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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Do crackdowns by destination countries deter refugees? Much of the
existing literature conﬂates containment measures (forcibly
restricting refugees in their home region or country) and
deterrence policies (discouraging refugees by making the
destination appear less attractive). In addition, empirical studies
have focused almost exclusively on Western countries and
analyzed the eﬀects of acceptance rates or policy reforms on the
number of asylum applications lodged. In contrast, this paper
examines whether rights violations deter asylum-seekers and
refugees by leveraging a global dataset drawn from reports by the
US Committee for Refugees and Immigrants. I ﬁnd that
deportation, detention, and encampment are not associated with
decreases in asylum applications or refugee arrivals, and may
actually be correlated with increases in them in some cases. While
reduced access to the labour market may deter very small numbers
of asylum-seekers and refugees, there are other sound reasons for
destination countries to eschew restrictive employment policies.
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1. Introduction
In justifying the Trump administration’s August 2019 push to expand and prolong family
detention at the US-Mexico border, the acting director of US Citizenship and Immigration Services Ken Cuccinelli said ‘This is a deterrent … by demonstrating to families that
are considering coming to the southern border illegally, that they will be detained … ’
(Stracqualursi 2019). Elsewhere, Denmark has tried to deter refugees by cutting social
beneﬁts, while Sweden has restricted family reuniﬁcations (Gammeltoft-Hansen and
Tan 2017). In Israel, asylum-seekers are detained for up to a year at a detention centre
in the desert (Edwards 2014). Other countries like Egypt and Kenya have avoided inclusive policies for fear of attracting asylum-seekers (Abdelaaty 2021a).
Do such crackdowns on refugees discourage them from heading to potential destination countries? Small-scale qualitative studies suggest that refugee deterrence measures
are ineﬀective because refugees lack detailed knowledge of their destinations’ policies
before undertaking their journeys, but it is not clear to what degree their ﬁndings are generalizeable. Meanwhile, the quantitative literature on refugee deterrence has yielded
mixed results, and is limited by its focus on Western countries (when over four-ﬁfths
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of the world’s refugees reside elsewhere) and its reliance on measures of acceptance rates
or policy indices as proxies for deterrent practices.
In contrast to existing research on deterrence, I analyze a global dataset drawn from
reports by the US Committee for Refugees and Immigrants, which measures the degree
to which refugee groups enjoyed four rights around the world between 2005 and 2009: 1)
refoulement and physical protection; 2) detention and access to courts; 3) freedom of
movement and residence; and 4) right to earn a livelihood. By investigating refugee
rights violations and by expanding its empirical scope worldwide, this paper ﬁlls important gaps in the existing literature.
Brieﬂy, I ﬁnd that the deterrent eﬀect of rights violations depends on the speciﬁc
refugee rights that are infringed upon. Deportation, detention, and encampment are
not associated with a decrease in asylum applications or refugee arrivals, and may actually be correlated with an increase in them in some cases. While reduced access to the
labour market may deter very small numbers of asylum-seekers and refugees, there are
other sound reasons for destination countries to eschew restrictive employment policies
(speciﬁcally, a wealth of research has demonstrated the economic beneﬁts that refugees
can bring to host communities).

