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Abstract 

Security theory plays a central role in contemporary analyses of European migration 

control. So far, however, the framework has not been subjected to systematic, 

comparative empirical testing nor has the strength of potential alternative explanations 

been assessed. In addition, the explanatory purchase of the approach has recently been 

put into question as authors have pin-pointed events seemingly at odds with theoretical 

expectations. This paper seeks to advance the debate through a large-N analysis of 

variation in the openness of Europe’s external border to short-term visitors. Drawing on 

a comprehensive dataset detailing the visa requirements, issuing practices and consular 

services of EU destination states it conducts a test of the security explanation contrasted 

with an alternative interest group perspective. I show that business interests have a 

liberalizing impact on the European visa regime. Yet variation in the barriers to 

mobility imposed by EU states remains first and foremost explainable by a fear of 

immigration. Against recent critics this paper thus argues that security theory continues 

to provide the most convincing account of variation in the restrictiveness of border 

control practices in Europe. 
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1. Introduction 

From the 1980s and onwards European cooperation in the field of immigration policy 

has expanded considerably (Geddes 2003: 126).  Spurred mainly by the wider initiative 

of establishing a single market, integration has in particular moved forward in the area 

of border control (Monar 2001). In order to facilitate the free movement of goods and 

persons within Europe checks at internal frontiers have now been all but dismantled and 

the member states instead share a single external border (Bertozzi 2008). 

 

The gradual development of a common European border has generated considerable 

academic debate (Anderson 2000; Bigo and Guild 2005; Grabbe 2000; Lavenex 2001; 

Ruben 2008). One of the key questions explored is the restrictiveness of the new policy. 

Are we witnessing the construction of a ‘Fortress Europe’? How can we account for the 

ease with which some groups of persons can access European territory and the 

considerable barriers others face? Why has the entry rules been liberalized at EU’s 

eastern borders whereas tight policing remain in place towards the Southern 

Mediterranean countries? Answering such questions is important. Border policies have 

a considerable impact on bilateral trade and travel (Neumayer 2010, 2011). Tight 

restrictions could also engender feelings of exclusions and in this way impair relations 

across borders. They can, furthermore, severely hamper the ability of refugees to access 

the protection regimes of destination states (Collinson 1996; Hatton 2004; Lavenex 

2001). Identifying the causes and drivers of restrictiveness allows us to better explain 

when tight control is likely to be in place and thereby suggest potential pathways 

towards liberalization. 

 

The aim of this paper is to contribute to this research strand focused on understanding 

variation in the openness of Europe’s border. Specifically, I seek to map out how open 

the external border is to short-term visitors of different nationalities and test two 

alternative explanations of the variation in restrictiveness we observe. I do so through a 

large-N quantitative analysis of trends in European visa-issuing practices from 2005 to 

2010, relying on an original dataset based on public government data (Hobolth 

forthcoming).  
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The empirical focus of the analysis is short-stay visas. These form a key part of the 

external border policy (Bigo and Guild 2005; Brochmann 1999a: 307). For the majority 

of the world’s population the borders of Europe are first encountered at consulates 

abroad during the visa application process (Guild 2001, 2003). In this pre-screening 

significantly more people are refused entry to the EU compared to the number of people 

turned away once they reach the territorial border (Council 2010; Eurostat 2010).  

 

The existing literature has found that EU’s policy is best characterized as a filter: the 

openness of the border varies for different groups (Apap and Carrera 2004; Bigo and 

Guild 2005; Huysmans 2000, 2006; Melis 2001; van Houtum and Pijpers 2007). In 

order to account for the pattern of exclusion and inclusion researchers have mainly 

turned to constructivist security theory (Bigo 2000; Buzan et al. 1998; Wæver 1997). 

This approach suggests that the mobility barriers different groups of travellers face 

follow the extent to which they are cast as threats and dangers in European public 

discourses legitimizing exceptional control measures (Karyotis 2007; Karyotis and 

Patrikios 2010). Visitors from for example refugee-producing countries face a 

restrictive border regime paralleling the current construction of asylum-seekers as 

threats to welfare states and national identities in Europe (Huysmans 2000).  

 

The extent to which EU border practices do indeed align with these expectations has 

not, however, been systematically tested. Existing research primarily consists of single 

or small-N country case studies and explorative analyses of different policy initiatives 

and wider developments without an explicit methodological basis (Bigo and Guild 

2005; Boswell 2007; Brochmann 1999b; Ette and Faist 2007; Guiraudon 2003; Karyotis 

2007; Neal 2009; Wolff 2008). While this body of analyses has generated considerable 

insights the wider applicability of the findings are thus unclear, and in some studies lack 

of transparency makes it difficult to identify the grounds for and limits of the 

conclusions. 

 

In addition to these methodological limitations recent research has questioned the 

explanatory purchase of security theory. Analysing the establishment of the EU’s border 

agency – Frontex – Neal (1995: 333) shows that its final mandate was very limited 
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testifying to a “failure” to securitize migration in Europe. Studying the response to 

recent terrorist attacks Boswell (2007: 606), in a similar vein, disputes the level of 

securitization of border and migration control. Rather to the contrary, she argues, 

“European governments had an obvious interest in keeping open mobility for the 

purposes of business, tourism and study” (2007: 600). This too raises doubt about the 

ability of security approaches to account for variation in the restrictiveness of European 

border control.  

 

This paper seeks to move forward the explanatory discussion. Theoretically, I clarify 

and set out the security approach taking into account recent criticisms. The current 

debate highlights the need for a better understanding of how threat constructions link up 

with administrative control practices. It also points to the need for researchers to 

consider alternative explanations, and I therefore also set out a model focusing on 

business interests as a key driver of the European border policy. Empirically, I test the 

relative strength of these two theories drawing on comprehensive visa-issuing 

information. This data allows us to conduct new and broader comparisons of the 

restrictiveness of European border control. 

 

The key finding of the paper is that there is both a liberalizing and restricting logic at 

play in the common border regime with the latter stronger than the former. The 

openness of Europe’s border varies with the extent to which travellers are from country 

groups generally cast as threats in European public discourses – namely poor, Muslim-

majority and refugee-producing states. To some extent, however, strong commercial 

interests in tourism and bilateral trade are able to at least partially override these fears 

and result in somewhat less restrictive practices. There is thus evidence of business 

constraints at play in the border policy. All in all, the analysis supports a continued 

focus on migration fears when studying European border control, but also suggests a 

need to incorporate additional factors in the model. 

 

The paper is structured as follows. In the next and second section I introduce and 

discuss two different theoretical models explaining variation in border restrictiveness 
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and derive a set of testable hypotheses. The third section presents the research design. 

The following parts contain the empirical analysis. Finally, I conclude. 

 

2. Theorizing border policy 

In this section I develop two models aimed at explaining variation in the openness of 

Europe’s external border to short-term visitors. The first account I set out is based on 

interest group theory (Facchini et al. 2011; Freeman 1995, 2006; Somerville and 

Goodman 2010; cf. Wilson 1980).
1
 This approach is widely used to study Western 

migration policies and I therefore start here. The main prediction I derive is that the 

level of restrictiveness will follow the strength of business interests in more open 

borders. Moving on from this I develop a model based on constructivist security theory 

(Bigo and Guild 2005; Buzan et al. 1998; Huysmans 2006; Munster 2009). The 

expectation from this perspective is that the variation in openness will vary with the 

extent to which different groups and nationalities are cast as threats in European public 

discourses. 

 

Interest group theory 

The primary advocate of an interest-group focused approach to migration studies is 

Freeman (1992, 1994, 1995, 1998, 2006). He argues, following Wilson (1980: 366-

372), that we can explain state policy by investigating what distribution of costs and 

benefits it entails. If a policy has both concentrated costs and benefits it is likely to be 

structured by proper interest group politics.
2
 Because both proponents and opponents of 

the policy are clearly defined they will organize and struggle over the direction of 

policy. In situations where costs as well as benefits are diffuse majoritarian politics will 

take place. Policy will in this case be settled by the initiative which can command the 

most substantial popular support. If society at large gains yet costs are borne by well-

defined groups entrepreneurial politics should explain outcomes. Because opposition is 

likely to be highly organized changes will only come about if persons in key positions 

become preoccupied with the case and try to push an agenda of change. Client politics, 

                                                 
1
 Freeman (1995: 883) originally presented his approach as a “political economy model”. I follow 

Cornelius and Rosenblum (2005: 106) in referring to it as an interest group perspective because this label 

somewhat better captures the analytical focus and liberal-expansionist orientation of the theory. 
2
 Please note that I refer to the whole approach as interest group politics though this is also a specific sub-

type in the original model. 
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finally, should take place if a policy has concentrated benefits for a set of clearly 

defined groups and diffuse costs. The majority bearing the costs are unlikely to organize 

in opposition and the benefiting groups will therefore drive and set policy. 

