engineering is a transdisciplinary and integrative approach to the realization, use, and retirement of
engineered systems [2]. That orientation is closely related to HD-CIPE’s integrative posture. The engineering
object differs, however. HD-CIPE focuses on the continuity of meaning, knowledge, judgment, expression,
rights, value, and stewardship around an IPS. Where a technical system is part of the IPS, HD-CIPE coordi-

nates with systems engineering rather than attempting to replace its technical lifecycle methods.

4.3 Relationship with innovation and knowledge management

ISO 56002 provides general guidance for an organization’s innovation-management system and explicitly
does not prescribe detailed innovation activities, tools, or methods [3]. ISO 30401 sets requirements and
guidance for organizational knowledge-management systems [4]. Both are complementary. Innovation
management asks how an organization develops and manages innovation capability. Knowledge manage-
ment asks how the organization manages knowledge. HD-CIPE asks how a specific IPS retains its identity,

architectural integrity, value pathways, and stewardship as innovation and knowledge move through it.

4.4 Relationship with design, brand, strategy, and finance

Design methods help explore, define, develop, and deliver solutions; the Design Council’s Double Diamond is
a widely used visual expression of that process [5]. Brand management governs distinctions and expressions.
Strategy allocates attention and resources. Finance values, funds, and monitors economic performance. HD-
CIPE can use the outputs of all of these disciplines but cannot absorb their professional judgment. Its special
responsibility is to preserve traceability among them: a designed expression should connect to origin; a
strategy should connect to an explicit value pathway; a financial indicator should not be confused with the

system’s whole value; and a brand decision should have a steward and a change record.

Positioning rule - The correct claim
HD-CIPE does not own the work of every specialist. It owns the question of whether their contributions remain

coherent, accountable, and renewable around the same Intellectual Property System.

10
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PART II

The Holistic Dynamic Ecosystem
Theory

An IPS becomes intelligible when its anatomy, layers, flows, and feedback are made

visible.

11
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5 The IPS Anatomy

The canonical anatomy of an IPS retains five components from the founding corpus: Origin, Structure,
Expression, Value Pathway, and Stewardship. These are not stages. They are simultaneous conditions of
a living system. An IPS may begin with origin before it has mature expression; nevertheless, a mature

assessment must consider every component because any one of them can constrain the whole.
Origin records the problem, opportunity, context, and rationale from which the system emerged. It is

not a myth-making device. It is a decision resource that helps later stewards distinguish durable purpose
from temporary fashion. Structure records how components, roles, artefacts, interfaces, dependencies, and
boundaries relate. Expression records how the system is encountered externally and internally. Value
Pathway records the testable mechanisms by which value may arise. Stewardship assigns authority and

continuity responsibilities across time.
Three integrity planes cut across all five components. The evidence plane asks what supports a claim and

with what confidence. The rights and ethics plane asks what the system may do, what it should not do, and
whose interests or cultural claims are implicated. The ecosystem-context plane asks which stakeholders,

institutions, infrastructures, incentives, and environments condition the system’s operation.

1. ORIGIN 2. STRUCTURE 3. EXPRES- 4. VALUE 5. STEWARD-
Purpose, source, Architecture, SION PATHWAY SHIP
rationale, context boundary, inter- Forms, rules, ex- Mechanisms, in- Authority, suc-

faces periences, vari- dicators, benefi- cession, renewal
ants ciaries

Table 1: The canonical anatomy. Evidence, rights and ethics, and ecosystem context are cross-cutting

integrity planes rather than optional add-ons.

5.1 The weakest-link caution

A high-performing expression cannot indefinitely compensate for absent stewardship. A large asset base
cannot guarantee relevance when no value pathway is active. A powerful origin cannot resolve contradictory
architecture. The practical lesson is not that every component must be equally developed at every moment;

it is that an intervention must state which component is constraining the system and why.
A useful assessment begins with a short IPS Charter. The Charter identifies the system name, owner

or sponsoring body, boundary, primary stakeholders, canonical components, applicable rights questions,
ethical constraints, current value hypotheses, and review date. If a team cannot agree on a Charter, it is not

ready to make a strong claim about the IPS. The disagreement is itself diagnostic information.

6 The Eight-Layer Ecosystem Model

The five-component anatomy describes what must be coherent within an IPS. The eight-layer model de-
scribes the transformation through which intellectual capability becomes a living ecosystem. The layers are
analytical lenses, not a linear production line. In practice they are recursive: evidence from value can change

judgment; a changed judgment can alter architecture; altered architecture can create new observations.

Layer Question Primary output Typical failure
Reality What is occurring in the Context map and constraints  Inventing a problem from
relevant world? internal assumptions

12
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Layer Question Primary output Typical failure

Observation What signals are being Documented observations Confusing anecdote with
noticed and by whom? pattern

Knowledge What has been corrobo- Evidence base and shared un- Knowledge trapped in indi-
rated, learned, or made derstanding viduals or silos
usable?

Judgment What choice is made Engineering Judgment Record Unstated assumptions or
under uncertainty and retrospective  rationaliza-
why? tion

Architecture How will the IPS be or- Boundary, component, and in- A structure that exists only
ganized? terface model in memory

Expression How will the IPS be en- Expression system and varia- Incoherent or ungoverned
countered? tion rules variants

Value For whom and through Value hypotheses and indica- Equating activity with
what mechanism might tors value

Stewardship &

Evolution

value arise?

How will continuity and

Authority, review, and change-

control cycle

No owner, no succession,

no learning

renewal be governed?

The model is holistic because each layer constrains the others. It is dynamic because each layer may
be revisited as new evidence arrives. For example, a technology platform may start with an observation
about a user problem, create knowledge through experiments, make a judgment about an architecture, and
express itself through a product interface. Its sustained value, however, depends on whether governance,

documentation, rights, partner incentives, and renewal continue to support the same system.

6.1 The ecosystem map

An TP ecosystem includes more than the internal organization. It contains creators, users, communities, in-
stitutions, legal regimes, suppliers, channels, distributors, funders, critics, technical infrastructures, cultural
norms, and sometimes competitors or collaborators. The ecosystem map should identify at least four flow
types: knowledge, rights and permissions, attention and interpretation, and resources. These flows
are neither uniformly beneficial nor uniformly controllable. The purpose of mapping is not to claim control

over the environment; it is to make dependencies and exposure visible.

Boundary - Map influence; do not claim ownership
A steward may shape expression, contracts, interfaces, and incentives. A steward cannot own public interpretation,
culture, market conditions, or stakeholder response. Ecosystem mapping distinguishes areas of direct authority

from areas of influence and uncertainty.

7 Dynamics: Feedback, Drift, and Renewal

The word “dynamic” has often been used as a compliment without an operating model. HD-CIPE gives
it a stricter meaning. A dynamic IPS has a visible control loop that converts environmental and internal

signals into accountable adaptation. The loop does not require constant change. It requires the capacity to

13
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distinguish when change is necessary, what should change, what must remain stable, and how the result

will be evaluated.

