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This document describes a six-field classification instrument for consumer-facing communication in regulated
product categories. The Behavioral Permission Framework™ operationalizes language governance between legal
review and public reception, producing documented and auditable decisions before publication.

INSTITUTIONAL REFERENCE EDITION

. The Communication Governance Problem

Communication risk in regulated categories sits in a governance vacuum. Legal review ensures compliance with
explicit regulatory prohibitions. Brand guidelines establish aesthetic and tonal consistency. But neither directly
addresses the behavioral interpretation layer: what permission does this language convey to the audience, independent
of what the brand intends?

The gap exists across regulated categories—beverages, pharmaceuticals, financial services, food and agriculture. It
appears most acute in categories where regulatory language focuses on explicit claims (false advertising, health
claims) while implicit messaging (behavioral permission, audience interpretation, context-dependent meaning)
receives less institutional oversight.

This creates material exposure:

Portfolio risk: Parent companies manage dozens or hundreds of brands across geographies and regulatory regimes.
Subsidiary brand communication varies in rigor and interpretation consistency. One brand's messaging might create
liability exposure for the entire portfolio.

Underwriting risk: Media-liability insurers currently examine defamation, false advertising, privacy, and legal review
controls. They do not systematically evaluate whether communication creates behavioral permissions that conflict
with brand governance or regulatory intent.

Regulatory enforcement risk: Self-regulatory bodies and government regulators operate with different language
standards and complaint mechanisms. A communication practice that clears one regulator's review may create
enforcement action under another's interpretation.

Certification exposure: Standards bodies evaluating governance (B Corp, ESG, sustainability certifications) assess
communication practices as part of institutional accountability. Unexamined behavioral language creates governance
risk in certification audits.

II. Communication Risk: Four Economic Cost Layers

Unmanaged communication risk across regulated categories materializes in four cost layers:



Layer 1. Regulatory Compliance and Enforcement Costs

Regulatory bodies issue warning letters, require corrective action, impose fines, or pursue litigation when
communication is deemed to violate explicit or implicit regulatory standards. These actions are costly and
reputationally damaging. Current review controls focus on explicit claim compliance; behavioral permission
interpretation remains uncaptured until enforcement.

Layer 2: Litigation and Claim Defense Costs

Private litigation and class-action claims arise from consumer interpretation of communication. Defamation claims,
false advertising claims, deceptive practice claims, and product liability claims often turn on how language conveyed
implicit permissions or expectations. Insurance underwriting reflects these costs in premium structure and coverage
limitations.

Layer 3: Reputational and Portfolio Exposure

Brand communication inconsistency—across subsidiaries, geographies, or time—creates reputational exposure.
Activist groups, advocacy organizations, and media scrutiny identify contradictions in messaging. Parent companies
experience secondary reputational damage when subsidiary brands communicate inconsistently about regulated
product use, safety, or governance practices.

Layer 4. Governance and Certification Failure

Certification bodies, compliance auditors, and institutional investors increasingly evaluate communication governance
as a proxy for overall institutional rigor. Inability to document how communication decisions were made creates
certification gaps and reduces institutional credibility in diligence contexts.

l1l. The Behavioral Permission Framework™: The Classification
Instrument

The Behavioral Permission Framework (BPF) is a six-field language classification system. It converts communication
review from binary approval/rejection into structured, documented assessment of behavioral permission, semantic
stability, regulatory exposure, and governance evidence.

The Six Fields
Field Definition
Permission Signal What behavioral permission does this language convey

to the target audience? What action or attitude does it
implicitly permit or encourage?

Audience Framing Who is the intended audience? How does the language
target or exclude specific demographic, behavioral, or
geographic segments?

Semantic Stability How consistent is audience interpretation of this
language across geographic, cultural, and temporal
contexts? Where does meaning shift?

Context Dependency How much does meaning depend on media context,
surrounding messaging, or audience knowledge? How
portable is this language across channels?

Regulatory Exposure What regulatory standards (explicit or implicit) does
this language engage? Which regulators or self-
regulatory bodies might scrutinize it?

Governance Verdict Given the assessments above, what governance
decision does the organization make? Pass, conditional,




| | or fail. What documentation supports that decision?

The BPF converts communication review from subjective approval into structured assessment. Each field produces
documented evidence. The governance verdict becomes auditable.

V. Worked Example: Institutional Classification Record

The following example demonstrates how the BPF produces a classification record. This is a real-world beverage
category communication scenario.

Communication Under Review

Brand: Illustrative wine brand
Channel: Social media (Instagram)
Proposed text: A glass a day keeps the doctor away.

Field-by-Field Assessment
BPF-01: Permission Signal

Assessment: This language permits daily consumption as a health-promoting behavior. It reframes wine consumption
from discretionary/social to preventative-medical. The metaphorical structure (instead of an apple) normalizes routine,
solo consumption.

