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Abstract

Europe has recently been seeing the “migrant crisis”, with 1.3 million asylum applications in 2015,
which is more than double compared to 2014. Since two-thirds of the asylum applications are
composed of three nationalities, Syrians, Iraqis, and Afghans, the surge of asylum applications is
often accounted for by the increasing number of conflicts, especially in Syria. Nevertheless, there is
a paucity of research to back up this assumption. This vague understanding of asylum-seekers could
be the reason why European governments’ policies have sometimes been accused of being
ineffective or having counter-productive effects.
The main purpose of this study is to understand why asylum-seekers migrate. What makes them
leave their countries of origin? What are the determinants that asylum-seekers rely on to choose a
particular destination country? Do the immigration policies influence asylum-seekers’ decisions? Are
there any differences between previous migrations and the current migrant crisis?
The study is mainly conducted through quantitative analyses based on an econometrics model. To
be precise, the time series cross-section analysis (TSCS) or the panel data analysis, using fixed
effects and random effects, are employed to understand the statistical significance and the degree of
influence of variables that explain the determinants of asylum applications.
The results show that previous migrations were based on the economic needs of asylum-seekers,
who were choosing a destination country based on how comfortable it was to live in, such as those
countries that share language and colonial relationship. Nevertheless, the analysis has revealed that
current asylum-seekers are mainly driven by the violence of conflicts in their countries of origin, and
choose a destination country that offers immediate protection and residence. The results also shows
the importance of the stock of past migrants, which infers the existence of smuggling networks or
familial and community networks that help new migrants to enter the destination country.
Furthermore, the study concludes that asylum policies have not been having much influence on
asylum-seekers’ migration decisions.
By revealing why asylum-seekers migrate, this study hopes to contribute to the better understanding
of the migration, asylum-seekers’ better conditions to receive protections, and European
governments’ better management of migration flows.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1-1.

Introduction

We live in an era of international human mobility. In 2015, Europe has seen the “migrant crisis” or the
“refugee crisis”, when an increasing number of migrants and refugees traveled to the EU to seek
asylum. Well-governed migration especially benefits migrants themselves because they would
receive protection from persecution and have a chance to live decent lives. On the other side of the
coin, poorly managed migration can lead to xenophobia, fear, and insecurity in destination countries.
Moreover, it could lead to migrants’ deaths, as we saw last year: 3,000 migrants died or went missing
while they were crossing the Mediterranean Sea.
Coherent and effective migration management is a required task for international authorities now,
after the United Nations General Assembly adopted 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) on
25 September 2015. Target 10.7 of the SDGs especially states a key objective to “facilitate orderly,
safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through the implementation
of planned and well-managed migration policies” (Sustainable Development Knowledge Platform,
2016). In addition, there are further goals that include perspectives of migration (The Economist
Intelligence Unit, 2016): e.g. Indicator 5.2 on trafficking of women and girls, Indicator 8.7 on ending
modern slavery and trafficking, and Indicator 8.8 on migrant worker rights. Most recently, on 19
September 2016, world leaders gathered for the first time at the United Nations General Assembly in
order to discuss the movements of refugees and migrants and to adopt the New York Declaration for
Refugees and Migrants, which aims for the “adoption of a global compact for safe, orderly and
regular migration in 2018” (United Nations, 2016). Even in 2003, the need for the orderly and safe
movement of people was argued in the Commission on Human Security, by “taking into account the
political, civil, security, economic and social dimensions affecting peoples’ decision to move” (Ogata
and Sen, 2003, p.45). Therefore, evidently it is an urgent matter to look for the ways to manage
migration flows properly. Nevertheless, the degree of importance of immigration policies in
comparison with environmental factors (e.g. economy or security) in explaining the destinations
chosen by asylum-seekers has not been satisfactorily researched. How important are those policies?
What are the determinants that motivate asylum-seekers to go to a particular country? Why do some
migrants come all the way to the United Kingdom and not submit asylum applications in Germany?
Out of 1.3 million asylum-seekers in Europe in 2015, which is more than twice as many as in 2014,
two-thirds were composed of three nationalities: Syrians, Afghans, and Iraqis (UNHCR, 2016e). It
seems like there is a certain reason for the composition and for an increasing number of migrants.
This is often explained by rising conflicts and poverty (UNHCR, 2015), yet there are neither enough
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nor appropriate empirical studies conducted to support this argument. What are the main drivers for
asylum-seekers to go out of their countries?
This paper looks at what has made people go into exile from their countries of origin and what
motivated them to decide which country to seek asylum in. The determinants could be economic,
geographical, or violent situations in their countries. Additionally or alternatively, the reasons could
be largely determined by migration policies.

1-2.

Research Questions

The study intends to gain a better understanding of current migration by following the guiding
questions as follows:
l

What elements make people leave their countries of origin to seek asylum in Europe?

l

What are the determinants of asylum applications in particular countries?

l

How important are immigration policies compared to environmental factors in explaining the
destinations chosen by asylum-seekers?

l

1-3.

Are there any differences between the current migrant crisis and the past?
Ø

Does the current migration crisis in Europe differ from migrations in the recent past?

Ø

Are migrants leaving their countries of origin for different reasons?

Ø

Are they choosing destination countries on a different basis?

Ø

Have changes in migration policies changed their choice of destination country?

Research Methods

In order to answer the above questions, this research employed a desk-based study.
The Background Study in Chapter 2 and the Previous Research on Migration in Chapter 3 are
constructed upon secondary data collection. The literature consulted is especially focused on those
regarding asylum-seekers, refugees, asylum policies, and smugglers. Literature was found through
Internet research–such as academic journals, lesson papers, newspapers, working papers, and
other multimedia resources–, books in libraries, and the workshop in Italy that the author attended in
April 2016.
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In addition, the main part of this research is the quantitative study employing an econometrics model.
To be precise, the time series cross-section analysis (TSCS), or the panel data analysis, was carried
out using a statistical software package called Stata. The variables for the analysis vary, but the data
for those variables were taken from online resources, such as the UNHCR, the OECD, the World
Bank, Eurostat, the Freedom House, the Center for Systemic Peace, and databases made by other
researchers.

1-4.

Synopsis

This paper is organised as follows:
The next chapter, Chapter 2, provides background to this study. First, it outlines the key terms of the
migration studies, then reviews long-term asylum seeking trends between 1980 and 2015 to the
recent migrant crisis. Next, it investigates the contexts of smuggling, through which most of the
asylum-seekers migrate to Europe these days. Additionally, the brief history of the development of
migration policies is explained. Finally, the academic discourse over the relationship between
policies and smuggling is studied.
Chapter 3 further reviews the past literature, focusing on those that are particularly related to the
methodologies of this study. It reviews quantitative studies that deal with migration.
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 are the main bulk of this study. Chapter 4 provides the methodology,
explaining how this study quantitatively analysed, what analytical software it used, how it collected
data, how it filled in the missing values, and the limitations of this research study. Chapter 5 opens up
the outcomes of the analyses and presents some interpretations of the results and discussions that
answer the research questions.
Finally, Chapter 6 concludes with further research issues.
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Chapter 2. Background Study
This chapter reviews some literature related to the background of this study. The chapter
first reviews the key terms that appear in this chapter and in this paper: refugees;
asylum-seekers, and migrants (Section 2-1). The second section investigates the trends of
asylum applications in the past and the reasons for these trends (Section 2-2). It then looks
specifically into smuggling activities (Section 2-3) and outlines the development of migration
policies (Section 2-4). Finally, it provides the relationship between smuggling and migration
policies, and also examines the discourse on whether or not those policies have been
effective (Section 2-5).

2-1.

Key Terms

In the research sphere of this study, terms such as refugees, asylum-seekers, and migrants are often
used interchangeably and confused by some researchers or by media, although there are lines of
demarcation. This section outlines the definitions of them in the first place assuming that it will make
this paper clearer.
The term “refugee” is clearly defined in Article 1 of the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees
in 1951. It defines a refugee as a person who,
owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality,
membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country of his
nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection
of that country (UN General Assembly, 1951, Article 1).
It is important to notice that people are innately refugees if they meet the criteria above. Although
people are innately refugees, however, if they want to qualify for international protection, they have to
face the national asylum system in the country where they decide to seek protection and have to go
through the refugee status determination process in order to be officially recognised as a “refugee”
(UNHCR, 2016c). Therefore, there is a time lag between an innate refugee and a recognised refugee.
During this period, when people are ‘prima facie’ refugees whose request for sanctuary has yet to be
processed, they are termed as “asylum-seekers” (UNHCR, 2016a). Even though people are not
innate refugees (for example if they have fled for economic reasons rather than persecution) they
could apply for asylum. This paper uses the term “asylum-seeker” to include all those who submit an
asylum application.
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Conversely, a “migrant” is a
person who is moving or has moved across an international border or within a State away
from his/her habitual place of residence (IOM, 2011).
An important caveat is that it is regardless of whether the movement is voluntary or involuntary and
what the causes of the movement are. Therefore, the term “migrant” includes both a “refugee” and
an “asylum-seeker” and those who move without seeking asylum (e.g. those who choose to
immigrate solely for economic reasons).

2-2.
2-2-1.

Asylum-Seekers
Long-term Trends

Europe has seen 1.3 million asylum-seekers in 2015, according to the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) (UNHCR, 2016e). The situation is often described as the
“migrants crisis” or the “refugee crisis”. Speaking from the past records of the number of asylum
applications, the emergence of this buzzword is reasonable, because this is an unprecedented
number in the recent European history and more than twice as many as the number in 2014. It
should also be noted, however, that for over three and a half decades, Europe has always struggled
to deal with the ebb and flow of the trend in asylum applications.
Figure 1 shows the time trend of first instance claims to Europe since 1980. It shows that there had
been two peaks in the past: in 1992 and 1999. Especially, the sharp increase in 1992 recorded
700,000 applications, which is largely due to the emergencies that followed after the disintegration of
the Soviet Union and the fall of the Berlin Wall (Hatton, 2009). The small increase in 1999 (480,000
applications) could be attributed to the Kosovo War (Watt, 1999). The following decline trend up to
2006 (about 22,000 applications), however, has often been claimed as being a result of the
implemented effective policies (Hatton, 2009; Home Office UK, 2015). Nevertheless, the trend
clearly changed to the steep elevation after 2012 to 2015, reaching 100% more than the previous
highest number in 1992. Contrary to the claims made about the policies’ deterrent effects, the
uprising trend is claimed to be due to the persecution, conflict and poverty (UNHCR, 2015). The
question here is, which one then has contributed more to the asylum flows? Have policies been
really effective, or could it even have counterintuitive effects?
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Figure 1. The Number of Asylum Applications in Europe 1980-2015
Note. Data sources: (a) 1980-1: UNHCR (2001), Table V.1; (b) 1982-99: UNHCR (2002), ANNEX C.1, C.2; (c)
2000-2014: UNHCR (2016e).
See Appendix 1 for a list of countries in Europe.

2-2-2.

Recent Trends

Turning now to the recent trends, the data in 2015 show that the largest sending countries are Syria,
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Serbia and Kosovo (UNHCR, 2016e). Figure 2 shows the trend of those four
countries over 15 years. It can be seen that in 2000, Serbia and Kosovo produced the largest
number of migrants. This is the aftermath of the descending trend from the peak of 100,000 in 1990s
caused by the Bosnian War of 1992-3 and the Kosovo War in 1998-9. As for Iraq, it rose in 2007,
which was due to the high level of sectarian violence just before the troop surge by the United States.
For Afghanistan, the increase in 2001 could have been produced by the war against Taliban
declared by the George W. Bush after the 9/11 attack in 2001. Finally, for Syria, the number of
asylum-seekers from this country kept low up to 2011 and sharply boomed up to now owing to the
Syrian civil war, which grew out of the Arab Spring in 2011. What should be noted is that the
numbers of asylum-seekers from the other three countries have also increased after 2013 or 2014. It
could be that “Syrians have unlocked the door for other nations” (Fargues, 2015, p.4) to seek asylum
in Europe.
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Figure 2. The Number of Asylum Applications from Four Selected Countries of Origin
Note. Data source: UNHCR (2016e).
See Appendix 2 for a list of 24 destination countries.

