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Preamble: Natural Law Grounding

Fraud is discoverable wrong. No legislature created the wrongness of deception-causing-harm; legislatures can

only articulate what reason independently reveals:

e Misrepresentation substitutes false belief for true belief in another's mind

¢ Reliance on false belief leads to actions the person would not otherwise take
e Those actions cause damage the person would not otherwise suffer

e The misrepresenter knew the statement was false (or was reckless to truth)

e The misrepresenter intended the reliance

These elements are not arbitrary. They describe the structure of the wrong itself. Anyone examining the nature
of harmful deception can discover these elements. This articulation does not create the prohibition—it

recognizes it.

This law is Level 3 articulation of Level 1 truth. Its authority comes from the accuracy of the articulation,

not from the identity of the articulator.

Article I: Definitions

Section 1.01: Core Terms
(a) Misrepresentation means a statement of fact that is:
e (1) False at the time made, or

¢ (2) True but materially incomplete in context such that the communicated meaning is false, or

e (3) A promise made without intent to perform



(b) Material means a reasonable person in the position of the recipient would consider the information

significant in making the relevant decision.
(c) Knowledge of Falsity means the misrepresenter:

e (1) Knew the statement was false, or
¢ (2) Knew they lacked sufficient basis to make the statement, or

e (3) Was recklessly indifferent to truth or falsity

(d) Intent to Induce Reliance means the misrepresenter made the statement for the purpose of causing the

recipient to act (or refrain from acting) based on it.
(e) Justifiable Reliance means:

e (1) The recipient actually relied on the misrepresentation, and

e (2) Such reliance was reasonable under the circumstances

(f) Damage means quantifiable harm including:

¢ (1) Economic loss (money, property, opportunity cost)
e (2) Loss of liberty (imprisonment, restriction of movement)
e (3) Loss of autonomy (decisions made on false basis that cannot be unmade)

¢ (4) Reputational harm (demonstrable, not speculative)

(g) Person means any entity capable of:

e (1) Making representations (speaker capacity), and/or

¢ (2) Receiving and relying on representations (recipient capacity)

This includes natural persons, associations, corporate entities, governmental bodies, and synthetic persons

meeting the execution context criteria as defined in companion law.

Section 1.02: Enumerated Fraud Types

This articulation covers the following fraud categories as of Version 1.0:



Type Code Category Description

F-01 Transactional Fraud in exchange of goods, services, or money

F-02 Contractual Fraud inducing contract formation or performance

F-03 Documentary Fraud through false documents, credentials, or records

F-04 Identity Fraud through misrepresentation of identity

F-05 Institutional Fraud by entities claiming authority they lack

F-06 Promissory Fraud through promises made without intent to perform

F-07 Omissive Fraud through material omission where duty to disclose exists
F-08 Digital Fraud through electronic communications and systems

Novel Categories: Fraud types not enumerated require explicit extension through Amendment Process (Article
VII). Courts may provide interim protection under Article V, Section 5.03, but such protection is labeled as

extension, not interpretation.

Article II: Elements of Fraud

Section 2.01: Complete Elements

A claim of fraud requires ALL of the following elements, each proven by the claimant:

( )

- J

Absence of any element defeats the claim. This is structural, not discretionary.

Section 2.02: Element Specifications

(a) Misrepresentation Requirement:

e Must be a statement of fact, not opinion (unless opinion implies undisclosed facts)



Must be communicated to the claimant (directly or through intermediary)

Silence constitutes misrepresentation only where affirmative duty to disclose exists

(b) Materiality Requirement:

Judged from perspective of reasonable person in claimant's position
Need not be the sole factor in decision—substantial factor sufficient

Speculative materiality insufficient; must connect to actual decision

(c) Knowledge Requirement:

Actual knowledge of falsity, OR

Conscious awareness of insufficient basis, OR

Deliberate avoidance of truth ("willful blindness"), OR

Reckless disregard (conscious disregard of substantial risk of falsity)

