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Introduction and Rational

ABSTRACT

This research aims to understand the experience of asylum-seekers and
refugees (ASRs) within the juxtapositional climate of welcome, as
promoted by the City of Sanctuary (CoS) movement, and deterrence, as
per asylum policies, within a dispersal area that has signed up to support
the CoS aims. The literature review highlights that ASRs face many
challenges to establishing themselves in their new communities; many
of which are institutionalised under the dispersal policy as they are often
dispersed to areas of social deprivation. Aside from enabling relationship
development between ASRs and local people through sanctuary
practices, the literature offers little about the practical ways that CoS
benefits ASRs and there is no consensus that the movement mitigates
the challenges they face. The research used a phenomenological strategy
as it aimed to build a clear picture of how things exist from the
perspectives of the participants. It adopted an interpretivist paradigm
using interpretative phenomenological analysis. Data was collected from
three participants using semi-structured interviews. The participants
identified as ASRs in line with policy definitions and were aged between
23 and 42 years. The research revealed that despite the adverse effects
associated with dispersal, it is not always perceived negatively by ASRs
and suggests that ASRs have some level of confidence in the Home
Office’s dispersal decision. Liminality emerged as one aspect of the
asylum process that adversely impacts both the present and future
prospect of ASRs™ ability to settle into their community and plan for
their future. It has also revealed that the participants' ideal of sanctuary,
is more than the notion of safety. It includes being understood and the
perceived feeling that they can trust those around them; an ideal of
sanctuary contrary to the feeling that the asylum system produces.

on deterrence and control, uses measures such as
detainment, dispersal, forced deportation and

The increase in asylum applicants from individuals
arriving spontaneously during the 1990s resulted in
the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999; described as
arguably the most radical of its time (Zetter,
Griffiths and Sigona, 2005). The act, which focused

Published under Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0
University of Huddersfield Press unipress.hud.ac.uk

surveillance to restrict and deter people from
seeking asylum in the UK. These measures, once
seen as ‘exceptional’, are now seen as common tools
employed by the Home Office as part of the asylum
process (Refugee Council, 2018a); influencing public
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attitude and affecting the experience of ASRs in the
UK. Currently, the number of people displaced in
the world is the highest on record (Sheeka, 2018),
yet the rhetoric of ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’
(Squire and Bagelman, 2012 p. 146) persists in the
debate around asylum. Recent events, such as the
refugee crisis, the Brexit referendum and the United
States’ presidential race and mid-term election have
guaranteed migrants, particularly ASRs, a
recurring role in our news. Such rhetoric, along
with asylum policies that portray ASRs as a ‘symbol
of system overload” (Koser, 2001, p. 87; Loescher,
2001, p. 16) influences the views of local people
towards ASRs. Healey (2006) has identified political
and public reaction towards increases in asylum
applications as the structural factor that most
greatly impacts the integration process, because the
state's portrayal of ASRs as ‘scroungers’” who
exploit the welfare system while offering little in
return, has resulted in some sectors of the public
feeling fear towards them (Healey, 2006, p. 259).
Within this discourse of hostility, the CoS
charitable movement, which promotes a culture of
welcome and hospitality, aims to shift the
traditional hostile ‘cultural attitudes’ of local people
towards ‘welcome and inclusion’ (Bagelman, 2012,
p. 16) in an effort to achieve its goal of making the
United Kingdom a welcoming place of safety for
ASRs (City of Sanctuary, 2018a). It is within this
juxtaposition between the climate of welcome and
deterrence that this empirical research investigates
how ASRs experience Huddersfield as a ‘town of
sanctuary’.

The research was conducted in Huddersfield; the
largest town within the metropolitan borough of
Kirklees. Kirklees itself has a long tradition of
accommodating people from different nationalities;
with records of refugees from as early as the Iirst
World War when 300 Belgian nationals sought
temporary sanctuary in Huddersfield (Huddersfield
Local History Society, nd). Kirklees is a ‘district of
sanctuary’, known as Sanctuary Kirklees; part of the
national CoS movement that aims to build a culture
of hospitality across the UK. Sanctuary Kirklees
started in 2010 with the launch of Huddersfield
Town of Sanctuary (Robin, 2010) with the goal of
establishing ‘a network of groups and organisations’
across the borough that would be proud to identify
with the movement’s aim (City of Sanctuary,
2018b). This network (currently 112 local
organisations) pledges to be a ‘place of safety’ that
helps people seeking sanctuary to integrate into
local communities. Through this offering of
sanctuary, Sanctuary Kirklees hopes to influence the
views of the local population to see the town’s
identity as a place of safety for ASRs. Sanctuary

Kirklees also identifies as a place where
relationships between local people and sanctuary
seekers are easily built. By forming relationships, it
is hoped that local people will get a better
understanding of the injustices that ASRs face, and
as such, be ‘motivated to support and defend them’
(City of Sanctuary, 2018b). As at April 2018, 716
asylum-seekers were being hosted in Kirklees under
the Home Office dispersal programme; of whom,
698 were being supported with accommodation
(Migration Yorkshire, 2018), which, according to
Hynes (2011, p. 46) meant they had ‘no choice’ in
where they were accommodated.

ASRs often arrive in their host country with little
or no legal rights, which means that as a group, they
possess the least human agency (Healey, 2006) and
are described by Neill (2016) as ‘amongst the most
vulnerable groups in society’; synonymous with
social exclusion and poverty (Lewis, Craig,
Adamson & Wilkinson, 2008). Restarting life in the
host country is, therefore, an enormous challenge,
exacerbated by stigmas and  stereotypes,
discrimination, liminality and powerlessness
(Hynes  2011). Thus, the importance of
understanding how ASRs feel within their host
countries have been highlighted by Ager and Strang
(2004), while Healey (2006, p. 267) notes that as a
group, their personal experiences are seldom heard.
Importantly, this research addresses the need to
understand the experience of ASRs in terms of the
local context, which Platts-Flower and Robinson
(2015) acknowledge is either lacking or partially
understood. While adopting a Youth and
Community Work perspective that views young
people as experts within their own lives (Sapin,
2013), this research is based on the notion that
ASRs are experts within their own experience. It
foregrounds the voices of the participants in the
data analysis; giving them a small platform to voice
how they experience Huddersfield as an ‘area of
sanctuary’. The research questions are:

1. What are ASRs’ perceptions of dispersal?

2. What aspect of the asylum process impacts
most negatively on ASRs, and why?

3. What constitutes sanctuary for ASRs and
what impact does a ‘town of sanctuary’, as a
local context, have on ASRs sense of
welcome and belonging?

