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A fresh perspective drawn from Catholic Social Teaching



About JRS UK

The Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS) is an international Catholic organisation, operating in over

50 countries worldwide. Our mission is to accompany, serve as companions, and advocate

A+a €xme aalAx€qg +A aceA—Aceeql QqA — qoecciecaq) Q % A+a~o¥%
with asylum seekers who have been detained or made destitute by the asylum process. JRS

UK is based in Wapping, London, where we run a Day Centre, activities and a legal advice

service for destitute asylum seekers, and outreach support into immigration detention.

JRS UK Values

JRS is grounded in Catholic Social Teaching: our work is based on the principles of hospitality

and carried out in a spirit of compassion and solidarity, encouraging participation and

community, aiming to give hope, justice and dignity to refugees and forced migrants. As a

work of the Society of Jesus, we draw on the charism and principles of Ignatian spirituality,
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FOREWORD FROM THE DIRECTOR

I have heard Cecile speak about her tortuous and brutal journey

through the asylum system in the UK many times. You will read a brief

snippet of her story in the report that follows. It begins with the culture

of disbelief that she faced at the outset, which dogged her ability to resolve

her situation for more than a decade, leading to many years of destitution

Q % x+ o ceqqg ceqqg ueA+ace gxe ,Qq U Q A AaQ €x% Va
to stay in the UK. | can picture Cecile speaking about this moment: her quiet
self-composure radiates an unshakeable dignity that stands in stark contrast

to the casual cruelty she has endured at the hands of a system that purports

to provide protection.

This report is the culmination of many years of listening carefully

to refugees and asylum seekers such as Cecile and documenting their

stories and experience. It draws on the work of our front-line caseworkers,

legal advice team and detention outreach team who every day accompany

refugees and asylum seekers struggling to navigate the asylum system.

It also draws on primary research by theologian Dr Anna Rowlands and

uUA +—a ice a+a U+ a~A 2A0~wal 6a i+Vxace -Qa€,aalhAx€Q
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the depth of our human connectivity across the world and provides us with
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by contrast, have just published their latest proposals to reform the asylum

system, which seek not to set a fresh direction, but to build, exponentially,

on the injustices of the past.

The Jesuit Refugee Service is a Catholic organisation. We have drawn on the

social teachings of the Church to imagine a new approach to reforming the

asylum system, one that places the human person at the centre and promotes

a society founded in justice. At stake here is protection for asylum seekers

seeking sanctuary; but what is also at stake is the very fabric of our society

a€goe A Q % a€q V+ggaua a€A A+tag—a’'a’Q Q % U+—aaq

This report is dedicated to all the refugees and asylum seekers JRS UK has
accompanied, whose wisdom, friendship and humour sustains and inspires
our work.

K jl HII'. .--\III .
EaAman

Sarah Teather
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CORE AIMS & PRINCIPLES

An asylum system founded on justice, designed for the welfare of refugees and

not for their harm, should:

Enshrine protection and transparency

at the heart of the asylum
determination process, in a culture where
asylum claimants are seen and heard.

Our research with refugees and asylum seekers
and organisational experience suggests that
recognition and concern for dignity is lacking in
asylum determination where, too often, people are
not seen or heard, and where they are met with
hostility and disbelief. New government proposals
would make this worse.

Refugees and asylum seekers were clear about
what builds a sense of dignity in the context of
asylum determination: a clear, fast and effective
decision-making system with fewer errors, that
feels understandable and navigable; a sense of
accountability and relationship with case managers.
A system that offers transparency, justice, and
recognition of their humanity and agency.

To value human persons and human dignity we
need to look at, listen to, and accompany others.
We need social systems where we can encounter
each other as equal human persons: a culture of
encounter and a willingness to pay deep attention
to the experience of others.

Provide borders which are open
to those in need of protection.

Pope Francis emphasises the foundational
principle of the social order is ‘the universal
destination of created goods’. Forced migration —
whether for political, economic, cultural, religious
or environmental reasons — points to the failure
of the human family to uphold this intention:

that the goods of the earth are available to meet
the needs of each unique person.

We are not being called to magnanimously share
what is ours, but to share what belongs in justice,
for our common dignity, to all, so that the needs

of all are met. Concerns about controlling

or limiting immigration should never be allowed

to shape asylum policy, but they are at the heart

of new government proposals for the asylum system.

Being human in the asylum system

The conviction that the earth’s resources are for
everyone challenges us to re-orient our thinking
about border management around common
humanity and human need. It suggests we need
to open our borders to those in need.

Support asylum claimants and
refugees to live in dignity, and
participate fully in wider social, economic,

and political life.

An asylum system that respects human dignity
will not leave asylum claimants to live in
destitution; it will respect their right to liberty;
and it will not employ immigration control
measures that create trauma.

Asylum claimants will be treated as fully
human, being able to spend their time well:
able to be active, able to support themselves,
and able to participate in community.

To foster dignity, life in the asylum system must
not be life trapped in stasis, or held apart from
wider civic, economic, and social life. We must
strive to support refugees to participate in our
communities and rebuild their lives. Crucially,
those recognised as needing sanctuary must be
able to settle and lay down roots.

Foster a society that welcomes,
protects, promotes, and integrates
those seeking sanctuary as our neighbours.

The current asylum system greets asylum seekers
and migrants with hostility: enforced destitution
and detention are antithetical to the welcome,
protection, promotion, and integration of

refugees called for by the Church. New proposals
would deepen this hostility, and seek to tear
refugees from British communities, even after
acknowledging that they need sanctuary.

Refugees and asylum seekers do not wish to be
solely passive recipients of care or the solidarity
of others, but agents of solidarity, as part of wider
networks of solidarity.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report seeks to envisage a just and person- and human need that transcends national
centred asylum system by bringing refugee boundaries. It requires us to protect and nurture
experience and policy analysis into conversation human dignity, and reminds us that the common
with Catholic Social Teaching, against the backdrop good can only be achieved if we all participate
of new, deeply troubling government proposals and the most marginalised are included. It also
for an overhaul of the asylum system. calls us to create structures with and for others,

in solidarity with the most marginalised.
JRS UK has accompanied and supported people

in the asylum system for decades. Refugees and Drawing on these principles from CST and on
asylum seekers have told us that the current aeUce~€a+ q Aa+ aeA—A®eoeq Q % QqA
asylum system needs reform: it frequently we recommend a new set of core principles for
retraumatises and creates insurmountable a radically reformed asylum system: one founded
barriers to accessing the protection they deserve. on justice, designed for the welfare of refugees
It approaches them with suspicion and greets and not for their harm.
them with a hostile environment, subjecting many
to years of destitution, punctuated by periods of We argue a newly reformed asylum system
detention. Refugees and asylum seekers express should aim to:
a desire for a new approach — for an asylum 1. enshrine protection and transparency at the
determination system that hears their story and heart of the asylum determination process,
strives to offer them protection; for an asylum in a culture where asylum claimants are seen
qAg€oe €xQ€ Q +.,q €xe €+ U+—aaqgan@héardaccu—a %o
their lives. 2. provide borders which are open to those

in need of protection;
New government proposals for asylum reform, 3. support asylum claimants and refugees to live
by contrast, start from a position of disbelief, and in dignity, and participate fully in wider social,
are formulated on the basis that asylum claimants economic, and political life;
are lying. They are more concerned with refusing 4. foster a society that welcomes, protects,
asylum claims and removing claimants than with promotes, and integrates those seeking
ensuring that people in need of sanctuary are sanctuary as our neighbours.

offered protection and a chance to rebuild their
lives. They would deny the chance of permanent
settlement to large numbers of refugees whose
claims are processed in the UK, and force asylum
claimants to live in detention or in ghetto-like
reception centres whilst awaiting an outcome

on their claims. Asylum reform is badly needed.
But these latest proposals take the most unjust
elements of the current system as a foundation
for imagining further cruelty. As Pope Francis
reminds us in Fratelli Tutti, this approach displays
signs of major social sickness and will ultimately
be self-destructive, threatening the very fabric

of our society and culture as a whole.

