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This presentation is based on my PhD research and the fieldwork I did for this in 2002/3 – which explored the ways in which the contradictions intrinsic to the welfare provisions of this important piece of legislation - the 1999 IAA were lived out daily by those involved in implementing it and the people it was aimed at, people seeking asylum in the UK. 
The contradictions operate on a number of levels from the macro – that is the wider, global & transnational level, to the meso (or middling) of national institutions such as welfare states, to the micro or individual level of everyday experience. The key tensions are those of exclusion & inclusion. So, nation states are bound to inclusive universalist human rights obligations, such as the Geneva Convention, as well as, whatever your take on globalisation protecting their territorial and welfare state boundaries & the particularist interest in their polity or citizens. This involves excluding those deemed undeserving of receiving the benefits or social rights of welfare states. 
In particular, more and more, when increasing numbers of forced migrants arrived in Europe and the UK, governments began using welfare policies as a form of internal immigration control, using a variety of mechanisms such as checks by welfare gatekeepers on immigration status to decide eligibility. This had implications for voluntary sector agencies, which in Third Way style, were contracted by the NL government to deliver welfare, becoming, as Clarke and Newman(1997) put it ‘the dispersed state’. 
The tensions of this role has an effect on the everyday lived experience of front line workers and agencies delivering often contentious inclusionary but exclusionary welfare support, and of course the recipients & targets of welfare which is also a mechanism of immigration control, in particular people seeking asylum. 

The important piece of legislation which embodied these tensions most clearly was the 1999 IAA. To set the scene, you will remember the media and political frenzy around this time when daily rhetoric echoed around the country painted a picture of ‘hoardes’ of ‘bogus’ people flooding into Europe and Britain in order to sponge off ‘our’ over-generous welfare system. As Geddes (2000:167) said, “there is no more potent contemporary myth than the immigrant welfare scrounger”. 
In response to this the NL government, going back on its promises during the 1997 election rolled out the 1999 !AA. Griffiths (2005:41) called this ‘a radical point of departure in UK asylum policy’. And Steve Cohen (2001:24) argued that it represented “a watershed as Part VI of the Act ‘support for asylum seekers’ constitutes a qualitative leap in the link between welfare and immigration status”. 

Mynott (2002) called it ‘an apartheid system for asylum seekers’ on the grounds that it was separate and unequal. 
The Act was EXPLICITLY designed as a mechanism of deterrence &, in response to popular prejudices, to separate the deserving from the undeserving, the genuine from the bogus – as Geddes (2001:143) put it ‘to demarcate more tightly the community of legitimate receivers of welfare state benefits’. The gov white paper (Home Office, 1998:39) to the Act said ‘in order to ensure those in genuine hardship are not left destitute, the government is committed to providing such a safety net, but is determined to do so in such a way which minimises the incentive for abuse’

The effects and AIMS of this, Geddes (2001:143) argued was to stop asylum seekers being able to live a normal social life  - a “constant anormalisation of social life” - in order to prevent integration & settlement, so that migration could be reversed & people removed more easily. 
Griffiths et al. (2005:56)  talks of differential processes of exclusion & inclusion in policies such as these, sitting uneasily together – with the principle of non-integration at the reception phase as a vast apparatus of deterrence is wielded against asylum seekers, is replaced by the stated aims of social inclusion & integration if they are granted refugee status.
As you will know many VS refugee support agencies were invited by the government to implement the Act and deliver welfare services. Many accepted and came under fire from some of playing a part, as Cohen put it, “in a system which is directly antagonistic to the interests of refugees”. Cohen (2001:19) accused such agencies of collusion (even ‘dining with the devil) that they would be ‘transformed into agents of immigration control’, ‘designated poor law enforcers’(Cohen, 2002:143). And Duvell & Jordan (2000: 3) suggested this was the ‘dirty work of social policy’ – involving ‘intentional & systematic deprivation by official agencies of the means of dignified existence’. 
The safety net of support was so flimsy that the voluntary & informal sectors would be left picking up the pieces, Dwyer (2005:27) argued. 