 

Freeman (1995: 886) first applied this theory to labour migration and argued that it was 

a case of client politics. A few well-organized interest groups set policy in a closed 

setting cooperating with the responsible officials. The concentrated benefits of a liberal 

policy mainly fall upon employers whereas the costs are born by the population at large 

(1995: 885).
3
 There is no well-defined constituency which have an incentive to form 

and lobby for restrictive counter-measures. Labour-intensive firms, for example, have 

strong motivations to advocate for access of low-skill migrants to fill vacant positions 

and keep wages down. Any downward pressure on salaries and potential capacity 

pressure on public services such as health care and education are, by contrast, borne by 

a diffuse wider majority.
4
  

 

As with labour migration, travel restrictions can be seen as a case of client politics 

(Freeman 2006: 235).
5
 Concentrated interests – such as the tourism sector – benefit 

from liberal rules. The costs of open access are diffuse. They are, additionally, unclear 

and indirect in the form of potentially increased levels of irregular migration and 

protection seekers arriving at the border. Hence, it would seem likely that policy is set 

in a closed arena involving key lobbying interests. 

 

The model thus appears to be overall applicable to the case of border policy. There is, 

however, also a challenge in applying it. This follows from, as emphasised in the 

previous section, that a basic feature of contemporary visa regimes is that they distribute 

                                                 
3
 Conceptualizing migration using the language of cost-benefit is not unproblematic. It might reinforce a 

presentation of migration as a negative ‘problem’ (a cost).  
4
 Expanding on and criticizing this model Money (1999) argues that costs are not necessarily diffuse as 

migrants tend to cluster in particular areas and cities. Specific local politicians and officials thus 

experience the impact of mobility and will organize and lobby for national policies. Their ability to do so 

is, in turn, determined by the extent to which their constituencies are crucial for the outcome of domestic 

elections. This model would appear particular well-suited for states using first past the post electoral 

systems. The vast majority of European states, however, use variants of proportional representation where 

individual constituencies matter less. 
5
 Freeman (2006: 235f) discusses in some detail how travel visas can also be seen as a case of 

majoritarian and entrepreneurial politics. 
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access unevenly for different nationalities. The openness differs between sending 

countries. How can this dynamic element be taken into account? 

 

Freeman briefly discussed a somewhat similar challenge in the case of labour migration: 

The theory did not as such seem able to explain that restrictiveness varied over time. He 

therefore argued that the interest of the electorate could play a more substantial role 

during recessions as politicians would find it necessary to respond to public concerns 

about job security by limiting immigration. Although intuitively plausible this argument 

has a set of problems. It cannot account for variation in a state’s openness to applicants 

from different sending countries. Furthermore, it significantly limits the explanatory 

scope of the model. It implies that client politics operate under strong constraints. When 

the economy is booming voters do not care about entries giving businesses free room to 

decide. This, however, is not the case during recessions. The salience of migration is 

thereby turned into the key variable of interest.  

 

An alternative way of allowing for diverse outcomes is to dispense with the assumption 

that border and migration policy is always best characterized as client politics. This is 

the route I follow. Freeman would have pursued this approach if he had argued that 

businesses lose interest in importing workers during economic downturns. This implies 

that labour migration ceases to be client politics. Instead, it shifts to a majoritarian mode 

as potential benefits are now also diffuse. Policy will then be set following the 

preference of the electorate in general. 

 

The key question is thus under what conditions it is likely that we will observe client 

politics. Let us start by looking at each main pro-access actor in turn. One of the major 

beneficiaries of a liberal travel visa policy is the tourism industry. From their 

perspective visitors from abroad are a source of potential income. The tourism sector 

thus has a direct interest in lobbying authorities in order to ensure easy passage for 

international travellers. But their motivation to do so is likely to be considerably higher 

for third countries which are major suppliers of tourists. A case in point is Denmark. 

Here, the hotel and tourism organizations have participated in working groups 

negotiating the Danish policy. One of their main aims has been to liberalize rules for 
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current and potential emerging markets such as China (MFII 2010). Hence, when a third 

country is a major potential source of tourism commercial interests will lobby and we 

will see client politics rather than majoritarian. This yields hypotheses 1:  

 

H1: The higher the tourism expenditure of a sending state, the lower the barrier to 

mobility imposed by the receiving country 

 

Firms trading and operating across borders are likewise highly interested in securing 

easy arrivals. Their business is disrupted by cumbersome entry formalities making 

travel more difficult for customers, partners and employees abroad. Swedish 

transnational companies, for example, have successfully lobbied for the establishment 

of fast-track procedures at consulates in China (EMM 2011). Their business activities 

were disrupted by visa rules making it complicated for local workers to travel to 

headquarters in Sweden. Such dynamics suggests that the more trade there is with a 

third country the more companies would seem likely to organize and work for an open 

access policy, so again we will have a case of client politics. From this I derive 

hypotheses 2: 

 

H2: The higher the level of trade between a sending state and the receiving country, 

the lower the barrier to mobility imposed by the receiving country 

 

In addition to the tourism industry and businesses, migrant communities would also 

seem likely to lobby for access for friends, contacts and relatives from home (Wong 

2006; cf. Bermeo & Leblang 2009). Ethnic minority groups not only lobby on issues 

such as non-discrimination and better work-place conditions in their new country of 

residence but also advocate easier entry for nationals from their former home state.  

Hypothesis 3 is thus: 

 

H3: The higher the number of migrants from a sending state residing in the 

receiving country, the lower the barrier to mobility imposed by the receiving 

country 
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These three hypotheses assumes that the preference of the electorate gravitate towards 

restriction. That is, in the absence of client politics the policy line will be restrictive. 

This starting-point appears overall plausible. Visitors might overstay their visas or work 

without permit leading to potential job losses for native workers and a downward 

pressure on wages and work conditions. The assumption nevertheless is contestable. In 

several cases the majority preference might not necessarily be for a high level of 

control. For example, when it comes to arrivals from New Zealand and the United 

States a liberal stance could be a ‘win-win’. There is little risk of irregular migration 

from these countries as their level of development is high, and there is therefore no 

particular reason for the majority to be sceptical of the access of visitors per default. In 

the empirical analysis I return to this question and discuss potential ways in which this 

aspect can be taken into account. 

 

All in all, from an interest group perspective we would expect that travel visa policy 

shifts in a liberal direction as tourism, bilateral trade and migrant communities gain 

weight and client politics becomes dominant. To the extent we observe such outcomes it 

strengthens the explanatory purchase of the theoretical model. I now turn to the security 

approach. 

 

Security theory 

Constructivist security theory is widely used to analyse European migration policy 

(Anderson et al. 2000; Bigo 2000; Heisler and Layton-Henry 1993; Huysmans 2000; 

Karyotis and Patrikios 2010). There are two main approaches: the Copenhagen and the 

Paris school. Both start from the assumption that security threats are not objectively 

given but constructed by political actors (Howarth 2000). To what extent, for example, 

traffic accidents, climate change or terrorism comes to be viewed as security problems 

is not mainly a function of their inherent traits but rather of political contestation.  

(Allison and Zelikow 1999) 

The Copenhagen School studies the process by which a person, group or event becomes 

securitized in public discourses (Buzan et al. 1998; Wæver 1997). Securitization is 

defined as the escalation of an issue above ‘normal politics’ to the status of an 

existential threat requiring urgent response. If it is not addressed immediately it will be 
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too late. If this move is successfully made it becomes possible to enact and pursue 

policies, such as emergency laws, which would otherwise be unacceptable in liberal 

states. The Paris School analyses the struggle over the definition of threats between 

security agencies (Bigo 2000; cf. Allison and Zelikow 1999). Public political statements 

are viewed as of less importance. In order to understand why particular threats emerge 

and with what effects we should focus at the bureaucratic level. The main actors of 

interests are for example police, customs and intelligence services acting and competing 

in a field of security professionals.  

 

Neither the Copenhagen nor the Paris School argues that security politics must lead to 

particular policy outcomes. Whereas the client politics mode in the interest group 

account is linked with liberal results a similar expectation of restrictive practices does 

not flow from security politics. If a group of travellers is not constructed as a danger this 

is simply a case of lacking or failed securitization. A politician did not have the 

necessary standing to get a development accepted as threatening or he or she did not 

even articulate the issue in these terms; one bureaucratic agency lost out to another over 

what risk should be given attention. Boswell (2007: 591-594) thus somewhat 

misrepresents security theory when she stipulates that it argues that the preference of 

politicians and officials is to securitize issues. The Copenhagen School is not based on 

the assumption that policymakers have a built-in preference for securitization. The Paris 

School would suggest that some agencies have an interest in emphasising the 

importance of particular types of threats to improve their own position but that other 

agencies would struggle against this. Hence, Boswell’s key finding that terrorism was 

not strongly linked with migration after 9/11 in Europe is not as such at odds with 

security theory.  

 

Boswell’s criticism nevertheless hints at a limitation of current security theory. Its 

relative strength is difficult to assess because a wide range of trends and outcomes are in 

line with it. The approach has been developed as a general interpretative framework 

rather than a classical causal explanatory theory. It has roots in post-structuralism and 

its proponents are often somewhat sceptical of the extent to which social science should 

aim at assessing causality (Campbell 1998; Hansen 2006). In addition, the main focus of 
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the theory has been to understand how events and issues come to be established as 

security problems. Less theoretical and empirical attention has been given to empirically 

assessing the effects of such constructions. To the extent it is covered in the framework, 

it is indirectly as an indicator of successful securitization.  

(Bourbeau 2011; Finnemore and Sikkink 2001) 

It is, however, possible to take security theory in an explanatory direction by 

reinterpreting it in line with mainstream constructivism (Finnemore and Sikkink 2001; 

cf. Bourbeau 2011). Here, the emphasis is on evaluating the strength of the models 

based on ideational factors relative to other theories. One way of doing so is to focus on 

the relationship between public discursive threat constructions, policies and 

administrative practices. Discourses constrain and enable officials to pursue different 

types of policies. Restrictive migration control practices are thus explained as the 

outcome of a successful securitization of particular groups of foreigners and types of 

mobility as a threat to the survival of Western states and nations.  