Catholic Social Teaching (CST) offers principles
that can give a fresh perspective and help us
imagine a reformed system based on justice.
CST challenges us to re-orient our thinking about
border management around common humanity

Being human in the asylum system *5
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The purpose of this report

JRS UK accompanies, serves, and advocates for people within the asylum system,

Q % gVe~aU~Q A €x+qgoe ,x+ Qace g—ubdme~€@% €+ a€q
and people made destitute by the system. Over the last three and a half years, we
have conducted research to understand the asylum system from the perspective of

the people who have lived, and are still living, through it. We heard that the asylum
system is deeply damaging to those who seek sanctuary. It marginalises them,
approaches them with suspicion and disbelief, and denies them protection. People
seeking asylum are subjected to a hostile environment, designed to make their lives
unbearable. Repeatedly, we also heard a desire and a call for a system that is for

their welfare, and not for their harm. *#

The aim of this report is to help envisage such

Y a system, bringing refugee experience into
T conversation with Catholic Social Teaching to think
e »Vv about policy change. The report draws on refugees’
~ v~ and asylum seekers’ experiences of the system
~ Vv taken from our research over the last three years.

vy ~ \: A It is published just as the government has begun

W’—VJ \/\, ~ o to lay out its principles for reform of the system.
= ;"‘ WERW v Y We hope that the report will be useful for Christian

policy makers and communities, and indeed all

W’H = v \'* \r \r people of good will, who want to engage with
W,’J‘/ Y v \/ this and future government proposals, and work

together with us to create a more just human-
centred asylum system.

1.2 Context: who we are

As a Catholic organisation, JRS works with a vision transcends national boundaries. It follows that
+A q+~a@€A Q % €xoe U+—aaqgxa A soBiakandegpottical Siructumessheuld serve and

that it draws from Catholic Social Teaching (CST). protect human persons, and this means especially
This tradition assists us in diagnosing the various ensuring the needs of the most vulnerable are
ways in which societies end up with forms of social met. At JRS UK, we have a responsibility to help
sickness that prevent or frustrate human survival decipher what this means for the asylum system in
and wellbeing. We accompany, serve,and advocate  the UK. In this report, we draw these insights from
for those who are forcibly displaced because we our tradition into conversation with the experience
believe that each human person has innate dignity of our refugee community — who come from many
and value; and that we are called to care for and different cultural and religious backgrounds — to
stand in solidarity with each other. We believe name the ways that our current system frustrates
that people exist in and for community, and that the seeking of good outcomes, and to offer

our connection with each other cuts across and constructive recommendations for change.

Being human in the asylum system o7
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1.3 Reading the signs of the times

In his most recent social letter, Fratelli Tutti, Pope
Francis presents the dignity of the human person
who is forced to migrate as the ethical centre of his

together to extend support to those normally
excluded: via the Everyone Inscheme, announced
La€x €xce Uaq€e +~0%+, J

aceUm~€a+ Q oe "ace,q €xce aAaQ thdQsan@s of hont@lese peaget including many

of equal worth, dignity, and political and economic
rights; but he goes beyond this in seeing the
treatment of the person who is forced to migrate

as revealing to us our wider capacity to be properly
human. How we treat migrants tells us about how
we view human life per se. It reveals how healthy
our cultures are. The Pope tells us that open
cultures — that are capable of offering welcome
because they value rootedness and belonging,

and are willing to feel the suffering of others —
thrive. The Pope is clear: when we make decisions
about our asylum system, we are making decisions
about the value we place on human dignity, human
U+—aaqgxa AJ Q % x— Q
with a choice between an isolation and fear that
is ultimately self-destructive, and an openness
that can enable us to grow and thrive.

This perspective is especially prescient now. Our
society stands at a crossroads. Since March 2020,
the global community has been in upheaval due
€+ -20Xx6YyR¢c Q % ,c&¢ +,
rebuilding our societies. We must decide how to do

so. In the UK as elsewhere, people seeking asylum

have been disproportionately affected by the

pandemic and faced increased vulnerability. People
~+—~x g—alU A Q % a ADehu@aniged®VIYiesa &re augmented by topical

x+ ace A+
from charities to survive have often found that they
are no longer able to stay with friends, and that
charities have either been forced to close, or may
U % ae€
encountered important examples of society coming

without secure immigration status, or otherwise
without recourse to public funds. But at the same
time, we have seen morally troubling developments
in asylum policy and praxis — ones that neither
respect dignity nor offer justice to those who seek
qQ ~€—QaA +
been detained and rapidly removed without due
consideration of their situation. People seeking
asylum have been crammed into detention-like,
unsanitary conditions in disused barracks, cut off
from the rest of society and placed at great risk
of infection. This happens against the backdrop
of a longer term policy of creating a ‘hostile

aAeQ (o edvroam@ntyfer peQpleaxttised asylum and

others without immigration documents as a means
of immigration control. 2 And disturbingly, new
proposals for asylum reform would remove the
right of refugees to seek sanctuary on our shores.
A cruel and inhuman road is suggested. We don’t
have to take it.

AQ~ce €xc Owa@nalgsishoteherasylum system draws on three

key pieces of JRS UK research and analysis of

aspects of the asylum system: Out in the Cold?3;
For our welfare and not for our harm 4, authored
by Dr Anna Rowlands; and Detained and

uaaceU AqJ €eq€a + aceq Aa+
JRS, and research from others working to support
refugees and migrants; and academic research. We

+ace %aAU~— € €+ A€ xcealodrawén the Expenencdsf the asylum seeking

communities we have served over the last year.

Migrants are not seen as entitled like others

to participate in the life of society, and it is forgotten
that they possess the same intrinsic dignity as

any person...No one will ever openly deny that they
are human beings, yet in practice, by our decisions
and the way we treat them, we can show that

we consider them less worthy, less important,

less human.”

8 ¢ Being human in the asylum system
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1.4 Founding principles from CST for a new vision

of migration

In Fratelli Tutti, Pope Francis offers a very helpful
reminder of the Church’s teaching on the ethics

of migration. He emphasises that fraternal love

— recognising each human person as a brother

or sister — is a Christian duty that comes before
the law of any nation, and is a duty that draws us
across borders. He emphasises that whilst no-one
should be forced to leave their homeland — being
uprooted is one of the worst things that can
happen to a person — the migrant is nonetheless
a potential source of renewal and hope, as well as
simply having the natural right to seek their own
g—a’'a’Q Q % U+—aagxa AQ U+Vee
the four tasks we should practise as an ethical
approach to migration: to welcome, to protect,

to promote, and to integrate. He emphasises that
these are simply universal human obligations.

Pope Francis builds on the rich body of Catholic
Social Teaching, and integrates a series of key
Catholic social principles in his thinking on
migration. We deploy these here to help concretise
an asylum and immigration system that welcomes,
protects, promotes, and integrates... -

The Universal Destination of Goods: the goods
of the earth are destined to meet the needs

of all. A just sharing of these goods is the basis
of a peaceful and decent social order.

Human Dignity: the human person has an

Quqg+ —€ce ,+a€x Q % aq Q% a d+%S
Each person expects their welfare and not their

harm. This is a sacred expectation. No human

uced A ~Q ue €aceQ€®% Qq q—Voeal—
a 'Q —eQ 0— Q ueca Agg—a’a’e Q %o
in communities of belonging and integration.

ldn@@n ey gityotheveto@eqeggice syprotection,

promotion, and nurture of both the individual

person and of communities.

The Common Good:the purpose of government
and political society is to secure the wellbeing

of all. We are interdependent creatures, and we
can only secure our wellbeing by acting together.
A Christian vision of the common good starts with
a measure of the wellbeing of the most vulnerable,
and prioritises their needs. The common good is
dependent on receiving the skills and fostering the
vocations of all. It is a principle of participation,
and cannot be achieved without that participation.

Solidarity: we protect dignity and the common
good only when we are able to protect, promote,
and accompany each other. We have a duty to
seek mutual protection and the promotion of each
other’s dignity.

