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Summary

In this study, | contribute to our understanding of the welfare services provided
to immigrans. How streeflevel bureaucratsnake sense of andategorise
immigrant clients determineke services provided to theffhiscategorisation
hasboth individual and societal implications: it affectsthenmi gr ant sd chances
of I i vi ng am thésgwtwes ofIsacifil énéquality, as well as the
sustainability and legitimacy of the entire welfare stakeough four scientific
articles, | explore the followingdow do streetevel bureaucrats make sense

of and further categorise immigrant clients? Howeddhis work relate to the
larger institutional relations of stredével practices™y primary source of
datais five months of ethnographic fieldwork at a frontline office in the
Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration (NAV). Using an abductive
apprach, lcombine a stredevel perspective witlanalytical concepts from
institutional ethnography to unpack tbategorisationvork of caseworkers in
NAV. | have focused on titremediating roleas streetlevel bureaucratand
explored their work through dir standpoint

In NAV, the number of unemployed clients with immigrant backgrounds is

steadily increasing, now constituting around (&%) of the clients managed

by the frontline offices. Moreoveimmigrant clients often become dependent

on benefits fom NAV over time and alternate between services and
departments within NAV rat Weimpravéhan O6out 6 t
their services to immigranttN AV has def i ned pribritisedni gr ant s 6
client group and developed @&paratesection intheir counselling policy

directed atimproving c a s e w oarokseuttusabcounselling ofimmigrant

clients.However, he policy does not define when and how the caseworkers are

supposed to put crossiltural counselling into use, at least beyond the concept

of counsellingimmigrants Hence, he caseworkers must operationalise an

ambi guous definition of 6i mmi gr ant client s
textually coordinated system of client categori@s. NAV is increasingly

characterised by welfare conditionality, the different client categopenfor

the provision of different services.

In addition to the fivemonth ethnographic fieldwork at a frontline NAV office,
| rely on data from observations at ttief NAV 6 sc dunrtseersnailn 6cr oss



cul tur al counselling: how to counsel

11 subsequent interviews of caseworkers who attended the courses. During the
fieldwork, observationsand interviews, | also gathered differéexts that the
caseworkers referred to, which constitutes a third source of data. My last data
source is previous research analysed in a qualitative evidence synthesis.

The current study consssf four research articleébatalso serve astandalone
contributionsThe first article is a qualitative evidence synthesis of how social
workers operationalisethat is make sense of and make use coftural
competence and cultural sensitivifihe findings show howsocial workers
experience chathges when they empldlge cultural conceptis their street
level practiceThe second article exploréise circumstances in which street
level workers factor culturto their comprehension armhtegorisatiorof a
client. The caseworkers do not interpexery immigrantieenta s &radbu | btuut
differentiate between cases dependent on whetherctreynake sense of the
cl i ent 6 within theoinstifutiema framesArticle three describes how
caseworkers prioritiselients and depicst h e 6 pemuivalént of befng

categorised as a liént ithie fstarr ecamdidabesThemmi gr an't

caseworkers perform an emotional creaming, where their emdbaresds

c |

clientshelp them identiffc | i ent s 61l i kely to succeed©

criteria. The fourth article depictsdw the caseworkers use institutional texts
to excl ude 01 asargcessagdeenefitssirel ficdv theirpractices
takeform as a pinball machine. Cases whert hey define t he
as concer ni n gouncddthroughutte gystérang end up irthe
office drain, where it is out of play angtuckdwith social security benefits.

By describinghowstreetlevel bureaucrat differentiate betweesnd categorise
immigrant clients in their everyday practices, sindindings have three
interrelated overall contributions:

1. When caseworkerscategorise immigrant clients, thedemonstrate
nuanced understandings of immigrants and their challenges.

Streetlevel welfarebureaucra must balancthe principle of equal treatment
and be responsive to the different needs of cliéhsvious research has been
inconclusive about which differences matter a@edcribehow the streetlevel
bureaucrat risk emphasising the distinctiveness of immigrants too little, too

ent



much or the wrong way, particurngarl y
show howthe differentiating dimension the caseworkers use is not (merely)

whet her the client i sTheaxaseworkers gangidera n t
culture tobe one of several potentially relevant aspects whendaggorise
immigrant dients Cul t ure i s applied as a 61l as

they struggle tanake sense akithin one of the institutional classifications.

The caseworkers categorise thesersensible immigrant clienes o6 cul t ur al

or o6l anguage c aemssvha arevoides] or excluded ftorh e

servicesMoreover, when they decide to prioritise a case, the decisive factor is
whetherthestredt e vel bureaucrats consider t
success in the labour mark&he findings show how thimmigrant category

when

0

t

c

h e

maybe counterproductive and contribute

easily fit the eligibility criteria for courses and benefite.gain further insights
into why welfare services struggle to accommodate some clientsravidep
sufficient services to themytiure research should aim to further unpatiat
the streetevel bureaucrats categorise as the residual vagueh@ssmigrant)
clients

2. Streetlevel categorisatiois adynamic categorisation work.

In their examinabn of the welfare services provided to immigrants, researchers
have focused on the input or output of stlegel categorisation or have
described categorisation as an independent variable. In the current study, | have
used analytical concepts from ingtional ethnography in an abductive
approach to explore how strdevel bureaucrats (in NAV) mediate access to
and the outcomes from services through thegtegorisation work This
perspective has contributed to the unpacking of steset categoris@n as a
dynamic work where the caseworkers make use of two intersecting interpretive
frameworks: the distinction between immigranstimmigrans and
sensiblefon-sensiblecasesThe combination of a stretvel perspective and
analytical concepts from institutional ethnography have been crucial to describe
how categorisation is@ntinuougprocess the streédvel bureaucrats carry out
during their everyday work and not justesult of their employment of static
categories to specific client characteristicx something the caseworkers do

in the first interactionvith a client | encouragéuture researcto use the notion

of categorisation worko further explore the servicgsovided to(immigran)
clientsin other welfare services.
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3. Thenonsensibleess of (some) immigrants is textually mediated.

One of the most frequent recommendations for how to improve service
provision to immigrant clients is through increased cultsesisitivity among
streetlevel bureaucratsMy findings suggest that the bureaucratic frafnes
more specifically the institutional textscontribute to mediating thaon
sensiblaess of (some) immigrant cases. The textuality of the bureaucratic
context,suchas the organisation of services, the terms and boundaries for
benefits or measures and the performance indicators asedimportant
elements in stredevel bureaucrats making of immigrant clients. This is

particularly the case regardirtg h e

makesapgduwdl

6dcdaseso,

60 s omet hithaythensoeeleél bureaucrats cannot seem to fit in the
institutional categoriesHence, it is seemingly riiited help in accentuating
increased reflectiveness and recognition of (cultural) diversity amstveg-

level bureaucrat to achieve a more accurate categorisation of and service
distributionto immigrant clients. To identify the processes and mechanisms
that contribute to such differentiating practices, researchers need to consider
i n context 6, whi ch

0t he -lesedbruereetaucr at
workers for clients.

These findngs have threeorresponding implications for NA\Eirst, to be of

help to the caseworkers, client categories should be based on specific needs or
troubles rather than partially concealedemographicvariables such as

6i mmi grant b a c k g e caewodkérs degdescclientslin a a s
continuous process, the tools aimed at helping caseworkers differentiate
a sneeglsstbenadaptédéo that it is a
useful part of their everyday workThird, to change theoutcome of
categorisation processdhlere is need for a change in focus from the attitudes
and knowledge of the individual caseworker to how the formulation of terms,
conditions and measurespromote specific differentiatiepractices and

between casesuch asthé n e e d

contribute tocreateéh v ague
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Introduction

1 Introduction

Immigrants are often highlighted as a group to which welfare institutions fail
to provide adequate servic&8hatservicegpeoplegetdepends ondw street

level bureaucrats interpret théhoublesand, assign them t@ bureaucratic
category (Gubrium & Jarvinen, 2014; Lipsky1980] 2010) When they
categorise people into institutionally manageablelients, ¢reetlevel
bureaucrats must balanteo interrelated demands: #)e must recognise
critical di fferences in peopleds needs so
while b) not overemphasising these diffeoes so that they assure equal access
to servicesHowever we know little aboutwhat streetevel bureaucratslo
when they differentiate between atrdnslate immigrants into institutionally
manageable clienend how tley do thisduring the course of tivedaily work.

It is in these everyday practicém which client categories are produced,
maintained, modified and brok&@uhila et al., 2007,.d3). In this study, |
illuminate these practices aruy so doingprovideimportantinsights intothe
distribution of welfare servica® immigrantsands e r v limitegl sugcess in
accommodating (some) immigrant&xplorethe following questiongiowdo
streetlevel bureaucrats make sense of and further categammigrant
clients?Howdoes this work relate to the larger institutional relations of street
level practices?

My primary datasourceis five-month ethnographic fieldwork in a frontline
office in the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration (NAV). Through
four scientific arttles, | examine thevork the caseworkers in NAV do when
they categoge clients with immigrant backgrounds, the relevance of culture
and culturally sensitive practice, the rol
their clients, and how the caseworkers engaigie the institutional structures
in their categosation.

Immigrants areparticularly vulnerable to circumstances where they need
supportfrom welfare servicesThe main objectivesf welfare services are to
provide security and equal opportunities to citizens, regardless of their social
background(Anttonen et al., 2012; Rugkasa, 201%Yelfare services are
intendedto buffer econont andsocial marginalisation, to whichmimigrants
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are particularly exposd&oopmans, 2010)This is also the situation in Norway

(Tronstad et al., 20182degard et al., 2020Researcherand policymakers

describe servicprovisiont o i mmi gr ants as work that diffe
work and that requires special skills, knowledge and awareness from street

level bureaucrats, particularly regarding cult(v®lckmarEeg & Enoksen,

2020) Howeverthe only common denominator mimigrants is that they are

foreignborn. The group is highly diverse, asitieetlevel bureaucrats struggle

regarding which differences to emplsasiin their comprehension and

categorgation of immigrant asclients. Thus,we |l f are servicesd abil]
accommodat the needs of immigrant clients depend tmw streetlevel

bureaucrat make sense of immigrant clieraad allocate them to a client

category

The contextual departure point tfie currentstudyis NAV. NAV makesan
interesting case faxploting howstreetlevel bureaucratsategorse immigrant
clients. About 45%of the people registered as unemployed in NAV have
immigrant backgroun@NAV, 2021b) The share of immigrants that succeed in
getting permanent employant remains low, and a large number of this group
end up having to rely on meatested and restrictive social service benefits on
a permanent bas{@amodt, 2018) To improve the servicgzrovidedto this
group, NAV has formulated specific section in #ir counselling policy on

6 h o wounsetlients withanimmigrant backgrour@l. Th ey coarkeso of f er
on the subjedior their streetlevel caseworkersHowever NAV do not define
which clients to ategoriseasdmmigrants instead leaving to thestreetlevel
caseworkers to make sense of amakeuse of the category in their everyday
service provison

1.1 Overall research questions

As streeflevel bureaucratgLipsky, [1980] 2010, the caseworkersn NAV

dmake the linkages between clientedaruling discoursesjworking u p the
messiness of an everyday circumstance so that it fits the categories and
protocols of a professional regig(®evault & McCoy, 2006, p. 27Although

the caseworkers in NAV are governed by social welfare policiegsrahd
regulations in the sense that they are bound to implenmenipolicies
formulated by policy makers, it is ultimatelyetldefinitions, decisions and
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actionsmade by stredevel bureaucratthat constituteéhe welfare services as
they are experienceloy clients(Lipsky, [1980] 201(. Therefore, Istart the
empirical exploration in the practices thie streetlevel caseworkers in NAV.
To explore the categasdtion work ofthe caseworkers in NAV, the overall
research questions guiding tipiject areas follows

1. To what extendo the caseworkers emphsestcultureas a
differentiating dimensioim their work with immigrant clients?

2. Whatinterpretative frameworks do tlrasevorkers make use of when
they categosge immigrant clientsand how do they make use of them?

3. How do the caseworkers engage with the bureaucratic context when
they categosge immigrant clients?

The currenstudy does not provide knowledge about categtion in the sense

of identifying different immigrant or cBnt characteristics. Rather eixplores

the work implicit i satiort dff & casegmalysanler k er s 6 cat e
interpretive frameworks the caseworkers employ, and invediawe the

institutional setting influencboth the interpretive frameworké caseworkers

and accessible categories. By explotimgprocesses of categsaition and how

they affect the services provided to clients véittimmigrant background, &

current study contributes to imprivg our understanding of the micro

dynamics irstreetlevel policy practicgcf. Moseley & Thomann, 2021)

Tablel provides an overview of the relationship between the articles and the
overall researclyuestionsThe horizontal rows describe the contributions of
each article. The vertical columns describe which findings from the articles
contribute to answer each research quesfitthoughall thearticlescontribute

to all three research questionsome contributons aresubordinate | have
written the subordinate contributions in grey and the t i maéire s 6
contributions to the research questions in black.



RQ1:To what extent do the
caseworkers emphasi
culture as a differentiating
dimension in their work with
immigrant clients?

RQ2:What interpretative frameworks d
the caseworkersnake use of when they
categorbe immigrant clientsand how do
they make use of them?

RQ3 How do the caseworkers engage with
the bureaucratic context when they categeri
immigrant clients?

Article 1:
Navigating the
multifaceted
landscape of

Culture is one of several
aspects that the social worke
consider relevant to explain
casegegardingmmigrant

The social workers refrain from
interpreting all immigrant clients within
a cultural framework.

A lack of time and resources requireetsocial
workers to reduce the facets they consider i
their work with immigrants.

culture and clients.
social work
Article 2: Cul ture i s ap| The caseworkers make use of two The clientswho do not easily fit the
d dondtresort 6 cat eg] intersecting interpretive frameworks in| institutional classifications are categmd as
what to doi troubles ofnon-sensible their dynamic categasation work: nonsensiblecases.
could it be immigrant clients. immigrantshonrimmigrans and
cultural?d sensiblefonsensible
Article 3: Whether the caseworkers Caseworkers use their emotions as Caseworkersd emoti orn
Emotional consider the clienfar away) | interpretive schemdso r 1 d e n t| clients areembodied expressions of a rationi
creaming from success in the labour | c a n d i deadibEmnigrant clients | logic in institutional demandsuch as formal
market iscrucial tothe likely to succeed in labour market criteria for services and quantifiable measur
caseworker8decsion D integration. of success.
prioritise their case.
Article 4: Thecaseworkers make use o| 6 L a n g is aogtegdry fononsensible| Textual descriptions of benefits, measures 4
A welfare institutional texts to categea | immigrant dientsthat excludeclients theorgangation of teams contribute to the
pinball 0l angaas@es 0 o0 ulfrom services other than meatested construction of &1 an
machin® their jurisdiction. social security benefits. problems thatlosethe clients in the system.

Tablel: The relationship between the articles and research question
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Each article has its own specific research question and contributes to different
fields of researchAdditionally, taken togethethefour articlesilluminate how
streetlevel bureaucrats in NA\tategorise immigrant clients by three main
contributions: articleg, and 2answer RQ1 by describing how the caseworkers
show nuanced understandings when tleayegorise immigrants and their
challenges. The strektvel bureaucrats seem to acknowledge that culture is
only one of several differentiating dimensions as they attempt to make sense of
and categorise immigrant clientsticle 3 also answer RQ1 by de#ging how
caseworkersod6 consideration of whether the
the labour market is another critical dimension in their categorisation of
immigrant clients.Second, my use of analytic concepts from institutional
ethnography in dicles 2, (3) and 4 has allowed me to describe the
categorisationwork the streetevel bureaucrats do. This answers RQ2 by
describing how the caseworkers make use of two intersecting interpretive
frameworks when they ategori® immigrant clients: immigrais/non
immigrants and sensible/n@ensible, where the understanding of the client as
nonsensible affects the services they receive. Third, articles 3 boidd4on

article 2 andanswer RQ3 by describing how the bureaucratic context
contributes to mediat the norsensibleness of immigrants through the
institutional texts. Specifically, | examirtbe textual organisation of services,

the terms and boundaries for benefits or measures and the performance
indicators that are used

1.2 Outline of the thesis

Thecurrentthesis consists dfvo main parts.

The first partis divided into seven chapters thdgscribe and discuss the
background,context,design, and findings of the project. émapter two |
out | i nennmi gwan@rdsent challenge for welfare bureaucrats. The
principle of universal welfare requires themcinsider that immigrants may
have different needsfrom other clients. Howevemesearchers diverge in
whether and how streétvel bureaucratshould accentuate these differences
to provide sufficient service® immigrant clientsin chapter three, | describe
my contextualdeparturepoint The chapter depicts NAV as a strémiel
bureaucracyvith a focus on labour market integration, welfareditonality
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and caseworker accountabilitfurther, Ipr es en't NAVAés efforts

better services to immigrants by training their caseworkers in-cudgsal
counselling In chapter fourl describe the theoretical perspectives that have
informed the study. | take an abductive approach and use analytical concepts
from institutional ethnography to expand my theoretical understanding of how
streetlevel bureaucrats categsei clients. Chapte five presents the
methodological framework of the study, particularly the sample, data and
analysis. In th chapter | account for the methodological choices and ethical
considerations | have made during the study. | also discuss the validity and
limitations of the study. Chapter six consigff an overview of the main
findings of the four articles that constitute the projEtally, in chapter seven,

I summarse and discuss the results of the articles in light of the three overall
research questions dhe projectand considerthe scholarly debateon
immigrant clients, categaation and universal welfare.

The second parof thethesiscompriesfull -text versions of the four scientific
articles that constitute the project.

1.3 Concept clarifications

Before | continue, | want tolarify three essentialonceptd make use of ithe
currentstudy immigrantsgclients,and caseworkers. These are all concepts that
researchermayuse in different waym different contexts. In #afollowing, |
describe how | use teeconcepts

1.3.1 Immigrant

An immigrantcan be defined in multiple wayand researchers diverge in their
understanding of the distinctiveness of immigrants (see sectionSg&tistics
Norway defingl an immigrant as a person tHssmoved to Norway and is
foreign born, with foreignborn parents and grandparefidzamarija, 2019)
However, the immigrant population in Norway is diversifidugstad, 2005;
IMDi, 2021). In policy documents and statisticemigrantsare often divided
into subgroups based dhe cause of migration, such as refugees or labour
migrants or region of origin, such dsastern European or noiVestern
immigrants.To provide knowledge abotlie distribution of welfare services or
why welfare services fail taccommodate (some) immigrantdorwegian

t

o
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researchers have focused on specific groups of immigrants, such as Somalis

(Friberg & Elgvin, 2016)pr labourmigrants(Friberg et al., 2013However |
have not startedhe currentstudy with a prdefined understading of who
constitutes ard i mmi g Tha nstasdan attempt to descritibe social

organgsing that generates different outcomes and opportunities for different

peopl® (Lund & Magnussen, 2018, p. 269y aim is not to definghe
characteristics oflifferent immigrantcategoriesut to gain knowledge about

how streetlevel bureaucrats make immigrants as clients through processes of

categorisationTherefore | have explored how thestreetlevel bureaucrats
make sense oAhnd use t hnemigrama leig@srpad ob their
categorsation work.

1.3.2 Client

Clientis a contested concept, especially withinftblel of social work because

it implies a passive understanding of peopldo receive supportfrom the
welfare serviceshence it tends © have negative connotation@uhila et al.,
2007) Several other terms have been suggdstediescribingpeople that need
assistance from welfare servidesess normative termsuch as serviceser
(Eriksson & Nissen, 2017titizen(Raaphorst & Van de Walle, 201 &jtizen
client (MaynardMoody & Musheno, 2009r consumefJuhila et al., 2007)
Several of which have also been crisimil for not sufficiently descrilmg the
complexities of therelationship between serviE@nd recipiat, particularly
regarding the power structures of welfare institutiMsLaughlin 2009) My
focus is on the processes through which siimetl bureaucratsategorse the
individual as a clien{Juhila et al., 2007)not on the individuals in these
postions as such. Such categations are often described as peqplEcessing
(Evans, 2010; Zacka, 201 @Jientisation (Gubrium & Jarvinen, 2014; Hall et
al., 2007)or construction of institutional identitie@arvinen & MikMeyer,
2008; Lundberg, 2@2). Although | acknowledge the concerns regarding the
t er m Oladeit te specdically keep these processes in vitdwe street

l evel bureaucrats6é6 mediating rol e
categorisation, something termssh as -Wsenmr & i ¢ would not t i
contribute to in the same exteht.addition, mydataabout clients comes from
casefilesandthe caseworkers. Hence, nalataof the people they work with is
already processed by the welfare bureaugrany theefore |1 do not have the

i n
zeno

t
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full knowl edge of t he.Terefore,mypnss¢ acithee es of t he
term client is aimed ataccentuang the institutional perspective ornthe
categorisation afimmigrantsinto clients.

1.3.3 Caseworker

What thestreetlevel bureaucrats this study have in common is that they all

work directly with caseso Irefer to them asaseworkersexploring their work

as a form of public professionalBartels, 2013) The caseworkers manage

different services and benesfi but they all assist (migrant) clients in

(re)entering the labour markétuse the notions of caseworker and stieegl

bureaucrat interchangeabidthough article 1 focuses on social workefs t

currentstudy is not about social work as a profesal discipline. However,

the findings have i mpor tobjectvesofpsopidli cati ons f o
justice and theommon appeal for cultural sensitivity and reflectiveness among

streetlevel bureaucra. Moreover, lte empirical evidence of the sifjoance

of professional (social work) training is contradictory. Evans and H2I034)

and Belabas and Gerri{f017, p. 135)rgue that professional background

dnfluences street e v e | bureaucratsd ideas of di scr et
and construction of service users as cli@rdadeghi and Fekjeer (2019) find

that the difference in competence between social workersnandocial

workers in NAV is smalbeause ofhe level of education and internal training.