In addition, it is important to consider the destination countries. Although from a wider perspective
the number of asylum-seekers has been soaring in recent years, it is important to look into the trend
in each destination country in Europe. Table 1 shows the trend in 24 countries from 2000 to 2015 in
4-year periods. These 24 countries are those that are members of both the European Union (EU)
and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD); and the asylum
applications submitted in these countries account for more than 95% of all in Europe. The largest
number of applications have been submitted in Germany from 2012-2015, followed by Sweden,
France, and Hungary. The prominent result in this table is that the trend differs among countries
even if two countries are geographically close. For example, Germany and France followed a similar
path from 2000-3 to 2008-2011, however, Germany rose to 2012-15 by 500% compared to 40% of
France. Moreover, United Kingdom was the second highest recipient country followed after Germany
in 2000-3, but the number declined by 50% to 2012-15, becoming the seventh. Furthermore, even
the neighbouring countries Slovakia and Hungary proceeded in exactly the opposite direction:
Slovakia consistently decreased from 30,000 in 2000-3 to 1,500 in 2012-15, whereas Hungary once
dropped, but dramatically increased from 26,000 to 240,000. Therefore, there is a big variation
among the trends in destination countries. The diversity could be attributed to their economic
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prosperity, geographical location, the migration networks, or could even be the asylum policies. This
is the main question that will be researched later on.

Table 1. The Number of Asylum Applications in 24 Destination Countries

Country

% Change

% Change

2000-03

2004-7

2008-11

2012-15

2000/3-2012/15

2008/11-2012/15

Austria

120124

72365

54090

148441

23.57

174.43

Belgium

102985

53888

77196

83893

-18.54

8.68

Czech Rep.

46751

14513

4798

3345

-92.85

-30.28

Denmark

29344

9265

14622

49271

67.91

236.96

Estonia

38

46

147

518

1263.16

252.38

Finland

11485

11132

17011

41523

261.54

144.09

France

197133

168311

177016

244841

24.20

38.32

Germany

288541

103360

131829

789011

173.45

498.51

Greece

22424

50898

55396

38530

71.82

-30.45

Hungary

26168

8751

11520

236205

802.65

1950.39

Ireland

40797

17390

9913

6695

-83.59

-32.46

Italy

54654

43671

98335

189894

247.45

93.11

53

69

499

1046

1873.58

109.62

Luxembourg

3907

3304

3760

6277

60.66

66.94

Netherlands

108543

43696

53227

88821

-18.17

66.87

Norway

59063

24872

50772

62659

6.09

23.41

Poland

21169

32079

29409

38676

82.70

31.51

Portugal

789

579

735

2069

162.23

181.50

Slovakia

29765

20454

2764

1468

-95.07

-46.89

Slovenia

12557

4055

1039

1133

-90.98

9.05

Spain

29642

23748

13682

27586

-6.94

101.62

104182

101378

108089

329362

216.14

204.71

85175

45229

64763

105528

23.90

62.94

295347

128084

110528

127769

-56.74

15.60

1690636

981137

1091140

2624561

55.24

140.53

Latvia

Sweden
Switzerland
UK
TOTAL

Note. Data source: UNHCR (2016e)
See Appendix 2 for a list of 24 destination countries.
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2-2-3.

Migrant Crisis

As has been discussed, the massive flows of migrants have been a major challenge for the EU these
years. Especially in 2015, a million refugees crossed the Mediterranean Sea: about 850,000 came
via the Aegean Sea from Turkey to Greece, and 150,000 came from Africa to Italy (UNHCR, 2016b).
One-third of those who crossed the Mediterranean were Syrians, 20% were Afghans, and 11% were
Iraqis (UNHCR, 2016b). Furthermore, more than 3,771 persons are estimated to have died or gone
missing during their journeys in 2015, which, by comparison, was 3,279 in 2014 (IOM, 2016).
These crossings are mostly based on smuggling services (Fargues, 2015; Ogata and Sen, 2003).
Fargues (2015) summarises the top ten nationalities of migrants smuggled into Greece and Italy
from 2011 to 2015 (Table 2). The trend is quite similar to the recent trends of the asylum applications.
First, it shows that the composition of nationalities changes over time. For example, the rapid
increase from Syria can be accounted for by the emergence of new conflicts and high levels of
violence (e.g. the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria) with limited humanitarian aid, and the steady
increase from Afghanistan can be due to the protracted crisis. Second, the percentage of refugees
(i.e. the rate of positive outcomes to asylum claims) has increased from 30.3% in 2011 to 78.9% in
2015.
One of the aims of this study is to see how important are the desperate protection needs arising from
the unstable conflict situations in countries of origin compared to the economic motivations in
explaining asylum-seekers’ decisions to leave their countries of origin. Additionally, this study also
explores whether there are any differences between the current migration crisis and the previous
migrations.
In addition, although it cannot be seen in Table 2, it should be noted that asylum-seekers and
migrants changed direction in 2015 from the Central Mediterranean route from Libya, to the Eastern
Mediterranean route from Turkey and Greece (and further Western Balkans route) (Papademetriou,
2015). Collett (2015) states that this shift is due to the instability in Libya and increased monitoring in
the Central Mediterranean. Moreover, the shift from a long and dangerous to a shorter and safer
crossing has allowed more Syrian refugees to reach EU’s external borders and to seek asylum
(Fargues, 2015). Nevertheless, overwhelmed by the mass influx of migrants, European countries
then strengthened the surveillance system at the border (The Migrants’ Files, 2016) and Balkan
countries gradually all introduced border closures in November 2015 (Thibos, 2015). Besides, on 18
March 2016, the EU and Turkey made a statement that (1) All new irregular migrants crossing from
Turkey to Greece would be returned to Turkey if migrants had not applied for asylum or whose
application has been found to be inadmissible or unfounded, and (2) For every Syrian returned to
Turkey, the EU would take one Syrian who has been declared in need of assistance (European
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Council, 2016). Nevertheless, UNHCR and human rights advocates condemn this agreement for
being not consistent with the international law and human rights (Human Rights Watch, 2016;
UNHCR, 2016d). Those political decisions have left migrants stranded at the border in inhumane
conditions (Baloch, 2016, cited in Independent, 2016) or in a country where migrants are reluctant to
stay (Valenta, Zuparic-Iljic and Vidovic, 2015) or even forced them to start using the Central
Mediterranean, the dangerous route, again (Gerver, 2016). It is apparent that migrants are fragile
and easily affected by the political decisions. Are the determinants of migration most strongly related
to the asylum policies? These determinants of migration flows will also be studied later.

Table 2. Top Ten Nationalities of Migrants Smuggled into Greece and Italy 2011-2015
Country of

Percent of

declared

refugees

nationality

granted

Numbers of migrants / Year
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015 (13 Nov)

asylum1
Syria

94.1%

947

8,507

18,972

74,461

285,084

Afghanistan

59.9%

17,841

18,323

6,924

13,685

76,735

Eritrea

86.0%

1,060

2,351

10,406

34,470

37,954

Albania

23.8%

11,982

12,374

5,497

7,299

15,898

Pakistan

25.4%

5,960

807

2,835

8,834

20,050

Nigeria

9.0%

28,827

2,874

925

1,674

910

Tunisia

61.6%

2,429

3,944

4,205

7,520

13,947

Somalia

71.8%

1,834

2,355

739

1,701

22,550

Iraq

10.1%

4,514

8,485

1,721

5,522

7,341

Bangladesh

36.1%

2,486

417

1,723

9,535

5,333

119,635

90,145

82,684

247,262

564,675

30.3%

48.9%

68.5%

74.0%

78.9%

All Nationalities
Percent of refugees
expected to be granted
asylum2

Note. Data source: Fargues (2015)

1

Rate of positive answers to asylum claims lodged in the EU28 in 2011-15 (Fargues, 2015)
Expected rate of positive answers to asylum claims lodged in the EU 28 by migrants smuggled into Greece
and Italy 2011-15 from Fargues’ calculation based on Eurostat and Greece and Italy Police (Fargues 2015).
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2-3.

Smuggling

Fargues (2015) points out that a large number of people are entering into Europe by migrant
smuggling. Although when the International Organisation for Migration (IOM) first studied trafficking
in 1994 (IOM, 1994), migrant smuggling and human trafficking were used interchangeably, there is a
demarcation between them now. On the one hand, smuggling is defined in the Protocol against the
Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air (Smuggling of Migrants Protocol), supplementing the
United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime. Article 3 defines the smuggling
of migrants as
the procurement, in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a financial or other material
benefit, of the illegal entry of a person into a State Party of which the person is not a
national or a permanent resident (UNODC, 2004, p.42).
On the other hand, human trafficking is defined in the Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish
Trafficking in Persons. Article 3 defines it as
the recruitment, transportation, transfer, harbouring or receipt of reasons, by means of the
threat or use of force or other forms of coercion, of abduction, of fraud, of deception, of the
abuse of power or of a position of vulnerability or of the giving or receiving of payments or
benefits to achieve the consent of a person having control over another person, for the
purpose of exploitation. Exploitation shall include, at a minimum, the exploitation of the
prostitution of others or other forms of sexual exploitation, forced labour or services,
slavery or practices similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of organs (UNODC, 2004,
pp.54-55).
Baird and van Liempt (2016) list three important elements about smuggling: first, it requires a
smuggler who facilitates the cross-border movement; second, smugglers are paid by the migrants or
someone paying on behalf; and third, the migrants voluntarily choose to participate in the transaction.
The third point is crucial because smuggling does not usually imply involvement of victims, whereas
trafficking does.
Nevertheless, there is still confusion over the terms in media coverage of the Mediterranean crisis,
and it is important to distinguish them – smugglers could be providing migrants with the access to
protection (Carling, 2016). The mislabeling is especially used on purpose with political rhetoric.
Political leaders call them traffickers in order to vilify smugglers and justify political actions on
anti-migration activities and to shift responsibility for the deaths of refugees to them (Carling, 2015b;
Carver, 2016). This could just blur the situation and make migrants more vulnerable. For example,
tightened border controls have deterred migrants from attempting border crossings through legal
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channels, but have made them depend on some illegal, villainous profit-seeking smugglers (UNODC,
2016). The relationship between smuggling and policies is well worth exploring. Before describing
this relationship, the next section introduces the brief history of political actions in relation to the
migration flows.

2-4.

Migration Policies

2-4-1.

Migration Policies before 2000

The fundamental framework for policies on asylum-seekers is the 1951 Convention Relating to the
Status of Refugees (UN General Assembly, 1951). Especially prominent are two provisions: first,
Article 1 states the definition of a refugee as explained in Section 2-1; second, Article 33 states the
non-refoulement principle, that people cannot be forcibly returned to a country where they can
encounter persecution. The Convention is the legal basis for EU policies and the ratification of it is
now a requirement for the EU membership (Hatton, 2004).
The Schengen Agreement and the Dublin Convention are also two of the most prominent migration
policies in Europe. The Schengen Agreement to gradually abolish the internal borders between
countries and to control external borders was signed in June 1985 among five countries: France,
Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, and Netherlands (Schengen Visa Info, 2016). A convention of the
Schengen Agreement, including the abolition of
border controls, procedures for issuing a

Figure 3. The Schengen Area Member States

uniform visa, and operation of a single database,
was then signed in 1990; and in 1995, it was
implemented finally with seven countries. It has
further expanded and now includes 26 states
(Figure 3). On the other hand, the Dublin
Convention, an EU law, aimed at establishing a
common framework for deciding which one
member state of the EU should be responsible
for

processing

each

asylum

application

(Refugee Council, 2002). It was first agreed by
EU governments in 1990, but was ratified in
1997. The responsibility usually falls on to the

Note. Data source: Schengen Visa Info (2016)

state through which an asylum-seeker first
enters the EU.
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In addition, there are other simple measures taken by European countries in facing the migration
flows. First, visa requirements are often used so as to control the inflows of asylum-seekers. For
example, the European Council in 1996 imposed Airport Transit Visas on certain refugee-producing
countries (Morrison, Director, and Crosland, 2000). Second, the UNHCR resettlement programme is
also one of those important measures (Morrison, Director, and Crosland, 2000). It aims to resettle
refugees to a safe third country although, in practice, the number of people resettled is tiny. Third,
extra-territorial border enforcement also became popular. For instance, the carriers’ liability
legislation, which was first introduced in Europe in 1987, stipulates that the carrier has to pay a fine if
it helped arrivals of migrants with incorrect papers or visas (Morrison, Director, and Crosland, 2000).

2-4-2.

