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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

Firewalls separate rights provision for undocumented migrants from the Firewalls; undocumented
border policing of migration authorities. In this article, we compare how migration; border policing;
firewalls have been negotiated during recent years in Sweden and the UK. human rights; social work
Firewalls have been partly strengthened in the UK as a result of the

‘Windrush scandal’. Simultaneously, firewalls have been increasingly con-

tested in Sweden after the 2015 ‘long summer of migration’ as a result of

continuously more repressive migration policies. On the basis of this

detailed comparison, we argue that firewalls are a useful conceptual

lens to understand migrant struggles and the development of migration

policies. Moreover, we suggest that firewalls can be a useful resource for

social service providers using their discretion to resist repressive migration

governing at different levels and scales and for organizing political work

by and for people at risk of deportation.

Introduction

Firewalls are not an answer to the question of what rights undocumented migrants — who lack the
legal right to reside in a state’s territory — should be entitled to. Rather, they are an answer to the
question of how these rights can be protected and how access to them can be sustained. Simply put,
firewalls separate rights provision for undocumented migrants from the border policing of migra-
tion authorities. They have two dimensions: Firstly, they limit data-sharing between rights provi-
ders and migration authorities; secondly, they protect places where rights provision to
undocumented migrants is carried out from border police work (Hermansson et al. 2020). The
aim of this paper is to compare the presence and absence of firewalls and how they are negotiated in
practice in the context of social service provision in Sweden and the UK. Building on our
(Hermansson et al. 2020) theorization of - and normative argument for — the use of firewalls in
social work, we further develop the argument that firewalls are erected and demolished through
continuous struggles at different scales. We do this through a detailed engagement with how
firewalls have been negotiated in recent years in Sweden and the UK overall, with a special focus
on social service provision, using examples drawn from our respective fieldwork in the two
countries. Different practices of protecting the rights of undocumented migrants are mainly
discussed in the literature on Sanctuary Cities, but these practices are seldom conceptualized as
‘firewalls’. Building on our comparison, we argue that firewalls is a concept that can both help
researchers better understand migrant struggles, as well as be a useful tool in such struggles in the
current contexts of hostile migration policies.
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Human rights are put forward as a central principle of social work which, according to the
International Federation of Social Workers (IFSW), is a human rights-based profession (Healy
2008). Both the Swedish Union for Professionals’ (Akademikerforbundet SSR) code of conduct and
ethical behaviour for social workers' and the British Association of Social Workers Code of Ethics”
draw on this definition and affirm the human rights basis of social work within their national
boundary. Based on our earlier research (Jolly 2018a; Lind 2019a), we understand current social
service provision for undocumented migrants as primarily a result of local interpretations of human
rights instruments which are embedded in national welfare regimes and political contexts. ‘Social
service provisions’ in relation to undocumented migrants can thus in a broader sense be understood
as different forms of ‘rights provision’ in the field of social work. We understand social service
provision as an inclusive concept that extends social work issues beyond city or state bureaucracies
or the specific role of social workers, and which can be performed by many different actors and
institutions in society, including but not limited to local government social workers, Civil Society
Organizations (CSOs), activist groups and individuals.

In this article, we also employ the term ‘public service provision’ to describe a wider scope of
services than social service provision, which includes public services such as health care, education
as well as social services etc. Access to certain public services for undocumented migrants are also
inscribed into national law in both Sweden and the UK (most extensively in relation to children),
but these laws are all framed as direct responses to the international human (and more specifically
children’s) rights obligations of Sweden and the UK.’ The two countries provide an instructive
comparison because of their differing histories of cooperation between border control and social
work. In Sweden, municipal social services only provide information on direct and specific requests
from the border police, whereas in the UK, the border police and various social service providers
(including certain CSOs, see Taylor 2019) collaborate in setting up (more or less) automatic
information sharing schemes. In all, firewalls provide a conceptual framework that makes visible
the complicated relationship between the differing objectives and responsibilities of public service
providers and the border police.

In the following sections, we expand on the tensions and contradictions inherent in the interplay
between policing of national borders and the provision of social services and discuss why firewalls
are necessary to allow human rights for undocumented migrants to be exercised. Our methodology
is discussed before firewall practices in the two countries are analysed and in our conclusion, we
discuss the implications of our comparison both for future research and social struggles for migrant
justice.

Border policing and social service provision - tensions and contradictions

Earlier research on the relationship between social work and migration control shows a tension
between the social work commitment to rights provision and bordering practices (Yuval-Davis,
Wemyss, and Cassidy 2017; Misje 2019) derived from immigration legislation (Farmer 2017; Jolly
2018a). In the context of irregular migration, rights become paradoxical and contradictory as the
state’s interest in controlling migration is balanced against its commitments to migrants’ rights (see
Honig 2009; Lind 2020b). Previous research has shown how the social relations that are produced in
relation to illegality are characterized by contradictory processes of simultaneous inclusion and
exclusion, which then enable specific kinds of exploitations of people with precarious migration
status (Balibar 2014; De Genova 2013). Allowing certain categories of undocumented migrants
some access to rights (such as health care and education for children) makes it possible for the state
to motivate an exclusion from other kinds of rights (see Lind and Persdotter 2017). In this article,
we suggest that negotiations around firewalls are an expression of the struggles that emerge in this
paradoxical context, where firewalls to some extent provide protection from the effects of these
paradoxes.
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Tensions in relation to the inclusion or exclusion of undocumented migrants can occur between
the local and national levels, where city- and municipal-level authorities see undocumented
migrants as regular participants in everyday life. In contrast, border policing is seen as the task of
national police authorities rather than a municipal responsibility (Kaufmann 2019; Varsanyi 2006).
Municipal social workers, or other state actors, practicing rights provisions for undocumented
migrants are influenced by the policies they are asked to implement, the habits they develop
themselves in relation to this task and the public response to their work (Fassin 2015). Policy and
discourse affect their work and are expressed through the discretion they have to interpret their
work tasks (Lipsky 1980, Mayora Synnes, this issue). Social workers may practice in national
contexts where migrant children’s rights are flouted, and where social workers struggle to avoid
collusion with repressive policies (Cemlyn and Briskman 2003; Humphries 2004), and well-
meaning attempts to work with migrant service users may reinforce ‘othering’ of those with an
irregular status (Jonsson 2013), or a colonialist approach to practice (Ranta-Tyrkko 2011).
Nonetheless, there is also a critical social work tradition which is based on anti-racist (Dominelli
2017; Gupta and Featherstone 2016) and anti-oppressive principles (Dominelli and Campling
2002).

Rights provision is often enacted in response to perceived and identified vulnerabilities, and
protracted vulnerability is characteristic of the state of deportability (De Genova 2002; Lind 2019a).
Immigration enforcement is frequently promoted as a form of care (Anderson 2012) in response to
the ‘vulnerability and exploitability’ undocumented migrants are constructed as having caused
themselves (Luibhéid 2013, 2) and such ‘care’ is often rationalized by human rights arguments
through which more or less ‘deserving’ groups can be pitted against each other to strengthen one
group (e.g. children) at the expense of other groups (e.g. parents) (Lind 2019b). We argue that
firewalls have potential to disrupt such logics of ‘vulnerabilisation’ (Lind 2019a) through an
identification of, and protection against, practices that aim to mobilize rights provisions for border
policing.

