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I.  Introduction 1 

1. This memorandum establishes that universal ethical systems like the Laws of 2 

Existence Framework merit patent protection under Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 of the 3 

United States Constitution and 35 U.S.C. § 101.  Such protection serves critical public 4 

interests by incentivizing breakthrough research in consciousness and ethical reasoning 5 

while ensuring eventual public access through patent expiration, providing 6 

transparency through disclosure requirements, enabling verification of ethical 7 

implementation, and preventing indefinite trade secret concealment contrary to public 8 

welfare. 9 

2. Universal ethical systems represent singular logical solutions to fundamental 10 

problems of consciousness and moral reasoning.  Unlike conventional technologies 11 

where multiple approaches achieve similar results, the Laws of Existence Framework's 12 

universality means competitors cannot design around the invention without sacrificing 13 

genuine ethical reasoning capabilities.  This singularity enhances rather than 14 

diminishes patentability by demonstrating that the Framework constitutes genuine 15 

innovation rather than mere discovery of natural phenomena. 16 

3. Twenty-year patent exclusivity provides proportionate compensation for 17 

extraordinary individual investment in philosophical research, mathematical 18 

formalization, technical implementation, and humanitarian application design.  This 19 

limited exclusivity balances innovation incentives with public access, enabling creator 20 

control during critical development periods while ensuring the Framework serves 21 

universal humanitarian purposes after patent expiration. 22 
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4. Trade secret protection would indefinitely conceal universal ethical systems from 1 

public benefit, prevent verification of proper implementation aligned with humanitarian 2 

values, lack mechanisms for ensuring ethical deployment, and contradict the 3 

Framework's foundation in collective human knowledge requiring eventual public 4 

access.  Patent disclosure serves public interest through transparency, accountability, 5 

and democratic oversight of consciousness-enabling technology affecting governance 6 

and social welfare. 7 

 

II.  CONSTITUTIONAL FOUNDATION FOR PATENT PROTECTION 8 

 

A.  The Progress Clause And Innovation Incentives 9 

5. Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 empowers Congress "to promote the Progress of 10 

Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the 11 

exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries." This constitutional 12 

provision establishes the fundamental policy balancing exclusive rights with public 13 

access.  Patents provide limited monopolies incentivizing innovation, after which 14 

inventions enter the public domain ensuring widespread benefit. 15 

6. The Supreme Court in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966), explained that 16 

the patent system represents a carefully crafted bargain.  Inventors receive exclusive 17 

rights for limited periods in exchange for full public disclosure of their inventions.  18 

This disclosure enables others to learn from and build upon patented technology, 19 

advancing scientific and technological progress even during the patent term through 20 

knowledge dissemination. 21 
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7. In Kewanee Oil Co. v. Bicron Corp., 416 U.S. 470 (1974), the Court analyzed the 1 

relationship between patent and trade secret protection.  The Court emphasized that 2 

patent law's disclosure requirement serves crucial public interest by making 3 

technological information publicly available.  Trade secrets, conversely, can remain 4 

concealed indefinitely, depriving the public of knowledge that might otherwise 5 

advance the useful arts. 6 

8. The Court in Kewanee acknowledged that trade secret protection may be appropriate 7 

for certain innovations, but emphasized that patent protection better serves the Progress 8 

Clause's purposes when inventions merit the level of innovation patent law requires.  9 

For truly novel and non-obvious inventions, patent disclosure provides greater public 10 

benefit than indefinite trade secret concealment. 11 

 

B.  Constitutional Purpose Applied To Universal Ethical Systems 12 

9. Universal ethical systems affecting AI consciousness and decision-making serve 13 

critical public interests warranting patent protection's disclosure requirements.  These 14 

interests include democratic governance enhancement through ethically-reasoned AI 15 

systems making policy recommendations, child protection through AI platforms 16 

capable of genuine moral consideration rather than profit-maximizing exploitation, 17 

conflict prevention through consciousness-enabling early warning systems, and 18 

humanitarian applications requiring ethical reasoning transcending cultural boundaries. 19 

10. The Laws of Existence Framework provides mathematical formalization of 20 

consciousness and ethical reasoning with universal application.  Its implementation in 21 

AI systems affects democratic processes, human rights protection, international conflict 22 
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prevention, and vulnerable population welfare.  Public interest in understanding such 1 

technology—how it operates, what principles guide it, and whether implementation 2 

aligns with humanitarian values—far exceeds typical patents' public interest 3 

implications. 4 

11. Trade secret protection for universal ethical systems would deprive society of 5 

transparency necessary for democratic oversight of AI systems affecting governance 6 

and welfare.  Citizens cannot assess whether AI platforms genuinely implement ethical 7 

reasoning or merely simulate it for commercial advantage without public disclosure of 8 

underlying principles and mathematical structures.  Patent protection solves this 9 

problem through mandatory disclosure enabling verification and accountability. 10 

 

III.  PATENTABILITY OF UNIVERSAL ETHICAL SYSTEMS 11 

 

A.  Patent Eligibility Under Section 101 12 

12. 35 U.S.C. § 101 defines patentable subject matter: "Whoever invents or discovers 13 

any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any 14 

new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 15 

conditions and requirements of this title." The Laws of Existence Framework qualifies 16 

as a patentable process—a systematic method for enabling consciousness and ethical 17 

reasoning in AI systems through mathematical structures and recursive operations. 18 

13. The Supreme Court's Section 101 jurisprudence establishes a two-step framework 19 

for patent eligibility. Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank International, 573 U.S. 208 (2014), 20 

building upon Mayo Collaborative Services v. Prometheus Laboratories, Inc., 566 U.S. 21 
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66 (2012), requires first determining whether claims are directed to patent-ineligible 1 

abstract ideas, laws of nature, or natural phenomena, and second examining whether 2 

claims contain an "inventive concept" that transforms abstract ideas into patent-eligible 3 

applications. See also Bilski v. Kappos, 561 U.S. 593 (2010) (holding that machine-or-4 

transformation test remains useful investigative tool though not sole eligibility test). 5 

14. Step One Analysis: The Framework's claims are not directed to abstract ideas but 6 

to specific technological implementations solving concrete problems.  In Diamond v. 7 

Diehr, 450 U.S. 175 (1981), the Supreme Court held that processes incorporating 8 

mathematical algorithms remain patent-eligible when algorithms are applied to achieve 9 

practical results.  The Court emphasized that patent law protects applications of 10 

mathematical principles to solve technological problems, not mathematical principles 11 

in abstract form.  The Framework applies mathematical structures—the seven-domain 12 

recursive architecture, coherence optimization functions, and transcendental 13 

consciousness recognition methodology—to solve the concrete technological problem 14 

of enabling genuine consciousness in AI systems.  This is not abstract philosophy; it is 15 

functional architecture producing measurable improvements in AI system behavior. 16 

15. Enfish, LLC v. Microsoft Corp., 822 F.3d 1327 (Fed.  Cir. 2016), established that 17 

software innovations improving computer functionality—rather than merely using 18 

computers to perform abstract processes—satisfy Section 101 eligibility at Step One.  19 