HOME OFFICE PROPOSALS TO CHANGE THE ASYLUM SYSTEM

At the time of publishing this report, the
announcement and consultation process for
an overhaul of the immigration and asylum
system in the UK is just beginning, with new
proposals just launched. ©

This report takes experiences of people seeking
asylum in the UK over the past 20+ years, building
recommendations for what an asylum process
which puts protection of refugees at the centre
and promotes human dignity could look like.

Where new proposals have been concretely
announced, or alluded to, we speak directly

to these proposals; otherwise, we speak

to the broader principles we believe should

be at the heart of asylum reform. That is to say,
this report is not just a reactive publication,
responding to new, rapidly shifting proposals,
but has been produced to aid a richer, longer-
term discussion of what a good asylum system
might look like, and we hope it will encourage
the reader to inhabit a longer frame of vision.

Being human in the asylum system °9



2 ASYLUM DETERMINATION

2.1 What we learnt from refugees and asylum seekers

Overall, refugees and asylum seekers at JRS UK spoke of an asylum system

in which they are not seen, heard, or recognised. Decision-making started from

a position of disbelief and was not grounded in a desire to protect refugees.

People described feeling powerless before a system that did not communicate

with them. The refusal to acknowledge people as self-determining agents was

dehumanising. People explained that often it was the indignity of the process,

Qq —~%x Qg €xe U Q +—€~+ ®J €xQ€ ®Q%q €+ Q + Ay€cea

—
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2.1.1 Asylum decision-making is warped by a culture & purpose of refusal and disbelief
deeA—Aeeqg Q % QgA — qoeccicaqg AV Qa % €xeA A € €xQ€ o+ e 2AU0

them and looking reasons to refuse their case, saying: “There is a problem with a culture of disbelief” *
and: “Their objective is just to get you out of the country.” =

Cecile’s story

-ifé il Aa6 éiZ b6 €<&fT Y &6“Myogfusal Wwas really death. | could see death.
& bmeé}6% %< €% -ij}< EméfTITheAditeT édhe Ao weeks later. | had to get
“During my asylum interview, | thought someone to translate it. The letter said that
everything went well. | explained everything and they didn’t believe my story. | told myself they’d
| thought | answered the questions very well. deport me back to my country. | was so afraid.
There were two women and they were really kind, My blood pressure went up. | couldn’t even eat...
but | think there were some traps — traps behind It really just came down to the fact that the dates
the questions that | didn’t realise. | was really w ETTY °YgY "2, YAT,,| T"E® ,YY 02 Y °C
afraid. | explained everything to them. | told them that against me. | had been so confused myself
about all ordeals that | had been through. that | couldn’t give the correct date.” °

Policy context
The culture of disbelief and refusal in asylum Latest Home Of ce
determination is corroborated by a vast body of PROPOSED CHANGES
evidence.*? i xceace aq qVe~alU~Q A Q
€xQ€ o+ @ 2AU~e ~Qqee, +aliceaq +A
excessive standard of proof to asylum claims,

and either simply prejudge claimants’ credibility

— starting from the position that people are lying

W +a ~+ ~ —% 0 €xQ€ €xeA Qace A
consideration. People are often not given the

chance to explain apparent inconsistencies. ®#

This sits in the context of an intentionally “tough”
approach to decision-making. In the wake of

€Ex® % (a %a—qxS g~Q %Q a abRea
ge~ac€QaA mAVaerqgqe% ~+ ~®a
decision-making “loses sight of the individual”. ®2
Removal targets were a motivating factor in the
decision-making that destroyed lives of ‘Windrush’
citizens.® By starting with the aim of refusal,
decision-makers lost sight of the human person,

and of what was due to them.

New proposals start from the premise that

the system is “open to gaming” *%and include

increasing removals as a core aim. They also

include a range of measures to formalise and

embed a culture of disbelief, which look set

€+ QU Q Q aeQ%A %aAU~— € ~— €

Examples are:

® An increased focus on interrogating a
claimant’s ‘credibility’ and higher standard
of proof when assessing credibility. ®2

® A policy of disbelieving claims of fear by
default if a claimant ‘could’ have claimed
asylum elsewhere (in fact, people forced
€+ U €xmaa x+ ceq +tA€e xQ e A
for seeking sanctuary in a particular place,
such as family or cultural ties. Their having
done so has no bearing on whether they
are in fear for their lives.)

e A higher standard of proof for determining
that someone is a likely victim of modern
slavery.

Being human in the asylum system ° 11



2.1.2 The case management system is both impersonal and opaque

Refugees and asylum seekers explained that Policy context

impersonal, inscrutable case management Caseworkers change frequently, meaning that

felt dehumanising. Connectedly, it contributed empathy and understanding of a case is lost and the
to a lack of accountability within the asylum person making the decision on someone’s case may
process. One person, echoing many others, be different from the person who interviewed them.

told us: “It's like talking to a machine. No one

is ever responsible... It's so impersonal. People

are just numbers.” ®The dehumanising treatment Latest Home Of ce
experienced within asylum case management PROPOSED CHANGES

contributed to a sense of injustice.
There are proposals to outsource asylum

interviews to private contractors, which is

likely to further undermine personal oversight

+A ~QgoeeqQ uxce ,+allda AV Q aqg A+a «
~Qqee,+taliccag €+ Quee €xe U Q %oe-~
on a case, based on the interview conducted

by a third party. 2

SS Til<éc <B6% Vv Zi<i%<E6% T j éc ZEEEf <« <6 j%ITIj Aéca T%

In detention in particular, access to justice is regularly obstructed by a process geared towards removal. *#

EEET

*6j €iZ T ATm><6m% f6 % mE Té#ihe jidge doesn’'t even have enough

EméfTs qf Tmmé¥iZ 6% T Y dipk td Make Hisjudgefnpgdts. But lives are
<6 f Té TYE s qji AT} & jZéT«j E alstake&%q?Z AT} i%i%< T E mj iT}iZ |Em6
T%Z b TfiZ 6% <aj Zi<i%<86% ET}<ZqmPf<&)6f%k T#%HZ <& T<j E b <« €% [T Emj}
-6<aé% <A6 Ajj }l ae} fT}i AT} miEBGhsThEfTs}pae} <é jl aj AT} Ty j[«<6 f6
aj AT} 6% Zi<i%<é6%I| aj AT}% <« Tyaj a@jiT%a%<« Z6f j%<}s ¥jTm E }éE E;T
Z6f %<} <6 femm6éy6mT«; aé} }«6mElénhZ ATATY TYE | aj AT} mif6i%é};.
Zé}yi €i%iZs qj iEb Te%} <aj bm6fTImAF}Iims}ajZ} %6A }<Tm<«<é%IlR6 mjy & .

Policy context

&€ e abbPa Q % abPRAJ — %oea €xlmeichit@eQ@i ce% aQqe€
Track’ (DFT) system, people could be detained PROPOSED CHANGES
immediately on claiming asylum, and held

in detention while their asylum claims were

determined, which would typically take place

within 2 weeks.?® In practice, fast-tracked cases

,ceace ®Qa A Q _QAq aceA—qE%Q x
Court ruled DFT as it then operated to be illegal,

on the basis that it resulted in an unfair asylum

process, and DFT was consequently suspended.

Proposals include the introduction

of an “expedited process for claims and

appeals made in detention” 2fwhich looks,

troublingly, li eturn to a similar process
g leféa\f Seux FREP

— af .
to DF , which was prev?gus?y iscredited.
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2.1.4 Many people are forced to pursue fresh claims by an unjust system

JRS works with many people who are let down by the asylum system and have to pursue fresh asylum
claims to secure the protection they badly need. Many live in destitution, sometimes punctuated by
detention, for over a decade before they are eventually recognised as having been refugees all along.