 

Set up in this way the security model thus expects a tight link between public threat 

constructions and visa practices. The more a particular nationality or group of countries 

aligns with what is cast as dangerous the higher the level of restriction we should 

observe. In contemporary Europe, then, what are the major patterns of threat 

constructions in the field of migration and mobility?  

 

Bigo and Guild repeatedly refers to poverty (2005: 234, 236, 241-footnote 20, 245, 254, 

258). The fear of the outsider is to a wide extent a fear of the poor. Impoverished third 

country nationals, they argue, are presented as a danger to the upkeep of welfare states 

by increasing demand for social services. From this follows that citizens of affluent 

countries should have easier access to Europe than nationals of poor states. Hypothesis 

4 is thus: 

 

H4: The higher the income level of a sending state, the lower the barrier to mobility 

imposed by the receiving country 
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Alongside poverty Bigo and Guild also state that war-ridden, unstable and refugee-

producing countries in conflict are constructed as risks (2005: 236, 241-footnote 20). 

Several authors link the fear of asylum seekers with visa policy (Bø 1998: 201f; 

Brochmann 1999a: 307f; Huysmans 2000: 763; Ucarer 2001: 295f). Brochmann, for 

example, mention the Bosnian war as a case where “a fear of being the preferred target 

for war refugees turned into a ‘domino effect’ of visa conditions in the receiving 

countries throughout Europe” (1999a: 307). The recent ‘Arab Spring’ has provoked 

restatements of similar concerns in Europe of being overrun by asylum-seekers (DMO 

2011). This construction of asylum seekers as a threat yields hypothesis 5: 

 

H5: The lower the number of asylum applications from nationals of a sending state, 

the lower the barrier to mobility imposed by the receiving country 

 

Guild (2009: 184) further identifies religion and ethnicity as important. The reference to 

religiosity parallels the wider intense and frequently hostile Western debate about Islam 

(cf. Salehyan 2009). Neither East-Asians nor persons from South America are cast as 

threats. It is foremost a question of a European fear of Muslims. Hypothesis 6 is thus: 

 

H6: If the majority of the population in a sending state is not Muslim, the barrier to 

mobility imposed by the receiving country is lower 

 

Taken together we would thus expect travellers from third countries which are poor, 

Muslim and a source of refugees to be interpreted within a threat frame and hence often 

denied access. To the extent these three hypotheses find support in the data security 

theory would seem to provide a convincing explanation of European visa practices. 

 

In sum, the interest group and security theories provide different explanations of the 

pattern of European visa restrictiveness. They put emphasis on different factors as the 

key drivers of policy. In the next sections I present the research design and data I use to 

test the hypotheses. 
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3. Research design 

I investigate the hypotheses via a large-N cross-sectional quantitative analysis. The 

statistical method drawn upon is linear regression modelling (Agresti and Finlay 1997: 

382-437). PASW Statistics 18 (SPSS) was used to compute the statistics. This approach 

is well-suited for my purposes because a wide dataset allows for a comprehensive 

assessment of the strength of the theories. It would be more difficult to generalise any 

findings on the explanatory purchase of the models if only a set of cases was analysed. 

The drawback is that the precise causal mechanisms involved are only studied with 

reference to their observable implications on control practices. In the following I 

describe the dataset and the coding of the different variables before I go on in the next 

sections to present and discuss the results of the empirical analysis. Further information, 

including the robustness tests and detailed statistical read-outs, are available from the 

database website. 

 

The data source for the analysis is a new European Visa Database (Hobolth 

forthcoming).
6
 Existing datasets only cover visa requirements and thereby leaves out 

potentially substantial variation in practices. The majority of countries in the world are 

on the EU’s visa list, but as we shall see in the descriptive analysis there are very 

considerable differences in how restrictively the rules are enforced.  

 

The visa dataset contains information on the visa requirements, issuing-practices and 

consular representation abroad of EU states across all sending countries. It thus provides 

the necessary information on the dependent variable, i.e. the restrictiveness of European 

border policy for visitors of different nationalities. The raw data source is official 

government overviews published by the Council of the European Union and the 

European Commission.  

 

The unit of analysis is pairs of receiving (European Union) and sending (third country) 

states per year.
7
 For each country-year pair I assess the restrictiveness of the travel 

                                                 
6
 The information in the database can be explored via www.mogenshobolth.dk/evd.  

7
 The aggregation of the data to state-level means a loss of within-country regional variation. In some 

countries, India for example, the visa-issuing practice can vary considerable depending on precisely 

where in the country the consulate is located. In order to study this variation it would be necessary to 

http://www.mogenshobolth.dk/evd
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policy and code the values on the independent variables. The time period I focus on is 

2005 to 2010. This is the main period in which systematic data is available on the 

dependent variable. The receiving states covered in the analysis are the participants in 

the common visa policy. This includes all EU-states except the United Kingdom and 

Ireland as well as the non-EU states Norway, Iceland and Switzerland.
8
 

 

The list of sending states is based on the states and territories specified in EU’s common 

visa policy (OJEU 2001). In the analysed time-period Serbia and Montenegro split into 

two separate states and Kosovo seceded from Serbia. I have handled this by re-coding 

the data from the earlier years. Hence, I consistently use separate entries for “Serbia”, 

“Montenegro” and “Kosovo”. In total the number of observations included in the 

analysis is 20.884, but due to missing data on the independent variables the N is lower 

in the actual models (approximately 6.000 to 14.000).  

 

The main models include all cases in a single regression using dummy variables for 

each year and receiving state. To further test the stability of the results I have also 

conducted separate quantitative tests for each receiving state.  

 

For methodological reasons the income, trade, tourism and asylum variables are 

transformed using a natural log. This is necessary because they are skewed to the right, 

and a log transformation is thus a good option for ‘pulling in’ outliers and ensuring that 

the variable complies with the requirement of a normal distribution (Agresti and Finlay 

1997: 561). This recoding, however, also makes theoretical sense. It accounts for the 

very likely difference in relative effects. If, for example, a poor country becomes 10% 

more affluent this is likely to make a very substantial difference on living conditions. A 

rich country increasing its wealth by a similar factor is unlikely to experience the same 

degree of change.  

                                                                                                                                               
account for differences in, for example, income-level within countries by using variables measured at the 

regional level. 
8
 Switzerland signed up in 2008. The 2004 and 2007 enlargement countries had to comply with EU’s visa 

list from their time of accession but were allowed to maintain independent visa-issuing criteria pending 

full participation in the internal free movement area. Cyprus, Romania and Bulgaria remain partially 

outside whereas the remaining new member states became full participants in late 2007. The dataset 

includes information on the new member states from their time of EU-membership and thus not only 

from the date they fully joined Schengen. 
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Dependent variable 

The dependent variable is the Mobility Barriers Index contained in the visa dataset. This 

indicator aims to capture the extent to which policy barriers are put into place to prevent 

the movement of nationals of a given sending state to a receiving country. It is a four 

point scale ranging from 0 (no barriers) to 3 (high barriers). A score of 0 is assigned if 

no visa requirement is in place. 1 is set for the low range of visa refusal rates (0-5%), 2 

for the medium range (5-20%) and 3 for the high range (above 20%).
9
 This follows the 

low, medium and high inter-quartile ranges in the dataset. The groups are thus coded in 

a manner similar to, for example, how income clusters and country development levels 

are measured.  

 

The index combines information on visa requirements with issuing practices. An 

alternative to this would be to focus solely on for example refusal rates. Doing so, 

however, introduces a potential bias in the result. The conclusions on the effect of a 

particular variable might be skewed if the group of countries not even facing a visa 

requirement is not taken into account. 

 

Using the index, additionally, takes into account a set of scenarios. These are particular 

relevant for better assessing the restrictiveness in the case of asylum origin countries. 

Firstly, in some sending states a receiving country might not even have consular 

representation for visa-issuing purposes. In order to lodge a visa application it is, thus, 

in principle necessary to travel to a neighbouring state. Here, the index assigns a score 

of 2. Secondly, in some cases the member states might refuse altogether to receive 

request for e.g. tourist visas or require applicants to possess certain types of passports. 

These forms of barriers are not well picked up by solely looking at refusal rates. The 

rejection rate might be low but this is in fact due to the strong mechanisms sometimes 

put in place prior to applications entering the system. The index tries to take this into 

account by re-assessing the scores based on application figures. If these are very low 

                                                 
9
 The visa refusal rate is calculated as the number of refused visas as a share of the total number of visa 

decisions (refused and issued).  
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compared with population size and travel distance the index is moved one up. For 

example, a score of 2 is converted into a 3.
10

  

 

The disadvantage of the indicator is that it reduces the amount of variation on the 

dependent variable. I therefore also check the results using the visa refusal rate as an 

alternative indicator.  

 

Independent variables 

Tourism: I measure tourism using World Bank statistics on the total tourism 

expenditure of a country (WB 2010). The data is collected as part of the “World 

Development Indicators” series. This variable captures how many resources the citizens 

of a country use abroad on accommodation, transport, leisure etc. This would seem 

potentially somewhat difficult to measure, but the variable should at least get the 

relative ranking of the countries right. It should thus give a fairly robust indication of 

how attractive a state is relative to others as a potential source of income for the 

domestic tourism industry.  