The significance of firewalls for social service provision

Joseph H. Carens (2008) advocates firewalls as a practical solution to the problem of how the human
rights of undocumented migrants can be maintained in democratic states. Building on Carens’
work, Frangois Crépeau and Bethany Hastie define firewalls as: ‘the separation of immigration
enforcement activities from public service provision” (Crépeau and Hastie 2015, 158). They argue
that firewalls are necessary to both uphold the fundamental rights of migrants in International and
European law and for broader public benefit, such as ensuring cooperation of undocumented
migrants in preventing crime and in ensuring public health. In Europe, firewalls are advocated by
a number of inter-governmental organizations. For example, the European Commission against
Racism and Intolerance argues for firewalls on the basis of non-discrimination in the provision of
social assistance (ECRI 2016). Similarly, the EU Fundamental Rights Agency emphasizes the need
for firewalls (without naming them such) on the basis of proportionality (EU FRA 2013).
Internationally, the UN Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights of Migrants has highlighted the
role of firewalls in allowing undocumented migrants ‘access to justice, housing, health care,
education, police, social and labour services’ (UN General Assembly 2017, para. 67).

Together with several colleagues, we have developed the conceptualization of firewalls further by
unfolding the different scales where negotiations around firewalls play out, highlighting the
professional-ethical character of firewall practices (Hermansson et al. 2020). The scales on which
firewalls are practiced range from personal attitudes and practice of individual rights providers on
one end of the scale, via informal and formal policies at institutional levels, to national and
international law at the other end. Firewalls are potentially upheld across all these scales both by
social service providers and by immigration authorities. At the level of personal practice, a social
worker might find that their professional ethics of human rights, expressed in IFSW’s statement of
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ethical principles (IFSW 2018), might conflict with their other obligations to follow agency
procedures. Their attitude to this tension might construe an informal firewall practice. Similarly,
institutional policies, whether in the form of informal practices which have developed at
a workplace or across institutions over time, or formal written rules expressed in institutional
guidelines or similar documents can also operate as firewalls. Finally, firewalls can operate at the
level of legislation, either national, or in the form of international treaties (Hermansson et al. 2020).

Firewalls operate and are constructed differently in different political contexts, as they are rooted
in the political structures and discourses of the contexts in which they exist. The comparatively
strict bureaucratic systems in Sweden, including the everyday importance of the civic registration
number (‘personnummer’, see Sigvardsdotter 2012), makes it arguably more difficult for local-level
actors to construct informal firewalls in Sweden than in the UK where a more loosely knitted social
fabric of bureaucratic control enables informal systems to develop more easily. However, in
Sweden, there are examples of how local and regional authorities have added formal firewall policies
in decisions to grant undocumented migrants the right to healthcare and education that preceded
national laws enabling these rights (Hermansson et al. 2020), whereas there are (to our knowledge)
fewer examples of this in the UK.

In a sense, firewalls enable the initial right to have rights (Arendt 1951), as they protect
undocumented migrants’ right to claim rights safely. Legal support is necessary for migrants who
try to regularize their stay in the host country, and much of the legal support to undocumented
migrants is provided by NGOs and pro bono lawyers. If the physical spaces where this kind of legal
support takes place are not protected from immigration raids, people run a greater risk of getting
stuck in a state of deportability as they are hindered from accessing support in their regularization
processes (Hermansson et al.,, 2019). Also, many of the activities that make up the organized
political work of undocumented migrants takes place in these spaces. Therefore, firewalls can
provide the necessary protection that makes rights-claims, regularization and political struggles
possible. In this way, constructing, defending and practicing firewalls is a crucial part of politically
aware human rights work for undocumented migrants.

Firewalls as a concept could productively be incorporated into debates on Sanctuary Cities (see
Bauder 2017; Darling 2010; Ibrahim and Howarth 2018; Lundberg and Strange 2017; Mancina
2016) to conceptualize many of the different formal and informal policies and practices protecting
undocumented migrants that are already discussed in this literature (Hermansson et al. 2020). The
sanctuary literature has also highlighted the political character of negotiations in relation to
sanctuary that can both resist and collaborate with state actors and we suggest that firewalls can
be understood as a form of ‘sanctuary practices’ (Lundberg and Strange 2017). However, we want to
point out that a Sanctuary City cannot exist without some forms of firewalls, but firewalls can exist
without Sanctuary Cities. In this way, social service providers who attempt to strengthen undocu-
mented migrants’ access to rights in their institution, workplace or local community etc. can
employ firewalls even though they might not be part of a network of Sanctuary Cities.

Methodology

This paper uses a comparative case study design to explore firewall policies and practices in Sweden
and the UK. It builds on two discrete research projects conducted by the authors using ethno-
graphic fieldwork among undocumented migrant families, and the authors’ experiences of partici-
pation in the work of CSOs in Malmo, Sweden and Birmingham, England. This participation in the
work of CSOs took different forms at different times, primarily as visiting researchers but also
through unpaid volunteer work (with the two roles not always easily differentiated). Jolly also
performed some of his research as a paid employee of a CSO at different stages of his research.
Fieldwork took place between 2014 and 2017 and utilized a range of methods including: participant
observation, semi-structured interviews and focus groups with undocumented migrant families,
policy makers and members of CSOs. Fieldwork notes from observations were separately written up
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by each author, and interviews were recorded and transcribed. Fieldnotes and transcriptions were
searched for data relating to firewall practices separately by the authors, these were then written up
and discussed and compared. In order to contextualize the fieldwork findings, and to situate rights
provision and social work practice within the political and societal contexts in which they are
embedded, we engage with different examples reported in the media about how firewalls have been
negotiated in each country. These are not intended to be exhaustive, but are indicative of the
national contexts and debates in Sweden and the UK at the time of the fieldwork and the following
years. We also refer to the underlying arguments of government policies and regulations to show
how firewalls are framed and then interpreted by different actors.

These multiple data sources are then integrated into a comparative case study. Arguably, this
triangulation approach of both projects, and the possibility for comparison between them, allows
for the cross checking of findings (Denzin 2006). This paper is a response to a call for more
comparative studies ‘on the effects of different manifestations of illegality within and between
countries’ (Ruszczyk and Yrizar Barbosa 2016; see also FitzGerald 2012). The comparison of two
different national contexts allows the similarities and differences between different welfare and
immigration regimes to be highlighted and discussed, and the comparison between Sweden and the
UK is particularly fruitful because of the sharply contrasting political, immigration and welfare
contexts in which firewalls are constructed in each country. In the following sections we analyse key
policy developments in Sweden and the UK, respectively, and recent examples of negotiations
around firewalls to enable a comparative discussion where we highlight the political character and
possibilities of firewalls in relation to social service provision and migrant struggles.

Firewalls in Sweden

Policies that have affected recent negotiations around firewalls in Sweden were to a large extent
responses to the rapid increase in asylum seekers to Sweden in 2015. In 2016, a temporary
immigration law introduced a number of repressive reforms (see FARR 2018), which led the
Ombudsman for Children in Sweden to call it ‘hostile to children’ (Barnombudsmannen 2016).
The most important elements of the reform are the following: Humanitarian reasons for leave to
remain (see Lundberg 2016) have been more or less scrapped, permanent leave to remain is no
longer possible for asylum seekers (they get either 3 years or 13 months depending on their status)
and family reunification rules have been severely restricted. After the initial changes in Sweden that
were a result of the temporary law, a number of policies have been rolled out continuously. In 2016,
the government presented measures aimed to increase the number of returns of people rejected for
asylum (Regeringen 2016). These included extended possibilities for the police to conduct work-
place raids, to collect fingerprints, to check ID-documents and passports at internal border controls
and to collaborate with the Migration Agency amongst other things. Additionally, the government
has completely cut economic and housing support to adult asylum seekers without children who
has been refused asylum but who have not yet been deported to their assigned country of return
(Lundberg & Kjellbom, this issue; Regeringen 2016).