Literature Review

Over the last fifty years, a relatively significant
number of ASRs have sought refuge in Europe
(Phillimore & Goodson, 2008). Until around the
1990s, most arrived in the UK via organised quota



programmes such as the Chilean’s and Bosnian’s
projects in the 1970s and 1990s respectively.
However, the number of applications from
individuals ~ spontaneously arriving increased
during the 1990s, which resulted in asylum
receiving high-profile political attention (Sales,
2002). Since then, laws and policies have become
more restrictive, leading to an asylum system in the
UK that is now described as ‘extremely tough’, with
a shift from “regulated” sanctuary to a focus of
‘outright restrictionism and deterrence’ (Refugee
Council, 2018a). This review discusses literature
about ASRs’ experience in the UK by analysing
dispersal and the CoS movement; to identify how
each affects the asylum experience.

Dispersal

Though there were cases of ‘voluntary dispersal” of
refugees since the 1970s in the UK, (Boswell, 2003),
a more comprehensive scheme of ‘forced dispersal’
was introduced under the Immaigration and Asylum
Act 1999. A key change implemented under the act
is the provision of asylum support; shifting from
‘mainstream benefits’ provided by local authorities
to support provided directly by the Home Office
(Hynes, 2011, p. 43). Those who qualify, based on a
destitution test, are offered subsistence and
accommodation support under Section 95 of the act
while their claims are being processed (House of
Common  Library, 2016). The offer of
accommodation is on a no choice basis’ (Hynes,
2011, p. 46) in areas outside the South East of
England. In part, this is to ‘relieve housing and
social pressures’ (Stewart, 2011, p. n26; Hynes,
2011; Zetter et al., 2005) by ‘spreading the burden’
associated ~ with  asylum-seekers  (Robinson,
Anderson and Mustred, 2003, p. 62) to one of the 99
local authorities that has volunteered their
participation in the dispersal scheme. Dispersal
areas are often selected based on available
accommodations which are cheaper than those in
London; with a ‘cluster limit’ set by the Home Oftfice
of one asylum-seeker to every two hundred residing
residents (House of Commons Library, 2016). As at
September 2018, there were 9883 individuals in
dispersal accommodation in the North West, 5240
in West Midlands and 5056 in Yorkshire and
Humber (Refugee Council, 2018b), making it the
third-largest dispersal region in the UK.

A small number of commentators, such as Boswell
(2003), have suggested that dispersal is not
compulsory, noting that asylum-seekers can refuse
dispersal areas. However, as asylum-seekers are
prohibited from working, they need government
support in order to survive (Bagelman, 2013) and
there are only a few circumstances under which ‘an

asylum-seeker can establish that it is not reasonable
to be dispersed outside London and the South East.
Most of these circumstances are related to medical
issues, such as having a doctor’s note in support of
being ‘too ill to travel or travelling away from their
current location interfering with an established
course of medical treatment. Non-medical reasons
may be such matters as a ‘specific risk of serious
racial harassment’ or a child’s welfare being
interfered with should they travel to the dispersal
area (Shelter Legal, 2019a). Asylum-seekers can
express a location preference, which is taken into
consideration by the Home Office; however, there is
no obligation on the part of the latter even to house
siblings in the same area. An asylum-seeker may
refuse to travel to a dispersal area for a number of
other reasons, such as not wanting to share room
with strangers and not wanting to be separated
from friends and family (Hynes, 2011, p. 76).
However, as only one offer is made for
accommodation and travel, failure to travel to the
dispersal location by single applicants usually
results in termination of support and eviction from
emergency accommodation. Families that fail to
travel are also evicted from emergency
accommodation. For both single applicants and
families, the offer of support in the dispersal location
is not withdrawn but left open indefinitely. As such,
they are unable to appeal as the support has
technically never been discontinued (Hynes, 2009)
and the first-tier tribunal can ‘only hear appeals
relating to refusal or withdrawal of support’
(Shelter Legal, 2019b). Judicial review becomes the
only means of challenge, based on the ‘grounds that
the accommodation is not adequate’ (Shelter Legal,
2019a).

Impact of Dispersal

The majority of the literature on dispersal is centred
around its critique. Critics, such as Hynes (2011),
Stewart (2011), and Robinson et al. (2003), argue
that dispersal is covertly about deterrence rather
than sharing the burden, and is an ‘essential
instrument’ in immigration control (Bloch and
Schuster, 2005, p. 491). Its element of control works
by requiring asylum-seekers to attend reporting
centres regularly, and accommodation providers are
legally bound to report anyone missing from their
accommodation (Hynes, 2009). The main impact of
the asylum process, including dispersal, is asylum-
seekers ‘feeling of loss of control over their lives and
a sense of liminality or [being in7] limbo’ (Hynes,
2009, p. 115) because it dictates that asylum-seekers
endure a period of waiting for refugee status
determination (RSD).



Asylum-seekers spend this period of waiting
occupying liminal spaces, such as dispersal
accommodations, which often prevents them from
forming ordinary, everyday living patterns and
relationships (O’'Reilly, 2018; Hynes, 2011). They
usually face many restrictions, such as not being
allowed to work (UK Visa and Immigration, 2014)
while being dispersed to areas of social deprivation
(Phillimore and Goodson, 2006; Lewis et al., 2008)
where large numbers of the population receive
welfare support or are in low paid jobs (Travis,
2005). Travis argues that this creates ‘ghettoise’
areas where ASRs are at greater risk of
experiencing prejudice, racial assaults and
harassment. ASRs are three times more likely to
experience assault and twice as likely to experience
racial harassment in dispersal areas that are poor
and socially deprived (Travis, 2005). Contrary to
being prohibited from working, employment is
classed as the “single most important’ factor in
securing migrant’s integration into society’
(Phillimore & Goodson, 2006, p. 1719-20). Bloch’s
(2000) research suggests that refugees who are in
employment find it easier to adjust to their new
society than unemployed refugees. Employment
increases day-to-day encounters and opportunities
to learn English and importantly, restores economic
independence, thus making participation in society
easier. Stewart and Mulvey (2013) recommend that
dispersal areas be a good match between
employment demand and asylum-seekers’ skills.
They suggest that the Home Office considers
suitability factors such as the areas’ ethnic
composition, established community support
networks, employment opportunities, and language
support when dispersing individuals; in order for it
to have a consistently positive impact on ASRs
experience. The Home Office, using the Ager and
Strang (2004) report, have also identified a set of
high-level indicators that are integral for
integration. These are achieving full potential,
which includes the employment rates of refugees
and level of English attainment over time;
contributions to the community in terms of
voluntary work, involvement with community
organisations, and the extent to which refugees
experience racial, cultural and religious harassment;
and accessing services, including housing and
satisfaction with their children’s education. These
are contrary to immigration rules that prohibit
employment and the demographic characteristics of
many dispersal areas; with unemployment being
noted as the ‘single most significant barrier’ to
refugees’ integration (Feeney, 2000, p. 343).