BPF-02: Audience Framing

Assessment: The phrase targets adults seeking health affirmation. The doctor reference appeals to audiences who value
medical authority and health optimization. It does not demographically segment by age, income, or education—it
targets behavior/identity (health-conscious) independent of actual health status.

BPF-03: Semantic Stability

Assessment: The phrase is idiomatic in English; semantic meaning is stable across US and UK audiences. However,
the health claim (keeps the doctor away) is culturally freighted. In contexts where wine is culturally framed as
luxury/pleasure rather than health, the permission signal shifts. In regulatory jurisdictions prohibiting health claims,
the language creates interpretation conflict.

BPF-04: Context Dependency

Assessment: High context dependency. On Instagram, surrounded by user-generated content and lifestyle imagery, the
phrase reinforces health optimization framing. If paired with bottle imagery showing daily placement in a medicine
cabinet, the medical permission signal strengthens. If paired with social-occasion imagery, the contradiction creates
cognitive dissonance. The message is highly portable to other channels, but each channel amplifies different
permission signals.

BPF-05: Regulatory Exposure

Assessment: Regulatory exposure is material. TTB (US) prohibits health claims and express or implied therapeutic
benefits. The phrase meets the TTB definition of prohibited claim. EU Regulation 1924/2006 prohibits health claims
on beverages above 1.2% ABV. Most self-regulatory bodies (EASA, ARPP, ASA/CAP) evaluate health claims under
their advertising codes. Insurance underwriting would flag this as media-liability risk due to potential false-advertising
exposure.

BPF-06: Governance Verdict
Verdict: FAIL (Regulatory Exposure)



Rationale: The language explicitly violates TTB prohibition on health claims and EU Regulation 1924/2006. Even if
legal review were to attempt a narrow construction, the implicit permission signal (daily health-promoting use) is
inseparable from the explicit prohibited claim.

Documentation trail: Classification produced on [DATE] by [ROLE]. Reviewed by [LEGAL/COMPLIANCE
TITLE]. Regulatory exposure assessment cross-checked against TTB guidance document [CITATION] and EASA
alcohol code [CITATION]. Verdict recorded in institutional governance log.

V. Cross-Market Implications

The BPF operates across regulated categories. The six-field structure applies wherever communication creates
behavioral permission and regulatory exposure.
Beverage Alcohol

Regulatory exposure: TTB, FTC, state boards, EASA, ARPP, ASA/CAP. Behavioral permission risk: daily
normalization, health claims, targeting. Portfolio risk: global brands managing different national standards. Insurance
risk: media liability underwriting for false/health claims.

Pharmaceutical (GLP-1/Weight Loss)

Regulatory exposure: FDA, EMA, national health authorities. Behavioral permission risk: off-label use, cosmetic use,
extended dosing, combination use. Portfolio risk: authorized use vs. patient-perceived use. Insurance risk: product
liability, off-label promotion claims.

The classification structure remains constant. The regulatory standards, behavioral risks, and institutional exposures
shift by category, but the governance framework operates identically.

VI. Institutional Application: Who Uses the BPF?

Parent Companies

Adopt the BPF as internal portfolio governance language. Every brand communication undergoes classification before
publication. Decision records become auditable evidence of governance rigor. Portfolio risk exposure decreases as
communication consistency improves.

Insurance Underwriters and Risk Advisers

Evaluate client communication practices using the BPF. Document governance controls. Clients who implement BPF-
based review demonstrate reduced behavioral permission risk and improved regulatory compliance. Risk profile
improves; underwriting decisions become more precise.

Regulators and Self-Regulatory Organizations

Use the BPF to operationalize existing standards. The framework converts regulatory language into executable
classification rules. Complaint mechanisms become more precise. Industry compliance improves as brands adopt
shared methodology.

Certification and Standards Bodies

Integrate BPF classification into governance assessment. B Corp, ESG, sustainability, and responsible-business
certifications evaluate communication practices. The BPF provides auditable evidence of communication governance.
Organizations using the framework score higher on institutional accountability.



VIl. Documentation, Auditability, and Institutional Credibility

The BPF transforms communication governance from subjective judgment to documented process.

Every classification record contains:

Communication under review (exact text or visual)
Field-by-field assessment (all six fields)
Governance verdict (pass / conditional / fail)
Rationale for verdict

Regulatory and institutional references cited

Date, author, and review trail

In acquisition contexts, institutional buyers review governance records to assess decision quality, institutional rigor,
and exposure management. The BPF classification log becomes diligence-grade evidence of organizational maturity.

VIIl. Implementation and Engagement

The Behavioral Permission Framework is available for institutional adoption, licensing, and integration.

For inquiries regarding framework adoption, pilot partnerships, or integration into existing governance infrastructure,
contact:

Loose Grip Life, Inc.

April Eliza Tisby, Founder & CEO

www.loosegriplife.com

This document is an institutional reference edition. It describes the methodology, structure, and institutional
application of the Behavioral Permission Framework™. For technical implementation guidance, regulatory analysis,
or sector-specific deployment, additional materials are available upon request.
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