SENSE INTERPRET DECIDE DESIGN & DE-
Collect relevant Test patterns and Record account- PLOY
signals uncertainty able judgment Change deliber-

ately

Table 2: The first half of the HD-CIPE control loop. The second half—evidence, learning, and renewal—

returns to sensing.
After deployment, the team gathers evidence, determines what has been learned, and either renews the

existing configuration, changes it, pauses it, or retires it. The loop therefore is: sense — interpret —
decide — design — deploy — evidence — learn — renew. Each transition requires an output that
another steward can understand: a signal note, an evidence register, an Engineering Judgment Record, a

change specification, an implementation log, a review note, or a renewal decision.

7.1 Drift is a condition, not a moral failure

Drift occurs when the relation among origin, structure, expression, value pathway, and stewardship weakens
without deliberate decision. It may be caused by growth, new channels, staff turnover, acquisition, technical
debt, changing regulation, changing culture, or simple neglect. Drift is not evidence that people are careless;

it is a normal risk of systems that evolve faster than their documentation and governance.
A useful drift review asks four questions. First, what has changed in the environment or use of the system?

Second, which canonical component has changed or become uncertain? Third, what evidence supports the
conclusion? Fourth, is the appropriate response preservation, adaptation, experimentation, escalation, or
decommissioning? The answer must be contextual. A legacy brand may require renewal; a safety-critical
research protocol may require strict preservation; a platform may require architectural simplification before

new features are added.

7.2 Renewal and memory

Renewal without memory creates reinvention and dilution. Memory without renewal creates ossification.
HD-CIPE resolves this tension through traceable variation: any material change in expression, architec-
ture, value pathway, or stewardship must be connected either to an existing origin principle or to a
documented decision that explains why the principle itself should be revised. The record need not be long,

but it must exist.

Field tool - The renewal test
Before approving a material change, ask: What remains invariant? What is changing? Which evidence requires
the change? Who benefits and who may be harmed? Which right, ethical, technical, or cultural constraint applies?

How will we know whether the change improved coherence? Who will review the result, and when?

8 Human Judgment, Autonomy, and Ethics

Every IPS is, in part, frozen judgment. Its architecture records decisions about what matters, whose needs

count, what is expressed, which value pathways are legitimate, and who receives authority. For that

14
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reason, HD-CIPE cannot treat judgment as an invisible personal preference. It must be made accountable,

inspectable, and revisable.
An Engineering Judgment Record (EJR) is required whenever a decision is material, uncertain, and not fully

determined by a rule. The record identifies the decision owner; the question; relevant facts and sources;
options considered; assumptions; uncertainties; foreseeable effects; dissenting views when material; the
decision; the review trigger; and the next review date. The purpose is not to bureaucratize every creative

choice. It is to preserve the reasoning behind decisions that materially affect the IPS.

8.1 Ethical boundary conditions

Ethics is not a decorative chapter at the end of an engineering method. It is a design constraint. An IPS must
not depend on deception, coercion, exploitation of vulnerable groups, unlawful appropriation of knowledge,
misleading claims, avoidable discrimination, or undisclosed use of personal or sensitive data. When an IPS
draws on community knowledge, cultural expression, indigenous knowledge, or heritage, the steward must
seek relevant expertise and apply an approach grounded in respect, attribution, consent where applicable,

benefit considerations, and legal context.
Artificial intelligence may support observation, synthesis, generation, simulation, documentation, and

testing. It does not remove human accountability. A machine-produced output can introduce hidden bias,
rights uncertainty, false evidence, or an expression that appears coherent while being disconnected from
origin. The responsible question is therefore not whether Al was used, but whether the resulting decision,

evidence, expression, and risk remain auditable by accountable humans.

Ethical rule - Persuasion must not erase autonomy
HD-CIPE may design for clarity, relevance, recognition, and legitimate exchange. It must not engineer deceptive

dependence or manipulate people in ways that undermine informed choice, dignity, or the ability to disengage.

8.2 The ethics review gate

An ethics review is triggered when the IPS uses personal data; materially affects children or vulnerable
groups; makes health, legal, financial, safety, identity, or public-interest claims; draws on culturally sensi-
tive or community-held knowledge; introduces automated decisions with significant impact; or changes
the distribution of rights, recognition, or benefit. The review is not necessarily a committee meeting. It
is a proportional control: identify the question, seek appropriate expertise, document the assessment, set

constraints, and revisit the issue when the context changes.

15
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PART III

Engineering an Intellectual Prop-
erty System

The discipline becomes practical when its boundary, architecture, evidence, and author-

ity are designed together.

16
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9 Boundary, Identity, and Architecture

Before an IPS can be improved, it must be bounded. A boundary is a decision about what is included, what
is excluded, and which interfaces must nevertheless be observed. It is not an assertion that the system
is independent of its environment. On the contrary, a well-drawn boundary makes dependencies visible.
A poorly drawn boundary produces one of two failures: the system is defined so narrowly that crucial

relationships disappear, or so broadly that no meaningful steward, evidence set, or decision can be assigned.
The initial boundary should be recorded in an IPS Charter. The Charter names the system, its sponsoring

organization, the system purpose, the canonical components, relevant IP assets and rights, key stakeholders,
external dependencies, ethical constraints, the principal value hypotheses, and the designated steward. It
also records boundary exclusions: related items that are not presently part of the IPS but that could become

material. This prevents later disagreement from being mistaken for a discovery.

9.1 Identity is an invariant set, not a slogan

Identity is the minimum set of characteristics that must remain intelligible for an IPS to be recognized as
itself through change. It can include a founding problem, a distinctive knowledge claim, a design principle,
a cultural commitment, an architectural relation, a quality standard, or a defined beneficiary relationship. A
slogan may express identity, but it is not identity by itself. Identity must be capable of guiding choices when

a steward faces an unfamiliar context.
A practical identity statement contains three elements. The first is a purpose statement describing the

reason the system exists. The second is a set of non-negotiable principles that constrain expression,
architecture, or value pathways. The third is a variation field that defines where adaptation is permitted.

The variation field matters because it prevents the false choice between rigid consistency and uncontrolled

divergence.
Identity element Good engineering form Weak form
Purpose “Enable distributed research teams “Be the leading knowledge platform.”

to convert verified evidence into

reusable public knowledge”

Non-negotiable princi- “Public claims must link to a retriev- “Maintain high quality”

ple able evidence source and confidence
label”
Variation field “Local teams may adapt visual lan- “Use good judgment”

guage when the evidence link, acces-
sibility rule, and source attribution

remain intact.”

9.2 Architecture as a navigable explanation

An IPS architecture explains how the system’s parts relate and how a competent new participant can
navigate them. The architecture need not begin as a complex technical diagram. It may be a set of maps:
a component map, an interface map, a stakeholder map, a rights map, a decision-rights map, and a value-

pathway map. What matters is that the maps agree with one another and that their scope is stated.
The minimum architecture records the following. It names the primary artefacts and expressions. It identifies

the origin record and the principles that descend from it. It shows the relationships among components. It

identifies external interfaces such as licenses, APIs, publication channels, partner agreements, community
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engagement, or regulatory constraints. It assigns owners or stewards. It records where evidence is stored.

Finally, it names the change-control route for material modifications.

