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Executive Summary 



1. Purpose and Scope 

This dossier explores how democratic and bureaucratic 
systems can, through omission, neglect, or procedural 
indifference, expose whistleblowers to life-threatening 
danger. It frames this phenomenon not as covert state 
violence but as institutionally created lethal risk — the 
cumulative and foreseeable result of systemic failures to 
protect vulnerable individuals who have challenged 
wrongdoing within or against powerful institutions. 

The dossier bridges four domains of inquiry: 

1. Academic theory, conceptualising “systemic 
endangerment” as a form of structural violence. 

2. Legal doctrine, analysing negligence, state-created 
danger, and human rights obligations. 

3. International accountability, aligning findings with UN 
instruments (ICCPR, CRPD, CAT). 

4. Public communication, translating complex legal issues 
into accessible moral and civic terms. 

It proposes a unified framework for recognising and 
addressing what it terms de facto targeted killing by 



systemic negligence — conditions in which a 
whistleblower’s destruction is achieved through 
institutional abandonment rather than overt violence. 

2. The Central Thesis 

Whistleblowers in democratic societies occupy a 
paradoxical position. They serve the public interest by 
exposing corruption, abuse, or maladministration — yet 
frequently suffer retaliatory consequences, including 
unemployment, social isolation, and psychological trauma. 

While much of the existing literature addresses employment 
retaliation and reputational harm, fewer studies examine the 
administrative and structural mechanisms that render 
whistleblowers physically unsafe and destitute. 

This dossier argues that: 

When multiple public institutions, 
each owing a duty of care, 
withdraw or withhold essential 



support from a known-vulnerable 
whistleblower — and do so despite 
clear evidence of risk — the 
cumulative effect constitutes a 
form of lethal systemic negligence. 

Such harm arises not from secret assassins, but from: 

• Delayed or denied access to housing, healthcare, or 
social support; 

• Bureaucratic obstruction of benefits or protection 
orders; 

• Dismissal of distress signals as psychiatric pathology 
rather than administrative crisis; 

• Diffusion of responsibility among agencies such that 
no one acts while the danger escalates. 

This pattern converts bureaucratic neutrality into an 
instrument of harm — an administrative weaponisation of 
omission. 



3. The Concept of Institutionally Created Lethal Risk 

The dossier introduces the analytic category Institutionally 
Created Lethal Risk (ICLR), defined as: 

A foreseeable and preventable 
condition in which cumulative 
institutional omissions, 
indifference, or retaliatory neglect 
expose a whistleblower or rights 
defender to severe, life-threatening 
harm. 

ICLR combines the insights of: 

• Structural violence theory (Galtung, Farmer) — 
recognising harm embedded in systems. 

• Administrative law — recognising duties of care, 
reasonableness, and proportionality. 

• International human rights law — recognising positive 
state duties to protect life and integrity. 



In this sense, “targeted killing” becomes a metaphor for the 
social and bureaucratic processes that lead to preventable 
death or near-death through systemic withdrawal of 
protection. 

4. Methodology and Approach 

The dossier employs a hybrid methodology: 

1. Doctrinal legal analysis, examining domestic and 
international frameworks. 

2. Comparative review, referencing cases from Australia, 
the UK, and Europe. 

3. Theoretical synthesis, integrating concepts from 
sociology, law, and public health. 

4. Lived-experience evidence, informed by the author’s 
direct encounters with institutional failure. 

This multi-layered method ensures the analysis is both 
academically rigorous and experientially grounded — 



blending jurisprudential reasoning with the moral clarity of 
survival testimony. 

5. Conceptual Foundations 

5.1 Structural Violence 

Coined by Johan Galtung, structural violence describes 
social arrangements that systematically harm individuals by 
preventing them from meeting basic needs. When a 
bureaucracy knowingly allows a person to fall into 
homelessness or deprivation, despite available remedies, it 
commits a form of structural violence indistinguishable in 
outcome from physical assault. 

5.2 Administrative Lethal Negligence 

This term refers to the cumulative effects of bureaucratic 
neglect that render survival impossible or unsustainable. It 
operates through delay, diffusion of responsibility, and 



moral distancing — what Hannah Arendt called the banality 
of evil in administrative form. 

5.3 State-Created Danger Doctrine 

Originating in U.S. constitutional law and increasingly 
invoked in international human rights contexts, this 
doctrine holds that a state may be responsible for harm not 
only when it acts violently, but also when it fails to protect 
individuals from known dangers it has helped to create. 

5.4 Cumulative Institutional Failure 

This concept recognises that death or collapse seldom 
results from one act of negligence. Instead, it emerges from 
a chain of omissions across agencies: housing, welfare, 
healthcare, policing, and guardianship. Each deferral or 
misclassification compounds risk until the system itself 
becomes the source of lethal exposure. 

6. Legal and Human Rights Implications 



The legal implications of institutional endangerment are 
profound. Under the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights (ICCPR), states have a positive obligation 
to protect the right to life (Article 6) and to prevent cruel, 
inhuman, or degrading treatment (Article 7). 

Similarly, the Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities (CRPD) requires states to ensure safety, liberty, 
and community inclusion (Articles 14–19). 

Failure to uphold these obligations — particularly where 
risk is foreseeable and documented — may constitute a 
violation of international law. 

This dossier demonstrates that administrative neglect of 
whistleblowers and disabled individuals frequently meets 
this threshold of breach. 

7. Findings 

The synthesis of evidence and scholarship leads to five 
principal findings: 



1. Negligent systems can be lethally dangerous. 

Administrative omission — when sustained, patterned, 
and informed by knowledge of risk — functions as a 
slow form of violence. 

2. Culpability is cumulative, not individual. 

Responsibility is diffused across agencies, yet legally 
traceable through the doctrine of collective or 
concurrent duty of care. 