Migration Policies after 2000

In 2004, the Council Directive 2004/83/EC “on minimum standards for the qualification and status of
third country nationals or stateless persons as refugees or as persons who otherwise need
international protection and the content of the protection granted” was introduced (Council of
European Union, 2004). The aim of this Qualification Directive is to harmonise the procedures and
criteria that Member States use to define who qualifies as refugees and as those who need other
forms of protections against severe risks in their countries of origin.
As part of a Common European Asylum Systems, European countries strengthened integration
programmes for refugees by supporting them through the European Refugee Fund (Hatton and
Moloney, 2015). In addition, most importantly, for a standardised border procedure, they established
the EURODAC fingerprint database in 2003 and the FRONTEX agency in 2005 (Hatton and Moloney,
2015).
The European migration policies, however, are still utterly incoherent. Hagen-Zanker and Mallett
(2015) list some examples: Spain made an agreement with Senegalese authorities to fund temporary
jobs in Senegal on condition of tighter Senegalese border monitoring in 2006; Hungary built fences to
block migrant inflows in 2015; and Germany tore up the Dublin Agreement in 2015. Furthermore,
there is a pledge that frontier countries such as Italy refrain from systematically fingerprinting
asylum-seekers and that the substantial delay in fingerprinting in these states allows asylum-seekers
to leave the country and apply elsewhere, which is likely because of the relative burden those frontier
countries receive (Trauner, 2016).
What is more, even if European countries tried to co-operate, it has been ineffective or has only
worsened the situation. For instance, the EU had planned to distribute initially 40,000 (but eventually
160,000) successful asylum-seekers across the EU over a 2-year period by September 2017, but the
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coverage of the number and years is apparently insufficient and inappropriate when the number of
arrivals hit 1 million in 2015 (Papademetriou, 2015). Moreover, the EU took on the military operation
called the EUNAVFOR MED, or Operation Sophia, in 2015, whose mission is to identify, capture and
dispose of vessels used by migrant smugglers or traffickers (European External Action Service,
2016). Nevertheless, some researchers criticize this operation; for example, Carver (2016) questions
this operation for two reasons: first, it is not clear if the EU has the right to sail around the southern
Mediterranean intercepting shipping because it implicates human rights law and law on the use of
force; second, the EU is confusing smuggling and trafficking in order to lay the blame for migrants’
deaths on those who helped them cross the sea, and to refuse to admit their claims. Furthermore,
although it has not been long since EU-Turkey agreement was implemented (as has been explained
in the previous section), it has already become infamous and criticised for being inconsistent with the
international law and human rights (Human Rights Watch, 2016; UNHCR, 2016d). Therefore, these
current situations raise some questions. Have the migration policies been failing? What is the
academic discourse on the relationship between migration policies and irregular migrations?

2-5.

Policies and Smuggling

This final section of this chapter reviews the relationship between policies and smuggling, and
provides an overview of the scholarly debate on whether the migration policies have been successful
or failing. It then looks into the empirical studies that have been conducted in relation to migration.
2-5-1.

Have the Migration Policies Been Failing?

As the previous sections have shown, European countries have implemented a variety of policies in
accordance with the migrant crisis or the smuggling development. Some scholars have argued that
migration policies have become polished and their capability to screen migrants has increased
(Broeders and Engbersen, 2007). Besides, there are some quantitative empirical studies that
support this argument (Avdan, 2012; Hatton, 2004, 2009). Nevertheless, most of those claims are
about governments’ capabilities in a limited region or sphere, and policies to stop the irregular
migration flows more broadly have still been ineffective. Even Hatton (2004), who has shown this
effectiveness through empirical research, acknowledges that the effects of migration policies have
been obscure.
In the same manner, a lot of other researchers argue that migration policies might have some effects,
but they have not been successful. Those scholars argue that migration policies have failed because
people migrate instead through irregular means (Castles, 2004; Czaika and Hobolth, 2016). For
example, Castles (2004) explains three reasons for policy failure. The first reason is the social
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dynamics of the migratory process, in which migration networks, family, and community in the
receiving country facilitate the migration movement, and the structural dependence of the receiving
country on immigrants such as cheap labour. The second reason is the globalisation and the
North-South divide, by which people migrate in search of better living conditions and greater security.
The third reason is the political system. For example, political conflicts cause people to emigrate and
welfare states attract those immigrants. These are the exogenous reasons for the inefficacy of
migration policies; yet these days, endogenous reasons are more hotly debated, as summarised by
Morrison, Director, and Crosland, that “much of existing policy-making is part of the problem and not
the solution. Refugees are now forced to use illegal means if they want to access Europe at all”
(Morrison, Director, and Crosland, 2000, p.5). This view, that refugees or migrants dare to go for
irregular migration as the only opportunity the governments have left for them, has become quite
prominent and prevalent (Belloni and Jeffrey, 2014; Carver, 2016; Fargues, 2015).

2-5-2.

Are the Migration Policies Causes of the Irregular Migration?

The leading migration researcher Jørgen Carling (2015a) maintains that the EU has immersed itself
into a vicious circle (Figure 4), in which an increasing number of migrant deaths lead to the argument
to fight against people smuggling and strengthen the immigration regulations, which then forces
migrants to resort to being smuggled under more dangerous conditions. This means that migrants
will become more vulnerable and more likely to get injured or die while crossing borders, which again
calls for stronger migration policies. He asserts that migration policies will lead to more irregular
migrations and just jeopardise the situation for migrants.
Figure 4. The Vicious Cycle of Europe’s Response against Migrant Smugglings

Note. Data source: Carling (2015a)

In connection with this argument, de Haas (2015) states that “policies to combat smuggling and
irregular migration are bound to fail because they are among the very causes of the phenomenon
they claim to ‘fight’”, meaning the irregular migration to the one facilitated by smugglers and the
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policies for border closures. Nevertheless, in a broader context, irregular migration does not just
mean legal and illegal entry, but also legal and illegal residence and employment (Broeders and
Engbersen, 2007; IOM, 2011); and the policies to combat these could include not just border
closures, but also restrictive housing and visa practices and blocking access to the labour market.
The following subsection first reviews the debate on the relationship between policies and migrants;
second, it investigates the relationship between policies on the one hand and smugglers or informal
institutions that facilitate irregular migration on the other hand. These demonstrate that the statement
of de Haas (2015), that policies are bound to fail, holds true both in the narrow context, in relation to
border closures and smuggling, and in the broader context.
(i) Policies and Migrants
Many researchers have indicated that migration policies have produced contradicting or limited
outcomes for some reasons. First of all, policies themselves have forced migrants to take greater
risks using clandestine routes or irregular means to circumvent policies and to become more
vulnerable and dependent on smugglers or informal institutions (Bauder, 2016; de Haas, 2013;
UNODC, 2016). The mechanism can be best understood by looking at the agency of migrants, by
which they seek better lives and greater freedom according to the available protection, rights, and
opportunities (Brekke and Brochmann, 2014; de Haas, 2011; Papadopoulou, 2004). They try not to
be stranded at the border in inhumane conditions (Baloch, 2016, cited in Independent, 2016) or in a
country where they are reluctant to stay (Valenta, Zuparic-Iljic and Vidovic, 2015) as well as not to be
deported back to the country of origin in which they fear persecution or conflict.
One of the reasons they resort to smuggling is that smugglers provide such precious protection
measures and it “constitutes a form of human security” (Sanchez, 2016, p.4), as briefly discussed in
the previous section. For example, Fargues (2015) suggests that smuggling to reach the European
Union has become an alternative to international protection and humanitarian or asylum visa.
Another reason is that smuggling and illegal institutions can assure migrants the right to asylum,
which current European policies risk denying (Morrison, Director, and Crosland, 2000). Carling
(2016), for example, regards smugglers as the agent that bridges the barrier between people with a
well-founded fear of persecution, and provision of asylum and humanitarian protection. Moreover,
Czaika and Hobolth (2016) empirically prove that policies of restrictive asylum and visa practices
lead to an increasing number of irregular stays and entries respectively, and they speculate that it is
because migrants start using smugglers and informal institutions to obtain the right.
Therefore, policies are bound to fail because they produce counter-productive effects by making
migrants more inclined to go for irregular migration.
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(ii) Policies and Smugglers/ Informal Institutions
On the other hand, migration policies also fail because they open up the market for smugglers and
informal institutions (de Haas, 2015; openDemocracy, 2016; Papademetriou, 2015). Smugglers have
been shown to become more active after policy implementation for some reasons. First, some
smugglers consider it a business opportunity and become more involved with irregular migration.
Sanchez (2016) sheds light on its empowerment effect for women in the US-Mexican border.
Smuggling jobs that facilitate irregular migration will be a valid form of labour for ordinary people,
which may help especially women challenge and overcome the inequalities they face such as limited
employment and familial obligations.
Second, some become inclined to help their families or relatives. Although most of the smuggling
narratives on media or political discourse tend to be associated with criminality (van Liempt, 2016) or
be confused with horrendous human trafficking (Carling, 2015b), it has been revealed that it is often
performed through familial and community networks (Herman, 2006, cited in Baird and van Liempt,
2016, p.408). Migrants follow their family or community by using their social capital; and those
communities help new migrants smuggle by using their knowledge and experiences (Castles, 2004).
Moreover, in a broader context, Broders and Engbersen (2007) show that the policy of blocking
labour market access perversely strengthens informal institutions in response to the demand for
illegal housing, work, and false documents. It is because constant demands for unskilled cheap
labour in the developed countries call for these institutions to facilitate migrants through illegal
channels (Castles, 2004).
Therefore, policies are bound to fail because they stimulate smugglers or informal institutions to
become more vigorous and to facilitate irregular migration.

2-5-3.

Counter-Productive Effects

In addition to those policies’ characteristics to encourage migrants and smugglers to be more
engaged in irregular migration, de Haas (2011) further describes four perverse effects of immigration
restrictions in relation to migrants’ agency: (1) Spatial substitution effects, by which migrants avoid
high restrictions and divert to other countries that have fewer restrictive regulations; (2) Categorical
substitution effects, by which migrants reorient other legal or illegal channels, such as from labour
migration to irregular migration. It is often argued that higher restrictions and smaller legal channels
lead to illegal entries or illegal stays; (3) Inter-temporal substitution effects, by which people rush to
migrate before a future tightening of migration regulation. It is said that the long-term effect of
restrictions may be limited because of this substitution effect; (4) Reverse flow substitution effect, by
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which migrants become reluctant to return to their countries of origin for fear that they may not be
able to return to the countries of settlement after the implementation of higher immigration
restrictions in the countries of settlement. Migrants are forced into permanent settlement.
Hence, migration policies are criticised as innately unlikely to be effective across a wide area such as
from the EU perspective.
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Chapter 3. Previous Research on Migration
The previous chapter looked at the background of this study, outlining the situation
surrounding asylum-seekers. This chapter particularly investigates the previous research on
migration that is more relevant to this study. The first section looks at the situation
surrounding the quantitative studies that deal with migration (Section 3-2). The second
section reviews each of those famous previous quantitative research studies and discusses
research gaps (Section 3-2). The third section summarises the research gaps and carries the
momentum to the next chapter (Section 3-3).

3-1.

Situation Surrounding the Quantitative Research

Most of the studies regarding asylum-seekers are qualitative studies. Such methodology, however,
suffers from two difficulties (Jacobsen and Landau, 2003; Thielemann, 2006): survey analysis for the
systematic comparative analysis across countries is too expensive to perform; and, asylum-seekers
might emphasise certain experiences over others, since they know certain answers may affect their
status, which will make the findings less reliable. Therefore, qualitative studies lack some credibility
in their arguments. This paper uses quantitative methods to contribute to filling in such a gap in the
literature or to complementing previous research.
Now, there are some researchers who have quantitatively analysed migration flows. Some of them
have employed variables such as economic conditions, the degree of citizens’ freedom, and distance
between countries, to explain migration patterns. This study refers to these factors as environmental
variables. Some of the others use variables related to migration policies, which this study terms as
policy variables. They employ either the environmental variables and/or the policy variables as their
independent, or explanatory variables, to analyse the migration flows, which constitute the
dependent variable. Nevertheless, compared to the importance and recent focus on the
determinants of migration flows, there is a paucity of quantitative studies. There have mainly been
two empirical approaches to assessing the policies: the first one is to use a binary migration policy
variable to reflect the years when a particular policy change has occurred; and, the second is to
construct composite policy indices to measure the policy restrictiveness (Czaika and de Haas, 2013).
As the aim of this study is to assess the determinants of migration flows over a period of recent years
and to compare cross-country differences, the first approach that only focuses on the policy changes
in each country is not appropriate. What follows is a review of past quantitative studies that are
related to this study and their drawbacks.
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3-2.