I found Lipsky’s (1980) generic analysis of front line welfare workers – or as he called them, street level bureaucrats – useful, because, as he suggested written policy is much more messy in practice. There is A LITTLE flexibility in how it is delivered, and the routines & practices they develop in effect BECOME the policy, so these workers in important ways are not just implementers but MAKERS of public policy like this. 
As you probably know several well-established refugee support agencies, agreed to implement and deliver (or as Lipsky put it, in some ways MAKE) the initial reception phase of the new NASS process of welfare support. They were contracted by NASS to receive newly arrived and claiming asylum seekers, screen them for destitution, if they passed this screening process they were assisted in applying for NASS support, housed in emergency accommodation, told of their rights & responsibilities and then the reception assistant would implement their dispersal around Britain. 

I did my research with one of these, Refugee Arrivals Project (RAP), based in west London and contracted to receive new arrivals from the London airports. I spent 8 months doing an ethnography, which involved going into the organisation for approximately 3 days a week, to immerse myself in the setting to try to understand it from these different actors viewpoints. This involved observing daily interactions & practices, interviewing people and analysing documents and their use. 
So, how was this policy experienced in practice? 

To begin with, reception was designed to be a very short phase of at the most 2 months prior to dispersal, but as RAP testified, the system broke down almost as it started, which meant that RAP (and agencies like them) ended up housing & supporting large numbers of people for months, sometimes up to a year. One worker said that they were left trying to deal with the problems of ‘a bottleneck’ of large numbers of people living in difficult ‘emergency’ conditions. LA s were slow to find accommodation in dispersal regions, particularly for those most in need, such as disabled people. A TL said

“as the numbers increased, the amount of paperwork NASS had to complete was becoming bigger & bigger & bigger. They didn’t have systems in place because it was meant to be,  ‘you enter, you fill the form in, that’s assessed, validated, we find you accommodation, you move on’. There was no capacity for ‘you come in, OK you’re disabled, you’re in a wheelchair, so how do we deal with that?’. . . it started to breakdown around October of 2000”

RAP workers agreed that in practice they quickly became not ‘partners’ but an agent of NASS & their role was effectively compromised because, as several described it “ours hands are tied”. One worker said

“I think the services WE offer. . . is as fair as it possibly can be, in the system we’re in and the problem we have as an organisation is we’ve got our hands completely tied. . . because our funding doesn’t allow. . . pretty much, they do say ‘jump!’ and you say ‘How high?’ and that’s it”

In practice, workers testified – this meant that they had to be flexible, to bend & stretch themselves to meet the demands of the “cumbersome & unresponsive” NASS bureaucracy. One worker put it

“It’s always us bending over backwards. . . it’s a big bureaucracy, everything takes a long time to filter through and simple changes take months to realise. They have a top-down approach. . . we tried to maintain a good relationship with NASS. . . but their staff are coming and going and you feel like you’re training people all the time. It’s quite frustrating and you feel like you are banging your head against a brick wall” 

Another said

“On a weekly basis alot of it is dealing with. . . so much hourly change with the legislation. . . one minute you are doing it one way, the next minute you do it another”

This constant change & flexibility to try to respond to an inflexible NASS was felt by RAP’s asylum seeking clients – one young mum said

“their system changes in a twinkling of an eye. You see them bring this system today, tomorrow they bring another system” “some people are getting less money some people are getting more. . . some people are even getting nothing! We don’t understand. . . they don’t alight us”

RAP were tied into the bureaucratic dominance of NASS, which had several effects for workers and clients
One SM said 

“their is no room for creativity now. . . it is so slow now. Before. . . in one day I moved 150 people across 14 London boroughs, in 2 stages. NASS can’t do this in a week”

It meant endless waiting for clients & frustrating work for workers

“If you are an asylum seeker and you have a problem, probably it will take 4 or 5 or 6 hours before you can get a response from NASS”

“It is very difficult to deal with them. . . it’s very hard to get hold, they keep changing the numbers and the sections. . . and anyone who hasn’t decided on the case it seems like they don’t want to touch it or take any decisions, nobody takes any decisions, nobody gives you decisions immediately they say, oh blah blah blah... passing you on. . . sometimes you spend a whole day passing from one number to another”
This inefficiency & Kafkaesque NASS labyrinth. . . had real & serious effects on asylum seeking clients lives. For instance, when I first met one of my key participants, I call Christine, crying silently in one of RAP offices she was 8 months pregnant and had a 2 year old child. She had been in emergency accommodation for 3 months already & was desperate to be dispersed before she had her baby, but had just found out that for the 2nd  time she had been lost in the system and NASS had no record of her. She had just had to fill out a form for the 3rd time and felt despairing. Over the 8 months I knew Christine she often described herself as ‘hanging’ – as is often said, living in a limbo – with no solid ground under her feet
She said on one occasion