2. The deterrence hypothesis
Many scholars use ‘containment’ and ‘deterrence’ interchangeably with regards to refugees, but the two sets of policies operate according to distinct logics (see, for example,
Hassan 2000; Rosina 2019). Whereas containment seeks to forcibly prevent asylum applications or refugee arrivals, deterrence seeks to dissuade them.
When adopted by putative receiving countries, containment measures seek to forcibly
contain individuals in the region or country of origin. Some of these policies physically
block individuals from arriving in the destination country’s territory. Other policies
exclude individuals who arrive from accessing asylum procedures (Vedsted-Hansen
1999). There is a large literature documenting the rise of containment policies in
Western countries starting in the 1980s, including work by Hathaway (1992), Orchard
(2014), and FitzGerald (2019).
Deterrence, in contrast, aims to discourage would-be asylum-seekers.1 Punitive
measures like deportation and detention seek to dissuade arrivals by instilling in individuals a fear of serious harm or mistreatment by the prospective destination country.2
Mandatory encampment, restrictions on entering the work force, denial of social services
and welfare beneﬁts, and limits on family reuniﬁcation are hoped to make destinations
less attractive for potential asylum-seekers. Deterrence measures may be publicised via
information campaigns conducted in origin and transit countries.
Gammeltoft-Hansen and Tan (2017) critique the ‘deterrence paradigm’ as ineﬀective, noting that ‘there is no evidence that it dissuades asylum claims.’ Indeed, deterrent policies are premised on a view of refugees as, in essence, utility maximisers who
weigh the costs and beneﬁts of selecting particular destinations (Barthel and Neumayer 2015; Moore and Shellman 2007). However, interviews have shown that
asylum-seekers lack the detailed knowledge of asylum policies, beneﬁts, and availability of work necessary to make an informed choice (Robinson and Segrott 2002).
Qualitative evidence indicates, rather, that asylum-seekers select their destination
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based primarily on social networks rather than asylum policies or employment prospects (Crawley and Hagen-Zanker 2019; see also Day and White 2002; Gilbert and
Koser 2006; Havinga and Böcker 1999). These studies have greatly increased our
understanding of refugee motivations, but it is diﬃcult to gauge the generalizability
of their ﬁndings.
Single country and comparative studies, focused exclusively on Europe, have yielded
mixed results. Holzer, Schneider, and Widmer (2000) show that deterrence was only partially successful in Switzerland: some asylum policy restrictions reduced applications
from some countries. Vogler and Rotte (2000) ﬁnd that restrictive measures in
Germany reduced the number of asylum-seekers while generous measures increased it,
but their coeﬃcients lacked statistical signiﬁcance in some models. After an extensive
study, Zetter et al. (2003) conclude that the connection between changes in asylum
policy and the number of asylum applications is short-lived, tenuous, and inconsistent
across European countries.
Other quantitative literature on refugee deterrence exhibits similar geographical focus
and inconclusive ﬁndings. Vink and Meijerink (2003) demonstrate a correlation between
recognition rates (the proportion of asylum applications granted) and asylum claims in
Europe using bivariate analysis, but subsequent studies have shown this eﬀect to be substantively small (Keogh 2013; Neumayer 2004; Toshkov 2014; Weber 2018). Thielemann
(2006) constructs an additive index of deterrent policy measures for 20 OECD countries,
that captures safe third country provisions, subsidiary protection status, dispersal
measures, in-kind payment of welfare beneﬁts, and work restrictions. He ﬁnds that the
combined index has a negative eﬀect on asylum applications, but only in the short
term and only for the subsidiary status and work restrictions components. Hatton
(2009) creates a three-part index for leading Western destination countries, and ﬁnds
a negative eﬀect for policies that limit access to territory and those that circumscribe
application processing. In contrast, policies that aﬀect asylum-seekers’ welfare have no
deterrent eﬀect (see also Brekke, Røed, and Schøne 2017).
This empirical literature on refugee deterrence is limited in at least two ways. First, it
has focused almost exclusively on Western countries. Recent scholarship on migrants
and refugees has emphasised the need to shift towards an analysis of Global South
countries (Abdelaaty 2021a; Adamson and Tsourapas 2019). The omission of developing countries from the empirical research on refugee deterrence is troubling: not only
do they too adopt deterrent measures, but they have long hosted the vast majority of the
world’s refugees – about 85% in 2019 (UNHCR 2020). As a result, we know little about
the eﬀects of deterrent policies in those countries and regions where they might have
the greatest impact.
Second, existing studies have used acceptance rates (Neumayer 2004; Toshkov 2014)
or policy indices (Hatton 2009; Thielemann 2006) as proxies for deterrent measures.
However, acceptance rates are more clearly linked to containment than deterrence.3 It
is not likely that asylum-seekers will know the acceptance rate for people of their nationality in the destination country. While anecdotes about accepted and rejected asylumseekers abound, I posit that exact ﬁgures of the percentage admitted rarely percolate
through refugee networks or receive news coverage (indeed, information about grant
or denial rates can sometimes be diﬃcult for researchers to reliably collect). Moreover,
de jure laws and policies on the books often diﬀer from the de facto practices
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implemented on the ground. Where there are implementation gaps, policy indices will
not capture the actual activities states carry out in order to deter refugees.
In the remainder of this paper, I seek to test the ‘deterrence hypothesis’ – that
enacting punitive measures reduces the number of asylum applications and refugee
arrivals – through the use of a global dataset that captures refugee rights violations.4
If proponents of deterrence are correct, then destination states ought to be able to discourage asylum-seekers and refugees from heading towards them. All else equal, a
destination country that treats refugees well ought to receive more asylum applications and refugee arrivals. Speciﬁc rights violations ought to also be associated
with decreases in asylum-seekers and refugees: deportation, detention, encampment,
and work restrictions should each be associated smaller numbers of asylum applications and refugee arrivals.

3. Data and methods
To investigate the relationship between refugee rights violations and deterrence, this
paper uses a unique dataset that combines destination country-year data on refugee treatment with directed dyad-year counts of asylum applications and refugee arrivals. In
addition, the dataset contains relevant destination and origin country characteristics
including economic performance, regime type, and political violence, as well as features
of the directed dyad. This section describes how each variable was measured and outlines
the analytic strategy pursued.

3.1. Outcome measures
The analysis below examines two dependent variables: asylum applications and refugee
arrivals. A refugee is a person ﬂeeing persecution or violence who has been recognised as
such under international law, either by government authorities or the United Nations
Refugee Agency (UNHCR). An asylum-seeker is an individual who asserts that he or
she is a refugee, but whose claim has not yet been deﬁnitively evaluated. In most
states, that individual’s application is screened by a refugee status determination
process, which examines whether their claim is genuine.
The number of asylum applications is commonly used in the literature on deterrence,
but it excludes situations where members of a large-scale inﬂux sidestep the individual
asylum application procedure altogether and are collectively accorded prima facie
refugee status. The number of asylum applications from the origin lodged in the destination country is reported in the ‘UNHCR Statistical Online Population Database’ (UNHCR
n.d.). This dataset also includes a refugee population or stock measure. I computed a
refugee arrivals variable by taking the ﬁrst diﬀerence in stock and truncating at zero.
Figure 1 shows kernel density estimates of asylum applications and refugee arrivals
based on my dataset. Unsurprisingly, most countries receive small numbers of asylumseekers and refugees. Ten countries hosted 62% of the world’s refugees in 2010; 63%
of asylum applications worldwide were ﬁled in just ten countries that same year.5 As a
result the median number of asylum applications is 730 and the median number of
refugee arrivals is 345 per destination country-year.

JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES

5

Figure 1. Kernel density estimates for asylum applications and refugee arrivals.
Note: Epanechnikov kernel function with bandwidth 855.919 for asylum applications and 988.124 for refugee arrivals. This
graph is based on 231 destination country-year observations.

3.2. Explanatory measures
To measure refugee rights, I use data from the World Refugee Survey (USCRI 2009).
Between 2005 and 2009, the US Committee for Refugees and Immigrants (USCRI) – a
non-proﬁt organisation – assigned countries report cards to reﬂect the extent to which
refugee groups enjoyed four rights: 1) refoulement and physical protection; 2) detention
and access to courts; 3) freedom of movement and residence; and 4) right to earn a livelihood.6 Although the World Refugee Survey was published almost every year between
1960 and 2009, the report cards grading these four rights only appeared in 2005. Prior
issues do not contain suﬃcient information to code the four rights for each country.
The USCRI ceased publication of the World Refugee Survey in 2009.
Table 1 provides USCRI’s description of each right and details its grading scheme. I
converted these letter grades into numerical values (A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 1, and F =
0). I also calculated a grade point average (GPA) by taking the average of the four
grades (or, where data on physical protection were missing, three grades) for each
country in each year.7 To ensure that I am capturing the eﬀect of policies on applications
and arrivals (rather than vice versa), the GPA variable as well as the individual rights
measures are lagged by one year in my analysis below.
Figure 2 shows the distribution of explanatory measures in my dataset, though it is
worth noting that there is more variation across destination countries than over time.
The average grade is a C for each of the four rights (physical protection, due process,
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Table 1. USCRI refugee rights report card.
Right
Refoulement/Physical
Protection

Detention/Access to
Courts

Freedom of
Movement and
Residence

Description
Did the country forcibly return refugees or asylum
seekers to their countries of origin or deport
them to third countries that did so? Did the
government allow asylum seekers a
fundamentally fair and eﬃcient process to
determine refugee status? Did the government
return or deport migrants without adequate
screening for refugees? Were refugees in
physical danger?
Did the government detain refugees or asylum
seekers other than for common crimes or lack of
documents? Was detention subject to
independent monitoring and judicial review?
Were refugees or asylum seekers eligible to
receive identity documents attesting to their
right to be in the country? Did refugees have
access to courts to enforce their rights?
Did the government conﬁne refugees or asylum
seekers to camps or segregated settlements?
Could they travel freely throughout the national
territory and reside where they chose? Did
authorities tie aid to encampment? Did refugees
have access to international travel documents
(other than for resettlement or return)?

Grading Scheme
A
B
C
D
F
A
B
C
D
F
A
B
C
D
F

Right to Earn a
Livelihood

Did the government allow refugees or asylum
seekers to work and practice professions legally?
Did refugees enjoy the protection of labour
legislation on par with nationals? Could they
legally engage in business and obtain all
necessary licenses? Could refugees open bank
accounts and acquire, hold title to, and transfer
business premises, farmland, homes, or other
capital assets?

Figure 2. Histograms for refugee rights.
Note: This graph includes 167 destination country-year observations.

A
B
C
D
F

No refoulement; fair asylum system
No refoulement but faulty asylum
system
Some refoulement but not systematic;
governmental harassment & serious
physical risk
Systematic refoulement; governmental
violence against refugees
100 + refoulements; severe
governmental violence
No arbitrary detention; access to courts
and documentation
Little detention
Signiﬁcant detention; faulty access to
courts and documentation
More than 100 arbitrarily detained
More than 200 arbitrarily detained; no
access to courts
No restrictions in policy or practice
Almost no restrictions in policy or
practice
Restrictions in policy but wide
toleration in practice; aid tied to
encampment
Restrictions in policy and practice;
harassment
Severe restrictions in policy and
practice
No restrictions in policy or practice
Almost no restrictions in policy or
practice
Restrictions in policy but wide
toleration in practice
Restrictions in policy and practice;
harassment
Severe restrictions in policy and
practice
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movement, and livelihood), but their exact distributions varies. For example, failing
grades were more common on Physical Protection and Due Process, compared to
Movement and Livelihood. Unsurprisingly, the four rights are positively correlated,
with strong correlations between Physical Protection and Due Process (Pearson’s r =
0.725) on the one hand and Movement and Livelihood (Pearson’s r = 0.699) on the
other.8