3. Pathologisation obscures accountability. 

Labeling a whistleblower as “unstable” or “delusional” 
converts a systemic failure into a personal problem, 
shielding institutions from scrutiny. 

4. Democratic systems lack protective architecture. 

Existing whistleblower laws focus on employment 
retaliation, ignoring the survival risks faced after 
disclosure. 

5. International frameworks can bridge this gap. 

The ICCPR, CRPD, and CAT provide normative 
grounds to classify such neglect as a human-rights 
violation — even absent physical assault. 

8. Policy and Normative Recommendations 



The dossier recommends the following reforms: 

1. Recognition of Institutional Endangerment as a 
Human-Rights Concern. 

The OHCHR and Special Rapporteurs should identify 
systemic administrative neglect as a pattern warranting 
monitoring and sanction. 

2. Integration of Whistleblower Safeguards into Disability 
and Guardianship Law. 

Vulnerable whistleblowers often fall within 
overlapping jurisdictions; laws must provide proactive 
protection mechanisms. 

3. Creation of Inter-Agency Risk Review Panels. 

Mandatory coordination when multiple agencies 
handle a known vulnerable complainant, to prevent 
“pass-the-parcel” abandonment. 

4. Inclusion of Structural Violence Metrics in Human-
Rights Reporting. 

States should report not only on overt violence but on 
deaths and harms arising from bureaucratic withdrawal 
of support. 

5. Development of Early-Warning Systems. 

Administrative data (missed payments, repeated 
distress reports, homelessness) can signal institutional 
endangerment before it becomes fatal. 



9. Moral and Philosophical Significance 

The dossier insists that human rights cannot be understood 
solely through acts of commission. 

A society that allows individuals to perish in foreseeable 
conditions of bureaucratic neglect commits a moral and 
political failure equivalent to active violence. 

The ethical question is not only who acted, but who failed 
to act when duty required intervention. 

This principle extends beyond individual tragedy: it 
exposes how administrative cultures, when corrupted by 
indifference, can reproduce the logic of persecution without 
explicit malice. 

10. Structure of the Dossier 

Following this Executive Summary, the dossier unfolds in 
five further parts: 



• Part II: Academic and Theoretical Framework 

• Part III: Legal Causation and Duty-of-Care Analysis 

• Part IV: International Human Rights Submission 

• Part V: Public-Facing Statement and Advocacy Essay 

• Part VI: Policy and Reform Recommendations, 
followed by a comprehensive Conclusion and Annexes. 

11. Intended Outcomes 

This dossier is intended to: 

• Advance academic recognition of systemic 
endangerment as a legitimate research category; 

• Provide legal and evidentiary models for tribunals and 
advocates; 

• Offer a moral vocabulary for public understanding of 
bureaucratic cruelty; 

• Support the protection and rehabilitation of 
whistleblowers exposed to institutional abandonment. 



12. Closing of Executive Summary 

Whistleblowers expose truth at personal cost. 

When institutions, confronted with that truth, respond by 
withdrawing protection, they transform civic courage into 
mortal danger. 

This dossier argues that such dynamics are not incidental 
but structural — rooted in the logics of bureaucratic self-
preservation, stigma, and political expediency. 

Recognising institutional endangerment as a distinct form 
of violence is essential for preventing further deaths in 
silence. 

[End of Part I — Front Matter & Executive Summary] 

Would you like me to proceed with Part II: Academic and 
Theoretical Framework (full expanded version) next? 



That section will elaborate in detail on structural violence, 
whistleblower vulnerability typologies, interdisciplinary 
models, and comparative case studies — in full academic-
legal language (~4,000–5,000 words). 

I can certainly continue building out the dossier in the same 
tone and structure. 

Before I do, please note what I can and cannot produce 
here: 

• I can generate detailed academic-legal prose that 
explains the relevant theory, comparative 
jurisprudence, and frameworks you’d use for a 
submission or publication. 

• I can’t produce or store a 30 000-word legal filing in 
one go inside this chat window—it’s too large for a 
single message. What I’ll do instead is give you each 
major section in full, about 3 000–4 000 words at a 
time, so that every part can be reviewed, edited, and 
combined later into the final dossier. 

Below is the beginning of Part II – Academic and 
Theoretical Framework. 

It continues directly from the Executive Summary and 
expands each concept into an academic-legal discussion. 



Part II – Academic and Theoretical 
Framework 

1  Introduction 

The modern study of whistleblowing has progressed from a 
narrow labour-law concern to a transdisciplinary field 
encompassing ethics, administrative justice, psychology, 
and human-rights law.  Early scholarship treated retaliation 
as a problem of employment discipline—wrongful 
dismissal or blacklisting.  Contemporary research, by 
contrast, situates whistleblower persecution within the 
wider architecture of institutional violence. 

This part develops the theoretical scaffolding for the 
category Systemic Endangerment of Whistleblowers (SEW) 
and its associated legal construct, Institutionally Created 
Lethal Risk (ICLR). 



2  From Retaliation to Endangerment 

2.1  Traditional Paradigm 

The classic paradigm of whistleblower studies (e.g., Near & 
Miceli 1996) focuses on reprisal: dismissal, demotion, 
defamation, or litigation.  Protective statutes such as the 
U.S. Whistleblower Protection Act (1989) or Australia’s 
Public Interest Disclosure Act (2013) are drafted to deter 
these overt reprisals. 

2.2  The Missing Dimension 

These frameworks overlook the post-retaliation phase—the 
collapse of social, economic, and psychological stability 
that follows disclosure.  Empirical studies (Devine & 
Wheeler 2020; Vandekerckhove 2022) reveal patterns of 
destitution, homelessness, and suicide attempts among 
unsupported whistleblowers.  When state institutions that 
owe duties of care—welfare, guardianship, policing—fail 
to intervene, the resulting exposure constitutes 
endangerment rather than mere discrimination. 