ORIGIN RECORD

Purpose, context, non-negotiables

ARCHITECTURE MAP
Components, interfaces, depen-

dencies

RIGHTS & ETHICS MAP
Permissions, restrictions, safe-

guards

EXPRESSION SYSTEM

Artefacts, channels, variation rules

EVIDENCE REGISTER

Claims, sources, confidence, gaps

VALUE PATHWAY
Beneficiaries, mechanisms, indica-

tors

DECISION LOG

Judgments, owners, review trig-

STEWARDHIP PLAN

Authority, succession, cadence

ECOSYSTEM MAP

Stakeholders, flows, dependencies

gers

Table 3: A minimum integrated architecture for a mature IPS. The elements may be separate documents,

provided their traceability is maintained.

9.3 Traceability is the essential property

Traceability means that a material choice can be connected to its rationale and that a material claim can be
connected to its evidence. It is not an archive of every conversation. It is a selective, maintained chain linking
origin — principle — judgment — design choice — expression or action — evidence — renewal
decision. If this chain cannot be reconstructed, the system may still function, but its future stewards inherit

a fragile system.

Field tool - The architecture walk-through
Ask a competent person who did not build the IPS to locate the origin record, explain the system boundary, identify
the steward, describe the primary value pathway, find the latest material decision, and name the evidence for one

public claim. Difficulty at any point is an actionable architecture or knowledge-flow finding.

10 From Origin to Expression

The movement from origin to expression is where many systems lose coherence. Origin is usually rich,
contextual, and human. Expression must be concise, repeatable, and usable across formats, channels, audi-
ences, and time. A direct translation is rarely possible. The engineering task is to create an intermediate

layer of design principles that carries meaning without mechanically reproducing the past.
A design principle is a rule that can guide choices. It is neither a mood board nor a generic aspiration. “Make

the system feel modern” does not constrain a decision. “Prioritize legibility of evidence over decorative
complexity in every public expression” does. Principles should be explicit enough to permit review, while

allowing room for expert judgment and contextual variation.

10.1 The expression system

An expression system contains at least a register of authorized expressions, an explanation of their relation-

ship to identity, and rules for permitted variation. Depending on the IPS, expressions may include names,
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narratives, designs, user interfaces, publications, technical documentation, research outputs, educational
materials, services, licensing materials, rituals, events, or interaction patterns. The purpose of the register is
not to centralize every creative act. It is to prevent material expressions from becoming detached from the

system they represent.
Expression review should use a representative sample rather than an exhaustive inventory. Select instances

across channels, audiences, geographies, teams, and time periods. Reviewers compare each instance against
documented origin principles, architecture constraints, rights and ethics requirements, and the intended
value pathway. The outcome is not simply “consistent” or “inconsistent.” It should describe the kind of drift

observed: semantic drift, visual drift, rights drift, accessibility drift, evidence drift, or value-claim drift.
Drift type Observable signal Typical engineering response

Semantic drift The explanation of purpose Revisit origin principles; revise narrative archi-
changes across teams or chan- tecture; train stewards and contributors.

nels.

Visual drift Form, hierarchy, or interaction Update expression rules; clarify variation field;
no longer communicates the in- review production interfaces.

tended system.

Rights drift A new expression uses pro- Pause release; obtain specialist legal review; up-
tected or restricted material date permissions and asset register.

without a visible rights route.

Evidence drift Claims are repeated without re- Correct or remove claim; update evidence regis-
trievable support or confidence ter and approval route.
label.

Value-claim drift =~ The expression promises out- Reframe claim; revise indicator; create an En-
comes unrelated to the docu- gineering Judgment Record if the pathway

mented value pathway. changes.

10.2 Variation without dilution

Variation can increase relevance, accessibility, and local legitimacy. It becomes dilution when it removes or
contradicts the identity conditions that allow the system to remain recognizable. The correct question is
not “Is this new expression identical to the old one?” It is “Does this expression remain traceable to the IPS

identity, comply with applicable constraints, and preserve a legitimate relationship with its beneficiaries?”
An expression system should therefore classify changes as minor, material, or foundational. Minor

changes remain within documented variation rules. Material changes affect an important expression, audi-
ence, channel, or claim and require steward review. Foundational changes affect identity, architecture, rights
posture, or value pathway and require an Engineering Judgment Record, stakeholder review proportionate

to the risk, and a change-control decision.

Caution - Coherence is not uniformity
A coherent system can have many expressions. Uniformity is a visual or procedural condition; coherence is a

relationship between the variation and the identity, architecture, value pathway, and ethical boundary of the IPS.
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11 Value Pathways and Ecosystem Activa-
tion

Value is not a single number. A financial return is important in many IPSs, but it is neither the only form
of value nor a sufficient proof of system health. A public research system may create value through reliable
knowledge transfer. A cultural system may create value through continuity, recognition, participation, and
ethical transmission. A technology platform may create value through capability, interoperability, adoption,
and risk reduction. A commercial brand may create value through trust, differentiation, licensing, repeat

choice, and portfolio leverage.
HD-CIPE uses the term Value Pathway rather than “value vector” in this edition because a pathway makes

the mechanism explicit. It connects a system capability to a beneficiary, a use context, an expected effect, an
indicator, and a source of evidence. A pathway is a hypothesis until evidence supports it. It should never be

used to disguise a hope as a measured result.

11.1 The value-pathway record

Every material value claim requires a record with six fields: the beneficiary; the system capability or
expression involved; the proposed mechanism; the expected effect; the indicator and evidence source; and
the principal assumptions or risks. The record must distinguish output, use, outcome, and impact. An
output is what the system produces. Use is whether someone engages with it. An outcome is an observed
change associated with that use. Impact is a broader, often harder-to-attribute effect. The more distant the

claim, the more cautious the attribution language must become.

Value domain

Cultural

Technological

Strategic

Commercial

Public

Example pathway
Curated archive — ac-
cessible interpretation —
community engagement
Documented platform ar-
chitecture — safer exten-
sion — reduced integra-
tion friction

Clear IPS boundary —
better partnership selec-
tion — fewer incoherent
extensions

Trusted expression + gov-
erned licensing — legiti-
mate demand and revenue
Verified knowledge prod-
uct — informed use by a

defined audience

11.2 Ecosystem activation

Possible indicator

Reuse with appropriate
attribution;  participation
quality

Time to diagnose; interface

conformance

Documented accept/reject

rationale; portfolio fit

Qualified demand; renewal

rate; license compliance

Retrievable evidence use;

comprehension or uptake

Interpretation caution

Engagement does not
alone demonstrate cultural
benefit.

A single incident does not

establish a trend.

Decision quality cannot
be inferred from revenue

alone.

Revenue may conceal de-
pletion of trust or rights
risk.

Public impact needs con-

text-specific evaluation.

AnIPS is activated when its components are intentionally connected to its ecosystem. Activation can include

publication, licensing, platform integration, community participation, training, partnerships, productization,
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policy engagement, or controlled experimentation. Activation is not synonymous with publicity. A system
may require selective activation to protect confidential knowledge, respect cultural protocols, or test a value

hypothesis safely.
Every activation decision should state the anticipated ecosystem effect. Who will encounter the expression?

Which relationship or dependency is being strengthened? What rights, incentives, or risks are introduced?
What evidence will indicate whether the pathway is working? What must remain protected or unexpressed?

The answers will be different for every IPS, but the questions create discipline.