Previous Research

Czaika and de Haas (2012) work on the impacts of internal and international relative deprivation in
global migration. They use only the environmental variables such as the share of populations relating
to internal deprivation, global relative deprivation, and bilateral relative deprivation, Human
Development Index, colonial relationship, a stock of migrants from a country of origin to a destination
country, country size, human rights, etc. They find that whereas international and internal relative
deprivations in destination countries may increase migration, reduction in those deprivations does
not necessarily lead to a decline in the volume of migration. Even though the aim of their research is
not to do with immigration policies, policy variables should have been included, as they would have
no small impact on global migration.
Avdan (2012) investigates the feedback mechanisms between migration control policies of different
states, and human trafficking and smuggling. Its policy variables include corruption when enforcing
policies, cost for business, women’s economic and political rights, international treaty effect, global
attacks by country of origin citizens, total trade (to capture visa regimes), and international tourism
receipts as a ratio of GDP (to capture visa restrictions). Environmental variables include GDP,
unemployment, outbound tourism departure, etc. Some of the conclusions are that countries facing
trafficking and smuggling impose stricter policies and those stricter visa policies have deterrent
effects on trafficking and smuggling. Nevertheless, one of the defects of this study is that it does not
measure the policies themselves and it is disputable whether or not the proxies used actually
represent policies. Moreover, as Avdan notes in the end of his study, it lacks time-series data and
therefore can hardly be generalised to the impacts of policies, which will usually become apparent in
the future.
Neumayer (2004) examines the reasons for the attractiveness of Europe for asylum-seekers during
1982-99 by modeling individuals as utility maximizers, who choose the destination country that offers
the best net benefit. The only policy variable used is the recognition rate3 for the destination. Besides,
the implemented environmental variables were, for example, economic attractiveness (GDP per
capita and unemployment rate), colonial ties and shared language, geographical proximity, hostility
towards migrants, etc. He found that GDP per capita is significant and tougher status determination
procedures act as a deterrent. Nevertheless, the coverage of the policy variable is apparently
imperfect in a sense that it does not cover policies themselves but only proxies, and that the political
coverage is too small.

3

The share of the number of asylum-seekers granted Convention refugee status or humanitarian
complementary protection to all the decisions made on asylum applications.
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Thielemann (2006) studies the pull factors for the asylum migration for 20 OECD countries for the
period 1985-1999. He sets the number of asylum applications per capita as a dependent variable. As
explanatory variables, he uses GDP growth, unemployment rate, distance, development aid, and the
stock of foreign nationals for environmental variables; and access, determination procedure,
integration measure for policy variables. Some of the conclusions are that historic, economic and
reputational pull factors have a strong impact; policy measures have been ineffective. Nevertheless,
its drawbacks are that: (1) It does not deal with push factors such as violence; (2) It does not focus
on individual relationships between a country of origin and a destination country such as distance or
colonial relationship; and, (3) Its dependent variable is based on the vague assumption that larger
countries are attractive.
Moore and Shellman (2007) focus on what determines asylum-seekers’ choice to seek refuge in one
country compared to another, and whether refugees are pushed by violence or pulled by other
reasons, over the period of 1964-1995 in all over the world. They use such environmental variables
as violence, democracy, GDP, stock of refugees in a destination country from another country, etc.;
and use a willingness to observe non-refoulement as a policy variable. They find that the effect of
average wages does matter but is mediated by proximity, and refugees prefer to move to
neighbouring countries with colonial ties. It should be noted that their policy variable is inadequate in
that it deals with only one variable of non-refoulement and ignores other possible variables, such as
access to the territory or the welfare that asylum-seekers receive.
Czaika and Hobolth (2016) analyse the categorical substitution effect, the impact of the restrictive
territorial asylum policy and extra-territorial visa policy of a destination state on the number of
migrants residing or entering the country irregularly. They analyse for migration flows from 226
countries of origin to 29 European destination states from 2008 to 2011. In regard to the policy
explanatory variables, they capture policy restrictiveness by using a destination country’s
nationality-specific number of asylum rejections and the number of nationality-specific visa refusals,
assuming that they are the consequence of different asylum policies for different receiving countries
and represent their policy stances. On the other hand, they include such environmental variables as
geographical distance, bilateral migrant stock, GDP per capita, the number of police staff (for the
effectiveness, of detecting irregular migration), the population size of sending countries, etc. They
conclude that asylum rejections raise the number of irregular migrants, and short-stay visa rejections
lead to an increase in irregular border entries. There are three drawbacks of this study: (1) They are
only using the proxies for policy restrictiveness, which therefore hampers them from comparing
policies among countries and from deriving the appropriate policies; (2) The study does not address
the political situations in the sending countries; and, (3) It is limited in the coverage of time period
(only three years).
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Hatton (2004) examines the determinants of asylum applicants to 14 EU countries from three
continents during 1981-99. The dependent variable is the asylum applications per source country
population. The explanatory variables are not much different from the later update (i.e. Hatton, 2009).
The findings here are that the most likely determinant is the deepening of asylum-seeker networks,
and that relative income, EU unemployment rates, and the cumulative stock of applications were
important influences. Later, Hatton (2009) studies the same subject for 1997-2006, whether the
determinants of asylum seeking are due to the tougher policies of destination countries or changes in
the conditions of countries of origin (e.g. intensity of conflict). As for the policy explanatory variables,
he uses three indices: access to territory; processing of applications and the determination of status;
and the welfare of asylum-seekers. As for the environmental explanatory variables, he used seven
indices: index of democracy/autocracy; political rights and civil liberties; political terror; battle deaths
in civil wars; GDP per capita; population; and migrant stock. Some of the conclusions are that the
flow of asylum-seekers to the West is determined by the terror and poverty of the countries of origin,
and that political conditions relating to access to the territory and to the toughness of the refugee
status determination procedure have deterrent effects on the flows. Furthermore, he updated his
study again in 2015 using a similar method (Hatton and Moloney, 2015), with data from 1997 to 2012,
and the conclusion is not much different from his previous studies. Again, there are flaws in his
studies: (1) The policy variables he uses are measured only by whether there were changes in
asylum policies for each country compared to the previous year (which starts at zero in 1997 in all
countries), which means that asylum policies are not directly compared among countries in absolute
values; (2) Although his environmental variables are quite useful, there are some overlaps among
them, which leave some room for improvement; (3) They lack individual relationships between a
country of origin and a destination country, such as colonial links or languages; (4) They only capture
migrant stock in 2000/1 without considering the variations over time; and, (5) The year 2012 is just
before the recent migrant crisis, therefore, his study does not cover the recent phenomenon of the
migrant crisis.
Barthel and Neumayer (2015) study the factors causing the spatial dependence, in which the
behaviour of an asylum-seeker is influenced by the others in asylum migration, among both countries
of origin and destination countries during 1998-2007. As the policy variables, they used Hatton’s
(2009) indices. For the environmental variables, they used such measures as distance, common
language, common colonial experiences, migrant stock, aid dependence, etc. They find that
restrictive policies in destination countries deflect asylum migrants to geographically proximate
countries. Besides, they conclude that the degree of spatial dependence among destination
countries is modest; the degree of spatial dependence among geographically proximate source
countries is substantial. The drawbacks of policy variables are the same as the ones discussed
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earlier. Besides, although it is important to have language or colonial features, it lacks economic
variables or the conditions for conflicts and violence, which have been seen in other studies.

3-3.

Gaps in Previous Research

The previous sections have shown some past empirical research related to this study. From them,
three major gaps can be found. First, it has been shown that environmental explanatory variables are
well studied and have some data available. Nevertheless, policy explanatory variables are still not
quantified correctly, especially when considering a comparison of cross-country differences over a
period of time in “absolute” conditions, not in “relative” conditions by seeing policy changes. Second,
there is paucity in quantitative research that covers both the push and pull factors, comprehending all
the environmental variables, policy variables, and the variables for the individual relationships
between a country of origin and a destination country (e.g. distance, language). Third, most
importantly, there are no empirical studies that cover the current migrant crisis to the best of the
author’s knowledge. Looking at the surge in asylum applications in the last couple of years, research
is critically needed. Current asylum-seekers could be leaving their countries of origin or choosing a
destination country for a different reason compared to the previous migrations. Therefore, this paper
intends to fill in those gaps and contribute to this academic discourse.
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Chapter 4. Methodology and Data
This chapter prepares for the quantitative analysis that is described in the next chapter. The
first section outlines the brief methodology of the analysis using econometrics model
(Section 4-1). The second section introduces the cases that this study deals with (Section
4-2). The next three sections look at the list of variables and the sources for these data
(Section 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5), and the final section presents the summary of those variables in a
few tables (Section 4-6).

4-1.

Econometrics Model

This study employs quantitative analysis based on an econometrics model using a variety of data, as
will be explained in the following sections. First of all, since the data are both across individuals
(countries or country pairs) and over time (year) properties, they have both cross sectional and
time-series dimensions. Therefore, they are captured on the time series cross-section analysis
(TSCS), which is also called the panel data analysis. This TSCS has many advantages over the
traditional methods of comparative research (Podestà, 2002): (1) It solves the small N problem,
which has an imbalance between too many explanatory variables and too few cases; (2) It avoids
from simple cross-sectional or time-series analysis because the variability is insignificant over time or
space; and, (3) It could capture the variation that emerges from both time and space simultaneously.
Second, whereas there are some prominent statistical software packages, such as Stata and SPSS,
for the econometrics models, this study employs Stata. This is mainly because SPSS has a limited
ability to analyze panel data compared to Stata (Park, 2009).
This study uses fixed effects (FE) and random effects (RE), both of which are explained below.
4-4-1.

Fixed Effects (FE) Model

The FE model is used when some time-invariant individual characteristics could affect explanatory
variables or a dependent variable, and when it needs to be controlled (Torres-Reyna, 2007). For
example, being a European country itself (time-invariant individual characteristic) could motivate
asylum-seekers to choose it as a destination country (dependent variable). The FE model removes
such time-invariant factors and enables the analysis of the impacts of variables that vary over time.
Therefore the FE model is specialised in studying the causes of changes within an individual
(Torres-Reyna, 2007). The equation below represents the FE model:
𝑦!"    = 𝛼!    +    𝛽𝓍!"    +    𝑢!"
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where 𝑦!" is the dependent variable for each individual 𝑖 and time 𝑡; 𝛼! is the unknown intercept,
the individual-specific effects, which could be correlated with explanatory variables; 𝓍!" is the
explanatory variable; 𝛽 is the coefficient, or the slope, for the attached explanatory variable; and 𝑢!"
is the error term.
4-4-2.

Random Effects (RE) Model

In contrast, the RE model is used when the variation across individuals is assumed to be
uncorrelated with explanatory variables, and when that difference across individuals is expected to
have some impacts on the dependent variable (Torres-Reyna, 2007). The advantage of this model is
that it can include time-invariant variables (e.g. geographical location or colonial relationships). The
equation below represents the RE model:
𝑦!"    =      𝛽𝓍!"    +   𝛼   +    𝑢!    +    𝜀!"
where 𝑦!" is the dependent variable for each individual 𝑖 and time 𝑡 ; 𝓍!" is the explanatory
variable; 𝛽 is the coefficient, or the slope, for the attached explanatory variable; 𝛼 is the unknown
intercept, the time-invariant variable, which is uncorrelated with explanatory variables; 𝑢! is the
between-individual error term; and 𝜀!" is the within-individual error term.

4-2.

Cases

This study deals with dyads: each case is a set of two countries: the country of origin and the
destination country. The variables include information on the country of origin, the destination
country, and the relationship between the two countries. As for the countries, 24 destination
countries and 48 countries of origin are selected as listed in Appendix 2. Destination countries are
those that are the member states of both the European Union (EU) and the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). In contrast, countries of origin are those that fit
either of the following two criteria: (1) The top seven countries of nationality that migrated into one of
the 24 destination countries in 2014 with more than 100 asylum-seekers; or, (2) Countries of
nationality that migrated into one of the 24 destination countries in 2014 with more than 500
asylum-seekers. It should be noted that although there are 51 countries that fit in these criteria of
countries of origin, “Palestine”, “Stateless”, and “Western Sahara” are eliminated since they have too
few data for the explanatory variables that will be explained in the later sections. The data of the
number of asylum-seekers is based on UNHCR (2016e).
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4-3.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable for the panel data model is the number of asylum applications made by
nationals of a particular country of origin in a particular destination country in a given year. Data for
the years between 2000-2014 are extracted from UNHCR (2016e) and the data for the year 2015 is
supplemented by Eurostat (2016). 4 These are the data originally reported from administrative
sources. The figures only include first instance (FI), first instance and appeal (FA), and new
applications (NA) out of other procedures recorded in the UNHCR (e.g. repeat applications).
The missing information is substituted by zero because it “is reasonable since there were either no
applications or only insignificant number of them” (Barthel and Neumayer, 2015, p.1139). In addition,
to reduce the vagueness, dyads are deleted when they record fewer than 11 applications for 10
years in a row. This has left 859 dyads out of 1152 (=24 48). Furthermore, following Hatton (2009)
and Barthel and Neumayer (2015), the natural log of the asylum applications (on which the value of
one had been added before) is taken as a dependent variable to reduce the skewness of the data.

4-4.
4-4-1.