3.3. Control variables
Along with refugee treatment, there are other factors that may make certain countries
more attractive to asylum-seekers. Economic conditions in the destination country
may enter into asylum-seekers’ calculus, so I include Per capita GDP (purchasing
power parity, constant 2011 dollars) from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators (WDI), which ranges from $606 to $81,923 (World Bank 2019). My analysis
uses the natural log of this measure, ln GDP per capita. In addition, the destination country’s political system may factor into asylum-seekers’ calculations. Accordingly, Democracy reﬂects the destination country’s Revised Combined Polity score from the Polity IV
Project (Marshall, Gurr, and Jaggers 2019) and ranges from −10 (strongly autocratic) to
10 (strongly democratic).9
Conditions in the origin country shape how many asylum-seekers are generated.
Origin ln GDP per capita was taken from the WDI dataset. GDP per capita in the
origin country ranges from $606 to $119,723. Three variables capture political conditions and human rights violations in the origin country. Origin Democracy is the
Revised Combined Polity score from the Polity IV Project. Origin Political Terror,
takes the average of the Political Terror Scale scores generated from Amnesty International (PTS-A) and State Department (PTS-S) reports (Gibney et al. 2019). This
variable ranges from 1 (rare) to 5 (thorough). In addition, Origin Genocide is the
scaled annual number of deaths from genocide/politicide in the origin country,
according to the Political Instability Task Force (PITF) State Failure Problem Set
(Marshall, Gurr, and Harﬀ 2010). Two variables also reﬂect stability in the origin
country. Origin Civil War indicates whether a country experienced an internal
conﬂict, and Origin Interstate War indicates whether it experienced an interstate
conﬂict, according to the UNDP/PRIO Armed Conﬂict dataset (Gleditsch et al.
2002; Pettersson, Högbladh, and Öberg 2019).
Finally, four variables capture features of the origin-destination dyad that may shape the
number of arrivals. Previous research has shown that migration networks shape destination
choice, so I include the lagged number of refugees from the origin country that reside in the
destination country. The Refugee Stockt-1 variable is taken from the UNHCR Population Statistics Database and ranges from 0 to 2,034,416. I also control for ln Distance between sending
and receiving countries by taking the natural log of kilometres between their capitals, from
the CEPII Distances dataset (CEPII n.d.). Common Language, also from the CEPII Distances
dataset, is a dummy variable indicating whether a language is spoken by at least 9% of the
population in both the origin and destination countries. Finally, Colonial Tie indicates
whether the origin country was previously ruled by the destination country, according to
the Issue Correlates of War (ICOW) Colonial History Dataset (Hensel 2018).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics.
Variable
Asylum Applications
Refugee Arrivals
Refugee Rights GPA t-1
Refugee Physical Protection
Refugee Due Process t-1
Refugee Movement t-1
Refugee Livelihood t-1
ln GDP pc
Democracy
Origin ln GDP pc
Origin Democracy
Origin Political Terror
Origin Genocide
Origin Civil War
Origin Interstate War
Refugee Stock t-1
ln Distance
Common Language
Colonial Tie

t-1

Obs

Mean

Std Dev

Min

Max

35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842
35842

46.163
103.640
1.827
1.779
1.795
1.905
1.831
8.570
2.005
9.073
3.901
2.592
0.019
0.156
0.001
817.944
8.641
0.162
0.009

1365.346
6302.926
1.025
1.361
1.351
1.289
1.218
1.206
5.530
1.249
6.225
1.060
0.224
0.363
0.037
21203.490
0.726
0.368
0.092

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6.407
−10
6.407
−10
1
0
0
0
0
2.349
0
0

149453
990432
4
4
4
4
4
11.314
10
11.693
10
5
3.5
1
1
2034416
9.892
1
1

3.4. Analytic strategy
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for all variables used in my analyses. The unit of
observation is the directed dyad-year (an example of a directed dyad-year is Sudan-toEgypt in 2006). My analytic sample includes data for 10,006 directed dyads between
the years 2006 and 2010, for a total of 35,842 directed dyad-year observations.10
Somalia and Syria were excluded from the sample of destination countries because
they lacked GDP per capita data. In addition, no European destination countries are
included in the analysis because the USCRI assigned a single letter grade to the entirety
of the European Union. As a result, it is not possible to capture variation in the treatment
of refugees by individual European countries. Table A1 in the Appendix lists the destination countries included in my sample.
A count-data model is most appropriate, since the dependent variables (number of
asylum applications and number of refugee arrivals from origin to destination) are
counts. Tests indicate the presence of signiﬁcant overdispersion in the data, i.e. the conditional variance exceeds the conditional mean (Cameron and Trivedi 2005). In addition,
the dependent variables have a high proportion of zeros (86% of observations for asylum
applications and 94% for refugee arrivals). For these reasons, I use zero-inﬂated binomial
models. A zero-inﬂated binomial regression combines two models: a probit inﬂation
model predicts ‘certain zero’ directed dyad-years, and a negative binomial count
model predicts the counts for directed dyad-years with nonzero observations. In each
model, I report robust standard errors clustered on the origin country, to account for
the fact that observations within origin countries are not independent.

