
How the Judge Might React to a Natural Person, 

Behind the Workings of the Corporate Vail… 

The corporate court system, particularly in commercial matters, is structured to deal with 

contracts, statutes, and obligations involving legal fictions (corporations, trusts, public names, 

etc.). If a natural person stands outside of that system, the court has no easy "plug-in" point, as it 

relies on the voluntary or tacit consent of the individual to recognize the court’s authority. 

How the Judge Might React: 

1. Maintaining Jurisdiction Over Legal Entities: The judge must protect the court’s 

jurisdictional framework by trying to ensure that the individual either: 

o Consents to being treated as a corporate entity (e.g., the person who signed the 

contract or the person with the public name on a legal document); or 

o Fails to object properly, thus being presumed to consent. 

By doing so, the judge ensures that the court continues to operate within its commercial 

jurisdiction over parties that are bound by contracts, statutes, or commercial codes. 

2. Avoiding a Direct Confrontation: A judge will often avoid acknowledging the 

distinction between a natural person and a legal entity, because doing so opens the door 

for the individual to challenge jurisdiction on that very basis. By keeping the focus on 

commercial subject matter and the public name, the judge tries to bypass the natural 

person’s argument. 

3. Pressuring or Coercing Consent: The judge may try to compel the natural person into 

tacitly accepting jurisdiction. This is often done through: 

o Threats of contempt of court, 

o Demands for compliance with procedural rules that apply to corporations or 

juridical persons, or 

o Imposing penalties for non-compliance. 

The goal is to get the individual to act in a way that effectively acknowledges the court’s 

authority—whether explicitly or through failure to properly assert their standing as a 

natural person. 

4. Invoking Public Policy or Statutory Obligations: The judge might argue that under 

public policy, statutes, or "the greater good," everyone is subject to the court’s 

jurisdiction when it comes to contractual obligations, taxes, or fines. Here, the judge is 

trying to say that the corporate system's needs outweigh the natural person’s rights or 

standing. However, this is a gray area when the natural person has not entered into any 

valid agreement with the state or the court. 

 



Why the Judge Must Be Careful: 

1. Violation of Due Process: 

A judge who pulls a natural person into a corporate venue without their consent risks 

violating principles of due process. Without clear evidence of jurisdiction (such as a 

contract or an agreement that the natural person is subject to that court), any ruling 

against the individual could be challenged on constitutional or legal grounds. 

2. Risk of Exposure: 

Acknowledging the natural person’s standing could expose the court’s limitations and the 

broader reliance on consent in the corporate system. If more people realize they can 

refuse to consent to this jurisdiction, it could undermine the court’s authority over 

individuals outside the corporate structure. 

3. Maintaining the Illusion of Authority: 

The corporate court system operates on the assumption that most people will not 

challenge jurisdiction. The judge must protect this framework because it relies heavily on 

the public’s general ignorance of the distinction between natural persons and legal 

entities. If the judge admits the limitation of the court’s power over a natural person, it 

could cause wider awareness of the system's boundaries. 

 

In summary, the judge’s role in a corporate court is to protect the court’s authority over legal 

entities, but if the individual asserts their standing as a natural person and refuses to consent, the 

judge must either force them into compliance (which carries risks) or acknowledge that the court 

lacks jurisdiction. Thus, the judge must tread carefully, balancing the need to maintain the 

court’s authority with the potential exposure of its limits over natural persons. 

 

If the natural person stands their ground firmly the court is done... 

If the natural person firmly stands their ground and successfully asserts their position, the court is 

essentially "done" in terms of being able to exert its commercial jurisdiction over them. The 

court’s power, particularly in a commercial venue, is based on the assumption that everyone who 

enters consents to its authority, either explicitly or tacitly. 

Here’s how it plays out when the natural person refuses to consent… 

1. No Jurisdiction Without Consent: 

The court's authority in commercial matters typically extends over legal entities, not natural 

persons. If a natural person makes it clear that: 

• They are not appearing as the corporate or juridical entity (e.g., the public name or 

“strawman”). 

• They have not entered into any contract that subjects them to the court’s jurisdiction. 



The court is then left without jurisdiction. Without proper jurisdiction, any rulings the court 

makes could be challenged as invalid or unlawful, which puts the judge in a difficult position. 

2. No Joinder: 

The key is that the court cannot create joinder between the natural person and the corporate 

identity unless the individual consents or makes a mistake that leads to implied consent. If the 

natural person does not step into the role of the corporate entity (by answering to the public 

name, signing contracts, or complying with procedural rules that apply to corporations), the court 

has no standing to act. 

When joinder is avoided, the court cannot proceed with its commercial remedies (fines, 

penalties, judgments, etc.) because those only apply to entities that are subject to the court’s 

jurisdiction. 

3. Lack of Authority Over Natural Law: 

The court operates within the framework of statutory law, which governs corporate and legal 

entities. A natural person exists outside that framework and within the realm of common law or 

natural law. In this context: 

• Statutory rules, codes, and regulations do not automatically apply unless the natural 

person consents to being governed by them. 

• The natural person can invoke their inherent rights and refuse to be bound by commercial 

statutes unless a contract or agreement exists. 

The court cannot force the natural person into the statutory or commercial framework without 

their consent, which means it has no power to compel them under those laws. 

4. Exposure of the Court’s Limitations: 

A natural person who stands their ground and refuses to recognize the court’s authority exposes 

the limitations of the corporate legal system. Once it’s clear that the court can only exercise 

power over those who consent, the illusion of total authority over all individuals starts to fade. 

If the court cannot assert jurisdiction over a natural person, the judge may have no choice but to 

either: 

• Dismiss the case, as proceeding would be unlawful. 

• Adjourn indefinitely, hoping the natural person will make a mistake or later consent to 

the court’s authority. 

But once the natural person has made their position clear and stands firm, the court essentially 

becomes powerless. 

5. Potential Consequences for the Court: 



If the court tries to proceed against a natural person without jurisdiction, any actions it takes 

could be seen as a violation of that individual’s rights. This opens the door for: 

• Appeals or challenges on the grounds of lack of jurisdiction. 

• Lawsuits against the court or the judge for exceeding their authority. 

Judges, aware of these risks, are generally careful not to overstep their bounds when dealing with 

natural persons who assert their rights properly. 

 

Summary: 

When a natural person stands their ground and refuses to consent to the court's jurisdiction in a 

commercial matter, the court loses its power over them. Without consent or joinder, the court has 

no authority, and it cannot proceed with any commercial or statutory remedies. As a result, the 

court may have to dismiss the case or admit that it cannot lawfully continue. The natural person, 

by holding firm, effectively nullifies the court’s ability to act against them. 
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