In recent years, Swedish local municipalities have to a wider extent started to support undocu-
mented migrants financially. According to a survey conducted by a national news outlet, approxi-
mately one in ten municipalities in Sweden give such support (Mattsson 2018). Malmé was amongst
the first to formulate guidelines locally for how social services should interpret the Social Services
Act in relation to undocumented migrants. The Act states that municipalities have a duty to supply
all people living ‘within its domain’ with emergency social support, and Malmé stated explicitly in
their guidelines to social workers that undocumented children should receive similar support to all
other children living in the municipality (see Nordling 2017). After the guidelines were implemen-
ted in 2013, undocumented migrants were, for a few years, increasingly receiving support as a result.
However, recently these guidelines have been updated in a more restrictive direction (Nordling &
Persdotter, this issue).
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In Sweden, there are no comprehensive firewalls between immigration authorities and the Social
Services in law. However, up until recently the possibilities of data sharing permitted by law had not
been utilized by the border police. As a result of the hardened immigration policies in Sweden the
border police received direct orders from the government to increase their numbers of deportations
(Mikkelsen 2016b). This led them to apply § 17 in the Alien’s Act for (what is publicly known to be)
the first time in Malmé in November 2016, a paragraph that allows the immigration authorities to
request address information about undocumented migrants from the Social Services. The border
police in Southern Sweden produced a list with hundreds of names of people who were absconding
from a deportation order, which the Social Services then matched with their registers. This created
panic amongst undocumented migrants in Malm6é and many had to find new housing.
Unfortunately, secure long-term housing is extremely difficult to find for this group so this was
a devastating blow to many of the families, and especially to the children as they are particularly in
need of stability (Lind 2020a). According to the border police, 13 families on the police’s list
matched the records of the Social Services and a month later four families had been deported as
aresult (Mikkelsen 2016a). The border police in Southern Sweden has continued to submit new lists
with more names to the Social Services and their practices have spread to other parts of the country
(Hermansson, Lind, and Scott 2019). However, according to CSO representatives in contact with
the police, not all border police regions have chosen to apply this law like the border police in
Southern Sweden did.

This variation in how different regional border police authorities chose to apply the law is
a case in point for how firewalls are contingent upon the practices of the actors involved. The
border police in Southern Sweden were legally not hindered from requesting information from
the Social Services before November 2016, but chose not to do so, until the political landscape
around them changed. Before November 2016, activists and migrant support workers were aware
of the existence of §17 in the Aliens Act and in many cases assumed that the police would not
make use of it since such a practice undermines the ability of the Social Services to carry out their
work. In this way, one can say that there were never any firewalls in place legally, but in practice
there were informal firewalls in place before November 2016, and in some regions, this remains
the case.

The border police in Southern Sweden have continued to test the limits of firewalls. In
August 2017, 30 police officers entered a summer camp at a scenic hostel in a national park,
organized by the Church of Sweden, and arrested five families (Lind 2020b). This stirred up a debate
about whether the church should be considered a sanctuary for undocumented migrants and if
there are any ‘free-zones’ where undocumented migrants are protected from the border police.
A border police officer argued in the media after the raid that ‘there are no exceptions if you are in
a church, mosque, school or preschool. Perhaps I would hesitate to enter a hospital and arrest
someone laying on the operation table’ (Magnusson 2017, our translation). This statement was
a clear challenge against anyone arguing that firewalls exist that would spatially limit the border
police’s ability to perform their work. It also highlights the fact that the legal foundations for
firewalls in Swedish law build on principles of proportionality that leaves a lot of discretion in the
hands of the police.

In regards to health care and education, two laws providing access to these public rights
provisions for undocumented migrants came into force in 2013. In the preparatory works to
these laws, it was concluded that no additional protections were needed for undocumented
migrants against the sharing of their information between hospitals, schools and the immigration
authorities. The laws protecting the integrity of patients and students were already strong enough
(SOU 2007:34 2007; SOU 2011:48 2011). However, the police can, and regularly do request
information about patients at hospitals but the law only permits them to ask for specific persons
they believe are in a specific ward or clinic. The regional body responsible for health services in the
Skane Region that Malmo belongs to have put in place specific instructions* for how health care
personnel can respond to requests by the police, which represent a kind of formal policy



NORDIC SOCIAL WORK RESEARCH 189

strengthening the firewalls as they are expressed in law. Similarly, the Swedish National Agency for
Education (2015) has published guidelines for how schools can handle the information of undo-
cumented students. Both of these guidelines can be understood as different forms of firewalls
reproduced and enacted at different scales (Hermansson, Lind, and Scott 2019).

Developments in Sweden point towards how, in the current political climate, the demolishing of
firewalls has been made more likely through more repressive interpretations by the police of firewall
guidelines and policies since 2015. In February 2018, the (conservative) Moderate party, suggested
in an article in a major Swedish newspaper that the law providing access to education and
healthcare for undocumented migrants should be withdrawn, arguing that these rights add to the
growth of a ‘shadow society’ (Moderaterna 2018). This can be understood as a contestation both of
the right to education and health care in themselves as well as the firewalls embedded into these
rights as they are expressed in national law. The border police have also continued and extended its
claims in the media recently, saying that ‘the border police should be a natural part of today’s
society’, yet again suggesting that there are no ‘free-zones’ in Sweden (Landelius, 2019, our
translation). All in all, the developments in Sweden point at an overall trend that before ‘the long
summer of migration’ in 2015 firewalls were erected and protected but they have since rather been
demolished or contested.

Firewalls in the UK

A number of key policy developments form the backdrop to how firewalls have been negotiated in
recent years in the UK. In 2012, then UK Home Secretary Theresa May, announced the UK
government’s intent to create a ‘hostile environment’ for undocumented migrants, which has
been interpreted to imply that ‘denying basic rights and services to irregular migrants is supposed
to force the issue of return’ (Price 2014). This hostile environment has been expressed through
policies limiting the right to housing, education, health care and banking amongst many other
things (Jones et al. 2017), expressed in law primarily through the 2014 and 2016 Immigration Acts.
Although the policy has been particularly associated with Theresa May and the Conservative-
Liberal Democrat coalition government, in many ways the policy represents a continuation of
earlier policy developments under new Labour. Notably, the phrase ‘hostile environment’ was first
used in 2007 by the then Immigration Minister, Liam Byrne (Travis 2007).

Responsibility for the welfare needs of destitute migrants has been increasingly transferred from
the national UK government through the mainstream social security system, towards local respon-
sibility through local authority social services. The resulting patchwork of services that have grown
up in the absence of central government guidance have been in some cases punitive, and it is
common for undocumented families in the UK to be turned away from support multiple times
before being granted support (Jolly 2019). However, they have also provided scope for activists to
challenge local authority decisions through the courts and through advocacy in a way which has
been more effective than national efforts.