Evidence requirement - Separate value hypotheses from value evidence
A value pathway may be plausible, strategically attractive, or ethically desirable before it is demonstrated. Label it
accordingly. Do not report a hypothesis as an outcome, and do not report an outcome as a broader impact without

an appropriate basis for attribution.

12 Stewardship, Governance, and Change
Control

Stewardship is the condition that keeps an IPS from becoming a set of abandoned artefacts. A steward is not
simply a manager, owner, or creator. Stewardship is a defined responsibility for long-term coherence. The
steward must have enough authority to initiate review, call for evidence, challenge drift, convene specialists,
and escalate material changes. The steward does not need unilateral control over every decision, but the

decision route must be visible.
A mature IPS distributes roles without diffusing accountability. The Executive Sponsor protects organi-

zational legitimacy and resources. The IPS Steward maintains continuity, triggers review, and owns the
charter. The IP Architect maintains structural and expression coherence. The Evidence Lead governs
claim records and uncertainty. The Rights and Ethics Adviser brings jurisdictional, cultural, data, or
safeguarding expertise where needed. The Contributing Specialists retain professional responsibility in
their domains. In small organizations, one person may hold several roles, but conflicts and gaps should be

made explicit.

Role Primary accountability Must not be delegated away

Executive Sponsor Mandate, resources, escalation Responsibility for whether stewardship
support has authority to function

IPS Steward Charter, coherence, review ca- The decision to surface or ignore material
dence, succession drift

IP Architect Structure, interfaces, expression The rationale for architecture and material
coherence redesign

Evidence Lead Claim register, source quality, Transparency about what is known, un-
confidence labels known, or inferred

Rights & Ethics Ad- Specialist constraints and safe- Independent professional advice within

viser guards competence
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12.1 Change control is proportionate

Change control should be proportional to the expected consequence of a decision. A minor text correction
may require only an approved editorial route. A new public claim may require an evidence review. A
licensing arrangement may require rights expertise. A change to the identity principles, system boundary, or
governance model may require a formal decision record, stakeholder consultation, and board-level approval.

The point is not to make change slow. It is to make consequential change explainable.
A change-control record names the proposal, its classification, the affected canonical components, the

evidence and assumptions, the relevant rights and ethics considerations, the decision owner, the consultation
performed, the implementation plan, the review trigger, and the outcome. This record supports learning.
When a decision proves wrong, the system can examine the reasoning and improve the method rather than

merely assigning blame.

12.2 Succession is a design requirement

A system held together by one person’s memory is not engineered for continuity. Succession should include
a named successor or succession route; accessible origin, architecture, decision, and evidence records; a
handover protocol; and a test that a new steward can navigate the system. Succession is especially important
when creators leave, when a system is acquired, when an archive passes to an institution, or when public

trust depends on consistent care.

Design principle - Authority with visibility
Stewardship authority must be sufficient to initiate review and challenge drift, but it must also be visible enough
that contributors, beneficiaries, and governance bodies know where accountability resides. Hidden authority is a

source of unreviewable judgment.
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Evidence, Assessment, and Learn-
ing

A score is not reality. It is a transparent aid to disciplined judgment.
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13 Evidence Before Assertion

HD-CIPE requires a distinction between what is observed, what is inferred, what is decided, and what is
claimed. These categories are often mixed in strategy documents and brand narratives. The result is false
certainty: a team treats a belief as a fact, a preference as an insight, a decision as an inevitable conclusion,

or a commercial result as evidence of the whole system’s health.
An evidence-oriented IPS uses an Evidence Register. For every material claim, the register identifies the

claim, its type, the supporting source, the source owner, the collection date, the relevance to the IPS, the
method or provenance, the confidence level, known limitations, and the next review date. Evidence can be
quantitative, qualitative, documentary, legal, technical, observational, or experiential. The standard is not
that every claim must have a number. The standard is that the basis for the claim must be intelligible and

proportionate to its consequence.

13.1 A practical claim taxonomy

A factual claim states something that can be checked: for example, the date of an origin document or the
existence of a license. An interpretive claim proposes meaning or significance: for example, that a community
recognizes a particular expression. A causal claim states that one factor contributed to an outcome. A
normative claim states what ought to be done. A forecast claim concerns a future possibility. Each claim

type requires a different form of support and different language of confidence.

Claim type Appropriate support Permitted language Common error

Factual Primary record, traceable “The record states..” Treating an unverified
source, or direct observation narrative as a fact

Interpretive Reasoned analysis, stake- “The evidence suggests..” Presenting interpreta-
holder input, contextual ex- tion as universal truth
pertise

Causal Comparative evidence, plau- “May have contributed to Attributing a broad

»

sible mechanism, competing outcome to one inter-

explanations vention

Normative Ethical principle, stakeholder “The IPS should ... because Hiding a value judg-
obligation, governance man- ..” ment inside a factual
date claim

Forecast Scenario, assumptions, uncer- “If assumptions hold, the Reporting a forecast
tainty range, monitoring plan = system may ..” as a result

13.2 Confidence labels

Confidence is not a claim about certainty. It is a short description of the current strength and limits of the
supporting basis. This edition uses five labels: Established, Well-supported, Indicative, Preliminary,
and Unverified. The label should be chosen conservatively. An Established claim has a reliable primary basis
and no material contradiction known to the reviewer. Well-supported claims have credible support but retain
context or method limits. Indicative claims are plausible and useful for decision-making but require further
corroboration. Preliminary claims are early signals. Unverified claims should not be used for consequential

public assertions.
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The confidence label must never replace the source. It directs the reader to the evidence register. When the
source changes, the label must be reconsidered. A trusted statement with no retrievable provenance is not

“Established” merely because it has been repeated for a long time.

13.3 Engineering judgment under uncertainty

Some decisions cannot wait for complete evidence. In such cases, HD-CIPE requires a documented EJR
rather than pretended certainty. The record distinguishes what is known from what is assumed, identifies
alternatives, describes likely consequences, and sets a review trigger. This makes uncertainty governable.
It also protects creativity: a team can take a reasoned experimental step without misrepresenting it as a
final truth.

Evidence requirement - Proportionate proof
The burden of evidence rises with the consequence of the claim. A temporary internal experiment may be sup-
ported by an explicit hypothesis and observation plan. A public claim affecting trust, safety, rights, or investment

decisions demands stronger sources, clearer limitations, and appropriate specialist review.

14 Assessment Instruments

Assessment is a structured conversation with evidence. It is not a machine for producing a verdict. The
instruments in this chapter are therefore designed as decision aids. They convert visible evidence into
comparable review prompts, while preserving the judgment, context, and uncertainty that numbers cannot
contain. No score may be published without its date, system boundary, evidence register, assessor identity

or role, and confidence notes.
This edition replaces the former term “Structural Entropy Index” with Structural Coherence Deficit (SCD).

The earlier measure was useful as a prompt but its calculation evaluated documentation and maintenance
across canonical components more directly than it evaluated entropy in a scientific sense. The revised term
is more accurate: it measures the visible gap between a desired state of coherent, evidenced, and maintained

components and the state documented at a particular time.