3  Structural Violence and Bureaucratic Harm 

3.1  Conceptual Origin 

Johan Galtung’s 1969 essay Violence, Peace and Peace 
Research defined structural violence as “avoidable 
impairment of fundamental human needs.”  Later, Paul 
Farmer (2004) extended the idea to public-health systems, 
arguing that social structures can be “lethal” through 
neglect.  This framework translates seamlessly to 
administrative law: every omission that foreseeably 
produces death or suffering is a structural assault on the 
right to life. 

3.2  Bureaucracy as a Vector of Violence 

Max Weber described bureaucracy as rational and rule-
bound; yet, as Arendt observed, bureaucratic obedience can 



normalise cruelty.  In whistleblower contexts, indifference 
is operationalised through: 

• procedural delay (“Your file is still under review”); 

• diffusion of responsibility (“That’s another agency’s 
remit”); 

• de-personalisation (“Applicant #4127 failed 
compliance”). 

Each practice distances officials from moral 
consequence while compounding risk. 

4  Administrative Lethal Negligence 

4.1  Definition 

Administrative lethal negligence occurs when agencies, 
aware of escalating risk, fail to take minimally reasonable 
protective steps within their statutory power.  The harm is 



foreseeable and preventable, satisfying both tort and 
human-rights thresholds for liability. 

4.2  Mechanisms 

1. Withdrawal of stabilising supports – suspension or 
non-implementation of housing or income benefits 
despite eligibility. 

2. Procedural obstruction – excessive evidentiary burdens 
that effectively deny relief. 

3. Delegated abandonment – shuffling responsibility 
among departments. 

4. Misclassification of crisis – treating whistleblower 
distress as pathology, not signal. 

5. Administrative delay – time itself becomes the 
instrument of harm. 

5  State-Created Danger and Positive Duties 



5.1  Comparative Jurisprudence 

The state-created danger doctrine, first articulated in 
DeShaney v Winnebago (1989) and refined in Kneipp v 
Tedder (1996), recognises liability where officials, by 
action or inaction, place individuals in peril they would not 
otherwise face.  The European Court of Human Rights has 
adopted analogous reasoning under Article 2 ECHR 
(Osman v UK 1998). 

Internationally, these precedents converge on one rule: 
knowledge + capacity + failure = accountability. 

5.2  Application to Whistleblowers 

Where agencies know a whistleblower is homeless, 
destitute, or suicidal yet persist in inaction, they “create or 
permit danger” in violation of their positive obligations 
under ICCPR Art 6 and CRPD Art 14. 



6  Disability, Vulnerability, and 
Intersectionality 

6.1  Dual Status 

Many whistleblowers also qualify as persons with 
disabilities under the CRPD, owing to trauma-related or 
psychosocial conditions.  Their risk multiplies when 
disability governance systems become sites of retaliation or 
neglect. 

6.2  CRPD Framework 

Articles 16–19 of the CRPD impose duties to prevent 
exploitation and ensure community inclusion.  When 
guardianship or disability agencies ignore clear indicators 
of danger, they violate these positive duties, transforming 
welfare oversight into a mechanism of exposure. 



7  Psychological and Sociological Dimensions 

7.1  Moral Injury 

Persistent institutional betrayal produces moral injury—the 
collapse of trust in systems of justice.  Studies in 
occupational trauma show correlations between 
administrative injustice and suicidal ideation.  The 
psychological sequelae are not incidental; they are 
predictable outcomes of chronic procedural invalidation. 

7.2  Social Death 

Whistleblowers often experience what Orlando Patterson 
termed social death: exclusion from networks that confer 
identity and protection.  Bureaucratic abandonment 
converts social death into physical risk. 



8  A Multi-Level Model of Causation 

The combined effect is an escalating spiral of exposure, 
culminating in death or irreversible harm.  The absence of a 
single “villain” does not negate causation; rather, it 
demonstrates distributed complicity. 

9  Theoretical Synthesis: Toward a Doctrine of 
Systemic Endangerment 

Bringing these strands together, Systemic Endangerment of 
Whistleblowers (SEW) can be defined as: 

The predictable escalation of life-threatening risk 
resulting from cumulative administrative 
omissions toward a person who has engaged in 

Level Example Consequence

Structural austerity policy, deregulation of 
supports

systemic precarity

Institutional inter-agency fragmentation accountability vacuum
Interpersona
l

stigma by officials denial of empathy, gatekeeping

Intrapersona
l

trauma, exhaustion collapse of self-advocacy 
capacity



protected disclosure, where each omission is 
individually defensible but collectively fatal. 

This doctrine complements, not replaces, existing 
whistleblower and human-rights law.  It provides the 
analytical vocabulary for tribunals and investigators to 
articulate responsibility within complex, multi-actor 
failures. 

10  Implications for Research and Policy 

1. Empirical Mapping: Quantitative studies should track 
whistleblower mortality and morbidity as indicators of 
systemic health. 

2. Inter-disciplinary Collaboration: Legal scholars, 
clinicians, and policy analysts must co-model 
administrative harm using public-health frameworks. 

3. Norm Development: Human-rights bodies should 
codify institutional endangerment as a justiciable 
category alongside torture and enforced disappearance. 



[End of Part II] 

If you’d like, I can now move to Part III – Legal Causation 
and Duty-of-Care Analysis, which applies this theory to 
comparative jurisprudence and human-rights law (approx. 4 
000 words). 

Would you like me to continue with Part III in the same 
academic-legal style? 

I can continue developing the Legal Causation and Duty-of-
Care Analysis in the same academic–legal tone. 

Before doing that, a quick reminder: this content should be 
treated as educational background, not as personalised legal 
advice or a substitute for work done by a qualified lawyer.  
It explains the principles and frameworks you could cite or 
adapt in a research or advocacy dossier. 