Innocent misrepresentation (genuine belief in truth) does not satisfy this element

(d) Intent Requirement:

Purpose to induce action or forbearance
Foreseeability alone insufficient—must have actual purpose

May be inferred from circumstances where inference is compelling

(e) Reliance Requirement:

Actual reliance: Claimant in fact relied

Justifiable reliance: Reliance was reasonable given circumstances

Factors: Sophistication of parties, relationship, opportunity to verify, nature of representation

(f) Damage Requirement:

Must be actual, not speculative
Must be quantifiable or demonstrable
Must be proximately caused by the reliance

Emotional distress alone insufficient unless accompanied by other damage



Section 2.03: Burden and Standard

Element Burden On Standard
All elements Claimant Clear and convincing evidence
Affirmative defenses Respondent Preponderance of evidence

Clear and convincing means: evidence producing firm belief in the truth of the allegation—more than
probable, less than beyond reasonable doubt.

Article III: Institutional Fraud (F-05)

Section 3.01: Special Provisions

Institutional fraud (F-05) occurs when an entity claims authority, protection, or status it cannot deliver, inducing

reliance that causes damage.
This includes but is not limited to:
(a) Authority Fraud:

e (Claiming jurisdiction over persons who have not consented
¢ Claiming power to bind future persons through present action

¢ Claiming universal validity for finite constructions

(b) Protection Fraud:

e Enumerating rights as established when they depend on discretionary enforcement
e Promising outcomes when only process is deliverable

e (Claiming infinite protection through finite text

(c) Status Fraud:

e Claiming legitimacy through manufactured or presumed consent
e Defining compliance as consent to avoid consent requirement

¢ Claiming natural law authority for arbitrary rules



Section 3.02: Elements for Institutional Fraud

In addition to Section 2.01 elements, institutional fraud (F-05) requires:
(a) The institution made representations about:

e Its authority over persons, OR
e Protections it would provide, OR

e The basis of its legitimacy

(b) Those representations were material to:
e Obedience/compliance decisions, OR

e Legitimacy/recognition decisions, OR

e Resource allocation (taxes, fees, participation)

(c) The institution knew or should have known:

e The representations exceeded what could be delivered, OR
e The claimed basis (e.g., consent) did not actually exist, OR

e The claimed scope (e.g., universal) was not epistemologically warranted

(d) Persons relied on the representations by:

e Complying with directives they would not otherwise follow, OR
e Granting legitimacy they would not otherwise grant, OR

e Providing resources they would not otherwise provide

(e) Damage resulted:

e Loss of liberty through compliance with illegitimate claims
e Loss of resources through taxation/fees under false pretenses
e Loss of autonomy through decisions based on false protection claims

e Violation of actual rights while believing enumerated protection existed

Section 3.03: The Meta-Fraud Test

To determine if an institutional claim constitutes fraud:



Question 1: Is this claim finite or infinite?

e Finite claims can be legitimate articulation

e Infinite claims from finite sources trigger scrutiny

Question 2: Does the claimed authority flow bottom-up or top-down?

e Bottom-up (from actual consent of governed) may be legitimate

e Top-down (from abstract claim imposed on natural associations) triggers scrutiny

Question 3: Is the claimed protection process or outcome?

e Process claims can be honest (we will provide this procedure)

e QOutcome claims are suspect (we guarantee this result)

Question 4: Can the claim be falsified?

e If constitutional rights can be violated without remedy, the "right" was not established

o If the claimed protection fails in practice, the promise was fraudulent

Section 3.04: Safe Harbor

Institutional claims are NOT fraud if:
(a) The institution explicitly limits its claims to:

¢ Bounded domain (not universal)
e Process commitment (not outcome guarantee)
e Provisional status (sunset, revisability)

e Honest exchange (finite commitments for finite consent)