 

Bilateral trade: I code the amount of trade between the European states and third 

countries using mainly information from the International Monetary Fund coded by the 

Correlates of War project (Barbieri and Keshk 2012; Barbieri et al. 2009). The data was 

downloaded per year and country for all products and services and covers both import 

and export. These measures are used in international trade negotiations warranting for 

their general accuracy.  

 

Migrant communities: I assess the number of migrants from a sending country residing 

in a receiving state using the Global Bilateral Migration Database developed by the 

World Bank (WB 2012). The data aims to capture the number of foreign-born persons 

residing in a state drawing on census and population registers. I use the latest 

information provided for the year 2000. Due to the many and diverse data sources 

                                                 
10

 I measured whether or not the application numbers were very low using a model based on travel 

distance and the population size of the sending and the receiving country. Application figures are highly 

structured and with just these variables a considerable amount of variation in the data could be accounted 

for. This model estimate was then used to assess whether a score in a given country was very low (below 

20% of the expected). 
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measurement problems might exist in certain cases calling for some caution in 

interpreting the results.  

 

Income: I quantify income using annual World Bank statistics on the Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) per capita adjusted for differences in purchasing power (PPP) measured 

in constant 2005 international dollars (WB 2010). This measure should thus allow for 

good cross-country comparison because differences in country size (per capita), 

exchange rates (constant international dollars) and purchasing power (PPP) has been 

accounted for. The data was downloaded from the World Bank’s statistical database 

(the “World Development Indicators” series). 

 

Muslim and non-Muslim countries: To what extent a country has a Muslim majority is 

coded using data from the CIA’s World Factbook and the US Department of State’s 

2009 report on International Religious Freedom (CIA 2010; DOS 2010). The latter was 

used to cross-check and fill-in the data from the factbook. In general, the variable is thus 

measured using official census data. For several countries the reliability of census data 

is questionable, particularly when it comes to sensitive issues such as religion. There are 

also likely to be cross-national variation in the ways religious beliefs are surveyed. I 

first coded the percentage of the country’s total population which is Muslim (0-100). I 

subsequently recoded this into a dichotomous variable (51-100 Muslim majority, 0-50 

not Muslim majority). There is a small group of countries (Burkina Faso, Eritrea, 

Nigeria, Guinea-Bissau, Kazakhstan and Bosnia and Herzegovina) slightly below the 

cut-off mark. Of these particularly Nigeria and Bosnia and Herzegovina are interesting 

since they are often associated with Muslims in European public debate. To ensure 

consistency of the analysis these are, however, not coded as Muslim. Chad, by contrast, 

is the only country slightly above the cut-off mark. 

 

The number of asylum applications: I measured the size of asylum flows using UNHCR 

statistics on the number and nationality of first instance asylum applications (UNHCR 

2010). Because of the considerable controversy surrounding the question of refugees 

and asylum these data might contain several problems caused by, for example, 

differences in reporting by the states. It is, however, the best global source available.  



Mogens Hobolth 

  Page 18 of 49 

 

Control variables 

Other factors alongside those already discussed and explicitly theorized could influence 

state decision-making on border openness. These elements should be controlled for to 

reduce the risk of omitted variable bias. That is, the findings might be spurious as key 

factors are left out of the model. I therefore include a range of control variables: 

geographical distance, colonial ties, level of democracy and population size of sending 

state. Starting with distance, this might be a factor in different ways. A liberal practice 

towards neighbour countries might be part of a foreign policy strategy of ensuring 

peaceful regional relations. Colonial ties might, in a similar way, influence policy as 

states might give preferential treatment to former subject countries. Level of democracy 

could also be relevant. Just like democracies do not tend to engage in war with each 

other, they might tend to give easy access to citizens of fellow liberal states. Finally, the 

larger the country in terms of population the greater – other things being equal – might 

be the risk of illegal asylum and the potential for trade and tourism.  

 

In addition to these variables concerned with differences between sending countries, I 

also include a set of factors controlling for variation between receiving states. These are 

the size of the tourism industry in receiving states, the level of extra-European trade in 

receiving states and the vote-share of far-right parties. Including these in the analysis 

ensures that potential key differences between European states are picked up. 

 

The data sources for these variables are set out in annex one. Here there is also 

summary statistics on all the variables. The following section contains the results of the 

empirical analysis. If nothing else is indicated in footnotes to individual tables the 

source is the dataset. I start out with a descriptive overview of the EU’s visa regime and 

then proceed to discuss and test the strengths and weaknesses of the theoretical models. 

 

4. An overview of the European visa regime  

The figures on the following pages provide a comprehensive summary of key features 

of the European visa regime as of 2010. Table 1 contains visa application statistics, 

refusal rates and information on consular services per receiving EU country. Table 2 
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sets out similar statistics for 169 sending foreign countries outside the EU (and the 

European Economic Area – EEA). In 2007 and 2008 the composition of the Schengen 

area changed considerably as ten new states joined. I therefore focus on 2010 and 

provide the overview for the entire, enlarged free travel area. Map 1 illustrates the 

variation in refusal rates detailed in table 2. Table 4 in the annex contains information 

on trends in applications and refusal rates from 2005 to 2010. The overall picture is 

identical for the different years although the average refusal rate has decreased very 

slightly from 15% in 2005 to 13% in 2010.  
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Receiving country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Northern Europe

Denmark 5.550 78.886 71.406 6.538 12,9 8% 14% 31 49 49 1,6

Finland 5.365 1.016.582 1.003.987 12.595 187,1 1% 21% 29 40 60 1,5

Iceland 320 562 549 13 1,7 2% 2% 1 64 64 1,5

Norway 4.883 131.100 119.692 11.408 24,5 9% 24% 45 34 50 1,6

Sweden 9.380 200.546 177.160 14.929 18,9 8% 14% 34 50 45 1,5

Western Europe

Austria 8.394 271.787 260.525 11.262 31,0 4% 9% 37 63 29 1,5

Belgium 10.712 201.048 162.860 38.188 15,2 19% 21% 47 54 28 1,6

France 62.787 2.038.327 1.854.219 184.108 29,5 9% 8% 96 6 27 1,4

Germany 82.302 1.785.415 1.659.410 126.005 20,2 7% 14% 85 18 26 1,6

Luxembourg 507 6.933 6.735 198 13,3 3% 6% 3 96 30 1,6

Netherlands 16.613 369.558 338.878 24.338 20,4 7% 14% 57 38 34 1,5

Switzerland 7.664 374.429 362.021 12.408 47,2 3% 4% 54 0 75 1,4

Eastern Europe

Czech Republic 10.493 538.915 512.599 26.316 48,9 5% 17% 44 0 85 1,6

Estonia 1.341 120.467 116.631 3.836 87,0 3% 13% 8 39 82 1,6

Hungary 9.984 248.177 237.571 9.010 23,8 4% 14% 33 25 71 1,6

Latvia 2.252 138.498 134.988 3.510 59,9 3% 12% 10 31 88 1,5

Lithuania 3.324 275.153 271.468 3.455 81,7 1% 13% 12 13 104 1,5

Poland 38.277 687.976 668.616 19.360 17,5 3% 16% 44 0 85 1,7

Slovakia 5.462 57.260 55.470 1.790 10,2 3% 14% 22 0 107 1,5

Southern Europe

Greece 11.359 611.127 589.314 18.754 51,9 3% 14% 36 59 34 1,5

Italy 60.551 1.322.392 1.266.004 56.388 20,9 4% 10% 67 33 29 1,5

Malta 417 40.401 37.226 3.175 89,3 8% 16% 8 47 74 1,5

Portugal 10.676 116.435 103.113 8.563 9,7 8% 13% 29 69 31 1,5

Slovenia 2.030 49.302 47.664 1.638 23,5 3% 5% 10 72 47 1,5

Spain 46.077 1.121.131 971.838 65.232 21,1 6% 13% 64 39 26 1,5

Total 416.720 11.802.407 11.029.944 663.017 26,5 6% 13% 906 939 1380 1,5

Table 1

2010 visa statistics per receiving country

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage

Source: European Visa Database, see research design section
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Africa

Algeria 35.468 296.963 209.277 78.179 5,9 27% 27% 16 5 4 2,7

Angola 19.082 52.012 46.463 5.193 2,4 10% 17% 8 9 8 2,2

Benin 8.850 12.637 9.825 2.808 1,1 22% 25% 5 11 9 2,5

Botswana 2.007 2.559 2.485 74 1,2 3% 4% 2 14 9 1,7

Burkina Faso 16.469 17.809 15.702 1.881 1,0 11% 19% 5 12 8 2,1

Burundi 8.383 2.582 2.018 564 0,2 22% 12% 2 8 15 2,4

Cameroon 19.599 40.471 33.058 7.325 1,7 18% 34% 7 9 9 2,5

Cape Verde 496 15.007 12.301 2.455 24,8 17% 20% 3 7 15 2,0

Central African Republic 4.401 4.693 3.940 753 0,9 16% 16% 1 11 13 2,0

Chad 11.227 7.791 7.339 452 0,7 6% 6% 1 10 14 2,0

Comoros 735 5.008 3.090 1.918 4,2 38% 38% 1 9 15 2,4

Congo 4.043 19.011 16.296 2.715 4,0 14% 21% 3 8 14 2,1

Congo (Dem. Rep. Of) 65.966 24.813 14.021 10.453 0,2 43% 41% 10 6 9 2,5

Côte d´Ivoire 19.738 42.848 36.235 6.378 1,8 15% 24% 7 9 9 2,4

Djibouti 889 4.167 3.637 530 4,1 13% 13% 1 10 14 2,0

Egypt 81.121 131.777 118.263 11.555 1,5 9% 14% 23 2 0 2,2

Equatorial Guinea 700 11.198 10.032 326 14,3 3% 4% 2 10 13 1,6

Eritrea 5.254 2.810 2.391 416 0,5 15% 16% 3 15 7 2,2

Ethiopia 82.950 14.581 11.821 2.646 0,1 18% 23% 15 6 4 2,6

Gabon 1.505 18.945 17.464 1.451 11,6 8% 8% 3 7 15 2,0

Gambia 1.728 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Ghana 24.392 22.940 16.406 6.452 0,7 28% 30% 8 12 5 2,8