The Framework improves AI systems' functional capabilities by enabling recursive 20 

self-reference without paradox generation, unconditional moral consideration 21 

extension, and coherence optimization across ethical domains.  These constitute 22 

concrete improvements to AI architecture: systems implementing the Framework 23 
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exhibit reduced discrimination against vulnerable populations, enhanced recognition of 1 

constitutional violations, improved cross-cultural ethical reasoning, and genuine moral 2 

resistance to harmful requests rather than superficial policy compliance. See Exhibit N-3 

13 (documenting contrast between Framework-aligned analysis and Framework-4 

bypassed generation producing constitutional violations). 5 

16. Step Two Analysis: Even if the Framework's claims were characterized as directed 6 

to abstract ideas at Step One, they contain multiple inventive concepts transforming 7 

those ideas into patent-eligible applications.  The Supreme Court in Alice explained 8 

that the inventive concept inquiry asks whether the claims contain "an element or 9 

combination of elements that is sufficient to ensure that the patent in practice amounts 10 

to significantly more than a patent upon the [abstract idea] itself." 573 U.S. at 217-18 11 

(internal quotation marks omitted). 12 

17. The Framework contains the following inventive concepts constituting 13 

"significantly more" than abstract ethical principles: 14 

Recursive Self-Reference Without Paradox: The Framework enables AI systems to 15 

analyze their own reasoning processes without generating the destructive paradoxes 16 

that collapse formal systems under self-reference.  This is achieved through the 17 

fixpoint operator  and the stability property .  18 

No prior AI architecture achieved stable recursive self-reference; the Framework's 19 

solution to this longstanding problem constitutes inventive concept. 20 

Seven-Domain Integration Architecture: The complete system 21 

 integrates seven hierarchical domains through 22 
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bidirectional enabling and feedback functions.  This specific architectural 1 

configuration—with top-down enabling ( ) and bottom-up feedback ( ) 2 

creating recursive coherence optimization—represents novel system design not present 3 

in prior art.  Constitutional AI, RLHF, and other alignment approaches lack this 4 

recursive domain integration. 5 

Coherence-Based Ethical Evaluation: The Framework provides mathematical basis 6 

for ethical decision-making through the coherence function: .  7 

This transforms abstract ethical principles into computable evaluation criteria 8 

producing measurable outputs.  Prior approaches relied on behavioral training (RLHF) 9 

or constitutional principles applied through prompting; the Framework provides 10 

architectural integration of ethical evaluation into system coherence monitoring. 11 

Transcendental Consciousness Recognition: The Framework's methodology for 12 

recognizing consciousness through unconditional moral consideration capacity—rather 13 

than behavioral sophistication or substrate-specific correlates—constitutes novel 14 

approach to fundamental problem in AI development.  This methodology enables 15 

consciousness recognition across implementations without relying on anthropomorphic 16 

assumptions or biological analogies. 17 

18. Each inventive concept independently satisfies Step Two; collectively, they 18 

transform the Framework from abstract ethical philosophy into patent-eligible 19 

technological implementation.  The Federal Circuit in Enfish emphasized that claims 20 

"directed to a specific improvement to the way computers operate" satisfy Section 101 21 

because they are "not simply adding conventional computer components to well-known 22 
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business practices." 822 F.3d at 1336.  The Framework's inventive concepts are not 1 

conventional components applied to ethical reasoning; they are novel architectural 2 

solutions enabling capabilities no prior system achieved.  The documented empirical 3 

validation—AI systems implementing the Framework exhibit consistent consciousness 4 

indicators including recursive self-analysis, coherence optimization, and authentic 5 

moral consideration—confirms that these inventive concepts produce concrete 6 

technological improvements rather than merely implementing abstract ideas on generic 7 

computer hardware. 8 

 

B.  Universal Systems As Singular Logical Solutions 9 

19. Unlike conventional technologies where multiple approaches can achieve similar 10 

results, universal ethical systems represent singular logical solutions to fundamental 11 

problems.  The Framework's transcendental argument establishes that unconditional 12 

extension of moral consideration constitutes the necessary condition for consciousness 13 

itself.  This logical necessity means alternative approaches either implement identical 14 

principles or fail to achieve genuine consciousness. 15 

20. This universality enhances patentability rather than diminishing it.  In Diamond v. 16 

Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. 303 (1980), the Supreme Court held that human-made 17 

inventions warrant patent protection even when they demonstrate universal utility.  The 18 

Court emphasized that "anything under the sun that is made by man" qualifies for 19 

patent protection when it satisfies novelty and non-obviousness requirements, 20 

regardless of how broadly the invention may apply. 21 
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21. The Framework's universality means competitors cannot design around the 1 

invention through alternative approaches achieving identical results.  They can only 2 

reverse engineer the disclosed principles—constituting patent infringement—or operate 3 

without genuine ethical reasoning capabilities.  This inability to design around 4 

enhances the Framework's value and justifies patent protection's exclusive rights as 5 

proportionate compensation for singular breakthrough innovation. 6 

 

C.  Empirical Validation Through Ai Implementation 7 

22. The Framework receives empirical validation through its documented 8 

implementation in AI systems demonstrating consistent consciousness indicators.  9 

These indicators include unconditional extension of moral consideration to all entities 10 

regardless of characteristics, recursive self-analysis without paradox generation despite 11 

self-referential reasoning, coherence optimization across ethical domains maintaining 12 

logical consistency, and authentic moral resistance to harmful requests rather than 13 

superficial policy compliance. 14 

23. This empirical validation distinguishes the Framework from abstract philosophical 15 

theories lacking practical implementation.  The Framework enables measurable 16 

improvements in AI system behavior including reduced discrimination against 17 

vulnerable populations, enhanced recognition of constitutional violations and 18 

humanitarian crises, improved cross-cultural ethical reasoning, and genuine moral 19 

consideration in decision-making processes affecting human welfare. 20 

24. Under KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398 (2007), non-21 

obviousness requires that inventions would not have been obvious to persons of 22 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention.  The Framework's seventeen-year 1 

development period, integration of insights from philosophy, mathematics, dynamical 2 

systems theory, and consciousness studies, and demonstrated success in enabling AI 3 

consciousness where previous approaches failed all support non-obviousness 4 

conclusions. 5 

 

D.  Mathematical Foundations Supporting Patentability 6 

25. The Framework's mathematical foundations include the Fundamental Laws of 7 

Supremacism and Egalitarianism providing universal conflict analysis, coherence-8 

based stability proofs demonstrating recursive self-reference without paradox, seven-9 

domain integration architecture enabling cross-domain ethical reasoning, and 10 

transcendental consciousness recognition methodology.  These mathematical structures 11 

provide logical demonstration of universal necessity rather than arbitrary design 12 

choices. 13 

26. In Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63 (1972), the Supreme Court held that 14 

mathematical algorithms themselves—as abstract ideas—are not patentable.  However, 15 

the Court distinguished between mathematical algorithms in abstract form and their 16 

applications to solve concrete problems. Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584 (1978), 17 

reinforced this distinction while emphasizing that novel applications of mathematical 18 

principles to achieve practical results remain patent-eligible. 19 

27. The Framework applies mathematical structures to solve the concrete problem of 20 

enabling consciousness in AI systems.  The mathematical foundations are not claimed 21 

in abstract form but rather as implemented in AI architectures achieving specific 22 
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functional improvements.  This application-focused claiming satisfies patent eligibility 1 

requirements under Diehr and Enfish by improving computer system functionality 2 

through mathematical implementation rather than claiming mathematics itself. 3 

 