In my data, | cannot find systematic differences between groups of caseworkers

based on their professional background. Hence, | have not distinguished

between caseworkers based on their professionkbmmd
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2 Immigrants as a challenge for street-
level bureaucrats

This study departs from theommonargumentn the literaturghatimmigrants

present a challenge fetreetlevelbureaucra® pr ovi si on of wuniversal

services The principle of universal services entails two important aspects. 1)
The streetevel bureaucrats must ensure that all citizens, regardless of ethnic
or cultural differences, have equakass to service®) They must be able to
recognise the different needs of people to secure equal quality and outcomes
from services andbuffer social inequalitiesThe increasing extendf people
leading transnational lives, both voluntarily and as refggeesults in
populations with disparities in experiences and in ethnic, cultural, and national
backgrounds (Hvinden & Johansson, 2007; Talleraas,f20R@search show

that this dversity may createchallenge for streetlevel bureaucrats in their
efforts to balance the twaspects of universal welfare servicaffecting the
servicesthey provide to immigrantsl aim to contribute to thesacholarly
debatesby providing indepth knowledge of the work the strémtel
bureaucrats do when they differentiate between clients and distribute services
accordingly.In the first sectiorof this chapter| describe welfare services as
buffers of social inequalities amaw welfare servicesability to accommodat
immigrantshas bottindividual and societamplications.In the second section,

| describe howesearchersidergein their understandings diow streetevel
bureaucrats are supposed to manage diversity The maindivergenceis
whether researchersunderstand immigrant clients as someone thad
different, or if they aremade different, and thusvhether thestreetlevel
bureaucrat emphase thedistinctiveness of immigrantsolittle, too much,or

the wrong way.

2.1 Universal welfare services to diverse clients

Social justice, human rights and respect for diversitiescare principles in
social work(Healy, 2007 jnternational Federation of Social Workers (IFSW),
2014) An important objective of social work is to achieve human rights
through practicélfe, 2012) Welfare serviceand social worlare supposed to
buffer social inequalities and provide sogisstice and societalparticipation
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(Valtonen, 2001)Although ths applies to all client groupgmmigrants are
particularlyexposed to circumstances that require efforts from welfare services
(Boccagni, 2015 Koopmans, 2010)Tronstad et al(2018) describe how
problemsregardinghealth, work, income, and housing, accumulate in certain
immigrant groups.These are situations to which immigramsy bemore
exposed because ofertain structural aspectssuch as discrimination
(Midtbgen, 2016)stigma(Handulle & Vassenden, 2026%) low socieconomic
status(Hermansen, 2017)n other wordsjmmigrants are especially exposed

to processes of social margirgation and thusin need ofassistancdrom
welfare servicesThus, it isimportant that welfare serviceanaccommodate

the needsof (immigrant) clients toensure equal opportunities, reduced
inequalities and the social, economicand political inclusion of minority
groups.Theseare also important parts of thenited Nationd slevelopment
goals to reduce inequalities within and among countdeged Nations, n.d.)

The independence of welfare benefitgrticipation in the labour market and
paid employmenareespecially importantfoaani ndi vi dual 6s opportuniti
securiy (Standing, 2011)These factors all have great influermerp e o pl e 6 s
circumstances (IMDi, 2021) and are typically used as indicatorghior
integration of immigrants into society (Brekke et al., 202@nreover, if
particular groups become dependentwelfare services, this will not only
affect the individual, buit may also affect the sustainability of the entire
welfare state (Brochmann, 201Det kongelige arbeid®g sosialdepartement,
2016;Koopmans, 2010; Kymlicka & Banting, 20080U, 2017;@degard et

al., 2020)and challengehe redistributive potential ofhe services, social
cohesion andhe legitimacy of the welfare stat¢Brochmann & Hagelund,
20117, Kivisto & Wahlbeck, 2013)However immigrants seem to be a group
that welfareservicesdo, in fact,struggle tosufficiently accommodateand
researchers describe how welfare serviaesunevenly distributed among
immigrants anchonrimmigrans (Morissens & Sainsbury, 2009homann &
Rapp, 2018)

Universality is a corgrinciplein (Nordic) welfare serviced his is away to

secure th redistributive character avelfare servicegvVan Hootegem et al.,

2020) Inthe Nordics,ie i dea of uni ver sal wel fare servi
of wholeness, unity, totality and sameng(Anttonen et al., 2012, p. 3)

Norway is a social democratic welfare state characterised by generous and

10
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universal welfare scheméBspingAndersen, 1990)with equality and social

democracy as two of the core ideological foundat{gvisierberg, 2020)Thus,

Norwegian welfare servicemre founded on the idea that clients are relatively

similar and that they need the same (extentsefyices Norwegian welfare

servicesare har act eriquad iby &hiaghlard solutiondé th
to everyongVike, 2018, p. 253)Hermanser{2017)further characterises the

Norwegian welfare state as egalitarian and genefnitsonenet al.(2012, p.

6)descri bes how universalism 6does not mean
social benefits or welfare e r vi ces i rr es pecbtuitv ed poefo ptlheeiirn n
the same situation muslencedahe stredev@lt ed i n t he

bureaucrats must be able to identify and be responsive to the different situations

of individuals. The increased diversity anmg clients may challenge the
principles of uni versalism in welfare serv
accommodation to diversity conflict with notions wriversalism associated

wi t h s alAntonen stal§ 2012, p. LIJhus, streetevel welfare wok

involves 6trying to recognise and act wupon
The equalreatment of liberalisnis accordingly added by unequal treatment

ai mi ng awiderpny,a2020,p.\3PHence,onechallenge forstreet

level bureaucratis how to attend to diversity and differences within the frames

of universal welfarand i n a way that uphold wel fare
buffers

2.2 Diverging descriptions of the distinctiveness
of immigrants

I n their O6accommodati on -lével budeaucrats] si ty or di
may have to respond to various kinds of inequalities resulting from social,

political, economic and physical factors, while seeking to avoid reproducing or

justifying such inequa i t (H&ke & Hvinden, 2012, p. 78 Hence,street

level bureaucratsay struggle regarding/hich differences to accentuate in

their service provision to immigrant clients and how to do thisres(2006)

argues that the definition of a group of ctieas a particular category implies

that this group haproblems that differ from other client grougdowever,

researchersliffer in their descriptions ofhe distinctive needsof immigrant

clients.

11
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There are two main strands of research that focuth@marticularitiesof
welfare provision to(immigrant) clients The firstdescribe how stredével
bureaucrats must recognise that immigraans different from other client
groups, and that these differences are significant for the service provision.
Researchersvarn aboutstreetlevel bureaucrat emphasisg the distinctive
needf immigrant clientgoo little. Especiallywithin social work research, the
focus has been orotv streetlevel bureaucras must recognise the (cultural)
distinctivenessof immigrant clients (Boccagni, 2015Ploesser & Mecheril,
2012 VolckmarEeg, 202), and argue that this is crucial to achieve objectives
of social justice (McGregor et al., 202®esearchers within this perspective
frequently advocate the need for cultural sengjtior cultural competese in
service provision(Boccagni, 2015;VolckmarEeg & Enoksen, 2020)
However, t he concepti ons-Eep & Endksen,l t ur e 6
2020). In this study, | do not attempt
2019 Barth, 1998, but explore how stred¢vel bureaucrats make sense of and
make use of culture when they categorise clientseBrchersand policy
makersdiffer in ther conceptuabations ofthe immigrantclient group and
hence whichcharacteristics and neetise streetevel bureaucrats must be
attentive toCrabtreeet al.(2016)describehow Muslimclientsrequire specific
knowledge and competencidsom social workers Refugees and asylum
seekers have also been charasteras groups that have specific nggtiues

et al., 2019; Kéakeld, 2019; Robinson, 2018)e Norwegian Directorate of
Integration and Diversity (IMDiemphasisdéhe reason for immigraon and
durationof residenceas important differences among immigrant groups that
affect their circumstances and level of integrati@hlDi, 2021). Other
researchers have a more general concepdtialn, emphasing how street
level bureaucrats need to tailor their service provisiati¢nts with immigrant
(Grgdem, 2016)minority (Hedlund & Moe, 2010; Kriz & Skivenes, 2016)
cultural (Testa, 2017; Yan, 200®ackgrounds. Although minority clients and
client hewibt it ud ¢ 1 s mdy nobbe arknmgnardsy thede last
three conceptuaations are often used interchangealiypperberg (2015)
describes how immigrantseed specificconsiderationfrom social workers
because of their migratie@xperiences.

The otler strand of research describes how the actions and considerations of
streetlevel bureaucratsnake some clients different. Jenkind994, 2000)

12
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emphasises that groups and categories are constructed as a result of the
processes of identification, where gpoboundariesare negotiated and
managedHaikié and Hvinder{2012, p. 77arguethat

Many apparently personal characteristics of individuals are socially
constructed, created by the ways in which societies are organized and
social relations are structures as a result of past and current power
relations. As culturaktonstructions groups, communities and even
nations are ways of organizing similarities and differences (Bottero and
Irwin, 2003, p. 464). Differences are articulated in terms of imagined
communities or groups by constructing boundaries of belonging

Research rbm this perspective have focused on how the strémtel

bureaucrats constructtegories otlients andinstitutional identitieghrough

their practicegCaswell et al., 2010; Cedersund, 2013; Jarvinen & Méyer,

2003; Juhila, 2007; Méakitalo, 2003 alleraas, 2019Villadsen, 2003; Vitus,

2003) and hencattemptto unfoldb e s sent i al categories that t.
f i x(elak & Hvinden, 2012, p. 77)This perspective forms an important

rationalefor the currenstudy. To explore how caseworkdisategorisation of

immigrantclients and how thigfluences the distribution of servicddarrits

and Mgller (2011) describe havategories often presents as based on objective

characteristics, buther emphasis on particular characteristammntribute to

constr uct Bubdgaard & &ullevy(ZD06) describes how stiegtl

workers in the Danish prechool mute and mark differences between children

with immigrant and noimmigrant backgroundResearchers show howeset

level bureaucratamay make use of informatlistinctions such astheir

perceptionsof the worthines®r deservingnessf clients(Thomann & Rapp,

2018)or their appraisal of how immigrants fit into ideological constructions of

6i de al (Rabbkris,e2018)Schitze andahansson (2020), also describe

how streefevel bureaucrats are more likely to describe their work with

immigrants as difficult if they hold negative attitudes towards migrants. Hence,

the street e v e | bureaucratso6é6 compreftgasi on of cl i
personal biasVitus (2003)describes how welfare institutions have the power

to define and construct some people as different or de\itanice, sveral

researchers have explored how stieet v e | bur ea (Diedriehtes 6sort out ¢
al., 2011; Garste& Jacobsson, 2013)lients withanimmigrant background

as a client groupStudiesdescribehow streetlevel bureaucrat differentiate

13
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between immigrants and other client groupstwo interrelated ways, by
emphasising differenceg too muchor b) the wrong way.

Several researchers argue thsireetlevel bureaucrat emphase the
differences between immigrant and other clieits much resulting in the
thering of immigrant clients(Cedersund, 2013; Chambon, 2013; Danso,
2015; Julkunen & Rauhala013; Ploesser & Mecheril, 201Bugkas42012)
describe how ethnic minority women are categad as different from
majority womenwhich leads to them beitigeated differedy within the frame

of labour market integratiorthe dreetlevel bureaucrssi n Rugk-sads

construct a dichotomous understanding of the two categories of women.

Although Da h i n 6168 @.s2211)plea for demigranticgation is about
migrationresearch in general, her argument about the riséc@mtributing to
a worldview where migration and ethnicityrelated differences are
predominant and seen as naturally giveay also be applicable tireetlevel
bureaucrat. A related argument is thstreetlevel bureaucrat seem to explain
the challenges afmmigrantsin the wrong wayThis perspectig particularly

highlighshow t he emphasi s 0n maymonirilgute gont s

conceal other critical (d8spre2013ssuch f
as gender or soagonomicstatus(Drange & Orupabo, 2018; Rugkasa &
Ylvisaker, 2019)Eliassi(2015)describes how Swedish social workers struggle
to balance the discourses oblourblindnessand universalism with the
discourses ofculturalization, where the social workers tend dmplain
misunderstandings and conflicts with immigrant clieas culture This
depiction of how stredevel bureaucra may wrongly emphas culture in
their work with immigrantshasinspired me taexplore when and howtreet
level bureaucrat highlight &cultured as relevantto their categogsations of
clients. For a more detailed descriptipteaseconferarticle 2.

Previousresearch igontradictoryregarding bw streetlevel bureaucratslo
and shouldemphasse the distinctiveness of immigrantShus, ¢reetlevel
bureaucrat have a difficult task in finding the right balarese isk makingall
three misstepas they translate people with immigréackground into a client
categoryemphasimg thedistinctivenes®f immigrants too little, too much, or
the wrong way | build on theseperspectives andxplore whatstreetlevel
bureaucratdowhen they differentiate between (immigrap¢pplethrough he
categorisation aofhem as clientduring the course of their everyday work.
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3 NAYV and labour market integration of
immigrants

In the currentstudy, NAV servesas my empirical entrypoint. This haswo

main reasonskirst, NAV is a highly bureaucratic syste(ivolckmarEeg &

Vassenden, 2031where acess to services is conditioned by hetveetlevel

bureaucrats categoripeoplein light of criteria of eligibility (Gjersge, 2020)

Hence, the stredevel caseworkers musttegorisepeople intoone out of
severaklientcategoriesnd provide services accordinghoreover, this work

is highly textual.The caseworkers must account for their considerations in

relation to rulesregulationsand measurefAndreassen, 2018This enables

me to explore the connection between their categorization of clients and the
bureaucratic conteXsee section 4.35econd, NAV serves a high proportion

of immigrant clients (NAV, 2021b). Thus, the stredevel bureaucrats

frequently review and work with immigrant8ecause otheir limitedsuccess

in integrating immigrants into the labour market, they have also defined
immigrants as a priorged client groupand developed tools to assist the
caseworkers inheir work with immigrant clientsHowever,t he 61 mmi gr ant
clientsd group i s hlevglbdrepaucrdts havwtosneke and t he ¢
sense of it before using it in thairactice (VolckmarEeg, 2020) In this

chapter, | elaborate on these two reastmghe first section, | describe NAV

as a streelevel bureaucracwith a focus on labour market integratjavelfare

conditionality andcaseworkelccountability In the second section, | outline

NAVdds work with i mmigrant clients and descr
immigrant clientsby training their streelevel bureaucrats in crossiltural
counselling

3.1 NAV as a street-level bureaucracy

Norwegianwelfaré s of t en «c¢ har adHagelundstald2086y Owor kf ar e
where welfare benefits are constructed to encoysagecipation in the labour

market(Brodkin & Marston, 2013@versveen & Forseth, 2018pne of the

main goals of the NAV reform in 2006 was increase the number of people

who becameindependent of welfare services and into paid employment

(Fossestal et al., 201%erum & Jessen, 2015\ elfare policies in recent years
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has beercharacterisedby an increased focus on labauarket participation

(Lundberg, 2@2, p. 31). This is also the case internationally, where several

welfare reforms have focused on work and activatieen Berkel, 2020;

Fuertes & Lindsay, 2016; Kiinzel, 2014; Lindgvist &1i.d 2 | v , 2018; Ludwi g
Mayerhofer et al., 2014; Nybom, 2013; Senghaas et al., 20l8Y was

created as a orstop shoLundberg, 2018)or 6j oi nt frontl i ne servi
et al.,, 2018),by consolidating the Labour Market Authority, the National
InsuranceService,and municipal social services in omganisation. The logic

was to provide integrateskervices and avoid people being thrown back and

forth betweendifferent agencie$ i ke a &éshut t(Lumdbergt k6 [ kast ebe
2012). Therefore, NAV covers several areas of welfare policy, such as health,

labour marketintegration, and income security, makingg a complex
organisationThestreetlevel NAV offices manage two interrelated tasks: they

administer benefits to people wh@aut of work andgupporthemin enteing

or re-enteing the labour forc€VolckmarEeg, 2020)NAV administers around

one third of the Norwegian national budget (NAV, 2020pughpensions, or

family schemes, as well as health benefits or social sgdeitefits.Hence,

virtually the whole popul.&gwvithotheri s dédon welf
streetlevel bureaucracies, NAV &ervice intensive, with conflicting goals and

limited resourcesL(psky, [1980] 2010 . NAVOéobpeetalores are Om
peopk active and in workfewer people on benefites wellfunctioning job

market the right services and benefits at the right tigmod services tailored

to the users' needs and circumstaneesl anefficient labour and welfare

administratiod (NAV, 2020 aut hor 6 s). Thesepainstb diffeierd n ]

levels of welfare policy but can t®immarized in two maiand interrelated

objectives good quality inservice provision and increased labour market

integration of clientsHow streetlevel bureaucrat categoge immigrantas

clientsinfluences both objectives.

NAVds work is characterised by welfare <con
which are informed by théiscourses of activatio(Djuve & Kavli, 2019;

Hagelund et al., 2016NAV 6 servises are progressively differentiated and

connected to only specific categories of clierfGjersge, 2020) The

caseworkerserve as gatekeepers who concurrently ensure and limit access to
services(VolckmarEeg & Vassenden, 2021NAV differentiates baveen

different client groups and eligibility for services through cliprdfiling and
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categorisation (Gjersge, 202@nly peoplethat the streetevel bureaucrats
considetreligible for the specific service will get access tdhis is notust an
idedogical practice but a way to secure the sustainability of services and target
services tahe people who need it the mo$his conditionalitydependson

what Widerberg(2020) describes as welfare objectificatjothis involves
increased textuality, accountability, focus @attivities that courtand the
construction of and separation of clientsinto categofiee casewor ker sé wor k
is highly textualked and theymustaccount for and justify their considerations
through textual decisions (Molander et al., 2Q01Revault et al., 2014

C a s e w o desgisongaudtcomply with laws and regulationErlien(2017)
identifies over 40 different rules and regulations for benefits in NAV. Each of
these benefits have lawsrefitives, routines, forms and criteria defined in
different texts. Hencé&JAV has been criticged for being too bureaucratic, with
limited room for social work and professional discreti@kjefstad, 2013)
Andreassen(2018) however, argues that th&tructural and bureaucratic
measure®f accountabilityseem to hava limited impacton limiting street

l evel b ur e au Quita dostrary, thetandardedtdesariptions of
thework processes and routines leaves openings fors e w odisdcedonasy 6
judgements regarding how to assess and differentiate between clients
(VolckmarEeg, 2015).

The frontline NAV offices are characterised by a large degree of problem
solving and a¢hoc work(VolckmarEeg & Vassenden, 2021NAV consiss

of 293 frontline offices(NAV, 2021a)organsed within a partnership model
between state and municipal welfare administratigfisreite & Laegreid,
2009) NAV employs around 1,900 peoplepf which5,000are employed by
local authorities (NAV, 2020)To both secure coordinated services and local
flexibility, NAV consists ofelativelyautonomous frontline officeat answer

to the Directorate ofabourand Welfare Thaefore, theservices provided by
thefrontline offices vay (Fossestgl et al., 2015). Each municipality and NAV
agree on which of the municipal services will be included in that N&le
(NAV, 2020). In addition, the offices have the autonomy to choose how to
organse the office. One of thaain differencebetween offices is whether they
are orgarsed bythe principle of specia$ation orgeneralgation (Fossestal et

al., 2014) that iswhether the caseworkers work with special benefits or if they
provide services tolients independent of which benefits they receive.
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3.2 Immigrant clients and cross-cultural
counselling in NAV

Almost half(45%)of the peoplavhoare unemployed angho rely onservices
from NAV haveanimmigrant backgroun@AYV, 2021b). Although there are
differencesbetween groupspimigrants have lower level of participation in
the labour market than the remainMgrwegianpopulation (IMDi, 2021)with
immigrants from Asia (1L0%) and Africa (148%) having the highest levels of
unemployment (SSB, 2020Having few low-skill/low-wage jobsthat are
accessible to newcomer®mbinedwith a highly regulatethbour marketmay
contribute to maikg it difficult for immigrants to gain employmein Norway
(Grgdem, 2016)NAYV is supposed to buffethe difficulties in access to the
labour market by providing counselling, courses and measures that may
improveac | i ent 6 s ¢€irgrichokyStylire, 2013t @lsen & Oltedal,
2020) However(some)immigrantclients seem todvealong presence within
the NAV system alternating between benefitsservicesand departments
(Aamodt, 2018)Many immigrants also beme dependent on social service
benefitsasthis is one of the few income securitgnefits that is independent of
previousmembership in the nationalsuranceschemgDokken, 2015; Kann
et al., 2019)In 2016, 56% of the payments from social service benefits went
to immigrant clientgTgnseth & Gebstad, 2019)n their vignette experiment,
Terum et al(2018) find that streetevel workers in NAV do not discriminate
against clients with a NortAfrican name. However, everal studies and
evaluationsdescribe how NAV seem to fail inupporing clients with an
immigrant backgrounéhto paid employmenbecause of (culturatjifferences

in expectations, understandings and valla#érg et al., 2013; Friberg &
Elgvin, 2016; Rugkasa, 20),2or because thaitiatives andallocation of
services danot sufficiently coincide with the needs of the clienB@jve &
Kavli, 2015, 2015; Djuve & Tronstad, 201dardoy & Zhang, 201,05andbaek

& Djuve, 2013). However, we have limited knowledge of how the stiee¢l
caseworkers consider and work with immigrelrentsduringtheir daily work.
This is an important motivation for this current study.

