Administrative Attrition

Administrative attrition is the gradual exhaustion, delay, exclusion, or defeat of a person through
procedures that appear individually ordinary but become harmful through repetition, complexity,
inconsistency, or selective enforcement. It occurs when access to a right, service, opportunity, remedy, or
institutional decision is made so difficult that the person abandons the effort, misses the deadline, accepts
an inferior outcome, or is classified as noncompliant.

Administrative attrition does not always require an openly discriminatory rule or a direct denial. The harm
may be produced through forms, referrals, unanswered messages, repeated documentation demands,
shifting instructions, unexplained delays, technical errors, contradictory offices, inaccessible hearings, and
discretionary exceptions granted unevenly.

A right that can be exercised only by surviving unnecessary administrative exhaustion
is not equally available in practice.

Administrative systems are necessary. Institutions require records, eligibility standards, verification,
scheduling, review, and lawful controls. The problem begins when procedure ceases to facilitate legitimate
administration and becomes a mechanism through which people are filtered, discouraged, or deprived.

Attrition Rather Than Direct Refusal

A direct refusal is visible.

The institution states that the person is ineligible, the request is denied, or the remedy will not be provided.
The decision can then be examined, appealed, challenged, or documented.

Administrative attrition often avoids a clear decision.
The person may instead be told:

+ another document is required;

* the request was sent to the wrong office;
* the responsible employee is unavailable;
* the file cannot be located;

+ the deadline passed;

* the system does not show compliance;

» the matter remains under review;

* the person must begin again.

No single act may appear decisive. The cumulative effect is denial without a formal denial.

This weakens accountability because the institution can attribute the outcome to process rather than
choice.



The Mechanism of Attrition

Administrative attrition commonly develops through a sequence:
Complexity — Error — Delay — Repetition = Exhaustion - Abandonment

The person enters a system seeking an ordinary institutional outcome. The system imposes a series of
requirements. Some may be necessary. Others may be redundant, unclear, or applied inconsistently.

Each additional step creates another opportunity for:

* misunderstanding;

* missed communication;

* clerical error;

* lost documentation;

« discretionary treatment;

» deadline failure;

« transportation or scheduling conflict;
« financial cost.

The burden accumulates.

A person with more time, money, transportation, legal knowledge, institutional familiarity, or professional
assistance is more likely to survive the process. A person with fewer resources is more likely to be removed
by it.

Administrative Neutrality and Unequal Effect

A procedure may appear neutral because the same written rule applies to everyone.

Its practical burden may still be unequal.

A requirement to appear in person during business hours affects workers differently from people with
flexible schedules. Repeated requests for documents affect people differently depending upon access to
records, technology, transportation, and professional assistance. Long delays impose greater harm upon
people facing eviction, unemployment, medical need, educational deadlines, or legal exposure.

Formal sameness does not guarantee equal access.

The institution must evaluate not only whether the same step exists for all applicants, but whether the step
is necessary, proportionate, understandable, and realistically completable.

Selective Administrative Burden

Administrative attrition becomes more serious when procedural burdens are imposed selectively.



Indicators may include:

* some applicants receiving assistance while others receive only instructions;

« documentation being accepted from one group but questioned from another;

+ deadlines being extended selectively;

« errors being corrected informally for favored participants;

« complaints from some individuals receiving rapid review while others remain unanswered;
« discretionary requirements appearing only after a particular person applies.

Selective burden is difficult to prove when each decision is informal or undocumented.
This makes recordkeeping essential.

Patterns may become visible only when cases are compared across time, offices, decision-makers, and
affected groups.

Institutional Incentives

Administrative attrition may arise without a formal plan to exclude.
Institutions may be rewarded for:

+ reducing the number of approved claims;
« controlling spending;

« closing cases quickly;

* minimizing appeals;

+ avoiding difficult matters;

* protecting performance metrics;

« shifting work to another department.

Employees then learn that delay, referral, or technical rejection is safer than substantive resolution.
The official mission may emphasize service while the actual incentive structure rewards nonservice.

Leadership must compare stated purpose with the behavior the system rewards.

Administrative Attrition as Institutional Discrimination

Administrative attrition may become a form of institutional discrimination when procedural systems
repeatedly burden, exclude, or disadvantage a protected or historically vulnerable population.

The discriminatory effect may appear through:

* unequal error rates;
* higher rejection rates;
* longer processing times;



* more frequent requests for additional evidence;
* lower success after appeal;

* greater exposure to penalties;

« fewer corrective exceptions.

A single difficult case may reflect ordinary error. A repeated and patterned disparity requires deeper
examination.

The evidentiary task is to distinguish among:

* necessary administration;
* poor system design;

* general incompetence;

* resource scarcity;

* selective enforcement;

* deliberate obstruction.

The response should match the available evidence while preserving protection against ongoing harm.

The Human Cost

Administrative attrition imposes more than inconvenience.
Its costs may include:

* lost wages;

* missed education;

* housing instability;

* debt;

* delayed benefits;

+ legal exposure;

« worsening health;

« damaged credit;

* emotional exhaustion;
« distrust of institutions;
» abandonment of lawful remedies.

These harms often remain invisible in official records.