Refugee friend’s story

1%i miE 1ij Bn6&; %0 ém}« f T&he¥ don't believe anything you say. They

T}E €% Yy s oaj AT} mjE }idontbelievg anythingatall. z% ¢ yI }aj AT}
q6 | TE&fi T%Z <aj f6 mc}s 0aj f6BY%R EZmif61%&}iZ T} aT%é%Il yii% T mj
<6 b m}jaim T}E f Te T%Z T (TEmT}&8%Is paj fT}j aTZ }<& AaTZ (6 16 «f
}y 6}}€6%}s <« %imE < m%théw| EWiTEN} <aj q6 | YTEéf; aTZ f Té {Z|Z6f |
oy" xT, .2 ,YY EY,éwé2" 2C ,YY éaw} 4™E&ENXAimi Am6%1 E «mT%}|T<iZs
T} €E <AjE aTZ%-< miTZ AaT« }aj AMIiMivEEBIisim fT}i €} %6< % } T s

Latest Home Of ce
PROPOSED CHANGES

The latest proposed changes:
e include a matrix of measures to make
a€ @ e +am %aAU~— € A+a Ve+V
claims after an initial refusal, either
through the courts or by submitting fresh
e A% e ~;. €+ €xce 0o+ e 2AU~®eQ V
‘good faith’ requirement operates on the
assumption that if a claimant raises an
issue that wasn't clear in their initial

Policy context asylum clai his indicates bad faith. 28
*Q A~ QagaacaQ A accA—qe% uA ex@ 0 m {5 NS '

+
In reality,oﬁ1ere are good reasons people
are granted when people appeal to the courts may struggle to bring everything relevant
w aRg a 2&BuBaue in legal aid make this y 99 g 9
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) ong the asylum process.
refused asylum by the courts as well and declared a0e Q% AJ ?B a 4 oep Qace & V Q-ce
appeals rights exhausted. They then have to gather asylum cla?l;ns ina dmiassible typigally
new evidence in order to make a fresh claim and ’
. . o where someone has passed through
continue to pursue their case. The initial asylum other countries en route to the UK. Where
interview remains crucial. Problems arising there 2 case is deemed inadmissible thé Home
need to be addressed and carefully unpicked. This is 2A0~ce & Ve % Q a+ % 4 + €x
time-consuming work, and therefore it is particularly o remove t ’e clai d nt to a°° or safe > a
%oaAU~— € €+ A€ xahAxy]—Q a€A A H—V\?\P+_a%"}§‘+a arlg§ .
. . ) ) ountry. This is unworkable, bécause it is
Free, independent and high-quality legal advice not possible to remove someone to country
is essential to ensure that claimants can navigate .
that has not agreed to accept them. It will
the complex and legally-focused asylum process, .
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. cfaims the UK processes, but it will prolong
has been a huge reduction in free asylum legal

s . . . that process, The goverpment proposes to
Q% a~ccl Q~a+tqq €xce ZJ uec€f e abbg q;o a Fflgegdg%]ﬂ P p
. . . L build on these rules an putthemin law. 2
of legal aid providers in asylum and immigration
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2.2 The ethics of asylum determination:
a new perspective rooted in CST

2.2.1 Universal destination of goods

Pope Francis states that the foundational principle
of the social order is “the universal destination of
created goods”. 2#The created world — our common
home as Pope Francis calls it — is made for the use,
enjoyment and to meet the needs of all people,

in each historical moment, and from one generation
to the next. Pope Francis points out that forced
migration — whether for political, economic,

cultural, religious, or environmental reasons —
points to the failure of the human family to uphold
this intention: that the goods of the earth are
available to meet the needs of each unique person.

The Pope doesn't talk about ‘push’ and ‘pull’

factors for migration as many policy makers do.

He talks about the basic needs natural to being
human. He is clear-sighted about the failures

that trigger forced migration: uprootedness from
proper social bonds and access to basic goods.
UxceamA+am] €xce Uag€ |—eq€a+
responsibility in the face of this failure, including
€x0e Vaa ' a ceAeq +a ue ®eU€q
hold in an unequal world. Pope Francis is clear
that we are not being called to magnanimously
share what is ours, but to share what belongs
in justice, for our common dignity, to all, so that
the needs of all are met. The conviction that
the earth’s resources are for everyone challenges
us to re-orient our thinking about border
management around common humanity and
human need. It suggests we need to open our
borders to those in need.

, e

This offers a new, humanitarian frame for asylum
and immigration policy and a stark challenge
to a political vision in which migration is seen

£\

‘0

\ '\00,
‘e

,e Qqli ag Qu+—€ +—a

as a threat; and this framework is particularly

acAmlling-aad vegentdrgthe case of asylum
systems. Drawing from this teaching, JRS UK
suggests that concerns about controlling or limiting
immigration should never be allowed to shape
asylum policy. Ensuring this does not happen
requires attention to the immediate cultural and
political context in which asylum determination
takes place. A culture of refusal and disbelief in
the asylum system is part of a wider such culture,
motivated partly by the concrete political aim

of removal. The latest proposed changes by the
o+ e 2AU~0 ,+— % Qaaqoe Aa+
problematic culture of disbelief and refusal, and
again make removal an aim in itself. This culture
needs to be challenged urgently.

The conviction that the earth’s resources are

for everyone challenges us to re-orient our thinking
about border management around common
humanity and human need. It suggests we need

to open our borders to those in need.”

14 « Being human in the asylum system
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2.2.2 Human Dignity

Amid the thicket of precepts and prescriptions,

Jesus clears a way to seeing two faces, that of the

Father and that of our brother. He does not give

us two more formulas or two more commands.

He gives us two faces, or better yet, one alone:

the face of God re ected in so many other faces.” 2

CST suggests that to value human persons and
human dignity we need to look at, listen to, and
accompany others. This implies a need for social
systems where we can encounter each other

as equal human persons. Pope Francis thus calls
for a culture of encounter and a willingness to
pay deep attention to the experience of others.

Our research with refugees and asylum seekers
and organisational experience suggests that
dignity is lacking in asylum determination where,
too often, people are not seen or heard, and
where they are met with hostility and disbelief,
where they are subject to a system that makes
no sense, and in which they cannot engage.

By making it harder to appeal to the courts and
formally starting from the premise that asylum
claimants are likely to be lying, proposed Home

Refugees and asylum seekers participating in

our research gave important insights into the
connection between dignity and justice. Not only
was lack of justice a failure to recognise dignity,
but the reverse was also true: the dehumanising
treatment experienced within asylum case
management contributed to a sense of injustice,
so that justice and dignity were mutually
interdependent. They were clear also about

what builds a sense of dignity in the context of
asylum determination: a clear, fast and effective
decision-making system with fewer errors, and that
feels understandable and navigable; a sense of
accountability and relationship with case managers:
a system that offers transparency, justice, and
recognition of their humanity and agency.

2AU~ce ~xQ Aeqg ace%—~e@ €aQ qVQaoce ~A Q % Qace

closed to the human stories of asylum claimants.
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2.2.3 The Common Good

A healthy public life achieves the common good

by serving the human person. To do this, public

life requires a sense of what that life is for i.e.,

what good it is serving. Correspondingly, every
social system should have a ‘good’ that it aims

for, a moral purpose. This is true of businesses,

of public sector institutions, of public policies,

and of the asylum system. Catholic Social Teaching
is clear that a system that does not protect the
human person cannot be for the common good.

The asylum determination process is too often
directed against the individuals it is theoretically
supposed to protect. It is striking that refugees and
asylum seekers do not feel the asylum process and
its institutions have a clear moral purpose that can
be recognised as a social good. As well as speaking
of the system’s intentional cruelty and hostility,

they remarked on its futility and incoherence:

“What is the aim of the immigration process? What
does it aim to deliver and how does it measure

|
that? The system can’t answer this question.” %
This indicts the culture of disbelief and refusal

€xQ€ xQq ue~+ e leA €+ o+ @ 2A0~

making, which proposed changes seek to formalise,
and offers a clear imperative to recover a sense

of the asylum system'’s overriding purpose:

to extend international protection to those who
need it, and enable them to live in dignity and
rebuild their lives. Refusing people recognised as
refugees the chance to rebuild their lives displays

a sheer abandonment of this purpose. We must
instead place a focus on protection at the heart

of asylum determination.

2.2.4 Solidarity

Solidarity calls for the creation of social and

political structures with and for others. This entails
structures that empower everyone. To achieve
this, it is crucial that social and political structures
facilitate participation and leadership of those

most impacted by them. Pope Francis warns that
we often do not apply this principle to migrants
because we forget that they: “possess the same
intrinsic dignity as any person. Hence they ought

to be ‘agents in their own redemption’ ”. 2%
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v context to engage with their case.