4. Results
In Table 3, I present coeﬃcient estimates and cluster-robust standard errors. Model 1
investigates the relationship between Asylum Applications and the composite refugee
rights measure (Refugee Rights GPAt-1). Model 2 models the eﬀect on Asylum
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Table 3. Zero-inﬂated negative binomial regression for number of asylum applications and refugee
arrivals.
DV: Asylum Applications
(1)

(2)

DV: Refugee Arrivals
(3)

(4)

Negative Binomial (count)
0.034
(0.091)

Refugee Rights GPA t-1
Refugee Physical Protection

t-1

Refugee Due Process t-1
Refugee Movement t-1
Refugee Livelihood t-1
ln GDPpc

0.808***
(0.138)
0.227***
(0.025)
−0.380***
(0.112)
−0.002
(0.023)
0.914***
(0.110)
−0.300***
(0.095)
−0.100
(0.241)
2.011***
(0.360)
2.14×10−5
(1.39×10−5)
−1.822***
(0.191)
0.176
(0.203)
−0.241
(0.494)
10.638***
(1.512)

Democracy
Origin ln GDPpc
Origin Democracy
Origin Political Terror
Origin Genocide
Origin Civil War
Origin Interstate War
Refugee Stock t-1
ln Distance
Common Language
Colonial Tie
Constant

−0.187***
(0.054)
−0.033
(0.098)
−0.219***
(0.071)
0.582***
(0.076)
0.753***
(0.145)
0.177***
(0.022)
−0.371***
(0.108)
0.001
(0.022)
0.917***
(0.106)
−0.223**
(0.108)
−0.136
(0.232)
2.060***
(0.367)
1.76×10−5
(1.20×10−5)
−1.892***
(0.186)
0.049
(0.199)
−0.152
(0.540)
11.460***
(1.544)

0.456***
(0.145)

1.460***
(0.261)
0.125*
(0.074)
−0.603***
(0.192)
−0.011
(0.035)
0.982***
(0.184)
−0.711***
(0.167)
0.384
(0.458)
0.846
(0.541)
1.34×10−4**
(6.41×10−5)
−2.312***
(0.281)
0.071
(0.355)
−0.825
(0.674)
9.411***
(3.470)

−0.291**
(0.141)
0.106
(0.201)
−0.014
(0.130)
1.076***
(0.153)
1.058***
(0.269)
0.070
(0.056)
−0.433***
(0.146)
−0.023
(0.035)
1.092***
(0.161)
−0.680**
(0.270)
0.618
(0.404)
0.497
(0.534)
8.76×10−5
(5.38×10−5)
−2.640***
(0.301)
−0.103
(0.347)
0.002
(0.859)
12.965***
(3.688)

Probit (inﬂation)
0.040
(0.027)

Refugee Rights GPA t-1
Refugee Physical Protection

t-1

Refugee Due Process t-1
Refugee Movement t-1
Refugee Livelihood t-1
ln GDPpc
Democracy
Origin ln GDPpc
Origin Democracy

−0.284***
(0.037)
−0.032***
(0.005)
0.210***
(0.041)
0.014**
(0.007)

−0.029
(0.024)
0.166***
(0.026)
−0.036
(0.022)
−0.064**
(0.030)
−0.243***
(0.036)
−0.032***
(0.005)
0.220***
(0.042)
0.015**
(0.007)

−0.011
(0.038)

−0.075
(0.058)
−0.024**
(0.010)
0.136**
(0.055)
0.029***
(0.009)

0.022
(0.037)
0.073
(0.046)
−0.021
(0.033)
−0.046
(0.039)
−0.089
(0.056)
−0.025***
(0.009)
0.167***
(0.053)
0.028***
(0.009)
(Continued)
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Table 3. Continued.
DV: Asylum Applications
(1)

(2)

−0.115*
−0.119*
(0.060)
(0.061)
Origin Genocide
−0.197***
−0.201***
(0.062)
(0.068)
Origin Civil War
−0.209*
−0.218*
(0.111)
(0.115)
Origin Interstate War
−0.331***
−0.332***
(0.094)
(0.096)
−1.058***
−1.008***
Refugee Stock t-1
(0.150)
(0.148)
ln Distance
0.180***
0.188***
(0.043)
(0.044)
Common Language
−0.375***
−0.398***
(0.065)
(0.068)
Colonial Tie
−0.993***
−1.019***
(0.252)
(0.248)
Constant
0.740
0.264
(0.585)
(0.600)
Dispersion parameter
1.628***
1.598***
(0.043)
(0.043)
N
35842
35842
Zeroes
30907
30907
Log pseudolikelihood
−30036.882
−29845.633
AIC
60127.763
59755.265
BIC
60356.909
60026.845
Note: Robust standard errors, clustered on the origin country, are in parentheses.
Origin Political Terror

DV: Refugee Arrivals
(3)

(4)

−0.016
0.000
(0.064)
(0.064)
−0.409***
−0.391***
(0.087)
(0.119)
−0.263*
−0.238
(0.152)
(0.148)
−0.103
−0.086
(0.117)
(0.121)
−1.138***
−1.073***
(0.140)
(0.132)
0.069
0.041
(0.055)
(0.053)
−0.374***
−0.388***
(0.091)
(0.091)
−1.005***
−0.865***
(0.322)
(0.299)
0.509
0.480
(0.773)
(0.758)
2.675***
2.608***
(0.074)
(0.062)
35842
35842
33553
33553
−15531.338
−15389.817
31114.676
30843.633
31335.335
31115.213
*p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.