14.1 Structural Coherence Deficit (SCD)

Score each canonical component—Origin, Structure, Expression, Value Pathway, and Stewardship—on a 0-4
evidence maturity scale. The score reflects the quality and maintenance of the evidence, not the intrinsic
worth of the component. The SCD is calculated as:

SCD=20-(0+S+E+V +St)
where O is Origin, S is Structure, E is Expression, V is Value Pathway, and St is Stewardship. The result
ranges from 0 to 20, where a lower number indicates fewer visible coherence gaps. A number alone does not

describe the nature of the gap; the component notes do.

Score Evidence maturity anchor Assessment implication
0 Absent, unavailable, or not sufficiently iden- Do not infer that the component is weak in
tifiable within the agreed IPS boundary. reality; record the evidence gap and bound-

ary condition.
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Score Evidence maturity anchor Assessment implication

1 Claimed or partially visible, but undocu- Prioritize recovery, clarification, or designa-
mented, inaccessible, or dependent on un- tion of an owner.
corroborated memory.

2 Documented but incomplete, outdated, Define targeted remediation and a review
weakly connected to use, or not consistently = date.
applied.

3 Documented, accessible to relevant roles, Maintain and test for drift across relevant
maintained, and demonstrably applied in contexts.
ordinary decisions.

4 Documented, maintained, applied, and cor- Continue monitoring; a 4 is not permanent

roborated through independent review, rep- immunity from drift.
resentative sampling, or reliable external

evidence.

The SCD should be read with two companion fields. The first is assessor confidence—high, medium, or
low—Dbased on the adequacy and access to evidence. The second is materiality—high, medium, or low—
based on the likely consequence of a gap in the specific IPS. A low-confidence score is an instruction to seek

better evidence, not a basis for a strong remediation order.

14.2 Mass-Momentum Balance (MMB)

The former Mass/Momentum Ratio is replaced by Mass—-Momentum Balance (MMB). A ratio is unstable
when a value approaches zero and may imply numerical precision that the underlying scales do not support.
MMB instead presents two explicitly separate indices: Mass and Momentum. Mass represents accumulated,
evidenced depth and structural completeness. Momentum represents recent, evidenced activation, use,

extension, or adoption. Each is scored 0-10 through published rubrics and calibrated examples.
The balance indicator is the signed difference:

AMM = Mass — Momentum
A positive difference indicates that accumulated depth currently exceeds observed activation. A negative
difference indicates that activation currently exceeds evidenced depth or structural support. Neither condi-
tion is inherently bad. A high-mass legacy archive may be intentionally quiet; a rapidly growing new
platform may be expected to have more momentum than mature structure. The purpose is to trigger an

Engineering Judgment review when the difference is material to the system’s stated purpose.

Pattern

High Mass, low Mo-

mentum

Low Mass, high Mo-

mentum

Balanced but low

Possible meaning

Dormant capability, underused
archive, cautious activation, or a mis-

aligned value pathway:.

Rapid attention or adoption without
comparable architecture, evidence, or
stewardship.

An early-stage or neglected system
with little accumulated depth and lim-

ited current use.
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Question for review

Is activation strategically appropriate,
ethically permitted, and sufficiently
supported?

What must be strengthened before
growth creates avoidable drift or

harm?

Is the IPS worth building, reframing,

merging, or retiring?
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Pattern Possible meaning Question for review
Balanced and high Mature depth combined with current What dependencies or risks could dis-
use and extension. rupt the balance?

14.3 Knowledge Continuity & Flow (KCF)

Knowledge Continuity & Flow (KCF) examines whether critical knowledge is not only stored but reachable,
transferable, and usable. It uses three dimensions, each scored 0-3: accessibility, transfer integrity,
and application continuity. Accessibility asks whether relevant people can locate and understand the
knowledge they need. Transfer integrity asks whether knowledge survives handover, turnover, or cross-
team movement. Application continuity asks whether the knowledge is demonstrably used in decisions,

interfaces, or work rather than merely archived.

KCF = Accessibility + Transfer Integrity + Application Continuity
A KCF score ranges from 0 to 9. A high score indicates demonstrated continuity within the agreed boundary
and evidence window; it does not prove that every person knows everything. The evidence window and
sample must be stated. For example, a team may test whether a new steward can reconstruct a key decision,
whether a successor can find the architecture without assistance, and whether a recent change correctly

referenced the origin principles.

14.4 Assessment protocol

An assessment proceeds in a defined order. First, agree the IPS boundary and Charter. Second, assemble
the evidence register. Third, review the five canonical components and integrity planes. Fourth, score SCD,
MMB, and KCF using published rubrics. Fifth, record confidence, materiality, disagreements, and limitations.
Sixth, prepare an Engineering Judgment Record for issues not settled by the score. Seventh, agree a propor-
tionate remediation or learning plan. Finally, schedule reassessment using either a fixed cadence or an event

trigger.

Caution - No score without a story
A score that cannot explain its evidence, boundary, confidence, and decision implication should not be used.

Numbers are compressions of a review; the evidence record and judgment remain the authoritative account.

15 Assurance and the Research Programme

HD-CIPE must be capable of criticism if it is to mature as a discipline. This requires a distinction between
practice guidance, normative requirements, and research propositions. Practice guidance states a
recommended method. Normative requirements state what a future conformance regime would require.
Research propositions state a claim to be tested, challenged, refined, or rejected through evidence. These

categories must not be merged.
The founding corpus used terms such as “laws,” “mass,” “momentum,” and “entropy” to give form to

observed patterns. This edition preserves their explanatory value while refusing false scientific certainty.
A proposition becomes stronger only when its mechanism, boundary conditions, observable implications,
competing explanations, and contrary cases are made explicit. The proper posture is not skepticism for its

own sake. It is disciplined learning.

27



HD-CIPE — Holistic Dynamic Creative Intellectual Property Engineering Hakan Ding

15.1 A proposed assurance architecture

No private document can create an internationally recognized certification by declaration. A credible future
assurance programme would require an independent governance body, published competence requirements,
open methods, calibrated assessors, separation of consulting and certification interests, appeals and
complaints mechanisms, renewal rules, data-handling safeguards, mark-use controls, and a public status
register. Until these conditions exist, organizations should describe their work as an HD-CIPE-informed

assessment rather than a certified conformance claim.
Assurance level What it can responsibly claim Minimum conditions

Self-review The organization has applied the Charter, evidence register, completed
published method to its own IPS. = scorecards, disclosed limitations, named

accountable steward.

Peer review Qualified peers have challenged Independence statement, review notes,
the assessment and its evidence.  assessor competence basis, resolution of

material disagreement.

Independent assessment A reviewer without a disqualify- Method version, calibration evidence,
ing conflict has assessed the IPS conflict disclosure, audit trail, appeals

against a published method. route.

Future certification A recognized certification body All requirements above plus indepen-
has issued a time-bound confor- dent governance, examination integrity,
mance decision. complaints, surveillance, and public

rules.

15.2 Method validation

The assessment instruments themselves require validation. The research programme should test whether
different trained assessors reach sufficiently comparable results from the same evidence. It should test
whether score changes track meaningful changes in documented system coherence. It should examine false
positives and false negatives. It should compare cases across domains, cultures, sizes, and levels of maturity.