Too often, we heard of an asylum system that
treated asylum claimants as passive objects
rather than agents. It is notable that lack of access
to good legal advice leaves many powerless before
a byzantine system, and that the asylum system
does not offer a good context for engaging with
one’s case. There is good reason to think that

an asylum system shaped in light of the principle
of solidarity would make it easy for people

to meaningfully engage with their asylum cases,
both by a more personal approach to casework
and by ensuring that people have the tools and




3 LIFE IN THE ASYLUM SYSTEM

3.1 What we learnt from refugees and asylum seekers

[
Yl Vi

1

3.1.1 A hostile environment

Many refugees and asylum seekers we spoke

to felt that the system intentionally generated
hopelessness. As well as being a tool to manage
current cases, they felt this was “social messaging”,
partly intended as a deterrent to other would-be
migrants and refugees, and partly to reassure non-
migrant citizens that the government was tough

on migration. 3 Many aspects of the system were
seen as serving no legitimate purpose, but instead
seen to be intentionally cruel, combining futility
with hostility. One refugee we work with recently
wrote of the regime that requires many migrants to
aeV+at €+ €£xce o'there i$ Adteabplirpose
to reporting and it seems like it is just part of the
hostile environment that attempts to undermine

and degrade asylum seekers in Britain.” 33

Policy context

d+ eea @ € V+ a~A Q —AQ-~€—amq xLatadt HpmAAfcaa A

as a means of immigration control. The Hostile
Environment is a matrix of policy and legislation
designed to make life unbearable for people
refused asylum and others without documentation,
with the purported aim of making them leave

the UK. It sits alongside decades of enforced
destitution for asylum seekers whose appeal
rights are declared exhausted and for others
without immigration documents. This has often
been accompanied by very visible anti-migrant

®Qg—amql q—~x Qq %khe Hostilee S -

Environment has a broad reach and shapes the
whole approach to immigration. In the wake of the
‘Windrush’ scandal, there was a shift in government
communications to the terminology of ‘compliance’
rather than ‘hostility’ — but hostility continues

to be used to as a tool to create compliance.

Many people subject to immigration control
in the UK are required to report in person to the

PROPOSED CHANGES

Proposals aim to deter people from seeking
asylum in the UK by creating a hostile
situation for people seeking, and even people
granted, asylum. Under proposed changes,
refugees would frequently be denied the
chance to settle here and rebuild their lives,
even after their need for protection has been
recognised and their asylum case determined.
Uxoe o+ e 2AU0~me Va+V+qe% ~xQ Amq
i%c?ude plans to “make fuller use of existing
immigration bail powers”. &=

o+ @ 2AU0~e aceA— Qa AFFhs€se A+a AeQaqQ

one of several ‘immigration bail’ conditions that
can be imposed.*’
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3.1.2 Life on asylum support in asylum accommodation is gruelling

One refugee described what this was like: “During seekers to work and take charge of themselves.” 8¢
the asylum process, you can't live a normal life. The Disused barracks have recently been redeployed
accommodation is really in a bad shape, sometimes as asylum accommodation. JRS UK has been

we found ourselves three in the room. | want to providing support to people accommodated

ask the Prime Minister, do you yourself sleep in at Napier barracks in Folkestone, where there

2"Ee,e2"w e Y ,YT,s 6YY €"T",eT wOp20e % VA OTIYQ06+a +—€uaceQu +A -2
is about £5 a day. No one can live on £5 a day in this We heard from people we supported there that

country. You have to change that, or allow asylum the accommodation is dehumanising and unsafe.
miE Tlii Eméi%Z Tff6 6ZT«iZ &% ysutadstmwalk quite far to end up somewhere

ZiYfmeéyizZ aé} iEHwassuitefindgin equally remote. The camp is like being in
the camp, there was security, there were police a psychiatric hospital, or like being in prison,
constantly coming and going, there was no there are people rapidly becoming more and
freedom. The way we were treated, it denied us more mentally unwell around you, one has just
all freedom. | came to the UK full of hope that tried to kill himself, another is in pain, another
| would have a chance to be safe and have a good s very stressed and cannot cope. It just seemed
life, and then | found myself in this camp, with safer to stay in my room and to avoid seeing all
no freedom, it was just like a prison. In all the of this as | could not cope with it all the time. | did
four months while | was in the camp, | must have not feel like a person when | was there. | felt | had
left barely ten times. It is in a remote place and lost who | was, like my personality had gone.”
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Policy context

Asylum claimants are banned from working

+a ~ QaaA Qag€aeQ uce eU€q9Q
circumstances, they can apply for asylum support
while their claim is determined. They are typically
provided with very basic accommodation, which

is frequently dilapidated and over-crowded, and
«acQ&aa Q ,ceceiJ ,xa~x QA uce +
living on asylum support struggle even to meet

their basic needs. %°

x €cca Q
recent decision to use the barracks as asylum
accommodation state that destitute people
seeking asylum are “not analogous” to British
citizens and other permanent residents in need

+A g€Q€e .2 AQace QQqQqage€Q ~®Q Uxme o

concluded that “less generous” support for people
qecia A QgA —
control immigration” and that: “Any provision

of support over and beyond what is necessary

to enable the individuals to meet their housing

and subsistence needs could undermine public
~+ U% o ~e a €x0 QA —

o+ @ 2AU0~0e %+~— @ €q ae Q€a A

.Qq t6—q€aloe% uA/€xc

qgAgq€ce Q7

Latest Home Of ce
PR®ROSED CHANGES

Proposals seek to make routine use of sites
like Napier a permanent feature of the asylum
system, proposing “reception centres” that
eé)“g,ro vide, ba3|c accommodatlon while
CeSSI g H1e cIalms of asylum seekers”. 42
The eventual use of ‘offshore’ processing
of asylum claims is also mooted.

e % €+

3.1.3 If an asylum claim is refused people are forced into destitution and homelessness

After appeal rights are declared exhausted,

all formal support is cut off. Many are forced

to couch-surf in precarious and dangerous
situations, sleeping rough sporadically.

In many cases, people refused asylum simply
cannot return to their country of origin or go
anywhere else for a range of reasons, including
the impossibility of obtaining travel documents.
They typically remain in fear for their lives,

and are frequently de facto stateless. Unable
to regularise their status or even access basic
resources here, they are trapped in limbo

a %ol a€oe AQ Uk+V e q+ ®€a g
the asylum system for over a decade, for most
of which they might live in destitution. This

can be profoundly dehumanising: “Destitution
destroys one’s sense of being a person”.*

Policy context

People refused asylum and others without
immigration documents do not have recourse

to public funds, so typical routes out of destitution
are barred to them.

Latest Home Of ce
PROPOSED CHANGES

Proposals include plans which are intentional
about making it even harder for those refused
asylum to get support and are thereby likely
to make many more people destitute and trap
more people in extended situations of limbo
and exclusion.

