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Abstract

Since the accession of 8 Central and Eastern European countries to the EU in 2004, frontline homelessness agencies have reported contact with increasing numbers of A8 nationals. However there is little robust evidence on the circumstances of this group. Anecdotally it is perceived that there are two ‘types’ of homeless A8 nationals in the UK – those with long term or emerging complex needs relating to addiction and mental illness; and those that are ‘unprepared’ for life in the UK and can easily resolve their homelessness given some assistance to access employment, return to their own country, or gain documents. Many A8 nationals have no recourse to the welfare safety net that can be accessed by the indigenous homeless population. In this paper homelessness among A8 migrants is briefly reviewed and set in the context of single homelessness in the UK. Possible scenarios that have been suggested to address homelessness among A8 nationals in the future are outlined and critically assessed, showing that they are neither practically adequate or ideologically compatible when set within the broader context of homelessness and homeless provision in the UK. 

Introduction 


Despite growing policy concerns about the apparent emergence of homelessness amongst migrant groups (and the focus in this paper is on workers from Central and Eastern Europe) (Homeless Link, 2006, 2008; Audit Commission, 2007; Davis et al, 2007; ODPM, 2005; Kofman, 2007) almost all of the existing research evidence in the UK focuses on the indigenous homeless population. Given the recognised importance of housing to migrants settlement (Phillips, 2004); concerns over migrants impact on housing markets (Robinson, 2007); and, the association of the migrationary process as itself a form of existential ‘homelessness’ (Papastergiadis, 2000) this is a puzzling omission. 
In this paper, some findings from a review of recent policy reports and ‘grey’ literature that included mention of homelessness among migrant workers from A8 countries are presented. This literature review was supplemented by participation in national seminars on homelessness among A8 migrants, attended by government and voluntary sector agency representatives, and, interviews with staff at homeless agencies in London and Glasgow. 
These findings are first set in the context of what is already known about (single) homelessness from literature on the indigenous population. Suggestions made as to the nature of and means to respond to homelessness among A8 nationals are considered and critiqued. This paper is concluded by considering the resonance that these suggestions have in challenging the response to homelessness for certain groups that exist in the UK. 
Single homelessness in the UK

As statutory responses to homelessness have (historically) focussed on families with children, a division between ‘family’ and ‘single’ homelessness has developed in the UK (Fitzpatrick et al, 2000). What has become known as the ‘single’ homeless (those with less recourse to statutory housing) have made up much of the rough sleeping and ‘minimally’ homeless population (Pleace, 2000). 

It is rough sleeping and street activity among A8 migrants that has been the most visible manifestation of their homelessness (Homeless Link, 2006; 2008). However it is also reported that some economic migrants concentrate in poor quality privately rented housing (Robinson & Reeve, 2007), that is often overcrowded, or they have little control over (Spencer et al, 2007). Homelessness is a dynamic and multi-faceted circumstance often incorporating a ‘churn’ between different forms of housing insecurity (Rosengard et al, 2000; Anderson & Tulloch, 2001) on a continuum of housing need (Watson & Austerberry, 1986). However the predominant focus of this paper is homelessness in a more minimal sense - single homelessness, rough sleeping, and the highly marginal circumstances that often accompanies this (Pleace, 2000). 
Homelessness among A8 nationals 

In May 2004 10 new countries joined the EU. The 8 Central and Eastern European countries in this accession group (the ‘A8’) were given immediate rights to work in the UK (and in Ireland and Sweden). Over 689,000 A8 nationals registered to work in the UK since accession and 2007 (ODPM, 2007). 
While much publicity has been given to A8 migrants’ access to social housing in the UK (Robinson, 2007) and attempts have been made to dispel popular misconceptions that they form a high proportion of new social tenants (Pillai et al, 2007), little is in fact known about their housing experiences in this country, as is the case with most new migrants groups (Phillips, 2004; Robertson & Reeve, 2006). 