In spite of Bagelman’s (2013) and Phillmore and
Goodson’s (2008) empirical researches supporting

the notion that dispersal presents many
disadvantages to ASRs, they acknowledge that the
‘period of waiting” may be a time that asylum-
seekers find valuable to recover from the shock and
traumas experienced in their country of origin.
Phillmore and Goodson (2008, p. 1715) also argue
that the skills and qualifications that ASRs arrive
with could potentially ‘offer new opportunities for
deprived areas,” if ASRs were supported in accessing
employment appropriate to those skills and
qualifications.

Dispersal also separates asylum-seekers from the
established organisation and community groups in
London (Stewart, 2011; Zetter et al., 2005), and
from ‘meaningful day-to-day encounters’, which
disintegrate crucial family and friendship bonds
(Hynes, 2009, p. 115). The dispersal policy is
therefore accused of having negative implications
on integration and Jong-term resettlement’ because
it is ‘inherently’ linked to social exclusion; thus
influencing individuals’ ‘access to services, [and
affects their chances of ] establishing themselves in
their new communities and feeling a sense of
‘belonging” (Hynes, 2011, p. 2). A systematic
literature review by Rebelo, Jose, Mercedes, and
Joseba (2018), which consisted of 12 studies across
five western countries including the UK, supports
that the claim that immigration laws, including
dispersal policies, and media hostility, contribute
towards a climate of mistrust, hostility and racism
towards ASRs. Furthermore, these experiences are
found to be positively correlated with feelings of
isolation, and to negatively impact well-being.
Similarly, the nature of ASRs experiences can affect
their level of integration (Healey, 2006). For
example, negative experiences are associated with a
reduced sense of security in the UK, while positive
experiences are expected to increase feelings of
comfort and result in greater interaction between
host and hosted. Aspinall and Watters’ (2010, p. 97)
research shows that in areas classed as excluding,
that is, low-income white neighbourhoods with few
immigrants’, incidences of assault and racial
harassment are higher; whereas, ASRs have a more
positive experience in ‘including areas’ that have
histories of immigration. Likewise, Platts-Fowler
and Robinson’s (2015) research, which focused on
the experience of ASRs in the dispersal areas of Hull
and Sheftield, shows that overall, participants in
Sheftield were more satisfied with the level of
support, the standard of housing and friendliness of
local people than those in Hull. Participants from
Sheftield reported that they are either ‘fairly' or
‘very satisfied' with their life, suggesting that
integration was proceeding more positively.
Sheffield is described as having a rich history of



immigration since 1945 (Platts-Fowler & Robinson,
2015, p. 484), with a ‘long tradition of offering
welcome to refugees’ (Darling, 2010, p. 128). Hull,
on the other hand, has a limited post-1945 history
of immigration with a relatively small ethnic
minority population prior to 1999. Although the
research does not measure differences in these areas
based on their affiliation with the CoS movement, it
did highlight that Sheftield was the first CoS in the
UK. It is within these contexts of forced dispersal,
restrictionism over welfare, accommodation and
rights, and social exclusion and liminality that the
CoS movement began in Sheffield (Darling, 2010
p.129).

City of Sanctuary

Darling, Barnett and Eldridge (2010) challenge the
notion that the dispersal policy leads to an increase
in social tensions and threatens community
cohesion by drawing on the work of the CoS; a
charitable social movement that encourages and
promotes a culture of hospitality and welcome for
ASRs in the UK. The CoS movement started in
Sheftield in September 2005 (City of Sanctuary,
2018a), in response to the dispersal policy and the
tightening restrictions imposed on asylum support
(Darling, 2010, p. 129). With the vision that the UK
will be a welcoming place of safety for all, CoS aims
to create communities in which ASRs are valued and
can contribute to their communities (Darling,
Barnett and Eldridge, 2010); by shifting the
traditional ‘cultural attitudes’ of local people from
hostility ~ towards ‘welcome and inclusion’
(Bagelman, 2012, p. 16).

Impact of City of Sanctuary

The literature on CoS in the UK is limited to a few
key authors; the majority of whom focus on the
concept of the movement itself, in terms of its
characteristics, aims and achievements. Rotter
(2010, p. 54) presents ‘sanctuary as a tool’ that
enables asylum-seekers to deal with their
‘oroundlessness’ by reprieving and alleviating the
problematic waiting in limbo associated with the
asylum process. CoS offers a means to address
exclusionary, marginalising and  alienating
practices and plays a valuable role in network
connections (Squire & Bagelman, 2012, p. 43).
Sanctuary activities, usually in the form of cultural
and educational events, centre around ‘awareness-
raising’ that seeks to tell the truth about ASRs
experiences (Bauder, 2016, p. 178; City of
Sanctuary, 2018a). These activities are designed to
promote relationship development between host
and hosted (Squire & Darling, 2013).

When interpreted as part of a ‘broader political
response to state policies and practices’” that restrict
entry and settlement in the UK, CoS challenges the
criminalising practices of policing and border
control of ASRs; thus, controlling their statist and
pastorallogics (Squire & Bagelman, 2012, p. 146). It
disrupts the statist agenda by challenging the
notions and assumptions that sanctuary is
inevitably linked to unequal pastoral relationships
in which there are hierarchical associations between
‘protector’ and ‘protected’, and the ideas of those
deserving and undeserving of protection (Squire
and Bagelman, 2012, p. 146).In promoting and
providing opportunities for participation in
voluntary work, it challenges the ‘conventional
views” of ASRs as dependent and ‘passive recipients
of assistance’ (Bauder, 2016, p. 178); instead,
presenting them as fully contributing to the life of
their community (Darling, 2017). The UK’s
sanctuary initiatives ‘thus aim to fundamentally
transform the way people think about the city as a
space for ASRs’ (Bauder, 2016, p. 178).

On the other hand, the movement is critiqued for
producing the opposite effects for which it is
celebrated. It is argued that sanctuary initiatives
reproduce the differences between ASRs and the
residents of host communities (Bauder, 2016);
normalising the ‘undesirable’ situation of ASRs
while not offering any real solution that could bring
about change (Bauder, 2016). Hospitality is usually
offered via charitable and voluntary organisations;
however, Darling (2017) points out that these
organisations, especially those which are faith-
based, do not challenge the exclusionary nature of
immigration and asylum policies. According to
Squire and Darling (2013, p. 194) and Squire and
Bagelman (2012), sanctuary initiatives ‘perpetuate’
the ‘pastoral logic’ by encouraging ASRs to
‘passively accept their situation’. Bagelman’s (2012)
genealogical-ethnographic study of sanctuary cities,
concludes that CoS ‘fixes’ ASRs in suspense; feeding
into and sustaining a ‘powerful state of deferral’
(Bagelman 2012; Bagelman, 2013 p.57-8).