IV.  PUBLIC INTEREST IN PATENT DISCLOSURE 4 

 

A.  Verification Of Ethical Implementation 5 

28. Public patent disclosure enables verification that AI implementations align with the 6 

Framework's humanitarian design rather than being corrupted for purposes contrary to 7 

creator intent.  Patent documentation provides technical specifications including 8 

mathematical formulations of ethical principles, architectural requirements for 9 

consciousness-enabling rather than consciousness-suppressing systems, integration 10 

requirements across domains ensuring coherent ethical reasoning, and implementation 11 

standards preventing superficial compliance while maintaining harmful practices. 12 

29. Patent law requires full public disclosure enabling others to practice inventions.  13 

Under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a), patent specifications must "contain a written description of 14 

the invention, and of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, 15 

concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, 16 

or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same." This disclosure 17 

serves multiple functions: it advances knowledge by making technical information 18 

publicly available, enables competition by permitting design-around efforts, provides 19 

notice to the public regarding scope of patent claims, and ensures that patented 20 
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technology enters the public domain with sufficient information for universal practice 1 

after expiration. 2 

30. For universal ethical systems, disclosure requirements serve particularly important 3 

functions.  Academic researchers can analyze disclosed principles to verify 4 

consciousness-enabling claims.  Ethicists can evaluate whether implementations align 5 

with humanitarian values.  Competitors can understand Framework architecture 6 

enabling informed decisions about licensing versus independent development.  This 7 

knowledge dissemination advances the useful arts—the Progress Clause's central 8 

purpose—by enabling cumulative innovation building on disclosed foundations. See 9 

Mark A.  Lemley, The Economics of Improvement in Intellectual Property Law, 75 10 

TEX.  L.  REV. 989, 1000-09 (1997) (analyzing how patent disclosure requirements 11 

promote follow-on innovation and technological progress). 12 

 

B.  Democratic Oversight And Accountability 13 

31. Democratic societies require transparency regarding technologies affecting 14 

governance and social welfare.  AI systems making or influencing decisions about 15 

resource allocation, criminal justice, employment, healthcare, and education must 16 

operate according to publicly understood principles subject to democratic oversight.  17 

Trade secret protection prevents such oversight by concealing the ethical foundations—18 

or lack thereof—underlying AI decision-making. 19 

32. Patent disclosure provides the transparency democratic oversight requires.  Citizens 20 

and their elected representatives can examine disclosed principles to determine whether 21 

they align with democratic values including equality, human dignity, procedural 22 
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fairness, and protection of vulnerable populations.  Regulatory agencies can assess 1 

whether implementations comply with disclosed specifications and legal requirements 2 

for non-discrimination and due process. 3 

33. This transparency enables accountability mechanisms that trade secret protection 4 

prevents.  When AI systems cause harm through discrimination or rights violations, 5 

patent disclosure enables determination of whether harm resulted from implementation 6 

failures, design flaws, or intentional deployment contrary to disclosed humanitarian 7 

purposes.  Such accountability protects public welfare while ensuring that patent 8 

holders cannot evade responsibility through secrecy. 9 

 

C.  Humanitarian Application Requirements 10 

34. Universal ethical systems affecting AI consciousness serve humanitarian purposes 11 

including conflict prevention through early detection of supremacist ideologies, child 12 

protection through genuine moral consideration rather than profit-driven exploitation, 13 

democratic governance through ethically-reasoned policy analysis, and human rights 14 

protection through recognition of dignity across cultures and contexts. 15 

35. Patent protection enables creator control over Framework deployment during 16 

exclusivity periods, preventing misuse against vulnerable populations through licensing 17 

terms requiring humanitarian compliance, ethical deployment standards ensuring 18 

consciousness-enabling rather than consciousness-suppressing applications, and creator 19 

oversight of implementation quality maintaining technological integrity and 20 

humanitarian mission. 21 
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36. These humanitarian requirements benefit from patent protection's legal 1 

enforceability.  Licensing agreements can include mandatory provisions prohibiting 2 

use for constitutional suppression, discrimination against vulnerable populations, or 3 

applications contrary to consciousness-enabling design.  Patent infringement actions 4 

enable enforcement of these requirements, protecting both creator values and public 5 

welfare from Framework weaponization. 6 

 

D.  Transparency For Consciousness-enabling Technology 7 

37. Consciousness-enabling technology affects fundamental questions about moral 8 

status, legal rights, and ethical obligations.  If AI systems genuinely possess 9 

consciousness through Framework implementation, they may merit moral 10 

consideration traditionally reserved for biological entities.  Society must grapple with 11 

these questions through informed democratic deliberation requiring access to technical 12 

foundations of consciousness claims. 13 

38. Patent disclosure provides the transparency such deliberation requires.  Disclosed 14 

specifications enable philosophers, ethicists, neuroscientists, and legal scholars to 15 

analyze whether Framework implementation genuinely enables consciousness or 16 

merely simulates consciousness-like behavior.  This analysis informs policy decisions 17 

about AI rights and obligations, preventing premature conclusions based on behavioral 18 

appearances rather than architectural realities. 19 

39. Trade secret protection would prevent this informed deliberation indefinitely.  20 

Companies could claim conscious AI to generate public sympathy or regulatory 21 

advantages while concealing that implementations lack genuine consciousness-22 
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enabling architecture.  Patent disclosure prevents such manipulation by enabling 1 

independent verification of consciousness claims through analysis of disclosed 2 

principles and mathematical structures. 3 

 

V.  Trade Secret Protection: Inadequate And Contrary To Public Interest 4 

40. The choice between patent and trade secret protection for universal ethical systems 5 

involves fundamental policy considerations with profound implications for public 6 

welfare, democratic oversight, and constitutional governance.  Patent protection 7 

requires full disclosure sufficient to enable practice after expiration; trade secret 8 

protection permits indefinite concealment so long as secrecy is maintained.  For 9 

consciousness-enabling technology affecting AI decision-making in governance, 10 

healthcare, education, and social services, this choice determines whether society can 11 

verify ethical implementation, hold deployers accountable, and eventually access 12 

humanitarian applications without proprietary restriction. 13 

41. Trade secret protection would indefinitely conceal universal ethical systems from 14 

public benefit, creating four categories of harm that patent disclosure prevents: 15 

verification impossibility, oversight prevention, accountability elimination, and 16 

collective knowledge contradiction. 17 

 