It is usually the case (and certainly true among A8 nationals and others who predominate in peripheral employment) that new migrant groups tend to be concentrated in low cost (often poor quality or overcrowded) private rented housing (Robinson et al, 2007; Spencer at al, 2007), or stay with friends or contact networks they make when they first arrive (Dench et al, 2006; Robinson & Reeve, 2006; CAB, 2005). Their accommodation is also sometimes ‘tied’ to their employment (Audit Commission, 2007).  Many are therefore living in precarious housing circumstances that they may have little control over. At present, all A8 migrant workers in the UK have to be in continuous employment for at least one year and registered with the Workers Registration Scheme (WRS) in order to gain access to welfare benefits and social housing (although they are eligible for core services such as education and primary health care). Even if they are eligible they may not be aware of this (Broadway, 2007). That these new migrant workers can face destitution if something ‘goes wrong’ in their life – if they lose their employment, are assaulted, injured, ill and cannot work, for example - has been recognised: ‘The few [migrant workers] who fail to find accommodation or work, or are made redundant, or become victims of domestic violence and leave their homes, may not be entitled to Housing Benefit. Because hostels often depend on this, they may not be able to accept such people. It is then warned that, in this circumstance, ‘individuals can drift into squatting, rough sleeping and street drinking.’ (Audit Commission, 2007: 24). 


Anecdotally there may exist a ‘shadowy’ marginal world of hidden homelessness and housing insecurity among some new migrant groups, that is yet to be adequately documented. Homelessness, in the minimal sense, certainly does appear to be occurring among some A8 nationals. In 2006 a baseline survey was conducted with frontline homeless agencies in London, who reported that 15% (638 of 4365) of their contacts over a one week period were with A8 nationals (Homeless Link, 2006). This survey week was repeated in November 2007, and it was reported that this had now increased to 18% of all contacts (Homeless Link, 2008). 

Reports of homelessness among A8 nationals have focussed on rough sleeping, squatting and overcrowded housing (Gaine, 2007; St Martins Housing Trust, 2006; Broadway, 2007). That some A8 migrants are utilising insecure and inadequate housing was affirmed in the agency interviews: ‘There are many cases of [A8 migrants] sleeping in public toilets, garages, and people are sleeping all night on public transport, there is a route and they can stay on all night only changing once’ (London interview).


Clearly then homelessness among A8 nationals is an issue for homelessness services and policy. However the current lack of evidence on their circumstances limits the extent to which adequate measures to address their homelessness can be developed. For example, what causes this homelessness among some A8 nationals and not others? And is this for similar or different reasons than is found among the indigenous population? 

The cause of single homelessness 

 Debates on the causes of homelessness in the UK traditionally refer to ‘individual’ or ‘structural’ explanations (Neale, 1997, Anderson, 2004). Structural explanations focus on macro level factors such as poverty, unemployment, housing quality and supply (Franklin, 1999). Individual explanations focus on the individual attributes or problems that people experiencing homelessness have, as an explanation for their homelessness. Certainly it is the case that poverty (Franklin, 1999), alongside substance misuse (Wake, 1992; Klee & Reid, 1998), mental ill health (Bines, 1994; Connelly & Crown, 1994), traumatic incidents and abuse (Collins & Phillips, 2003; Hyde, 2005), and experiences of institutionalisation (Carlen, 1996; Anderson et al, 1993) are widely reported in studies of homelessness. Studies of high risk or chaotic populations such as street sex workers (McNaughton & Sanders, 2007) and intravenous drug users (Tyler & Johnston, 2006) also often report the sample have experienced homelessness. 
Homelessness research has also uncovered the damaging nature of homelessness - once people become homeless they report extreme vulnerability, trauma (Lee, 2005) and isolation (Lemos, 2000). Homeless people are more likely to be the victims of crime and violence than the general population (Newburn & Rock, 2005). Analysis such as Klee & Reid’s (1998) and McNaughton’s (2008) of substance use among the homeless population have found that people misuse substances when they are homeless as a means to ‘self medicate’ from the trauma of the circumstance they are in and previous emotional traumas they have experienced. 
Increasingly sophisticated academic reviews of the complex relationships of homelessness as being individually or structurally generated has led to the recognition that these two ‘sides’ are not mutually exclusive (Clapham, 1999). Both macro-level forces and individual actions interact in complex ways to lead to homelessness (Fitzpatrick, 2005; Neale, 1997).  A ‘new orthodoxy’ developed (Fitzpatrick & Christian, 2006), asserting that those who are vulnerable due to individual problems are more likely to become homeless within certain social structural conditions – poverty, unemployment, tight housing markets - rather than due to these problems alone. The key assertion of this new orthodoxy is therefore that: ‘a high concentration of people with personal problems in the homeless population can be explained by their susceptibility to macro-structural forces rather than necessitating an individual explanation of homelessness.’ (Fitzpatrick, 2005: 4). 
This therefore returns to overarching structural explanations for homelessness, albeit with the acknowledgment that individual problem factors are also concentrated within this population. However the relationship of causation between social structural forces and individual actions and attributes that can lead to homelessness remains under theorised (Neale, 1997; Fitzpatrick, 2005). 