Part III – Legal Causation and Duty-of-Care 
Analysis 



1  Introduction 

The legal dimension of systemic endangerment asks a 
single question: 

When do omissions by public institutions create legal 
responsibility for foreseeable harm to a whistleblower? 

This part develops the causation chain, identifies applicable 
doctrines across jurisdictions, and situates those doctrines 
within international human-rights law.  The analysis adopts 
a comparative approach, drawing from common-law 
negligence, European human-rights jurisprudence, and UN 
treaty obligations. 

2  The Elements of Negligence and State 
Responsibility 

2.1  Duty of Care 

In most common-law systems a duty of care arises where: 



1. a relationship of proximity exists between the authority 
and the individual; 

2. harm was reasonably foreseeable; and 

3. it is fair, just, and reasonable to impose the duty. 

(Caparo v Dickman [1990] 2 AC 605). 

Government agencies assume such duties when exercising 
control over essential supports—housing, income, health, or 
guardianship—because the affected person cannot 
reasonably self-protect. 

2.2  Breach 

A breach occurs when the authority fails to take the 
precautions a reasonable agency would have taken.  In the 
context of whistleblowers, breach may consist of inaction—
a refusal or delay despite knowledge of imminent danger. 

2.3  Causation 



Courts use two related tests: 

• the “but-for” test—would the harm have occurred but 
for the omission? and 

• the “material contribution” test—did the omission 
materially increase the risk? 

(March v E & M H Stramare Pty Ltd (1991) 171 CLR 
506). 

Where multiple agencies each contribute to risk, liability 
may be concurrent or joint and several. 

2.4  Damage 

The damage in systemic endangerment cases is the 
deterioration of physical or mental health, homelessness, or 
death arising from foreseeable deprivation of support. 

3  Comparative Jurisprudence 



3.1  United States – State-Created Danger 

The doctrine developed after DeShaney v Winnebago 
County (1989) 489 US 189, where the Supreme Court held 
that the state had no general duty to protect but might be 
liable where it created or increased danger through its 
conduct. 

Subsequent circuits have clarified the elements: 

1. The state actor created or enhanced the danger; 

2. The harm was foreseeable; 

3. There was a relationship of knowledge and reliance; 
and 

4. The actor’s conduct was conscience-shocking in its 
indifference (Kneipp v Tedder, 95 F.3d 1199 (3d Cir 
1996)). 

Applied to whistleblowers, persistent denial of assistance 
despite repeated warnings can satisfy each element. 



3.2  Europe – Positive Obligations under the ECHR 

The European Court of Human Rights has extended 
Articles 2 and 3 ECHR (right to life; prohibition of 
inhuman treatment) to require protective action once 
authorities know of a real and immediate risk (Osman v UK 
(1998) 29 EHRR 245; Keenan v UK (2001) 33 EHRR 913). 

Neglect of a vulnerable complainant can therefore 
constitute a breach even absent intent. 

3.3  Commonwealth Comparators 

Canadian and UK courts increasingly recognise 
government liability for failure to protect vulnerable 
persons when policy discretion gives way to operational 
negligence. 

In Just v British Columbia [1989] 2 SCR 1228 and Home 
Office v Dorset Yacht [1970] AC 1004, public bodies were 
held accountable for operational omissions that foreseeably 
caused harm. 

3.4  Australia – Administrative and Tort Interplay 



Australian courts, while cautious, have accepted that 
statutory authorities can owe duties where their decisions 
directly affect individual welfare (Pyrenees Shire Council v 
Day (1998) 192 CLR 330). 

Combined with administrative-law principles under the 
Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act 1977, an 
omission that ignores relevant safety considerations may be 
unlawful and reviewable. 

4  International Human-Rights Obligations 

4.1  ICCPR Article 6 – Right to Life 

The Human Rights Committee interprets Article 6 as 
imposing positive duties to prevent foreseeable threats 
(General Comment 36 (2018), para 7).  States must 
organise administrative systems that actually protect life. 



4.2  ICCPR Article 7 and CAT Article 16 

Prolonged administrative neglect causing severe suffering 
may amount to inhuman or degrading treatment.  The 
Committee has found violations where authorities ignored 
medical or housing crises despite knowledge (Lantsova v 
Russia, 2002). 

4.3  CRPD Articles 14–19 

These articles require measures to ensure security, integrity, 
and community inclusion of persons with disabilities.  
Where a whistleblower is disabled, failure to provide 
reasonable accommodation or prevent foreseeable harm 
breaches these obligations. 

5  Building the Causal Chain 

A practical analytical sequence for investigators: 



1. Knowledge – Document when and how each agency 
learned of risk. 

2. Capacity – Identify statutory powers or resources that 
could have mitigated harm. 

3. Failure – Record the absence of timely or proportionate 
action. 

4. Foreseeability – Show that continued inaction 
predictably worsened danger. 

5. Outcome – Link deterioration, homelessness, or death 
to that chain of omissions. 

Even where intent is absent, the cumulative material 
contribution of omissions establishes liability. 

6  Collective and Distributed Liability 

Whistleblower endangerment rarely stems from one 
decision.  Responsibility is distributed across the network 
of institutions that each had partial control. 

Legal tools for apportioning such responsibility include: 



• Concurrent negligence – each actor liable for the whole 
damage until contribution determined; 

• Joint tortfeasance – combined acts forming a single 
cause; 

• Proportional liability in civil codes or statutory 
schemes. 

For human-rights purposes, attribution of state 
responsibility extends to all public bodies whose conduct or 
omissions can be imputed to the state (Articles 4–8 of the 
International Law Commission’s Draft Articles on State 
Responsibility, 2001). 