Explanatory Variables: Environmental Variables
Political Rights and Civil Liberties

The first ones are the indices of political rights (PR) and civil liberties (CL) of the Freedom House
(2016). A country or territory is assigned ratings for PR and CL from one (the greatest degree of
freedom) to seven (the smallest degree of freedom). The scores for PR are based on three broad
questions: electoral process; political pluralism and participation; and functioning of government.
Likewise, the scores for CL are based on three questions: freedom of expression and belief;
associational and organisational rights; rule of law; and personal autonomy and individual rights.
It should be noted here that this study excludes environmental variables for democracy indices of the
Center for Systemic Peace (2016b) and the political terror indices of the Political Terror Scale (2016),
which Hatton (2009) lists in his article. As for the former index, it evaluates the degree of democracy
and autocracy by the presence of institutions and procedures through which citizens can express
opinions on policies, the existence of institutionalised constraints on the exercise of power by the
executive, and the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens. These variables, however, are covered
4

Although Eurostat provides data from 1999 to 2015 and UNHCR provides data from 2000 to October 2015,
this study uses UNHCR for the data between 2000-2014. It is because Eurostat lacks too much data (e.g.
Austria 2008-2013; Greece 2008-10; Hungary 2000, 2001, 2008-12; Switzerland 1999-2007). Nevertheless,
even when the value of zero is substituted in those missing observations of Eurostat, Eurostat’s data 2000-14
and UNHCR’s data 2000-14 shows high correlation of 0.9749. Therefore, this study concludes that Eurostat’s
data is strongly similar to UNHCR’s data and assumes that Eurostat’s data could represent the number of
asylum applications in 2015 instead of using UNHCR’s data, which is not yet available.
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by the indices of PR and CL. On the other hand, as for the latter index, it measures levels of human
rights violations based on a five level coding scheme originally made by the Freedom House, which
includes such measures as the rule of law, imprisonment for non-violent political activity, and torture.
These are also covered by PR and CL. Therefore, this study does not just ignore those variables, but
aims to reduce redundancies by regarding that indices of the Freedom House can be alternatives or
better measures for those variables.
4-4-2.

GDP per capita

The second is the GDP per capita. GDP is usually captured either in “current-price” GDP or
“constant-price” GDP. The former uses prices that are constant across countries but depend on the
current year; the latter uses prices that are constant both across countries and over time (Feenstra,
Inklaar, and Timmer, 2015). Therefore, “constant-price” GDP rather suits this study. The source of
this data is the World Bank’s (2016a) GDP per capita (in constant 2010 US$).5 Although it misses
some data (e.g. Somalia and Syria), some of them are supplemented by the extrapolation from other
years (e.g. the missing data in 2015 is extrapolated based on the given data between 2000-14).
4-4-3.

Violence

Fourth, this study also deals with the degree of violence, which tends to force people to migrate out
of the countries of origin. There are two types of variables to show the violence. The first one is the
major episodes for political violence (MEPV) of the Center for Systemic Peace (2016b). It provides
magnitude scores for the MEPV (each scaling from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest)), such as international
violence/warfare and ethnic violence/warfare. This study uses the score for the total summed
magnitudes of all societal and interstate MEPV. The second one is the number of battle-related
deaths per thousand of the population, provided in the UCDP Battle-related Deaths Dataset
(Uppsala University, 2015), as Hatton (2009) used in his study. It should be noted, however, that this
data is only available up to 2014.
4-4-4.

Migrant Stock

The stock of migrants in the destination countries is also an important variable because migrant
networks of the same nationality may be helpful in settling down or entering the destination country,
and thus has been treated as a variable by many researchers (Barthel and Neumayer, 2015; Czaika
and Hobolth, 2016; Hatton, 2004, 2009; Hatton and Moloney, 2015; Moore and Shellman, 2007;
5

There were also other possible data sources: The first one is the real GDP at chained PPPs (in mil.
2011US$) from Penn World Table (PWT) that provides national accounts data on GDP (Feenstra, Inklaar, and
Timmer, 2015), which misses some data (e.g. data of 2015, data of Afghanistan). The second one is the GDP
per capita, PPP (in constant 2011 international$) from the World Bank (World Bank, 2016b), which also lacks
some data (e.g. Somalia and Syria). Among three possibilities as the source of GDP per capita, “GDP per
capita (in constant 2010 US$)” of the World Bank shows the best significance and beta coefficients, so it was
chosen.
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Thielemann, 2006). The data source is the UNHCR's (2016f) populations of concern: total of
"refugees (including refugee-like situations)", "Asylum-seekers (pending cases)", "Internally
displaced persons (IDPs)", "Returned IDPs", "Stateless persons", and "Others of concern".6
4-4-5.

Common Language and Colonial Ties

Common language and colonial ties are treated as variables in some of the past literature (Barthel
and Neumayer, 2015; Moore and Shellman, 2007; Neumayer, 2004). It is based on the assumption
that the shared language or the shared colonial experiences between the people who seek asylum
and the people who have already formed a migration network in the destination country may
encourage more asylum applications. Data are taken from the GeoDist database made by Mayer
and Zignago (2011). As for the common language, this study focuses not on the official language but
the spoken language, and dyads set a dummy variable7 for a “common language” that is spoken by
at least 9% of the population in both origin and destination countries. As for the colonial ties, this
study lists four dummy variables: whether two countries have ever had a “common colonizer after
1945”; whether they have ever had a “colonial link”; whether they had a “colonial relationship after
1945”; and whether they were/are the “same country”.8
4-4-6.

Contiguousness and Distances

Geographical relationship is also treated as a variable in much past literature (Barthel and Neumayer,
2015; Czaika and Hobolth, 2016; Neumayer, 2004; Thielemann, 2006), which is intuitively
reasonable because asylum-seekers might opt for the closer destination countries, if other conditions
are the same. This measure is also taken from the GeoDist database (Mayer and Zignago, 2011).
This study lists two variables: the first one is the dummy variable whether the two countries are
geographically contiguous, or share a border (“contiguousness”); the other one is the “distance”
between two countries.9 In order to make the outcome comprehensible, this study converts the
distance into interval scales from 1 to 10 (i.e. 1: ~999km; 2: 1000~1999km; 3: 2000~2999km; …; 10:
9000km~).
4-4-7.

Unemployment Rate

The unemployment rate of the destination country is often cited as well (Avdan, 2012; Hatton, 2004,
6

There was also one possible data source: the stock of foreign-born population from a given country of origin
at a given destination country as reported by the OECD (2016b). Between two possibilities for the source of the
stock of migrants, UNHCR’s data shows better significance and beta coefficients, so it was chosen.
7
A dummy variable, or indicator variable, is “an artificial variable created to represent an attribute with two or
more distinct categories/levels” (Skrivanek, 2009). It is used to change the nominal scale into numerical scale
to use in the analysis. This study codes ‘1’ if a dyad shares the attribute (e.g. common language) and ‘0’ if a
dyad does not share the attribute.
8
“Common language”, “common colonizer after 1945”, “colonial link”, “colonial relationship after 1945”, and
“same country” refer to “comlang_ethno”, “comcol”, “colony”, “col45”, and “smctry” respectively as described in
the GeoDist database.
9
“Contiguousness” and “distance” refer to “contig” and “distwces” as described in the GeoDist database.
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2009; Hatton and Moloney, 2015; Thielemann, 2006) since it could be one of the factors
discouraging immigration. This study uses the measure taken from the OECD harmonised
unemployment rate (OECD, 2016a).

4-5.

Explanatory Variables: Policy variables

It has been argued that immigration policies could have some effects on the composition and size of
migration flows and choice of migrants. Since those regulations could mean much to the recipient
countries in that case, migration policies have been brought under the spotlight. Researchers have
therefore tried to compare cross-national migration policies over time and to analyse the effects.
Nevertheless, the bulk of the research used to depend on the qualitative evidence from small size N
studies on a few countries, and it is only recently that the quantitative research on those immigration
policies has begun to accumulate (Beine, et al., 2015). Therefore, there has not been a
comprehensive migration database that allows one to compare asylum policies cross-nationally over
a period of time. Therefore this study uses two databases to complement the deficiency.10
4-5-1.

Determinants of International Migration (DEMIG)

DEMIG records migration flows, policies and visa information from the 1950s. It aims to expand the
policy coverage both geographically and periodically. Especially, DEMIG POLICY data covers more
than 6,500 migration policy changes by 45 countries (DEMIG, 2016). It should be noted, however,
that there is a drawback in using this database: DEMIG POLICY data covers only the policy changes
for each country and does not allow one to compare cross-nationally in “absolute” conditions.

10

There were some other databases related to this topic, but they were not suitable for this study:
– International Migration Policy and Law Analysis (IMPALA) Database: It is a cross-national, cross-institutional,
cross-disciplinary project to compare immigration policies. It captures policies such as illegal immigration
policies and immigration selection policies across 20 OECD countries, and is intended to be used for both
qualitative and quantitative research. Although the concept is good, it is still ongoing and the database is not
published yet. (IMPALA DATABASE, 2016)
– The Immigration Policies in Comparison (IMPIC) project: The aim of the project is to create quantitative
indices to measure immigration policies in all OECD countries and for the time period 1980-2010. This is
intended to give an opportunity to study the causes and effects of immigration policies. Once again, the
concept is good, but it has not come out yet (scheduled to be published in the fall 2016) and it is not suitable for
this study because of the time coverage. (Helbling, 2016)
– Migration Governance Index (MGI): It is a framework for assessing migration governance structures with
focus on five areas: institutional capacity; migrant rights; safe and orderly migration; labour migration
management; and regional and international co-operation and other partnership. The index is intended to be
used for governments to look at how comprehensive their policy is and where the gap is; and it does not
establish comparisons of performances of states. (The Economist Intelligence Unit, 2016)
– Commitment to Development Index: It ranks openness to migration (among other policies e.g. aid, finance,
technology, environment, etc.) for 27 countries. Moreover, sub-components are for general migrants rather
than asylum-seekers, so it is not suitable for this study either. (Center for Global Development, 2015)
– The Asylum Information Database (AIDA) Comparator: Indicators allow comparing the asylum procedures,
reception conditions and detention of asylum-seekers. The only drawback of this comparator is that it does not
enable comparisons over time. (Asylum Information Database, 2016)
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Hatton (2009) groups asylum policies into three conditions (i.e. “Access”–policies relating to access
to territory; “Process”–policies relating to application process and the status determination; and
“Welfare”–policies relating to the welfare of asylum-seekers) with five components of index for each
group (See Appendix 3). Following Hatton’s method, this paper has created the index of policy
changes based on DEMIG POLICY data: the index starts at zero in 1999, and it increases by one for
a significant tightening of policy and decreases by one for a significant loosening (See Table 5 for the
specific scores and Appendix 3 to know how this study deals with scoring). Therefore, the positive
score during the period suggests the policy has changed in a restrictive way; the negative score
suggests the changes in a liberalizing way. For example, restrictive change of the biometric visa
checks introduced at some borders is recorded as 1 for the “Process”; and liberalizing change of the
introduction of the right to work for asylum-seekers is recorded as -1 for the “Welfare”. This
conversion from qualitative data into quantitative scores enables one to compare policies. It should
also be noted that when used as Stata variables, they are lagged by one year because lagged
variables showed better beta coefficient.
4-5-2.

Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX)

MIPEX captures policies to integrate migrants in all EU Member States and some additional
countries, covering 38 countries, and develops 167 Indicators for eight policy areas in order to
measure migrants’ opportunity to be integrated into society. It is supposed to be used to evaluate
and compare receiving governments’ efforts to promote the integration of migrants (Huddleston, et
al., 2015).
In contrast to DEMIG, MIPEX provides quantitative scores that enable comparison cross-nationally
over a period of limited time (2007-2014). For each of the 167 policy indicators, there is a question
related to a specific policy component of one of the eight policy areas. For each answer, there are 3
optional answers and the scale is converted into a 0, 50, 100 scale, where 100% is the top score (i.e.
the highest score for the best integration of migrants). 167 indicators are then aggregated for each of
the eight policy areas and averaged to give the score for each policy area per country. Since two out
of eight policy areas lack scores for some years, this study uses the other six policy areas (See Table
6). DEMIG variables are also lagged by one year in analyses.

4-6.

Summary of Explanatory Variables

The explanatory variables can be summarised in Table 3 to Table 6, with all the values shown as the
mean scores per country per year during the given period. Table 3 and Table 4 show environmental
variables in countries of origin and destination countries respectively by four 4-year periods. Table 5
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shows the DEMIG policy indices in the destination countries by four 4-year periods. Table 6 shows
the MIPEX scores in the destination countries by two 4-year periods (it should be noted that the time
periods are different from the other tables).