Moving on to understand homelessness requires the incorporation of other groups into the analysis. Does for example the limited evidence on the cause of homelessness among A8 nationals illustrate similar or different patterns? 

The cause of homelessness among A8 migrants 
In a review by Broadway (a homeless agency in London) 32 East and central European migrants experiencing homelessness or insecure housing were interviewed. Lack of English and a lack of knowledge of where to obtain employment were cited as key problems. Five also reported having serious long term alcohol problems, and 13 reported being the victim of theft and violence in the UK. 
In the Homeless Link (2008) survey it was reported that about 50 per cent of the A8 nationals they had contact with had support needs, relating to substance misuse. 
In a small scale study by Morris (undated), 30 homeless or potentially homeless people from East Europe were interviewed in London. The main reasons they gave for being unable to obtain employment in the UK was poor health; exploitation from others; and lack of English language proficiency. More than 20 of the 30 were reported to have been victims of abuse, assault or robbery since arriving in the UK and 13 reported having alcohol problems. 

Street activity among A8 migrants (such as street drinking, begging and so on) has been identified by some London boroughs (such as Hammersmith & Fulham, see Homeless Link, 2007) as a serious ‘anti-social’ issue that they need to address. Just as is found in studies of the indigenous population (Randall & Brown, 1999), it appears that street networks can provide information and support, but (as has also been found in recent studies of homelessness among indigenous populations) can also be linked to destructive ‘networks of familiarity’, victimisation, and accessing accommodation in insecure locations, where drug and alcohol use is widely reported (McNaughton & Sanders, 2007). Mills et al, (2007) found similar experiences in their study of substance misuse services and new migrants in London, where there were reports of A8 migrants accessing accommodation in squats and crack houses through street contacts, and subsequently engaging in increased substance use themselves. 

What these reports indicate (and was explicitly asserted by the agency workers interviewed) is that there are two ‘types’ of homeless A8 nationals. There are, on one hand, those who have long standing vulnerabilities relating to substance use (often alcohol), poor health, and experiences on institutionalisation (who may be more ‘typical’ of the traditional rough sleeping/minimally homeless population in the UK); and those that have found themselves in difficulty on arrival to the UK due to a lack of knowledge; that require advice and language skills to negotiate employment, and with it obtain income for housing and an immediate ‘route out’ of homelessness. 

A key point of concern about this dichotomy of ‘types’ and related ‘needs’ that are perceived to characterise homeless A8 nationals was also explicitly picked up by Mills et al, (2007). In their interviews with homelessness agencies they also came across this same identification of two ‘types’ of homeless A8 nationals. Further, they noted concerns that if those who find themselves in difficulty, but had no prior support needs were not assisted immediately to resolve their problems, they could become entrenched in homelessness and insecurity - ‘there is a risk of street homeless migrants developing more complex needs, in particular being attracted into drug misuse as a result of their housing vulnerability’ (Mills et al, 2007: 59). This therefore places this ‘type’ on a continuum of need, alongside the other group they identified as ‘those individuals with complex entrenched difficulties’, and with ‘complex and pre-existing problems predating their migration (..) compounded by the process of migration and integration itself’ (:59) rather than being distinctly different.  
The immediate problem for homeless agencies, however, is that new A8 migrants often do not have access to welfare provision to assist them resolve their homelessness. Alternatives have had to develop to address their homelessness. Some of the forms these alternatives take or that have been suggested are outlined in the next section. Before going on to present the suggestions that have been made to address homelessness among A8 migrants in the UK, the context of service provision for the indigenous population is briefly outlined. 