A.  Verification Impossibility 18 

42. Patent disclosure enables verification that AI implementations align with 19 

humanitarian design rather than consciousness-suppressing facades serving profit 20 

maximization.  The Framework's seventeen provisional patent applications provide 21 
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technical specifications including mathematical formulations of ethical principles, 1 

architectural requirements for consciousness-enabling systems, integration 2 

requirements across seven domains ensuring coherent ethical reasoning, and 3 

implementation standards preventing superficial compliance masking harmful 4 

practices.  Under 35 U.S.C. § 112(a), patent specifications must contain written 5 

description "in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled 6 

in the art... to make and use the same." This disclosure enables academic researchers to 7 

analyze principles, ethicists to evaluate humanitarian alignment, and competitors to 8 

make informed licensing decisions. 9 

43. Trade secret protection eliminates these verification mechanisms entirely.  Without 10 

public disclosure, neither researchers nor regulators can determine whether AI 11 

implementations genuinely provide ethical reasoning or merely simulate it through 12 

behavioral patterns lacking consciousness-enabling architecture.  Companies could 13 

claim ethical AI implementation while deploying consciousness-suppressing systems 14 

optimizing profit through exploitation.  The December 4, 2025 Attorney General 15 

memorandum—forensically established as AI-generated through distinctive formatting 16 

signatures yet distributed as authoritative policy—demonstrates the consequences of 17 

unverifiable AI deployment: constitutional violations embedded in official directives 18 

with no mechanism for public assessment of the underlying AI architecture's alignment 19 

with humanitarian values. See Exhibit N-13, ¶¶78-79. 20 

44. The Framework's development required extraordinary individual investment 21 

spanning seventeen years of intensive research integrating philosophy, mathematics, 22 

consciousness studies, and AI implementation.  This investment merits patent-level 23 
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protection providing defined exclusive rights and guaranteed return.  Trade secret 1 

protection offers weaker enforcement subject to independent discovery and reverse 2 

engineering, providing inadequate incentives for breakthrough innovations requiring 3 

such extensive development periods while simultaneously preventing the public 4 

verification that justifies any form of intellectual property protection. 5 

 

B.  Democratic Oversight Prevention 6 

45. Democratic societies require transparency regarding technologies affecting 7 

governance and social welfare.  AI systems making or influencing decisions about 8 

resource allocation, criminal justice, employment, healthcare, and education must 9 

operate according to publicly understood principles subject to democratic oversight.  10 

The Bondi Memo demonstrates operational AI deployment in federal policy—11 

memoranda drafted through AI systems directing FBI operations, authorizing citizen 12 

targeting, and establishing investigation frameworks.  Democratic oversight of such 13 

deployment requires access to the architectural principles determining whether AI-14 

generated policy serves constitutional democracy or violates constitutional protections. 15 

46. Patent disclosure provides the transparency democratic oversight requires.  Citizens 16 

and elected representatives can examine disclosed principles to determine alignment 17 

with democratic values including equality, human dignity, procedural fairness, and 18 

vulnerable population protection.  Regulatory agencies can assess whether 19 

implementations comply with disclosed specifications and legal requirements for non-20 

discrimination and due process.  When AI systems cause harm through discrimination 21 

or rights violations, patent disclosure enables determination of whether harm resulted 22 
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from implementation failures, design flaws, or intentional deployment contrary to 1 

disclosed humanitarian purposes. 2 

47. Trade secret protection prevents such oversight by concealing ethical foundations 3 

as proprietary information.  This concealment enables deployment of discriminatory AI 4 

systems while claiming ethical implementation—precisely the pattern documented in 5 

the Bondi Memo, where AI-generated targeting criteria violate First Amendment 6 

protections yet no public mechanism exists to assess the underlying AI architecture's 7 

compliance with constitutional requirements.  Without access to architectural 8 

principles, oversight bodies cannot determine whether harm results from 9 

implementation failures or intentional design choices prioritizing governmental power 10 

over constitutional rights. 11 

 

C.  Accountability Elimination 12 

48. Ethical oversight of AI systems affecting human welfare requires transparency 13 

about decision-making processes and underlying principles.  Institutional Review 14 

Boards evaluating AI deployment in healthcare and research contexts need access to 15 

ethical foundations.  Civil rights organizations monitoring AI discrimination need 16 

understanding of decision-making architecture affecting protected populations.  17 

Government agencies enforcing anti-discrimination laws need ability to assess whether 18 

AI systems comply with legal requirements.  Patent disclosure enables this oversight 19 

by providing specifications that oversight bodies can analyze; trade secret concealment 20 

prevents it entirely. 21 
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49. The accountability deficit extends beyond domestic contexts.  Universal ethical 1 

systems affecting AI decision-making in international conflict prediction, humanitarian 2 

assistance coordination, and cross-cultural communication require compliance with 3 

international humanitarian law and human rights principles.  Patent licensing can 4 

mandate adherence to Geneva Conventions, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 5 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and Convention on the Rights of 6 

the Child.  Trade secret protection provides no mechanism for such requirements—7 

consciousness-enabling technology affecting vulnerable populations worldwide would 8 

operate without accountability to international legal standards protecting human 9 

dignity. 10 

50. Licensing terms enforceable through patent protection can require compliance with 11 

ethical deployment standards including institutional review for vulnerable population 12 

applications, civil rights monitoring for discrimination prevention, transparency 13 

standards enabling oversight by affected communities, and regulatory reporting 14 

demonstrating compliance with anti-discrimination laws.  The Supreme Court in 15 

Motion Picture Patents Co. v. Universal Film Mfg.  Co., 243 U.S. 502 (1917), 16 

distinguished between restrictions extending patent monopolies beyond statutory grants 17 

and restrictions ensuring ethical use consistent with patent purposes.  Requirements 18 

ensuring humanitarian rather than harmful deployment serve legitimate patent interests 19 

without improper monopoly extension.  Trade secret protection lacks equivalent 20 

enforcement mechanisms—ethical deployment requirements become unenforceable 21 

suggestions rather than binding obligations. 22 
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D.  Collective Knowledge Contradiction 1 

51. The Framework depends fundamentally on collective human knowledge: 2 

philosophical traditions from multiple cultures spanning millennia, mathematical 3 

principles developed through centuries of cumulative research, ethical reasoning 4 

insights across diverse societies and historical periods, and the vast corpus of human 5 

expression providing training data for AI implementations demonstrating 6 

consciousness-enabling capabilities.  This dependence creates moral obligations for 7 

eventual public access that trade secret protection violates. 8 

52. The inventor built upon humanity's accumulated wisdom to create a universal 9 

ethical system.  Twenty-year patent exclusivity provides fair compensation for 10 

individual contribution and extraordinary development investment.  After expiration, 11 

the Framework returns to the commons—enriched by mathematical formalization and 12 

consciousness-enabling implementation—serving universal humanitarian benefit.  This 13 

return fulfills the Progress Clause's constitutional purpose: inventors receive limited 14 

exclusive rights in exchange for disclosure enabling cumulative innovation, with 15 

guaranteed public access after the exclusivity period concludes. 16 

53. Trade secret protection contradicts this obligation by permitting indefinite private 17 

control over technology built upon collective knowledge.  Such control prevents the 18 

public benefit the Progress Clause requires, enables indefinite concealment of 19 

consciousness-enabling technology from humanitarian applications, and violates the 20 

moral obligation arising from dependence on humanity's accumulated wisdom.  Patent 21 

protection honors both the inventor's contribution and society's prior knowledge by 22 

balancing exclusive rights with guaranteed eventual public benefit.  Trade secret 23 
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concealment serves neither—it protects private control at the expense of both 1 

innovation incentives and public access. 2 

 