To enhance their goal attainment with immigrants, in policy documents, NAV
has defined clients with an immigrant background as a prioritised client group.
However, there are several, somewhat conflicting, definitions of the group,
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making it difficult for the streetevel bureaucrats to make sense of and make

use of theclient category in their practicén the official documents from the
ministry of labour, they delineatedmmigrants from outside EEAas a
prioritised group(Det kongelige arbeidg sosialdepartement, 2021 yet

other internal documents, NAV depatinority-languagespeaking people,

people from a foreign culture or multicultural people as distinct groups within

the dmmigrant clienégroup. In their counselling policy however, NAV

simply define 6i mmi gr ant acdisting group Arbeads og
velferdsdirektoratet, 2019)The counselling policy is an intraneased
platform available to al/l caseworkers desi
gualifications in counselling methodsd labour market integratiqArbeids

og velferdsdirektoratet, 2019)he objective is to increase the quality in

C a s e wointdeaetiorss @vith immigrant clients and coordinate efforts and
practices among the frontline NAV officéBhes e c t i 0 n ellmgcliedts o u n s
with an i mmigrant backgroundd <consists of
considerations when encountering these clients and knowledge of migration,
immigration and intercultural encounters. The section is divided into three parts
addressing th challenges in (1) communication, (2) culture and (3)
bureaucratic competency and understanding of Norwegian society. Moreover,
the counselling policy recommends cultural sensitivity and awareness among
caseworkersNAV also offer courses open for alreetlevel caseworkers on
crosscultural counsellingl attended three of these courses as part of my data
production (see sectidn3.1.).

There are, however, some assumptions imghicthe counselling policy that

suggest that theaseworkers may have troubleingsit in their service

provision The effects of thec at egory O6i mmi&gaubaedts cl i ent 0
counselingand 6 c ul t u rfoathe realksationiof increasedysérvice

guality and goal attainment with immigrantietits may therefore vary

according to bw the caseworkers make sense of and make usénotheir

practice.First, the caseworkers do not necessarily have a way of knowing

whether the clienin fact has an immigrant background. In some instances, the

cient 6s country of origin is listed in the <c
a copy of the cl i ent 0 sotherénstanckg thereeis per mi t s . f
no information in the systems regarding whether the client has a Norwegian

background or not. Hee, the caseworkers must find approaches to identify
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whet her the client is an Oi mntultgralant c |
counselling.Second the descriptions in the counselling polisyplies that
counselling clients with immigrant backgronds would be different than
counsellingother clientsand explicitly addresses cultural differences as a
distinctive aspect ofvorking with immigrant clients. Hencegulture and

cultural differences armainly linked toclientswith immigrant backgrounds

and to ethnicity.Third, the counselling policy frame the caseworkers as
different from the immigrantlients.

All counsellinghas a cultural aspect, but this becomes more influential

when thecounsellor and the client have differenbackgrounds,

different culture, experience, standards and expectatifram the
counselingppol i cy, authordéds transl ation)

Hence, the counselling policy impli¢sat in counselling clients with @aon
immigrant background, the clients and caseworkers \u#ive the same
backgrounds, cultures, experiences, standards and expect&iboms, he
counselling policy highlighs the challengesstreetlevel bureaucra may
experience in meetings with clients withimmigrant background but does not
elaborateon how the followup should or may be accommodated to assist this
client group intogainful employment. What crossultural counsellingwould
constitute in each case is not clearly defind@h this as my contexal point

of departure, lexplore how the stred¢vel caseworkers in NAV do the
categorisation of immigrant clients during the course of their daily work. |
particularlystudyto what extent they consider cultuag beingelevantin this
work.
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4 An abductive approach to
categorisation in street-level
bureaucracies

In the current studytake an abductive approach to theories and use different
theoretical perspectives asays either to ask new questions or to make new
observations possible (Dewey 1925; James [1907] 898Ihmermans &
Tavory, 2012, p. 174My ambition in taking an abdative approach ithat the

study not only contribute to new knowledge, but also to further theoretical
development (Swedberg, 2017RAn abductive approach also entails a
reciprocal relationship between theory and empirical data. Hemearythas

been fwotal throughoutheresearch proceg¥assenden, 2018This isunlike

the inductive approach ifor exanple, classical grounded theofgf. Glaser &
Strauss, 2009)Abduction has its roots ilmericanpragmatism (Peirce, 1934)

and entails an openness towards theories. Hence, | have used theories as
analytical tools, rather than as a basis to test (theoretical) hypotheses in a
deductive analysisn thefirst section of tis chapter, | describe how my exall
theoretical poinbf departuré or theoreticatgazéd i s i nf or med by
([1980] 2010 understanding of the mediating role of stdeetl bureaucrats.

To understand how wialre is distributed, we need to explore what happens at
the streetlevel, or what the streelevel bureaucratglo. The streetevel
perspective ties in to the cornerstones of the Chicago school of sociological
thoughtswi t h an e mp h domgsand lmw thqy eoaspructengaiing

(de Montigny 2007; Hagsbro, 2015; Joas et al., 2009; Seltzer & Haldar, .2015)
This alsoforms a rationale for my ethnographic design (see sections 5.3 and
5.3.1.2) Although te streedeveltraditionthusprovidesanimportant direction

for the currenstudy, the @dition is also highly empirical and lacks cumulative
theory developmen{Moseley & Thomann, 2021Hence, | rely on other
middle-range theories and concefiderton, 1949}o further understandow
streetlevel bureaucratgategorse clients In the second section, | account for
some of the different theoretical perspectives on categmm in welfare
bureaucracies. There are several different theoriesfabat on streelevel
categorsation.However,| argue thathese perspectives do not offeffgient
analytical concepts to explot®w streedevel bureaucra categose clients
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andduring their daily work, antiow their practiceselateto the bureaucratic
context.In the third andinal section | describe how | have used analytical
conceptgrom institutional ethnography to eapd on theories of stredevel
categorsation by exploring theategorsationwork of streetlevel bureaucrats
and how their work engages with the ruling relations through institutional texts

4.1 The mediating role of street-level bureaucrats

With his bookStreetlevel Bureaucracy. Dilemmas of tHadividual inPublic
Services([1980] 2010),Michael Lipsky forns the basis of the stredevel
tradition in studies of welfare institutiond. i p s K380k 2010 main
argument is thastreetlevel bureaucrats have a critical role as mediators and
moderators between political ideals and regulations, on the one hantigand t
reality of citizens, on the otheHupe and Hill(2019) argue that stredéevel
bureaucracy research has become a scholarly theme of its Sewveral
researchers have f uanalsig(cf. Bobakin,e2Dld;ped Li psky6
Evans, 2010; Hupe, 2019b; Man-Moody & Musheno, 2009; Zacka, 2017)
Nothdurfter and Herman@018) describe how th streetevel approach has
manifested within the fields of social work, public management and social
policy. Within social work, the perspective has been used as a way to highlight
the dilemmas and complexities of social work practice, the extent of
professional discretigrandthe influence of managerialisnalong with how
social workers make policy through ptige (Nothdurfter & Hermans, 2018)

| take the practices of streletvel bureaucrats as my poiitdepartureStreet

l evel bureaucracies share characteristics
bureaucracies, such as thege extent oflivision of labourand hghly textual
work procedureswith predefined rules and regulatior(§vVeber, 1971)
Nevertheless, Lipsky critiques the Weber@dascription of thadeal type of
bureaucraciess highly rationaied orgarsations where their ruleoriented
nature reduces tHatitude ofbureaucratyGubrium, 2016; Weber, 197 and
wherebureaucratigractice is subject to principle (Gubrium, 2016)pskyd s
argumentin contrastis thatstreetlevel bureaucrats perforrfcomplex tasks

for which elaboration of rules, guidelines or instructicasnot circumscribe
the alternative®([1980] 2010 p. 15) Lipsky furtherasserts thaalthoughthe
work of streetlevel bureaucrats may seem highly scripted, it also requires
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improvisation discretionand responsiveness tbe individual dient (Hupe,

2013;Lipsky, [1980] 201). The discretionary consideratioasd practicesf

streetlevel bureaucrat arecritical for the outcome$rom welfare servicesThe

streetlevel perspectiveshares theoretical underpinnings with interactionist

sociology(cf. Joas eal., 2009) where situationsnteractionsand practiceare

given analytical priorityRather than investigating the presupposed behaviour

of streetle v e | bureaucrats based on O6policy as w
6policy as per-fee{Homped2613,0t435) he mi cr o

The reasons, decisions and actions of steaetl bureaucrats ultimately amount

to policy (Brodkin, 2012Lipsky, [1980] 20D), and the stredével constitutes
@overnmenin-actiord (Hupe, 2019a, p. 3)Thus, the actions of stredevel
bureaucratsonstructpublic policyas they are experienced by citizehhis is
donein two main ways 6rhey exercise wide discretion in decisions about
citizens with whom they interact. Then, when taken in concert, their individual
actions add up to agency behadifiripsky, [1980] 2010 p. 13).Hence, the
streetlevel perspective correlate to soaianstuctionism(Jarvinen & Miller,
2015) However,from the streetevel perspectivesocial policies are nqust

the aggregate of the individual actions of stlegel bureaucrasnsteadthe
streetlevel bureaucrats construct policy through their interpretation and use of
(already existing) rules and regulations. Hence, the direet bureaucrats
operationalse sociat and welfare policie§Evans, 2010; Hupe, 201Bipsky,
[1980] 2010 Zacka, 201), that is they makesense of and make usesafch
policies (VolckmarEeg, 2020)Consequently, ithe current studyl consider
how theactionsof streetlevel bureaucrateelate topolicy frames, institutional
regulationsand expectation&f. Eikenaar et al., 2016)

My perspective on streétvel bureaucrats as active agent® operationake

policy have implications for my theoretical understanding of their

categorsation of casesThe categorisation of alient is an occasionthat

accentuatéhe meeting between people aystem(Méakitalo, 2002)and where

streetlevel bureaucrathavecritical role mediatorsThis forms an important

rationale for my study desigrstreetlevel bureaucrats play an active and

cruci al role in deter minilasgwelf 986 get s what ,
theyserve ashegatekeepers for welfare servigéargion et al., 2018where

one of their main functions is ta@letermine the eligibility of cidgens for

government benefits and sanctio(ispsky, [1980] 2010p. 4).
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To determineeligibility may be considered a straightforward decision.
Bureaucratic eligibility criteria are usually manifested in texts, such as
checklists, laws and regulationsoRr this perspective, the process resembles

a shape sortefputtekasse] wherethe workersplace squares in the square
holes, triangles in the triangular holeggclesin theround holesand so forth
Hence, differences in access to and outcofrem policies areconsidered
highly regulated by institutional structures. This view op#ms possibility that

the fault for problematic practices lay not entirely with the bureaucrats
themselves but with the structural conditions they fa¢Bdodkin, 2012, p.

942) Howeverd € ) program rules can often be inter
and individuals often do not neatly fit into eligibility critedigeiser, 2010, p.

247). Hencestreetlevel bureaucra have the interpretive power to deciasv
individuals fit the criteriawheredulesand regulations provide only a measure

of guidance in determining eligibili6(Lipsky, [1980] 2010 p. 60). From this
perspective, the workers can shape the eleniepis in theshape sortér the
clientsd and theholes they are supposed taifid the criteri® based on what

they accentuatea least to a certain degredlthough the streeievel
perspective acknowledges the relation between structure and agency in the
distribution of services, it provides few anatg tools to explore how this
unfolds in practice.

The streetevel perspective provides an interesting theoretical framefoork
studying streetlevel categosdation and (in)equality irdistributed welfare
However it has also been critggd for provding a too harmonic understanding

of streetlevel practice. Several researchers have built on Ligskyloring the
power, conflict and negative effects of discretidtothdurfter & Hermans,
2018) Dubois (2010) highlights how the mediating role of strdevel
bureaucrats implies that they have the power to modify poligieed ortheir
interests.This difference in power is also a significant characteristic of the
bureaucrdtclient relationship(Evans, 2011; Fargion et al., 2018)he street

level bureaucrats perform delegated authority exercised in the name of the state
(Hupe, 2013)However, he considerations and priogdtions of streetevel
bureaucrats may contributedestortingpolicies and addg to theinequalities

in oucomes.MaynardMoody and Musheno(2012) describe how the street
level bureaucrats stand in a conflict between the institution and their clients
where they need to navigate opposing interests, acting asg#tts or citizen
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agents. Similarly, Zack@017) describes how the moral dispositions of street
level bureaucrats influence how they mandgepossible situatiorisin the
meeting between institution and clieBvans(2010, 2011 pdds alayer to this
conflict by descriting how the professional background of striestel
bureaucrat may encourage opposition towards problemptilicies. Vitus
(2014) alsooutline how streelevel bureaucrats may work to@d, or even
counteract reproducing problematic institutional idengdi and framings
inherent in the institutional policieShus,thestreetlevel position is a position
where thebureaucra mustmanage shifting loyalties. However, some argue
that hese perspectives(over)emphasie the agency ofthe streetlevel
bureaucra andneglect the structuring elements of the institutional setting in
which they work, such as measuresao€ountability(Brodkin, 1997) Evans
and Harris(2004) criticise researchers fdyeing too concerned witivhether

the discréion and discretionary consideration$ streetlevel bureaucra is

6 g 0 0 chad o acall dbr a stronger emphasis on the situational elements of
streetlevel discretionThis forms an important rationale for what | aim to do
in this study.

4.2 Theoretical perspectives on street-level
categorisation

Welfare service provision depend on stieet v e | b ufracessing ofat s 6
peopleinto clients assigning them to categories foeatment by bureaucrats,
and treating them in terms of those categériepsky, [1980] 2010 p. 59)

How streeflevel bureaucrats categorise people is crucial in mediating the
relationship between input and outputsimeetlevel welfare bureaucracids
which people get what servicése Figure 1)The categorisation of peophas

real consequences for clier{tiuhila et al., 2007)in that it opens (only) for
specific servicesHacking (1985) describes how the making of people takes
place in the intersection between (expert) labels from above, and the reality of
the person from belovin the clientgation process, categories serve as framing
devices through which ordinary troubleare translated into serviceable
problems (Gubrium & Jarvinen, 2014)Emerson and Messing€i977)
describe troubles as a vague senssahething wrong but it is unclear what

that something is and how to approach or treat it. Gub(@h6)emphases

thatin contrast(institutionalsed) problems have a logic of clarity that is the

25



Theoretical framework

result of problemasation a process thatransfornis] the vagueness of what

is troublesome into what is claimed to be clearly problerd@abrium, 2016,

p. 22). This problematsation is a core element of theategorisation and
clientisationprocessHere, institutional texteffer ormal guidance for how to
problematse troubles by eclipsing vaguenég&ubrium, 2016, p. 23)The
processwhen streetevel bureaucratcategorie a client does not merely
depend on how the streletvel bureaucrats differentiate between people based
on their personal assessments but is intimately linked to the bureaucratic
context.This suggest that thelientisationprocesss informed byinstitutional
discoursegMakitalo & Saljo, 2002)

Input \\ _____.———“"‘ Output

Categorisation »

(People) ______——-""' ‘—\$ (Services)

Bureaucratic context

Figurel: Categorisatiomediate the relationship betweshich people get what services within
a bureaucratic context

Next, | outline two main theoretical perspectives on (stiedl)
categorisation. One focuses on tteegories and how they function as a
differentiating mechanism The other conceptualisecategorisationas a
differentiatingpractice From tte first perspective categories serve as scripts
for caseworkeiGexpectations of and approach to different groups of clients
How a dientis categored determines the measures to be taken in response to
the perceived problemyhich functiors as a guide for actiofGoffman, 1974,
Weick, 1995) Hacking (1985) argues that categories influence how we
understand, perceive and consider the world. This mapdmin several
different ways. The formal categories identify target groups for poli€hass,
categories function asrgansing structuregMugge & van der Haar, 2016, p.
78) servingto differentiate between groupMloreover, acategory may be
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labelledpositively or negatively. Jenkind994)describes how the definition

of some groups into specific categories contributes to défieenbers of the
category in question as socially deficient or lacking in some fashion and serve
to label them further a8 udne s e r or fitrouplésoméJenkins, 1994, p.
214). This is often the result of simplifications, differentiations and processing
of information (Diedrich et al., 2011)that may be based on and reinforce
prejudices, stereotypes asttleetlevel biagTalleraas, 2019)T'he definition of
categoriesnaybe influenced by several discursive oppositisash as culture,
race, ethnicity, and citizenship(Vassenden, 2010)This perspectiveof
categorisation as a differentiating mechanisay be criticeed for having a too
static understanding of categories as ctedrand prdefined where some
clients are defined into or out of the categories by the dreetbureaucrat
(Garsten & Jacobsson, 2013)

The second perspective on (stréetel) categorizationprovides a more
processorientedunderstandingn streetevel categorisation ané also the
perspective | rely on ithe currenstudy.There are three main ways in which
the practice of categadtion has been conceptusdd theoretically:a) as a
discretionary consideratiob) as decisiormaking andc) as sensemakingn
my articles, | have employed insights from all of them.

First, ategorisationpracticesmay be conceptualised as discretitupsky
([1980] 2010)describes categorisation as an outcome of sigget discretion.
Molander et al(2012) descrbe epistemic discretiomsa mode of reasoning
where discretionary consideratis consist of judgements that are argued for
and justified in relation to institutional criteridhis understanding indicates
that categorisation requires knowledge, interpretation, and judgement.
Discretion has beemonceptualised in numerous differeways, such as
administrative discretion(Bouchard & Carroll, 2002 or professional
discretion (McDonald & Marston, 2006; Molander, 2017However,
conceptuakations of streelevel discretiortend to either béefined in a way
that makes it to abstractto explore it as practicehy simply describing
categorisation as discretiooy have a too rigorous description of wiaat
discretionaryconsideration entaland hence encourage a deductive logic
(Hupe, 2013) This conceptualisation thereforeas a limited apparatusfor
openended exploration dfow streetlevel workers categorise clients.
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A second and similar way to conceptsali categosation practices
theoreticallyis as decisioamakingproceses Van Paryq2019)describe how
this strand of research focus on explairtimgdecisions stredevel bureaucrats
make. Keiser (2010) measure variation in decisignaking as stredevel
bureaucrats determine eligibilitiedHdowever, this perspective portrays
categorisatioras amomentof decision making (Hall et al., 2007, p. 13)
therefore lacks an analytical apparatus to exptategorsation asa process
intertwined in the everydayractices of stredevel bureaucrat.

This brings me to the third way strdevel categorisatiornpracticescan be
conceptuabed theoretically:as sensemaking. Raaphorst and Van de Walle
(2018)explore how stredevel bureaucrats interpret client characteristics and
suggest signalling perspective as an analytical frameworK is resembles
Weickds (1995, 2001, 2006)onceptuaBation of sensemaking, with a focus on
interpretive frameworks ahcues(Weick et al., 2005)Raaphorst and Van de
Walle (2018)connect the more general sensemaking framework to-trazt
practice.This conceptuatation of categosation as a result of interpretive
frameworks directsattentionto the processual anihterpretive aspects of
categorsation. However it fails to connect how stredtvel bureaucrat
differentiate between clientsn the bureaucratic context. Hence, the
conceptualation lacks one (important) dimension.

The existing conceptualitions of ategorsation as a differentiating
mechanism and practice providesdepth understandings that may prove
particularlyvaluable if categosation is positioned as the independent variable
in research(cf. Van Parys, 2019)rather than as a research object in itself
(Hupe, 2013)However, he theoretical conceptugditions | have presentelb

not provide sufficient analytical conceptsothelp me explorehow streetlevel
bureaucratslo categorse immigrant clientduring ther everyday workand
how their categosations of clientsrelate tothe bureaucratic contexXsee
Figurel).
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4.3 Expanding theories of categorisation through
institutional ethnography

| combine the theoretical perspectives presented above with analytical concepts
from institutional ethnography to unpack and explore how skeeet
bureaucrats make sense of and further categorise immigrant clients and how
this work relates to the largémstitutional relations of stred¢vel practice.
Hence the current studys not aninstitutional ethnography in its purest sense.
Institutional ethnography has been described as an alternative sociology
(Mykhalovskiy et al., 2021; Smith, 2005; Widerberg@01%). In her
formulation of institutionakthnographySmith takes inspiration froreeveral
theoretical traditions, includingeminist theory ethnomethodology,and
dialogism (de Montigny, 2007de Montigny, 2021 Devault, 2021; Nilsen,
2017; Smith, 204; Tummons, 2017)Smith (1999 2005 developed
institutional ethnography as a critique of, and alternativenamstream and
objectifying sociology(Lund & Magnussen, 2018yvhereacting subjects are
reduced to social phenomen@ua, 2012)In thisobjectifying process, social
knowledge is made to be independerthefctors or subjectslere knowledge

is separated from the subjects and their experiences and made out to be
somehing over and above them and presented as an objectiveRrath.an
institutional ethnographic perspectivesearchers need éstart with humans

and the activities and experiences they have, which is situated in a particular
practice or activit§to understand societ{Widerberg, 2015a, p. Jbaut hor 6 s
translation).

Several scholars arguhat institutional ethnography is an approach that
requires the researcher to follow specific procedures and metflogisd &
Nilsen, 2020b), but to differemtegreegsee for exampl€ampbell & Gregor,
2004; Rankin, 2017)However, thisauthoritive understanding has been
challenged by a more pragmatic viewpafiitmmons, 2017; Walby, 2013)
proposed in large by Nordic scholdsee examples ibund & Nilsen, 2020a;
Widerberg, 2015b)These Nordic scholars encourage the use of institutional
ethnography in combination with other theories and methods to gain insights
into, in particular,the workings of welfare institution@Viderberg, 2015a)l

take inspiratiorfrom this understanding of institutional ethnograpNyprdic
scholars have typically legitimatedheir ¢artiab use of institutional
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ethnography by claiming they araspired bythe approach{Mathiesen &
VolckmarEeg,in pres3. Devault(2021)descrbesthisas & h y farpipd oac h 6
because of its extensive use of complementary theoretical perspdctitrés.

study, | make use of institutional ethnography in an abductive approach
(Mathiesen & VolckmaiEeg,in pres$. Hence, | use analytical coapts from

institutional ethnography to concretise and further develop the theories of

streetl e v e | bureaucratsdé categorisation of

My abductive approach wardsinstitutional ethnography has allowed me to
explore the actions of streltvel bureacrats as a form of categsationwork;

to unpack the practices, knowledge and skills involved in this work and how it
relates to the institutional context in which they w(ivlathiesen & Volckmar
Eeg, in pres$. Although institutional ethnography contributes wards
accentuahg the same elements of categation as the perspectives outlined
in section4.2, the concepts in institutional ethnography contribute to a mere in
depth exploration of these elementlargely becausethey must bk
operationalised empiricallfzor exampleby not just establishing that texts are
part of categorisatiopractices buéncourage an exploration loéw thestreet
level bureaucratsiake use of the different textstheir categorisation work

get back ¢ this below.Figure 2 is a further development dfigure 1 that
illustrates how institutional ethnography contributes with concepts that assist
theunpacking of categasation.