The institution may record only that the application was incomplete, the hearing was missed, the document
was late, or the person failed to respond.

The record then converts institutional burden into apparent personal failure.

The Importance of Documentation

Administrative attrition must be documented as a sequence rather than as isolated incidents.



Relevant records include:

* dates of contact;

* names and offices;

* instructions received;

» documents submitted;

« confirmation numbers;

» deadlines;

« delays;

« contradictory statements;
* unanswered communications;
* costs incurred;

« final outcomes.

This creates an administrative timeline.

The timeline can reveal whether the person failed to comply or whether the institution repeatedly moved
the conditions of compliance.

Documentation converts exhaustion into evidence.

Confirm and Verify

The maxim “Confirm and verify” is essential in administrative systems.
The person should confirm:

* that the correct office received the request;
« that documents were accepted;

« that the file is complete;

* that a deadline remains active;

* that an extension was recorded;

* that a decision was issued;

« that appeal rights were preserved.

The institution should verify:

* that its own records are accurate;

* that instructions are consistent;

« that notices were sent;

+ that required documents are truly necessary;

+ that the applicant received a meaningful opportunity to comply;
+ that discretionary treatment is not being applied unequally.

Confirmation prevents assumption. Verification prevents administrative records from being treated as
infallible merely because they are official.



Institutional Countermeasures

A system designed to prevent administrative attrition should include:

+ one clearly identified point of contact;
* plain-language requirements;

» written checklists;

« document receipts;

+ accessible status information;

* reasonable correction periods;

* clear appeal rights;

* preserved case histories;

+ limits on repeated document requests;
« escalation for urgent harm;

* review of unexplained delay.

The institution should reduce unnecessary handoffs.

Where referral is required, the receiving office should receive the relevant record so that the person does
not have to reconstruct the entire case repeatedly.

Burden Review

Every administrative requirement should be subjected to burden review.
The institution should ask:

* What legitimate purpose does this requirement serve?

+ Is the same information already available?

+ Can the requirement be completed remotely?

+ Does it require unnecessary travel, expense, or delay?

+ Is a less burdensome verification method available?

* What happens when the person cannot comply immediately?
+ Does the requirement produce unequal exclusion?

Requirements that cannot be justified should be removed.

Administrative controls should protect institutional integrity without making legitimate access dependent
upon endurance.

Time as an Administrative Weapon

Delay can function as a denial even when no rejection is issued.



A delayed benefit may arrive after eviction. A delayed hearing may occur after employment is lost. A
delayed correction may miss an educational deadline. A delayed investigation may allow evidence to
disappear.

Administrative systems should therefore distinguish ordinary matters from time-sensitive harm.
They should establish:

* urgency classifications;

* maximum response periods;

* interim protection;

* escalation authority;
* automatic review of overdue cases.

An institution should not treat all time as neutral.

The effect of delay depends upon what the person stands to lose while waiting.

Responsibility and Moral Agency

Administrative attrition does not eliminate personal responsibility.

Applicants and members still have duties to provide accurate information, meet reasonable deadlines,
preserve records, and respond to lawful requests.

The institution also has duties.

It must provide clear instructions, maintain accurate records, correct its own errors, avoid unnecessary
burden, and offer meaningful review.

The proper analysis therefore examines both:

» whether the individual acted responsibly; and
» whether the system made responsible compliance reasonably possible.

Responsibility should not be used to excuse defective administration. Structural analysis should not be used
to excuse deliberate noncompliance.

The Role of Malone Institutions

Malone Global University may address administrative attrition through education, document literacy, case
analysis, navigation training, and research into institutional patterns.

The Malone Political Party may address it through constituent services, policy reform, public accountability,
agency oversight, and legislation.



The Malone Foundation may provide temporary stabilization when administrative delay creates immediate
material harm.

These functions should remain distinct but coordinated.
The complete response is:

Document — Stabilize — Navigate — Escalate — Reform — Measure

Measures of Correction

Administrative reform should be judged through measurable outcomes.
Relevant indicators include:

* processing time;

* number of handoffs;

« document-rejection rates;

* unanswered communications;

« successful corrections;

+ appeal outcomes;

* abandonment rates;

« disparities among groups;

« frequency of repeated requests;
* harm caused by delay.

A process may appear orderly internally while producing unacceptable external failure.

The correct measure is not merely whether the institution completed its procedure. It is whether eligible
people could reach a lawful decision without unnecessary attrition.

Governing Principle
The governing principle is:

Administrative systems shall facilitate lawful decision-making and institutional
integrity without imposing unnecessary complexity, repetition, delay, uncertainty, or
selective burden that predictably defeats legitimate access.

The corresponding rule is:

No institution shall treat exhaustion, abandonment, missed deadlines, or incomplete
records as proof of personal failure without examining whether its own procedures,
communications, delays, errors, or discretionary practices materially produced the
outcome.



Administrative attrition is a form of power exercised through procedure. It can deny without openly

refusing, discriminate without publishing a discriminatory rule, and exhaust people until institutional failure
appears to be their own.

The remedy is not the elimination of administration. It is the design of administration that is clear,
proportionate, reviewable, and accountable for the burdens it creates.
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