Sanctuary practices are thus seen as ‘a gentler form
of control’ that Tegularise and depoliticise’ the
problematic waiting (Bagelman, 2013, p. 50). It is a
‘means of governing through the assertation of
humanitarian intentions’ and runs the risk of
labelling individuals as deserving or undeserving
(Darling, 2017, p. 185); and has been branded a
‘governmentalizing process’ that incites ‘a
commitment to the rules’ and the resigning of
oneself to the normalised waiting for the asylum
process to conclude. Asylum-seekers, thus, remain
at the ‘political margins’ of society (Bauder, 2016, p.
178). Bauder concludes that sanctuary initiatives ‘do



not radically challenge the imagination of the city
as a space of belonging’. Instead, the imagination of
CoS aligns with urban neoliberal politics. Darling
and Squire (2012, p. 196) thus argue that the CoS
movement could merely be a collective of groups
and individuals that do not effectively produce
sanctuary, although they promote the values of
hospitality.

The literature highlights many of the disadvantages
that ASRs face under the institutionalised dispersal
policy and there is no consensus that the CoS
movement, even in part, mitigates these
disadvantages. With such opposite-ends-of-the-
spectrum contradictions in the literature about CoS,
it is difficult to draw a conclusion regarding its
impact. Aside from enabling relationship
development through sanctuary activities such as
community gardening and social evenings, which
disrupt the notion that asylum-seekers’ unresolved
status, and refugees’ ‘otherness’ disbar them from
integrating into their community (Squire, 2011
p-290), the literature offers little about the practical
ways that CoS benefits ASRs.

Methodology

The research used a phenomenological strategy as
it aimed to build a ‘clear picture’ (Denscombe, 2010
p-103) of how things exist from the perspectives of
ASRs as per their experience. It adopted an
interpretivist paradigm using interpretative
phenomenological analysis (IPA); which is both
descriptive and interpretative and described as a
‘two-stage interpretation process’ in  which
participants try to make sense of their world, and
the researcher tries to make sense of what
participants say (Taylor, 2015, p. 437). Its focus is
to ‘gain a deeper understanding’ (Matua & Van-
Der-Wal, 2014, p. 23) by uncovering meaning
beyond what participants might articulate. Ethical
considerations as outlined by the British Education
Research Association (2018), the European
Commission Directorate-General for Research and
Innovation (2020) and the Economic Social
Research  Council (2015) were adhered to
throughout the research process.

Sampling

Non-probability purposive sampling was used to
select a representative studied population (Cohen,
Manion & Morrison, 2011). Participants were all
recruited through contact with a charitable
organisation that provides a support service to
ASRs. It was known from the outset that access to
participants relied on trust; as ASRs are usually
wary of outsiders (Hynes, 2009; Stevenson &

Willott, nd; Block, Riggs & Haslam, 2013; Hynes,
20083; Temple & Moran, 2006; Kissoon, 2006). As a
result, voluntary work was undertaken at the
charitable organisation. This provided direct
contact with ASRs and allowed for the building of
trusting relationships (Johl and Ranganathan,
2010), which, according to Leininger (1991, p. 92
cited in Brink, 1993), aids the researcher in
obtaining ‘accurate data’ to validate findings. The
intention of recruiting participants for the research
was clearly explained to the Volunteering Manager,
who acted as a ‘gatekeeper’ and gave consent for the
interviews to be conducted on-site. Four
participants were sought who met the fixed criteria
of being either a refugee or an asylum-seeker, in line
with the policy definition, and between the ages of
20 and 50 years old. However, only three
participants consented; two males and one female
aged between 23 and 42 years, of whom two were
refugees, and the other an asylum-seeker. They
resided in Huddersfield for between six months and
four years. In terms of ethnicities, two were
Pakistanis, and one was Malaysian; all of whom had
a good command of the English language although,
ethnicity and language were not criterions for
selection.

Method of Data Collection

Data was collected using semi-structured
interviews. An in-house pilot was carried out to test
the appropriateness of the interview questions,
which resulted in minor word changes. It ensured
that the questions were relevant to gathering valid
data (Denscombe, 2010). Power was shifted in
favour of the participants by highlighting that they
were the experts and had control over how the
interviews proceeded. This was done to reduce the
participant’s likelihood of responding in ways they
assumed may be pleasing to the researcher, thus
enhancing data validity (Brinks, 1993). In line with
Tuckman’s (1972, p. 268) suggestion to ‘brief
participants ‘about the nature or purpose of the
interviews’, participants were given the interview
questions beforehand. The interviews lasted 27-48
minutes and were tape-recorded. Two of the three
interviews were conducted on-site at the charitable
organisation where participants were recruited;
using a private room to ensure confidentiality in line
with General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
(GOV.UK, 2018). One was conducted at the
participant’s home because they gained employment
and were no longer able to attend sessions at the
organisation. The interviews went well, benefiting
from the relationship that had developed between
the researcher and participants. It provided a
relaxed atmosphere in which participants spoke
extensively about their experiences in the UK.



Data Analysis

The Data was transcribed verbatim and analysed
using the six-steps strategy of the IPA framework.
The steps are divided into first and second-order
analysis. First-order analysis is the development of
a descriptive account of the experience as per the
participants’ perceptions (Miller, Chan & IFarmer,
2018, p. 246-7). This stage of the analysis sought to
understand the participants’ priorities. During first-
order analysis, the data was read and re-read to
explore semantic content and meaning. Next,
themes and patterns were identified on a case by
case basis. A total of nine themes were identified at
this stage. Cases were then cross-compared to
highlight similarities and differences. A detailed
thematic plan was made to facilitate this and which
reduced the number of themes to seven. During
second-stage  analysis, which moves from
description to interpretation, data was interpreted
at a deeper level by importing theories as a viewing
lens for analysis. (Miller et al., 2018, p. 247). This
allowed for the amalgamation of the seven themes
into three dominant ones.

Critique of Methodology

The firm focus of the research on participants’
experience of Huddersfield affected the depth of
information collected. A decision was made not to
delve into each participant’s experience in their
country of origin on ethical grounds. However, it
was evident during some interviews that
participants avoided linking their experiences of
Huddersfield with their experiences in their country
of origin. It would have provided for a more in-
depth discussion if participants had more freedom to
discuss their experiences in their country of origin.
A more rigorous sampling process, with fixed
criteria for ethnicity and language, would have
returned participants from a wider cross-section of
the studied population. A better method would have
been to choose one participant from the four most
represented ethnicities within the UK’s ASR
population, and sampling for English and none-
English speakers since the experience of these two
groups may be vastly different.