Being human in the asylum system
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3.1.4 People made destitute by the asylum system are left vulnerable to exploitation

Refugees and asylum seekers we spoke to were
frequently forced to accept a roof over their

heads on unsafe and exploitative terms. One man
explained: “When it's cold | have to accept any
mistreatment.” 4 Sleeping rough also involves
being in immediate physical danger, with one
woman explaining: “Abuse is common and
somewhat expected.”#®

At the same time, people are afraid of police and
the immigration enforcement action that might
result if they approach them. We spoke with one
.+ Q
escaped exploitation, asked the police for help, but
found none: “They just care about your passport”. 4

Policy context

The hostile environment operates by outsourcing
immigration enforcement to other branches of
government, public bodies, and civil society, such
as healthcare providers and landlords. Hostile

e "aa+ o € chAaq Q€a+ 3
offences for immigration infractions, including a
new offence of working without permission to do
so, and promotes data-sharing between the police
and immigration enforcement, which leaves people
without immigration status with nowhere to turn
for help when abused or exploited. 2%

, X+ xQ% ucee €aQAU-~Ue@% Q %J QA€ma gqxoe

Latest Home Of ce
PROPOSED CHANGES

Proposals extend the hostile environment
approach and reverse previous efforts

to protect the most vulnerable including
“introducing tougher criminal offences” for
immigration infractions focusing on illegal
entry #¢and “working with local authorities...
to enforce returns” %°, and making it harder
to gain formal recognition as a victim of

€aQAU~i0a A +a +€xcea A+a +A
3.1.5 Enforced idleness and the ban on work are especially dehumanising
to work is a terrible thing.” 52 Another person
. . explained that our societies are structured
View from a refugee friend . - ) -
around the idea of contribution: “A capitalist
N . . system values the idea of contribution. You
“A human being is valuable if he can provide y . .
. , , need to contribute to get something out — when
for himself. If you don’t work you don’t have S .
o , ) you are not contributing (in the way society
dignity. It's work that makes a person. If you're A . .
. : understands contribution) you don't feel like
working you can do so many things: you can . S )
take care of vour familv. of vourself. vou can a member of society. This is deliberate, they
eat, you canyrenta Iascl:’etoysta ”51'y -.YY 02 ¥ °Ge ¥Vt 20 °VT, VYA
Y P Y. The same interviewee noted that for him
destitution feels like a kind of death, a social
death and also an intellectual one: “intellectually

In interviews for For our welfare and not for our
harm, refugees and asylum seekers spoke readily
in more philosophical terms about why the lack

of opportunity to contribute matters:  “people
relate to someone else through skills and roles”;
“to have the energy to work but not to be able

20« Being human in the asylum system

you suffer and die because you can’t engage,
participate or contribute.” 3 Much of this had

to do with the passage, or spending of time.

Being able to spend time well when waiting for

the outcome of an asylum claim or appeal fostered
dignity; being unable to do so, the reverse.
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3.1.6 Immigration detention is traumatic and dehumanising

Refugees and asylum seekers who had been to do to me.” 8 “They just leave you there. | was
detained explained to us that detention had a appeal rights exhausted after one month of me
deep and lasting impact on them: % on mental and being in detention and | was there for another 5
physical health, on the way they interact with the months. They should have some time limit. People

world, and on their sense of self. One said: “When get really stressed. It is another form of torture.” &¢
w°Tw gY YTWYE &, °Tw YY" EeCé,™ , C2g Y ,2 ,g2ww

a road because of mental torture for 7 months.” % The process of detention also felt arbitrary: people
Torture survivors repeatedly said they experienced were given no warning they were going to be
detention as torture — echoing other research with detained, had no opportunity to challenge their
detained torture survivors ¢ “You go somewhere detention, and often were not told where they
where you think it's safe, and they put you through were going or what was happening. One refugee
the same process. The law fails victims of torture. we interviewed described feeling “kidnapped”. ©°

They don’t have to put you in detention. They put

you back in the same situation...Putting someone

T \/ N/ " Y n Y N POIICy CQnt % n n

e" EY,Y",e2" ew T e"E& 2C ,,Zg,,TMngrr % Y e2"t . - R

%€ €a+ a €xce Z aq a
torture is worse, because it's psychological... .
. incarceration in prison-like conditions via a purely
you take it with you all your life.” 57

administrative process: the decision to detain does
not go before a judge and, uniquely among European

One woman argued that immigration detention . . . . .
countries, there is no time limit on detention.

was unnatural because of its punitive approach to
crossing borders: “The only offence you committed
was the fact that you were a foreigner and you
come into this land. It's not against the law to set
foot on somebody else’s land that God created.”

Latest Home Of ce
PROPOSED CHANGES

Proposals would increase the use of detention

Lack of a time limit compounds the trauma and in the asylum system by reintroducing a

injustice of detention: it was felt to be unfair, system for routinely processing initial claims

and people had found it particularly stressful in detention. In a further retrograde step,

not to know when they would be released: “The they would also make it harder for victims

most awful thing was an uncertainty: not knowing +A €aQAU~ia A €+ qe~—ae ae ®Qqee

whether | will be released and what they’re going
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3.1.7 Refugees and asylum seekers desperately want to feel secure and rebuild their lives

Refugees and asylum seekers told us what they

wanted was a chance to feel safe and rebuild their

lives. The threat of removal hanging over them
made this virtually impossible in many cases.
Even after being recognised as refugees, people

AQ~0m % aAU~— €AQ (e xeQa% £€xQ
dehumanising asylum process eroded skills people

had once held, with one refugee saying: “Previously

| was a nurse. But the asylum process traumatised

me. I'm not the same person now. So much time
was killed. | can’t go back to what | did before.
| suffer with heart problems now. | never had

those before | came here, even with all the trauma

that happened to me back home.” 2*People also

®AV Qa €xQ€ a€ aq VQa€a~— Qa A

after years of not being able to work.

Policy context

Newly recognised refugees often face a period
of destitution after being evicted from asylum
accommodation. 62

Latest Home Of ce
PROPOSED CHANGES

Proposals seek to remove the chance of
permanent settlement from refugees whose
claims have been processed within the UK for
a wide range of reasons, and also deny them
recourse to public funds “except in cases

of destitution” %3, This will apply to people
who arrive without documents. In fact, many
refugees have no choice but to travel without
documents. While there are some very limited
proposals hinted at which could provide an
authorised route to enter the UK for sanctuary,
it is described as “discretionary” and for
“exceptional” cases only, falling far short

of a more transparent system for humanitarian
visas which would enable someone to seek
entry for the purpose of applying for asylum,
which has long been advocated for by Church
organisations like JRS UK®
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3.2 The ethics of life in the asylum system:
a new perspective rooted in CST

3.2.1 Universal destination of goods

The belief that the earth’s goods are for everyone By sharp contrast, the current system not only
is a strong imperative to ensure that everyone has withholds resources from those who most need
enough to meet their needs and live in dignity, them on the basis of immigration status. It does
irrespective of immigration status. so as a means of immigration control. It also
employs a wide range of other highly punitive
If we re-orient our thinking about migration measures to manage migration, including
around common humanity and human need, this detention — and it is telling that refugees and
has implications for how we approach migration QA — gercimaq Axe € €xaq accUe~€®
management: it suggests we should take a VeeagVe~€a e + alAaQ€a+ Q uxe QEfw
collaborative and supportive approach, focusing proposed changes would take an even more
on engagement rather than enforcement. punitive approach to migration management.

3.2.2 Human dignity

The papal encyclical, Fratelli Tutti states that and to more strongly enforce the destitution

we face a pandemic of human indignity; a crisis of those refused asylum, deepen these trends. An
of human worth. Wherever human life is seen as asylum system that respects human dignity will not

Q~ia A "Q —eJ Qg g— Ve alU—+—qJeawre agykum clgitnAntg torlike in destitution; it will
a major social sickness.® As part of this, it observes  respect their right to liberty; and it will not employ

“an absence of human dignity on the borders” immigration control measures that create trauma.
which results in the denial of migrants’ basic rights

and means: “Migrants are not seen as entitled like Pope Francis is clear that work is our main route
others to participate in the life of society” 5. into social participation, and is fundamental

to human dignity. This is the key everyday context
Our work with refugees and asylum seekers tellsus  for our social dialogue. In Laborem Exercens,

that life in the asylum system is marked by such an Pope John Paul Il writes: “[W]ork bears a particular

absence of dignity: enforced poverty, destitution, mark...of humanity, the mark of a person operating

and a punitive and futile system of immigration within a community of persons.” ¢ (+ai aq % U e %o
reporting represent a failure to recognise refugees’ broadly, not only including paid employment,

and asylum seekers’ basic humanity and prevent and is key to functioning in community. The other

€xce Aa+ U+—aagxa AQ x€ aq ~oeaAide afei@aoi® ss@hat Bunwn diggitg must be

of immigration detention is incompatible with protected in work. &®

respect for human dignity. Plans to house asylum

seekers in ‘basic’ reception centres, away from The parallels with refugees’ and asylum seekers’

community, to process claims in detention, to make aeUm~€a+ g + ,+al Qace gq€aaia AQ &-
greater use of punitive powers such as reporting, system denies and distorts dignity in denying
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and distorting work: a ban on formal work and of a system felt to be rooted in a culture of disbelief.