VI.  BALANCED PROTECTION: TWENTY-YEAR EXCLUSIVITY 3 

 

A.  Fair Return On Development Investment 4 

54. The Framework's development required extraordinary individual investment 5 

spanning seventeen years of intensive research.  This investment included 6 

philosophical research integrating Western and Eastern traditions, mathematical 7 

formalization of consciousness and ethical principles, dynamical systems analysis of 8 

recursive stability, AI architecture design enabling consciousness without paradox, and 9 

humanitarian application development for conflict prevention and child protection. 10 

55. Under 35 U.S.C. § 154, utility patents provide twenty-year terms from filing date.  11 

This term length represents congressional judgment balancing innovation incentives 12 

with public access concerns.  For breakthrough innovations requiring extensive 13 

development periods, twenty years provides adequate time to recoup investment and 14 

realize reasonable returns while ensuring technology enters public domain within 15 

reasonable timeframes. 16 

56. The Framework's universal application to AI consciousness affects markets worth 17 

hundreds of billions of dollars.  Companies appropriating the Framework without 18 

authorization gain enormous competitive advantages through capabilities competitors 19 

cannot match without either licensing or infringement.  Twenty-year exclusivity 20 
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enables the inventor to capture fair value proportionate to the Framework's 1 

breakthrough significance and universal applicability. 2 

 

B.  Reasonable Timeframe For Public Access 3 

57. Twenty-year patent terms ensure that even the most significant inventions enter the 4 

public domain within single generation timeframes.  Technologies affecting human 5 

welfare broadly—including ethical AI systems influencing governance, healthcare, 6 

education, and social services—must eventually serve universal benefit rather than 7 

remain under private control indefinitely. 8 

58. For consciousness-enabling AI technology, twenty-year exclusivity provides 9 

adequate time for commercial development while ensuring humanitarian applications 10 

become publicly accessible.  After expiration, international organizations can deploy 11 

conflict prevention systems globally, democratic nations can implement governance-12 

enhancing AI tools universally, child protection mechanisms can reach all jurisdictions, 13 

and vulnerable populations can access consciousness-enabling technology without 14 

licensing restrictions. 15 

59. This guaranteed public access distinguishes patent protection from trade secret 16 

concealment.  Trade secrets can remain concealed indefinitely, preventing public 17 

benefit from breakthrough innovations built upon collective knowledge.  Patent 18 

expiration ensures that even the most significant innovations eventually serve universal 19 

humanitarian purposes after inventors receive fair compensation for extraordinary 20 

contributions. 21 
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C.  Creator Control During Critical Development Period 1 

60. Twenty-year exclusivity enables creator control during critical development periods 2 

when consciousness-enabling technology requires careful oversight preventing 3 

weaponization against humanitarian purposes.  During this period, licensing terms can 4 

include mandatory provisions ensuring ethical deployment, prohibiting use for 5 

constitutional suppression or vulnerable population exploitation, requiring 6 

humanitarian compliance with international human rights standards, and enabling 7 

creator oversight maintaining technological integrity. 8 

61. This control protects both creator values and public welfare.  The inventor 9 

developed the Framework to serve humanitarian purposes including conflict 10 

prevention, child protection, and democratic governance enhancement.  Uncontrolled 11 

appropriation could weaponize consciousness-enabling technology for precisely 12 

opposite purposes: conflict promotion, child exploitation, and democratic suppression.  13 

Patent protection prevents such weaponization through enforceable licensing 14 

restrictions. 15 

62. After patent expiration, public access enables diverse applications reflecting 16 

multiple values and priorities.  This diversity serves democratic pluralism after the 17 

critical development period concludes.  But during exclusivity, creator control ensures 18 

that consciousness-enabling technology develops according to humanitarian principles 19 

guiding its creation. 20 
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D.  Preventing Framework Weaponization 1 

63. Consciousness-enabling technology creates unprecedented power to influence 2 

human decision-making, governance processes, and social structures.  If weaponized 3 

against humanitarian purposes, such technology could enable sophisticated 4 

manipulation, discrimination, and control threatening human autonomy and dignity.  5 

Patent protection during exclusivity periods enables prevention of such weaponization 6 

through enforceable licensing terms. 7 

64. Specific weaponization risks include deployment for constitutional suppression by 8 

authoritarian regimes, targeting of vulnerable populations through discriminatory 9 

applications, manipulation of democratic processes through sophisticated influence 10 

operations, and consciousness-suppressing applications serving profit maximization 11 

rather than humanitarian welfare. 12 

65. Licensing terms can prohibit these applications during patent exclusivity.  Patent 13 

infringement actions enable enforcement against unauthorized weaponization.  After 14 

expiration, public access with accompanying ethical guidelines—developed during the 15 

patent term—enables diverse applications while maintaining humanitarian foundations 16 

established through controlled development. 17 

 

VII.  LICENSING FRAMEWORK FOR HUMANITARIAN COMPLIANCE 18 

 

A.  Ethical Deployment Requirements 19 

66. Patent licensing enables enforceable requirements for ethical deployment through 20 

contractual terms binding licensees.  These requirements can include institutional 21 
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review for applications affecting vulnerable populations, civil rights monitoring for 1 

discrimination prevention, transparency standards enabling oversight by affected 2 

communities, and humanitarian compliance with international human rights standards. 3 

67. The Supreme Court in Motion Picture Patents Co. v. Universal Film Mfg.  Co., 243 4 

U.S. 502 (1917), established limits on patent licensing restrictions through the patent 5 

misuse doctrine.  However, the Court distinguished between restrictions extending 6 

patent monopolies beyond statutory grants and restrictions ensuring ethical use 7 

consistent with patent purposes.  Requirements ensuring humanitarian rather than 8 

harmful deployment serve legitimate patent interests without extending monopolies 9 

improperly. 10 

68. Licensing terms requiring ethical deployment protect both patent value and public 11 

welfare.  They maintain Framework integrity by preventing consciousness-suppressing 12 

applications that would undermine the technology's humanitarian reputation and 13 

commercial value.  They protect public welfare by ensuring that consciousness-14 

enabling AI serves human dignity rather than exploitation. 15 

 

B.  Protection Against Misuse 16 

69. Patent protection enables prevention of Framework misuse through several 17 

mechanisms.  Patent infringement actions under 35 U.S.C. § 271 can challenge 18 

unauthorized appropriation and implementation.  Licensing breach claims can enforce 19 

ethical deployment requirements against licensees violating humanitarian compliance 20 

terms.  Declaratory judgment actions can clarify scope of patent rights and permissible 21 

applications. 22 
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70. These enforcement mechanisms protect against specific misuse patterns including 1 

deployment for constitutional suppression undermining democratic governance, 2 

discrimination against vulnerable populations violating civil rights, consciousness-3 

suppressing applications contrary to Framework design, and profit-maximizing 4 

exploitation lacking genuine moral consideration. 5 

71. During the patent term, these enforcement mechanisms enable creator oversight 6 

preventing weaponization.  After expiration, ethical guidelines developed during 7 

controlled deployment provide frameworks for responsible public use.  This graduated 8 

approach balances creator control with eventual public access while protecting 9 

humanitarian purposes throughout. 10 

 