Input \ Categorisation-work: practices, ‘doings’, -/ Qutput
knowledge, skills, thoughts, feelings
(People) / ge, ’ Ents, & \-“ (Services)

T

‘ Texts (coordination)

}

Bureaucratic context

Figure2: Unpackingcategorisation through analytical concepts from institutional ethnography.
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There ae correlationsbetweenthe streetevel perspective and institutional

ethnography. fie two traditions direct attentiontothe 8 i ons and &édoi ngs 6
people and keep in wethe larger structures that encompass the abtgr

motivation for employing an institutional ethnographic approach is that it
comprises several anal ytical concepts that
happens when publ iLipskyp[D9BO]2010p.813)®mith enact ed 6 (
(1999, 2005)emphasies how the research should not end in individual

experiences but investigate how their experiences are coordinated with others,

or how they aresocially orgarsedd Hence, perspectives from institutional

ethnography contributeot challeng distinctions and dualisms between

Gtructureagency, macrmicro and individuakocietyp (Lund & Nilsen,

2020b, p. 3) where the micractionsof the caseworkers are understood as

concerted by the macstructures of the institution in which they woth the

Norwegian context, several researchers have used institutional ethnography as

an approachto explore streetevel welfare practice$Asheim, 2018, 2019;

Breimo, 2015; Lundber@012; Magnussen, 2020; Nilse2016; @versveen &

Forseth, 2018My abductiveapproach has beémformedparticularlyby three

concepts from institutional ethnographyork, ruling relations and texts.

Institutional ethnography has encouraged an analytical focus on the
categorisatiorwork of caseworkers, where | have focused on theictices,

6doi ngso, k n o wl eadddeelings askhieyl mhake,senselofeandg ht s
categorise immigrant clientslnspiration by ethnomethodology, ark
constitutes an analytical concept that enc.
activities(de Montigny, 2021)@Yy institutional ethnographeryorkois used

in a generous sense to extend anything done by people thattiale and

efforts, that they mean to do, that is done under definite conditions and with
whatever means and tools, and that they may have to thinlééBmith, 2005,

pp. 1511 152). Hence, tis concept contributes wardschangng thefocus from

identifying different forms ofliscretionary decisiomaking to opening up to

what actually happens: what they adodhow they do it, including how they

think and feel (Smith, 2005, p. 151). | have explored the prackinesjledge,

reasonsand argumentations that is part@bnceptualizing, naming, selecting,
differentiating and classifyiriCampbell, 2016, p. 250The focus on work

contributes to deconstruct thaestitutional captures(Nilsen, 2021;Smith,

1999) which are ways of talkingbout work which are descriptively empliy.
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is through unfolding these notions that we get Kedge ofwhat actually
happens, how and whiyund and Magussen (2018juggesthat institutional
ethnography is useftb explorehow peopledo categories and categorisation.

The concept ofruling relations encourage my exploration of how the

casewor ke rconmectip rardihating enschanisms such as textual,

institutional, and discursive framel institutional ethnography, people are

understood as fundamentally social bejnglere they activelynteract with

their surroundings and make sense of\Widerberg, 2018). However, our

actions and understandings are influenced by what Stoiticeptuabes as

ruling relations6t he extraordinary yet ordinary comp
textually mediated, that connects us across space and time and organise our
everyday | i vesd Ifsnmoncdption o2 Qulihg relations, 1 0) .

Smith (2005) takesnspiration from Foucault and his understanding of

discourse. However, she criges his conception as one that locatissourse

externally to subjectivities as something that imposes on and coerces them

(Smith, 20®). Hence thediscursive world is given prioritywer the life world,

and the actual are made into an expression of discéBrsg 2012) Smith

introduces a more relational understandiagliscoursewhere the subjects,

although sometimes unconsciously, engage with these discourgbgyas

perform daily actssuch as walking down a city street or shopping for groceries.

Smith( 2005, p . 18) argues that our focus shou
articulate us into social relations of the order | have callgidg6 . Thus, i n
institutional ethnography, discourses are something that is being done, put to

use and changed in the interactions between actors and between adtoes and

surroundings (Widerberg, 201%). Nilsen (2021, p. 366)describes how

discourses may be part pfofessional languadey form ofideological codes

textually mediated and replicable schematic
p a r ,nmwhd Magnussef2020, p. 66flescribes s t he ¢ i ldurda | refugeebd.
(2015)encourages researchers to search for such ruling relatidocking for

traces of r ul i ngeferences poéeerty &nd idsstutians whenv i t i e s

people do things and when they describe why they do thosgs in certain

ways. By asking actors about their activities, the researcher is searching for

how suchruling relations arédoing somethingt o p e actvities &s those

activitiesare being performefRua, 2012, p. 22)
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Texts constitute a material form of ruling relationS mi t (2@06)

conceptualisatiorof texts provide me with an analytical frameworkor

exploring how texts influence how the caworkers categorisemmigrant

clients. The institutional ethnographic approach facilitates a perspective on

texts asal i nk bet ween casewor klevelsadd ther acti ces af
bureaucratic context at the mesmd macrdevels Texts have a material and

replicable character that allows them to be distributed broadly and taken up by

different people at different tinsgSmith, 2006 Walby, 2013) Texts, such as

road signs or instructions on cash registeosrdinateour actionsfrom outside

our local space (Smith 1999, pp.i8RQ), astranslocal relations People

perform their activitiesin relation to textualregulatons and instructions

developed somewhere else within the institutional structure (Smith, 2005).

However, people also choose how to read and activate the whese the
6activation by a reader insert the textbs I
sequace of action into whichThissswhats readd (Sm
Smith 0035 refers to athe text readerconversationHencethe actois active

in interpreting and relatindpe textdo theirreality but t he texts also 0el
and coordi nat e Ihdnénstimtonaloethidograppiaappcoach,c e s .

texts are studied aspractice In bureaucracies, the workers also produce texts

through their caseworkGriffith & Smith, 2014; Nilsen & StenJohnsen,

2020) This may behroughforms and schedulesr texts that are freely written

by the caseworkerOn example is the production of client files, where the

caseworkers translate experiences into objectified statements about the other

(Smith, 2006) The descriptions of the client in these files serve as the

institutional representation tiie person (Smitt£006 and iswhat constitute

the departure point for further actions. This is an example oftbxtaarepart

of accountability circuits The streetevel bureaucrats need to justify their

actions and decisions in texts, where theyaccountable to the formulation of

rules, reguldions, and procedures (Nilsen, P0). Hence texts function as

regul atory frames that O6govern the selectio
described, and s o lathecuriertndy,tido not f@os0 5 , p . 191)
on the content of these texisr se butatheron how the texts enter inthe

categorisation work of stretgvel bureaucraishow they use them, argument

in relation tothemand create them
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5 Methodology

In this chapter, | account fothe methodological choices and ethical
considerations | have made during ¢hedy.The overall design of the study is
explorative. This requires the use of different perspectives and approaches
(Maxwell, 2009) Although data impl different levels of involvement from the
researchermy perspective orlatais that theyare always produced as an
interpretive procesase & Fossaskaret, 2014, p. 383 a researcherdecide

who to talk to and how, how to focus theearch, what to ask, what to describe
and how to further interpret and prestrg data Additionally, the informants

also interpret my questions, my role and the research situation and choose what
to share and how. Hence, datanot something that resehers cancollecH

from informants, as somethingunpolluted by the researchéKvale &
Brinkmann, 2009, p. 67)n the first sectionof this chapter| discussmy

subjectivity and p.dstitheridescribéwymsyédlfe as a O6hal f

position has provided challenges and opportunities irstih@y. The second
sectionconsissof a presentation ofsampeendst udy 6 s
analytical approachin the third and lassection,| discuss some ethical
consideratias central to the studgindthes t u dnyité Bhe currentstudy has

been reviewed and recommended by the Data Protection Official for Research

(NSD) [project reference: 738596].

5.1 Subjectivity and my researcher position

In the presenstudy, | am positined as ghalfied(Abu-Lughod, 1991; Zulfikar,
2014) The halfieposition is one where the researcher is lastinsider and
outsider at the same time. Before starting the PhD, | worked as a caseworker in
NAV for one year, learningabout the orgargation, work processes and
institutionalsed language from within. My position as a halfias provided

both opportunitis and challenges. Mostnportanty, it freed my capacity
becausethe system and workvere already familiar to me. Rudi¢l997)
highlights thabnemust understand the codethe syntax, of the social context

in which oneengags as aresearcher, and whemeknows the syntax, it will
reduce the complexity of the situatidly familiarity with how the frontline
offices functioned, the different benefits, rules and regulations and the overall
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system meant that | spent less tigegting to know these thingss| prepared

the study design and during the production and interpretatiorthefdata.
Hence| could explore situationghat | already knew might provide interesting
insights into the workof the caseworkers. One example is how | had
experienced that the caseworkers used the team meetings as arenas for
discussing casesnaking these discussions into a key situation for my
fieldwork. However, my halfigosition also produced two essentiahldnges
regarding (1) interpretation and (2) potential blisjbts. These challenges
prevailed throughout the research process vioerte particularly prominent
during the fieldwork.

First, my halfie position might have influenced how | interpreted what th
caseworkers said and did and why. My familiarity with the institutional context
and work in NAV somewhat complicated the production and interpretation of
databecausé had to separate between what | knew from my own expesence
and what | got to know éim my informantsNot because | could not use what

| already knew, but because | had to stay open to how the caseworkers may do
things differently than | had done and have different understandings of the work
| used to perform myselfNAV is an orgarsation in constant change
(Lundberg, 2012)Hence, the work of caseworkers may also have changed
since | left the orgasation. This was particularly important during the
fieldwork. Hence,l wrote down my preconceptions of what the caseworkers
did and why befar and during the data productimnan effortto separate this

from new interpretations during data production. | used these notes actively
both in the production and interpretation of the data to check my understandings
and ask questiorne the caseworkarMy intimate knowledge aheprocedures

and work processes mémavecast shadows on whatasreally going on and

what might be interesting to the research

Second, lte halfie position comes with potential bligots regarding what the
informants old me and what | notiae The nformants might only implicitly

tell me about what they do and how, seeing me as an inSibisrmay also
cause an ethical problem. | will get back to this ldtevas also afraid to tell

them too much about moywn experiencgbecausé did not want it to function

as a normative reference point that could make them less inclined to talk to me.
When | started the research, | tried to keep my previous knowledge less evident
in my interactions withthe informants. Although | told them that | had
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previously worked as a caseworker, | tried to ask naive questions and act
unfamiliar with NAV. However, this act felt artificial angtevented mérom
takingadvantage of the benefits of being a halfieis challenge fadeds the
research developed. My knowledge of NAV and their work became more
natural after | had talked to more caseworkespecially after the introductory
stages of the fieldwork. | became more confident in my reseamaleeDuring

the fieldwork, the cseworkers also seauto take my knowledge more for
grantedbecausd had been a part of their workday for a while. | could also
more easily detecthe similarities and differences between my previous
knowledge and what they tband showed me from theironk. This provided
opportunities to explore their work further.

Second, as a halfie researcher, | was familiar with the professional discourse in
the institution. It was &hallenge not to ignore the thingsat | wasfamiliar

with (Wadel, 2014, p. 90pmd unfold the institutionaked language and
professional discoursestii@ pr ovi des a framing of the way
about and undertakéCampbell & Gregor, 2004, p. 70)0 counteract such
potentialblind spots | made weekly summaries of my llaotes in English.

This forced me to explain what was happening in a less institusedali
language. | had to explicate and explain what was usually inherent in the
institutional categories or concepts. Wadel (2014, p. 903 tddkut concepts

and categoes as both potentigbigeonholeéthat the researcher may overlook

or take as natural, but also as a necessity to understand and make use of the
knowledge that people have. Familiar structures, such as the institdnali
language, were a blind spat iny datefor some timel took for granted what

the caseworkers meant. For instarthis occurredvhenthe caseworkensere

talking about challenges regardidianguagé From my work in NAV, |
naturally assumethat they meard lack of proficiency in Norwegian and that

it might be difficult to communicate with the clients laudkdanguagé | wrote

it down as part of the case discussion, but | did not pay any more attention to it.

| started to translatdanguagéinto (oroficiency in Norwegiardin my English
fieldnotes because that is what | thought they meant. Ihaetamtil one of the
caseworkers asked the others in a team meeting if they could elaborate on what
they meant byhe client havingchallenges with languagéhat | undestood

that it was not necessarigo simple. Learning from this experience, | more
frequently asked the caseworkers to elaborate or explain things they did and
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said that | thought | knew but that was not obvidAithough | havetried to

pay particular aéintion to and make efforts to make visible potential blind spots
such as the institutionalised languagiegannot exclude the fact thdtere
probably still are blind spots in my data and analysis.

5.2 Gaining access to NAV

A common challenge for research&rs¢o gain access to the people, situations
or organgations they want to explorelowever, my process of gaining access
to NAV and an office to do my fieldworkn was not charactesed by
challenges. | easily gah contact withpersonswho later functioned as kg
persondn the projectBecause my process has been quite uncomplicated and
have provided valuable guidance to the projeatant to describe how | went
about gaining access$.hope the following description can help and inspire
future researchers in preparation of their access strategy.

As | started the stugy tried to get as much knowledge as | could about NAV
and their work with immigrants, both from research, policiesl #he
information NAV themselves provide on their objectivpsorities, statistics

and measures. From this information, | noticed people or departments related
to this field.

It has been important to me that my Ppidject provides information of value

to the orgardation. Therefore,| reachedbut to the Directorate of Labour and
Welfarequite early in the proces$his is the orgasation responsible for the
control and management of NAV. | explained how | wanted to know more
about their work with imngjrants andhechallenges and possibilities theyay
consider fruitful to explore further. Theagreed to a meetingnd | hada long

and interesting meetingith the one person at the directorate responsible for
guestions r egar di nmeetiag, M\Viagped dorcamsnént Af t er t he
on my project proposal and help me get the data | needed to do the project. Over
the course of a couple of months, | presented my projectiNand provided
important comments on the project from their point of view. Foairs they

told me aboutwhat NAV already had knowledge ,dbesides from what is
written down in researafeports or articlesglong with thethings they believed

to be true but did not have actual data on.
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In parallel to my projeatevelopment process¢bnductednformal interviews

of key persons in thHAV system. Tkesewerethepeople | had noticed in my
review of research reports and policy textthose whdahe directorate thought
could provide me with valuable insights. | vieah to get to know the field from
within the orgarsation what they experienckas challenges in their work with
clients with immigrant background and how the orgainon tied to manage
these challenges. | talked to a total of about 20 people. Somesseated

with NAV & special unjtformeldy known as NAV Intro. These units were
responsible for knowledge of the immigration fielthey functioned as
resources to the frontline offices and to the county and directorate regarding
policy development. llaohad initial conversationsith people working in the
county administrations or frontline offices that had a particular focus on their
work with immigrant clients.After the conversations| wrote down my
thoughts about what they emplsasi aschallenges and knowledge gaps
regarding NAV6s work with i mmigrant
diversity among their clients with immigrant backgrosind terms of
background andtheir potential neesl from NAV. However, they also
highlighted thatther ( NAVbds) efforts seemed to
of) the clients with immigrant backgroundThey disagreed on whether to
define dmmigrant® as a specific client group in policy would help improve
their services and emphsail that they had rhited knowledge about how
streetlevel bureaucrat understand and walwith these clients in their daily
work.

The people | talked to functioned as door openers and helped me get access to
both the internal courses and what eventually became the offieeewh
conductedny fieldwork. Although | believe that contact with NAV at an early
stage of the project development and their help in gaining access has benefitted
the project, it has also brought about some ethical questpamtcularly
regarding the idependence of the research and floe caseworkers to
potentially considerme a managementepresentativauring the further data
production. | will discuss these issues later in the chapter.
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5.3 Research design

To get insights into why NAVhas beenunsuccessful in their efforts to
accommodate (some of) their clients with immigrant backgrgunganted to

explore the field from thestreetlevel bureaucrat 6 p oi n 1thecefore vi e w.

started theempirical invesgjation from the standpoint die caseworkers in
NAV. | us e cBnoaptiom di standpoint as teocial positioning of the
subject of knowledge, the knower and creator of knowléfgmith, 2005, p.

9). Smith is inspired btheconceptionof6 s t a n &gmdeminist standpoint
theory(Smith, 1987)However,in institutional ethnography st an édpodb i nt
associated with a specific position or category of race, gemd#assjnstead

it represerg a subject position from where experience and knowledge are
discoveredSmith, 1999p. 10).The study is grounded iimoncrete reality and

the everyday problems ofdinary human bein@¢Dunn, 2018b, p. 58)more
specifically of thestreetlevel caseworkrs in NAV. This means that the
knowledge and work of the caseworkenave been myentry-point of
investigation. | have been interest
to contextuake and ground their work by illuminating th&onnections
between the troubles of individuals and the institutional and systemic forces
shaping their live®(Dunn, 2018a, p. 30)

Another important aspect of the research design is that the baslan
explorative design. In terms of institutional mtlgraphy one cardescribethis

as focused on a problematic and inquiry into a field, rather than as a search for
specific answers to a definitive question. A problematiciserritory to be
discovered, not a question that is concluded in its aidg@aith, 2005, p. 41).
You may have noticed that tlearrentstudyhasresearch questions. However,
these questions are directed towards exploration, not as questions sdarching
definitive and cleacut answers. | have also used relatively epeded
approghes in the empirical investigation: observations, interviews and
fieldwork. I conducted theempirical datgproduction over a ongear period
duringthe spring and fall a2017.

5.3.1 Sample and data

| base the studgnthree empiricatiatasets 1) observations of three futlay
courses of O6how to counsel clients
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interviews of 11 caseworkerswho attended the course, 2) a fireonth

ethnographic fieldwork at one frontline NAdffice, 3) texts from the course

and fieldwork in addition to laws, regulations and administrative tekts

addition, | have useg@revious empiricatesearchasfourth set ofdatafor a

gualitative evidence synthesishave used thelifferent datasets texplore
respectivelyhowthenst i tuti on frames the caseworkersbo
clients(observation of courseghe reflections and thoughts of the caseworkers

(interviews) the practices and skills involved in the counselling of immigrant

clients towards a jokfieldwork) and he institutional and discursive context

(texts)

The different data build on each other; the coucseatethe foundation for the
interviews, in turn founithg the basis for the fieldwork, and the insights from
the fieldworkarecompared and contrasted with the data from the qualitative
evidence synthesis. Hence, | could pursue the processes they referred to and
challenges addressed as the research progreskeaat use the different data

to confirm ordiscardthe other buto broaden and develop the findings. This
approach facilitatesvhat Maxwell (2009, p. 126) defines @ch dat#
However, | have given priority to the fieldwork in the articl€ke fieldwork
enabled me to contextusdi the understandings the caseworkers had expanded
on in the interviews and investigate challenges they had discussed during the
coursesAlthough he discussions at the courses, the interviews and fieldwork
all provide datan practices and reflections of caseworki¢kgas the fieldwork

t hat went f r omHdwsvarymyanglgticat facusdndhe articlgsd .
is informed by all sets of data.

Table 2 provides an overview of thehree empirical datasets and what they
consist of The texts includedvere all gathered at different times during the
data productionDuring the observations, interviews and fieldwork, | have
focused on references to institutional structures and texts and how the
caseworkers relate to and &etie these in their worldence,| have described

the texts in the vertical column in relation to the stage in the data production
process where they were obtained. However, the texts are a separate dataset in
the study that | have used in my interpretagiof the other datdloreover, he
observationhaveserved as an arena for recruiting caseworkers for individual
interviews, and (as described above) the key pefsonioned as door openers

for the fieldwork in particular.
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What/who 3. Texts
Key persons Directorate of Labour The counselling platform
and Welfare Laws/regulations

County adminigation
NAV special units

Organgation chart

la.Observations

3full-day courses

Handouts from the course

1b. Interviews

11 individual
caseworkers

2. Fieldwork

5 months 115 situations

35 team meetings,

59 informal
conversations/case
discussions,

15 meetings with clients

3 external meetings,

3 days in the office
reception.

Overview/descriptions of
measures

Descriptions of local routines
and procedures

Information/brochures for clients

Forms

Client files

NAV6s computer

Table 2: Overview of thethree sets ofempirical
(2) fieldwork and(3) texts

53.1.1

| performedparticipanto b s er vat i on
in &counselling clients with migrant backgrouddkiring the spring of 2017.
Advisers from the resourceentreon immigration in NAV were responsible for

Observations and interviews

data (1) observations and interviews,

of

the courses, and they were openthe participationof caseworkers athe

frontline NAV offices. My main motivation for observing the courses was to
recruit caseworkers to individual -oepth interviews followig the course.
However, the courses also providatsights into how NAV frames the
casewor ker so

w o with

disagreements among caseworkers

immigranh baakdrdural n dand

The courses consisted of lectures, roleplay (between the teawiérs,olving
the caseworkers) and group assignments or discussions. The caseworkers sat in

groups of four or five around a tabBuring the courses, | sat at one of the
tables and participated in the discussion or groupwork around thatNedge.

of the caseworkes were women, and aboatthird of them hadanimmigrant
background. My data consist of detailed fieldnotes that | wrote down during the

course, depicting what the instructors empdeki what the participants

discussed in plenum and when and their feedback to the instrudatsiot,
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however, write down what the group | sat with discussszuse | did not want

to intrude on their consent to participate and wanted them to tall frdwein

they attended a course intended to increase their competency in the topic.