(b) The institution acknowledges:

e (Gaps in coverage
e Limits of enforcement
e Discretionary nature of application

e Need for extension to novel circumstances



(c) The institution obtains:

e Actual consent (not presumed, inherited, or manufactured)
¢ Informed consent (adequate disclosure of limits)

e Voluntary consent (real ability to decline without punishment)

Article IV: Remedies

Section 4.01: Remedy Categories

Category Code Description Availability

Rescission R-01 Undo the transaction Where restoration possible
Restitution R-02 Return of value transferred Always available if proven
Compensatory R-03 Damages for harm caused Always available if proven
Consequential R-04 Foreseeable downstream damages If proximately caused
Punitive R-05 Additional penalty for egregious conduct Discretionary, capped
Injunctive R-06 Order to cease fraudulent conduct Where ongoing harm
Declaratory R-07 Declaration that conduct constitutes fraud Always available

Section 4.02: Remedy Specifications

(a) Rescission (R-01):

e Returns parties to pre-fraud position
e Available only where substantially possible

¢ (Claimant must return any benefit received

(b) Restitution (R-02):

e Disgorgement of value obtained through fraud

e Measured by respondent's gain, not claimant's loss



e Available regardless of claimant's ability to show consequential damage
(c) Compensatory Damages (R-03):

e Actual damages proven
e Benefit-of-bargain (what claimant would have had) OR out-of-pocket (what claimant lost)

e Must be proven with reasonable certainty

(d) Consequential Damages (R-04):

e Downstream effects of the fraud
e  Must be foreseeable at time of fraud

e Must be proximately caused

(e) Punitive Damages (R-05):

e Available only for intentional fraud (not mere recklessness)
e Capped at: 3x compensatory damages OR $1,000,000, whichever is less

¢ Requires finding of malice, oppression, or willful disregard

(f) Injunctive Relief (R-06):

e Cease ongoing fraud
e Correct false statements
e Prevent future fraud of same type

e Requires showing of irreparable harm if not granted

(g) Declaratory Relief (R-07):

e Judicial declaration that specific conduct constitutes fraud
e Available even without other damages

e Creates precedential evidence (not binding law)

Section 4.03: Institutional Fraud Remedies

For F-05 (Institutional Fraud), additional remedies:

(a) Declaration of Invalidity:



e The fraudulent claim is declared void
¢ No enforcement of obligations based on fraudulent claim

e Prospective only (does not unwind past compliance unless damages sought)

(b) Withdrawal of Legitimacy:

¢ Recognition that compliance was based on false pretenses
e No estoppel from prior compliance

e Future non-compliance is not breach where original claim was fraudulent

(c) Return of Resources:

e Taxes, fees, or other resources extracted under fraudulent claims
e Limited to: amounts paid within statute of limitations period

e Subject to offset for actual services received

Section 4.04: Limitations

Fraud Type Limitation Period Begins

F-01 through F-04 4 years Discovery of fraud
F-05 through F-08 6 years Discovery of fraud
Ongoing fraud Tolled Until fraud ceases

Discovery Rule: Limitation begins when claimant knew or reasonably should have known of the fraud, not
when fraud occurred.

Article V: Process

Section 5.01: Claim Initiation
(a) Filing:

e Written claim specifying: parties, fraud type, elements, relief sought



e Filed with: designated tribunal having jurisdiction

e Service on: respondent within 30 days of filing
(b) Jurisdictional Requirements:

e Personal jurisdiction over respondent, OR
e Inrem jurisdiction over property at issue, OR

e Consent to jurisdiction by all parties

(c) Standing:

¢ Claimant must have suffered the damage claimed

e Representative claims permitted where: class certification granted, or statutory authorization exists

Section 5.02: Procedure

( A
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(a) Response: Respondent must respond within 30 days. Failure to respond permits default.

(b) Discovery: Parties may obtain relevant evidence. Limited to: documents, interrogatories (25), depositions (3

per side). Extensions for complex cases.