Analysis and Discussion

Analysis of the raw data presented three themes
suited to answering the research questions. The
emergent themes are dispersal, liminality, and
sanctuary as safety, trust and being understood.
Using the IPA framework, both a semantic and
latent level analysis is presented. This approach was
chosen to in order stay true to the research’s
phenomenological ontology; allowing the voices of
the participants to be foregrounded in the data
reporting.

Dispersal
From a semantic level analysis, participants
reported that dispersal was not a problem, even
though they were all dispersed by the Home Office.
None displayed any concern about not having a say
in where they were accommodated; nor did they
believe that the Home Office had made the wrong
decision in dispersing them to Huddersfield. They
all believed that whatever choice the Home Office
had made, would have been in their best interests
and that they would be dispersed to suitable areas.
Emran, 38-year-old, stated:
“...Af they are sending me somewhere; I
totally respect that because I'm sure they are
doing it for my best...’
Zee, 23-year-old also shared this view, stating:
‘the first time I came here, I had no idea of
what the cities are like. I didn’t know where
would be the best place for me, so when they
dispersed, I just believed that it would be
somewhere which is suitable for me... IfI
were sent somewhere else, I'd be a different
person now cause maybe I wouldn’t have
gotten the chance that I got here’.
Idris, (42-year-old), too shared a similar sentiment,
adding:
‘Where I'm coming from, you know, I
appreciate the way they [Home Office] did
things’.

What participants portrayed was ‘gratefulness’ of
being offered sanctuary and for the benefits that
they received as part of the asylum-process. The
participants were happy and willing to start from
where they were sent; reporting no disadvantage to
dispersal. Based on Zee's statement, dispersal also
seemed to ease the burden associated with deciding
where to settle in the UK; something that is
arguably a welcome relief for asylum-seekers who
do not already have friends and family here. Their
responses also suggest that they have some level of
trust and confidence in the Home Office’s dispersal
decision and the asylum system. Caution must be
taken however, when engaging with participants’
semantic view of dispersal. This is because they
were all happy with being dispersed to
Huddersfield; presenting the town as a welcoming
and friendly place. Had they not been happy with
the local area, their views of dispersal may have
been drastically different. Generalisation is
therefore difficult. As Hynes (2011, p. 94) points out,
the dispersal system has a ‘one-size-fits-all
approach, an approach that some might find
positive, but which may be the opposite for others.

Despite their mainly positive views and experience
of being dispersed, the consensus from the literature
is that the impact of dispersal is often negative. It is
accused of being a mechanism of control linked to



social exclusion; racial harassment and isolation; all
of which affect the chances for ASRs to establish
themselves in their new community and feel a sense
of belonging (Hynes, 2011). Some of the negative
ways in which dispersal influences the participants
were revealed on deeper examination of the data.
For the participants, it was important that the
researcher understood that once status was
determined, they had the freedom to choose where
to live. This was evident from Emran’s statements
at different points throughout the interview.
‘...and then this is temporary, because what
I understand, once I get leave to remain,
once I get a job obviously, I will have the
freedom to go and live wherever I want’.

‘And I want to add one more point, as you're
aware, once | get the leave to remain, I can
go and live anywhere in the UK. You know
that, right?’

Likewise, Zee emphasised the freedom that came
with status:
‘I don’t think it’s a big problem [dispersal]
but, of course, after getting refugee status,

. we have a choice. Like now, I've got my
refugee status, now if I'm not happy with
Huddersfield, am allowed to go somewhere
else and start my life’.

The importance that these participants attached the
concept of freedom suggests that they experience
some of the negative feelings associated with being
dispersed and supports Hynes’ (2009) observation
that the asylum system, including the dispersal
policy’s main impact on asylum-seekers, is the
teeling of loss of control over their lives. The Home
Office maintains control by making it compulsory
for asylum-seekers to attend reporting centres
regularly; usually daily, weekly, or monthly (Bloch
& Schuster, 2005). These reporting centres are in
the form of police stations and UK Visa and
Immigration Agency offices. Aside from creating
‘exceptional anxiety’ while one waits for the
decision on their case, dispersal housing and
reporting requirements fix people to knowable
locations for immigration authorities’ (Burridge,
2017). The feeling that they have lost control of
their lives results in ‘entrenched’” mistrust of the
police, service providers and even neighbours.

Liminality

Despite an appreciation for the system, the period of
waiting for RSD during which asylum-seekers are
not allowed to work, mostly impacts negatively on
the experience of ASRs.  Idris’ explanation
illuminates some of the struggles that asylum-

seekers endure before and after RSD. For him, this

period of waiting for status was “not easy”.
“You don’t have that feeling, that you are
safe and secure because you are still in thin
air. You don’t have a job; you don’t have
status; there are so many things that you
cannot do what everybody else is doing. You
know, because you are barred from doing it.
I mean, when I came, the first six months, I
couldn't work. I couldn't open a bank
account. I couldn’t buy anything online. So,
there are so many limitations.’

Idris further explained the two concepts of security

that he experienced during his time waiting for

RSD.
“There are two kinds of feeling secure. One
secure is your life isn’t threatened. One
secure is you feel you are grounded; you
know that you have the rights and you can
do what everybody else is doing, and you are
one of everybody. But my secure, when I
mentioned I didn’t feel secure, it wasn’t
about my life being threatened... There
were so many things that I couldn’t do that
everybody else could do. Although I was in
the United Kingdom, I wasn’t 100% here
because I was not one of everybody. I was
still in thin air, and I had this limitation. It’s
like a prisoner, you put him in jail, you tell
him you can’t go out, you can’t do this as a
normal free man. You are jailed. You are in
prison. So, it’s something like that, I wasn’t
in a prison, but at the same time, I had
limitations, I couldn’t do so many things
what everybody else could do. Although I
was a free man, but I wasn’t a free man.’

What Idris has portrayed is the state of liminality;
described by Hynes (2011, p. 2) as ‘a particular state
experienced by people as they pass over the
threshold of one phase of their life to another’.
Liminality usually refers to the period between
entering the asylum system and the time when
status is granted and is described as an inherent part
of the asylum experience. Liminal spaces, which
include not just dispersal accommodation but
detention centres and refugee camps, keep asylum-
seekers ‘outside’ of their communities (O'Reilly,
2018, p. 822); as the exclusionary nature of the
asylum process restricts asylum-seekers from
forming ordinary, everyday living patterns (Hynes,
2011, p. 31). Findings from O'Reilly’s research
found that asylum-seekers often experience feelings
of being ‘trapped, controlled and imprisoned’
(O'Reilly, 2018, p. 828). Idris’s account of his
experience supports O'Reilly’s findings. Even
though he was here in the UK, he felt he was not



“100% here” because he felt imprisoned by the
system and needed validation via RSD.