“I don’t say everything here is bad, but the moment you are asylum seeking, Oh MY GOD! It’s a nightmare, and I’ve gone through hell. . . HELL! Until I’ve got my papers, that’s the only way out. . . that’s when you’ve really finished everything. . .At least you know where you are going. . . At least you’ve got a destiny. . . At least you know where you’re life is leading. But when you don’t have the papers that’s a really bad situation. . . you’re hanging! You don’t know where you are the next minute. If you’re back up? Or maybe you’re still here? Or maybe somewhere else. They keep tossing you around” 

Another aspect of having their hands tied by NASS was the imperative to meet targets. . . as one TL said to a PW

“whilst we are monitoring this, you know the pressure. You know what the responsibility is: to empty the waiting room. That’s the issue of the day”

She was referring to RAP’s attempt to put a cap on the number of clients each PW dealt with each day at 6 – because before that, as she said, it had just become “like a factory” with people going off sick all the time. But the PW said,

“if 2 of our cases are difficult, we can’t do all of them. . .” and “if we go for quantity we cannot go for quality”

The dominance of NASS bureaucracy & targets meant that RAP workers struggled to treat people humanely or, as Lipsky (1980) put it “as whole persons” – rather than “as bundles of bureaucratically relevant attributes”. You would often here people referred to in terms of their bureaucratic label
“We are trying to get through all these walk-ins, because some-one has filled in TWO forms with 20 appointments each” 

One TL complained. People were known as “walk-ins”; “subs-only” “Self-rides”; “in-country” etc (and sometimes less neutral derogatory labels were used), such as “untouchables” – for those RAP workers should refuse to help. 

However, they always AIMED to – the daily mantra of a TL to her staff was “These are human beings we are dealing with you know, not numbers!”
 As well as the imperative to meet targets, there was the imperative from NASS for RAP to control access to welfare. RAP had managed to gain a concession from NASS to give some people, who ended up staying there a long time & perhaps had special needs, like being a nursing mother, a little cash to buy food to cook themselves rather than having to go to the institutional canteens of the hostels. However, NASS were very keen to crack down on this.  A SM said NASS
“we’re very concerned that that is acting as an incentive to stay. . . concerned about the number of people on cash. . . So we’re getting a handle on it. Otherwise it was getting out of hand, people making decisions willy nilly. . . for not good reasons” 

However, this could often mean confrontations with clients who could, as the SM said “get very very angry”, because as she also said, people had very good reasons for wanting to cook their own food. 

When it came to implementing dispersal, RAP’s role could become more coercive in order to gain the compliance of clients. Their tactics were not always entirely honest, as they used what was sometimes known as “the pressurizing process” – which could involve ‘cancelling’ a client from NASS & ‘putting them out’ of their room in EA, for a day, in order to get them to comply to being dispersed. 
Because their role was compromised – their hands tied by NASS - , as a RAP SM put it, the organisation found it a struggle to maintain their integrity – that is to hold onto and follow their original aims & guiding principles as a RSA. As Lipsky (1980) put it, these street level workers tried to find ways to ‘salvage their service ideals’

One PW, said of his job – that it “is difficult to try to put a human face on an inhuman system” 

But they obviously tried  – the majority of workers, being refugees themselves were able to offer genuine empathy and a friendly face – one of the workers said she always says to people – don’t worry, look at me! This meant a lot to some people.
RAP also offered a variety of services beyond NASS requirements, such as providing information about MF and easy access to an assessment. This could lead to a similar hope but also despair over getting extra support if tortured, but also being able to stay in London. On one occasion a TL came into the office in tears having heard that a man, rejected for support by the MF, had put his head through a glass door in despair – she said the man was ‘sobbing like a baby’ – and his wife had 
On another occasion, on hearing the news that he had been ‘cancelled’ by NASS, thinking he was at the end of the road, had gone back to his hostel and set light to himself – the insight of the hostel manager saved him and all the others living there.