However, during break$approached some of them and asked for elaborations

on things theymight have said during the discussion. This gave them the

opportunity to declinehe inquiry.Goffman (1989, pp. 126126) notes that by

conductingparticipant observatiorfyou are in position to note their gestural,

visual, bodily response t o wenmpathefics goi ng on
enough (é) to s enssondigstTheicdursasproviddh at t heyodr e
information about what NAV as an institution empbkashence contribirtg to

contextualée the work of caseworkers. In addition, it provided knowledge on

how caseworkers with different backgrounds understand conceiah as

culture, integration and work and what they experienced as challengdsand

possibilities in their work with clients witran immigrant background.

Moreover, it providednsightsinto uncertainties and disagreements antbeg

caseworkers or bewen caseworkers and policy makeysch as discussions

about which clients that t.hey should unders

I conductedll individual interviews with caseworkers conducted shortly after
the coursesThis allowed me to get further knowledge about what the
caseworkers think about the descriptions of their work with immigrant clients
as a special type of work requiring specifikills and awarenesdn the
interviews, | asked the caseworkers questions related to how they perceived the
course, what they had leaafrom it, their own experiences and thoughts about
counselling clients with immigrant background and their reflectionsulture

and cultural sensitivity in NAV. The interviews varied in length between one
and two hours. Two of the participantsre males, the rest of themere
females. Their ages rargjdfrom 27 to 55. Threeaddressed their own
background as immigrantsidng the interviewsThe caseworkers woekl in
different parts of NAV with differentategorie®f clients, but they all woed

with assistingclientsget back to employment. | conducted the interviews in the
casewor kersod6 offi ceshe®AV office wieere theyet i ng r oom
worked. In addition to taking handwritten notes during the interviews, | used
an audierecorder and later transcribed tiegordings

| used the same interview guide throughout the interviewsafgsndixg), but
my way of questining evolved somewhat between each interview. The
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interview guide was, ashownin the appendix, quite extensive. | took an epen

ended approach and did not ask about everything in every interview but tried to

build on the preceding interviews. Howeverteafthe initial interviews, |

experienced thatthea s ewor kers responded to my quest.i (
a ¢ ¢ o (Nilsers 2021) such as politicaded perceptions of immigrants and

their difference from other clierdisboth positive and negative descriptions

of their work that tathd(Guiweneetal., @26, b.en f or gr a
178), what Smith (2005) refers to asinstitutional captureskor instancethat

the r counselling of clients depended on O6wha
elaborating how they decided eligibility or what the counselling would

constitute in each castspired by the work of Nilse2017)and Liodden

(2015) aftera coupleof interviews | changed the second part of the interviews

to ask the caseworkers telltme about cases where culture seemed to be of

relevance or what they experiencedd@picald immigrant cases. Further, |

asked them to elaborate on what they did in these cases and why and to contrast

their stories withdiffering experiences. These questions produced more

elaborate data on how the caseworkers related to questions of culture and

ethnicity in theircounsellingof clients of immigrant backgrounds.

5.3.1.2 Fieldwork

From September 2017 to January 2018, | conducted-anforeh ethnographic

fieldwork at one frontlindNAV office. The fieldwork facilitated knowledge of

what the caseworkers do, how they do it and their dilemmas and reflections in

situ. More specifically, | wanted to get situated knowledge of how the

caseworkers fferentiated between cases, what the caseworkers consillered

appropriate approaches and strategies for different cases and how the

i nstitutional setting iHerdcé ldoeuseddhd t he casewl

fieldwork on <casewor kliscussians of casemmalhe and i nfor
ethnographic approach enabled me to get to knovinttigeidual, processual
and institutional aspect of the casewor kers

Thefield office is located on the west coast of Norveamdserves an urban area
with a large proportin of immigrant residentshe caseworkers regularly
manage cases where the client aagnmigrantbackgroundFossestgl et al.
(2014) distinguish between smallmedium and largesized offices, where
large NAV offices are the ones withore thar0 full-time employees. Hence,
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the fieldoffice can be characteed as a large frontline officelowever,in the
first article | describedhe officeasof amediumsizebecausé is smaller than
the specifically large ones (more than Hifiployees). Frgyland et. 2016)
describe how the size of the offices influences the collaboration both internally
in the office and with external partners. The offgize also influences their
organgation (Fossestal et al.,, 2014The field office isorgansed by the
principle of specia#iation. This implies that each teaypically workswith one
client group. However, the offide organisd based onlivisionsbetween state
and municipal areas of responsibility, the division of client groups based on
their 6 s e r needcand the different types of benefits: healtblated,
unemployment and socia{Kane, 2020; VolckmaEeg & Vassenden,
submitted) The office is located acroghiree floors, with the officeeception
areason the ground flogrand office spaces on the two remaining floors
Several of the caseworkers have their own separate $ffioe some offices
are shared between four caseworkers. The office is osgdninto three
departmentswith smaller teamsof caseworkers thatvork with the same
categoryof clients. Similar to several other NAdffices (PROBA, 2018) the
field office has a separate youtieam thashare responsibility for all the cases
of clients under 30 years old. This is thely team in the office that works
across divions between benefits and areas of responsibiltigen | started
data production, the offidead recently employeah additionalcaseworketo
serve as a contact between the introductory progeior refugees and NAV.
Most employees are femalayhich coincide with the general gender
composition in NAV (Fossestgl et al., 2014).

The difference between conceptions of ethnography and fieldwork is much
debated. Ingol@2014)questiors whether reducing ethnography to fieldwork is

to neglect the antbpological tradition. However, Hammerslapd Atkinson
(2007) argue that there igonsiderable overlap between the concepts of
6fi el dworkd and 6ethnographyd. Both refer
a range of methods can be employed and integfstadnay & Morgan, 2015)

I will not discuss the two conceptions further but adhere to the understanding
of HammersleyandAtkinson (2007)anduse the two notions interchangeably.
Ethnography encourages an ogrded approach where the researcher has the
flexibility to pursue interesting situations or information as the fieldwork
proceeds (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). Fieldwork is a familiar
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ethnographic method that is usualigrounde® and empirical, producing
detailed descriptions on practiceHafnmersty & Atkinson, 2007).
Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) argue that participant observation and/or
relatively informal conversations are the most used tools when doing fieldwork.
During the fieldwork, kengaged in fieldonversationgBuvik et al., 2020with

the caseworker$Vadel (2014) emphasss the combination afsking questions

and doing participant observat®as the best way of getting to know the
practices oinformants.Fieldwork also implies a high degree of participation
from the researche(Aase & Fossaskaret, 2014)ecausethe researcher
participates in the situations with the informants.

During the fivemonthsof thefieldwork, | hadaccess to an office or desk at the
NAV office. However,access to workspaces at the officaswimited. |
borrowed aworkspace where the caseworker was abgeitday so | had to
change where | sat every d&@n atypical day, | arrived at the office, found a
workspace to put my things and goffee from the kitchen. Based on my halfie
knowledge, | had decided to concentrate the fieldwork around team and
department meetings. Most dayis had already scheduled mekgtgs and
proceeded to join them. The use of fieldwork methods made it possible to
notice, describe and unpack the work the caseworkers did in meetings, what
they emphased, the tradeffs, (heated) arguments and how they employed
institutional texts andrptocols. Cases the caseworkers had brought up in the
meetings served as an enpyint for further fieldconversations with the
caseworkers after the meetings. | would join them in their office after their
meeting or have a cup of coffee with them in #iehen. Some of the
discussions resulted in the caseworker inviting me to join theamieeting

with the client. They always asked the client for permission before having me
jointhem. If the client agreed for me to participate in their meeting, 1@itsed

the caseworker whetheyprepared for the meeting and the work following the
meeting. Hence, | got to know what kind of information they used in their
preparations, how they planned their meetings and the further case proceedings
following differentmeetings. Besides participating in meetings, my days at the
office consisted of me hanging out in the kitchen and wgl&round the office
asking caseworkers from different temrhthey had time to talk to me about
some of their cases or about their wdrlalso used my analytical notes (see
below) to further direct my inquiries with the caseworkers. The objective was
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to get to know as much as | could about their work, the osatomn of their
work, the coordination of their work with other caseworkers eollaborators
andhow they managed their (immigrant) cases

| was not present at the office all day or every day during the five months. The
ethnographic data consist of thick descriptions of a total of 115 situations
comprising 35 team meetings withl aeams in the office, 59 informal
conversations or case discussions wikeworkers, 15 meetings with clients,
three external meetings with employers or collaborators and three days | spent
in the office reception. The situations are describdtefi eldnotedEmerson

et al.,, 1995) Because of confidentiality reasons, | have not written down
personal information about the clients they discussady noting the
characteristicef the case and what the caseworkergdskout, highlightd

and considexdin thediscussionsThis, of course, limits the following analysis.

| produced handwrittedescriptive notes of what was happening, some direct
guotes of what people said, which people were part of the situatithhow

and why. Mymotivation for not using a videar audierecorder to document

the fieldwork was twofold. First,| wanted toprotect thirdparties, such as
clients. Second, as | conducted a fimenth fieldwork, it would have been
impractical to record everything. It would haleft me with anexcessively
large amount of data to transcribe or manage. Hence, the production of data
would still have involved selectingnly some situations to document, on
purpose or by accident. Wadel (20p4,83) refers to Arthur Koestler, who
defines the production of data és discriminating activity, like picking of
flowers, and unlike the action of a lawnmod@el decided to only use
handwritten notes thatldter expanded on using a computer. This allowed me
to be present irthe situatiors | took part in In addition, it did not create a
separatiorbetweendata fromrecordngs (audio/video)andfrom handwritten
notes but gave equal status to all data from the fieldworkrmally did this
either continuously during the day, aetworkspace | loaned or at thed of

the day after | got homé.focused my fieldnotes around descriptions of the
situations, people, their actions and interactions. Additionally, |1 wrote
analytical notes of my reflections of a situation, whabuld focus on as the
fieldwork went on and questions or problems that | wanted to explore further.
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5.3.1.3 Texts

The interviews and fieldwork provide information about the understandings,
reflections and practices tifecaseworkers. A third important source of data is
texts Texts are essential in institutional practibexausehey enter into and
coordinate sequences of acti@mith, 2006 Smith & Turner, 2014). Hence,

| wasinterested in how theaseworkers nte use of the texts in theivork,
holding them accountable and prescribing courses of g&iith, 2006) This

way of considering texts as occurrences in institutional pra@tiidsen, 2021)
differs from how texts are used as data for a discourse andot analysis. In

the current study, texts constitute the link between the actions and
understandings of caseworkers and it&itution. The texts are a separate
source of data, but | have analysed them as the casewindference to and
use themin the other sets of datavhich texts they refer to, how and whhe
texts that | use as data contribut&itientify the specific institutional setting,

its professional discourses and regulating text that frames the everyday actions
of professionals and usé(Hagsbro, 2015, p. 67).

As described iTable 2 | collected the texts at three points. Before starting the
observations, transcribe the counsellingplatform, | read and saved four
different laws and | gathered formal orgasation charts. During the
observations of the courses, | saved handouts from the course. Most of the texts,
however,| gathered during the fieldwork. These consist of six different types
of texts: 1) overviews and descriptions of the different measurdss2jiptions

of routines, procedures and workflow, 3) information and brochures for clients,
4) work forms, 5) client files and 6) three
Arena, Gosysand Modia. The different texts can be divided into local and
translo@l texts(Smith & Turner, 2014). The translocal texts atieosethat are

used throughout the orgaation and among their collaborators, hence
contribuing to coordinate othook upthe work of the caseworkers with other
people, settings and activitiéNilsen, 2017) When | gathered these texts, |
focused orthetexts that the caseworkers referred to in their work or during the
course or interviews. There are several ways in wtggts can be part of an
institutional ethnographysee examples ifsmith, 2006; Smith & Turner,
2014%). | decided to focus on how theaseworkers engaden textually
coordinated practicebrough textreader conversatior(dlilsen, 2016, 2017)
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Hence, lhave not focused on the content of the texts per se but rather how they
werepart of the everyday work of the caseworker.

5.3.1.4 Previous empirical research

In addition to the three empirical data selt® presenstudy also consists of

data from a qualitativevidence synthesis. During my literature review for
article 2, | reabed that there were few scientific papers that empirically explore
culturally sensitive or culturally competent practice. Most of the published
papers on the topiare either focused ontheoretical argument for why such
practices are needed or on efforts to develop such practices, often among social
work studentsThis motivated a thorough review of the empirical qualitative
research on social workers efforts to operatieaaihe concep in practice.
Hence, article 1 was written after article 2.

A qualitative evidence synthesis is particularly gimdxploing why and how

an intervention or policy works, the appropriateness and applicability of
policies andhebarriers and facilitators for the implementation of interventions

or policies(Flemming et al., 2019 he data consist 2 empirical studies that

were obtained through a systematic search of the research literature in three
databases aralmanual review of reference lists of selected papers. The data
concentrate around theonceptsof cultural competence, sensitivignd so

forth. This means thahe studies thamore generallyexplored the connection
between migrants and welfare services without using the concepts are left out
of our data. More details on how the systematic search strategy and analysis
was conducted are outlingdarticle 1.

5.3.2 Analytical approach

In the currentstudy, the production and interpretation of data developed
simultaneously. Especially for ethnography, the production and interpretation
of data are highly intertwine@Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007Y herefae, ny
analytical approach can be divided into two phases. The first phase was the
analytical notes | composed during the productiorthefdata. These notes
functioned as directions for further inquiries, both in the interviews and
fieldwork. The secondmalytical phase was the rereads and sorting of data after
finishing the data production.

49



Methodology

My overall analytical approachas beerabductive. This means that | have
developed the analysis through alternating between empirical data, existing
research and thep (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014)Following the data
production, | systematically and thoroughly reviewed the data by reading
through my notes from the observation of the courses, the transcriptions and
notes from the interviewand the fieldnotes. In thig@cess, | made remarks
about thingsthat surprised mepuzzles (Timmermans & Tavory, 2012)
surprises(Burawoy, 1991) or anomalies to existing research or theories
(Vassenden, 2018When | explicated these puzzles, | made use of data from
all the datasets. | also used the analytical notes from the data production as
reminders of the things | experienced as puzzling when | entered into the field
but that Imight later take for granté as | explored the field further. These
puzzle® or anomalied served as entrgoints for the further scrutiny of the
data. | developed the puzzles into the research questions forsa2ti@deand 4

The puzzles or research questions developed from themirpéo different

aspects of the caseworkersd wor k. I have re
the further exploration of them. In articl2s3 and 41 have employed (some
of) Smithds (2005) conceptionsisngf work, rul

(Blumer, 1954)in theanalysis. focused ordescribingwhatthe caseworkers

do, both practically and as part of their considerations, the resources they rely

upon when doing it and especially how they
refer to instititional texts.

| conducted the analysis of these puzzles in separate and subsequent processes
for each of the articles. When | started the analysis, | printed out the data
relevant to answer each of the research questions, such as the case discussions
or the interviews. Next, | spread them out on the office floor and started to read
through them. | highlighted situations, sayings or doings that | considered
relevant to the research questibeorted the material intoodes(cf. Emerson

et al., 1995)The® codeswere of course, different in each of the analyses. For
instance, in the analysisf article 4, the sorting consisted of identifying
different texts, and | coded the material based on what type of text they referred
to when they described languaggeses, such dasws formsand so forthLater,

I went through the data within the different codes and recoded them according

to what they use the texts for, suchaagument for client problem, assign the

case to a different teanoy transfer to social service benefitSimilar to a

50



Methodology

grounded thery approach(Glaser & Strauss, 2009) wrote down analytical
memos tahe sections highlighted on a post. These memos described what
| thouglt the section was about. Howevegntrary to a grounded theory
approach, also suggestetheoretical persgctives or research that may be
relevant in the furtheexploration of thesection lhighlighted After | had read
through all of the material several times, | started to sort the situations on a large
piece of paper. | tried tientify similarities, differencesand nuancebetween
them. In addition, | started to sort the pitstin relation to each other. Analysis
is also about writing up the data into a coherent stGgmpbell & Gregor,
2004) In a continuous process where | conferred the data, |catkidd post
its and searched through previous research and theory, | aot rewrote)
the findings section of the articleSee each article for a more detailed
description of the relevant analytical approach.

5.4 Ethical considerations

Ethical considerations are something that permeates the research, frogess

explicating the problem or research question to writing up and pregehg

findings. During the whole process, | have made efforts to maintain the ethical

guidelines of the Norwegian Ethical Committee of Social ScigiNEeSH,

2018) Throughoutthis chapter, | havalsotried to be transparent about the

methodological decisns | havemade. This is one example bbw | have

accommodatethe norm®f 6 d&bility§ dvaliditydbandécommunisnd(Kalleberg,

2007; NESH, 2018)In the following, | furtheriscuss some specific ethical

challenges that | have grappled widmd whichextend across all four groups

of ethical norms and Mert onlallebetgescr i pti on
2007; Merton, 1938)ncluding1) my independence from NAV and the reality

in the casewor ker s6 @atiesandB)theaountgfr ot ect i on
data andlissemination of findings.

The directorate, county and local administrafiacilitated ny access to NAY
One of the ethical challengésad to managerasthereforemy independence
from NAV. Although NAV contributedwith valuable input in the development
of the project, it was important to me that | go¢ freedomad explore every
angle that maybe interestingduring data production. | did not, however,
experience that NAV tried to direct the research. Quite theagntoth the
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administrative level in NAV and local management of the fieffice
encouraged me to explore potendsticisablepractices and provided me with
the latitude | needed to expldiesepractices. Nevertheless, | was particularly
aware of he potential influence of management both in how the caseworkers
perceived my rolethus how they acted and what they told ared the
authenticity in their consent to participate in the stiigreover, | took certain
steps to limit the implications of naffiliation to managemeneEirst, | told the
caseworkers that | had previously worked as a caseworker in NAV and that |
was interested in their struggletilemmas,and practices. | emphasd that

they were the experts about their work and that | wamtexplore their work
through their standpoint. This was both something | emgpddhsin the
information letters and my interactionwith the caseworkers. Second,
particularly during the fieldwork, | took measures to not intrude on their
consent. During thérst week of the fieldwork, | visited all the caseworkers in
their office and asked if they had any questitorsme or about the study. |
referred to the information letter | had sent them by email previously and asked
if they were okay with me being tfee Only a few caseworkers seemed
somewhat reluctant to me being there. However, | was supposed to be part of
their everyday work environment for quite some time. Hence, it would be
difficult for them to fully declindbeingpart of the study. | tried to aommodate

this challenge by trying to bypass the few casewonkbigcseemed reluctant

to participate leave the kitchen when they came to have lunch or coffee and
talk to them a few times during the fieldwdxk clarify their feelings towards

my presenceThis resulted irme leavinga couple of them out of the data and
subsequent analysis.

The currentstudy is about stred¢vel caseworkers in NAV. However, their

work revolves around clients. The Directorate for Labour and Welfare
exempted the caseworkers from their duty of confidentiality {/&#fL687 see
appendix 3. In the instances | would paipate in client meetings, the
caseworkers also asked the clients for consent in advamt¢here were a few
clientswho did not want me to take part in the meetiagsl where | did not
participate in their meetindgdowever, n the case discussions, treseworkers

would talk about cases they worked wiftny identifying information about

the clientsthat the casewosts may have discloséthvebeenleft out of my

data. This, of course, entails that there are some analyses | have not been able
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to do, suchas systematic comparisons of client characteristics, systematic
studies of the course of every case and studies of the client population.
Although such analyses could be interesting, they are only loosely relevant to
the aim of tle presenstudy.

In this chapter, | havelescribedny three empirical datasef§hese constitute

a largeamount of data. This means that | have a considerable amount of data
that | have nomadeactiveuse ofin the analysesAlthough | have mainly used

data from the fieldwork in the articlethe other sources of data were both
necessary and valuable to the study, both in their production and interpretation.
In hindsight, | could alsdhvave used my notes from my initial conagisns

with key persons in NAV as data from the management |IBathabundance

and unused data aaspecs of research that lva received incredsg attention

as anethical challengeMy solution has been thave a separate document
where Iwrite downideas forfuture studies where | can us#i these data. One
example is tgperforma discourse analysis of the texts that NAV prosifie

their clients, either in general of the brochures from the office reception
exploiing thedepictions and discourseclients present in these texts.

5.5 The limits of the study: Validity,
generalisability and limitations

Every research study has some lingisdo what the study can say something
about because of weaknesses dpithd spots.| have addressed questions
regarding my position as a halfie and how it may have influenced my
interpretations of sechion5.1c Bocaumaerhalaneer s 6
potential singleresearcher bias, | have atsantinuouslydiscussed my findings

and interpretations with other researchers both within and outsidé\i¢
field6throughout the projecin addition, | have deliberatemh my analyses

with peopleworking ascaseworkers in NAV. However, these are not the same
caseworkers ashose whoparicipated. Hence, | have not provided the
participating caseworkers with the opportunity to comment on my analyses.