Most recently the policies and assumptions of the hostile environment have been challenged by
the so-called Windrush scandal. This related to the treatment of the children of British citizens from
the Caribbean who arrived in the UK in the immediate post Second World War period. The
children of the Windrush generation in many cases were unable to prove that they were in the UK
legally because the government did not keep records of who had been granted leave to remain in the
UK. The scandal led to the resignation of the Home Secretary, Amber Rudd, and the reframing of
the ‘hostile environment’ as the ‘compliant environment’ (Crerar 2018). Further studies are needed
to see what, if any, effects this shift in discourse actually have had and will have, but we primarily
understand it as an attempt to shift focus away from the state and towards migrants as responsible
for their own difficulties (Luibhéid 2013).

No official firewalls exist between different state actors providing social services and immigration
enforcement in the UK, and even civil society organizations have been discovered to be sharing
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information with the Home Office for purposes of immigration control (Corporate Watch 2017;
Taylor 2019). As a result of the fact that there is no firewall between children’s services and the
Home Office, social workers routinely conduct a ‘pre-assessment screening’ of families, which
includes checking a family’s immigration status with the Home Office before completing an
assessment of need (Birmingham Children’s Trust 2018). This practice follows unofficial guidance
from the NRPF Network of local authorities (NRPF Network 2017).

The fear of having personal information passed on to the Home Office, and the status of ‘not
having papers’ was mentioned by families during fieldwork in the UK as a reason for not
approaching both health and social work services. However, the lack of firewalls between the
Home Office and social work services was two-way. Social workers passed on information about
families to the Home Office, but social workers were also seen to be reinforcing Home Office ‘hostile
environment’ policies to encourage families to return ‘home’ by making life in the UK difficult.
Fieldwork participants recalled examples of social workers echoing Government narratives about
protecting public finances from undeserving outsiders. For instance, one parent had approached
social services for help after she and her child became homeless, and recalled a social worker
refusing to help by explaining that: ‘everything is coming from the government and it would be the
government resources that would help me, so they can’t help’ (Jolly 2020).

In some cases, personal data can be shared between authorities without consent. For instance,
Nottinghamshire County Council argues, using a children’s rights argument, that if a family is in
the process of being removed from the UK, consent from the family is not needed:

Given [...] the fact that this data is being obtained principally for the child’s benefit, the sharing of data for the
purposes of protecting children’s welfare during the returns process will be lawful. (Nottinghamshire County
Council 2018)

To make the process of information sharing simpler, the ‘NRPF Connect’ database of families with
no recourse to public funds (NRPF)® who are supported by children’s services was created. The
NRPF Connect scheme is presented to local authorities as a money saving tool, an ‘innovative
technical solution’ which is ‘efficient and effective’ (NRPF Network nd), and which will enable ‘cases’
to be resolved faster, reducing cost to the local authority — an appealing prospect for local authorities
who have experienced years of central government cuts to budgets (Levitas 2012; Lowndes and
Gardner 2016). However, it is clear that, from the Home Office perspective, information sharing is
a means of immigration control. The Home Office NRPF Connect Team is ‘part of Immigration
Enforcement and is based within the Interventions & Sanctions Unit’ (NRPF Network 2013).
Undocumented families have been identified by the Home Office through this scheme, with some
removed from the UK, and the remainder sent to case working teams to ‘establish what actions can
be taken to resolve outstanding barriers to return’ (NRPF Network 2013). Other local authority
children’s services directorates share information with the Home Office in a more direct way. One
local authority manager in the West Midlands noted in an interview with one of the authors that her
local authority had not joined NRPF connect because an immigration officer was already embedded
within their social work team. This enabled information to be shared more quickly and cheaply by
interacting directly with families requesting support without an additional referral.

The lack of formal firewalls extends beyond social service provision to other areas of the UK
welfare state, such as health, education and homelessness services. The 2012 Health and Social Care
Act allows for data requests to the National Health Service (NHS) by immigration enforcement, and
subsequently, a partnership agreement between immigration enforcement, and NHS bodies (Home
Office, Department of Health & NHS Digital 2017). By 2016, the numbers of data requests from the
Home Office had risen to 8,127 (Travis 2017). As a result of concerns about being reported to the
Home Office by healthcare workers, there are examples of undocumented migrants avoiding the
NHS completely (Jolly 2018b; Doctors of the World 2017).

In 2016-17 the Department for Education started including questions on children’s nationality
and place of birth in the school census (Department for Education 2017). The Against Borders for
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Children (ABC) coalition campaigned for a boycott of the immigration question, arguing that the
information could be shared with immigration enforcement to target individual pupils with an
irregular immigration status. Despite the question on nationality being voluntary, there were
examples of schools requesting to see children’s passports, and of minority ethnic pupils being
asked for proof that they were not asylum seekers (Whittaker and Camden 2016). Subsequently,
a freedom of information request to the Department of Education confirmed that information from
the National Pupil Database had been shared with the Home Office (King 2016).

However, despite this context, there are some recent examples of firewalls being negotiated and
constructed at a local level in the UK. In 2019, the Guardian newspaper reported that after pressure
from party members and elected members of the local council, the Labour Party led boroughs of
Southwark and Lewisham had removed the embedded immigration officer from their social work
teams. A Labour spokesman was quoted as saying:

Their job is to enforce government-made laws, not to help people. It is not the responsibility of Labour councils
to be informing on vulnerable migrants when they come to us seeking shelter and support. (Busby 2019)

Civil society groups have also attempted to challenge procedures which rely on ascertaining
immigration status before providing support, citing government guidance which states that: ‘Any
provision identified as being necessary through the assessment process should, if the local authority
decides to provide such services, be provided without delay’ (HM Government 2018). While not
a firewall as such, the provision of support for children before an assessment has been completed
provides what could be called a limited firebreak by delaying sharing of information about
immigration status until after a family have been given support. In Birmingham, the decisions of
children’s services to refuse support for families until an assessment has been completed (which
includes an investigation into a family’s immigration status), has been successfully contested by
advocates through legal action in individual cases.

In November 2018, following a campaign by the Migrants Rights Network (MRN), the
Department of Health and NHS Digital withdrew from their data sharing memorandum of under-
standing with the Home Office. Similarly, in March 2019, the High Court ruled that the ‘Right to
Rent’ policy which obliged landlords to check the immigration status of prospective renters was
discriminatory, after a court case brought by the Joint Council for the Welfare of Immigrants (JCWI
2019). Finally, in April 2018, the Department of Education announced that it was ending the
practice of asking for nationality and country of origin details in the school census, following legal
action by campaigners (Whittaker 2018).

Following the Windrush scandal, then Home Secretary Sajid Javid explained the move away
from a language of the ‘hostile environment’ towards a ‘compliant environment’ - saying that the
former phrase ‘doesn’t represent our values as a country’ (Crerar 2018), an argument which was
closely mirrored in the arguments for the (re)construction of firewalls later in the same year.
Campaigns against data sharing for immigration purposes focused on the way that the practice
undermined democratic norms, and ‘fair play’, echoing governmental discourses about ‘British
Values’ (see Department for Education 2014). For example, the Interim Director of MRN was
quoted in The Guardian newspaper as saying:

On the 70th anniversary of the NHS it is absolutely vital that our great British institutions uphold the best
British values [...] The right to privacy and access to healthcare is a right that many of us take for granted;
sadly this has not been the case of health services for migrants. (Bowcott 2018)

The changes in firewall policies thus seemingly interplayed with the development of the ‘Windrush
scandal’ and the resulting debate about British values and migration policies. All in all, the
developments in the UK point to an overall trend that limited firewalls are being erected and
protected rather than dismantled or contested, although this progress is small compared to the
hostile policies and regulations that remain.
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Conclusion: comparing firewalls in Sweden and the UK

Sweden and the UK are sharply contrasting political environments, with different welfare regimes
and histories of immigration control. Although firewall policies and practices in each country do
not at first appear to offer many points of continuity, the comparison can be instructive. For
academics, the comparison of firewall policies and practices at different scales subverts a narrow
methodological nationalism which views the nation state as the primary unit of social analysis, and
for practitioners in public and social services it can provide an insight into a different context which
facilitates building networks of solidarity beyond welfare state borders.