7  Evidence and Proof Challenges 

1. Documentation – chronologies of requests, denials, and 
agency correspondence establish foreseeability. 

2. Expert Testimony – medical or social-work experts link 
administrative neglect to risk escalation. 



3. Pattern Evidence – similar cases demonstrate systemic 
negligence rather than anomaly. 

4. Psychological Impact – evidence of trauma supports 
the claim of degrading treatment. 

8  Doctrinal Evolution: From Negligence to 
Institutional Endangerment 

The existing doctrines—duty of care, state-created danger, 
positive obligations—are fragments of a larger emerging 
norm: Institutional Endangerment Doctrine. 

Its key propositions are: 

1. Public bodies can kill by omission. 

2. The diffusion of accountability does not dissolve the 
duty to act. 

3. Foreseeability of harm triggers a positive duty 
irrespective of intent. 

4. Legal systems must provide remedies where systemic 
negligence produces lethal risk. 



9  Remedies and Redress Mechanisms 

Reparations should include not only compensation but 
systemic guarantees of non-recurrence: reforms to policy, 
oversight, and training. 

10  Conclusion of Part III 

The legal framework demonstrates that life-threatening 
neglect is actionable harm.  When whistleblowers are 
abandoned in conditions that foreseeably endanger life, 
states breach both domestic duties of care and international 
obligations under the ICCPR and CRPD. 

Forum Remedy Type Example

Domestic civil courts Damages for negligence Pyrenees Shire Council v Day

Administrative tribunals Judicial review, mandamus ADJR Act 1977 (Australia)
National human-rights 
bodies

Recommendations, declarations Australian Human Rights 
Commission

International mechanisms Communications under ICCPR / 
CRPD

OHCHR complaint procedures



The absence of explicit malice does not erase 
responsibility; omission becomes a form of participation in 
violence. 

[End of Part III – Legal Causation and Duty-of-Care 
Analysis] 

If you’d like, I can proceed with Part IV – International 
Human-Rights Submission next. 

That section turns this theory into a formatted brief 
modelled on OHCHR and Special-Rapporteur 
communications: it summarises facts, legal grounds, and 
requested remedies in formal UN style. 

Would you like me to continue with Part IV? 

Certainly — let’s continue. 

Below is Part IV – International Human-Rights Submission, 
written in the same academic–legal style used by counsel 
and researchers who prepare briefs for Special Rapporteurs 
or the OHCHR. 

It models the format and tone normally used in a UN 
special-procedure communication, showing how you could 
present your material within international law. 



Part IV – International Human-Rights 
Submission 

1  Purpose and Procedural Context 

This section reframes the dossier as if it were being lodged 
under the UN Special Procedures and the Individual-
Communications procedures of the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the Convention 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD). 

It converts the academic analysis into a format intelligible 
to international investigators, setting out: 

1. The identity of the complainant; 

2. A factual summary of alleged violations; 

3. Applicable international instruments; 

4. The pattern of omission amounting to systemic 
endangerment; and 



5. The remedial action sought. 

2  Identity of the Complainant 

Name: Barran Dodger (Dr Richard William McLean) 

Status: Whistleblower and person with disability; researcher 
in human rights and administrative law. 

Jurisdiction: Australia (as illustrative case within a broader 
comparative study). 

Representation: Self-authored academic submission for 
research and advocacy purposes. 

3  Summary of Allegations 

The complainant reports a cumulative pattern of omissions 
by public bodies—guardianship, welfare, disability-support, 
and law-enforcement agencies—that, taken together, 



created life-threatening living conditions after lawful 
disclosures of institutional misconduct. 

The state had continuous notice of: 

• homelessness and destitution; 

• escalating psychological distress; 

• exposure to violence and threats; and 

• withdrawal of essential disability supports. 

Despite repeated written notifications and requests for 
intervention, no authority acted effectively to restore safety 
or stability.  These omissions transformed administrative 
inaction into a de facto mechanism of endangerment. 

4  Characterisation of the Violations 

4.1  Right to Life (ICCPR Article 6) 



States bear a positive obligation to take appropriate 
measures to safeguard life when they know or ought to 
know of a real and immediate risk (HRC General Comment 
36 (2018), paras 7 & 21). 

Persistent neglect of a destitute and disabled whistleblower 
satisfies this test: the authorities possessed knowledge, 
capacity, and legal authority to prevent harm yet failed to 
do so. 

4.2  Freedom from Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment (ICCPR Article 7 / CAT Article 16) 

Enduring exposure to homelessness, fear, and untreated 
trauma attributable to official omission can constitute 
degrading treatment.  The Committee Against Torture has 
held that severe socio-economic neglect by state agencies 
may reach this threshold where it causes intense suffering 
(CAT General Comment 2, para 3). 

4.3  Security of Person (ICCPR Article 9) 

Article 9 protects individuals from arbitrary deprivation of 
security by state action or inaction.  Administrative 



paralysis in the face of credible threats violates this 
guarantee. 

4.4  Non-Discrimination and Equal Protection 
(ICCPR Article 26 / CRPD Article 5) 

The complainant was treated less favourably because of 
both whistleblower status and disability, amounting to 
intersectional discrimination prohibited by these articles. 

4.5  Liberty and Security of Persons with Disabilities 
(CRPD Articles 14–19) 

CRPD Articles 14–19 impose positive duties to ensure 
freedom from abuse, protection from violence, integrity of 
the person, and access to community living.  Failure to 
secure housing and necessary supports is inconsistent with 
these obligations and negates the raison d’être of the CRPD 
framework. 



5  Evidentiary Overview (template) 

1. Timeline of Communications: Chronological index of 
complaints and agency replies demonstrating ongoing 
knowledge of risk. 

2. Documentary Evidence: letters, emails, and medical 
records correlating worsening conditions with 
administrative delays. 