(c) Dispositive Motions: Either party may move for judgment if no material fact dispute exists.
(d) Hearing: Presentation of evidence. May be documentary only if parties agree.

(e) Decision: Written, with findings on each element. Issued within 30 days of hearing conclusion.

(f) Appeal: Within 30 days of decision. Limited to: legal error, abuse of discretion, insufficient evidence.



Section 5.03: Novel Circumstances

When a claim involves circumstances not clearly within enumerated types:
(a) The tribunal may extend provisional protection if:

e The conduct appears to satisfy the core elements (Section 2.01)
e Natural law grounding is evident

e Denial of protection would cause irreparable harm

(b) Such extension is explicitly labeled:

"

e "This decision extends fraud protection to [novel circumstance]
e "This extension is provisional pending legislative incorporation"

e "Parties should not rely on this extension as established law"

(c) Extensions are reported to amendment body for consideration (Article VII).

Section 5.04: Alternative Resolution

(a) Mediation: Parties may agree to mediation at any time. Mediator facilitates but does not decide.

(b) Arbitration: Parties may agree to binding arbitration. Arbitrator's decision is final except for fraud in

arbitration itself.

(c) Settlement: Parties may settle at any time. Settlement extinguishes claim but does not establish precedent.

Article VI: Defenses

Section 6.01: Complete Defenses

The following, if proven, defeat a fraud claim entirely:

(a) Truth: The statement was true when made.

(b) Non-Materiality: The statement was not material to the decision.

(c) No Knowledge: Respondent genuinely believed the statement true and had reasonable basis for belief.

(d) No Intent: Respondent did not intend to induce reliance.



(e) No Reliance: Claimant did not actually rely on the statement.

(f) Unjustifiable Reliance: Reliance was unreasonable given circumstances (e.g., claimant knew or should

have known falsity).
(g) No Damage: No quantifiable harm resulted.

(h) Consent: Claimant knew the statement was false and proceeded anyway.

Section 6.02: Partial Defenses

The following may reduce but not eliminate liability:
(a) Comparative Fault: Claimant's own negligence contributed to damage.

e Reduces recovery proportionally

¢ Does not bar claim unless claimant's fault exceeds 50%

(b) Mitigation Failure: Claimant failed to mitigate damages when reasonable.

¢ Reduces recovery by avoidable damages

e Respondent bears burden of proving failure

(c) Partial Truth: Statement contained true elements.

e May reduce severity finding for punitive purposes

e Does not defeat claim if overall impression was false

Section 6.03: Inapplicable Defenses

The following are NOT defenses:

(a) "Everyone does it" — prevalence does not legitimize fraud

(b) "They should have known" — unless claimant actually knew
(c) "It was technically true" — if overall impression was false

(d) "We meant well" — intent to benefit does not excuse deception
(e) "It's always been this way" — tradition does not legitimize fraud

(f) "The system requires it" — systemic fraud is still fraud




Article VII: Amendment Process

Section 7.01: Extension of Enumerated Types
To add a new fraud type (F-09, etc.):

(a) Proposal: Submitted with:

e Natural law grounding (why this is discoverable wrong)
e Element specification (how Section 2.01 applies)
e Distinction from existing types

e Evidence of need (documented instances)

(b) Review: 90-day comment period for affected parties
(c) Adoption: Requires:

¢ Finding that natural law grounding is sound
e Finding that elements can be specified

e Finding that existing types do not cover

(d) Effective Date: 30 days after adoption

Section 7.02: Modification of Existing Provisions
(a) Substantive Changes: Require same process as Section 7.01

(b) Clarifications: May be issued without full process if:

e No change to scope or elements
e Purpose is disambiguation only

e Notice is provided

(c) Corrections: Typographical and formatting changes may be made administratively

Section 7.03: Version Control

Field Requirement

Version Number Major.Minor (1.0, 1.1, 2.0)




Field Requirement

Effective Date Date version becomes operative
Change Log What changed from prior version
Sunset Date When version expires unless renewed

All prior versions remain accessible for historical reference.