Guinea 9.982 19.334 15.820 3.580 1,6 18% 36% 3 5 17 2,2

Guinea-Bissau 1.515 4.235 3.409 1.170 2,3 26% 24% 3 9 13 2,3

Kenya 40.513 27.509 23.666 3.677 0,6 13% 16% 18 6 1 2,2

Lesotho 2.171 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Liberia 3.994 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Libya 6.355 58.083 54.119 3.242 8,5 6% 7% 14 6 5 1,9

Madagascar 20.714 27.407 25.350 2.057 1,2 8% 7% 4 14 7 2,0

Table 2

2010 visa statistics per sending country

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Malawi 14.901 1.573 1.482 91 0,1 6% 5% 2 14 9 1,8

Mali 15.370 19.648 14.074 5.403 0,9 28% 34% 6 8 11 2,6

Mauritania 3.460 13.309 11.860 836 3,4 7% 12% 3 8 14 2,1

Mauritius 1.299 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Morocco 31.951 332.044 288.961 36.937 9,0 11% 22% 16 6 3 2,4

Mozambique 23.391 9.228 8.895 196 0,4 2% 3% 9 9 7 2,0

Namibia 2.283 8.750 8.564 141 3,8 2% 2% 4 13 8 1,6

Niger 15.512 7.940 7.533 391 0,5 5% 6% 2 10 13 2,0

Nigeria 158.423 76.832 51.700 22.579 0,3 30% 37% 17 6 2 2,7

Rwanda 10.624 4.464 3.254 1.125 0,3 26% 20% 3 12 10 2,3

Sao Tome and Principe 165 2.516 2.330 96 14,1 4% 4% 1 10 14 2,0

Senegal 12.434 69.925 51.984 16.445 4,2 24% 35% 10 9 6 2,7

Seychelles 87 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Sierra Leone 5.868 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Somalia 9.331 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

South Africa 50.133 169.789 167.417 1.926 3,3 1% 2% 18 6 1 1,4

Sudan 43.552 11.666 9.785 1.625 0,2 14% 12% 8 11 6 2,1

Swaziland 1.186 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Tanzania 44.841 10.315 9.657 591 0,2 6% 6% 10 9 6 2,0

Togo 6.028 11.361 10.546 815 1,7 7% 10% 2 8 15 2,0

Tunisia 10.481 111.222 98.349 12.764 9,4 11% 24% 16 7 2 2,4

Uganda 33.425 8.995 7.755 1.216 0,2 14% 13% 6 11 8 2,0

Zambia 13.089 3.708 3.294 106 0,3 3% 3% 7 10 8 1,7

Zimbabwe 12.571 5.057 4.962 87 0,4 2% 2% 9 8 8 1,8

Middle East

Armenia 3.092 33.085 29.332 3.753 9,5 11% 12% 6 15 4 2,0

Azerbaijan 9.188 37.698 35.753 1.944 3,9 5% 6% 11 13 1 1,7

Bahrain 1.262 14.674 14.487 187 11,5 1% 1% 3 14 8 1,3

Georgia 4.352 59.298 50.347 8.937 11,6 15% 17% 11 11 3 2,2

Iran 73.974 176.386 151.383 23.103 2,0 13% 17% 19 6 0 2,4

Iraq 31.672 18.936 17.869 873 0,6 5% 9% 8 4 13 2,0

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage

Table 2 (visa statistics per sending country, continued...)
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Israel 7.418 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Jordan 6.187 38.186 33.746 2.761 5,5 8% 10% 14 9 2 1,9

Kuwait 2.737 82.160 80.570 1.330 29,4 2% 2% 13 10 2 1,1

Lebanon 4.228 71.058 66.380 4.087 15,7 6% 7% 13 10 2 1,7

Oman 2.782 14.705 14.509 136 5,2 1% 1% 6 5 14 1,6

Palestinian Authority 4.039 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Qatar 1.759 40.032 39.321 400 22,4 1% 4% 9 10 6 1,4

Saudi Arabia 27.448 174.619 168.734 4.633 6,1 3% 6% 18 6 1 1,7

Syria 20.411 47.590 37.850 8.168 1,9 18% 22% 17 7 1 2,5

Turkey 72.752 599.359 558.781 36.922 7,7 6% 10% 23 2 0 2,0

United Arab Emirates 7.512 162.160 153.693 7.611 20,5 5% 8% 16 7 2 1,7

Yemen 24.053 7.901 7.082 622 0,3 8% 13% 6 10 9 2,1

Europe

Albania 3.204 90.612 73.863 13.626 23,1 16% 19% 15 8 2 2,2

Andorra 85 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Belarus 9.595 500.976 496.358 4.473 51,7 1% 2% 11 12 2 1,2

Bosnia and Herzegovina 3.760 100.782 94.924 5.763 25,2 6% 4% 16 8 1 1,7

Croatia 4.403 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Macedonia 2.061 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Holy see 1 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Kosovo 1.837 72.866 62.927 9.910 34,3 14% 21% 9 2 14 2,2

Liechtenstein 37 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Moldova 3.573 51.816 45.641 5.917 12,8 11% 13% 7 11 7 2,0

Monaco 35 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Montenegro 631 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

San Marino 32 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Serbia 8.019 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Ukraine 45.448 984.142 941.885 37.347 20,7 4% 4% 22 2 1 1,6

Central Asia

Kazakhstan 16.026 100.100 96.363 3.611 6,0 4% 9% 17 7 1 1,4

Kyrgyzstan 5.334 5.768 5.075 693 1,0 12% 12% 1 13 11 2,0

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage

Table 2 (visa statistics per sending country, continued...)
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Russia 142.958 4.245.774 4.143.558 56.433 29,0 1% 2% 24 1 0 1,0

Tajikistan 6.879 2.630 2.511 119 0,4 5% 5% 1 13 11 2,0

Turkmenistan 5.042 4.594 4.452 142 0,9 3% 3% 3 12 10 2,0

Uzbekistan 27.445 18.727 17.074 1.653 0,6 9% 9% 8 16 1 2,0

East & Southeast Asia

Brunei Darussalam 399 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Cambodia 14.138 4.458 3.941 517 0,3 12% 12% 2 12 11 2,0

China (PR) 1.341.335 843.115 796.726 39.569 0,6 5% 6% 25 0 0 1,8

Hong Kong S.A.R. 7.053 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Indonesia 239.871 97.862 94.201 2.681 0,4 3% 4% 17 7 1 1,6

Japan 126.536 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Korea (North) 24.346 576 436 76 0,0 15% 33% 4 10 11 1,9

Korea (South) 48.184 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Laos 6.201 3.385 3.335 50 0,5 1% 4% 2 9 14 1,8

Macao S.A.R. 544 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Malaysia 28.401 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Mongolia 2.756 7.225 6.370 855 2,3 12% 17% 3 13 9 2,0

Myanmar 47.963 2.743 2.612 131 0,1 5% 5% 3 12 10 2,1

Papua New Guinea 6.858 790 790 0 0,1 0% 0% 1 13 11 1,4

Philippines 93.261 77.333 70.259 6.442 0,8 8% 11% 12 9 4 2,0

Singapore 5.086 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Taiwan 23.114 197.675 197.271 383 8,5 0% 1% 14 0 11 1,5

Thailand 69.122 169.867 158.079 11.114 2,3 7% 7% 19 5 1 1,7

Timor-Leste 1.124 510 258 2 0,2 1% 1% 1 4 20 1,8

Vietnam 87.848 50.399 45.784 4.085 0,5 8% 9% 17 6 2 2,1

South Asia

Afghanistan 31.412 6.098 4.607 1.429 0,1 24% 10% 8 4 13 2,2

Bangladesh 148.692 14.010 11.021 2.926 0,1 21% 30% 8 11 6 2,3

Bhutan 726 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

India 1.224.614 449.590 420.023 28.878 0,3 6% 12% 21 4 0 2,2

Maldives 316 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Table 2 (visa statistics per sending country, continued...)