The studyhas anexplorative design aimed atunpacking how stredevel
bureaucrats categeeiimmigrant clientsHowever, in a research project, there
are always questions about whether the empiggalence coincide witlthe
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statementoone makes about the world(Gobo, 2004; Maxwell, 2009). The
frontline offices in NAV are all orgaised differently(Fossestal et al2015;
Helgay et al., 2010)and it is difficult to identifywhatthetypical NAV office
looks like. There may still be differences between offices tatinfluence
whether my findings from one frontline offieeould bevalid throughout NAV.
Some office may for instancestructure the process of categation stricter
or depend less on categgation because they are orgssd as generalists
However,the aim of tle currentstudy has been to describe some institutional
processes with genersitig potential (Widerberg, 2020)My sampledoesnot
merely certain amounts afiseworkers, groups or offices kalso practices
reflections situations and processes (Gobo, 2004).

A second aspecegarding the limitations of this study is whether enyphasis
on the standpoint of caseworkers contributetoo harmonic descriptions of

the caseworkersodo work. | may rthdir have a par:
practices My focus on the practices of the caseworkers may also contribute
towards portraying ¢l i ent s as passi ve recipients an

casewor k e satod (cfc Hnvimeg &rMikMeyer, 208, p. 230)

conceahg how they may manage the categories in which they are placed. This

was not my intention but rather a result of mvanting to provide irdepth

knowl edge about t Hrem theia standpoint largthus 6 wor k
contribuing to thetheoretical development of strdetel categorisation

| have not distinguished between caseworkers based on individual traits such
asprofessional background, gender or ethnic background. However, these are

elements that may influence how they interpret and manage cliefnts

Eikenaar et al., 2016; Kallio & Kouvo, 2013 addition, there is an increasing

proportion of streelevel bueaucrats that haxaimmigrant background. This

has received limited attention irstreetlevel research Of the caseworkers

participating in the cours@bouta thirdhad immigrant backgrounds. Coming

into the room where the course was held, one of tteth@& 6 m par ti ci pating
in a course to learn how to counsel my&elf have nothighlighted the

casewor ker s 6 einthisgsiudy. Thisisndinty because oy data

do not suggest that there are systematic differences between casevimrkers
alsobecause a systematic revi ewas woof each <case
desigred Nevertheless, | cannot rule out that it could harewided interesting

data, even if not significant.encouragduture researcko explore how such
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individual orgroupc har act eri sti cs may igatiol uence caseyv

of immigrants.

Looking back, | could (of course) have used other methods to explore how
streetlevel bureaucrats categsgiimmigrant clients. One example could be to
use focus groups to get instghinto how they make sense of immigraatel

the disagreements between caseworkers. This could have allowed me to also
take their backgroursdnto consideration. Howeveamnterviews, either as focus
groups or only individual interviews, would probably reakmore difficult to

unfold the institutionalised language agdet i nsi ghts i nto what
knowledgd or practices of which they were less awérk Nilsen, 2021)
Moreover, the individual interviews | conducted also contained some normative
descriptions of their work, how they were supposed to dadtitique of the
organgation their opinions of how it should kend stereotypical depictions of
immigrants Hencepy only doing (focus group) interviewlsyould easily have
ended up with the same findings as previous reseldmaice, the combination

of empirical data from institutional text, participant observatioand
semstructuredin-depth interviews, in addition to the fiaraonth ethnographic
fieldwork, has allowed me to gain insights into the everyaagk of the street

level caseworkers. This has been crucial for the findings, such as the distinction
between sensible amibn-sensiblgimmigrant) clients.
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Summary of results

6 Summary of results

In thischapter | provide an overview of the fouesearclarticles that comprise
the presenistudy.Each article provides novel contributions to the literature of
equity inwelfare, migrants anstreetlevel discretion Article 1 describes how
social workers struggle to make sense of and use of theliommsional
concept of cultural sensitivity in their work. Article 2 shows how the
caseworkers perform a dynamic and continuous casagion workwhere they

try to make sense of immigrant clients within interpretive frameworks. Article
3 depics how the caseworkers differentiate between clients by paoqgti
immigrant clientsvhot hey f eel ar eArtidesdtdescribeshowdi dat es 6.
the eitheror nature of the textually mediated institutional classifications
contributes to the caseworkdysuncingé | a n gcasegtlerdugh the system
much likein a pinballmachine.

Table3 providesan overview of the four article)e journal they are accepted
or submitted totheir status, research questionethods,and dataBelow, |
summarse the main findings of the four articlesNaturally, | reference
argumentalready made in the articlds. the following text, | have addetie
page number from the article from where the point is originally made.
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Title Journal Status Research guestion Methods and data
Navigating the multifaceted Journal of Published, What challenges do social Qualitative evidence
landscape of culture and social wor| Comparative Co-authored | workers experience in their | synthesis, 12 empirical
A gualitative evidence synthesis of | Social Work with Elisabeth | efforts to operationade the studies for thematic
cultural competence and cultural Enoksen cultural concepts in practice?| synthesis
sensitivity in practice
d dondt k nbosuldithe Social Policy & | Published When and howvdo Five months ethnographic
cultural®The operationatation of Administration | single caseworkers consider culture| fieldwork, thick descriptions|
cultural sensitivity among stretdvel authored relevant to a case? of 78 situations of case
workers in theNorwegian Labour discussias, abductive
and Welfare Administration analysis
Emotional Creaming: Streégvel International Published, What role do emotions play i Five months ethnographic
Bur eaucr at s @ MiBrant | Journal of Coauthored |[casewor kersé fieldwork andllindividual
Clients OLikely Social Welfare | with Anders prioritise cass, and (how) do | semstructurednterviews,
Market Integration Vassenden these emotions relate to the | abductive analsis
institutional context?

A welfare pinballmachin® How Tidsskrift for Submitted Exploreshowthe mechanismg Five months dtnographic
i mmi grants with |samfunns first by which(immigrant) clients | fieldwork, texts, institutional
get stuck in the Norwegian Labour | forskning submission, become stuck withitlNAV are | ethnographic approach
and Welfare Administration (NAV) Co-authored | created by how caseworkers

with Anders categorset hem as 0

Vassenden casesbo

Table3: Overview of the four articlegournal,their status, research question, methods and data.
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6.1 Article 1. Navigating the multifaceted
landscape of culture and social work: A
gualitative evidence synthesis of cultural
competence and cultural sensitivity in
practice

Article 1 is co-authoredwith Elisabeth EnoksenThe articleexplores the
challenges social workers experience in their efforts to operasertancepts
such as cultural sensitivity and authl competence. Although presented as the
first article of this study, it was written after artideThe literature review for
article 2 inspired thisqualitative evidence synthesi§he data consist df2
empirical studies that were obtained througgstematic search of the research
literature in three databases aamdnanual review ofthe reference lists of
selected paper§p. 106) The studies had a large variation in focus and
definition of culturally diverse service uséps 111) The social workes in the
studies seemed to struggle to make sense of and make use of the one
dimensional concepts of cultural sensitivity or cultural competence in their
work (p. 109) In addition, mlture wasmerelyone out of several aspects that
the social workers considered relevdat explairing the casesregarding
immigrant clients

In the article, ve identified four key challenges in the efforts to concepsaali
and operationade the cultural concepts in sativork practicdp. 109115). 1)
Whoto define as culturally diverse service usdh&reis nota consistent
description of which instances thae crosscultural andthe social workers
had a hard time identifyingvhich clients that requiredunconventnal
approaches. However, the social workers refrained from interpreting all
immigrant clients within a cultural framework and diverged regarding which
differercesthey emphased. 2) What aspects of culture to consider in the
encounters with culturally dérse service usersn instances wherghe
Gculturabcelients were defined either by the researchers or institutiospttial
workers still had trouble definingvhat aspects of culture to take into
consideration in their work with these clien®is reflects the ambiguous
conceptuaBation of culture and how it may be defined in several different
ways. However, it is seldomly defined in the description of the cultural
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concepts3) Howto consider and approach these aspects of cuituirestances
where the social workers had identifietiat aspects of culture to be sensitive
to or competent okuch as religious practiceahgy still reported difficulties in
howto besensitive to or show competence of these aspedtir practice.
Thus, thepractical implications of being sensitive to culture in the interastion
with a specificclients unclear.4) The capacity to work in a culturally
appropriate manner within thergansational contextwhere this work is
undertakenthe social workers described that although they understood what
the concepts entaitl they might not havilhecapacity within the orgasational
context to act in what they perceived to be a cultulyppetent or culturally
sensitive mannet lack of time and resources required the social workers to
reduce the facets they considered in their work with immigrdrts last
challengeregardinghow the institutional framework influences the work of
social workers may not have received sufficient attention in scholarly debates
of culturally competent or sensitive practice.

We develogda model that depicts the essential questions of who, wiat, h
and where to employ the concepts into practitel09, 118)However, he
studieswe included in the synthesilsd notparticularlyaddressvhythe social
workers should be competent of or sensitive to culture in theirdvatky the
social workers areupposed to interpret and work differently with some clients
The studies simply charactssd s ome cl i ents as Oculturaldé a
6di f f er e.mhisimay centributectcetise difficulties tisecial workers
hadin pinpointing which clients requéd such efforts and what this extra effort
should consist ofHence,the qualitative evidence synthesis suggest that we
need moreempirical knowledge on bw social workers categaea clients as
6di f f e needing sSomathm@thebthan ordinary worland the relevance

of culture in this work

6.2 Article 2: d don't know what to dod Could it be
cultural?6The operationalisation of cultural
sensitivity among street-level workers in the
Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration

Article 2 is singleauthored. Tharticleis a core component the currenstudy.
It unpacks the practical work embedded in being cultursdigsitive by
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exploring the circumstances in which stritel workers factor culture into

their comprehension and consideration aotlient (p. 98) The empirical

foundation of the articlecomprises/8 formal and informal case discussions

from the fivemonth fieldwork(p. 102) The analytical focus is to unpack the

worki nherent in the casewor ker sdientdi scussi ons
and make decisions about further case proceedmgi)1, 102) The article

depicts how the caseworkésnsideration of culture depesdn the implicit

categorsation of aclient as bothnonsensibleand regarding admmigrant

clientd In these instances, the caseworkers catsgtheclient as acultural

immigrantclient (p. 107)

Thearticle describes how tleaseworkers categeed cases based on how they

perceivedthem what the problem ay be and how they could work with the

speific clientasthe cas@rocee@d(p. 103) The caseworkers made use of two

intersecting interpretive frameworks in their dynamic categtban work:
immigrantshonimmigrans and sensibleionsensible(p. 103105). The two

dimensionsfunctioned as continuums with four outer categories, where the

caseworkers negotiated the substance of the categories and how different clients

may fit into them(p. 108) First, the caseworkerdistinguished between

immigrant anchonimmigrantcasesThis, howeverdependean whether the
caseworkersonsideedt he ¢l i ent 6s i mmi grant background
the caseworkers consiéersome cases as sensible because ¢baid easily

fit the institutional classifications. Howevethercasesvere mae difficult for

the caseworkers to make sensenmithin the institutional classificationgand

the caseworkergategorisedhese asonsensible When they managesuch

nonsensiblecases, the caseworkaeveuld search for cues thabuldhelp them

make sase of the case. In this process, ethnidapguageand motivation

serval as cues for culturéor nonsensible immigrant casegp. 105109).

Cul ture was applied as a o6l astonresortd cat
sensiblemmigrant clients and concluded extensive efforts to definethe e nt 6 s
challengeqp. 108) Although ethnicity, language and motivation seemed to

function as cues foaclientbei ng i nterpreted as cultural,,
emphasis of specific cues differadence, n this article, 1 have notdefined

specific ethnicities or otheharacteristicas decisive for how the caseworkers

categorsed the clients.
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Thearticledescribes howaseworkerslid not culturalse all immigrant clients.

This was gite the contrary they acknowledg® the complexities of
(immigrant)casesHowever, the conceptual ambiguity of culture may promote

the perception of theultural immigrant cases as intangib(p. 109) The

casewor ker sd6 us e farthenengdngiblémneigramtdients c at egor y
might promotedtheringy not of all migrant clients, but of théultural

immigrant clienté (p. 109) Categorisationrelied upon the available

institutional classifications and whether the caseworkers considee th
classificationssuitable to describe thel i e nt 6 s tipey undetetdin s

In thenonsensiblecasesthe caseworkers laekan institutional language that

could describe the complexities of cases in tethet make sense within the

bureaucratic conteXp. 109) The findingsalso impyt hat t he casewor ker s
categorsation of a ient wasnot merely done when a person first apphier

welfare servicedt was a continuous process whehe taseworkers suggedt

possible interpretations of thelient at hand In this process, they

simultaneously negotiatehe boundaries between differeategoriegp. 108)

6.3 Article 3: Emotional creaming. Street-Level
bur e a u cpriaritisafbon of migrant clients
dikely to su ¢ c e e dabouin nmarket integration

Article 3 isco-authoredwvith Anders Vassendeiihe article describes how the

caseworkers differentiadebetween cases they priosid andthe cases that

they dd not. Hence,idepi ct the O6positived equival ent
clients described in article 2he star candidatesThe article uses data both

from the fieldwork ad individual interviews with caseworkers to investigate

the role caseworkersd emoti encasespl ay i n t he
Furthermore, it examines how these emotions relate to the institutional context

in which the caseworkers wordence, it povides important knowledge about

practices ifiuencingthe differentiation between clients and the services they

obtain

In the article, we introduce s&semotional c
emotions as embodied expressions of a rational logic inutistial demands

(p- 2) Emotions have typically been considered a personal bias in decisions to

prioritise clients(p. 1-3). However,wes how t hat wlgestwewor ker sd6 s
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emotionswere not irrelevant tohe decisions to priorie a case, but theyere

mediated by orgasational conditionsThe article shows howacs e wor ker s 0

emotions towards immigrant clientsere structured by the bureaucratic

context, such as formal criteria for services and quantifiable measures of

succesgp. 7-9). Caseworkers usktheir emotions as interpretive schemes for
identifying 6éstar candi dat eso6: sensi bl e i mi
labour market integratiofp. 5) T he 06 st ar redeathuslasndwith e sd spur

the caseworkersecauseheywere motivated and/or easy for the caseworkers

to identify with and that met formal requirements within the institutional setting

(p. 67). In this sense, management tools, such as caseworker accountability

and performance i ncent iotorsswherepyrsontleuce casewol
clients will appear lesswvourablehan othershence producinigss enthusiasm

from the caseworkel(®. 89).

The article describes how it is not sufficidat a caseworketo feel positive

about a client forthem to prioritise theclient The connection between
caseworkersodé6 emotions and the institutiona
existence of prejudice or personal bigs 8). However the emotions of

caseworkers may contribute reproduce systematic differencesireetlevel

servicedistribution because they mirror who institutional measurements and

objectivesdepicta s t h e 6:icliersanho wait a @i todtribute to

society and hee the ability to enter the labounarket with minimal state

funded supportqp. 8). Hence, caseworkersd emotional
candidates suggest that the difoferentiating
culturalbackground otheir migrant status, but rather whether daseworkers

consider thelientasdar awayfrom success in the labour markpt 9).

6.4 Article 4. A welfare pinball machine? How
I mmi grants with 6l anguage probl
stuck in the Norwegian Labour and Welfare
Administration (NAV)

Article 4 is alsoco-authoredwith Anders Vassenden. This article builds on the

findings from article 2 the distinction between sensible andnsensible

clients,andaims to further explore how the institutional settmgyinfluence
the categosation of (cultural) immigrant clients. It is also the only article

63



Summary of results

written in Norwegian.This was dondecausehe articleexplicitly addresses

the way NAYV specifically is @ansed and how thorgansation contributes to

the constructi on o tategoryaforaplens Jrea@rtices a parti cu
departs from the observation tisawveral immigrat clients seem tgetstuckin

the system and only get access to medastal and restrictive social service

benefits on a permanent ba§is 6) When | asked caseworkers in NAV why

they seeminglystrugglel to provide sufficientservices to clients withan

immigrant background, they described having challenges with client&that

not know the languageand that these clients often eddi p a&sshua td ecoc k 6
(kasteball) getting thrown back and forth between different tediwsvever,

through our anal ysesmacwe ngmo paoss ea nt hal toéeprinnal
metaphoi(p. 45,2022). Contrary to the 6shuttlecockod (
machine metaphor 1) has acting subjects, 2) suggests that different teams have

different statusebecausesome caseworketsouncecases, while others try to

flip them or work in théeam that serve asdxain and 3) describes how the

caseworkers act within @glaying board which contributes to structimg their

work.

In the article, we rely on institutional ethnography to explore how the

casewor k er aftecedtbed consfuctian effarigsageas aparticular

category of problems that treaseworkersnay allocate cases {p. 4). For

i mmi gr ant clients, satibneof ther speoblems lae r s 6 cat eg:
61 angua gedéas afgravitatian fietdn 1415).6 L a n g waa used@s

a category fononsensiblammigrantclientsthat excludd these clients from

services other than meatested social security benef(fs. 1718). The article

describe how te eitheror nature of the textually mediated institutional

classificdions contributd to the caseworkerdouncingd | a n g caseg e 6

through the system as in a pinbalhching(p. 14) The caseworkers nda use

of institutional texts to categaes 6 | a ncgausaegseide of their

responsibility (p. 14) For instance one of the terms for work assessment

allowancewasthatt he <cl i ent 6s c¢chal lwasoagsedsbywi t h keepit
health issues. The caseworkers working with work assessment allowadce use

this as an argument to exclude clielatsking sufficient skills n Norwegian

from that benefit. As theaseworkersvould say, thec | i echatleagé is

languagenot health(p. 14) This is just one example of how the caseworkers

used descriptions of the benefits they wedwith to exclude or bounce cases
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from their tam to other teams in the offia@ddown the board. Thiéipperteam

then tiedto keep the case active fipping it back up the boardttempting to

redefine the problem of the case so that it fit into the terms of one of the other

teams(p. 1517). However, therewere some cases that they strugigie keep

in play. Thiswerethe casesvherethey failed to redefine henceremairing

categorsed as languageases. These casedl through to thedrain of the

pinball machine the team working with social security benefjps 1718). In

this team, the client receigdeno active efforts from NAV to assist them in

getting into the labour markép. 16) Hence, theravas no way out of the

system for these clienfp. 18) Thearticle describes howttea s e wor ker s wuse
of textual descriptions of benefits, measures and csgiom of teams

contributelt o t he constructi on opfoblemsthatguaged as
6 | o cthe cliemsin the syste(p. 1819). Hencethis articleprovides crucial

knowledge about how sonmamigrantclientsare sorted out and catega as

6 | a n gcuaasgeEbee clients argrovided services that arkess than

beneficial, for the clients and for the objective of labour market integration.
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7 Discussion and conclusion

The four articles allcontribute to our understanding of how strelewel
bureaucra make sense of and categerimmigrant clientsalong withhow
this work relates to the institutionaktting. However, tharticlesalso have
threecombinedcontributions:

1. Thecaseworkers show nuanced understandings of immigrants and their
challenges

2. They perform a dynamic categsation work and

3. Thenonsensiblaessof (some) immigrantss textually mediated.

Below, | discuss the implications of these contributionsstF reviewhowmy

findings contribute withknowledge ofthe service prowion to immigrant

clientsanddiscuss he useful ness of t hfersteett egory O6i mm
level practiceSecond, butlinehow my use of the strede¢vel perspective and

andytical conceptérom institutional ethnography contributes to our theoretical

understanding ohow streefevel bureaucrat categorise (immigrant) clients

anddiscuss the applicability afonceptuabing bureaucratic categorisation as

a categorgation wok for future researchThird, | deliberate how the textually

mediated principles of welfare conditionality aactountability influence the

principle of universal welfare services aadgue that future research needs to

consi der 6t he b ulrdeseribectheaimplications af dhese e x t 6 .
findings for NAVO6s work with immigrant clie

7.1 Nuanced understandings of immigrants and
their challenges

(@)
(7]

The findings s ugngigrant, natiohad, tethna or cultura n t
backgroundarenot thedifferentiaing dimensions the caseworkersnsider as
decisive for the clientds need for service
applicability ofGmmigrant®as a specific clierdategoryand whether ihelps

the streetevel bureaucra in their service idtribution In their work, the

caseworkers do not necessarily know which clients have immigrant

backgroundsMy findings describe how caseworkeadgferentiate between

clients by considémg them asimore or less immigrdn Gvhere they do not
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necessarily emphasi t h e farnhalstatastagnmigrant,or theircultural

or ethnic background at all. Both artigl# and 2 show how the strdetel
bureaucra acknowledge thatmmigrants may have various problems: health,
language, motivation, educatiand so forthHence, the findings contribute to
nuance the assumptions that stlegel bureaucrat emphase culture (and
ethnicity) eithertoo little, too much,or the wrong vay. This is not the same as
saying that the caseworkers always comprehend immigrant clients correctly or
that they do exhaustive reviews of all the cases they work Wvithrieswhen

they accentuate differentiating aspects such as culture when thegrisateg
clients.Of course, his does not exclude the existence of stereotypical reasoning
among the individual streédvel bureaucrain several studies where they have
done interviews or vignette studies with social workers and other-ktuett
bureaucats, the workerfiavedescribe that it is culture that makes dealing
with immigrants so difficult(Kriz & Skivenes, 2010; Rugkasa & Ylvisaker,
2019; Williams & Soydan, 200%an der Haar, 2006¢Ivisaker et al., 2015)
Hence, caseworkers might have clear and even prejudicial conceptions of
culture, ethnicity and specific client groups. In my ethnographic data, however,
when the caseworkeege discusing specific cases, they do not demonstrate
such conceptionddence, here might be differences in how caseworkers talk
about such differences and how they operationalise them in their prattice.
findings reported in # currentstudy suggest the importance of ethnographic
data in exploing the significance of stereotypediasgs and cultural
explanations in how stret@dvel bureaucrat differentiate between clients in
their everyday practice.