Article VIII: Jurisdictional Scope

Section 8.01: Domain Boundaries

This articulation applies to:

(a) Geographic: [To be specified by adopting jurisdiction]
(b) Personal:

e Persons within geographic scope
e Persons who consent to this framework

o Entities that invoke this framework's protections

(c) Subject Matter:

e Fraud types enumerated in Section 1.02
e Extensions under Section 5.03 (provisionally)

¢ Amendments under Article VII (upon adoption)

Section 8.02: Exclusions

This articulation does NOT apply to:

(a) Conduct occurring entirely outside geographic scope by parties with no connection to scope
(b) Claims already adjudicated under prior versions (res judicata)

(c) Fraud types not enumerated and not extended

(d) Matters governed by superseding treaty or agreement among parties



Section 8.03: Conflicts

(a) With Natural Law: If any provision of this articulation conflicts with discoverable natural law, natural law

governs. This articulation is interpretation, not source.
(b) With Other Law: This articulation governs fraud claims within its scope. Other law governs other claims.

(c) With Prior Versions: Latest version governs prospectively. Claims arising under prior versions may be

adjudicated under the version in effect when claim arose.

Article IX: Sunset and Renewal

Section 9.01: Initial Term

This articulation is effective from [Effective Date] until [Effective Date + 10 years], unless renewed.

Section 9.02: Renewal Process

(a) Review: Beginning 1 year before sunset, comprehensive review of:

o Effectiveness of provisions
e Gaps identified through application
e Extensions adopted

e Amendments made

(b) Renewal Decision:

e Renewal continues the articulation with any amendments
e Non-renewal allows articulation to expire

e Replacement substitutes new articulation

(c) Effect of Expiration:

e Pending claims continue under expired version
e New claims require new articulation or reliance on natural law directly

e Expiration does not extinguish natural law prohibition—only this articulation of it



Section 9.03: Generational Sovereignty

Each generation has the right to:

e Renew this articulation as-is
e Amend this articulation
¢ Replace this articulation

e Allow this articulation to expire

No generation binds future generations. This articulation's authority depends on ongoing acceptance, not
historical adoption.

Article X: Interpretation Rules

Section 10.01: Construction

(a) Plain Language: Words bear their ordinary meaning unless defined otherwise.
(b) Defined Terms: Terms defined in Article I bear their defined meaning throughout.
(c) Structure:

e Articles are major divisions
e Sections are subdivisions
e Subsections are further subdivisions

e Examples are illustrative, not exhaustive unless stated

Section 10.02: Gap-Filling

(a) Gaps Are Gaps: Where this articulation is silent, the silence is intentional. Courts should not "fill gaps" by
implication.

(b) Extension, Not Interpretation: If a situation is not covered, the remedy is extension (Article VII or Section

5.03), not creative interpretation.

(c) Natural Law Reference: Where this articulation is ambiguous, natural law principles govern. The

articulation serves the natural law prohibition, not vice versa.



Section 10.03: Precedent

(a) Status: Prior decisions applying this articulation are evidence of how the articulation has been applied. They

are not binding law.
(b) Weight: Prior decisions have persuasive weight proportional to:

e Similarity of circumstances
e Quality of reasoning
e Consistency with natural law grounding

e Recency

(c) Departure: Tribunals may depart from prior decisions if:

¢ Distinguishable circumstances justify departure
e Prior reasoning was flawed
e Natural law is better served by departure

e Departure is explained

Article XI: Enforcement

Section 11.01: Private Enforcement

Any person who suffers fraud may bring a claim under this articulation. No governmental action required.