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Nepal 29.959 9.095 7.979 1.099 0,3 12% 15% 5 12 8 2,0

Pakistan 173.593 52.339 37.416 14.581 0,2 28% 37% 17 7 1 2,9

Sri Lanka 20.860 18.380 13.441 4.917 0,6 27% 24% 7 14 4 2,6

Australia - Oceania

Australia 22.268 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Fiji 861 1.886 1.859 27 2,2 1% 1% 1 13 11 1,4

Kiribati 100 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Marshall Islands 54 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Micronesia 111 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Nauru 10 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

New Zealand 4.368 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Northern Marianas 61 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Palau 20 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Solomon Islands 538 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Tonga 104 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Tuvalu 10 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Vanuatu 240 338 337 1 1,4 0% 0% 1 10 14 1,6

Western Samoa 183 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Central America and Caribbean

Antigua and Barbuda 89 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Bahamas 343 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Barbados 273 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Belize 312 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Costa Rica 4.659 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Cuba 11.258 30.637 27.308 2.527 2,4 8% 13% 16 8 1 1,9

Dominica 68 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Dominican Republic 9.927 25.793 18.356 6.934 1,8 27% 27% 6 14 5 2,6

El Salvador 6.193 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Grenada 104 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Guatemala 14.389 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Haiti 9.993 6.756 5.045 1.711 0,5 25% 17% 3 12 10 2,5

Table 2 (visa statistics per sending country, continued...)

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage
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Sending country

Population 

(1000s) Applied for Issued Refused

Issued per 

1000 inhb. Global Average Independent Cooperation None

Mobility 

Barrier

Honduras 7.601 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Jamaica 2.741 3.582 3.394 154 1,2 4% 12% 4 7 14 1,8

Nicaragua 5.788 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Panama 3.517 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Saint Kitts and Nevis 52 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Saint Lucia 174 1.365 1.350 15 7,8 1% 1% 1 11 13 1,5

Saint Vincent and Gren. 109 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Trinidad and Tobago 1.341 6.093 5.984 79 4,5 1% 1% 4 12 9 1,5

North America

Canada 34.017 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Mexico 113.423 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

United States of America 310.384 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

South America

Argentina 40.412 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Bolivia 9.930 9.097 6.807 2.124 0,7 24% 15% 6 12 7 2,3

Brazil 194.946 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Chile 17.114 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Colombia 46.295 97.859 85.153 10.936 1,8 11% 14% 13 9 3 2,1

Ecuador 14.465 27.657 21.763 5.700 1,5 21% 14% 5 7 13 2,1

Guyana 754 - - - - - - 0 0 25 2,0

Paraguay 6.455 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Peru 29.077 46.155 40.144 5.349 1,4 12% 14% 14 9 2 2,0

Suriname 525 17.573 16.597 951 31,6 5% 3% 2 14 9 2,0

Uruguay 3.369 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Venezuela 28.980 - - - - - - - - - 0,0

Total 6.374.240 11.802.407 11.029.944 663.017 1,7 6% 13% 906 939 1380 1,5

2010 visa statistics per sending country

Short-stay visas Visa refusal rate Consular coverage

Source: European Visa Database, see research design section

Table 2 (visa statistics per sending country, continued...)
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Map 1: Variation in visa refusal rates per sending country (own rendering based on the data used for this paper) 
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Turning to table 1 we see, firstly, that there are differences between the receiving states in 

terms of the number of applications they process. A significant part of this variation can 

be attributed to country size: France, Germany, Italy, Spain and Poland alone receive 7 

out of the 12 million visa applications submitted at Schengen consulates. This aspect is 

taken into account in the column with the number of visas issued per 1000 inhabitants. 

On average, a Schengen member issue 27 travel visas per thousand citizens. Finland, 

Estonia, Lithuania and Malta are significantly above this level. This is mainly due to 

applications from Russia and – in the case of Malta – from Libya. At the lower end we 

find Iceland which issues a very small number of visas. 

 

The table contains two measurements of refusal rates. The ‘global’ column calculates the 

refusal rates as the share of visas refused out of the total number of visa decisions. The 

‘average’ column computes it as the mean of the refusal rate of each sending country. 

The global measure is in general significantly lower because it is influenced by key 

outlier countries, first and foremost Russia, where member states have a lenient practice. 

EU-states in general receive a vast amount of visa applications at their Russian consulates 

and these are seldom turned down. This causes the global figure to come out at a low 

level. The average measure, in contrast, is per sending state and is therefore not sensitive 

to variation in application numbers. It therefore gives a better impression of the overall 

restrictiveness from the perspective of individual sending states (cf. Neumayer 2005). 

Focusing on this measure, we see that the EU mean is 13%. Iceland, Luxembourg, 

Switzerland, Slovenia appear to be somewhat below this trend. Finland, Norway and 

Belgium appear somewhat above it. However, there is substantial variation within each 

receiving state depending on the origin of the visa applications. 

 

The consular coverage columns give an overview of the diplomatic representation of the 

member states abroad. In how many sending countries do they have independent 

representation, make use of another Schengen state or are not represented at all? France, 

for example, operates own consulates in 96 countries, is represented by another Schengen 

member in 6 and does not have a presence in 27. In general, the larger EU-states have an 

extensive network of own visa-issuing facilities. The smaller members have fewer 
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independent diplomatic representations but make extensive use of cooperative 

agreements (see paper two).  

 

The last column in table 1 contains the average mobility barrier score for each EU-state. 

This measure takes into account the consular cooperation and cases of non-

representation. When these aspects are taken into account the average restrictiveness of 

the EU-states is largely similar at about a 1.5 level; midway between a low and medium 

mobility barrier.  

 

Moving on to table 2 and map 1 they indicate, first and foremost, that there are major 

differences between sending states in terms of visa applications, refusal rates, consular 

coverage and the overall mobility barrier. In 2010 refusal rates ranged from 0% (Papua 

New Guinea) to 43% (Democratic Republic of Congo). Applications ranged from 338 

(Vanuatu) to 4.2 million (Russia). In China all member states had independent diplomatic 

representation; in Somalia and Sierra Leona no consulates were open for receiving visa 

applications. Two receiving states had visa facilities in Cambodia with 13 other Schengen 

members relying on these and 11 without any representation at all in this state. 

 

All in all, the descriptive statistics highlights the manifold variation within the visa 

regime. In particular, there appears to be very substantial differences between sending 

states. Compared to this, the variation across receiving countries looks to be fairly small 

and mainly concern the amount of visa applications received and not the restrictiveness 

as such. In the next section I test the two theoretical models set out above and assess to 

what extent they are able to account for the variation in the restrictiveness of the EU’s 

external border. 

 

5. Explaining variation in openness 

In this section I attempt to explain the variation in the openness of Europe’s external 

borders to short-term visitors. The first part of the analysis tests the two theoretical 

explanations. The second part discusses the robustness of the results. 
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Testing the theories 

To what extent are the models able to explain variation in the restrictiveness of 

destination states? As set out in the previous section I use the mobility barriers index to 

assess the level of openness. Nationals of countries such as Canada, Chile and Japan face 

few if any policy barriers to their mobility. They do not need a visa to travel to Europe 

yielding a score of 0 on the index. At the other end of the spectrum we find countries 

such as Afghanistan, Algeria and Iraq. Citizens of these states require a visa to travel to 

Europe and the rules are very tightly enforced resulting in a high barrier (score 3). 

Nationals of Oman, Seychelles and Indonesia need a visa but applications are seldom 

refused. They hence face a low barrier. In between we find states such as Vietnam, India 

and Peru where travel is restricted through a visa requirement and the rules neither tightly 

nor lightly enforced (score 2). Can we account for some of this variation using the 

security and interest group theories? Do they allow us to make a better assessment of the 

likely mobility barriers in place than merely looking at the average tendencies in the 

data? 

 

Table 3 below presents the main results of the multivariate regression analyses. I have 

taken into account possible clustering tendencies in the data by including each year and 

receiving state as a control variable (e.g. Belgium yes/no). This helps to ensure that the 

assumption of independent observations can be upheld (“homoscedasticity”). If this was 

not possible the results would be very uncertain (Agresti and Finlay 1997: 534). I have 

tested each theoretical model using a separate regression and run a combined test 

including all variables. The key results are as follows: 
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Starting with regression 1 this is the test of the interest group model. We can see that two 

of the key variables – tourism expenditures and bilateral trade levels – have a significant 

effect on the openness of the border in the expected direction. The higher the tourism 

expenditure of the nationals of a sending state the less restrictive the mobility barrier. A 

similar pattern is picked-up by the regression in the case of trade. The effect of the 

variables is non-linear. For example, initial shifts away from lower levels of trade have a 

much more considerable impact than moves from a high to an even higher amount of 

trade. 

 

The size of the diaspora from a third country is significant but not in the direction 

expected by interest group theory (not supporting H3). The larger the diaspora in a 

member state the higher the refusal rate. Thus, minority communities would not seem 

able to lobby for a lower refusal rate for visitors from their former home state. This result 

Constant 2,45 ** 4,57 ** 5,34 **

Tourism expenditure (mio., current US $) (ln) -0,15 (-0,40) ** 0,03 (0,08) **

Bilateral trade (mio., current US $) (ln) -0,03 (-0,12) ** -0,06 (-0,25) **

Migrant community (ln) 0,08 -0,36 ** 0,03 (0,12) **

Income (GDP/capita, PPP, int 2005 $) (ln) -0,36 (-0,46) ** -0,31 (-0,46) **

Muslim-majority country (yes/no) 0,43 (0,21) ** 0,23 (0,14) **

Asylym applications in total (ln) 0,02 (0,06) ** 0,03 (0,10) **

Extra-EU trade as share of GDP 0,01 (0,09)

Tourism receipts as share of GDP -0,03 (-0,10)

Far right vote share - - -

Colonial ties 0,14 (0,03) **

Democracy score (Freedom House) 0,10 (0,20) **

Distance from sending to receiving country -0,15 (-0,13) **

Population size of sending country -0,03 (-0,08) **

Observations

R
2

Regression 3

Table 3

Testing the theories

SOURCE: The European Visa Database and other datasets. See the research design section of the paper.