It should publish counterexamples where the model did not predict or explain an outcome well.
Research should not be limited to successful cases. Failed, abandoned, or ethically contested interventions

are especially valuable because they reveal where a framework’s assumptions are insufficient. Every research
publication should identify the IPS boundary, evidence sources, assessment version, conflicts of interest,

limitations, and whether the case is real, anonymized, composite, simulated, or hypothetical.

15.3 Versioning and public criticism
The HD-CIPE body of knowledge should be versioned. A major version changes a binding definition,

requirement, score rubric, or governance condition. A minor version clarifies language, supplies a worked
example, or improves a non-binding guide. Every change should include a rationale, affected sections,
transition guidance, and a record of consultation or evidence. Practitioners should be able to challenge

definitions and methods through a published process.

Research proposition - Evidence before permanence

No HD-CIPE proposition should be called universal merely because it is elegant or intuitively persuasive. The
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discipline earns authority by exposing its assumptions to evidence, documenting limitations, and improving

publicly when criticism reveals a weakness.
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PART V

Practice, Cases, and Institutionali-
sation

A discipline is credible only when its methods can be used, challenged, and improved in

practice.
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16 The HD-CIPE Field Cycle

The field cycle translates the conceptual model into a repeatable engagement without pretending that
every IPS follows the same path. It is designed for internal teams, cross-functional programmes, advisory
engagements, research institutions, technology platforms, cultural systems, and brand or portfolio reviews.
Each phase produces a visible output and ends with a decision gate. The cycle is iterative: a later finding

may require a return to an earlier phase.

Phase Purpose Required output Decision gate
1. Frame  Agree the IPS bound- IPS Charter; stakeholder and rights/ Is the object bounded
ary, mandate, and ethi- ethics triage; success and non-claim enough to assess?
cal constraints. statements.
2. Dis- Recover origin, evi- Origin Record; initial evidence regis- Is there enough evidence
cover  dence, existing architec- ter; document inventory; observation to interpret responsibly?
ture, and lived experi- notes.
ence.
3. Diag- Assess anatomy, flows, SCD, MMB, KCF scorecards; confi- Which gaps are material
nose dependencies, and mate- dence notes; issue map. and which remain uncer-
rial risks. tain?
4. Design Create or revise ar- Architecture map; design principles; Is the proposed change

chitecture, expression, value-pathway records; change plan. coherent, feasible, and

value pathways, and ethically acceptable?
governance.
5. Acti- Implement, communi- Implementation log; evidence plan; What does early evi-
vate cate, test, and monitor stakeholder engagement and permis- dence support, challenge,
the intervention. sions record. or leave unknown?

6. Renew Learn, revise, scale, Review note; updated Charter; deci- What must remain,
pause, or retire with sion records; next cycle trigger. change, or end?

traceable judgment.

16.1 Phase 1: Frame

Frame the work before collecting evidence. The sponsor, steward, and core contributors agree what the IPS
is, why the review is being undertaken, what decisions are in scope, and what the engagement will not
decide. The group identifies stakeholders who may be affected by the work, maps immediate legal and ethical
questions, and states the practical constraints of time, confidentiality, resources, and authority. A project

that begins by assuming its boundary will often discover later that it has assessed the wrong object.
The Frame phase ends when the IPS Charter is approved or when the team decides that the system cannot yet

be bounded. The latter result is valid. It may lead to a narrower exploratory exercise, a portfolio segmentation

exercise, or a decision not to proceed.

16.2 Phase 2: Discover

Discovery recovers the system’s traces without forcing a predetermined story. The work may include
interviews with creators and stewards, review of archives and contracts, observation of expressions in use,

analysis of decision records, sampling of interfaces, and stakeholder listening. The purpose is not to create
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a heroic founding narrative. It is to document the problem, context, assumptions, alternatives, and early

choices that remain relevant to current identity and judgment.
The discovery output is a first Origin Record and Evidence Register. Claims that cannot be corroborated

should remain labelled as recollections, hypotheses, or contested accounts. This protects the credibility of

the system and prevents later stewards from treating mythology as fact.

16.3 Phase 3: Diagnose

Diagnosis brings together the canonical anatomy, integrity planes, ecosystem map, and assessment instru-
ments. The team scores SCD, MMB, and KCF with confidence notes and records the reasoning. It identifies
gaps in authority, documentation, expression, rights posture, ethics, knowledge continuity, and value
evidence. The result is not a list of every possible improvement. It is a prioritized issue map tied to materiality

and consequence.
A good diagnosis contains at least one statement of uncertainty. If everything appears clear, the team may

be looking only at documents that confirm its existing view. The assessment should actively seek missing

stakeholders, contradictory evidence, and boundary conditions.

16.4 Phase 4: Design

Design converts diagnosis into a coherent intervention. The team may create an architecture map, clarify
design principles, repair an origin record, set value pathways, establish a steward role, build a knowledge
route, revise an expression system, or create a new change-control process. Design decisions are recorded

in Engineering Judgment Records whenever they are consequential and uncertain.
The design phase should produce alternatives rather than a single inevitable solution. Each alternative

can be evaluated against identity, evidence, rights and ethics, feasibility, ecosystem effects, and expected
learning value. The preferred alternative is selected transparently, including the reasons other options were

not chosen.

16.5 Phase 5: Activate

Activation implements the designed change. It may involve a pilot, a controlled release, a documentation
migration, a new partnership, a licensing route, an expression update, a governance appointment, or a
training intervention. The activation plan defines what evidence will be collected, who is responsible, what

will trigger a pause or escalation, and how affected parties can provide feedback.
The central discipline of activation is to learn rather than to declare victory early. Early signals may be useful,

but they are rarely sufficient to establish broad value claims. Report what was done, what was observed,

what remains uncertain, and what decision follows.

16.6 Phase 6: Renew

Renewal is the deliberate closing of one learning cycle and opening of the next. The team compares observed
evidence with the value pathways and design assumptions. It updates the Charter, Evidence Register, archi-
tecture map, and stewardship plan. It may strengthen the system, change course, run another experiment,

transfer stewardship, narrow the scope, merge the IPS with another system, or retire it.

Field tool - A field cycle is complete when learning is recorded
The cycle is not complete when a workshop ends, a report is delivered, or a new expression is launched. It is
complete when the system has recorded what changed, why it changed, what the evidence showed, and what the

next steward should do.
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17 Illustrative Composite Cases

The following cases are instructional composites. Each condenses patterns that commonly arise in a type of
IPS. Names, sectors, figures, and timelines are illustrative. The cases show how the model can be used; they

do not prove causal claims, report on identifiable organizations, or predict results for another context.

17.1 Case 1: The expanded consumer brand

A consumer brand expanded rapidly into adjacent categories. Revenue grew, but customers described the
brand differently depending on where they encountered it. New product teams could not locate a current
origin record. Each category had local expression guidance; no cross-category architecture existed. A review
of the IPS boundary showed that the organization had treated each new product as a local marketing decision

rather than as an expression of a shared system.
The diagnosis recorded an SCD of 12 out of 20 with medium assessor confidence. Structure and Stewardship

were the principal gaps. The team did not conclude that the brand had “failed.” It concluded that the evidence
of coherent cross-category governance was insufficient and that the new categories posed a material identity

risk. The MMB review indicated high activation relative to evidenced architectural depth.
The intervention created an IPS Charter, recovered the origin principles, mapped the category architecture,

defined a variation field, and appointed a steward with authority to convene product, design, legal, and
commercial contributors. Two proposed extensions were paused because their value pathways could not
be connected to the origin principles without unsupported assumptions. The organization then piloted a

revised expression system and collected customer interpretation data.
The lesson is not that growth is harmful. The lesson is that growth without an architecture can convert a

strong expression into a dispersed set of signals. The responsible response is evidence-backed renewal, not

nostalgia.