The temporary nature of asylum accommodation
adds to the sense of being in limbo. Emran’s
experience supports the notion that the liminal
spaces associated with dispersal impact on
integration by disrupting relationship formation
(Hynes, 2009, p. 115).
‘interaction is limited because we are in a
temporary place. Once we move to a
permanent place, then we will interact with
the neighbours more. We were friends with
the neighbours, but they moved out because
this is like temporary, people come and go’
(Emran).
Asylum-seekers are usually relocated on more than
one occasion, which separates them from the
relationships that they had started to form and
compounds their prospect of being socially
excluded. It affects their chances of feeling a sense
of belonging in their communities, because the time
spent in liminal spaces affects ASRs™ chances of
establishing roots (Hynes, 2011). The data further
suggests that the limitations imposed by asylum
policies infiltrate every aspect of life for ASRs,
bringing with it a sense of ‘powerlessness’ (O'Reilly,
2018, p. 827) and reliance which affects the ease at
which asylum-seekers can get things done. Without
a bank account, Idris struggled to book a National
Express bus ticket to London, as this is usually done
online. He had to rely on the kindness of strangers
to sign-post him to a travel agent, where he was able
to book.

Liminality also impacts on access to training and
employment. Zee's encounter with the education
system demonstrates some of these difficulties:
‘...when I was an asylum-seeker, there were
tew free courses available at
Hkskskokokoskokoskokokok ok kT tried, but I wasn’t able to
get a space. So, at that time, [for] a few
months, I felt like I couldn’t really integrate
with the students because I felt like I'm
missing out and I'm not like, relating to them.
So, I kept away from young people, from like
the students who are going to university and
everything.’
Itis strongly implied that Zee avoided young people
in education because they symbolise the liminality
that she experienced; being denied the opportunity
to participate in an activity that is normal for a
young person her age. Idris, the only participant to
have secured a job, encountered similar limitations
when searching for employment. Idris was highly
motivated to find work and is representative of
findings from Phillimore and Goodson’s (2006)

research, which showed that ‘the majority of ASRs
are motivated to locate employment.
‘I went interviews, like; I went everywhere in
Leeds. I didn’t leave anywhere. I travelled by
train and coach just to do interviews to get a
job’ (Idris).
Although Idris spoke English well, other factors
hindered his prospect of obtaining employment.
‘Some people did appreciate my skills, but
they were hesitant to take a risk that how
real is that in CV that they're seeing. So,
because I haven't worked in the UK, they
can’t investigate what’s real and what’s not,
you know, the referencing....’
Idris” difficulties illustrate the argument that
liminality persists even after RSD. Bagelman (2013)
notes that, after RSD, refugees soon discover that
‘waiting’ remains an aspect of everyday life.
Asylum-seekers are not allowed to work, which
results in a lack of UK work experience when status
is granted. They usually arrive in the UK without
documentation regarding their qualifications and
work experience, such as an employer’s reference.
This makes it difficult for employers to assess their
suitability for the roles they apply for (Phillimore
and Goodson, 2006) as per Idris’ experience, which
lowers their prospect of gaining employment,
especially employment that suits their skills and
qualifications.

In contrast to the majority of the literature, that
period of waiting was presented by Emran as
invaluable. Despite experiencing some aspects of
liminality as mentioned above, he did not view the
period waiting for RSD as limiting. For him, it was
an opportunity that should be utilised to find one’s
bearings, recover from traumatic experiences, spend
time with family, and restore the sense of feeling
like a human being. He states:
‘I think it’s better not to work in this period
till you get approval... So, I have this time,
utilise this time to upgrade my skills, maybe
get more education, maybe relax, spend
more time with the famlly Because if you
think about it, most of the people coming to
this part of the world, asylum-seekers, are
not coming from a stress-free environment.
They coming from a very tough place. It
doesn’t have to be money or lifestyle, not
maybe like me, I was having a great lifestyle
In #**F*%% byt my mind was just gonna
blow up of not seeing humanity and
equality. So, a lot of people come here
because they feel they are not human
anymore.... So, this time, till I get the
approval, I think I should utilise it, again,
getting to know the people, getting to know
the culture, getting some basic courses and
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training because obviously the work, the
system will be a little bit different than
where [ come from or where the persons
come from. So, if you are asking me if it’s ok
not to work until I get my approval? I say
it's brilliant, it's good. It's good for me, my
health, my family. I spend more time with
my family, doing what I really like; maybe
study because you know and everybody in
this world knows, the moment you start
your life, which is getting a job, you not
gonna get time for education, you hardly
ever get time to do something you like.”
Of the few theorists that offer waiting in a less
negative light, Emran’s perspective of his time spent
waiting supports Bagelman’s acknowledgement
that ‘waiting is not a static experience of being held
still; supposedly, it can be productive, active; and
infused with value’ (Bagelman 2013, p. 55). Findings
from Phillimore and Goodson’s (2006, p. 1729)
research also found that the period of waiting gave
participants time to cope with the culture shock and
traumas of losing both loved ones and material
goods in their country of origin.

Sanctuary as Safety, Trust and Being
Understood.

The idea of sanctuary was presented as a place or
space of togetherness in which the participants are
comfortable and felt safe. It includes having people
from diverse backgrounds with opportunities for
integration; and importantly, consisting of people
they can trust. Aside from meeting basic needs, it is
somewhere from which adequate guidance is offered
to offset the feeling of being “lost” (Idris); and where
language barriers are easily overcome so that people
are understood. The participants’ notion of
sanctuary is akin to Rotter’s depiction of sanctuary
spaces as ‘a setting within which social ties could be
reconstituted’, where ‘trust’ and ‘acceptance’ are ‘re-
established’, and concrete protection secured”
(Rotter, 2010, p. 42).