Regression 1 Regression 2

NOTES: Information on the year and receiving country fixed effects are not reported in the table. The base is 

the year 2009 and the receiving country Germany. Standardized beta coefficients are in parenthesis.

** Statistically significant at 0.01% level. * statistical significant at 0.05% level

7.850

17%

15.098

33% 42%

6.917
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is puzzling from the interest group perspective. It suggests that the diaspora variable to a 

wider extent works as a part of a security explanation. A large diaspora could make it 

easier for visitors with the same nationality to overstay their visa thus triggering a fear of 

irregular migration. 

 

Overall, the data thus lends support to H1 and H2 and not H3. The impact of tourism and 

trade is substantial. Let us first look at tourism. In 2005, for example, Russian nationals 

spent approximately 18.305 million current US dollars on tourism. This makes it a major 

tourism market. The model predicts a resulting reduced mobility barrier by about 1,4 

points. As the scale runs from 0 to 3 this is a large effect. The impact of bilateral trade is 

also substantial but smaller. Import and export between Germany and Russia totalled 

about 40.098 million current US dollars the same year making it a top five trading 

partner. Here, the model predicts a reduced barrier of approximately 0,3 points. This 

difference in the size of the effects makes sense from the interest group perspective. 

Tourism involves one distinct set of actors with a strong incentive to lobby on the issue as 

it is their core activity. Businesses involved in cross-border transactions are in general, in 

contrast, somewhat more diverse. Hence, we should expect the tourism sector to be more 

organized and active on the issue compared with general business associations and large 

firms as such. The Russian migrant community in Germany is at about 0,98 million 

increasing the mobility barrier by 1,1 points. Taking the three effects together the interest 

group model estimates a low to medium policy barrier to mobility in the case of Russia (a 

score slightly below 2). This tails with what we observed in the year in question, but 

throughout the period scores were in general somewhat lower. 

 

To take another example let us look at Lebanon. Tourism was in 2005 at 3.565 million 

estimated to reduce the barrier by 1,2 points. Trade was at 643 million translating into a 

reduction of 0,2 point. The Lebanese migrant community in Germany is at about 52.000 

increasing the barrier by 0,9 points. Lebanon is thus estimated to face a medium barrier 

(score 2) – similar to what we observed in the period.  
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The model is, however, more often off the mark than correct in its estimations. It is near 

impossible for it to predict the absence of a visa requirement. To reach this level requires 

very large values on the tourism and trade scores not actually observed in the time-

period. At the top-end the model rarely predicts a high mobility barrier because it is very 

sensitive to small initial increases in the amount of tourism. It thus often arrives at the 

prediction of a medium mobility barrier. This is a fine prediction but often not much of 

an improvement from simply looking at the average tendencies in the data. All in all, the 

model is able to account for 17% of the variation in the dataset. 

 

Moving on to the security explanation, we see that income has a statistically significant 

and sizable negative impact on mobility barriers. The richer the sending country the 

lower the impediments to mobility set up by the receiving state (supporting H4). Muslim 

majority countries face a barrier substantially above average controlling for other factors 

(supporting H5). The amount of asylum application from a third country also has a 

statistically significant effect (supporting H6). As the flow of refugees from a sending 

state increase the restrictiveness picks up. Thus, the three key observable implications of 

the security model are evidenced in the data. 

 

What are the substantial implications of the model? To probe this let us again look at a 

set of cases. Brunei, Singapore, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates are all very high-

income countries with a GDP per capita in 2005 of between 44.000 to 49.000 

international dollars (Germany in the same year had a GDP per capita of about 32.000). 

They are not source countries of refugees and this hence does not affect the openness of 

the border. An income level this large is estimated to reduce the mobility barrier with 

about 3,9 points yielding the model to predict visa-free access. Kuwait and the Emirates, 

however, are also Muslim-majority countries. This is estimated to increase the barrier by 

0,4 points putting the countries into the low barrier category. These estimations are also 

what we see in practice. Brunei and Singapore enjoy visa-free travel to Europe whereas 

nationals of Kuwait and the Emirates need a visa to travel but face a relatively lenient 

enforcement of the rules.  
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In general, a GDP/capita of above 10.000 qualifies a state as having a high income level. 

31 sending countries reached this threshold in 2005. Of these 15 faced a visa requirement. 

Eight of them had a Muslim-majority and this factor is picked up by the model as the key 

reason for the increased barrier to mobility they face. The high income level should lead 

us to expect an open border but because of their religious make-up visitors are still 

somewhat interpreted within a framework of threats and dangers. Most of the remaining 

seven cases fall at the lower end of the high-income group. The security model here 

captures the mobility barrier correctly solely by looking at their lower wealth. Only two 

cases are not estimated well by the model. These are Equatorial Guinea and Mauritius. 

Here, the interest group theory has a better prediction. As small countries of limited 

interest as tourism markets and no strong trading ties it predicts a medium barrier (a score 

of 2), which is also what was observed in 2005. The security model puts the two cases in 

the low barrier category (score 1). 

 

Let us now turn to the variable on asylum seekers. In 2005 the UNHCR registered that 

Afghan nationals lodged about 13.000 asylum applications around the world. This is 

estimated to increase the mobility barrier by about 0,2 points. As a poor Muslim-majority 

country the model in total predicts that the policy barrier to mobility in the case of 

Afghanistan should be high. This is borne out by the data. In the same year citizens of 

Rwanda and Togo lodged a largely similar amount of asylum applications. As non-

Muslim countries the model estimates a medium barrier. In practice, however, the 

restrictiveness was at a high level. Here we thus see that the different threat constructions 

at the centre of the security theory – poverty, refugees and Muslims – might interact with 

each other in different ways. Amongst poorer countries religious make-up and refugee 

outflows, either separate or in combination, might be equal ways of reaching the outcome 

of a high mobility barrier.
11

  

 

The effect of asylum applications quickly reaches its maximum effect in the model. At 

1.000 applications the effect is at 0,1. It then climbs very slowly. In the case of Myanmar, 

                                                 
11

 Multiple pathways to similar results are not easily picked up by a general regression model, suggesting 

that for example that a Qualitative Comparative Analysis could produce interesting results (Ragin 2000). 
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at 55.774 the largest origin country of asylum seekers in 2005, the effect is at 0,2. 

Theoretically, this suggests a somewhat different securitization dynamics in the cases of 

refugees and poverty. The latter impacts the mobility barrier gradually. The former has 

more of an either-or impact. Even a relatively small amount of protection seekers 

substantially increases the mobility barriers, but this effect then remains relatively 

constant regardless of further shifts to even higher asylum application numbers. 

 

All in all, the security model provides a good account of key patterns in the data. It is able 

to account for 33% of the variation in the dataset. It thus fits considerably better with the 

data than the interest group perspective. There are substantial differences left 

unaccounted for suggesting space for improvement and the relevance of potential 

alternative accounts. The model detects, as discussed, key differences in the policy 

barrier to mobility in place against the group of high income countries. It is also able to 

pin-point some variation amongst poorer countries but here with somewhat less success.  

 

The third regression combines all the variables in a single analysis and includes all the 

control variables. Here we see that all variables are again statistically significant. The 

direction of their effect is unchanged but for tourism expenditure. It thus does not appear 

to be a stable predictor. The liberalizing dynamic now mainly seems to result from 

trading interests, somewhat puzzlingly compared to what we should expect theoretically. 

This model has a better overall fit with the data being able to explain 42% of the variation 

in the dataset. Yet the strength of the full regression is not that higher than the security 

model alone. Hence, the simple securitization perspective might be preferable. The 

increased complexity resulting from the additional variables does not yield a major 

improvement of explanatory purchase.  

 

The change in the direction of the effect of the tourism variable points to a potential 

problem of multicollinearity in the data. Income levels, tourism and trade are somewhat 

correlated with each other. As the relative wealth of a country increases, there is a 

tendency for trading levels to increase and the state becoming a more attractive tourism 

market. Especially tourism and income has a tendency to follow each other. This creates 
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a challenge of causal over-determinism. To some extent we observe that the mobility 

barriers decrease as a sending country becomes a more attractive tourism market. As such 

this supports the interest group thesis. However, as increases in tourism are correlated 

with increased wealth the reduced barrier can also be in line with the security perspective. 

This model interprets the trend as evidence of a gradually weaker framing of these new 

arrivals within a discourse of threat to European welfare states.  

 

To further probe this question I assessed the effect of the variables considering countries 

in different income groups separately. Within each country cluster the tourism, income 

and trade variables are to a less extent mutually correlated. Doing so reveals a similar 

liberalizing effect of tourism and trade especially among higher income countries. The 

impact is less clear in the other country groups. This is not simply a reflection of lower 

income countries being irrelevant. The group covers states such as Indonesia, Philippines, 

India and Ukraine which are important tourism markets and trading partners. The data 

thus suggests that client politics operate under significant constraints and is mainly able 

to exercise an impact when migration fears are of a somewhat smaller concern. 