In Sweden, legal firewalls to a certain extent exist, with specific important exceptions, and these
exceptions are increasingly being exploited by the border police since 2015. Also, the rights of
undocumented migrants have recently been contested by politicians in Sweden who argue that
giving the right to social support, education and healthcare etc. adds to the growth of the ‘shadow
society’. The Social Services Act give municipalities a possibility to provide emergency support for
all people ‘within its domain’ but § 17 in the Alien’s Act has been used in Malmé to request
information about addresses from social services - however not to the same extent in other parts of
Sweden (from what is publicly known).

In the UK, overall there are few legally produced firewalls but activists and CSOs are pushing
policy makers to create new firewalls, especially in relation to the ‘Windrush’ scandal. Recent
strengthening of firewalls has been motivated through a language of ‘British values’ and ‘fair play’.
Section 17 of the Children Act 1989 gives local authorities a duty to provide services to children in
need in their area, irrespective of immigration status, but schedule 3 of the Nationality, Immigration
and Asylum Act 2002 places some restrictions on local authority support for undocumented
migrants. Many UK local authorities automatically share information with immigration enforce-
ment teams through the NRPF connect database and embedded immigration officers have been
used within social services teams in London and the West Midlands.

The above comparison highlights how contestations as well as the protection of firewalls are
fundamentally political processes. We suggest that firewalls can be a productive tool for migrant
struggles as a concrete issue to push for at various scales, both locally, regionally as well as in
relation to national and international policy and law. Individuals can urge their local schools to put
in place extensive protective practices, health workers can prompt their workplaces to do the same,
and national campaigns can push firewalls onto the agenda as a practical issue. Formal firewalls
which are embedded in law may appear to be more durable, but they are vulnerable to contestation
following shifts in public opinion, such as in Sweden following the long summer of migration’ of
2015. Conversely, informal firewalls may be more efficient in everyday work, but rely on constant
reinforcement and rebuilding by practitioners and organizations providing social services.

Firewalls are also potentially productive in broader critical research on migrant, borders, human
rights and social service provision. They are a concrete practice that changes people’s experiences of
borders and have a tangible effect in people’s everyday lives since they are a profoundly spatial
experience. Even though they are constantly negotiated and fluid we do not see the same potential
problems with firewalls as is the case with human rights narratives that more easily can be co-opted
by actors who mobilize human rights logics and practices for border control (Lind 2020b).
However, we welcome future research to consider what risks could be involved in promoting
firewalls. More generally, we suggest that our analysis also contributes theoretically to the literature
on bordering practices by expanding the lens through which we understand resistance to bordering
practices beyond sanctuary cities as firewalls can be proposed and practiced at any scale by any actor
who aims to protect the rights of undocumented migrants.

We suggest that despite very different starting points in each country, the example of firewalls is
indicative of discourses and policy developments in both countries becoming more similar in recent
years. Sweden has seen a weakening of firewalls and a hardening of language and policy around
migration, while the UK has seen some evidence of the strengthening of firewalls and a softening in
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language around undocumented migration following the Windrush scandal. Further research is
necessary to better understand the effect these changing discourses have had on migration policy.
However, we argue that such shifts in discourse are informative for a broader understanding of the
processes influencing how firewalls are negotiated. Most importantly however, further discussions
on firewalls should continue to remind social service providers that formal as well as informal
firewalls continuously need to be defended and protected when supporting the human rights of
undocumented migrants.

Notes

1. https://akademssr.se/yrkesfragor/socionom/etik-i-socialt-arbete

2. https://www.basw.co.uk/about-basw/code-ethics

3. See for example the preparatory work on the right to education in Sweden (SOU 2007:34 2007) and the
obligation for the Home Office to safeguard and promote child welfare under section 55 of the Borders,
Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009 in the UK.

4. https://vardgivare.skane.se/patientadministration/vard-av-personer-fran-andra-lander/migration-asyl/sekre
tesshantering/https://vardgivare.skane.se/patientadministration/vard-av-personer-fran-andra-lander/migra-
tion-asyl/sekretesshantering/

5. See for instance, the work of Project 17 in London: http://www.project17.org.uk

6. The no recourse to public funds (NRPF) rule is a provision in the UK immigration rules which prevents
certain categories of migrants from accessing a list of social security benefits and public housing.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID

Andy Jolly (») http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5903-115X
Jacob Lind (%) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3811-0892

References

Anderson, B. 2012. “Where’s the Harm in That? Immigration Enforcement, Trafficking, and the Protection of
Migrants’ Rights.” American Behavioral Scientist 56 (9): 1241-1257. doi:10.1177/0002764212443814.

Arendt, H. 1951. The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Schocken Books.

Balibar, E. 2014. Equaliberty: Political Essays. Durham: Duke University Press.

Barnombudsmannen. 2016. “Utkast till Lagradsremiss Begrdnsningar Av Mojligheten Att Fa Uppehdllstillstand
I Sverige.” Remissvar No. Dnr 3.9:0095/16. https://www.barnombudsmannen.se/globalassets/dokument-for-
nedladdning/remissvar/begransningar-av-mojligheten-att-fa-uppehallstillstand-i-sverige.pdf

Bauder, H. 2017. “Sanctuary Cities: Policies and Practices in International Perspective.” International Migration 55
(2): 174-187. doi:10.1111/imig.12308.

Birmingham Children’s Trust. 2018. “Birmingham Children’s Trust Policies and Practice Guidance Manual: Families
with No Recourse to Public Funds.” https://birminghamcs.proceduresonline.com/p_no_recourse_public.html?
zoom_highlight=NRPF

Bowcott, O. 2018. “Home Office Scraps Scheme that Used NHS Data to Track Migrants.” The Guardian. https://www.
theguardian.com/society/2018/nov/12/home-office-scraps-scheme-that-used-nhs-data-to-track-migrants

Busby, M. 2019. “Immigration Check Outcry Sees Officers Removed by Councils.” The Guardian, 24th February
2019. https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/feb/24/labour-councils-remove-embedded-immigration-
officers

Carens, J. H. 2008. “The Rights of Irregular Migrants.” Ethics & International Affairs 22 (2): 163-186. doi:10.1111/
j.1747-7093.2008.00141.x.

Cemlyn, S., and L. Briskman. 2003. “Asylum, Children’s Rights and Social Work.” Child and Family Social Work 8
(3): 163-178. doi:10.1046/j.1365-2206.2003.00281.x.