Applications of the four individual refugee rights measures (Refugee Physical
Protectiont-1, Refugee Due Processt-1, Refugee Movementt-1, and Refugee Livelihoodt-1).
Models 3 and 4 perform similar analyses for the Refugee Arrivals dependent variable.
The discussion below focuses on the interpretation of results for directed dyad-years
that are not in the ‘certain zero’ group (i.e. the results of the count model rather than
the inﬂation model).
Since coeﬃcients estimates from zero-inﬂated binomial models are not straightforward
to interpret, Figure 3 graphs the marginal eﬀects at the mean (MEMs) of each of the
independent variables. The MEM gives the change in the expected number of Asylum
Applications and Refugee Arrivals when the independent variable increases by one unit.
The coeﬃcient for the composite refugee rights measure is positive and statistically
signiﬁcant (p < .01) in Model 3. A one point increase in Refugee Rights GPAt-1 raises
Refugee Arrivals by 0.567 individuals. However, the coeﬃcient is not statistically signiﬁcant in Model 1. This result provides mixed support for the deterrence hypothesis.
In contrast, the Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 coeﬃcient is negative and statistically
signiﬁcant in both Models 2 and 4 (p < .01 and p < .05, respectively). A one point
improvement in Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 decreases Asylum Applications by 0.615
and Refugee Arrivals by 0.271. This ﬁnding contradicts the deterrence hypothesis.
The coeﬃcient for Refugee Due Processt-1 is not statistically signiﬁcant in Models 2 and
4. Meanwhile, Refugee Movementt-1 is negative and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .01) in
Model 2, but not statistically signiﬁcant in Model 4. In Model 2, a one point increase
in Refugee Movementt-1, reduces Asylum Applications by 0.719. Once again, these
ﬁndings contradict the deterrence hypothesis.
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Figure 3. Marginal eﬀects of independent variables on asylum applications and refugee arrivals.
Note: Marginal eﬀects evaluated at the sample means of the independent variables. Error bars represent 95% conﬁdence
intervals. Capped spikes represent 90% conﬁdence intervals.

With regards to Refugee Livelihoodt-1, the coeﬃcient is positive and statistically
signiﬁcant (p < .01) in both Models 2 and 4. This result is consistent with the
deterrence hypothesis, though with small substantive eﬀects. A one point increase in
Refugee Livelihoodt-1 raises Asylum Applications by 1.912 and Refugee Arrivals by 1.002.
Figure 4 underscores the substantive eﬀects of rights violations on asylum applications
and refugee arrivals. Increasing a destination country’s score from an F to an A reduces
directed-dyad asylum applications by 2.415 and refugee arrivals by 1.073 for Refugee
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Figure 4. Predictive margins for asylum applications and refugee arrivals.
Note: Marginal eﬀects evaluated at the sample means of the independent variables. Shaded areas represent 95% conﬁdence intervals.