One key difficulty was the difficulty of offering a holistic service, which was able to address the often “complex multiple needs” of people arriving:

“day in day out we see all sorts of complex needs which require special attention”. . .”asylum seekers needs are very varied and complex and the government attention covers only. . . sort of the CORE needed” (SM).
A support team worker said “NASS isn’t interested in support needs, you know. . . and everything feels like it’s a deterrent against helping people. . . it’s a REAL struggle” – “I don’t want to be part of a production line; I want to do reasonable case work with people who need it”
It could turn out that there was less support for those in greater need – partly because they ended up staying in the difficult circumstances of EA for longer but also, as the STPW said

“often the most vulnerable are those that speak quietest. Sometimes the ones that speak loudest tend not to be so needy”

For instance, for those with mental health needs the safety net was flimsy and people fell through it – partly because if they were uncomplaining they could fall foul of the bureaucratic dominance & drive to get through lots of people, & to guard benefits. She told the story of a recent client

“When she first came her behaviour was very disturbing and very disruptive and she was obviously psychotically ill, and she was admitted to hospital. She then was discharged within a month back to the care of RAP, unfortunately she was placed in Unwin hostel. . . And she’s become ill again, and partly that’s because she’d come here asking money to go to an out-patients appointment, this was following her discharge, and they said ‘Oh you have to have your appointment card with you, we can’t give you money. So she missed it! You know! And if anybody’d CHECKED the screen, they would have seen that she. . . You know. . . . So she missed her appointment! She just accepted it, and went off. . . Missed her appointment, didn’t have her medication renewed and gradually began to break down, and she has taken me just, you know, about a week’s amount of steady work taking her back to psychiatric hospital. . . ”  
But also – “for people who’ve got complex needs for services. . . statutory services who do not want to touch asylum seekers with a barge pole, it’s very difficult to get them the services they need and it takes for ever. It’s a struggle, a daily struggle. .. its as if asylum seekers are from MARS!” (STPW)
However – at every turn RAP tried to increase what Lydia Morris (2002) described as the ‘informal gain’ of formal social rights in practice – that is ADD TO and SUPPLEMENT these by using any discretion possible & because of their humanitarian ideals of support. A SM said – “it is really for us to maximise the QUALITY of the service we give.” 

Therefore RAP organised themselves so that they did provide a support team to try to address the multiple complex needs of those identified as having them. They had fought for the cash concession for a few long-termers; they were putting together some information packs about dispersal regions (although this was after a couple of years of implementing dispersal, prior to this, a map on the wall was used to point out where clients were heading along with directions to the nearest one-stop shop in the dispersal region); they provided a gateway to trusty legal advisors & the MF. They tried to be a buffer between clients and NASS & others less sympathetic – such as the housing providers. Sometimes they turned a blind eye to people ‘breaking the rules’, & generally they tried to reinforce the safety net wherever they could. 
This could mean a lot to some people. For instance, for Christine, who was not dispersed before she had her baby, and ended up in EA with RAP for 8 months, being given a room in a hostel with a kitchen and some cash to buy  & cook her own food meant a lot – gaining any kind of autonomy meant a lot. Christine took great pride in making her room ‘a home’ – it was always cleaner & tidier than mine, with pictures of loved ones back home put up – and she took the hoover from the cleaner at the door, insisting on doing it herself. 
There were obviously tales of hope AND despair – people tried to make the best of a difficult situation and RAP did what they could to support them in this. The everyday lived experience is more complex than perhaps Cohen suggested, although it is hard to argue that by implementing policy RAP were not putting themselves in a position of collusion at times. As 8 months passed Christine was still in EA as her asylum claim was gradually coming to its end & each path of appeal exhausted – a mum with two small children they were like sitting ducks in RAPs EA & Home Office reps came very early in the morning while they were still asleep to take them to a removal centre. From where, despite a fight to resist it, they were deported back to Uganda. 
As you can see the contradictory system of welfare as control involved dilemma and compromise for Voluntary Sector agencies part of the dispersed state contracted to implement this part of the asylum support system and threatened the integrity of their core principles of support and protection of asylum seekers social rights, despite being able to add some informal gain to these. 

This has obvious implications for current & future third way/ dispersed state welfare providers. VS & the informal Sector need to think very carefully about whether they will remain independent of the state or work within it. For street level workers & people claiming asylum, their private troubles must be seen as PUBLIC issues. 

The government has a responsibility, I believe, to educate the public about the true situation of those fleeing asylum and in encouraging us all to take responsibility for human protection of our global community. We all need to develop a greater more active & pro-active sense of global citizenship & responsibility to protect & enhance human beings social rights globally and provide what is necessary for all to live a dignified & thriving existence. 
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