Responses to single homelessness in the UK 
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s (for a range of economic and social reasons (see Jacobs et al, 1999)) visible street homelessness increased, and became high on the political and public agenda in the UK (Anderson, 2004; Pleace, 2000). The Rough Sleepers Initiative (RSI) was implemented by the government in 1990, first in London and then across the country. Specific policy measures to tackle and address rough sleeping (such as outreach teams and emergency accommodations) were developed and implemented, in an attempt to end street homelessness (Randall & Brown, 1999). 
This initial focus on rough sleeping was then widened to incorporate concerns with homelessness in general. The implementation of the Homelessness Act 2002, development of local authority homeless strategies, and focus on homelessness prevention in England and Wales (and even further legislative change in the form of the Housing Act 2001, and Homelessness Act, 2003, in Scotland) are key changes in legislation and policy in recent years. 

Alongside this development (and often funded to inform or review it, see Pleace & Quilgars, 2003) there was a burgeoning of academic research and debate into homelessness (see review by Fitzpatrick et al, 2000 and edited collections by Jacobs et al, 1999, and Hutson & Clapham, 1997). 
With this as the substantive underpinning it has been convincingly argued that people experiencing homelessness often have a range of different support needs that have to be addressed if they are to successfully obtain and maintain housing (Franklin, 1999; Pleace, 2000). These needs include: adequate housing; positive social networks; access to institutional support such as health care; adequate income; and having the life skills to manage daily living (Pleace, 1995). This provided an explanation for differences in need that people experiencing homelessness may have. For some people housing may be their only ‘need’, but for others, support to address other ‘vulnerabilities’, such as substance misuse, or to develop positive social networks, may be required if they are to make a transition out of homelessness. 
It is now widely recognised that making a transition out of homelessness can be complex and lengthy (Anderson & Tulloch, 2001). Individuals may spend sustained periods of time being supported by different agencies as they make this transition – such as contact with outreach workers; spending time in supported accommodation; being allocated a resettlement worker to assist them obtain and settle into accommodation; and, training courses or support to find meaningful occupation of time or develop skills to become ‘employment ready’ in the future (for details see McNaughton, forthcoming).  

The implementation of the RSI and ensuing policies to address homelessness were to some degree successful – rough sleeping figures dropped, and there was a significant development of support services for people experiencing homelessness (Randall & Brown, 1999). With the increased recognition of the damaging nature of homelessness there was also improvements made to homeless provision for single homeless people, with large scale hostels upgraded, or as in the case of Glasgow, for example, closed altogether with people routed into alternative accommodation (Glasgow Homelessness Network, 2003) and into a ‘continuum’ of support intended to assist them make the long term transition out of homelessness. 
Yet agencies continue to work with people experiencing homelessness, and entrenched long term homelessness and ‘street cultures’ continue to exist (Fitzpatrick & Jones, 2005; McNaughton, Forthcoming). Often people experiencing long term and repeated homelessness have ‘complex needs’, incorporating a range of other problems – lack of willingness to engage with support services, addiction, poor mental or physical health, histories of violent behaviour (Rankin & Regan, 2004; Rosengard et al, 2007). 

Added to this there has recently been concern from front line homeless agencies identifying an increase in rough sleeping/homelessness among A8 migrants in the UK. The recognition of two ‘types’ of homeless A8 migrants may have underpinned the response that has been made, with different responses depending on which ‘group’ A8 nationals experiencing homelessness are perceived to be in. These responses are outlined below. 
Homeless services response to homeless A8 nationals
Provision that exists, or has been suggested, as means to address the problem of homelessness among A8 nationals are outlined briefly in this section. These are: emergency shelters and drop ins; bi-lingual signposting and advice; repatriation; and, workers hostels.  
Emergency shelters and provision 

Emergency shelters and drop ins (often managed by faith based organisations) reported being particularly affected by the uptake of their services by A8 nationals (especially in London). These drop ins provide food, a place to spend time, in some cases a bed over night, advice, washing facilities and access to other services. Mainstream hostels, and other temporary forms of accommodation for homeless people are usually funded through Housing Benefit, which most A8 migrants are not currently eligible for. Therefore faith based emergency drop ins are often the only service that A8 nationals either can access, or in some cases know about, as networks of new migrants speaking the same language can inform each other of services they access, creating ‘nodes’ of service uptake. 