Corporate Watch. 2017. “The Round-Up: Rough Sleeper Immigration Raids and Charity Collaboration.” https://
corporatewatch.org/the-round-up-rough-sleeper-immigration-raids-and-charity-collaboration-2/


https://akademssr.se/yrkesfragor/socionom/etik-i-socialt-arbete
https://www.basw.co.uk/about-basw/code-ethics
https://vardgivare.skane.se/patientadministration/vard-av-personer-fran-andra-lander/migration-asyl/sekretesshantering/
https://vardgivare.skane.se/patientadministration/vard-av-personer-fran-andra-lander/migration-asyl/sekretesshantering/
http://www.project17.org.uk
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764212443814
https://www.barnombudsmannen.se/globalassets/dokument-for-nedladdning/remissvar/begransningar-av-mojligheten-att-fa-uppehallstillstand-i-sverige.pdf
https://www.barnombudsmannen.se/globalassets/dokument-for-nedladdning/remissvar/begransningar-av-mojligheten-att-fa-uppehallstillstand-i-sverige.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12308
https://birminghamcs.proceduresonline.com/p_no_recourse_public.html?zoom_highlight=NRPF
https://birminghamcs.proceduresonline.com/p_no_recourse_public.html?zoom_highlight=NRPF
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/nov/12/home-office-scraps-scheme-that-used-nhs-data-to-track-migrants
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/nov/12/home-office-scraps-scheme-that-used-nhs-data-to-track-migrants
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/feb/24/labour-councils-remove-embedded-immigration-officers
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/feb/24/labour-councils-remove-embedded-immigration-officers
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.2008.00141.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7093.2008.00141.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2206.2003.00281.x
https://corporatewatch.org/the-round-up-rough-sleeper-immigration-raids-and-charity-collaboration-2/
https://corporatewatch.org/the-round-up-rough-sleeper-immigration-raids-and-charity-collaboration-2/

194 A.JOLLY AND J. LIND

Crépeau, F., and B. Hastie. 2015. “The Case for “Firewall” Protections for Irregular Migrants.” European Journal of
Migration and Law 17 (2-3): 157-183. do0i:10.1163/15718166-12342076.

Crerar, P. 2018. “Sajid Javid Pledges to Urgently ‘Do Right’ by Windrush Generation.” The Guardian. https://www.
theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/apr/30/sajid-javid-pledges-to-do-right-by-windrush-generation

Darling, J. 2010. “A City of Sanctuary: The Relational Re-imagining of Sheffield’s Asylum Politics.” Transactions of
the Institute of British Geographers 35 (1): 125-140. doi:10.1111/§.1475-5661.2009.00371 x.

De Genova, N. 2002. “Migrant “Illegality” and Deportability in Everyday Life.” Annual Review of Anthropology 31 (1):
419-447. doi:10.1146/annurev.anthro.31.040402.085432.

De Genova, N. 2013. “Spectacles of Migrant ‘Tllegality’: The Scene of Exclusion, the Obscene of Inclusion.” Ethnic and
Racial Studies 36 (7): 1180-1198. doi:10.1080/01419870.2013.783710.

Denzin, N. 2006. Sociological Methods: A Sourcebook. (5th ed. New Brunswick, NJ: Aldine Transaction.

Department for Education. 2014. “Press Release: Guidance on promoting British values in schools published.” https://
www.gov.uk/government/news/guidance-on-promoting-british-values-in-schools-published

Department for Education. 2017. “School Census 2017 to 2018: Guide for Schools and Las.” https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/school-census-2017-to-2018-guide-for-schools-and-las

Doctors of the World. 2017. “Falling through the Cracks: The Failure of Universal Healthcare Coverage in Europe.”
https://www.doctorsoftheworld.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/import-from-old-site/files/Observatory_Report_
2017_Executive_Summary.pdf

Dominelli, L. 2017. Anti-racist Social Work. London: Macmillan International Higher Education.

Dominelli, L., and ]. Campling. 2002. Anti Oppressive Social Work Theory and Practice. London: Macmillan
International Higher Education.

ECRI. 2016. “General Policy Recommendation No. 16 on Safeguarding Irregularly Present Migrants from
Discrimination.” http://www.refworld.org/docid/581318d64.html

EU FRA. 2013. “Apprehension of Migrants in an Irregular Situation — Fundamental Rights Considerations.” https://
fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra-2013-apprehension-migrants-irregular-situation_en.pdf

Farmer, N. 2017. ““No Recourse to Public Funds”, Insecure Immigration Status and Destitution: The Role of Social
Work?” Critical and Radical Social Work 5 (3): 357-367. doi:10.1332/204986017X15029697778471.

FARR. 2018. “Den Tillfilliga Lagen.” Accessed June 1 2020 https://farr.se/sv/att-soeka-asyl/den-tillfalliga-lagen

Fassin, D., Ed. 2015. At the Heart of the State: The Moral World of Institutions. London: Pluto Press.

FitzGerald, D. 2012. “A Comparativist Manifesto for International Migration Studies.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 35
(10): 1725-1740. doi:10.1080/01419870.2012.659269.

Gupta, A, and B. Featherstone. 2016. “What about My Dad? Black Fathers and the Child Protection System.” Critical
and Radical Social Work 4 (1): 77-91. doi:10.1332/204986015X14502659300361.

Healy, L. M. 2008. International Social Work: Professional Action in an Interdependent World. 2nd ed. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Hermansson, L., J. Lind, and H. Scott. 2019. “Brandviggsprincipen—Att Sikerstilla Papperslosa Barn Och Ungas
Rittigheter I Malmé.” In Drommar Och réster—En Antologi Om Barns Och Ungas Livsvillkor I Malmé, edited by
A. Harju and J. Sj6lander, 60-73. Vol. 24. Malm6: Malmé University.

Hermansson, L., A. Lundberg, S. Gruber, A. Jolly, J. Lind, E. Righard, and H. Scott. 2020. “Firewalls: A Necessary Tool
to Enable Social Rights for Undocumented Migrants in Social Work” International Social Work
002087282092445. doi:10.1177/0020872820924454.

HM Government. 2018. Working Together to Safeguard Children: A Guide to Inter-agency Working to Safeguard and
Promote the Welfare of Children. London: Department of Education.

Home Office, Department of Health & NHS Digital. 2017. “Memorandum of Understanding between Health and
Social Care Information Centre and the Home Office and the Department of Health.” https://assets.publishing.
service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774071/MoU_between_HSCIC__
Home_Office_and_DH.pdf

Honig, B. 2009. Emergency Politics: Paradox, Law, Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Humpbhries, B. 2004. “An Unacceptable Role for Social Work: Implementing Immigration Policy.” British Journal of
Social Work 34 (1): 93-107. doi:10.1093/bjsw/bch007.

Ibrahim, Y., and A. Howarth. 2018. “Review of Humanitarian Refuge in the United Kingdom: Sanctuary, Asylum,
and the Refugee Crisis.” Politics & Policy 46 (3): 348-391. doi:10.1111/polp.12254.

IFSW. 2018. “Global Social Work Statement of Ethical Principles.” https://www.ifsw.org/global-social-work-
statement-of-ethical-principles

JCWI. 2019. “Right to Rent.” https://www.jcwi.org.uk/right-to-rent

Jolly, A. 2018a. “No Recourse to Social Work? Statutory Neglect, Social Exclusion and Undocumented Migrant
Families in the UK.” Social Inclusion 6 (3): 190. doi:10.17645/si.v6i3.1486.