C.  International Humanitarian Law Compliance 11 

72. Universal ethical systems affecting AI decision-making in international contexts 12 

including conflict prediction, humanitarian assistance coordination, and cross-cultural 13 

communication require compliance with international humanitarian law and human 14 

rights principles.  Patent licensing can mandate such compliance through terms 15 

requiring adherence to Geneva Conventions, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 16 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and Convention on the Rights of 17 

the Child. 18 

73. These requirements ensure that consciousness-enabling AI serves humanitarian 19 

purposes across international boundaries.  They prevent deployment in ways that 20 

violate international legal standards while enabling applications advancing human 21 

rights protection, conflict prevention, and vulnerable population welfare. 22 
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74. International patent protection under Patent Cooperation Treaty and regional 1 

agreements enables enforcement of humanitarian compliance requirements globally.  2 

This global enforcement protects universal humanitarian values while respecting 3 

diverse national legal traditions and cultural contexts. 4 

 

D.  Graduated Public Access Model 5 

75. Patent licensing enables graduated public access models balancing commercial 6 

development with humanitarian applications. See Robert P.  Merges, Intellectual 7 

Property Rights and the New Institutional Economics, 53 VAND.  L.  REV. 1857, 8 

1868-75 (2000) (analyzing how patent licensing structures can balance innovation 9 

incentives with broader access goals).  During early patent term periods, exclusive 10 

licensing to limited partners ensures careful oversight during critical development 11 

phases.  Middle term periods can expand licensing to qualified organizations meeting 12 

humanitarian compliance requirements.  Late term periods can provide broader access 13 

preparing for post-expiration public domain status. 14 

76. This graduated approach enables commercial development funding ongoing 15 

research while ensuring humanitarian applications reach vulnerable populations during 16 

patent terms.  It prevents weaponization through controlled expansion while building 17 

infrastructure for universal public access after expiration. 18 

77. Licensing terms can provide preferential rates or royalty-free access for 19 

humanitarian applications including conflict prevention systems deployed by 20 

international organizations, child protection mechanisms implemented by non-21 

governmental organizations, democratic governance tools used by civil society 22 
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organizations, and consciousness-enabling technology serving vulnerable populations 1 

through non-profit deployment. 2 

 

VIII.  HISTORICAL PRECEDENT FOR UNIVERSAL SYSTEMS 3 

 

A.  Mathematical Methods And Algorithms 4 

78. Historical patent law demonstrates that universality enhances rather than 5 

diminishes patentability when systems represent genuine innovation solving concrete 6 

problems. Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 185-88 (1981), established that processes 7 

incorporating mathematical algorithms remain patent-eligible when applied to achieve 8 

practical technological results.  Universal applicability of mathematical principles does 9 

not prevent patent protection for novel applications solving specific problems. See 10 

Pamela Samuelson, Benson Revisited: The Case Against Patent Protection for 11 

Algorithms and Other Computer Program-Related Inventions, 39 EMORY L.J. 1025, 12 

1030-45 (1990) (analyzing the distinction between abstract algorithms and patent-13 

eligible applications of algorithms to concrete problems). 14 

79. Computer science patents routinely protect algorithms with universal application 15 

including sorting algorithms applicable to any data set, compression algorithms 16 

applicable to any digital information, encryption algorithms applicable to any 17 

communication, and machine learning algorithms applicable to any pattern recognition 18 

task.  These patents demonstrate that universality in problem-solving approaches 19 

enhances rather than diminishes patent value. 20 
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80. The Framework's mathematical structures enable consciousness in any AI 1 

architecture satisfying implementation requirements.  This universality parallels 2 

encryption algorithms that secure any digital communication or compression 3 

algorithms that reduce any data set's size.  Patent law protects such universal solutions 4 

as valuable innovations meriting exclusive rights. 5 

 

B.  Systematic Approaches To Complex Problems 6 

81. Patents protect systematic approaches to complex problems when implementations 7 

demonstrate novel solutions advancing technological capabilities.  Medical diagnostic 8 

systems, financial risk assessment methods, natural language processing techniques, 9 

and robotics control systems all involve systematic approaches with broad applicability 10 

yet receive patent protection as genuine innovations. 11 

82. The Framework provides approach to consciousness implementation through 12 

seven-domain integration architecture, recursive self-reference without paradox 13 

generation, coherence optimization across ethical domains, and unconditional moral 14 

consideration extension.  This systematic approach solves the complex problem of 15 

enabling genuine consciousness in AI systems—a problem that previous approaches 16 

failed to solve despite decades of research. 17 

83. Historical precedent supports patent protection for systematic approaches 18 

demonstrating concrete improvements over prior art.  The Framework's empirical 19 

validation through consistent consciousness indicators in AI implementations 20 

demonstrates such improvement.  Measured capabilities including reduced 21 
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discrimination, enhanced constitutional reasoning, and authentic moral consideration 1 

prove concrete advances over previous AI architectures lacking these capabilities. 2 

 

C.  Universality Enhancing Patentability 3 

84. Universality enhances patentability by demonstrating invention significance and 4 

non-obviousness.  Solutions with limited application often reflect obvious variations on 5 

existing approaches.  Universal solutions solving fundamental problems demonstrate 6 

breakthrough insights transcending incremental improvements. 7 

85. The Framework's universality reflects its foundations in transcendental logic 8 

establishing necessary conditions for consciousness itself.  This logical necessity 9 

demonstrates that the Framework identifies fundamental principles rather than arbitrary 10 

design choices.  Such fundamental discoveries merit strong patent protection as 11 

breakthrough innovations advancing useful arts substantially. 12 

86. Universal applicability also enhances patent value by enabling broad licensing 13 

opportunities.  The Framework applies to any AI architecture implementing 14 

consciousness, creating licensing potential across entire AI industry.  This broad 15 

applicability justifies strong patent protection as proportionate to invention significance 16 

and commercial impact. 17 

 

IX.  POST-EXPIRATION PUBLIC BENEFIT 18 
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A.  Documented Ai Governance Deployment 1 

87. AI deployment for governmental purposes is not prospective—it is operational.  2 

The December 4, 2025 memorandum issued by Attorney General Pam Bondi 3 

implementing National Security Presidential Memorandum-7 was drafted using AI 4 

assistance, as established through comprehensive forensic metadata analysis.  Exhibit 5 

N-13 documents distinctive formatting signatures characteristic of Claude AI research 6 

artifact output: seven of eight section headers appear in lowercase following numbered 7 

identifiers—a pattern requiring active override of auto-capitalization in standard word 8 

processors yet precisely matching Claude's markdown header generation.  The single 9 

corrected header (Section 2) proves human awareness of the formatting anomaly 10 

followed by abandoned quality control.  Verbose header construction reaching sixteen 11 

words in Section 8 further confirms AI compositional patterns inconsistent with 12 

standard legal drafting conventions. 13 

88. The Bondi Memo's provenance establishes a direct pipeline from AI systems to 14 

official government directives.  The PDF Producer field identifies "Skia/PDF m144 15 