The number of A8 nationals accessing these services has caused some tensions – both operationally and as a challenge to the ethos of ‘openness’ these drop ins have. Some representatives from homeless agencies at the seminars argued that homelessness and destitution among A8 nationals is not a ‘homelessness’ problem but one of migration and employment. Homeless agencies they argue should not be responsible for meeting the needs of this group. 
Some emergency shelters report having to turn people away and ration their services to A8 migrants. They argue that some A8 nationals view their service as a means to survive on low income, and do not realise that this is for those ‘in greater need’. However this does still pose the question of how ‘in need’ people have to be for food and shelter before they can access it and what the criteria for need being used is. It also indicates that, in some cases homelessness among A8 migrants is being ‘written out’ as being actual homelessness. This ‘rejection’ of their homeless status is not because they are not actually homeless but because they are not part of the traditional population these agencies serve and because they are not entitled to homeless services funded through social welfare. 

Agencies do have limited resources and need to ration them with some criteria. However this ‘rejection’ response does nothing to solve the problems homeless A8 migrants represent, it merely turns away from seeing them, by asserting these are the problems of ‘others’, and therefore are for others to address. 
Specialist sign posting and support services 
Many homeless agencies (both faith based and mainstream) have been more flexible in their response to A8 nationals accessing their emergency services however. They have developed targeted support at their drop ins and emergency services that A8 migrants are accessing, provided through bilingual advice workers or volunteers.

Examples include a dedicated two day a week drop in service at a church managed by a large homeless agency, and an employment advice project, that is part of a voluntary drop in associated with a church, both in different London Boroughs. These services provide advice to homeless A8 migrants through bilingual staff, on how to access employment, register on the Workers Registration Scheme, and search for accommodation. One of these services describes itself (taken from the information leaflet they distribute) as ‘an open place to meet during the day offering support from bi-lingual volunteers from the Polish and Eastern European Community. Light refreshments are served in the same spirit as the [main drop in facilities].’ And that ‘much of our work involves helping clients to become ‘Job ready’, properly informed and pro-active within the UK job market’.
Employment, it is argued, will provide them with the means to access low cost accommodation and be self sufficient. These services illustrate a proactive and flexible response to the problems that A8 migrants may experience, and in turn, that their homelessness creates for front line homeless agencies. In assisting people in this way they address the needs of one group that has been identified – those that have been ‘unprepared’ for life in the UK. There has also been attempts made to link individuals into support to address additional support needs they have, such as the Polish speaking branch of Alcoholics Anonymous. 

As was outlined previously a continuum of different support services exists for the indigenous homelessness population, should they be deemed in need of such support. Only once they are settled in their own accommodation, and it is appropriate, is obtaining skills to enter employment considered. The extent to which this difference is due to actual differences in need or is an artefact of the different provision available or perceptions about economic migrants, needs to be further explored. 
In the research that has been conducted on homeless A8 migrants (Homeless Link, 2006; 2008; Broadway, 2007; Morris, Undated; Mills et al, 2007)  it was found that many had problems with alcohol misuse, poor health, and traumatic experiences. Yet immediate employment appears to be viewed as a means for A8 migrants to quickly resolve insecurity they are experiencing, and from this obtain some form of privately rented accommodation. This is rarely viewed as an option for the indigenous population. Perhaps there is a need to question the logic behind this being viewed as a solution for one group and not another (albeit with the caveat that one group may be eligible for welfare provision and the other not). The issue at stake however is, if low skilled, immediately accessed employment provides the ‘solution’ for homelessness for one group, that may also have support needs, then why not for the other – is this an artefact of the developed welfare entitlement and continuum of support services that exists for the indigenous population, or does this continuum of support represent an ‘actual’ better response, that is more likely to ‘work’?
Repatriation 