Jolly, A. 2018b. “You Just Have to Work with What You've Got’ Practitioner Research with Precarious Migrant
Families.” Practice 30: 2,99-116. doi:10.1080/09503153.2017.1385756.


https://doi.org/10.1163/15718166-12342076
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/apr/30/sajid-javid-pledges-to-do-right-by-windrush-generation
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/apr/30/sajid-javid-pledges-to-do-right-by-windrush-generation
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5661.2009.00371.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.31.040402.085432
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2013.783710
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/guidance-on-promoting-british-values-in-schools-published
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/guidance-on-promoting-british-values-in-schools-published
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-census-2017-to-2018-guide-for-schools-and-las
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-census-2017-to-2018-guide-for-schools-and-las
https://www.doctorsoftheworld.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/import-from-old-site/files/Observatory_Report_2017_Executive_Summary.pdf
https://www.doctorsoftheworld.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/import-from-old-site/files/Observatory_Report_2017_Executive_Summary.pdf
http://www.refworld.org/docid/581318d64.html
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra-2013-apprehension-migrants-irregular-situation_en.pdf
https://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra-2013-apprehension-migrants-irregular-situation_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1332/204986017X15029697778471
https://farr.se/sv/att-soeka-asyl/den-tillfalliga-lagen
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2012.659269
https://doi.org/10.1332/204986015X14502659300361
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020872820924454
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774071/MoU_between_HSCIC__Home_Office_and_DH.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774071/MoU_between_HSCIC__Home_Office_and_DH.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774071/MoU_between_HSCIC__Home_Office_and_DH.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bch007
https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12254
https://www.ifsw.org/global-social-work-statement-of-ethical-principles
https://www.ifsw.org/global-social-work-statement-of-ethical-principles
https://www.jcwi.org.uk/right-to-rent
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v6i3.1486
https://doi.org/10.1080/09503153.2017.1385756

NORDIC SOCIAL WORK RESEARCH 195

Jolly, A. 2019. “From the Windrush Generation to the ‘Air Jamaica Generation’: Local Authority Support for Families
with No Recourse to Public Funds.” In Social Policy Review 31: Analysis and Debate in Social Policy, edited by
E. Heins, C. Needham, and J. Rees. (pp. 129-150). Bristol: Policy Press.

Jolly, A. 2020. Household Food Security Amongst Undocumented Migrant Families in Birmingham: A Mixed Methods
Study. Birmingham: University of Birmingham.

Jones, H., Y. Gunaratnam, G. Bhattacharyya, W. Davies, S. Dhaliwal, K. Forkert, E. Jackson, and R. Saltus. 2017. Go
Home? The Politics of Immigration Controversies. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Jonsson, J. H. 2013. “Social Work beyond Cultural Otherisation.” Nordic Social Work Research 3 (2): 159-167.
doi:10.1080/2156857X.2013.834510.

Kaufmann, D. 2019. “Comparing Urban Citizenship, Sanctuary Cities, Local Bureaucratic Membership, and
Regularizations.” Public Administration Review 79 (3): 443-446. doi:10.1111/puar.13029.

King, P. 2016. “Freedom of Information Request: Sharing National Pupil Database Data with the Home Office and
Police”. https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/sharing national pupil_database?nocache=incoming-
878444

Landelius, A. (2019). Grinspolisen gjorde kontroll pd eldfesten. Sveriges Radio. https://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.
aspx?programid=96&artikel=7180820

Levitas, R. 2012. “The Just’s Umbrella: Austerity and the Big Society in Coalition Policy and Beyond.” Critical Social
Policy 32 (3): 320-342. doi:10.1177/0261018312444408.

Lind, J. 2019a. “Governing Vulnerabilised Migrant Childhoods through Children’s Rights.” Childhood 26 (3):
337-351. doi:10.1177/0907568219847269.

Lind, J. 2019b. “Sacrificing Parents on the Altar of Children’s Rights: Intergenerational Struggles and Rights in
Deportability.” Emotion, Space and Society 32: 100529. doi:10.1016/j.emospa.2018.07.001.

Lind, J. 2020a. “The Continuous Spatial Vulnerability of Undocumented Migrants: Connecting Experiences of
“Displaceability” at Different Scales and Sites.” ACME: An International Journal for Critical Geographies 19 (1):
385-396.

Lind, J. 2020b. The Politics of Undocumented Migrant Childhoods: Agency, Rights, Vulnerability. Malmé6: Malmo
University, Department of Global Political Studies. doi:10.24834/isbn.9789178770830.

Lind, J., and M. Persdotter. 2017. “Differential Deportability And Contradictions Of A Territorialised Right To Education—
A Perspective From Sweden.” Movements. Journal Fiir Kritische Migrations- Und Grenzregimeforschung 3 (1): 51-69.

Lipsky, M. 1980. Street-level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the Individual in Public Services. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Lowndes, V., and L. Gardner. 2016. “Local Governance under the Conservatives: Super-austerity, Devolution and the
‘Smarter State’.” Local Government Studies 42 (3): 357-375. d0i:10.1080/03003930.2016.1150837.

Luibhéid, E. 2013. Pregnant on Arrival: Making the Illegal Immigrant. Minneapolis; London: University of Minnesota
Press.

Lundberg, A. 2016. “Humanitira Overviganden I Asylprocessen.” Socialvetenskaplig Tidskrift 23 (3-4): 194-218.
https://journals.lub.lu.se/svt/article/view/16794

Lundberg, A., and M. Strange. 2017. “Who Provides the Conditions for Human Life? Sanctuary Movements in
Sweden as Both Contesting and Working with State Agencies.” Politics 37 (3): 347-362. doi:10.1177/
0263395716661343.

Lundberg, A., and P. Kjellbom. 2021. “Social work law in nexus with migration law. A legal cartographic analysis of
inter-legal spaces of inclusion and exclusion in Swedish legislation.” Nordic Social Work Research 11 (2): 142-154.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1861071

Magnusson, E. 2017. “Kyrkofrid Skapar Strid Mellan Kyrka Och Polis.” Sydsvenskan. https://www.sydsvenskan.se/
2017-08-29/kyrkofrid-skapar-strid-mellan-kyrka-och-polis

Mancina, P. 2016. “In the Spirit of Sanctuary: Sanctuary-city Policy Advocacy and the Production of Sanctuary-power
in San Francisco.” Doctoral dissertation, Vanderbilt University, California.

Mattsson, P. 2018. “Strid Om Socialbidrag till Papperslosa.” SVT Nyheter. https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/strid-
om-socialbidrag-till-tillstandslosa

Mayora Synnes, K. 2021. “Guarding the borders of the Norwegian welfare state. How NAV employees decide on
social assistance for unemployed Polish migrants.” Nordic Social Work Research 11 (2): 169-182. https://doi.org/
10.1080/2156857X.2020.1861070 .

Mikkelsen, J. 2016a. “Grinspolisen Kritisk Mot “Fejkade Adresser” Fran Malmo Stad I Jakten P4 Papperslosa.”
Sydsvenskan. https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-12-15/granspolisen-rasar-mot-fejkade-adresser-fran-malmo-stad
-i-jakten-pa-papperslosa

Mikkelsen, J. 2016b. “Grinspolisen Tar Hjilp Av Malmé Stad Att Hitta Papperslosa Barnfamiljer Som Ska Utvisas.”
Sydsvenskan. https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-11-29/granspolisen-far-hjalp-av-malmo-stad-att-hitta-
papperslosa-barnfamiljer-som-ska-utvisas

Misje, T. 2019. “Social Work and Welfare Bordering: The Case of Homeless EU Migrants in Norway.” European
Journal of Social Work 1-13. doi:10.1080/13691457.2019.1682975.