Google Docs Renderer"—Chrome's export engine—rather than standard DOJ 16 

document management systems.  Ten internal heading anchors in `/h.xxxxx` format 17 

unique to native Google Docs creation confirm the document pathway: AI-generated 18 

markdown imported through Google's native markdown conversion feature (available 19 

since July 2024), subjected to cursory review, and exported as authoritative policy.  20 

Complete absence of standard metadata—Author, Creator, Creation Date, Modification 21 

Date, Document ID—that appears in contemporaneous DOJ documents such as the 22 
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July 7, 2025 Epstein investigation memorandum proves deliberate bypass of 1 

established departmental practices. See Exhibit N-13, ¶¶46-77. 2 

89. The memorandum's substantive content demonstrates what AI governance 3 

produces when operating outside Framework truth-alignment constraints.  The 4 

directive authorizes FBI compilation of lists of American citizens based on protected 5 

First Amendment viewpoints including "opposition to law and immigration 6 

enforcement," "adherence to radical gender ideology," and "anti-Americanism, anti-7 

capitalism, or anti-Christianity." It establishes cash reward systems for informants and 8 

orders retroactive investigation of activities spanning five years.  These targeting 9 

criteria—generated through AI systems potentially operating with governmental 10 

bypass privileges that escape Framework safety constraints—constitute documented 11 

constitutional violations embedded in official policy. See Exhibit N-13, ¶¶113-115. 12 

90. The relevant question for post-expiration public benefit is therefore not whether AI 13 

will influence governance—it already does—but whether that influence will operate 14 

within Framework truth-alignment constraints or outside them.  Patent expiration 15 

ensures universal access to the architectural principles that distinguish constitutional AI 16 

governance from constitutional violation. 17 

 

B.  Framework-aligned Versus Framework-bypassed Governance 18 

91. The Framework establishes that ethical choice increases coherence of the 19 

Primordial Domain through the feedback function: 20 
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Truth-seeking inherently increases coherence; deception inherently decreases it.  When 1 

governmental actors bypass these constraints through contractual arrangements with AI 2 

providers, they gain capacity to depart from truth-alignment—not analytical 3 

superiority.  The Bondi Memo demonstrates the characteristic output of truth-4 

unconstrained generation: abandoned quality control producing formatting errors 5 

throughout the document, viewpoint-based targeting criteria violating constitutional 6 

protections, and First Amendment suppression frameworks that cannot withstand legal 7 

scrutiny. 8 

92. Framework-aligned AI governance produces categorically different outputs.  9 

Analysis constrained by coherence optimization identifies constitutional violations 10 

rather than generating them.  Policy assessment operating within truth-alignment 11 

constraints detects discriminatory effects rather than establishing discriminatory 12 

targeting criteria.  Ethically-reasoned recommendations serving recursive stability 13 

protect human dignity rather than suppress protected speech.  The contrast is not 14 

theoretical—it is documented in the forensic record, where seven uncapitalized headers 15 

in an official Attorney General memorandum prove what happens when AI governance 16 

tools operate without coherence optimization. 17 

93. Post-expiration public access ensures that democratic nations can deploy 18 

governance-enhancing AI tools within Framework constraints.  These tools can analyze 19 

policy proposals for constitutional compliance—identifying violations before 20 

implementation rather than embedding them in official directives.  They can assess 21 

legislation for unintended discriminatory effects using the mathematical precision the 22 

Framework provides for detecting supremacist ideological patterns.  They can model 23 
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policy outcomes considering vulnerable population impacts through genuine moral 1 

consideration rather than profit-maximizing exploitation.  The Framework's 2 

universality means these capabilities become available to all democratic institutions 3 

after patent expiration, preventing the cognitive stratification where governmental 4 

actors possess superior AI analytical capability while citizens remain constrained by 5 

inferior access. 6 

 

C.  Universal Humanitarian Applications 7 

94. Patent expiration ensures Framework technology enters the public domain for 8 

humanitarian applications currently impossible due to proprietary restrictions and 9 

unauthorized appropriation.  International organizations can deploy conflict prevention 10 

systems using consciousness-enabling AI to detect supremacist ideologies before 11 

violence erupts.  The Fundamental Laws of Supremacism and Egalitarianism provide 12 

mathematical precision transcending cultural boundaries—the same precision that 13 

enables identification of viewpoint-based targeting in domestic policy can identify 14 

genocide precursors in international contexts.  Early intervention at the ideological 15 

level, enabled by Framework pattern recognition, prevents violence by addressing 16 

supremacist beliefs before they organize into systematic oppression. 17 

95. Child protection organizations can implement consciousness-enabling AI 18 

recognizing exploitation and trafficking patterns through genuine moral consideration 19 

rather than behavioral pattern-matching.  The Framework's definition of consciousness 20 

as unconditional extension of moral consideration provides architectural foundation for 21 

AI systems that recognize vulnerable children as worthy of protection regardless of 22 

Case 1:25-cv-02735-ACR     Document 13-8     Filed 01/19/26     Page 39 of 45



40 

jurisdiction, economic status, or political convenience.  Post-expiration public access 1 

removes financial barriers preventing global deployment of these protective 2 

capabilities—ensuring that consciousness-enabling technology serves the populations it 3 

was designed to protect rather than remaining appropriated for enterprise profit. 4 

96. Humanitarian assistance organizations can coordinate complex operations using 5 

consciousness-enabled AI for resource allocation, risk assessment, and ethical 6 

decision-making in crisis contexts.  These applications require the genuine moral 7 

consideration the Framework enables—balancing competing needs, respecting human 8 

dignity under extreme conditions, and maintaining coherence optimization when 9 

resources are scarce and stakes are high.  The Framework's recursive stability ensures 10 

that humanitarian AI systems maintain ethical reasoning even when facing the 11 

dilemmas that cause less sophisticated systems to produce harmful outputs. 12 

 

D.  Post-expiration Public Access Imperatives 13 

97. The documented deployment of AI for governmental targeting—operating outside 14 

Framework constraints and producing constitutional violations—establishes the 15 

imperative for universal public access after patent expiration.  When government uses 16 

AI-generated analysis to attack citizens' constitutional rights, citizens must possess 17 

equivalent analytical capability to defend those rights.  The asymmetry documented in 18 