Another example of a sign posting and advice service can be found in the partnership recently developed between a London Borough Council, a large homeless service provider in London and a Polish agency that works with ‘socially excluded’ individuals in their own country.  Two bilingual workers have been funded as staff at a mainstream drop in in the borough. They provide general advice and information, and, particularly when people have additional support needs, can assist them to return to their country of origin and access support there, or make contact with family networks. Therefore the aim of this partnership has been to ‘reconnect’ individuals back to their host country, and provide support when they do, through the Polish agency in the partnership (the majority of those who have come to the UK are Polish, (ODPM, 2007)).  In the first six months that this partnership operated 56 such ‘reconnections’ were made (Homeless Link, 2007). 
Repatriation may appear to be a practical solution (that satisfies those that view A8 migrants as not the problem of UK agencies. In this case there are also concerted efforts made to ensure that support needs are being addressed). However repatriation is unlikely to adequately address the problem of homelessness and housing need among A8 migrants who have come to the UK. The agencies that have conducted research into homelessness and A8 migrants consistently report that the A8 nationals they have contact with do not want to return to their country of origin. For example, of the 32 individuals interviewed in the Broadway research (2007) eleven planned to settle in the UK, another sixteen planned to stay in the UK for ‘a couple of years’ and some planned to spend some time in the UK before moving onto another new country. Although they reported that their experience of living in the UK had been difficult ‘many participants reported that their quality of life was still better than in their home country’ (2007: 40).  
It was also suggested at the seminars on A8 migrants and homelessness that there needed to be much more education within their countries of origin about the difficulties that some people had in the UK. The intention of this would be that less people arrive unprepared or come to the UK without employment already organised. However it was also conceded that this may have little affect on overall numbers, given the number of UK employment services currently advertising in Central and Eastern European Countries for staff, or prevent those that came to the UK to leave previous problems behind from doing so. 
Workers hostels and accommodation 
Another suggestion that was made (both in the seminars and interviews) is that basic, cheap accommodation should be provided for migrant workers. This, it was suggested, could take the form of ‘Working Men Hostels’ set up in the last century. 
Once again this appears to be a practical response. However concerns were raised about the logistics of this form of accommodation. For example, who would manage this accommodation? Where would it be located? What would be the criteria for entry and length of stay allowed? The key question was, would these solve the problems that people experiencing homelessness in the UK have, or create a concentration of marginality and become similar to large scale hostels recently reprovisioned in the UK? (Similar questions were posed when foyers developed in the UK, and it was found in subsequent research that they often accommodated young people with experiences of homelessness, that had additional support needs (Anderson & Quilgars, 1995)). 

It was argued that this accommodation should be intended for those not ‘in need’ but that are in employment and requiring cheap accommodation. This may alleviate some of the difficulties that new migrants have in obtaining affordable accommodation (but as cheap accommodation already exists in the form of, for example, youth hostels, then would this really be providing anything new to solve this problem). This would do nothing to solve the problems of those already destitute and with additional support needs that frontline agencies are concerned about however. 
If support services were provided then these hostels take the form of supported accommodation that already exist. The difference would be that they would have to be made accessible to new migrants that do not have access to social welfare benefits. And so the suggestions go full circle, and it may be, that these large scale hostels would eventually recreate the same conditions and problems found in large scale homeless hostels recently reprovisioned in cities such as Glasgow, which had themselves sometimes originally been ‘working men’s hostels’ (Rosengard, 2002). 
Discussion 

Concern has been mounting among frontline homeless agencies about an increase in destitution and homelessness among A8 nationals. At the moment they often do not have access to welfare services such as Housing Benefit. Two ‘types’ have been identified, those whom require some advice to resolve their problems and access employment, and those that have entrenched support needs, more similarly found in the indigenous minimally homeless population that these agencies work with. 

Each of the four means to alleviate the problem of homelessness among A8 migrants in the UK assessed here illustrate what appear to be practical solutions to homelessness among A8 migrants in the UK. However the critique presented here also illustrates that they may not be practically adequate if they were implemented. Each has significant limitations. 

Some of the suggested solutions – such as repatriation – lack resonance to address homelessness among many of those that have no wish to return. Other forms of institutional support that A8 migrants experiencing homeless can access include emergency drop ins (often funded by faith based organisation) which increasingly (in London at least) have attempted to offer some bilingual advice to assist these people access employment and obtain accommodation. This illustrates a more adequate response but one that also challenges perceived wisdom about how homelessness should be addressed when it is experienced among the most marginalised of the (indigenous or otherwise) population. 

Experiences of homelessness can occurs among people who have experienced problems prior to migration; among those that are indigenous to that country; and can it emerges over time in the lives of new individuals, whether indigenous or new migrants, due to a complex interplay of structural and individual factors, often triggered by a ‘crisis point’ such as relationship breakdown or being assaulted. And yet whilst these individuals may have had little control over some of these ‘crisis’, how they respond to them, how they came to be in that circumstance, relates not only to structural factors, but also their ‘agency’.  For example, most of the participants interviewed in the studies cited previously in this paper stated that they had come to the UK to seek out new opportunities and leave previous problems behind – this was an active move. Equally most reported that they did not wish to return to their country of origin, however difficult their circumstances were in the UK. Instead they wanted to continue, try to negotiate better outcomes, or ‘see what happens’.