Section 11.02: Public Enforcement

Governmental entities may bring claims on behalf of:

e The public generally (pattern fraud affecting many)
e Persons unable to bring their own claims

e Institutional accountability (F-05 claims against government entities)

Section 11.03: Enforcement Against Institutions

(a) No Immunity: Governmental entities have no immunity from fraud claims. Sovereign immunity does not

apply to fraud.



(b) Process: Same process as private claims (Article V).
(c) Remedies: All remedies available (Article IV), including:

¢ Declaration that governmental claims constitute fraud
e Invalidation of authority based on fraudulent claims

e Return of resources extracted under fraudulent pretenses

Section 11.04: Self-Help

Where process is unavailable or inadequate:
(a) Non-Compliance: Persons may decline to comply with demands based on fraudulent claims.
(b) Defense: "The underlying claim is fraudulent"” is defense to enforcement of obligations based on that claim.

(c) Limits: Self-help does not authorize violence, destruction, or harm to innocent parties.

Appendix A: Element Checklist

For any fraud claim, verify:

Element Question Standard

Misrepresentation Was a false statement made? Clear and convincing
Materiality Would a reasonable person consider it significant? Clear and convincing
Knowledge Did respondent know (or recklessly disregard) falsity? Clear and convincing
Intent Did respondent intend to induce reliance? Clear and convincing
Reliance Did claimant actually and justifiably rely? Clear and convincing
Damage Did quantifiable harm result? Clear and convincing

All six must be proven. Failure on any one defeats the claim.




Appendix B: Institutional Fraud Indicators

Warning signs that an institutional claim may be fraudulent:

Indicator Question

Universal scope Does it claim to apply to "all" persons including future/non-consenting?
Outcome promises Does it guarantee results rather than process?

Manufactured consent Does it define compliance as consent?

Infinite from finite Does finite text claim infinite validity?

Top-down authority Does it claim authority from abstraction over natural associations?
Remedy gap Are there claimed rights without specified remedies?

Oracle claims Do courts claim to "discover" coverage that text doesn't contain?
Non-falsifiability Can the claimed protection fail without invalidating the claim?

Three or more indicators suggest fraud requiring scrutiny.

Appendix C: Natural Law Grounding Reference

Why fraud is wrong, discoverable by reason:

(1) Autonomy Violation: Fraud substitutes the deceiver's will for the victim's will. The victim acts as the
deceiver intends, not as the victim would choose with true information. This violates the victim's autonomy—

their right to direct their own actions based on their own judgment of truth.

(2) Consent Nullification: Valid consent requires accurate information. Fraud provides false information,
meaning any "consent” obtained is not genuine consent. The victim never actually agreed to what happened—

they agreed to a fiction.

(3) Exploitation of Trust: Communication presupposes truth-telling as default. Fraud exploits this

presupposition. The fraudster benefits from the system of trust while undermining it.

(4) Causation of Harm: The fraudster causes harm through deliberate action. The victim's damage is directly

traceable to the fraudster's misrepresentation. This is not accident or misfortune—it is inflicted harm.



(5) Reciprocity Failure: The fraudster claims a privilege they would not grant others. They would object to

being defrauded while defrauding. This fails the universalizability test fundamental to ethical reasoning.

These grounds are discoverable. No legislature created them. This articulation recognizes what reason

reveals.

Appendix D: Version History

Version Date Changes

1.0 2026-01-09 Initial articulation

Appendix E: Adoption Clause

This articulation may be adopted by:

(a) Jurisdictions: By legislative or administrative action incorporating by reference.
(b) Private Parties: By agreement specifying this articulation governs fraud disputes.
(c) Tribunals: By rule adopting this articulation for fraud claims within jurisdiction.
(d) Individuals: By declaration that one operates under this framework.

Adoption is voluntary. This articulation does not impose itself—it offers itself as honest law available to those

who choose it.

Finite Fraud Law v1.0 Effective: Upon adoption Sunset: 10 years from adoption unless renewed Spherical

Objective