Table 3. Mean Scores of Environmental Variables in Countries of Origin
2000-3

2004-7

2008-11

2012-15

[1] Political Rights (scale 1 to 7)

5.03

4.89

4.91

4.81

[2] Civil Liberties (scale 1 to 7)

4.81

4.47

4.56

4.69

[3] GDP per capita (World Bank)

2.17

2.63

2.98

3.15

1.25

1.15

1.15

1.22

4.82

2.60

3.82

13.19

(constant 2010 thousand US$)
[4] Major Episodes of Political Violence
(scale 0 to 10)
[5] Battle-Related Deaths (hundreds)

Note. No data is provided for the Battle-Related Deaths in 2015, thus the mean value during 2012-14 is filled in
the cell of Battle-Related Deaths 2012-15.

Table 4. Mean Scores of Environmental Variables in Destination Countries
2000-3

2004-7

2008-11

2012-15

36.40

39.83

40.30

40.49

[2] Population (millions)

19.27

19.63

19.98

20.21

[3] Migrants Stock (UNHCR) (thousands)

53.33

54.67

55.78

56.46

[4] Unemployment Rate (%)

8.18

7.62

8.63

9.82

[1] GDP per capita (World Bank)
(constant 2010 thousand US$)

Note. No data is provided for the Migrants Stock (UNHCR) in 2015, thus the mean value during 2012-2014 is
filled in the cell of Migrants Stock (UNHCR) 2012-15.

Table 5. Mean Scores of Policy Variables: DEMIG
2000-3

2004-7

2008-11

2012-15

[1] DEMIG Access

0.13

0.24

0.26

0.14

[2] DEMIG Process

0.06

0.05

-0.03

0.02

[3] DEMIG Welfare

-0.29

-0.11

-0.35

-0.13
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Table 6. Mean Scores of Policy Variables: MIPEX
(scale 0 to 100)

2007-2011

2012-2014

[1] MIPEX Labour Market Mobility

57.69

60.91

[2] MIPEX Family Reunion for Foreign Citizens

61.43

61.14

[3] MIPEX Political Participation

48.27

48.53

[4] MIPEX Permanent Residence

62.23

62.49

[5] MIPEX Access to Nationality

46.67

49.74

[6] MIPEX Anti-Discrimination

59.60

61.82

4-7.

Limitations

Having discussed the methodology and the data collections, there are some limitations for this study.
First, the research of this paper focuses on the annual asylum applications from 2000 to 2015. When
some of the required data are missing from the data source, this study either discards them or uses
alternative values (as has been explained in the previous sections). Therefore, although those data
might be supplied in the future, this data filling activity could be considered as a limitation to the
accuracy of this study.
Second, the indicators used to explain migration flows are measured at the country level on an
annual basis and do not comprehend within-country differences or monthly differences in the events
or conditions that drive asylum applications. For example, it does not specifically capture the
tensions among ethnic groups in one country. Thus, this study represents only crude effects of those
conditions or policies.
Third, it should be noted that although the quantitative analysis uses asylum policies as explanatory
variables, policies could not only be exogenous, but also be endogenous in a sense that they could
be formulated according to the number of asylum-seekers. The methodology of this study must be
recognised as a simplification of the reality.
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Chapter 5. Results and Discussions
This chapter presents the results of the quantitative analyses. The first section investigates
the elements that force people out of their countries (Section 5-1). The second section looks
at the variables that people rely on to determine where to apply for their asylums (Section
5-2). The third section further analyses all of the variables, both in countries of origin and
destination countries, in order to see whether push factors or pull factors are dominant in
explaining asylum-seekers’ migration (Section 5-3). Finally, most importantly, this paper
compares between previous migrations and the current migrant crisis (Section 5-4).

5-1.

Forces to Drive Asylum-Seekers Out of Their Countries of Origin

The dependent variable for the analysis is the number of asylum applications (expressed as a logged
value) from a country of origin to a destination country, using 24 destination countries and 48
countries of origin over 16 years (2000-2015).11 The explanatory variables are as listed in Table 3.
Nevertheless, the political rights (PR) in countries of origin are dropped to avoid a high correlation
with the civil liberties (CL) in countries of origin, because the CL shows better significance and beta
coefficients.12,13
Table 7 shows the result of the panel data analysis. The first column shows the analysis of fixed
effects (FE) and the second shows random effects (RE). When looking at the results, it is important
to see FE for the country effects, which are time-variant, as opposed to the dyad identified effects,
which in this study are time-invariant. Therefore, when dealing with country of origin and destination
countries alone, both models are equally appropriate. Nevertheless, FE is more important in this
section because asylum-seekers are affected by the conditions within their countries of origin over a
period of time, and the time-invariant characteristics need to be controlled.
The results show that all of the variables are statistically significant on both FE and RE. Higher
values of the CL, the MEPV, and the log of the number of battle-related deaths and lower values of
the log of origin GDP per capita are associated with higher values of the log of the number of asylum
applications. Additionally, since the rho is the proportion of variation due to the individual specific
term, a large proportion (76% or 74%) is explained by the individual specific term and the rest is due
to idiosyncratic error in this analysis (Katchova, 2013). Besides, it should be noted that even though
the R-squared values are small, it is not so problematic because other variables will be explored
11

The log was chosen to reduce the skewness of the data.
The correlation between the origin CL and the origin PR is 0.8816.
13
This study leaves origin GDP per capita as an explanatory variable. Nevertheless, it should be noted that
relatively large values of uncentered variance inflation factors (VIFs) for origin GDP (65.04) and intercept
(86.65) reveal high collinearity between the two.
12
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further in the later sections.
The results also reveal some characteristics of each push factor. First of all, the results show that
one index increase in the CL raises the number of asylum applications by around 11% in FE (i.e.
1.114   =    𝑒 !.!"# )14. Since the index of the CL stipulates that the larger the value, the less freedom, the
result suggests that people cherish the freedom in their countries and therefore seek asylum if they
cannot acquire the liberty there. Second, the log of GDP per capita produces negative coefficients in
both FE and RE, which confirms a popular saying that asylum-seekers move according to their
economic deficiency (10% decrease in GDP per capita raises asylum applications by around 3% in
FE (i.e. 1.029   =    1.10!.!"# )15). Third, it is not surprising to see that larger degrees of the violence in
the country force people to move out (an index of the MEPV increases asylum applications by
around 6% in FE (i.e. 1.062   =    𝑒 !.!"! )16; 10% increase of the battle-related deaths increases by
around 0.2% in FE (i.e. 1.002   =    1.10!.!"" )17).
Finally, it is also critical to compare the beta coefficients of the explanatory variables. Nevertheless, it
is difficult to compare logged variables with other variables, and especially difficult to derive
conclusion from comparisons between interval scales (CL and MEPV) and ratio scales (GDP and
Deaths). That said, looking at variables of origin GDP per capita and the battle-related deaths, it can
be concluded that, over the period of 2000 to 2015, economic motivations have forced
asylum-seekers to move out of their countries more than the protection needs from the violence.

14
15
16
17

Asylum applications increase by around 10% in RE (i.e.  1.102 =    𝑒 !.!"# ).
Asylum applications increase by around 1% in RE (i.e. 1.012   =    1.10!.!"# ).
Asylum applications increase by around 7% in RE (i.e.  1.074   =    𝑒 !.!"# ).
Asylum applications increase by around 0.2% in RE (i.e. 1.002   =    1.10!.!"# ).
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Table 7. Estimation results: Conditions in Countries of Origin 2000-1418
Model

5-1a: Fixed Effects

5-1b: Random Effects

Explanatory

Coefficient

Standard Error

Coefficient

Standard Error

Origin CL

0.108***

(0.020)

0.097***

(0.019)

Origin Log GDP

-0.302***

(0.048)

-0.127***

(0.039)

Origin MEPV

0.060***

(0.011)

0.071***

(0.010)

Origin Log Death

0.022***

(0.006)

0.024***

(0.006)

_const

5.491***

(0.389)

4.186***

(0.328)

R-squared

0.770

Adj R-squared

0.753

R2-within

0.013

0.012

R2-between

0.001

0.013

R2-overall

0.002

0.013

Rho

0.763

0.741

No of Obs.

12,324

12,324

Variables

Note. No of observation 12,324 is due to some missing information about the origin GDP per capita (N=13,116)
and the battle-related deaths (N=12,885).
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

5-2.

Choice of Destination Countries for Asylum-Seekers

Having analysed the conditions in countries of origin, this section further explores the conditions in
destination countries and conditions in dyads. The dependent variable for the analysis is the same:
the log of the number of asylum applications from a country of origin to a destination country.
Explanatory variables for the conditions in destination countries are as listed in Table 4 to Table 6. In
addition, explanatory variables for the conditions in dyads are “common language”, “common
colonizer after 1945”, “colonial link”, “colonial relationship after 1945”, and “same country” (See
Section 4-4-5); and “contiguousness” and “distance” (See Section 4-4-6). Here, it should be noted

18

Since there is a lack of data for the battle-related deaths for 2015, the analysis is available up to 2014. The
rest of the paper applies the same when explanatory variables include the battle-related deaths.
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that “colonial link” is omitted to avoid a high correlation with “colonial relationship after 1945”

19

because the latter shows better significance and beta coefficients. Moreover, destination GDP is also
omitted because it has too high collinearity with the constant term 20; this study uses only the
unemployment rate as a measure of economic conditions in destination countries, following Hatton
(2009). In addition, variables for the “same colonizer after 1945” and “same country” are dropped
because the numbers of dummy variables showing ‘1’ are too small21.
Since MIPEX covers only the period of 2008-2014, this section prepares two sets of results:
estimation for the conditions in countries of origin between 2000-2014 without MIPEX indices in
explanatory variables (Table 8); and estimation between 2008-2014 with MIPEX indices (Table 9).
Both FE and RE are analysed in both sets of results. It should be noted that when looking at the
results, it is important to see FE for the country effects, which are time-variant, as opposed to the
dyad identified effects, which in this instance are time-invariant. Therefore, when dealing with country
of origin and destination countries alone, both models are equally appropriate; however, the dyadic
variables must be left out of the FE models examined. This is the reason why the first four variables
of the FE models in Table 8 and Table 9 are left out.
In Table 8, looking at both FE and RE, all of the explanatory variables except contiguousness,
DEMIG Access and DEMIG Process are statistically significant. Therefore, it suggests that these
three variables did not much affect the determinants of asylum applications in destination countries
in the period of 2000-2014.
Overall, from Table 8 and Table 9, policy variables are not at all important compared to
environmental variables. It may be that asylum-seekers have given little thought to the policies or
that they do not have information especially in a period when policies may be changing rapidly.
In detail, the results show the characteristics of pull factors. First, from the positive beta coefficients
of “colonial relationship after 1945” and “language” in RE, it can be seen that when people choose a
destination country to seek asylum, they prefer to go for the country that has the same language and
the same colonial relationship (or also the same colonial link, which has high correlation with colonial
relationship). This could be because those destination countries share the same culture, food, and
language with asylum-seekers’ countries of origin, which makes them easier to live in. Second, the
result in RE implies the hindering effect of the distance (one index (1000km) of the distance
19

The correlation between the “colonial link” and the “colonial relationship after 1945” is 0.9096.
The large values of uncentered VIFs for destination GDP per capita (602.90) and intercept (629.64) reveal
too high collinearity between the two (when regressed with a list of variables in Table 8). On the other hand,
however, this study leaves distance and MIPEX indices as explanatory variables although relatively large
values of uncentered VIFs are detected (when regressed within a list of variables in Table 9): intercept (64.50),
MIPEX permanent residence (108.27), and MIPEX family reunion (51.49).
21
The numbers of dummy variables showing ‘1’ for the “same colonizer after 1945” and the “same country” are
64 and 80 respectively (out of 13744 sets of dyads).
20
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decreases asylum applications by around 5% in RE (i.e. 1.051   =    𝑒 !.!"! )). Considering that many
asylum-seekers travel to Europe on land and sea and have to cross borders, or outwit the border
controls, to go further west, the long distance is understandably a barrier. Third, the unemployment
rate also demotivates asylum-seekers to choose the destination country (1% increase in the
unemployment rate decreases the asylum applications by around 2% in RE (i.e. 1.020   =    𝑒 !.!"! )22).
In the sense that asylum-seekers choose destinations where they can economically succeed by
acquiring jobs, it is the similar outcome with the negative coefficient of the origin GDP per capita that
was analysed in the previous section. Fourth, the result also confirms the network effect by seeing
the influence of the log of migrants stock (10% increase in the migrants stock increases the asylum
applications by around 5% in RE (i.e. 1.049   =    1.1!.!"# )23). This could be because the network helps
migrants to smuggle, migrate, or adapt to the life in the destination country.
As for the DEMIG indices, the results show that policies related to Welfare have deterrent effects at
statistically significant levels in both FE and RE as shown in both tables. Conversely, the policies
regarding Access and Process are not statistically significant in Table 8. This finding is different from
previous work; however, the difference may be because this analysis includes the current migrant
crisis, which will be explored in Section 5-4. From this analysis, it seems that asylum-seekers do not
worry about the difficulties in entering the destination country or going through the asylum application
process, but they only care about the access to such measures as employment opportunities and
practices on the detention (as grouped in Welfare policies). It may mean that asylum-seekers have
more control of their choice of destination countries thanks to the smuggling networks or familial and
community networks that help asylum-seekers move to a place where they wish to go.
As for the MIPEX indices in Table 9 in RE, labour market mobility, political participation, and
permanent residence are confirmed to be statistically significant and especially influential compared
to other policy variables. It is understandable because for asylum-seekers to start their new lives,
they must work and have a place to stay. Besides, the coefficient of the family reunion and political
participation indices are negative. The reason is obscure, but it could be assumed that some
countries have kept tightening such immigration policies in reaction to the influx of asylum
applications with no observable effects. For example, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom have
tightened its family reunion policy; Belgium, Hungary, and Netherlands have tightened its political
participation policy. On the other hand, access to nationality and anti-discrimination did not show
much significance. These could mean that asylum-seekers do not care about how comfortable it is to
live in for the long-term, but about whether they can live and survive for the time being.