It is not surprising that trust is a criterion of
sanctuary from the perspectives of participants as it
often appears as a central theme within refugee
studies (Hynes, 2009). Mistrust may have stemmed
from the circumstances under which they flee their
country of origin and it is reasonable to assume that
trust is an aspect of ‘concrete protection and
security’ for the participants, in accordance with
Rotter’s (2010) depiction. Findings by Hynes shows
that, regardless of nationality, ASRs experienced
feelings of being mistrusted or disbelieved during
the asylum process. So, from the point of arrival,
asylum-seekers were unsure of who they could
trust. The public’s fear and mistrust of these groups

also increases levels of discrimination and prejudice.
Trust within migrants’ communities, from the
perspective of Colson (2003) relies on ‘reciprocity’
between ASRs and their host country, based around
a shared future, and according to Carey-wood et al.
(1995), refugees need ‘stable accommodation and
gainful employment’ within which to rebuild their
lives, and ultimately, trust. However, within the
process of dispersal, there is little or no space to re-
establish trusting relationships within political,
institutional or social realms; this in turn negatively
affects the resettlement process once status is
determined (Hynes, 2009).

Guidance during the asylum process and after RSD
featured as a fundamental aspect of sanctuary; of
which, language is a prominent feature. When asked
what constitutes sanctuary, Emran states:
‘the language thing, it’s a big barrier, you
know. That’s the most important thing. If I
understand what you need, that’s it; then I
can find a solution. [So], enough people
who talk different languages because you
need to understand the language.’
This is important because newly arriving asylum-
seekers typically have no geographical knowledge
of the areas they are dispersed to, nor of the services
available. Being understood ensures that ASRs get
“all the correct information, [and importantly’] that
they understand the information” and can proceed
while feeling “happy [and] satisfied” (Emran). The
onus on learning the language is usually placed on
ASRs as a means by which they can integrate into
society. This, however, takes time. Emran points
out that the need to be understood is crucial as a
newly arrived asylum-seeker. He suggests that
service providers take some responsibility for
overcoming the language barrier by having people
who can understand the native languages of
asylum-seeker:
‘there should be people who know the
language. .. because sometimes I feel, people
are not misguided, but because they don’t
understand the language” some people “give
up” without getting the information that
they needed. So, having people who can
understand. I don’t know how easy it’s
gonna be but if you see the nationalities of
asylum-seekers in the UK, I mean, it’s not
like every other day there is.... a new
nationality. It's the same you know.’
Emran’s explanation suggests that some ASRs get
frustrated with their inability to communicate,
particularly with service providers. Language then
is essential as both a feature of ASRs experiences
and as a coping strategy. Aside from being a
practical skill, it is a mode of expression that makes
contact between local people and ASRs easier and
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which is viewed as both a structural and agency
factor within the resettlement process. It is
considered to be structural on the basis that ASRs
are expected to learn the language ‘just because’ the
host society requests it; with English language
attainment being one of the Home Office’s high-
level integration indicators, which Phillimore and
Goodson (2008) argue, emphasise assimilation into
the host community. On the other hand, learning
the language because it fulfils a purpose as identified
by ASRs makes it an act of agency (Healey, 2006, p.
263-264) and Stewart (2011), suggest that language
support should be one of the suitability factors that
the Home Oftfice considers as part of the dispersal
process. Language is also a barrier to employment
and social interaction which contributes to social
isolation and adds to the experience of being in
limbo (Healey, 2006). Healey further argues that
‘language is crucial to fitting in” and that it adds to
the feeling of being accepted in the new
environment (Healey, 2006, p. 269). As all
participants spoke good English, this may be one of
the reasons why they feel such a sense of belonging
as they are able to fit into the local community
through their ability to effectively communicate in
the local language.

Local context
All the participants found Huddersfield to be a
welcoming and friendly town. The local people were
described as “friendly and helpful” with welcoming
smiles. Huddersfield is a space within which they
feel safe, comfortable and relaxed; and it is
appreciated for its diversity and multiculturalism. It
provides a sense of being “home” (Emran) and the
overall perception is that there is scope to achieve a
more fulfilled life than in their country of origin.
Emran states,
‘All the people I've met, especially people
from my own community, who have been
here from, like after their asylum is
approved, I can see literally all are having
jobs they wanted, they're all living a good
life... So, when I see people I [believeT] I can
do much better [than in country of origin]
because where I come from its suddenly
different... seeing this very comfortable, the
simplicity of people, the honesty; it makes
me feel welcomed and definitely makes me
teel that I can move on and live a better life.”

Huddersfield also provides amenities such as shops
and places of worship that meet the needs of the
participants. However, they report that information
around available support is usually not forthcoming.
What they have identified as lacking is: ‘Someone to
give info and to guide. That’s really important...
Cand] something which is missing’ (Idris). This

supports the literature which observes that areas
such as London, where asylum-seekers are
dispersed from, have established organisations and
community groups to better facilitate and support
ASRs (Zetter et al., 2005; Stewart, 2011). Although
Idris acknowledged that some support was
available, he felt that there was lack of guidance in
accessing the available support.

However, what the literature sparsely mentions are
the positives that many of these smaller areas
contribute to the experience of ASRs. Two
recurring features of Huddersfield that add to the
participants’ sense of welcome are its lack of “rush”
and participants not having experienced any
incidents of racism. Zee states:
‘Four years living here, and 1 never
experienced any sort of racism or anything
in Huddersfield. But I've been to Liverpool,
and I went to Manchester, just for a few
hours, and I've already faced like, a few
incidents that happened... So, in that sense, |
think Huddersfield is really great for not
doing those kinds of things.’
Emran further added:
‘It you talk about good or bad or racism, all
this is all over the world, but I haven’t faced
anything yet, [in7] all my experience in the
UK’

Despite these positive experiences, Huddersfield
does not escape from incidences of racial
discrimination. The high-profile case that made
national news of a Syrian schoolboy being ‘bullied’,
(Parveen, 2018) can somewhat attest to this.
However, the participants did not feel that they had
experienced any racism. This may be because, based
on its history of migration and of offering refuge,
Huddersfield is possibly an ‘including area’ as per
Aspinall and Watters’ (2010) typology of ‘including’
and ‘excluding’ areas as discussed in the literature
review.

Huddersfield as an un-hurried environment
occurred across all three interviews, with all
participants stating that the possible reason why
Huddersfield feels so welcoming is because it does
not have the ‘rush’ that is often associated with life
in the bigger cities.
‘T've been to London, Manchester, Leeds. |
feel that in Huddersfield you are more
welcomed. Maybe it’s a less busy place, you
know. Like in London, you feel people are
more busy, and everybody is just busy in
their own lives, and everybody is in a hurry.
But here, you feel home. You feel people are
relaxed. When you get into a bus, you ask
the driver, I'm going to this place? You will
spend time with the driver and ask him
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questions, and he’s gonna answer.
Everybody is cool and relaxed; nobody is in
a hurry’ (Emran).
‘it’s not too much rush’(Zee).
‘T don’t wanna be in London, in between this
crowd and all that rush, you know, instead
of being in a small town where it is more
quieter and you have more calmer people’
(Idris).
The Tack of rush’ seems to symbolise that local
people have more time for daily interactions, which
possibly heightens ASRs feelings of being welcome
and adds to their sense of belonging.