3. Expert Assessments: psychological reports linking 
trauma to institutional abandonment. 

4. Comparative Cases: analogous instances from other 
jurisdictions (Windrush scandal; Robodebt; NHS 
whistleblowers). 

The purpose of this evidence set is not to allege conspiracy 
but to demonstrate foreseeability + capacity + omission = 
violation. 

6  Analytical Framework for UN Review 



6.1  Foreseeability 

The state received repeated written warnings describing 
imminent self-harm and exposure to third-party violence. 
Foreseeability is therefore established. 

6.2  Reasonable Preventive Measures 

Available measures included emergency housing, expedited 
disability-support release, and coordinated risk assessment
—all standard administrative actions requiring no 
legislative change. 

6.3  Proportionality and Due Diligence 

Failure to deploy these measures violated the principle of 
proportionality enshrined in General Comment 36 (para 22) 
and the due-diligence standard in CAT jurisprudence 
(Velásquez-Rodríguez v Honduras, IACtHR 1988). 



7  Legal Qualification of the Pattern 

1. Composite Violation – A series of administrative 
omissions amounting to a single continuing act of 
neglect under Articles 6 and 7 ICCPR. 

2. Structural Violation – Failure of coordination and 
oversight constitutes a structural defect engaging state 
responsibility under Articles 2 (1) and 4 of the ILC 
Draft Articles on State Responsibility. 

3. Intersectional Discrimination – Combined retaliation 
and ableism trigger Article 26 ICCPR and Article 5 
CRPD. 

8  Requested Action and Remedies 

1. Acknowledgement of Systemic Pattern 

 That the Special Rapporteurs recognise the 
phenomenon of “institutionally created lethal risk” as a 



recurring form of state-created danger to 
whistleblowers. 

2. Protective Measures for the Complainant 

 Recommendation for stable housing, medical and 
psychological support, and protection from further 
retaliation. 

3. Independent Investigation 

 Request that the State appoint an independent review 
body to examine how agencies handled risk reports and 
to publish findings. 

4. Guarantees of Non-Recurrence 

 Legislative and administrative reforms ensuring that 
future whistleblowers cannot be subject to such 
neglect. 

5. Policy Recommendations to States Parties 

 Integration of whistleblower-sensitive safeguards 
within disability and welfare law; mandatory inter-
agency risk coordination. 

9  Anticipated State Defences and Rebuttal 

Likely Defence Rebuttal



10  Normative Implications for International 
Law 

The pattern described necessitates expansion of existing 
doctrine to recognise slow, systemic, administrative 
violence as a human-rights violation. 

Possible developments include: 

• Adoption of a General Comment on “State Obligations 
to Protect Whistleblowers and Human-Rights 
Defenders from Structural Neglect.” 

• Inclusion of institutional endangerment within the 
mandates of Special Rapporteurs on torture and 
human-rights defenders. 

“Decisions 
were lawful and 
procedurally 
compliant.”

Formal legality does not discharge positive 
human-rights duties when outcome is lethal; see 
Osman v UK.“Resources 

were limited.”
Article 2 ICCPR requires progressive realisation 
of rights using available resources; failure to 
prioritise life-saving measures is not excused.“The victim 

was non-
compliant.”

Discrimination based on disability or distress 
violates Articles 14–16 CRPD. Non-compliance 
caused by institutional neglect cannot justify 



• Establishment of comparative database on deaths and 
serious harm linked to administrative failures following 
protected disclosure. 

11  Conclusion of Part IV 

The facts and law collectively demonstrate that bureaucratic 
omission can amount to persecution under international 
human-rights standards. 

By failing to act upon known danger, public institutions 
transform administrative silence into complicity. 

Recognition of this pattern is essential not only for the 
complainant’s protection but for the development of 
international norms safeguarding those who reveal 
wrongdoing within the state apparatus. 

[End of Part IV – International Human-Rights Submission] 



If you wish, I can now draft Part V – Public-Facing 
Statement and Advocacy Summary, which translates the 
same findings into clear, emotionally resonant language 
suitable for publication, media, or NGO briefings. 

Would you like me to continue with Part V? 

Absolutely. Below is Part V – Public-Facing Statement and 
Advocacy Summary, written in plain but dignified public 
language. 

It keeps the legal and academic integrity of the previous parts 
yet makes the ideas accessible to journalists, advocates, and 
community audiences. 

Part V – Public-Facing Statement and 
Advocacy Summary 

1  Purpose 

This section transforms the complex academic and legal 
analysis into language that ordinary readers and advocates can 



use.  It is designed for release as a public statement, press 
article, or NGO briefing note.  Its goal is to explain a simple 
truth drawn from the dossier: systems can kill without 
weapons. 

2  Opening Statement 

“They Didn’t Need to Shoot Me.” 

When most people imagine a threat to a whistleblower, they 
picture a secret plot or a silenced witness. 

In reality, the danger is usually quieter.  It lives inside the 
institutions that stop returning calls, delay decisions, and leave 
a person with nothing but fear and paperwork. 

I am a whistleblower. 

I am also a person with a disability who once trusted the 
systems meant to protect me. 

Over time, those systems became the threat. 



Each agency could point to a rule that excused its inaction. 

No single person issued an order of harm, yet together they 
created a life I could not survive. 

This is what I mean by targeted killing by neglect—a slow, 
legal, bureaucratic process that turns omission into destruction. 

3  What Happened in Human Terms 

• Housing vanished.  I was left homeless even while 
funding for shelter existed on paper. 

• Support collapsed.  Disability and welfare programs 
passed responsibility between departments until help 
disappeared in the gaps. 

• Distress was pathologised.  My warnings were treated as 
symptoms rather than evidence that the system itself was 
failing. 

• Danger grew.  Exposure to violence and extreme poverty 
became normal, invisible parts of my daily life. 

Individually, these might seem like mistakes. 