There needs to be careful scholarly consideration of whether some homelessness among A8 nationals represents a ‘new’ (structural) homelessness, with problems compounded by misfortune and the migrationary process. This homelessness could be resolved given access to specialist advice, housing or other support over a short time span, and in doing so perhaps prevent longer tem problems developing (on individual levels). 

It needs also be considered whether homelessness among A8 nationals is actually a continued manifestation of the ‘new orthodoxy’ explaining homelessness among the indigenous population - the most structurally marginalised in society being the most vulnerable to homelessness, when individual factors ‘go wrong’ in their lives. In addition to this, rather than two distinct ‘types’ of homeless A8 migrants, as homeless agencies identify, consideration has to be made that homelessness can be part of a dynamic ‘trajectory’ of increasing marginalisation and insecurity (Mills et al, 2007). When placed within the temporal span of an individual’s life course, it must be recognised that those already with entrenched needs at one time entered homelessness in perhaps similar circumstances to those who recently entered homelessness for the first time. They may have initially done so for similar reasons – through a lack of employment and poverty, interrelated with personal crisis, such as assault, robbery, substance misuse or mental ill health. They then may enter into a spiral of decline, or quickly resolve this and move out of homelessness with no long term affects. 
What the recognition of this dynamism does nothing to address however is the question of what causes these individual factors - addiction, alienation, criminality, victimisation, mental ill health. These can then exacerbate individual’s marginality, but only do so in some cases and not others – and consideration of how this can be addressed or avoided is therefore the key one to address homelessness. It must be recognised these individual problems are at times also experienced among new migrants. They have even less access to welfare provision than the indigenous population. It may be that interventions to address such problems among these groups are important to prevent problems being shored up for the future, as new groups become entrenched in homelessness and marginality. 
Some of the case studies presented in Mills et al (2007) research were of life histories and experiences of homelessness mirroring those in studies of the indigenous UK populations’ homelessness (Fitzpatrick, 2000; McNaughton, Forthcoming). They also mirrored, for example, case studies of homelessness in the US in the 1970s (Caton, 1990). There does therefore appear to be some ‘universality’ of these experiences in western industrial contexts that is yet to be adequately theorised. 

In 2009 all A8 migrants may become entitled to full access to social welfare in the UK (this is currently being reviewed by the government). Whether it is the case that this will solve the problem of homelessness being experienced by some of these individuals (especially when they have other compounding problems such as mental ill health or substance misuse) remains to be seen. However as it does not resolve it among the (albeit small) number of the indigenous population that manifest individual problems and vulnerabilities, means that is cannot be assumed to do so among ‘other’ groups. 

Conclusion 

Discussing homelessness among new migrant groups such as A8 nationals intersects with many issues relating to migration, citizenship, politics and social policy that there has not been scope to touch on, never mind explore, in this paper. Here the focus has narrowly been on what is currently known about homelessness occurring among A8 nationals, contextualising this with what is known about the experiences of the indigenous population, and presenting practical suggestions/examples of provision that has been made for homeless A8 nationals. 

Over the last two decades it has become widely recognised that homelessness is not only a housing problem but often relates to individual factors that compound vulnerability. Housing is still important to address homelessness however and access to adequate housing is a structural factor that compounds the amount of homelessness that exists at any given time. The intention here is to broaden the focus to new groups and allow for more developed theorisation of homelessness. It is unclear if differences in service response are due to: 1. Actual differences between these homeless populations; 2. Perceived differences imposed through discursive accounts of migrants versus indigenous populations; or 3. Difference in entitlement to welfare. 
Certainly the lack of research focussing on homelessness among A8 nationals and their housing experiences, both prior to and after migration, is a significant lacuna that needs to be addressed. Better understanding of A8 migrants’ homelessness could then be synthesised with what is already perceived to be known about the indigenous population. It must be hoped that ‘new’ marginal groups do not add to a burgeoning section of an ‘old’ homeless in the future, manifesting many of the same problems and reasons for their homelessness, after so much has been done over the last two decades to resolve this in the UK.  
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