City of Sanctuary
Despite providing such a clear description of
sanctuary, the participants had little to no
knowledge of the CoS movement. As such, the
impact of the movement as perceived by the
participants could not be explored. The participant's
perception is that there is a lack of understanding in
general by local people towards the struggles that
they may have faced, both in their country of origin
and here in the UK. They expressed that this lack of
understanding was due to a lack of knowledge on
the part of local people, which arguably challenges
the effectiveness of Sanctuary Kirklees in raising
awareness and telling the truth about ASRs
experiences in an attempt to influence the views of
local people to see the town’s identity as a place of
safety for ASRs.
‘I think people in Huddersfield not really
know the circumstances of refugees because
me and my family have been engaging in
this fund raising-project with *#¥¥¥¥* = of
course, the clients are not people who are
involved with refugees. So, whenever we go
to them, when we tell them about ourselves
and our situation, about the process, I think
they are shocked. Like, they didn’t know
these things happening to refugees.
Everyone is the same, there is no one person
who says, yeah, I know that. Oh Yes, I know
this happening. They are like, oh, really? Is
this what’s happening? Is this how it goes?
So, I think people are not aware...” (Zee).
Idris also explained that:
‘...nobody understands. Only few who
deals, who met someone who is going
through this route, they might, but not
everyone...’
Alternatively, this lack of understanding may be
argued to be a good thing, as despite not having
knowledge of ASRs” traumatic experiences and
the disadvantages that they often face, the
experience of the interviewees suggests that
local people simply treat them as they would

anyone else, therefore contributing to the good
experience that they have so far enjoyed.

The participants’ lack of knowledge about the CoS
movement also raises questions about Sanctuary
Kirklees effectiveness in establishing a network of
organisations that are proud to identify with the
movement aims, especially because the organisation
where the participants were recruited is indeed a
member of their network. What this brings to mind
is a hypothesis by Darling and Squire, that the CoS
‘represents little more than a collective of
organisations and individuals who promote the
values of hospitality but who do not effectively
practice sanctuary’ (Darling and Squire, 2012, p.
196). If this is the case within Huddersfield, an area
described as welcoming and friendly where ASRs
feels safe, comfortable and relaxed, the importance
of practicing the sanctuary code is also brought into
question. Nonetheless, without concrete supporting
data, it is not reasonable to assume that Sanctuary
Kirklees does not directly or indirectly affect local
peoples’ attitudes towards ASRs despite the
former’s lack of knowledge and understanding
about the traumatic experiences that ASRs may
have experienced. So, although this finding is not
enough to adequately support Darling and Squire’s
suggestion about the CoS movement, it adds to the
existing literature and edges closer the prospect of
drawing a conclusion about the CoS™ impact and
effectiveness.

Conclusion

The research revealed that despite the adverse
effects associated with dispersal, it is not always
perceived negatively by ASRs. The participants,
who did not view dispersal as disadvantageous,
believed that the Home Office’s decision to disperse,
and the area chosen, were aligned with their best
interests. They were therefore willing to start from
wherever they were sent. That they held this belief
prior to dispersal suggests that they also have some
level of confidence in the Home Office’s dispersal
decision and asylum system. Despite some of the
negatives they face due to the culture of hostility
created by asylum policies and media portrayal,
ASRs are grateful for refuge in the UK and the
support they receive as part of the asylum process.
As smaller dispersal areas hold the potential for
positive integration experiences for ASRs, the
Home Office needs stricter adherence to the
suitability factors recommended by Stewart and
Mulvey (2013), when dispersal decisions are made,
to increase the potential for a positive integration
experience.
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Liminality emerged as one aspect of the asylum
process that adversely impacts both the present and
future prospects of ASRs’ ability to settle into their
community and plan for their future. There is
evidence to suggest that the period of waiting offers
some asylum-seekers the opportunity to recover
from the traumatic events experienced in their
country of origin and that it provides space to
tamiliarise themselves with the culture and custom
of their new country. However, the data, backed by
literature, provides a strong argument that the
liminality associated with the period of waiting for
RSD has a mostly negative impact on the experience
of ASRs. It infiltrates every aspect of life for ASRs;
impacting the ease of which they can get things
done. It also affects relationship development,
educational attainment and adds to the difficulties
in securing employment once status is granted.
There is a perceived lack of guidance throughout
and beyond the asylum process, and frustration and
misunderstandings can arise due to the language
barriers. This suggests that more professionally
provided guidance and support during the asylum
process, and allowing for a greater understanding of
“what’s next” after RSD, is needed in small dispersal
areas with less organised support systems than in
London and the South East.

The participants ideal of sanctuary is profound,
comprising not just the mere feeling of safety. It
includes the sense of being understood and the
teeling of being in the company of trustworthy
individuals, which is hypothesised to represent the
notion of concrete protection and security; an ideal
of sanctuary contrary to the feeling that the asylum
system produces. The demographic characteristics
of the local area also matters to ASRs. Although it
does not shield them from experiencing the
negatives of the asylum system, areas that are
multicultural, relaxed and ‘simple’, with ‘less rush’
compared to bigger cities such as London, offer
opportunities to build relationships and may
enhance the ASRs feelings of being welcome and
belonging. The research was unable to ascertain
whether or not ASRs believe Huddersfield, as a
‘town of sanctuary’, added to their mostly positive
experience as they had little to no knowledge of the
movement. However, their belief that local people
do not understand their plights challenges the
effectiveness of Sanctuary Kirklees in educating
local people to understand the injustices ASRs face
and in motivating them to support and defend them.
Questions are also raised around the importance of
practising the sanctuary codes in areas such as
Huddersfield where the experiences of the
participants suggest that local peoples’ behaviour
and attitudes are somewhat subconsciously in
alignment with the CoS principles. However, if

Sanctuary Kirklees is to achieve its aims, then it
needs to be more visible, both to ASRs and the local
community, as it is very difficult to support an
initiative if you do not have knowledge of its
existence. With that said, as the CoS targets are
local people, who were not sampled in this research,
future studies examining their knowledge and
understanding of the movement, both here in
Huddersfield and across the UK, would shed more
light on the effectiveness of the CoS movement in
achieving its aims. A particular area of focus might
be in altering the views of local people across the
UK, and in ascertaining the practical ways in which
the movement impacts the experiences and daily life
of ASRs. More research is also recommended which
foregrounds the voices of ASRs, to build on this
research in understanding ASR’s experiences, in
terms of the local context.
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