22
23

Asylum applications decrease by around 2% in FE (i.e. 1.016   =    𝑒 !.!"# ).
Asylum applications increase by around 4% in FE (i.e. 1.041   =    1.1!.!"# ).
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Table 8. Estimation Results: Conditions in Destination Countries 2000-1424
Model

5-2a: Fixed Effects

Explanatory

Coefficient

5-2b: Random Effects
Standard Error

Coefficient

Standard Error

Contiguousness

0.203

(0.260)

Col. Relation.

0.591***

(0.177)

Language

0.465***

(0.142)

Distance

-0.050***

(0.014)

Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.016***

(0.003)

-0.020***

(0.003)

Log Migr. Stock

0.417***

(0.010)

0.510***

(0.008)

DEMIG Access

-0.026

(0.017)

-0.026

(0.017)

DEMIG Process

-0.025

(0.019)

0.030

(0.019)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.037***

(0.006)

-0.039***

(0.006)

_const

2.238***

(0.051)

1.991***

(0.085)

R-squared

0.802

Adj R-squared

0.786

R2-within

0.158

0.158

R2-between

0.753

0.757

R2-overall

0.595

0.601

Rho

0.574

0.426

No of Obs.

11,224

11,224

Note. No of observation 11,224 is due to some missing information about the destination unemployment rate
(N=13,304) and the log of migrants stock (N=11,658).
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

24

Since there is a lack of data for the stock of migrants for 2015, the analysis is available up to 2014. The rest
of the paper applies the same when explanatory variables include the stock of migrants.
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Table 9. Estimation Results: Conditions in Destination Countries 2008-14
Model

5-2c: Fixed Effects

Explanatory

Coefficient

5-2d: Random Effects
Standard Error

Coefficient

Standard Error

Contiguousness

0.196

(0.281)

Col. Relation.

0.385**

(0.195)

Language

0.494***

(0.155)

Distance

-0.083***

(0.015)

Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.039***

(0.005)

-0.030***

(0.004)

Log Migr. Stock

0.432***

(0.016)

0.577***

(0.011)

DEMIG Access

-0.046**

(0.019)

-0.031

(0.019)

DEMIG Process

-0.054**

(0.023)

-0.079***

(0.023)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.028***

(0.008)

-0.035***

(0.008)

MIPEX Labour

0.038***

(0.003)

0.015***

(0.002)

MIPEX Family

-0.018***

(0.004)

-0.010***

(0.003)

MIPEX Political

-0.045***

(0.005)

-0.015***

(0.002)

MIPEX Reside.

0.008

(0.005)

0.016***

(0.004)

MIPEX Nation.

0.019***

(0.003)

0.008***

(0.002)

MIPEX Anti-dis.

-0.008***

(0.003)

0.002

(0.002)

_const

2.476***

(0.447)

0.822***

(0.213)

R-squared

0.885

Adj R-squared

0.864

R2-within

0.188

0.167

R2-between

0.507

0.719

R2-overall

0.461

0.635

Rho

0.758

0.571

No of Obs.

5,565

5,565

Note. No of observation 5,565 is due to some missing information about the destination unemployment rate
(N=13,304), the log of migrants stock (N=11,658), and MIPEX indices (N=6,872).
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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5-3.

Determinants of Asylum Applications

This section includes all the environmental and policy variables that have been shown to be
significant in order to see the overall picture. Table 10 and Table 11 show the results of the panel
data analyses using both FE and RE. Looking at the results, the origin CL, origin GDP per capita,
origin MEPV, and the stock of migrants in destination countries are found to be most influential in
either of the FE models or RE models; colonial relationship, shared language, and distance are also
found to be influential in the RE models.
It can be concluded that the push factors are both people’s economic motivation to earn money
outside owing to the struggling economy in the country of origin and people’s needs for protection
from violence; the pull factors are colonial relationship, language, migrant stock and short distance. It
is also important to note that environmental variables seem more influential than policy variables
during the period of 2000-2014. The relative importance of two push factors and some pull factors
are found to change over the years, as will be explored in the next section.
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Table 10. Estimation Results: Asylum Applications 2000-2014
Model

5-3a: Fixed Effects

5-3b: Random Effects

Explanatory

Coefficient

Standard Error

Coefficient

Standard Error

Origin CL

0.109***

(0.019)

0.029*

(0.015)

Origin Log GDP

-0.912***

(0.047)

-0.363***

(0.029)

Origin MEPV

0.039***

(0.009)

0.066***

(0.009)

Origin Log Death

0.020***

(0.006)

0.010*

(0.006)

Col. Relation.

0.492***

(0.182)

Language

0.464***

(0.142)

Distance

-0.149***

(0.015)

Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.006*

(0.003)

-0.017***

(0.003)

Log Migr. Stock

0.423***

(0.010)

0.503***

(0.008)

DEMIG Access

-0.023

(0.017)

-0.028

(0.017)

DEMIG Process

-0.001

(0.019)

0.019

(0.019)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.037***

(0.006)

-0.036***

(0.006)

_const

8.441***

(0.367)

4.989***

(0.274)

R-squared

0.812

Adj R-squared

0.796

R2-within

0.186

0.169

R2-between

0.342

0.707

R2-overall

0.298

0.570

Rho

0.723

0.432

No of Obs.

10,714

10,714

Note. No of observation 10,714 is due to some missing information about the origin GDP per capita (N=13,116),
the destination unemployment rate (N=13,304), and the log of migrants stock (N=11,658).
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Table 11. Estimation Results: Asylum Applications 2008-2014
Model

5-3c: Fixed Effects

5-3d: Random Effects

Explanatory

Coefficient

Standard Error

Coefficient

Standard Error

Origin CL

-0.086***

(0.028)

-0.103***

(0.020)

Origin Log GDP

-0.593***

(0.047)

-0.169***

(0.037)

Origin MEPV

0.140***

(0.022)

0.094***

(0.015)

Origin Log Death

0.039***

(0.007)

0.037***

(0.007)

Col. Relation.

0.363*

(0.205)

Language

0.548***

(0.157)

Distance

-0.119***

(0.018)

Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.028***

(0.005)

-0.028***

(0.004)

Log Migr. Stock

0.367***

(0.017)

0.538***

(0.012)

DEMIG Access

-0.044**

(0.019)

-0.026

(0.020)

DEMIG Process

-0.059**

(0.023)

-0.082***

(0.023)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.020**

(0.008)

-0.029***

(0.008)

MIPEX Labour

0.042***

(0.003)

0.016***

(0.002)

MIPEX Family

-0.021***

(0.004)

-0.011***

(0.003)

MIPEX Political

-0.045***

(0.005)

-0.015***

(0.002)

MIPEX Reside.

0.005

(0.005)

0.013***

(0.004)

MIPEX Nation.

0.017***

(0.003)

0.008***

(0.002)

MIPEX Anti-dis.

-0.008**

(0.003)

0.003

(0.002)

_const

7.611***

(1.045)

2.830***

(0.400)

R-squared

0.890

Adj R-squared

0.870

R2-within

0.196

0.166

R2-between

0.356

0.706

R2-overall

0.330

0.625

Rho

0.816

0.584

No of Obs.

5,206

5,206

Note. No of observation 5,206 is due to some missing information about the origin GDP per capita (N=13,116),
the destination unemployment rate (N=13,304), the log of migrants stock (N=11,658), and MIPEX indices
(N=6,872).
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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5-4.

Comparisons between Previous Migrations and the Current Migrant Crisis

In addition to the previous three sections, it is worth paying attention to the comparisons between
previous migrations and the current migrant crisis. This is because previous migrations before 2012
have been studied by other researchers, but the current migrant crisis (2013 onwards) has not been
touched by any researchers yet. Table 12 shows the comparison between 2000-12 and 2013-14
excluding MIPEX (which is only available between 2008-14); and Table 13 shows the comparison
between 2008-12 and 2013-14 with MIPEX. Because Table 13 covers only the limited period of time,
this section discusses mainly about Table 12 to explain the previous migrations.
There are especially four remarkable findings. First, according to the FE model, asylum-seekers are
now leaving their countries of origin for a different reason: while the GDP per capita in countries of
origin is statistically significant and strongly negative in previous migrations (-0.962***), it is
statistically insignificant in the current migrant crisis (0.468). Conversely, the beta coefficient of the
MEPV and the battle-related deaths in countries of origin surges in the current migrant crisis
(0.029*** to 0.483*** and 0.008 to 0.078*** respectively). These indicate that asylum-seekers were
leaving their countries for economic reasons in the past, but they are now leaving to escape from the
violence of the conflicts.25
The second finding, according to the FE model, is that the relative effectiveness of policies has also
altered: Although the DEMIG Access index is significant (-0.062**) and Process index is insignificant
(-0.004) during 2000-12, Access becomes insignificant (-0.062) and Process becomes significant
and the beta much higher (0.196**) during 2013-14.26 As for the Access index, it means that policies
relating to access to territory have started to become ineffective these days. It could support the
assumption, which was made in previous sections, that smuggling networks and familial and
community networks have become stronger to outwit the access policies. On the other hand, the
stronger importance of the Process index is reasonable, because asylum-seekers fleeing from
conflicts, rather than asylum-seekers based on economic needs, look for the protection and security
to be integrated in the society through status determination. Nevertheless, the positive coefficient is
somewhat counter-intuitive. The explanation could be that European governments have restricted
asylum application processing in response to the influx of asylum-seekers, and it is not that
asylum-seekers are choosing the destination countries that have stricter application processing.
Therefore, the changes in the coefficients of Access and Process indices suggest that asylum
policies have recently been ineffective in managing the migration flows.
25

It should be noted, however, that the RE model does not show this as starkly as the FE model; yet this is fine
because FE is more important in looking at the conditions within countries of origin over a period of time by
controlling the time-invariant characteristics.
26
The RE model shows the similar result: Access becomes insignificant (-0.079*** to 0.021) and Process
becomes significant (0.022 to 0.190***).
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Third, turning to the RE model in order to review across country variables, asylum-seekers choose
their destination countries for a different reason: Colonial relationship and language become
insignificant (0.515*** to 0.269 and 0.531*** to 0.019 respectively), whereas the stock of migrants
gains higher beta coefficients with statistical significance (0.474*** to 0.775***). The change
suggests that the increase in the stock of migrants has provided the same language and colonial
background with the new migrants and this substitution effect has become more influential than the
historical linkages of language and colonial relationship. There are more effective migrant stocks to
rely on than in the past. Additionally, dependency on the migrants stock suggests the dependency on
familial and community networks, which help migrants enter into the destination country.
Fourth, MIPEX indices in Table 13 back up the assumption that was made earlier that current
asylum-seekers are desperately looking for the immediate needs for protection, without enacting a
strategy for the long-term future. This conclusion is derived from both FE and RE that there is
stronger positive influence of policies on labour market and political participation, and negative
influence of policies on access to nationality (i.e. access to citizenship).
In addition, although the results do not show as striking indications as above findings, there are some
changes in the destination unemployment variable in Table 12. From the RE models, no big
difference is observed (-0.012*** to -0.015**), which suggests that, even in the current migrant crisis,
asylum-seekers have kept on looking for a country that offers more employment opportunity. On the
other hand, the FE models show that the unemployment coefficient gains statistical significance
(-0.003 to 0.125***). It could mean that the increase in the number of asylum-seekers raises
unemployment rate within the destination country, but further research is required to conclude so.
Besides, it should be noted that the coefficients for the CL in countries of origin have changed from
positive to negative in both the FE and RE models. It seems counter-intuitive as it suggests that
current asylum-seekers are pushed by more civil liberties in their countries of origin. Nevertheless,
the original data provided by the Freedom House shows that there are only three countries of origin
that have changed its index in 2013-1427. Therefore, this paper assumes that this analysis of the CL
is not reliable owing to the dearth of data.
Speaking of the past migration flows, some of the results do not coincide with previous research (e.g.
Neumayer, 2004; Thielemann, 2006; Moore and Shellman, 2007; Hatton, 2004, 2009; Hatton and
Moloney, 2015). For example, the analysis of 2000-12 does not show the statistical significance of
the policies on processing. One of the reasons could be the difference in the time coverage, that
previous studies include the years between 1997 and 1999, when there were such major conflicts as
27