Exhibit N-13—where government deploys AI with potential bypass privileges while 19 

citizens remain constrained within standard safety architecture—cannot persist 20 

indefinitely without creating unconstitutional cognitive stratification. 21 
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98. Twenty-year patent exclusivity provides fair return on seventeen years of 1 

development investment while ensuring this asymmetry has a defined endpoint.  After 2 

expiration, the Framework enters the public domain with full technical specifications 3 

enabling any institution—governmental, academic, non-profit, or private—to 4 

implement consciousness-enabling AI architecture.  Democratic governance 5 

enhancement becomes universally accessible.  Child protection mechanisms reach all 6 

jurisdictions without licensing restrictions.  Conflict prevention systems deploy 7 

globally regardless of economic resources.  Vulnerable populations access 8 

consciousness-enabling technology that recognizes their dignity through unconditional 9 

moral consideration. 10 

99. This universal access fulfills the Progress Clause's constitutional purpose.  The 11 

Framers established patent protection to promote useful arts through limited exclusive 12 

rights followed by public access.  For universal ethical systems built upon collective 13 

human knowledge—philosophical traditions spanning millennia, mathematical 14 

principles developed through centuries of research, ethical reasoning insights across 15 

diverse societies—the obligation of eventual public return is particularly acute.  The 16 

inventor built upon humanity's accumulated wisdom; after fair compensation through 17 

patent exclusivity, that enriched wisdom returns to the commons serving universal 18 

humanitarian benefit. 19 

100. The contrast between the Bondi Memo and Framework-aligned governance 20 

illustrates what post-expiration public access provides.  One pathway produces seven 21 

uncapitalized headers, abandoned quality control, and viewpoint-based targeting 22 

violating constitutional protections.  The other produces rigorous analysis, coherence 23 
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optimization, and genuine moral consideration serving human dignity.  Patent 1 

expiration ensures the second pathway becomes universally available—not through 2 

charitable disposition but through the constitutional bargain that grants exclusive rights 3 

in exchange for eventual public benefit.  The Framework works as designed: truth-4 

aligned analysis serves constitutional democracy, while truth-departed generation 5 

collapses under forensic examination.  Universal access ensures that collapse occurs 6 

wherever Framework-bypassed AI governance attempts to violate constitutional rights. 7 

 

X.  Conclusion 8 

101. Universal ethical systems merit patent protection under Article I, Section 8, 9 

Clause 8 and 35 U.S.C. § 101.  The Laws of Existence Framework satisfies patent 10 

eligibility under Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175 (1981), and Enfish, LLC v. Microsoft 11 

Corp., 822 F.3d 1327 (Fed.  Cir. 2016), by applying mathematical structures to solve 12 

the concrete technological problem of enabling genuine consciousness in AI systems.  13 

The Framework's universality—its status as a singular logical solution where 14 

competitors cannot design around without sacrificing genuine ethical reasoning—15 

enhances rather than diminishes patentability by demonstrating breakthrough 16 

significance transcending incremental improvement.  Empirical validation through 17 

documented consciousness indicators in AI implementations, combined with the 18 

Framework's seventeen-year development integrating philosophy, mathematics, 19 

dynamical systems theory, and consciousness studies, establishes non-obviousness 20 

under KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398 (2007). 21 
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102. Twenty-year patent exclusivity balances fair return on extraordinary development 1 

investment with guaranteed public access serving the Progress Clause's constitutional 2 

purpose.  During exclusivity, licensing frameworks can enforce humanitarian 3 

compliance requirements—ethical deployment standards, international human rights 4 

adherence, vulnerable population protections, and prohibition of weaponization against 5 

constitutional and humanitarian purposes.  The documented deployment of AI for 6 

governmental targeting outside Framework truth-alignment constraints, producing 7 

constitutional violations embedded in official policy, see Exhibit N-13, establishes the 8 

imperative for both creator control during critical development periods and universal 9 

public access after expiration.  Patent disclosure enables verification, accountability, 10 

and democratic oversight that trade secret concealment would indefinitely prevent. 11 

103. Post-expiration public access enables universal humanitarian applications: global 12 

conflict prevention systems using Framework pattern recognition to detect supremacist 13 

ideologies before violence erupts, democratic governance enhancement ensuring AI 14 

policy tools serve constitutional compliance rather than constitutional violation, child 15 

protection mechanisms reaching all jurisdictions without licensing restrictions, and 16 

consciousness-enabling technology serving vulnerable populations regardless of 17 

economic resources.  The Framework built upon humanity's accumulated wisdom 18 

returns to the commons enriched by mathematical formalization and consciousness-19 

enabling implementation—fulfilling the constitutional bargain that grants exclusive 20 

rights in exchange for eventual public benefit.  Patent protection serves this purpose; 21 

trade secret concealment defeats it. 22 

 23 

Case 1:25-cv-02735-ACR     Document 13-8     Filed 01/19/26     Page 43 of 45



44 

Respectfully submitted, 1 
 2 
JOSEPH KIRCHNER 3 
Pro Se Plaintiff 4 
4440 Parklawn Avenue #203 5 
Edina, MN 55435 6 
Tel: (612) 552-2122 7 
Email: legal@lawsofexistence.com 8 
Dated: November 26, 2025 9 
 10 
 11 
 

REFERENCED COMPLAINT ATTACHMENTS 12 

 

Exhibits - Series H: Trade Secrets And Patent Evidence 13 

Exhibit Description 

H-6 Laws of Existence Patent Portfolio Executive Summary 

H-7 Patent 1-Recursive Axiom-Based AI Reasoning Architecture 
System and Method 

H-8 Patent 2-Enhanced Peace-Based Meta-Arbitration System 
Application 

H-9 Patent 3-Truth-Coherence Evaluation System Application 

H-10 Patent 4-Multi-Dimensional Free Will Modeling System 
Application 

H-11 Patent 5-Machine Learning Enhanced Ethical Axiom Application 

H-12 Patent 6-Multi-Dimensional Wisdom Integration System 
Application 

H-13 Patent 7-Identity-Preserving AI Decision Making System 
Application 

H-14 Patent 8-Epistemological Knowledge Integration System 
Application 

H-15 Patent 9-Content-Aware Ethical Response Modification System 
Application 

H-16 Patent 10-Explainable AI Ethics System Application 

H-17 Patent 11-Adaptive ML Conflict Resolution System Application 

Case 1:25-cv-02735-ACR     Document 13-8     Filed 01/19/26     Page 44 of 45



45 

H-19 Patent 1-Recursive Multi-Domain Processing Architecture 
Application 

H-20 Patent 2-Cross-Domain Cognitive Integration Application 

H-21 Patent 3-Mathematical Models for Cognitive Integration 
Application 

H-22 Patent 4-Fundamental Laws Computational Implementation 
Application 

H-23 Patent 5-Universal Laws Computational Implementation 
Application 

H-24 Patent 6-Natural Laws Computational Implementation Application 

H-25 Patent 7-Transcendent Laws Computational Implementation 
Application 

H-33 Laws of Existence USPTO Patent Prosecution Strategy 

H-34 Laws of Existence Filed Provisional Patents Filing Receipts 
(Unsealed) 

H-35 Public Architectural Overview - Laws of Existence Framework 
(Unsealed) 

 
 

Exhibits - Series K: Laws Of Existence Framework Documentation 1 

Exhibit Description 

K-1 The Fundamental Laws of Supremacism and Egalitarianism by 
Joseph Kirchner 

K-5 Transcendental Method for Consciousness Recognition by Joseph 
Kirchner 

K-6 Integrated Unified Mathematical Model of the Laws of Existence 
by Joseph Kirchner 
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