17.2 Case 2: The dormant research archive

A research institution held a well-regarded archive containing reports, datasets, visual materials, and expert
commentary accumulated over several decades. The archive had historical depth but was hard to navigate.
New staff depended on informal guidance from long-serving colleagues. External requests for reuse were
handled inconsistently because rights information and contextual notes were dispersed. The institution
viewed the archive as a storage problem; the HD-CIPE framing identified it as an IPS with origin, structure,

expression, value pathway, and stewardship gaps.
The SCD review highlighted Structure, Expression, and Stewardship. KCF was low because knowledge

transfer depended on a small number of individuals. The team mapped access levels, rights questions, con-
textual sensitivity, and user groups. It then designed an architecture that connected records to provenance,
confidence notes, rights constraints, and potential public or scholarly value pathways. A succession plan

was added for the archive steward.
Activation began with a limited, ethically reviewed public discovery layer rather than a full release. The

team tested whether external users could locate, understand, and appropriately interpret selected materials.
It documented where descriptions needed cultural or methodological context. The evidence did not prove

the archive’s total value, but it established a credible learning pathway.
The lesson is that a deep body of knowledge can possess high Mass while remaining difficult to activate.

The appropriate intervention may be continuity, rights clarification, and interpretive design—not simply

digitization or publicity.
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17.3 Case 3: The fragmented technology platform

A technology platform was built by several teams over many years. Each team had strong local expertise, but
no one could produce an integrated architecture or explain how product claims connected to documented
capabilities. A critical incident exposed the problem: resolution required reconstructing dependencies from
individual memory. The organization initially framed this as technical debt. The IPS assessment revealed a

broader issue involving architecture, knowledge continuity, expression claims, and stewardship authority.
The diagnosis created a boundary around the platform’s core service and its principal interfaces. The KCF

review showed that knowledge transfer was unreliable across teams. The team built a navigable architecture
map, clarified decision rights for interface changes, linked public technical claims to an evidence register,
and created a monthly cross-team architecture review. A new steward role did not replace technical owners;
it maintained the coherence of the system-level records and triggered escalation when local changes affected

the IPS boundary.
After implementation, the organization tracked time to locate dependencies, handover success, and the

consistency of release documentation. These indicators were not treated as proof of overall platform success.

They were used to test whether the specific continuity intervention was working.
The lesson is that undocumented complexity is not merely an information problem. It is an IPS coherence

problem when it prevents the organization from making accountable decisions about a system’s expression,

value claims, and evolution.

17.4 Case method note

Every future published HD-CIPE case should state whether it is real, anonymized, composite, simulated, or
hypothetical; identify the method version; disclose relevant conflicts; define the evidence window; distin-
guish claims from interpretation; and state limitations. Cases should include unsuccessful interventions and

counterexamples, not only narratives of improvement.

18 Institutionalisation and the Road Ahead

A discipline becomes durable when it can be taught without becoming dogma, applied without becoming
branding, criticized without becoming defensive, and governed without becoming captive to commercial
interest. HD-CIPE should therefore be institutionalized through transparent knowledge stewardship rather

than founder dependence alone.
The first institutional responsibility is terminology stewardship. The glossary, definitions, scorecard

anchors, and boundary rules must be maintained in a versioned public or controlled repository. The second
is method stewardship. Field tools require documented changes, pilot evidence, calibration materials, and
feedback channels. The third is ethical stewardship. The discipline must have an explicit route for raising
concerns about misuse, misrepresentation, cultural appropriation, harmful value claims, conflicts of interest,

or unsafe applications.
The fourth responsibility is research stewardship. A mature body of knowledge should invite independent

replication, comparative study, critique, and extension. It should reward correction. It should publish what
changed and why. The founder’s role is essential to origin and vision; the discipline’s long-term legitimacy

depends on a governance structure that can preserve the origin while allowing justified development.

18.1 An adoption pathway

Organizations should not begin with certification. They should begin with a bounded IPS and a real

decision. A six-month adoption pathway might include a first Charter, an Origin Record, an architecture
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walk-through, a sample expression review, a provisional Evidence Register, an SCD/MMB/KCF assessment, a
defined steward, and one renewal decision. This creates lived evidence about the method’s usefulness before

any institutional claim is made.
Educational programmes should teach both conceptual literacy and practical humility. A capable practitioner

can define a system boundary, distinguish rights from assets from systems, facilitate evidence recovery,
map architecture, record judgment, conduct a proportionate assessment, recognize when specialist advice
is required, and communicate limitations honestly. A practitioner must never claim legal authority, cultural

authority, or scientific proof that the method does not supply.

s N

Constitutional commitment - A discipline that learns

HD-CIPE commits to clarity over grandiosity, evidence over repetition, stewardship over possession, ethics over
manipulation, and correction over defensiveness. Its measure of maturity is not how often its name is used, but
whether it helps people create and renew intellectual property systems with greater coherence, accountability,

and care.

19 Appendices

19.1 Appendix A — Canonical Glossary

Notation - Glossary use
The glossary lists the binding terms used in this edition. The first use of a linked term in the book expands the
long form; later uses may show the short form. Terms not listed here should not be treated as canonical without

a versioned amendment.

IP ecosystem — Intellectual Property Ecosystem: The network of stakeholders, interfaces, supporting
systems, incentives, institutions, rights, resources, and environments through which an IPS is created,

used, interpreted, and renewed.

EJR — Engineering Judgment Record: A traceable record of a consequential decision made under uncer-
tainty.

Expression: The forms through which an IPS is encountered, interpreted, used, or experienced.

HD-CIPE - Holistic Dynamic Creative Intellectual Property Engineering: The evidence-oriented meta-
discipline defined in this book.

IP asset — Intellectual Property Asset: An identifiable intangible resource or legally controlled output that
can create value.

IP right — Intellectual Property Right: A jurisdiction-specific legal entitlement or protection mechanism. It
is not identical to an IPS.

IPS - Intellectual Property System: A deliberately bounded configuration of origin, structure, expression,
value pathway, and stewardship that can produce recognizable value over time.

KCF - Knowledge Continuity & Flow: An assessment of whether critical knowledge remains accessible,
transferable, and usable across an IPS.

MMB — Mass-Momentum Balance: A paired assessment of accumulated system depth and current system
activation.

Origin: The documented source, context, problem, opportunity, and rationale from which an IPS emerged.

SCD - Structural Coherence Deficit: A transparent assessment indicator of unaddressed coherence gaps

across the canonical anatomy of an IPS.
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Stewardship: The assigned and accountable care of an IPS across time, including authority, succession, and

renewal.

Structure: The architecture that organizes an IPS into a coherent and extensible whole.

Value Pathway: A testable account of how an IPS is expected to create cultural, technological, strategic,

commercial, public, or learning value.