Physical Protection, and lowers asylum applications by 2.909 for Refugee Movement. On
the other hand, raising a destination country’s score from an F to an A increases directeddyad asylum applications by 10.479 and refugee arrivals by 9.480 for Refugee Livelihood.
The results for the control variables are worth noting as well. The coeﬃcient for ln
GDP per capita is positive and statistically signiﬁcant in all models (p < .01), indicating
that economic performance in the destination country is associated with increased
numbers of asylum applications and refugee arrivals. Meanwhile, the coeﬃcient
estimate for Democracy is statistically signiﬁcant in Models 1 and 2 (p < .01) and in
Model 3 (p < .1), suggesting that democratic governance in the destination country is
related to an increase in asylum applications but not refugee arrivals.
The variable Origin ln GDP per capita has a negative and statistically signiﬁcant
coeﬃcient in all models (p < .01), and the Origin Political Terror coeﬃcient is positive
and statistically signiﬁcant in all models (p < .01). The estimated coeﬃcient for Origin
Genocide is negative, though its level of statistical signiﬁcance varies (p < .01 in Models
1 and 3, p < .05 in Models 2 and 4). Origin Interstate War has a positive and statistically
signiﬁcant eﬀect (p < .01), but only in the models dealing with Asylum Applications
(Models 1 and 2). The coeﬃcients for Origin Democracy and Origin Civil War do
not reach statistical signiﬁcance. In short, poverty and political terror in the origin
country are associated with larger numbers of asylum-seekers and refugees, while interstate war is associated with larger numbers of asylum-seekers only. Puzzlingly, fewer
deaths from genocide are correlated with greater numbers of asylum applications
and refugee arrivals.
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With regards to the dyadic variables, Common Language and Colonial Tie are not statistically signiﬁcant, while Refugee Stockt-1 is positive and statistically signiﬁcant in only
Model 3 at p < .05. Only ln Distance performs as expected, with a negative and statistically
signiﬁcant coeﬃcient in all models (p < .01). It stands to reason that the greater the distance between destination and origin country, the smaller the number of asylum applications and refugee arrivals.
4.1. Robustness checks
Spatial dependence among destination countries will occur if refugee rights violations in
one country have the eﬀect of deﬂecting asylum-seekers and refugees to nearby destinations. Barthel and Neumayer (2015) ﬁnd evidence of spillover eﬀects in a study of nineteen Western destination countries, but conclude that the degree of spatial dependence is
substantively small.11 As a robustness check, I adopted their method of constructing
spatial lag variables which capture the dependent variable (either Asylum Applications
or Refugee Arrivals) for all other destination countries in that year multiplied by a weighting matrix, where the weighting matrix consists of each destination country’s Refugee
Rights GPAt-1 multiplied by the inverse distance squared. Including these spatial lag variables did not change the sign or statistical signiﬁcance of the key results reported above,
and diﬀerences in size were fairly modest. The coeﬃcients on the spatial lag variables
themselves had unexpected positive signs and were only statistically signiﬁcant for
Refugee Arrivals, but not for Asylum Applications (the regression results for this and
all other robustness checks described in this section are available in the Online
Supplement). To further account for ‘multilateral resistance to migration’ (Bertoli and
Moraga 2013), I also implement ordinary least squares (OLS) and Poisson pseudomaximum likelihood (PPML) estimation with origin-year dummies as described below.12
Desperate individuals may have no choice but to cross the nearest border, but they will
likely have some choice over venturing further and might weigh their likely reception in
alternative destinations. Since destination countries that do not directly border origin
countries may be better able to deter asylum-seekers and refugees, I limited the
sample to noncontiguous dyads using data from the Correlates of War (COW) Direct
Contiguity dataset (Stinnett et al. 2002) as a robustness check. In the models for
asylum applications, the coeﬃcients for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 and Refugee Due Processt-1 were negative and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .1, and p < .01, respectively), while
the coeﬃcient for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 was not statistically signiﬁcant in this
subsample for noncontiguous dyads. The central explanatory variables were otherwise
similar to those reported above. These results suggest that even those asylum-seekers
and refugees considering distant destination countries are largely not ‘deterrable.’
Diagnostic plots suggested that dyads where a large number of refugees from the
origin country have been residing in the destination country for an extended period
(like Afghanistan–Pakistan, Eritrea-Sudan, and Iraq-Jordan) were outliers. Using information from UNHCR (2019), I coded all protracted refugee situations during the period
2006–2010 and excluded those observations from the sample as a robustness check.
Excluding these directed dyads-years reduced the number of observations to 35,749,
but otherwise changed just one result: the coeﬃcient for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1
was not statistically signiﬁcant for refugee arrivals in this subsample.
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It is conceivable that the results are driven by the skewness of the distributions of
asylum applications and refugee arrivals towards zero. Accordingly, I estimated negative
binomial models for subsamples in which applications and arrivals were equal to or
greater than 100. The results remain unchanged for Refugee Due Processt-1 in the
asylum applications and the refugee arrivals models, and for Refugee Physical
Protectiont-1 for the refugee arrivals model. Many coeﬃcients are not statistically signiﬁcant, however, including Refugee Physical Protectiont-1, Refugee Movementt-1, and Refugee
Livelihoodt-1 for asylum applications, as well as Refugee Rights GPAt-1 and Refugee Livelihoodt-1 for refugee arrivals. Refugee Rights GPAt-1 is negative and statistically signiﬁcant
(p < .05) for asylum applications, while Refugee Movementt-1 is positive and statistically
signiﬁcant (p < .05) for refugee arrivals in this subsample.
Alternative operationalizations for the control variables also left many results largely
unchanged. Measuring democracy in the destination and origin countries using the sum
of Freedom House (2019) political rights and civil liberties scores, instead of Polity
scores, resulted in a negative and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .05) coeﬃcient for
Refugee Rights GPAt-1 for asylum applications. When the Liberal Democracy index
from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset (Coppedge et al. 2020; Pemstein
et al. 2020) was used instead, the coeﬃcient for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 was negative
and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .01), while the coeﬃcient for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 was not statistically signiﬁcant, for asylum applications. Coding Origin Genocide
as the incidence of genocide/politicide, rather than the number of deaths, yielded
results similar to those reported above. Replacing Refugee Stockt-1 with the lagged
refugee population per capita yielded results similar to those reported in the main
models above. When that variable is replaced by lagged interpolated Migrant Stock (as