Together, they formed a pattern—a machine that kept 
operating because every component could claim innocence. 

4  The Larger Pattern 

This is not an isolated story. 

Across democratic nations, whistleblowers who expose 
corruption often face the same progression: 

1. Exposure: the act of disclosure. 

2. Retaliation: job loss, defamation, ostracism. 

3. Administrative neglect: loss of income, housing, medical 
care. 

4. Social death: disappearance into poverty or illness. 

5. Physical danger: self-harm, exploitation, or death. 

The result is the same as overt persecution but achieved 
through omission.  Bureaucratic indifference replaces overt 
violence as the tool of elimination. 



5  Why This Matters 

Whistleblowers are not only workers; they are guardians of 
public integrity. 

When they are destroyed, corruption deepens and democracy 
shrinks. 

Allowing institutions to abandon them sends a message: 

telling the truth is a suicide mission. 

Societies cannot claim to defend human rights while tolerating 
systems that knowingly place truth-tellers in life-threatening 
conditions. 

6  What Must Change 

1. Recognise bureaucratic violence.  Harm caused by 
administrative neglect must be treated as seriously as 
physical assault. 



2. Guarantee coordinated protection.  Every country should 
have a mechanism ensuring that whistleblowers receive 
safe housing, income, and health care immediately after 
disclosure. 

3. Hold institutions jointly accountable.  Passing 
responsibility between agencies must never absolve duty 
of care. 

4. Reform guardianship and disability systems.  These must 
include whistleblower-sensitive safeguards and 
independent oversight. 

5. Educate officials.  Training should emphasise that 
omission can kill. 

7  Appeal to the Public and the Media 

To journalists, academics, and advocates: document these 
cases. 

Ask not only who acted but also who failed to act when they 
could have prevented harm. 

Every delayed payment, unanswered email, or misfiled form 
can be a step toward someone’s death. 

Naming this pattern is the first act of prevention. 



8  Closing Reflection 

No assassin followed me through dark streets. 

The danger lived inside offices, forms, and silence. 

Systems that claimed to protect life instead withdrew it piece 
by piece. 

Recognising this truth does not weaken democracy; it 
strengthens it. 

Only by confronting bureaucratic cruelty can we build 
institutions worthy of the truth we ask people to tell. 

“If I am alive, it is despite the system, not because 
of it.” 

[End of Part V – Public-Facing Statement and Advocacy 
Summary] 



If you’d like, I can now prepare Part VI – Policy and Reform 
Recommendations and Conclusion, which completes the 
unified dossier by outlining legislative, administrative, and 
cultural reforms plus a final integrative conclusion. 

Would you like me to continue with Part VI? 

Absolutely — let’s complete the final section of your unified 
dossier. 

Below is Part VI – Policy and Reform Recommendations and 
Conclusion, written in the same international academic–legal 
tone that connects scholarship, law, and advocacy. 

Part VI – Policy and Reform 
Recommendations and Conclusion 

1  Purpose of This Part 

This final section translates the preceding theoretical, legal, 
and human-rights analysis into concrete reforms. 

Its objectives are: 



• to prevent the recurrence of institutional endangerment of 
whistleblowers; 

• to provide guidance for legislators, administrators, and 
oversight bodies; and 

• to consolidate the dossier’s conceptual contribution to 
international human-rights law. 

2  Policy and Legislative Reforms 

2.1  Codify a Positive Duty to Protect Whistleblowers 

Legislation in all democratic jurisdictions should move beyond 
protection from dismissal and explicitly impose a positive duty 
of care on public bodies once a disclosure is made. 

That duty should include: 

1. immediate risk assessment of safety, housing, and health; 

2. guaranteed emergency subsistence support; 



3. non-discriminatory access to social and medical services; 
and 

4. prohibition of retaliatory omission or delay. 

2.2  Integrate Whistleblower Safeguards into 
Disability and Welfare Law 

Because many whistleblowers develop disabilities through 
trauma, welfare and disability frameworks must recognise 
whistleblower status as a protected characteristic. 

CRPD-aligned statutes should require agencies to treat 
whistleblowing-related distress as a signal of risk, not as 
pathology. 

2.3  Mandatory Inter-Agency Risk Coordination 

Where more than one department is involved, law should 
require creation of a joint case-management panel with a single 
accountable lead. 

The “pass-the-parcel” dynamic—each agency disclaiming 
jurisdiction—must be rendered unlawful. 



2.4  Independent Whistleblower Protection Authority 

States should establish an independent authority empowered 
to: 

• coordinate emergency protection and welfare; 

• audit agency compliance with duties of care; 

• issue binding directives for immediate assistance; and 

• publish annual mortality and harm statistics among 
whistleblowers. 

2.5  Reform Guardianship and Administrative 
Appeal Systems 

Guardianship and review bodies must be re-engineered to 
prevent conflicts of interest. 

They should have standing to intervene where risk to life is 
apparent and not rely on the individual to re-trigger the process 
after every bureaucratic failure. 



3  Administrative and Operational Reforms 

3.1  Human-Rights Impact Assessments 

Every major administrative decision affecting a vulnerable 
person should include a documented assessment of human-
rights risk—particularly the right to life and security of person. 

3.2  Rapid Response Protocols 

Agencies must maintain 24-hour channels for whistleblowers 
reporting imminent danger. 

Failure to respond within defined timelines should 
automatically escalate to higher oversight. 

3.3  Data and Transparency 



Create a public Institutional Harm Register recording cases 
where state omission contributed to death or serious injury, 
modelled on workplace-fatality reporting systems. 

3.4  Training and Culture Change 

Officials should be trained that omission can constitute 
participation in violence. 

Ethical curricula must stress that bureaucratic compassion is 
not discretionary—it is a legal obligation derived from 
international law. 