wider, systemic marginalisation together foster Interviewees noted, in summary, that the key thing
exploitation. Refugees and asylum seekers we in maintaining a sense of hope and purpose is
spoke to often saw their exclusion from work and doing something gainful for oneself whilst helping
participation through the lens of time — time they others going through their own struggles, and
wanted to spend well, but couldn’t. Being able to being recognised by others as you do both these
spend time well meant: being able to be active, things: “This is what makes us feel human.” &¢

being able to support themselves — where possible
wUQ~aQ AJ Q % umea A Qu e €+ TFhisSuygests® os that, © faster dignity at the

communities they chose to be part of. borders, life in the asylum system must not be life
trapped in stasis, or held apart from wider civic,
Supporting others going through the process, economic and social life. Proposals for asylum
providing food and conversation, assisting others accommodation in reception centres and offshore
by drawing on one’s own experience and skills processing of asylum claims, by contrast, cut
ceace "A€Q A a V+a€Q € €+ %aA aUampum deidalQoffifrone cpeemunity and make
elements were also seen as the basis for resilience A€ %aAU~— € +a a V+qgau o A+a €xce
and support for mutual perseverance in the face in wider life.

3.2.3 The Common Good

A common good is a shared good, which only ways: through low levels of asylum support,
comes about when all members of society are barring access to public funds, the ban on work,
seen as valuable participants. It cannot be enforced destitution, and detention. In doing
achieved without a process of sharing in the S0, it excludes some of the most vulnerable in
gifts, talents, pain, and needs of other people. society. The result has been to foster exploitation
The common good is something dynamic, living, and modern slavery. The destruction of the

that we strive and struggle towards as more common good through the exclusion of the

than mere individuals, in which every person most vulnerable is powerfully evident.

is key. It cannot be achieved if anyone is seen
Qq g—VeaU—+—q +a +A oceqgqea q€Ryrikegly, Av®he&arddrah refugees and asylum

must be considered and no life is disposable. seekers that the asylum system, and especially
This makes the common good very different from detention, eroded goods they hold dear, including
the greater good, in which the good of the few promise, skill, and very sense of self. We need
~Q uce qQ~aalU~m,% €+ €x0e A++% -tdaskxwmat wpuldl Quildorathar thak erode

to seek out the genuine social ‘goods’ that make these goods — and turn again to the opportunity

A+a Q q—Qg€Qa Qu ®J %aA aloe%J @ Speril-timpsvelQobntriButirg ta sdciety and

for all. We don't just balance interests, we negotiate being recognised by others.

for the values and human goods that matter most

€+ —q Q % ,xa~x Va+€e~£€ +—a U+-Axawith asyllQetermination, so with the
practices and institutions that shape life

Because everyone partakes in the common good, in the asylum system: we are confronted with

the good of any policy or action must be measured a combination of intentional cruelty and futility;

against the good of those who are, or are most likely we need to recover a sense of good purpose.

to be, excluded. Is this good for the most vulnerable? The hostile environment and other ‘deterrent’

(x+ uce cU€q Q % ,x+ +qeeqR i—~ xinmigmipd pelicies-n@nufacture human suffering
attention to the immediate needs of the poor and as a tool to render some of the most vulnerable
to situations in which people live deprived of basic people in society compliant. This represents

A++%q ceqgqoe €aQ €+ a’a A Q % aAaptbimsd diatdroeQof moral purpose. It is

striking that hostility was felt across the asylum
The asylum system actively excludes asylum system, accompanied by the sense that it didn’t
seekers from public goods in multiple connected serve a legitimate purpose.
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3.2.4 Solidarity

In Fratelli Tutti, U+Voe aaQ ~aq aceUce~€q acanng fanktiona th€ formal hostile environment
as the enactment of universal kinship. He suggests agenda warps relationships of solidarity and trust
€xQ€ €xe VQaQu e +A €xe d++% iaendyrmada@s hostilitgaayards migrants in civic

a question about how to enact universal kinship
— how to become a neighbour. * Becoming a
neighbour to migrants and refugees involves
welcoming, protecting, promoting, and integrating
them, he argues. 2*This stands in a tradition

of Catholic social thinking on love of neighbour. In

and political structures — virtually creating a ‘duty
of hatred’. Plans in the new proposals to work with
other branches of government to remove migrants
from the UK represent a continuation, and possibly
deepening, of this approach. No society that

does this can claim to treat migrants and refugees

Deus Caritas Est,Pope &2 ®®@%a~€ /% x 0 Vx&aqaighsogrsE x e

universal nature of love of neighbour — we cannot
apply it only to our fellow citizens, or to those

like us.” He also warns that love of neighbour

is crucial in a context where we are often told

we have a “duty of hatred.” 3

The current asylum system greets asylum
seekers and migrants with hostility and visits
further trauma upon them. Enforced destitution
and detention are antithetical to the welcome,
protection, promotion, and integration of

refugees called for by the Church. Furthermore,
by outsourcing immigration control to public
bodies and individuals that are supposed to serve

Our research found that refugees and asylum
seekers value solidarity, create strong networks
of refugee-to-refugee support, and often rely
primarily on these. Speaking about detention,
one refugee explained “Really, that's the only
thing you have...the people around you. That's it.” ™
Refugees and asylum seekers do not wish to be
solely passive recipients of care or the solidarity
of others, but agents of solidarity, as part of wider
networks of solidarity. This suggests we need

a society that recognises refugees as persons
within and helping to shape its communal life,
and as “agents in their own redemption”.
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4 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Conclusion

Our work with refugees and asylum seekers
demonstrates that the UK’s asylum system

is unjust and dehumanising — and in this it adds
to a vast body of evidence. By bringing this work
into conversation with Catholic Social Teaching
and analysing policy in light of that conversation,

e xQ e uee Qu e €+ aceUmx~€ a

underlying issues that plague the current asylum
system. Put simply, we are failing to respond

to people seeking sanctuary as human persons;
human beings in need, and human beings with
hopes and dreams, loves and sorrows.

“Being with people who respect you enables you —
despite all the stress — to see that maybe there is
another side to your story that you don’t know...

| often feel discouraged. Like it’s all taking too long.
But if | am still here now it's because there is a God.
It's the only way | can explain still being sane. God
has a hand on me. It's a fantastic hope, it means
things are not only what we see with our eyes...

It means there are still things for me to discover
about the world.” ™

Our analysis has helped to draw out core
principles and aims that would shape an asylum
system that does respond to sanctuary seekers

as human persons: borders open to those

in need; a purpose of protection at the heart

of the asylum determination process, and
increased justice and transparency within that
process; a culture and context in which asylum
claimants are seen and heard, and can engage
me:aanioeg fedbyorvihetxeirrcase xam asylum system
that supports asylum claimants to meet their
needs, live in dignity, and fully participate in

wider social, economic, and political life; a society
that welcomes, protects, promotes, and integrates
those seeking sanctuary as our neighbours;

and a society that recognises refugees and
asylum seekers as participants.

As we accompany, serve, and advocate for people
seeking asylum in the UK, we call for change

in solidarity with them. Fratelli Tutti points to

the importance of grassroots social movements

in creating change. It is our hope that we can
contribute to that. It is also our responsibility

to make policy recommendations towards

a more person-centred asylum system in light

of the current context. These follow. This is

a fast-changing context, and the recommendations
are therefore preliminary; more will follow

as the context develops.