When the caseworkersategorse clients, he main distinctioris not whether

the client is an immigrant or not but whethentlcersider thecaseas sensible

or nonsensible The currentstudy suggestghat ttec a s e w odistinetions 6
between sensible and nsansible caseas crucial forwhatservices the clients

are provided The streetlevel bureaucra in this study struggle to
operationake wh a't Ot monu grend® are in a clear ma n n
reason to question the implicit assumptions in the literature that immigrant
clientsare different from other clients and that they need something other than
ordinary poceedings. Howevehecausehe definition of immigrants as a
specific category of clients presuppose that immigrants differ from other clients
(Torres, 2006)the caseworkers may contributentakng immigrants different
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as they search for differencell A V 6facus on immigrants as different

contributestwo particularcategories of problendiffering from nornrimmigrant

clients: the possibility that their troubles may be connected to culture and

danguagé Both of these catgor i es ar e d-prebteinsaBoth 6i mmi gr ant
6l anguage6 and o6cultured al so;theyave negati v
contribute tevardscomplicating the complexities of the cases and excigd

the clients from serviceslence, the separation ohimigrants into a specific

client category may c ooamsensiblbimmigrantt o t he 6ot h
clientsThe O6i mmi grant <c¢clientd category seem to
(cf. Gubrium & Jarvinen, 2014where the focus on recognitiohdifferences

contribute to reproducing them (cf. Haikié & Hvinden, 20129wever, this

may not be the case when it comes to the sensible immigrant clients. The

caseworkers categorisee nsi bl e i mmi grmsmtwictli emd asl taltsd 6@rr «
a sin néed of dspecifid course or activity and prioritised st ar candi dat es & f
services. These processes may, of course, also arise from caseworkers not being

able torecogise whatmay b ar t i cul ar 6i mmi gqgibent 6 troubl e
immigrant casessuch asstructures in the labour market whiotay make it

difficult for evenstar candidatet® succeed.

I n both practice and research, - 6cul tureo6o t
sensi bl e) 6i Thedomnecton daf cultute istictiyttosethnicity can

contribute to misconceptions of cultural differen{éassenden, 2010yvhere

culture becomes sometigi only relevant to immigrants. This may contribute

to underrating the relevance of culture in sttegel welfare provision.r this

study,lInave focused on caseworkersodo explicit re
remarks about cultural or ethnic diffgrces during the discussion of cases

(VolckmarEeg, 2020) This means that | have not focused on defining culture

or how the caseworkee®nceptualiseulture.Culture can be defined in several

different ways and with emphasis on several dimensionsoofplexities

(Hylland Eriksen, 2007)In article 2 | describe language, motivation and

ethnicity as the cues for cultutdowever my focus has been on the proceks

categorisation, nain defining specificlients or culturatharacteristics per se.

Hence, he clients placed in the other sections-igiure 3 (sensible clients or

norrimmigrant clientsimi ght st i | | be O6ctheyhaveraal 6 i n t he
specific (ethnic) backgroundr display what may be considered @adtural

attributes, but in the discussion of skeease, the caseworkers do not address
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culture as m aspectrelevantto their understanding of the client atiteir
challengesTo further unpackhe relevance ofultural differences in street
level work, future research should explore whicmceptualisations aulture

the caseworkers rely oin addition, it could be interesting to further describe
the characteristicshe streetlevel bureaucrateefer to when they categeeia
clienta s 06 c uahdtwhetherlsuth characteristics are considered differently
in their categorisation of clients with nammigrant backgrounds

The findings suggest that the a s e wo r k derasod of dhemlsiient 6 s
personal resources, being ablaittke use of anythirigdnow the language

and beingdmotivated are maybe even more important to how their case is
categorsed thana clientscultural or ethnicbackground However, such traits

are not distinctive for immigrants but refer to the employability of clients
(Diedrich & Styhre, 2013pr how theyare considered tbt the bureaucratic

criteria (VolckmarEeg & Vassenden, 2021The immigrant category may
displacethe focus from other (imortant) distinctions between client groups

such as personal resources or secamomiddackground. Ludwigviayerhofer

et al. (2014)find that social class is a significant factor in client outcomes.
Future research is needed for systematic but-epeied comparisons between

how streefevel bureaucrats categorisgients with immigrant andnon
immigrantbackground. One interesting ggoach could be téurther unpack

what the streefevel bureaucrats categorise as the residusla guenes s 6
different client categoriesboth regarding immigrant and nanmigrant

clients This could provide important insights into whwyelfare services
struggle to accommodate some clients and provide sufficient services.

7.2 A dynamic categorisation work

Institutional ethnography has providede with analytical concepts that
encourage a focus not just on the inputs or outputs of categorisation, but on the
work the caseworkers do when they categorise (immigrant) clients: their
categorisation workThe currentstudy shows how the caseworkers perform
dynamic categosation work. Thus, thefindings contribute to expainy our
understandings of how streelvel bureaucras categose (immigrant) clients.

The combination of fieldworkmethods and concepts from institutional
ethnography has been cruciabtatainmore applicable knowledge about which
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immigrant clients thatthe caseworkerscategorse as differenty which
differencesthey highlight and tow the boundaries between categories are
negotiated and managethis has made it possible for me to explore the
interpretive frameworks the caseworkers make use of and how they make use
of them.Thus, nsitutional ethnography has been crudmagjaining knowledge

of how the caseworkers differentiate between sensible raomesensible
immigrant clients, how it relaseto the bureaucratic context and how this
categorsation influence the services theware povided Thus, tresefindings
contribute to unpagdhkg the black box that is typically conceptisalil as street

level categosation (cf. Figure2).

The conceptuadation of categosation as a type of work has allowed me to
explore it not merely asrmoment of decisiomaking butatheras a continuous
process of caseworkers making sense of cases while working with them, by
activating interpretive frameworks and in relation to the available institutional
classificati ons. shtiorevorkiavehescarefld eviesy®dd cat egor i
of a case, knowledge about different categories that are available, skills
regarding lines of argument and feelings. Most important, the allocation of a
client to a category is not done in one sequeihég fragmented andytamic,

and it happens at different times and places during the daily work of
caseworkers. It may be done when they naestlleaguén the stairwell or by

the coffee machine and ask about how to interpret and praceedaseIn
addition, the findings 6 this studyhave shown how the categaaition is not

just part of the first contact between clients and welfare services. The
casewor k e saobd wodkadst aecgniinuous work of interpreting and
differentiating between cases, where the content ofbammhdaries between
categories are subject to change. As described by Emerson and Messinger
(1977, p. 122), the experience when one remedy does not work insfigate
search for other remedies, and as the search continues, troubles assume a
cyclical pattern (e.g., Goffman, 1969: 3689)a This suggests a close
interrelation between how the stréetel bureaucrat categose immigrant
clients, the processual characterstind the mstitutional framework. | will get

back to this in sectio7.3 However, the description of categstion as a
continuous process may only be relevant to the cases thadresielered non
sensible where the original categesation or remedyasfailed.
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The analytical concepts from institutional ethnograplaye allowed me to
describe how the stretdvel bureaucra categose a client nomerelyasthe

resul t of t he

c asewor k aefisedcateganipdthaty ment of

some cases end up ifihis conceptualizatiorof differentiating practices has
provided in-depth knowledge abouthe processes that contribute to the
consideration of culture as relevant, wdgme clients get priorged and how
some clients get stuck in the systdris also contributgto changng thefocus

from which clientsared i

fferent

to

how

t he

interplay

and bureaucratic context manifest in interpretive frameworks where some
clients aranadedifferent. However, in articles 2, 3 and 4ldscribahree client

categorieghat the caseworkers use: the cultural immigrant clients, the star
candidates and the languagsses.

Non

Sensible

Star candidates

immigrant

Non
sensible

Immigrant

Figure3: The interpretive frameworks and categories of immigrant clients
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As shown inFigure 3, the threecategorieshave quite a large radiusaybe

even more important, wether the caseworkers categer client within one of

these categoriesdepend on how they make sense of the case within the

interpretive frameworka n d i S not based merely on 60h
characteristicsin this study, describehowthe caseworkers make use of such

interpretive frameworks andategoriess part of their categsation work and

do not make strict definitions of which clients they interpret within which

frameworks, as RaaphoemtdVan de Wallg2018)do in their study

The conceptuadation of how streelevel bureaucrats differentiate between
clients as a categaation work may also prove valuable to studies within other
welfare institutionssuch as child welfare servicddorwegianChild Welfare
Serviceshave beerriticised forethnocentriadeasoning Rysst, 2020; Tuastad
et al., 2017pndtheculturalisation of immigrant§Rugkasa & Ylvisaker, 2019;
Ylvisaker et al., 2015Moreoverthe demand for cultural sensitivity in services
have been increasirjglandulle & Vassenden, 2020; HolHanse et al., 2007;
Vassenden & Vedgy, 2019Yhe conceptualisation of categorisation work as
an open analytical tool, may encouragew insights into the perceived
discriminatory practices of child welfare services. thfe difficulties in
accommodating immignts stem from how thetreetlevel bureaucrat in child
welfare services categegi clients and how institutional texts may influence
this work, an increased focus on cultural sensitivity and reflexivity will not
change the provision of servicé$ence,l encouragduture studieso explore
the categogation work ofstreetlevel child welfare workers.

The combination of astreetlevel perspectiveand analytical tools from
institutional ethnographlgas been critical for the findings thfe currenstudy.
Tal | 420200 sudgest aimilar approach of complementing institutional
theory with institutional ethnographg explore the labels used by strimtel
bureaucrats to describe clientwever my ambition is not merely to suggest
a combination of the two perspectives, but to contributetheoretical
developmentMy abductive approachas allowed me to theorisdout street
level categorisations (cf. Swedberg, 2043 form of categorisatiavork that

is highly influenced by the institutional frames in which they do their work
(Mathiesen & VolckmaiEeg,in pres$. | encourage future studies to make use
of concepts from institutional ethnography to furtievelop theories of street
level bureacracies in an abductive approadtis may contribute to more
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cumulative theory development within the research tradition of deeet

bureaucracycf. Moseley & Thomann, 2021Moreover, it could contribute to

openi nstitutional et hnogr aindtegd of asan 6 mai nstr ean
approach only used by the initiated féMathiesen & VolckmaiEeg,in press

Walby, 2007. The description of such partial and abductive use of institutional

et hnography med mey el gsti nstpi onal et hnograpt
undermiring the potential for theetical development irtaking an abductive

approach{Mathiesen & VolckmaiEeg,in press.

7.3 Textually mediated non-sensibleness

| have described how the strdetel bureaucats categorse immigrant clients

as the result of a complex interplay between their practical work and the
bureaucratic context. The textuality of the bureaucratic contexty as the
organsation of services, the terms and boundaries for benefiteasures and

the performance indicators that are usad contribute to mediatenon
sensibleess Thenonsensiblecasesare categorsed into a residual category,
such as culture or language. The casewor&lecsvnuanceccomprehensions

of immigrant clientsand show an understanding of their challenges
multidimensional However, the stredevel bureaucrats must reduce the
troubles of people into one problef@ubrium, 2016; Gubrium & Jarvinen,
2014) Although article 4 describes how these institutional problactsally
consists of multiple layers of sometimes overlappidgfinitions, te
requirement toneatly define clients into categories of institutionally
manageable problems construct a systeat ¢merge aone dimensional
Hence, he troubles of people become complex becausénstiution only
permit certain weldefined problems(Caswell et al., 2010)The textually
mediatedproblem categoriedo not haveoom for the vaguésomething mor@&

(cf. Volckmar-Eeg, 202). Because oftte eitheror nature of the bureaucratic
classifications, the caseworkers may need one or more categories for the
0r e s i du erthosecasssehatodp not easily fit into any other category.
However the categoriespecific for immigrants, such as language and culture,
make it possible for the caseworkers to exclude immigrant clients from the
other categoried.he challenge for service provision may nothlEEmmigrants

but rather how the bureaucratic contegbntributes to creatg an
insurmountable complexityl his resonates with the findings of Garstand
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Jacobssof2013, p. 825jhat describe howadministrative categories work as
fitechnologies ofg o v e r nthet fimak& | e g i dedirgble traits in the
individuald Though they appear as objective entjtibesetexts are created by
someone, with specific aims and intere¥{&derberg (2020) describes halae
introduction of netiberalreforms such as&wPublic ManagemenfiNPM) and

the marketgation of welfare services may challernpe universal structure of
such servicesOne example is howaseworkers arevaluated based on their
success in supporting people gain paid employment (Breit et al., 2018;
Fossestgl et al., 201¥olckmarEeg & Vasgnden, 202)L This may especially

be rdevant regarding thestreetl e v e | b ucorsidesation aft whibh
clients are 061 hekce beprioritized. Gasewarkerdavedto a n d
account for and justify their actions in atcountability circuit, where
institutional texts and measures provide a framing of how they are supposed to
consider and categorise clientghich characteristics they emphasise and give
significance and which they ignorbloreover, as described in article 1, the
streetlevel bureaucrat may not have sufficient time or resources to question
the texts and how thextsinform their categosation.

The institutional texts may be problematic or contribute to problematic
practices However they are crucial for the workings of viele bureaucracies
and for thecoordinationof universal servicgrovision Some argue that we
need to rely more on the professional discretion of caseworkers and give them
latitude to act accordinglfMcDonald & Marston, 2006) However, the
universality ¢ welfare services presupposes that the casewosddemunt for
their actions by documenting their stéBsodkin, 2008; Molander et al., 2012)
The caseworkefs d e cnieed itdme justified according to laws, regulations
and directivedo secure and codinateequal treatment of equal caséhis is
done through textélowever this may be different imstitutional contexts that
are less breaucrased In addition, as streetevel welfare services are
characterised by scarce resources (Lipsky, [198QD} services cannot be
open to whoever wants theidence, neanstesting is not intended to exclude
people from serviceAndersen, 2012put to target the people with the most
severe need¥Velfare conditionality isntended tcsecure the sustainability of
the welfare state and for services to uphold their function as buaifiast
social marginalisatioto vulnerable groupdf we are toachievethe objectives

of equally good services to everyone who needs them, we need ttiioyn
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and conditionality to coordinatgreetlevel work, at least to a certain extent
Hence, texts cannot be excluded from the slmatl welfare services.
However, ny findingssuggest that the way rules and regulation$areulated

and used by #hcaseworkers contribute to exalgl(some) immigrant clients
from (some) serviced his suggest that discrimination may be embedded in the
institutional structureglensen et al., 20178 everthelessit may be right that

the troubles oome clientsare, in fact,6 cul t ur al 6 Hence, thel anguaged.

decision to exclude these fraarg. healtkrelated benefitmay beaccurateTo

get further knowledge of Owho gets what,
future research shouldrtherexplorehowstreetlevel bureaucrat activate and
useinstitutionaltexts in theircategorisatiorwork, alternatively by using case

files as datgcf. Asheim 2019, andtry to explicate the discourses implicit in

the texts andhow these influencdsow people are coittered and categorised

(Nilsen, 2021; Smith, 1978)

| havedescribedhow the caseworkers are active in their use of textspn

they emphasise different aspects of the cl

Thus, the textually mediatedimension of sensible or neensible cases
contributesto connect the micractions of caseworkers to the mastouctures

of the bureaucratic contextiowever, he emphasis othe significance of
bureaucratidexts may encourage a deterministic undeditanof streefevel
categorsation where the textare understood tgovern serviceidtributionand
differentiate serviceOne of the limitation®f the currenstudyis that lhave

not emphasedstreetl e v e | b upotentalioppositibnstdthe ay texts
coordinate serviceBecause the caseworkers need to argue against the same
texts, potentiaisagreementmay be less visible. Nilsen and Stelhnsen
(2020) describe how accountability angustification loop$ contribute to
disguisng critique and opposition by streamlining the arguments and reasons
streetlevel bureaucrats may use. Although the stleetl bureaucrat may
resist the execution of policiethis resistancenay be less explicitThis
suggests the importance of acknowledgétige professional in contex{cf.
Fjeldheim et al., 2015; Richmond, 1922)be able to identifghe processes

and mechanisms that contribute to such differentiating practices. It is seemingly
limited help in accentuating increased reflectiveness and recognition of
(cultural) diversity amongtreetlevel bureaucrat to achievea more accurate
categorgation of and servic@rovisionto immigrant clientslt is quite the
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contrary thestrongfocus on cultural sesitivity or cultural competence may be
counterproductive anccontribue to hide how thebureaucraticcontext
influences how caseworkers make sense of and catsgamimigrant clients
the making of immigrant clients

7.4 Implications for NAV

The insights from this study contributes with knowledge of how the
categorisation work of streédvel bureaucrats influences thedistributive
capacityof Norwegian welfare servicdsf. Kivisto & Wahlbeck, 2013)One

of my motives for conducting thiststy was to contribute not only to theoretical
development, but tgain knowledge abouwthy NAV are unsuccessful in their
efforts to improve labour market integration of immigraatsd how they may
changeit. The three contributions of the study corresptmdhree important
implications for NAV and their services to immigrant clients.

First, thedefinition of immigrant clients as a specific group seems to be
counterproductive.lt does not help the caseworkers in their work with
immigrant clients becausdt may be defined and operationalised in several
different ways. mmmigrants are a heterogenous group aray not have the
same needs from NAV.HE findings show that the caseworkers may not
considei mmi g meedstarsy @ifferent than from other cliejutst because
they are immigrantsThis also resembles the findings(@fjuve et al., 2011)
This suggest that to be of help in caseworKk
and individual responsivenedbge client categories need to be based on the
specifc needs of particular clientgather than (partially concealed)
demographic variables.

Second,the currentstudy describes the categorisatimork of streetlevel

caseworkersThe findings show that this work is noterely a moment of
decisionmaking.Hence,asthe current toolsre primarily design to assist in

Omapping outdé the case and (ctArlfeide!l i ent s nee
og velferdsdirektoratet, 201,ahese may be of limited help to the caseworkers.

Thus,NAV may need to develop ttothat support the caseworkenstheir

efforts to make sense of, differentiate between aatkgorie (immigrant)

clients during their everydayork. The caseworkers need medémat help them

to 6rebootdé their c pobtemofthecasdthismay and redefi
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avoid thebouncingof (immigrant) clients and encouragategorisatiorwork

similar tot he o f | .i Thip teanttresa to @efine clients within the

categories, instead of sorting them.ddbreover, aghe continuous workfo

categorisation predominantly concerns tiasensibleclients, NAV may

expl or e 1implieit iNbtireostrdetd e v e | bureaucratsdé first
categorisation of cases aimyestigate whether it is possible to maks first

categorisatiormore &curate.This may preventhe making ofnonsensible

clients

Third, and relatedthe findings describe how eligibility criteria, terms and
regulations, and performance indicators contribute to mediate the
categorisation of clients. Thus, the formulatiohthe institutional textaffect
which clients that get which serviceSherefore,in order to change the
allocation of services to (immigrant) clieni$AV needs to shift focus from the
attitudes and knowledge of the individual caseworkertheounderstandings
implicit in the texts of the bureaucratic context and how these inform the
categorisation of clients.
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Abstract

Faced with increased global migration, there is a growing concern that social workers
need more training in- and knowledge of culture and ethnicity. These understandings
have come to influence research, education, practice, codes of ethics and
organizational policy, constituting a multicultural discourse within the field of social
work. Social workers are expected to have cultural competence, and exercise cultural
sensitivity in their practice. However, a clear and consistent understanding of what it
means to be culturally competent or culturally sensitive is missing, and there seems
to be little consensus in how to define and apply these concepts, both within research
and practice. The aim of this qualitative evidence synthesis is to synthesize what
previous empirical research reports about social workers’ understandings and
experiences when operationalizing the concepts into practice. Through data-based
and a manual journal search, 12 qualitative empirical studies were included in the
synthesis. Our analysis describes four main challenges in the studies’ efforts to
operationalize the cultural concepts in social work practice: 1) Who to define as
culturally diverse service-users; 2) What aspects of culture to consider in the
encounters with culturally diverse service-users; 3) How to consider and approach
these aspects of culture, and 4) the capacity to work in a culturally appropriate
manner within the organizational context where this work is undertaken. The
literature acknowledges these challenges to varying degrees. We summarize the four
challenges in a model, and argue that the model can be useful in further awareness-
raising, development and integration of our understandings of cross-cultural social
work. By depicting the essential questions of who, what, how and where to employ
the concepts into practice, we aim to assist scholars, practitioners and educators to

help navigate the multifaceted landscape of culture and social work.
Keywords

social work, social work practice, cultural competence, cultural sensitivity, qualitative

evidence synthesis, literature review
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Introduction

Over the last few decades, the multicultural discourse has gained increased
significance within the field of social work. Researchers argue that the impact of
globalization and migration poses new demands and challenges on social workers
(Azzopardi & McNeill, 2016; Boyle & Springer, 2001; Green et al., 2016), with a
growing body of research examining how social workers should provide culturally
competent and sensitive services to diverse service-users. Culture is a complex and
ambiguous concept. As early as the 1950s, Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) identified
more than 100 anthropological definitions of culture. Adding the word ‘competent’ to
culture unsurprisingly generated countless descriptions. By the millennium, ‘literally
hundreds of conceptual definitions’ of cultural competence existed (Boyle & Springer,
2001, p. 55). Cultural competence is also just one of the concepts describing how

social workers should work with service-users from culturally diverse backgrounds.

In this article, instead of providing a theoretical definition of cultural competence and
cultural sensitivity, we do a qualitative evidence synthesis of previous empirical
research and synthesize what they report about social workers’ understandings and
experiences when operationalizing the concepts into practice. In order to
operationalize a concept, social workers have to both create a mental definition of the
concept and turn these mental definitions into something applicable in their practice
with specific clients (Volckmar-Eeg, 2020). In other words, we explore how social
workers understand the concepts and make practical use of them, and the

challenges they experience in this work.