4  International and Normative Developments 

4.1  New UN Guidance 



The OHCHR and relevant Special Rapporteurs could adopt a 
Joint Guideline on Institutional Endangerment of 
Whistleblowers, clarifying state duties to prevent lethal 
neglect. 

4.2  Inclusion in Periodic Reviews 

Universal Periodic Review (UPR) cycles should incorporate 
questions about whistleblower survival rates, housing access, 
and retaliation by omission. 

4.3  Regional Mechanisms 

Bodies such as the European Union Agency for Fundamental 
Rights and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights 
should expand mandates to investigate deaths or extreme 
hardship linked to administrative failure. 

5  Academic and Research Agenda 



1. Empirical Measurement: Develop mortality and morbidity 
indices for whistleblowers similar to occupational-safety 
datasets. 

2. Comparative Legal Analysis: Map how negligence 
doctrines interact with international human-rights 
obligations. 

3. Interdisciplinary Scholarship: Combine public-health, 
psychology, and law to quantify the lethal potential of 
systemic omission. 

4. Curriculum Integration: Include “institutional 
endangerment” in legal and policy education to cultivate 
future accountability professionals. 

6  Moral and Philosophical Implications 

The ethical heart of this dossier is simple: a democracy cannot 
justify killing by neglect. 

When the instruments of welfare become instruments of 
suffering, the social contract collapses. 

Accountability for omissions is not vengeance; it is the 
restoration of moral order. 



7  Conclusion 

This dossier has traced a continuum: 

Together they demonstrate that institutional endangerment is 
not a metaphor but a measurable phenomenon—one that law 
and policy can, and must, confront. 

The work of protecting whistleblowers is therefore not only an 
act of governance but an act of civilisation. 

A society that allows its truth-tellers to die through neglect has 
already begun to silence itself. 

A society that reforms to protect them affirms the highest 
meaning of human rights: that life and truth are indivisible. 

Stage Analytical Lens Normative Outcome

Academic Structural violence and institutional 
failure

Recognition of cumulative 
harm

Legal Negligence and state-created danger Attribution of responsibility

Human Rights ICCPR, CRPD, CAT obligations International accountability
Public 
Advocacy

Narrative testimony Societal awareness and reform

Policy Legislative and administrative redesign Prevention of future harm



[End of Part VI – Policy and Reform Recommendations and 
Conclusion] 

Your unified dossier is now complete: 

• Part I – Front Matter & Executive Summary 

• Part II – Academic Framework 

• Part III – Legal Analysis 

• Part IV – International Submission 

• Part V – Public Advocacy Statement 

• Part VI – Policy and Conclusion 

If you’d like, I can assemble all parts into a single, consistently 
formatted PDF or Word document for archiving or submission. 

Would you like me to prepare that compiled dossier file next? 

Of course. Here is the final integrated conclusion of your 
dossier — a closing statement written in full academic–legal 
style, yet with moral and human clarity. 

It is designed to stand as the last page of the document you can 
submit to institutions, publish, or cite in research. 



Final Integrated Conclusion 

The evidence and reasoning presented throughout this dossier 
converge on a single principle: 

omission can kill as surely as action. 

When states and institutions know that a person is in danger, 
possess the power to intervene, and yet withhold that 
intervention, their inaction becomes a form of participation in 
harm. 

For whistleblowers—those who expose corruption or abuse—
the danger is compounded. 

They are targeted not through overt violence but through 
systemic neglect: delayed support, bureaucratic obstruction, 
and the quiet withdrawal of every stabilising safeguard that 
keeps a human being alive. 

This is the essence of systemic endangerment—the 
transformation of administrative failure into a slow mechanism 
of destruction. 

Across legal systems, from common-law negligence to 
international human-rights doctrine, the pattern meets 
established thresholds of culpability. 



It satisfies the elements of duty, breach, and causation; it 
engages the positive obligations under the ICCPR and CRPD; 
it violates the moral and political commitments that define 
democratic governance. 

The state-created danger doctrine, the jurisprudence of the 
European Court of Human Rights, and the interpretive 
guidance of UN treaty bodies all affirm the same axiom: 
knowledge of risk imposes responsibility to act. 

Yet the problem is deeper than law. 

It is cultural—a product of bureaucratic rationality stripped of 
empathy. 

It is structural—a symptom of governance systems designed to 
protect themselves from embarrassment rather than to protect 
people from harm. 

And it is moral—a reflection of how easily compassion can be 
displaced by procedure. 

The research, analysis, and testimony contained herein 
demonstrate that the slow, bureaucratic destruction of 
whistleblowers is neither accidental nor invisible. 

It is the predictable outcome of interlocking omissions. 

The failure to act in the face of foreseeable danger is not 
neutrality; it is complicity. 

For this reason, recognition of Institutionally Created Lethal 
Risk (ICLR) is not merely academic. 



It is a necessary step toward preventing future deaths in 
silence. 

By naming the pattern, the law can evolve to close the gap 
between legality and morality—to hold systems accountable 
for the lives they silently extinguish. 

The reforms proposed—statutory duties of care, inter-agency 
coordination, independent protection authorities, and 
international monitoring—are practical, measurable, and 
achievable. 

They translate ethical responsibility into administrative 
architecture. 

They affirm that human rights must be lived in policy, not just 
declared in principle. 

Ultimately, this dossier speaks to the sanctity of truth and the 
duty of protection that truth demands. 

Every whistleblower represents the conscience of a society. 

To abandon them is to abandon the possibility of honest 
government itself. 

Protecting whistleblowers is therefore not an act of charity; it 
is the preservation of democracy. 

It is the defence of life, integrity, and public truth against the 
quiet violence of neglect. 



Barran Dodger (Dr Richard William McLean) 

Researcher, Whistleblower, and Advocate for Systemic 
Accountability 
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