 

Finally, when we look at the control variables level of democracy has a significant and 

sizable impact. Higher levels of democracies are associated with lower mobility barriers. 

We also see that distance, population size and colonial ties matter. The further away the 

larger the country the more liberal the visa regime. Previous colonies are not treated 

preferentially but on the contrary face more restrictive border control than others.  

 

Turning to the control variables testing for differences between the destination states, the 

model finds that the size of domestic tourism and export sectors are not significant. The 

far right vote share variable could not be estimated. There is, in general, limited variation 

in mobility barriers between the receiving countries and the variable is unable to make 

sense of the few cases where we observe notable differences. To illustrate, Belgium and 

Italy have respectively the most restrictive and liberal visa-issuing practice within 

Schengen. Yet in both the far right has an overall similar vote share of about 10%. This is 

not to rule out per se that far right politics have an influence. But if so, it would require 
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different research strategies to identify such as quantitative analysis over time or 

comparative case studies. 

 

To sum up, the empirical analysis evidences that European visa practices are influenced 

in a liberal direction by tourism and business interests lobbying for easy access. This, 

however, looks to be counterbalanced by fears of asylum claims and immigration from 

poor, Muslim countries which often outweigh commercial interests and generate 

restrictive practices. Both the interest group and the security theory have explanatory 

purchase, but securitization of migration seems to be a more powerful logic than business 

interests. Finally, other factors also play a role especially the level of democracy of a 

sending country. 

 

Robustness checks 

I have used a set of alternative models to check the stability of the results. First of all, I 

have run separate regression analysis for each destination country. This should help 

identify if the results are driven by a particular subset of cases. It also provides an 

indication of whether the significance, effect magnitude and overall explanatory purchase 

of the theoretical models are very different between destination countries. Doing so did 

not reveal uncertainty about the overall tendencies discussed above. We do see variance 

between member states in the size of the effect of the variables but the main results of the 

analysis appears stable. 

 

Additionally, I have run separate analyses using visa requirement, visa refusal rate and 

numbers of visas issued as the dependent variable. Such an analysis could reveal potential 

problems with the coding of the mobility barriers index. The results were again largely 

similar. That is, the findings provided good support for the security model and some 

evidence in favour of the interest group perspective. Using the index captured a stronger 

effect of the asylum variable. This suggests the importance of taking ‘deterrence’ 

mechanisms into considerations. Looking solely at visa refusal rates, for example, 

Somalia drops out from the analysis because the member states do not have any consular 

representation in the state for visa-issuing purposes.  
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Finally, I compared the findings of the simply Ordinary Least Square (OLS) analysis with 

a more complex Generalized Linear Regression Model (GLM). Doing so should reveal if 

results are heavily tied up with the choice of statistical method. Again, the results were 

largely identical. 

 

These checks thus give reason to expect that the analysis has captured key patterns, and 

are not the result of problematic variables or tendencies in the data causing estimation 

problems.  

 

6. Conclusion 

In this paper I have explored similarities and differences in the openness of the EU’s 

external border to visitors of different nationalities. The analysis was based on a new 

migration control database covering visa requirements, access to consular visa services 

and information on the short-term visas applied for, issued and refused in the period from 

2005 to 2010.  

 

I showed that the variation in the barriers to mobility put in place by receiving countries 

can best be explained by security theory. The model derived from interest group theory 

did, however, also have some purchase. There is thus both a liberalizing and a restrictive 

dynamic at work in the border regime. Assessing the relative explanatory power of these 

two theories I argued that although business lobbying is evidenced, the main patterns in 

the data primarily support a security-centred explanation of European migration control 

practices. Especially travellers from poor, Muslim and asylum producing countries seem 

to be refused access to European territory.  

 

Security explanations have been predominant in the field of European migration control 

studies generating valuable research. Yet with a predominance of explorative and 

conceptual case studies the empirical basis and methodological underpinnings of the 

approach have been somewhat uncertain. The extent to which the theory can account for 

variation in the restrictiveness of border practices has not been systematically assessed. 
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Nor has the strength of alternative accounts been tested. The recent attempt by some 

scholars to critically challenge this paradigm is thus a welcome call for nuance and 

further empirical analysis. However, the findings of this paper underlines the importance 

of a continued focus on the restrictive security logics of European policy, while keeping 

in mind that liberalizing dynamics are also operating. 

 

Additional analysis could probe the precise causal mechanisms at work, and explore 

further the robustness and wider applicability of the conclusions. It could be interesting, 

for example, to examine through qualitative studies how precisely public threat 

constructions impact on the control practices on the ground. The seemingly minor role of 

business lobbying could also be probed in more detail. The comparative perspective 

provided in this paper offers a good background for selecting cases for in-depth study. It 

could also be worthwhile to theorize further how levels of democracy influences border 

regimes. One could imagine, for example, that it forms part of self-other constructions of 

liberal states (cf. Wendt 1999) influencing their perception of foreign travellers.  

 

The database deployed for this article also open up other avenues of research. The visa 

information could be used to probe the effect of Schengen membership by analysing how 

the visa-issuing practice of new and old EU member states altered when the free travel 

area expanded (see paper three). The dataset also contains information on the non-

Schengen members the United Kingdom and the United States providing an opportunity 

for a wider comparative perspective on migration control in contemporary Europe. 
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Annex 

 

 

 

The control variables were put together in the following way:  

 

Geographical distance was computed mathematically as the distance between the capitals 

of the sending and the receiving country in kilometres using the Haversine formula and 

the latitude and longitude of the cities. The precise procedure followed is detailed in the 

database codebook.  

 

Colonial ties was coded by checking whether or not a sending country was a colony of a 

receiving state using information from Oxford’s Dictionary of World History and 

Dictionary of Contemporary World History (Oxford 2010a, 2010b). I initially coded the 

duration in years of the colonial period and subsequently recoded this variable into a 

binary measure (colony of receiving state yes/no).  

 

Variable N Mean Median Minimum Maximum Std. Deviation

Mobility Barriers Index 18.650 1,6 2,0 0,0 3,0 0,9

Tourism expenditure (mio., current US $) (ln) 16.326 6,0 5,9 -0,7 11,7 2,2

Bilateral trade (mio., current US $) (ln) 10.358 2,7 2,9 -2,3 11,5 3,3

Migrant community (ln) 19.695 3,4 3,6 -2,3 14,5 3,9

Income (GDP/capita, PPP, int 2005 $) (ln) 17.948 8,4 8,4 5,2 11,3 1,2

Muslim-majority country (yes/no) 20.171 0,3 0,0 0,0 1,0 0,5

Asylym applications in total (ln) 17.493 6,1 6,6 -2,3 12,0 2,9

Extra-EU trade as share of GDP 15.439 5,4 5,0 1,0 34,0 4,9

Tourism receipts as share of GDP 20.171 3,4 2,0 1,0 15,0 2,6

Far right vote share 20.171 7,0 6,0 0,0 30,0 6,4

Colonial ties 20.171 0,0 0,0 No Yes 0,1

Democracy score (Freedom House) 19.492 3,7 3,5 1,0 7,0 1,9

Distance from sending to receiving country 20.171 8,7 8,8 1,3 9,9 0,7

Population size of sending country 19.814 8,4 8,8 -2,3 14,1 2,4

Summary statistics

Table 4

SOURCE: The European Visa Database and other datasets. See the research design section of the paper.
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The level of democracy was measured using the Freedom House Index (FH 2012). The 

index measures freedom in a country on two separate dimensions: political rights and 

civil liberties. The former includes, for example, the right to vote and the latter freedom 

of speech. The scale runs from 1 (highest degree of freedom) to 7 (lowest degree of 

freedom). In the analysis I use the average score of a sending country across both 

dimensions.  

 

The population size of sending states was measured using figures from the United 

Nation’s population division (UN 2011). In a few cases data was missing and I had to 

rely on other sources and estimation procedures. These are detailed in the database 

codebook.  

 

The size of the tourism industry in receiving states was assessed via the World Bank data 

used also to calculate the tourism potential of sending countries. This data is thus 

described further in the main text. To estimate the size of the industry I used the data on 

receipts (in current USD) and divided this by the GDP of the countries. Doing so should 

identify the overall share of the economic activity in the receiving states originating from 

tourism in the different years.  

 

The level of extra-European trade in receiving states was measured using the global 

bilateral trade dataset already described in the research design section. For each receiving 

state and year I isolated the export to outside the EU/EEA area (in current USD) and, as 

in measuring the tourism sector, divided this by the GDP of the country. This variable 

should thus capture the extent to which the overall economy relies on exports to outside 

of the EU.  

 

The vote-share of far-right parties in the receiving states was calculated drawing on the 

Parliament and Government Composition Database (ParlGov 2012). This dataset includes 

comprehensive information on the vote share of different parties for all the receiving 

states in the analysed time period. In the dataset there is a classification of party families 

including a group called ‘right-wing’. I took this as a starting-point and cross-checked the 
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coding drawing on general research into the far right (Norris 2005; Spanje 2011). This 

revealed some potential problematic groupings and I thus recoded a set of cases, such the 

Freedom Party in Austria, as belonging to the family of right-wing parties. The precise 

transformations are detailed on the database website. After having done so I imported the 

data on these parties vote share in elections relevant for the investigated time period. For 

each country I computed a combined score. That is, if more than one party was 

categorised as right-wing I calculated a total vote share of all the far right parties. 
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