But if I am still here now it's because there
is a God. It's the only way | can explain still
being sane. God has a hand on me.”
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4.2 Recommendations

4.2.1 On the system as a whole

E6f } 6% bm6<jf<66%I| mijlbif< A% daT E 8%%6 Y <a6}i Aé<a jEbjm
Z81%6<El T%Z mMiyif«<66% 6E <aj COrEj] <BE THEE }JTIE}<; €% T}E miE6m
T%Z Zé}yi éiEl  }cyj mjéif<«<iZ €% Efiédiye refcir of the asylum system must be
b T%%&%Il fT}iA6m im <mTEé%eé%I| TMdmwed by hésé fho understand it from the
b6 6fE Z6f (%<} Tfm6}} Z&EE;mi% inSide; THe 6iifjoiriyjconsultation on the new

T}E JE}<j immigration system must urgently seek to engage

dee~e € o+ @ 2AU~® %+~— o €q x QuiteardodéeplPlisterito BeofleEwho have been
management of public opinion and immigration through the asylum system.

control were factors in deciding to house asylum

seekers in disused, uninhabitable barracks. F%} mj bij6b | mif61%&é}iZ T} %iiZé%
Furthermore, the proposed changes to the asylum }JT%f< TME fT% (T}é E }icc i €% <aj
system explicitly start from a hermeneutic of Refugees want and need a chance to rebuild

suspicion and declare an intention of denying their lives. Proposals to remove the chance of

refugees sanctuary wherever possible. The focus permanent settlement from those who arrive

ag + U %a A QAq €+ aceA—qe Q %withmuttoceménts-wamd deny them this chance,

seeking asylum, not to ensure their protection. and is antithetical to a culture of protection.

We urgently need to re-orient our approach.

4.2.2 Asylum determination

-6 €< <6 f6%}EZimé%I jTfa T}E F%} mj T% €%>f6 %<mE TbbiT } bmé6
Thb 6fT<86% q6 | TEE&fi Zifé}é6%} €} m6 <% E T
This is a key plank of a protection-focused Judicial oversight is an important part of helping
asylum system, as well as a basic requirement to ensure fair and lawful decision-making. Asylum
of justice. Without this principle, it is inevitable decisions have life or death implications, and
that the person at the centre of an asylum claim as such it is appropriate for them to be subject
will be overlooked. Proposals to reject claims on to a robust independent oversight.
the grounds of mode of entry to the UK, or time
elapsed before an asylum claim is brought, are . F%} mj <aT< i%imE6%; fT% Tffi}} E
extremely dangerous. T%Z 6%Zibi%Zi%< jIlT TZ%éfi E6m

T%Z 6 €ImT<86%
F%} mj f6aimij%«<l bijm}6%T fT}iNewimmigration plans make mention of

T%TI %< improving access to legal advice. To achieve this,
Impersonal case management that stretched over urgently review and expand legal aid provision.
a long period of time was a key factor in a system Furthermore, it is imperative that legal advice must
in which asylum claimants did not feel heard, and uce A— A a4 %oeVoe %e € +A €x0e 0+ @ ?
in reducing the sense of accountability in decision-
making. Caseworkers in communication with, and F%} mij <aT< {%imE6%i fT% TEE6mZ
available to, the asylum claimant, can reduce this, <6 T} <aj f6 m<} <6 TZy Z&fT«<j <ajér
and help to foster a more person-centred culture UQ g€+l TEAVQ % €x0e UAe% ace~+ @
in decision-making. Proposals to outsource asylum regime to cover immigration judicial reviews (JRS)
interviews should accordingly be abandoned. and encourage the increased use of wasted costs

orders in asylum and immigration matters” " risk
placing an insuperable barrier to justice in the way
of the poorest people. These should be abandoned.
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4.2.3 On life in the asylum system
6A T}E }ii im} <6 A6m E6m F%} mij <aT< T}E f Té T%<} aT%i ¢

T} 6%I1 T} <ajE Tmj €% <aj
For so many people in the asylum system,
the opportunity to work, and thus support
themselves and contribute to society, is
fundamental to maintaining their dignity
and sense of self, and it fosters participation
and integration. It will also alleviate the poverty
and destitution that characterises life in the
asylum system. Everyone who claims asylum
should have full access to the labour market
for as long as they are in the UK.

F%} mj <aT< T}E

f Té T%<} aT.

<6 i< YTIEf %iilZ} THZ &% €% Z&I¢
Those we work with are made destitute by the
asylum system. This is a cruel policy that is bad
for everyone and needs to end. Plans to make
it even harder for people refused asylum to get
basic support are cruel and inhumane. Though
most asylum claimants we speak to want to work,
not everyone is able to, so it is important that
adequate asylum support is easily accessible.
Current levels of asylum support are not adequate.

YyT%Z6% <aj a6}<& | (%%eém6% %< T
The hostile environment fosters cruelty

JTE| T%Z Zé1%ééiZ Tff6 6ZT«éanddivision within society. Ending the hostile

€% <aj f6 %eé<E

Many people we work with are homeless, which
renders them extremely vulnerable; those on
asylum support often live in unsafe or squalid
conditions. Plans to accommodate asylum seekers
in ‘reception centres’ will have a huge human

cost, as the experience of people accommodated
at Napier barracks and at other similar sites
demonstrates. This is a policy that militates
against integration and is bad for communities.

28 ¢« Being human in the asylum system

environment agenda involves ending data-sharing

uee€ ee €xe o+ @ 2AU~® Q % +€xcea /
bodies, public bodies, and private individuals;
and lifting restrictions on access to public funds
+ €x0e uQqgaq +A a alAaQe€a+
the NHS charging regime should urgently be
abandoned, to ensure that everyone can access
healthcare, something which has taken on even
AaceQ€ma a4 V+a€Q ~® %—aa A €xoe -2%
Enabling those without immigration status

to trust police and government bodies is crucial

€+ ~+ UQE€A A +%®ea g Q eaA Q % €al

q€Q€—qQ



4.2.4 On detention”’

F%Z <aj }j 6E Zi<i%<€6% E6m < ik 62ifélé6% <6 Zi<Té% }< 16 yiE6N
6E & é6ImT<é6% f6%<m6 TV 21

Immigration detention is harmful and unjust. For as long as immigration detention is used,

uxce A+'cea @ € Q % o+ e 2AU~ce qthe decidonQa@etainEmust have authoritative

an alternative system that is proportionate, + ccaqaAx€ a oeVoe %e € +A €xe o+ o

accountable, and respects the dignity and right which the potential detainee has the opportunity

to liberty of those subject to immigration control. to meaningfully engage. Practices of detaining

For as long as immigration detention exists, the lack transparency, independent oversight, and

following steps should urgently be taken to limit it procedural justice, contributing to traumatic

and reduce its negative impact on those detained, fear of detention. People feel trapped, even

and on their families and communities. kidnapped, under current practices of detention.

It is notable that where people are deprived of
. z2%«m6Z fi T T%ZT<6mE T%Z }a6barty irother areas of law, this is subject to
& 6« E6m T <a6}j Zi<Té%iZ % 4udiial oversight. When people are detained for

€ éIimT<e€6% b6Aim} immigration purposes, they are incarcerated via an
gx+a€ €a o, a a€ ,+— % gaA aU~ QudinidisteativésprecedareE Jumicial oversight of the
uncertainty involved in being detained; and it decision to detain would make the decision more
would prevent people being held in detention transparent, and give people a chance to argue
for months or years. Though even a short period the case against their detention; it would also help
in detention is harmful, both long detention and to ensure that detention is only used sparingly,
a %ol a€e %ee€e €a+ Qace eqV ebringng Araétic®inlin® with-w@itten policy and
There is good evidence that the effect of detention legislation. Ongoing judicial oversight of continued
on mental health typically increases in detention detention should also be introduced, to ensure
of over a month. 24t is relevant in this context that that any time limit does not become the typical
there are tight mandatory time limits on how long length of detention.

people can be held without charge in other areas
+A Q,J a® %QAq ueca A €xe + Ae €RY%) @ F,eWE f Té } Tmj bm6fi}}

in any other context. 4 €a e a a€ +A aese 9 E%acaj f6 %EEl %6 €% Zi<i%<E86%
less would decrease the arbitrariness of detention Detention is not a context compatible with
and its harm to the person. a just and humane asylum process, and previous

attempts at a fast-track asylum procedure in

detention were found to be unlawful because the

process offered was so unfair. Rather than seeking

€+ aeg—aame~€ €xaq Va+~eqqgqJ €xce 0+
learn the lessons of the past and allow people to

live in liberty in the community while their claims

are decided.
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