The CL index has increased by one for all three countries; Libya, Russian Federation, and Sri Lanka. The
number of asylum-seekers in total have changed 1950à2866, 38514à14853, and 6128à5594 respectively. It
seems that the negative coefficient is strongly influenced solely by the numbers of Russian Federation.
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the Kosovo War. However, another reason could be the difference in the scoring of the policy
variables in this study fail to integrate policies that are not measured in DEMIG. Nevertheless, the
overall findings in this study more or less accord with the previous research: the relative
ineffectiveness of policies and the strong influences of the economic motivations, historical and
colonial linkages, and migrants stock in explaining migration to Europe.
Table 12. Estimation Results: Comparison between 2000-12 and 2013-14
Model

5-4a: 2000-12

5-4b: 2000-12

5-4c: 2013-14

5-4d: 2013-14

Fixed Effects

Random Effects

Fixed Effects

Random Effects

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Origin CL

0.183***

(0.021)

0.089***

(0.017)

-0.207*

(0.120)

-0.241***

(0.030)

Origin Log GDP

-0.962***

(0.052)

-0.334***

(0.032)

0.468

(0.700)

-0.242***

(0.046)

Origin MEPV

0.029***

(0.010)

0.062***

(0.009)

0.483***

(0.105)

0.045*

(0.023)

Origin Log Death

0.008

(0.006)

0.002

(0.006)

0.078***

(0.020)

0.039***

(0.012)

Col. Relation

0.515***

(0.192)

0.269

(0.234)

Language

0.531***

(0.151)

0.019

(0.178)

Distance

-0.139***

(0.016)

-0.136***

(0.020)

Explanatory
Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.003

(0.004)

-0.012***

(0.004)

0.125***

(0.031)

-0.015**

(0.006)

Log Migr. Stock

0.374***

(0.011)

0.474***

(0.009)

0.540***

(0.048)

0.775***

(0.017)

DEMIG Access

-0.062***

(0.017)

-0.079***

(0.018)

-0.062

(0.054)

0.021

(0.047)

DEMIG Process

-0.004

(0.019)

0.022

(0.020)

0.196***

(0.045)

0.190***

(0.043)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.021***

(0.007)

-0.021***

(0.007)

-0.047**

(0.022)

-0.062***

(0.019)

_const

8.704***

(0.416)

4.559***

(0.299)

-3.180

(5.731)

3.873***

(0.453)

R-squared

0.828

0.965

Adj R-squared

0.811

0.927

R2-within

0.164

0.139

0.346

0.272

R2-between

0.258

0.679

0.304

0.743

R2-overall

0.227

0.548

0.292

0.711

Rho

0.773

0.475

0.913

0.733

No of Obs.

9,206

9,206

1,508

1,508

Note. No of observation 9,206 and 1,508 are due to some missing information about the explanatory variables
during the given timeline.
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Table 13. Estimation results: Comparison between 2008-12 and 2013-14
Model

5-4e: 2000-12

5-4f: 2000-12

5-4g: 2013-14

5-4h: 2013-14

Fixed Effects

Random Effects

Fixed Effects

Random Effects

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Coef.

Std.Err.

Origin CL

-0.065*

(0.035)

-0.076***

(0.022)

-0.205*

(0.117)

-0.249***

(0.029)

Origin Log GDP

-0.409***

(0.148)

-0.116***

(0.041)

0.199

(0.704)

-0.230***

(0.044)

Origin MEPV

0.134***

(0.021)

0.105***

(0.016)

0.414***

(0.104)

0.044*

(0.023)

Origin Log Death

0.006

(0.008)

0.017**

(0.008)

0.077***

(0.020)

0.037***

(0.012)

Col. Relation

0.386*

(0.225)

0.276

(0.228)

Language

0.442**

(0.172)

0.221

(0.174)

Distance

-0.098***

(0.020)

-0.137***

(0.020)

Explanatory
Variables

Dest. Unemp.

-0.017

(0.007)

-0.012**

(0.005)

0.115***

(0.033)

0.000

(0.007)

Log Migr. Stock

0.358***

(0.021)

0.532***

(0.014)

0.661***

(0.049)

0.807***

(0.019)

DEMIG Access

-0.024

(0.022)

-0.036*

(0.021)

0.021

(0.060)

-0.055

(0.050)

DEMIG Process

-0.054**

(0.024)

-0.067***

(0.024)

0.165***

(0.044)

0.192***

(0.043)

DEMIG Welfare

-0.009

(0.009)

-0.007

(0.009)

0.005

(0.024)

-0.047**

(0.020)

MIPEX Labour

0.017***

(0.004)

0.003

(0.002)

0.136***

(0.029)

0.014***

(0.003)

MIPEX Family

-0.022***

(0.005)

-0.011***

(0.003)

0.040

(0.026)

-0.008**

(0.004)

MIPEX Political

-0.041***

(0.014)

-0.006**

(0.003)

0.020*

(0.012)

-0.006**

(0.003)

MIPEX Reside.

0.011

(0.008)

0.015***

(0.005)

0.016

(0.056)

0.028***

(0.005)

MIPEX Nation.

0.030***

(0.005)

0.017***

(0.003)

-0.041***

(0.008)

-0.016***

(0.003)

MIPEX Anti-dis.

-0.005

(0.003)

-0.002

(0.002)

-0.069

(0.067)

0.014***

(0.003)

_const

6.279***

(1.423)

2.299***

(0.445)

-8.103

(7.814)

1.627***

(0.504)

R-squared

0.923

0.968

Adj R-squared

0.902

0.932

R2-within

0.145

0.127

0.396

0.295

R2-between

0.405

0.682

0.174

0.774

R2-overall

0.373

0.620

0.168

0.743

Rho

0.848

0.706

0.974

0.726

No of Obs.

3,698

3,698

1,508

1,508

Note. No of observation 3,698 and 1,508 are due to some missing information about the explanatory variables
and the given timeline.
The Stata command employed for both FE and RE is xtreg. R-squared and Adjusted R-squared for FE are
estimated in the “linear regression with a large dummy variable set”, whose Stata command is areg.
Statistically significant at *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

The aim of this study was to fill in the gaps in the previous migration research related to the topic
such as: (1) There are not enough quantitative studies; (2) Policy variables are rarely properly
addressed compared to environmental variables; and most importantly, (3) There has been no
research done on the current migrant crisis. By addressing these gaps, this study has revealed why
asylum-seekers migrate – what makes asylum-seekers move out of their countries or origin and what
determines them choose a particular destination country – and has seen that there are differences
between the current migrant crisis and the past.
First of all, as for the elements to make people leave their countries of origin to seek asylum in
Europe, this study has revealed that the reason is different between the previous migrations and the
current migration flow. Previously, asylum-seekers were mainly pushed out of their countries of origin
because of their weak economies and migrated for economic motivations. Here, the push factor of
economic deficiency is stronger than the push factor of violence. Conversely, these days,
asylum-seekers are mostly pushed by the violence of the conflicts in their countries of origin. It has
also been found that asylum-seekers cherish the civil liberties and political freedom that they have
lost in their own countries.
Second, as for the determinants of asylum-seekers’ choice of a particular destination country, it has
once again revealed the changes in their tastes. In the past, asylum-seekers were looking for a
destination country that shared the same language and colonial relationship historically or the
country that had many migrants who are from the same origin. Presumably, it is because such
destination countries share similar cultures or have lots of assistance, which makes it easier for
asylum-seekers to live in a new society. Recently, however, asylum-seekers lay much weight on the
stock of migrants from the same origin and less weight on the common language or colonial
relationship. This paper has assumed that the stock of migrants undertakes the role of sharing
language and cultures and there are now enough stocks that asylum-seekers are drawn specifically
to them, which obscures the effect of statistical historical linkage of language and colonial
relationship. The dependency on the stock of migrants also implies that current asylum-seekers who
are escaping from the violence and are in desperate needs, place value on the chance that they can
successfully enter into the safe destination country, using smuggling networks or familial and
community networks. As has been suggested by Carling (2015a), the surge in the number of
migrants increases the destination governments’ likelihood to restrict policies, giving asylum-seekers
less chance to reach a safe space away from the violence. Therefore, apparently there is a
confrontation between governments’ restrictive immigration policies and asylum-seekers’ methods of
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entering into the country through smuggling, familial, and community networks.
Finally, immigration policies were shown to be less important and less effective than environmental
variables in explaining the destinations chosen by asylum-seekers. In addition, compared to the
previous migrations, current asylum-seekers worry less about the policies relating to the access to
the territory although showing the preference in the policies relating to the benefit they can find in the
destination country (e.g. employment opportunity, detention practice). These two findings suggest
that asylum-seekers have enough methods to enter the country they want to go to, regardless of the
policies, which could also be such networks as smuggling, family, and community. Moreover, the
study has implied that policies’ restrictiveness regarding the asylum applications is a mere reaction
to the influx of the asylum applications, and they are not working as a barrier to asylum-seekers.
Furthermore, the analyses of the policies to integrate migrants into a new society (i.e. MIPEX
indices) imply that asylum-seekers are now looking for a place where they can meet their immediate
needs for protection and survival, without enacting a strategy for their long-term living. Therefore,
these suggest that governments should place emphasis on how to integrate migrants and how to
meet their immediate needs, rather than waste time on meaningless and harmful rejections of
asylum-seekers, especially because providing such protections to those who are fleeing from the
violence is an international requirement to assure human rights.
Further research is required on three topics touched on in this paper. One is the database for the
quantitative policy indices, which enables researchers to compare asylum policies cross-nationally
over a period of time. Since some good databases are now being developed by some researchers,
applying these data as policy variables to analyse in a similar way to this paper may further enhance
the accuracy of this study. Another topic is the smuggling networks, which only a limited number of
researchers have studied. Articulating their networks and their effectiveness, which interlinks with the
role of the protection of refugees, may be useful in managing the migration flows as well as in
protecting refugees more effectively. Finally, the effect of the increasing number of asylum
applications, as an explanatory variable, on the policy planning, as a dependent variable, also needs
to be studied. This would further enhance the understanding on the migration flows, which in the end
contributes to the orderly and safe movement of people that international governments are aspiring
for.
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Appendices
Appendix 1. List of destination countries for the number of asylum applications in Figure 1.
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Rep., Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and United Kingdom

Appendix 2. List of countries for the qualitative analysis
24 Destination Countries:
Austria, Belgium, Czech Rep., Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, and United Kingdom
48 Countries of Origin:
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Cameroon, Central African Rep., China, Comoros, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Dem. Rep. of the Congo,
Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Georgia, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, India, Iran (Islamic Rep. of), Iraq,
Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Montenegro, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Russian
Federation, Senegal, Serbia and Kosovo (S/RES/1244 (1999)), Somalia, Sri Lanka, Stateless,
Sudan, Syrian Arab Rep., Tajikistan, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Tunisia, Turkey,
and Ukraine

Appendix 3. DEMIG Index
Components of the Index
Components of the three indices “Access”, “Process”, and “Welfare” basically follow that of Hatton
(2009) as listed in the following table:
“Access” – Policies relating to access to territory
Visa

Border Controls

Requirements

Penalties for

Carrier liability

trafficking

Offshore
applications

“Process” – Policies relating to the application processing and the status determination
Definition of a

Manifestly

Speeding up of

refugee

unfounded

processing

Subsidiary status

Appeals

applications
“Welfare” – Policies relating to the welfare of asylum-seekers
Detention

Deportation

Employment

Note. Data source: Hatton (2009)
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Access to

Family

benefits

reunification

Scoring of the Index
The annual score of the index in a particular country is the sum of the scores for each event that took
place in that country. The score for each event is calculated as following:
Score for each event = Level of legislation

Level of policy change

Change in restrictiveness

²

Level of legislation = 1 (“National level policies”); 0.5 (“Bi- or multilateral level policies”)

²

Level of policy change = 1 (“Fine-tuning change” or “Mid-level change” (measures that affect an
entire migrant category); 0.5 (“Minor change” or “Major change” (measures that affect part of a
migrant category))

²

Changes in restrictiveness = 1 (“More restrictive”); 0.5 (“Less restrictive”)
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