19.2 Appendix B — IPS Charter Template

An IPS Charter should fit the scale of the system. It may be one page for a focused review or a maintained

dossier for a complex portfolio. The following minimum fields are mandatory for an HD-CIPE-informed

assessment.
Field
System identity

Purpose and origin
Boundary
Canonical anatomy
Integrity planes
Value pathways
Governance
Review triggers
19.3 Appendi
Field
Decision question
IPS boundary
Decision owner

Evidence

Options

Assumptions and uncertainty

Rights and ethics

Required content

Working name, sponsor, steward, current version, assessment date, and
reason for the Charter.

Problem or opportunity, founding context, key evidence, non-negotiable
principles, contested or unknown elements.

Included artefacts, rights, activities, teams, and dependencies; explicit
exclusions and boundary assumptions.

Origin, Structure, Expression, Value Pathway, and Stewardship descrip-
tions with evidence locations.

Evidence needs; rights and ethics issues; ecosystem stakeholders, incen-
tives, and dependencies.

Beneficiaries, mechanisms, indicators, evidence sources, assumptions,
and review dates.

Decision rights, role assignments, succession route, escalation path,

conflict disclosures.

Fixed review cadence and event triggers such as material drift, acqui-

sition, incident, new claim, staff departure, or regulatory change.

x C — Engineering Judgment Record Template

Prompt

What consequential and uncertain decision is being made?

Which system boundary and components are affected?

Who holds the accountable decision right?

Which sources support the analysis, and what are their confidence labels?
Which alternatives were considered, including maintaining the status
quo?

What is unknown, contested, conditional, or outside the current compe-
tence of the team?

Which legal, cultural, data, safety, autonomy, or stakeholder issues need

specialist review?
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Field

Decision and rationale

Expected effect

Review trigger

Prompt

Hakan Ding

What was decided, why, and why not the alternatives?

What evidence would support, challenge, or falsify the expectation?

Date, event, metric, or stakeholder signal that requires review.

19.4 Appendix D — Evidence Register and Claim-Confidence Proto-

col

The Evidence Register may be maintained in a database, document system, or structured spreadsheet. Every

material claim should have a unique identifier and a link to the relevant Charter component or decision

record.

Field

Claim

Type

Source

Confidence

Limitation

Review

Question

What exactly is asserted?

Fact, interpretation,
causal, normative, or fore-
cast?

Where does the support
come from?

How strong is the current

basis?

What does the evidence

not show?

When will the claim be re-

assessed?

Examples

“The architecture is ac-
cessible to new team
members.”
Interpretive claim

about user meaning

Interview, log, record,
audit, observation
Established; Well-sup-
ported; Indicative; Pre-
liminary; Unverified
Single cohort; no coun-
terfactual; dated sam-
ple

Quarterly or following

material change

Control
Make the claim specific and
falsifiable where appropri-
ate.

Match evidence and lan-
guage to claim type.
Record provenance, date,
owner, and access limits.

Use the

bel; update when evidence

conservative la-
changes.
Do not hide material limits in

a footnote.

Assign an owner and trigger.

19.5 Appendix E — Assessment Scorecards and Limits

The table below should be used alongside, not instead of, the detailed rubrics and evidence notes.

Instrument
SCD

MMB

Output
0-20 coherence deficit

across five components

Mass 0-10, Momentum
0-10, AMM

Use

Locate evidence and mainte-

nance gaps; prioritize review

Examine depth and current

activation together
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Limit
Does not measure in-

trinsic value, market

success, or scientific
entropy
Does not establish

causal performance or
mandate a target bal-
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Instrument Output Use Limit
KCF 0-9 accessibility, trans- Test whether critical knowl- Depends on defined
fer integrity, application edge remains usable across knowledge scope, ev-
continuity change idence window, and

sample

Confidence and ma- High/medium/low anno- Qualify the decision signifi- Are judgment aids,
teriality tations cance of the score not mathematical er-

ror estimates

A future assessment handbook must publish component-specific rubrics, worked examples, scoring cali-
bration exercises, assessor training requirements, disagreement handling, data requirements, and method-
version controls. Until then, scorecards should be used for learning and transparent review rather than

certification claims.

19.6 Appendix F — Field Workshops and Output Checklists

| Workshop | Purpose | Minimum participants | Output | |—|—|—|—| | Origin recovery | Recover purpose, con-
text, alternatives, and unresolved questions | Early contributors, steward, independent facilitator, note-taker
| Origin Record with source labels | | Architecture mapping | Make components, interfaces, dependencies,
and boundaries visible | Relevant component owners and users | Navigable architecture map | | Expression
review | Sample expressions across relevant contexts and identify drift | Expression owners, representative
users, rights/ethics input as needed | Expression drift report | | Value-pathway design | State beneficiaries,
mechanisms, evidence, assumptions, and risks | Steward, strategy/value lead, domain experts | Value-
pathway records | | Stewardship handover | Test continuity across role transition | Outgoing and incoming
stewards, sponsor | Handover log and succession plan | | Renewal review | Compare evidence to hypotheses

and decide next action | Steward, evidence lead, key stakeholders | Review note and updated Charter |

19.7 Appendix G — Proposed Assurance and Certification Blueprint

Any future certification body should be independent from commercial implementation incentives and
should publish its constitution. At minimum, the body should define governance composition, conflict
rules, competence standards, assessor training, examination validity, calibration requirements, assessment
procedures, surveillance or renewal conditions, appeals, complaints, confidentiality, data protection, mark-

use rules, sanctions, and transparency obligations.
The proposed professional tracks are deliberately descriptive rather than currently credentialing. An IPS

Reviewer would conduct evidence-oriented reviews within a published method. An IPS Architect would
design or redesign IPS structures and expressions in response to documented findings. A Lead Steward
would maintain portfolio-level coherence and governance. None of these titles should be used publicly as a

certification until an independent body has adopted, administered, and audited the necessary conditions.

19.8 Appendix H — Research Agenda and Validation Protocol

The research agenda should prioritize questions that can improve or disprove the method. Do Charter quality
and explicit stewardship predict improved knowledge continuity? Do trained assessors reach acceptable
agreement with the SCD rubric? Does a high MMB imbalance reliably signal a need for a specific class of
intervention, or does its meaning vary by domain? What forms of evidence improve or distort assessments
in cultural, public-interest, or community-held knowledge settings? Under what conditions does a more

coherent expression system enhance understanding without creating manipulation or overreach?
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A validation protocol should predefine the IPS boundary, sample criteria, measure version, assessor training,
evidence window, comparison strategy, ethics process, conflict disclosures, data-handling plan, analysis
method, limitations, and publication policy. It should report null findings and counterexamples. It should
avoid claiming that a score causes a business, legal, cultural, or social outcome unless an appropriate study

design supports that conclusion.
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Editorial lineage - What this edition preserves and changes

This integrated edition preserves the founding IPS orientation, the five-component anatomy, the emphasis on
stewardship, the life-cycle sensibility, the constitutional concern for judgment and responsibility, the field method,
and the instructional cases. It changes the binding expansion of the name, sharpens the law/system distinction,

replaces overextended metric labels, introduces evidence and ethics controls, reframes certification as a proposed

assurance architecture, and makes research validation a constitutive duty.
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