https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2013.834510
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13029
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/sharing_national_pupil_database?nocache=incoming-878444
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/sharing_national_pupil_database?nocache=incoming-878444
https://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=96%26artikel=7180820
https://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=96%26artikel=7180820
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018312444408
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568219847269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emospa.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.24834/isbn.9789178770830
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2016.1150837
https://journals.lub.lu.se/svt/article/view/16794
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263395716661343
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263395716661343
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1861071
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2017-08-29/kyrkofrid-skapar-strid-mellan-kyrka-och-polis
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2017-08-29/kyrkofrid-skapar-strid-mellan-kyrka-och-polis
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/strid-om-socialbidrag-till-tillstandslosa
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/strid-om-socialbidrag-till-tillstandslosa
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1861070
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2020.1861070
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-12-15/granspolisen-rasar-mot-fejkade-adresser-fran-malmo-stad-i-jakten-pa-papperslosa
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-12-15/granspolisen-rasar-mot-fejkade-adresser-fran-malmo-stad-i-jakten-pa-papperslosa
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-11-29/granspolisen-far-hjalp-av-malmo-stad-att-hitta-papperslosa-barnfamiljer-som-ska-utvisas
https://www.sydsvenskan.se/2016-11-29/granspolisen-far-hjalp-av-malmo-stad-att-hitta-papperslosa-barnfamiljer-som-ska-utvisas
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2019.1682975

196 A.JOLLY AND J. LIND

Moderaterna. 2018. “Radikalt Fler Av De Asylsokande Som Fatt Avslag Maste Atervinda” Dagens Nyheter. https://
www.dn.se/debatt/radikalt-fler-av-de-asylsokande-som-fatt-avslag-maste-atervanda/

Nordling, V. 2017 “Taking Responsibility: Negotiating Undocumented Migrants” Access to Social Rights.” Doctoral
Dissertation, Lund University, Lund.

Nordling, V., and M. Persdotter. 2021. “Bordering through destitution: the case of social assistance to irregularised
migrants in Malmo, Sweden.” Nordic Social Work Research 11 (2): 155-168. https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.
2021.1940246

Nottinghamshire County Council. 2018. “Data Sharing between the UK Visas and Immigration and the Local
Authority.” https://nottinghamshirechildcare.proceduresonline.com/chapters/p_data_sharing.html

NRPF Network. 2013. “NRPF Bulletin, Issue 41.” http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/SiteCollectionDocuments/October
%202013%20Bulletin.pdf

NRPF Network. 2017. “Assessing and Supporting Children and Families Who Have No Recourse to Public Funds
(NRPEF): Practice Guidance for Local Authorities.” http://guidance.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/reader/practice-guidance-
families/

NRPF Network. nd. “NRPF Connect: Resolution through Partnership.” http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/nrpfcon
nect/Pages/default.aspx

Price, J. 2014. “The Hostile Environment.” http://compasanthology.co.uk/hostile-environment/

Ranta-Tyrkko, S. 2011. “High Time for Postcolonial Analysis in Social Work.” Nordic Social Work Research 1 (1):
25-41. doi:10.1080/2156857X.2011.562032.

Regeringen. 2016. “Atgiirder For Ett Bittre Fungerande Atervindande.” Pressrelease. Accessed June 1 2020 https://
www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2016/09/atgarder-for-ett-battre-fungerande-atervandande/

Ruszczyk, S. P., and G. Yrizar Barbosa. 2016. “A Second Generation of Immigrant Illegality Studies.” Migration
Studies 5 (3): 445-456. doi:10.1093/migration/mnw019.

Sigvardsdotter, E. 2012. Presenting the Absent: An Account of Undocumentedness in Sweden. Uppsala: Uppsala
University.

SOU 2007:34. 2007. Skolgdng For Barn Som Skall Avvisas Eller Utvisas. Stockholm: Fritze.

SOU 2011:48. 2011. Vidrd Efter Behov Och Pi Lika Villkor: En Mdnsklig Rittighet. Stockholm: Fritzes.

Swedish National Agency for Education. 2015. “Elever Som Ar Papperslésa - Ritt till En Likvérdig Utbildning.”
https://www.skolverket.se/publikationer?id=3493

Taylor, D. 2019. “Home Office ‘Infiltrating’ Safe Havens to Deport Rough Sleepers.” The Guardian. https://www.
theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/oct/15/home-office-infiltrating-safe-havens-to-deport-rough-sleepers

Travis, A. 2007. “Officials Launch Drive to Seek Out Illegal Migrants at Work.” The Guardian. https://www.
theguardian.com/uk/2007/may/16/immigration.immigrationandpublicservices

Travis, A. 2017. “NHS Hands over Patient Records to Home Office for Immigration Crackdown.” The Guardian.
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jan/24/nhs-hands-over-patient-records-to-home-office-for-
immigration-crackdown

UN General Assembly. 2017. “Report of the Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights of Migrants (A/72/173).”
https://undocs.org/A/72/173

Varsanyi, M. W. 2006. “Interrogating “Urban Citizenship” Vis-d-vis Undocumented Migration.” Citizenship Studies
10 (2): 229-249. doi:10.1080/13621020600633168.

Whittaker, F. 2018. “DfE Ends Divisive Pupil Nationality Data Collection.” Schools Week. https://schoolsweek.co.uk/
dfe-ends-divisive-pupil-nationality-data-collection

Whittaker, F., and B. Camden. 2016. “Pupils Who Were Not White British Told to Send in Birthplace Data.” Schools
Week. https://schoolsweek.co.uk/pupils-who-were-not-white-british-told-to-send-in-birthplace-data

Yuval-Davis, N., G. Wemyss, and K. Cassidy. 2017. “Everyday Bordering, Belonging and the Reorientation of British
Immigration Legislation.” Sociology 52 (2): 228-244. doi:10.1177/0038038517702599.


https://www.dn.se/debatt/radikalt-fler-av-de-asylsokande-som-fatt-avslag-maste-atervanda/
https://www.dn.se/debatt/radikalt-fler-av-de-asylsokande-som-fatt-avslag-maste-atervanda/
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2021.1940246
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2021.1940246
https://nottinghamshirechildcare.proceduresonline.com/chapters/p_data_sharing.html
http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/SiteCollectionDocuments/October%202013%20Bulletin.pdf
http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/SiteCollectionDocuments/October%202013%20Bulletin.pdf
http://guidance.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/reader/practice-guidance-families/
http://guidance.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/reader/practice-guidance-families/
http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/nrpfconnect/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.nrpfnetwork.org.uk/nrpfconnect/Pages/default.aspx
http://compasanthology.co.uk/hostile-environment/
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2011.562032
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2016/09/atgarder-for-ett-battre-fungerande-atervandande/
https://www.regeringen.se/pressmeddelanden/2016/09/atgarder-for-ett-battre-fungerande-atervandande/
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnw019
https://www.skolverket.se/publikationer?id=3493
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/oct/15/home-office-infiltrating-safe-havens-to-deport-rough-sleepers
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2019/oct/15/home-office-infiltrating-safe-havens-to-deport-rough-sleepers
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2007/may/16/immigration.immigrationandpublicservices
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2007/may/16/immigration.immigrationandpublicservices
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jan/24/nhs-hands-over-patient-records-to-home-office-for-immigration-crackdown
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/jan/24/nhs-hands-over-patient-records-to-home-office-for-immigration-crackdown
https://undocs.org/A/72/173
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621020600633168
https://schoolsweek.co.uk/dfe-ends-divisive-pupil-nationality-data-collection
https://schoolsweek.co.uk/dfe-ends-divisive-pupil-nationality-data-collection
https://schoolsweek.co.uk/pupils-who-were-not-white-british-told-to-send-in-birthplace-data
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038517702599