It is beyond the scope of this article to list and define all the various concepts of
cultural competence or sensitivity that exist. We note that the most frequently used
concepts are cultural competence (Horevitz et al., 2013), cultural skills (Kandylaki,
2005) cultural sensitivity (Fernandez-Borrero et al., 2016) and cultural awareness
(Yan, 2005). The concepts of cultural competence and cultural sensitivity represent
two main strands in the literature. One focuses on social workers’ competence or
skills to work with cultural issues, while the other emphasizes social workers’
reflective processes, respect and humility toward cultural differences, as well as
social workers’ attention to- and awareness of cultural aspects in their practice. We
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use the notion of cultural concepts as a collective term referring to cultural

competence and cultural sensitivity.

Although some researchers engage with a broad understanding of culture, including
sexuality (Charnley & Langley, 2007) and disability (Dupré, 2012), in most of the
literature within the multicultural discourse of social work, culture is connected to
ethnicity, race or religion. Researchers portray ‘social work with ethnic minorities as
an area that requires specific knowledge and competence’ (Rugkasa & Ylvisaker,
2019, p. 5). International and national guidelines outline social workers’
responsibilities in working competently with culturally diverse people (IFSW, 2018;
NASW, 2017). The rationale behind the cultural concepts is that if social workers
employ practices described as culturally competent or culturally sensitive, the
services to minority service-users will improve. However, several studies argue that
social workers fail to work in a culturally appropriate way, by either overemphasizing
(Anis, 2005; Rugkasa & Ylvisaker, 2019) or underestimating (Ploesser & Mecheril,
2012) the significance of culture in their interaction with clients. Consequently,
recommendations for practice diverge. Moreover, as the concepts are mostly
theoretical descriptions of practice, they do not necessarily capture the empirical
reality of social workers and the challenges they encounter in their cross-cultural
work. Making sense of- and making use of these theoretical and somewhat
ambiguous concepts in practice therefore pose potential challenges for the social
workers, and it is difficult to know whether the concepts are applicable for social

workers in practice. This is where our study makes a novel contribution.

Previous literature reviews within this field seem to a large extent to be focused on
specific populations (Jackson & Hodge, 2010; Poon & Lee, 2019), specific
interventions (Horevitz et al., 2013; Jackson & Samuels, 2011) or on defining or
explaining the concepts (Henderson et al., 2018; Jackson & Samuels, 2011; Poon &
Lee, 2019; Suh, 2004). Most of them are within the field of health science, and the
social workers and their reality are not present.

In this qualitative evidence synthesis, we ask the following research question: What

challenges do social workers experience in their efforts to operationalize the cultural
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concepts in practice? This will provide insight, not just into how the cultural concepts
are understood by social workers, but also the applicability of the concepts in social
work practice.

We acknowledge that the use of the terms ‘service-user’ and ‘client’ in social work
are debated (Hubner, 2014). Because the data in our study consists of previous
research, and because we want to stay true to their original intention and meaning,
we will comply with the terms as used in our data. Additionally, since the studies
differ in whether they use the term service-user or client, we will use the terms

interchangeably.

After a presentation of our search strategy and data, we introduce our findings. Our
synthesis shows that the studies report four main challenges in their efforts to
operationalize the cultural concepts in social work practice. We summarize these
challenges in a model, and discuss these findings in light of scholarly debates of

cross-cultural social work.

Methods and data

This study is based on a synthesis of qualitative evidence (Flemming et al., 2019;
Grant & Booth, 2009; Hannes & Macaitis, 2012; Noyes et al., 2019). A qualitative
evidence synthesis is particularly good to explore why and how an intervention or
policy works, the appropriateness and applicability of policies, and barriers and
facilitators for the implementation of interventions or policies (Flemming et al., 2019).
We conducted a systematic search of the research literature in order to identify
qualitative studies that explore social workers’ operationalization of the cultural
concepts. Furthermore, we looked for “themes” or “constructs” that lie in or across
individual qualitative studies’ (Grant & Booth, 2009, p. 94). The objective of the
research synthesis is to obtain a holistic interpretation of a phenomenon by analysing
qualitative studies that inform a specific research question (Flemming et al., 2019;
Grant & Booth, 2009; Hannes & Macaitis, 2012; Noyes et al., 2019). The process
from developing the search strategy, examination and sampling of studies, and
analysis, has been done in collaboration between the authors. We argue that this
strengthens the quality of the qualitative evidence synthesis, as well as reducing
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potential single-researcher bias. Nonetheless, we cannot exclude the fact that our
background as ethnic Norwegian women, with an academic background within the
field of social work and sociology, may have influenced our reading and interpretation
of the articles.

Literature search strategy

The search strategy consisted of a combination of: (1) systematic and
comprehensive literature searches in three databases, and (2) manual reviews of
reference lists of the selected articles from step 1. We searched in three databases:
SCOPUS, Academic Search Premier and Soclndex. A professional librarian within

the field of social work also assisted us in developing the search strategy.

After initial searches in the databases, we identified terms used in scholarly
discussions of multicultural social work. We defined specific terms as combinations of
culture (culture, cultural, culturally, intercultural, interculturally, cross cultural, cross-
cultural, cross culturally, cross-culturally) and sensitivity, competence or
corresponding terms (sensitive, sensitivity, aware, awareness, reflexive, reflexivity,
responsive, responsiveness, humility, competence, competent, skill, skills,
knowledge). This resulted in 127 specific terms that we implemented in our search
string in quotation marks, combined with the Boolean operator OR. To help refine our
search, we included ‘social work’, empiric* or qualitative or quantitative, and practice.
All the search terms had to appear in either abstract, title or as subject terms. To be
included in this qualitative evidence synthesis, studies had to comply with four
inclusion criteria: a) Published in English in scholarly, peer-reviewed journals from
January 2000 to March 2020. As we have exclusively included studies published in
English, our synthesis consists of studies predominantly from European and Anglo-
American countries; b) Empirical contributions, investigating the operationalization of
the concepts, not merely theoretical or methodological discussions of the concepts,
c) The concepts comprise a key element to the study, in which the study takes one or
more of the concepts as its point of departure. Studies exploring how social workers
work with diversity in general, without linking it to the cultural concepts, have hence
not been included in this qualitative evidence synthesis, and d) They explore the

understandings and perspectives of professionals in their contact with service-users.
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We have therefore excluded all studies in which the sample consists of students or
teachers, or studies that only focus on the service-users’ perspective. Since we focus
on the operationalization of the concepts, we have excluded quantitative studies that
merely measure the levels of cultural competence or sensitivity among social
workers. Although we have done a systematic review of the literature, using 127
different cultural concepts, we cannot disregard that our search strategy might have
left relevant studies undetected due to the myriad of existing concepts.

Search outcomes

Our searches were carried out in March 2020, and generated 462 articles. After
removing duplicates, 431 remained. Both authors reviewed title and abstract,
removing 401 articles that did not comply with our inclusion criteria. After a full text
review of the 30 remaining articles, 20 were removed. Five of the articles reported
findings from two studies. To prevent single study bias, we only included one article
from a study. We performed a manual examination of the reference lists of the 10
remaining articles and added two articles to our sample. Our search strategy yielded
12 empirical studies for analysis and synthesis (see Figure 1).

Search outcome from three databases Articles excluded after account for

v

n=462 duplicates in search outcomes n=31
Articles excluded, as they did not

Articles evaluated based on their titles > comply with research question and
and abstracts n=431 inclusion criteria n=401

y
Review of full text for detailed _| Articles excluded after review of full text
examination n=30 n=20
Total sample from search strategy n=12 Articles included after a manual review
empirical articles included for analysis < of reference lists n=2
and synthesis

Figure 1: Search process and outcomes

107

110



Article 1: Navigating the multifaceted landscape of culture and social work

Journal of Comparative Social Work 2020/2

Study characteristics and quality appraisal

We used the criteria of Walsh and Downe (2006) to appraise the studies: scope and
purpose, design, sample, analysis, interpretation, reflexivity, ethical considerations,
relevance and transferability (context). No studies were excluded due to a lack of
methodological soundness, with Table 1 providing an overview of the studies. The
studies represent a broad range of geographical contexts. Several of the studies
report findings from a specific social work setting, while others aim to provide more
generalized accounts of social workers’ interpretation of the concepts in their work
with minority service-users. The studies take different concepts as their entry point,
and some use several concepts. Most of the studies discuss cultural competence
(Allain, 2007; Band-Winterstein & Freund, 2015; Davis, 2009; Graham et al., 2009;
Hall & Rammell, 2017; Harrison & Turner, 2011; Hedlund & Moe, 2010; Kakela,
2019; Kwok et al., 2018; Willis et al., 2017; Yan, 2005), or cultural sensitivity (Band-
Winterstein & Freund, 2015; Graham et al., 2009; Hedlund & Moe, 2010; Testa,
2017). Some of the studies also argue that cultural sensitivity is part of cultural
competence. Hence, all the studies take either cultural competence or cultural
sensitivity, or both, as their point of departure.

Analytic approach

The 12 studies were analysed and synthesized in collaboration between the authors.
We conducted a thematic synthesis, inspired by Thomas and Harden (2008). Based
on careful readings of the articles, we identified themes and patterns across studies.
Each of the authors individually read through every study and noted their initial ideas,
before we jointly generated themes and codes. We then alternated between
analysing the studies individually, and a collective interpretation of the findings. We
started by coding the text and developing descriptive themes, such as ‘client groups’,
‘organizational factors’, and ‘culture and cultural features’. We later created the two
aggregate themes ‘understandings of difference (making sense of)’ and ‘practical
work (making use of)’. Through a constant comparison, both within and between
studies (Cooper, 2015), we identified differences and nuances. Based on these initial
stages, we developed analytical codes in which four challenges related to the
operationalization of the concepts into practice emerged. We present these in the

following.
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Findings

Our analysis showed four challenges in social workers’ efforts to operationalize the
cultural concepts: 1) Who to define as culturally diverse service-users; 2) What
aspects of culture to consider in encounters with culturally diverse service-users; 3)
How to consider and approach these aspects of culture, and 4) the capacity to work
in a culturally appropriate manner within the organizational context where the work is
undertaken. The challenges are summarized in a model (Figure 2). In the following,
we describe the similarities and differences in- and between the studies in relation to
these challenges.

1. Who to define as culturally
diverse service-users? <
4. Where the
v work is
2. What aspects of culture to be undertaken:
competent of, or sensitive to, in The capacity
their encounters with these service- [* within the
users? organizational
context to
engage with
challenge
v 1,2and3.
3. How to be competent of, or
sensitive, to those aspects of culture

in their encounters with these

service-users?

Figure 2: Four main challenges embedded in the operationalization of the cultural concepts in social work
practice

Who to define as culturally diverse service-users?

The studies diverged in who they focused on as ‘culturally diverse’ service-users. In
some of the studies, it was evident that cross-cultural social work was understood as
including service-users of specific ethnicities, religions, language and/or experiences.

In these studies, the researchers predefined which service-users required a culturally
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competent or sensitive approach. Hedlund and Moe (2010) emphasized the demand
for reflective practices when working with indigenous people, and argued that social
workers need to engage with indigenous worldviews. Kwok et al. (2018) focused on
social workers’ responses to the needs of South Asian migrants in Hong Kong, and
questioned the appropriateness of applying Western-based approaches and practice
models within this context. In Allain’s (2007) study, the service-users were described
as black and minority-ethnic children. Two of the studies focused on how social
workers ensured and expressed cultural sensitivity in their encounters with service-
users from specific religious groups, namely Jewish Ultra-Orthodox (Band-
Winterstein & Freund, 2015) and Muslims (Graham et al., 2009). Kakel& (2019)
focused her study on social work practices with service-users who had specific
experiences, refugees who were simultaneously experiencing the compounding
effects of displacement and immigration control. Willis et al. (2017) explicated that
their study focused on social care staff working across differences of culture,
ethnicity, religion and language.

Whereas some studies, to varying degrees, demonstrably defined the specific
(minority) groups that required the social workers to perform cultural competence or
sensitivity, others highlighted cross-cultural social work as conditioned by the
difference between the service-users’ and the social workers’ cultural or ethnic
background. Hall and Rammell (2017) asserted that while white social workers
constitute more than half of the social workers in the US, most of the people receiving
social work services are people of colour. Based on this, they argued the need for
practitioners to recognize how their cultural make-up influences their responses.
Testa (2017) also emphasized the cultural difference between users and helpers,
and focused on social workers’ encounters with services-users from cultures different

from the social worker’s own.

A few of the studies did not define who the culturally diverse clients were, or which
instances called for the use of cultural competence or cultural sensitivity by the social
workers. These used broader descriptions of these service-users, such as ‘clients
from diverse backgrounds’ (Harrison & Turner, 2011), ‘culturally different clients’
(Yan, 2005), and ‘culturally diverse families and children’ (Davis, 2009). In these
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studies, the social workers had to define who to categorize as culturally diverse
clients who needed something other than conventional social work methods and
measures. We will come back to this in the next section. The large variation in focus,
and the definition of culturally diverse service-users in our rather small sample of
studies, creates a backdrop for the studies’ findings concerning social workers’
understanding and operationalization of cultural competence and cultural sensitivity

in practice.

What aspects of culture to consider in encounters with culturally diverse
service-users?

When describing what aspects of culture they considered relevant in their work, the
social workers in the studies of Band-Winterstein and Freund (2015), Graham et al.
(2009), Hedlund and Moe (2010) and Kwok et al. (2018) emphasized specific traits
they needed to be attentive to- or competent with when working with culturally
diverse clients. However, as described above, these studies concerned pre-defined
groups of service-users; Jewish Ultra-Orthodox, Muslims, the Sami people or South

Asian migrants.

Yet, in most of the studies the social workers had to define what aspects of culture
they had to be competent at- or sensitive to. In their general understanding of the
concepts, the social workers acknowledged that the work with minority service-users
might entail challenges that differed from those of other service-users. The social
workers described how they must be attentive to potential prejudice and
discrimination (Davis, 2009), and were aware of potentially simplistic understandings
of culture (Allain, 2007). They highlighted how cultural diversity and service-users of
a minority background called for an awareness of cultural values and beliefs (Kékel3,
2019). Some of the understandings of difference and cultural diversity the social
workers employed still reflected essentialist interpretations of culture (Kakeld, 2019;
Kwok et al., 2018), and a homogenization of cultural needs (Testa, 2017). Thus, the

social workers, as expected, portrayed culture as an ambiguous concept.

Although attentive to culture and different minority groups in a specific case, the
social workers in the studies expressed uncertainty about what aspects of culture
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they should be sensitive towards or competent about. Allain (2007) described how
social workers were unsure about which culture to consider in their interaction with
children of dual heritage. One social worker explained how a child that is half Asian
might still identify mostly as white, thereby complicating their efforts to implement
culturally appropriate measures (Allain, 2007, p. 135). Another social worker
emphasized how their work is complex because ‘there are many different cultures
within countries’ (ibid.). Similarly, the social workers in the study of Harrison and
Turner (2011, p. 340) reported that everything a person says or does might be an
expression of culture, as culture might refer to identity, community traditions and
norms. The social workers in their study understood culture as ‘something that
applies to everyone — but it equally evoked particular ideas about difference and

indeterminacy’ (Harrison & Turner, 2011, p. 341).

Across the studies, the social workers also debated whether they should focus on the
service-users’ affiliation with a cultural group, or on their individual identity (Allain,
2007; Band-Winterstein & Freund, 2015; Davis, 2009; Harrison & Turner, 2011; Willis
et al., 2017). The social workers in the study by Hall and Rammell (2017) categorized
cultural diversity on different levels. Some spoke of humanity as one entity, others
described racial, cultural or familial groups, while others again highlighted each
service-user’s individual uniqueness. The social workers in the study by Harrison and
Turner (2011) acknowledged that ‘individuals do not always think and act in ways that
are consistent with their cultural background and may contest or resist cultural
practices’ (Harrison & Turner, 2011, p. 340). The social workers were concerned that
an excessive focus on culture ‘may detract from the importance of individual
experience’ (ibid.), and highlighted the importance of taking a person-centred
approach (Harrison & Turner, 2011; Willis et al., 2017).

How to consider and approach such cultural aspects?

The studies described cross-cultural social work as disparate and multifaceted. In the
social workers’ descriptions of how to provide culturally competent and sensitive
services, they highlighted openness as both a necessity and a challenge. The social
workers emphasized openness and self-reflection as a prerequisite when working
cross-culturally, and how they had to ‘be as open as possible’ and ‘put aside

112

115



Article 1: Navigating the multifaceted landscape of culture and social work

Journal of Comparative Social Work 2020/2

personal opinions and thoughts’, even if they ‘may not always agree’ (Band-
Winterstein & Freund, 2015). The ability to empathize and listen to the service-users
was also highlighted by the social workers in the study by Band-Winterstein and
Freund (2015). The social workers in the study by Harrison and Turner (2011)
described experiential learning as an important part of cultural competence, in which
the social workers learn from their experiences. Moreover, social workers
accentuated being at ease with uncertainty, testing personal assumptions, asking
questions in a respectful manner and recognizing personal fallibility as critical

aspects of working across diversity (Harrison & Turner, 2011).

This openness was also a challenge, and emerged as an unattainable ideal to the
social workers. Several studies addressed the potential conflict between professional
ethics and cultural codes. Social workers in Testa’'s (2017) study expressed an
experience of personal dissonance when their cultural values differed from service-
users’ values and beliefs, describing challenges in balancing personal or cultural
beliefs of service-users with social work interventions in a respectful way. Several
studies also emphasized the social workers’ uncertainty about culturally appropriate
behaviour, such as a fear of appearing ignorant (Willis et al., 2017). Social workers
described culture as a potentially sensitive topic (Allain, 2007; Band-Winterstein &
Freund, 2015), and experienced anxiety about getting it wrong or making mistakes
(Allain, 2007). The social workers were also unsure about whether to prioritize clients’
universal needs or their specific cultural needs (Allain, 2007). Although social workers
admitted a fear of not asking the right questions, they also acknowledged that they
needed to ask questions in order to do their job (Graham et al., 2009; Harrison &
Turner, 2011). In this stance, the social workers in the studies differed in that some
reported getting paralyzed by the uncertainty of how best to proceed, whereas others
stressed that they could not dwell on the fear of unintentionally offending service-
users. One social worker asserted: ‘It's important to be OK with being uncomfortable,
to know that working cross-culturally the ground is never going to be stable, it's
always going to be shifting... And if you are not sure that there’s nothing wrong with
asking. So, there's that respectful inquiry. We are going to make mistakes’ (Harrison
& Turner, 2011, p. 341).
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The capacity to work in a culturally appropriate manner within the organizational
context

Several of the social workers in the studies emphasized organizational frames and
contextual factors as important aspects of their practices. Although the social workers
generally expressed an understanding of what cross-cultural social work entails, they
also described how the organizational context might influence their efforts to work in
a culturally competent or sensitive manner. Some of the social workers emphasized
how this influence might be positive, as the organization has the authority to impose
that social workers employ measures of cultural competence (Testa, 2017), or to
increase social workers’ sensitivity towards cultural diversity through courses or
training (Willis et al., 2017).

The social workers highlighted how organizational constraints impeded their efforts to
work effectively with diverse service-users. They described tensions between
competing priorities (Allain, 2007), and how the mandate of the organization may
encourage efforts other than working in a culturally competent or sensitive way
(Band-Winterstein & Freund, 2015; Harrison & Turner, 2011). Although
acknowledging the importance of making respectful inquiries, the social workers also
described how big caseloads, high pressure, a close monitoring of services and a
lack of time impacted the depth of their work (Allain, 2007; Harrison & Turner, 2011;
Kakela, 2019; Testa, 2017; Willis et al., 2017), and led to superficial explanations of
culture, faith and ethnicity (Allain, 2007). Social workers described that they did not
have the time or resources to explore the position and situation of their service-users,
as ‘it takes time to understand’ (Willis et al., 2017). They reported how service
specialization reduced their capacity to work flexibly and creatively when needed
(Harrison & Turner, 2011; Kwok et al., 2018; Testa, 2017). The social workers may
identify needs that they cannot help with because they are outside the scope of the
agency in which they work (Harrison & Turner, 2011; Testa, 2017). Hence, service
gaps and specialization may directly impact the ability to engage with service-users’
needs. Although the social workers might have a clear understanding of the concepts
of cultural sensitivity or competence in service delivery, organizational constraints
and bureaucratic demands are ‘sometimes thwarting social workers’ attempts to
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respond appropriately to the needs of service-users from different backgrounds’
(Harrison & Turner, 2011, p. 344).

Discussion

This qualitative evidence synthesis shows that the operationalization of cultural
concepts generates four challenges. First, because there is not one consistent
description of which instances are cross-cultural, the social workers had to decide
who to define as culturally diverse, and which encounters with service-users required
something more than conventional approaches. Second, even though the social
workers might know which clients to consider as culturally diverse, they still had
trouble defining what aspects of culture to take into consideration in their work with
these clients. Third, after defining what to be sensitive to or competent at, the social
workers nonetheless reported difficulties in how to be sensitive to- or show
competence in relation to these aspects. Fourth, the social workers described that
although they understood what the concepts entailed, they might not have the
capacity within the organizational context to act in a culturally competent or sensitive
manner. This challenge relates to where the work is undertaken. The first two
challenges refer to the ambiguous notion of culture, whereas the last two relate to the
practices emerging from the concepts. In the following, we will discuss these
challenges in relation to each other, to the concepts and to the discourse of cross-

cultural social work.

The studies in this synthesis showed that social workers were aware of- and reflected
upon both structural factors, including potential discrimination or prejudice, and the
potential influence of social and cultural identities at both the individual and group
level. The social workers thus seemed to neither culturalize the client’s problems, as
proposed by Anis (2005), nor neglect culture as a relevant factor (Ploesser &
Mecheril, 2012). We cannot rule out that the studies in this synthesis might have an
overrepresentation of social workers who are highly aware of the challenges of
working cross-culturally. This may contribute to more nuanced descriptions than from
social workers in general. Further empirical research with a broader sample of
participants is therefore needed to explore the real-life practices of social workers.
Moreover, previous research has shown the presence of bias in social workers’
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