a percentage of the population) from the WDI dataset, the coeﬃcient for Refugee
Rights GPAt-1 is positive and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .01) and the coeﬃcient for
Refugee Movementt-1 is not statistically signiﬁcant for asylum applications. Finally, replacing ln Distance with a contiguity dummy led to a non-statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient
on Refugee Rights GPAt-1 for refugee arrivals.
To investigate whether the ﬁndings might be shaped by omitted variable bias, I added
additional control variables to the regressions. First, I added the destination country’s
refugee recognition rate as reported in the UNHCR Statistical Online Population Database to the Asylum Applications models. This variable reﬂects the proportion of asylum
applications from the origin country approved under the terms of the 1951 Refugee Convention, lagged by one year.13 The number of observations went down to 4,713, but the
results remained very similar and were unchanged when total recognition rates, which
include individuals accorded complementary protection rather than Convention
refugee status, were used instead.14
I also coded a dichotomous variable indicating whether the destination country had
ratiﬁed the 1951 Refugee Convention and/or its 1967 Protocol. Including this variable
changed the coeﬃcients for Refugee Rights GPAt-1: this became negative and statistically
signiﬁcant (p < .01) for asylum applications and non-signiﬁcant for refugee arrivals.
Adding a variable for Origin’s Regime Transition from the Polity dataset left ﬁndings
for the key explanatory variables largely unchanged, as did adding a variable for
Origin’s Violent Dissent capturing the frequency of riots and guerilla attacks from the
Cross-National Time-Series (CNTS) Data Archive (Banks 2010). Controlling for
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dyadic alliance between the destination and origin countries, from the Alliance Treaty
Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) dataset (Leeds et al. 2002), also yielded similar
results to those reported above. Adding a dummy for the presence of transborder
ethnic kin (Vogt et al. 2015) in the destination and origin countries resulted in a positive
and statistically signiﬁcant (p < .01) coeﬃcient for Refugee Due Processt-1 for refugee
arrivals.
A ﬁnal set of robustness checks involved alternative functional forms. Using ordinary
least squares (OLS) regression with the natural log of the dependent variables yielded a
positive and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 (p < .01) and a
negative and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for Refugee Due Processt-1 (p < .1) for
asylum applications.15 Introducing region ﬁxed eﬀects resulted in negative and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcients for Refugee Due Processt-1 (p < .01) for both asylum applications and refugee arrivals, while Refugee Rights GPAt-1 was non-signiﬁcant for
refugee arrivals. Including origin country-year ﬁxed eﬀects results in a positive and
statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 (p < .01) and a negative
and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for Refugee Due Processt-1 (p < .1) for asylum applications, and a positive and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for for Refugee Due Processt-1
(p < .01) for refugee arrivals. Using origin country-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects in the
asylum applications models results in a positive and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient
for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 (p < .05), a negative and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient for Refugee Due Processt-1 (p < .01), and coeﬃcients that are not statistically signiﬁcant for Refugee Movementt-1 and Refugee Livelihoodt-1. For the refugee arrivals models,
using origin country-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects results in negative and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcients for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 (p < .1) and Refugee Livelihoodt-1 (p
< .01), as well as a coeﬃcient that is not statistically signiﬁcant for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1. It is worth recalling, however, that OLS models are not appropriate for count
data particularly in the presence of overdispersion and excess zeros. Using Poisson
pseudo-maximum likelihood (PPML) estimation with origin-year ﬁxed eﬀects results
in coeﬃcients that are not statistically signiﬁcant for Refugee Physical Protectiont-1 and
Refugee Livelihoodt-1 for asylum applications, and for Refugee Rights GPAt-1 and
Refugee Livelihoodt-1 for refugee arrivals.16
To sum up, many of the results reported above are robust across these 84 separate
models, a summary of which is provided in Table A2 in the Appendix. Refugee Physical
Protectiont-1 has a negative and statistically signiﬁcant coeﬃcient with only some exceptions: it is negative but non-signiﬁcant in the model for asylum applications in noncontiguous dyads, in the model for asylum applications at or above a threshold of 100,
in the model for asylum applications with liberal democracy indices, in the model for
refugee arrivals that excludes protracted refugee situations; it is positive but non-signiﬁcant in the PPML model for asylum applications; it is positive and statistically signiﬁcant
for asylum applications and negative and non-statistically signiﬁcant for refugee arrivals
in the models with origin-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects. Refugee Due Processt-1 is not statistically signiﬁcant in most models, but is negative and statistically signiﬁcant for asylum
applications in six models (non-contiguous subsample, OLS, and the OLS models with
ﬁxed eﬀects) and for refugee arrivals in one model (region ﬁxed eﬀects); it is positive
and statistically signiﬁcant for refugee arrivals in two models (controlling for transborder
ethnic kin, and origin-year ﬁxed eﬀects). Refugee Movementt-1 is negative and statistically
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signiﬁcant in all asylum applications models but four (it is negative but non-signiﬁcant
where a ≥100 threshold is used and where lagged migrant stock replaces Refugee Stockt-1,
and it is positive and non-signiﬁcant where origin-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects are used); it
is not statistically signiﬁcant across all refugee arrivals models except for one (thresholds
at 100 arrivals). Refugee Livelihoodt-1 is positive and statistically signiﬁcant across most of
the robustness checks models: it is non-signiﬁcant in the threshold models for asylum
applications and refugee arrivals, in the origin-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects OLS for
asylum applications, and in the PPML models for asylum applications and refugee arrivals; Refugee Livelihoodt-1 is negative and non-signiﬁcant in the origin-year and dyad
ﬁxed eﬀects OLS for refugee arrivals. The cumulative measure Refugee Rights GPAt-1
was least robust, with coeﬃcients that were negative and statistically signiﬁcant in
some models for asylum applications (non-contiguous subsample, threshold 100,
Freedom House scores, liberal democracy indices, and treaty membership control), positive and statistically signiﬁcant in other asylum applications models (lagged migrant
stock, OLS, and origin-year ﬁxed eﬀects), no statistical signiﬁcance in some refugee arrivals models (threshold model, contiguity control, treaty membership control, region
ﬁxed eﬀects, and PPML), and a negative and statistically signiﬁcant eﬀect for one
refugee arrival model (origin-year and dyad ﬁxed eﬀects). Overall, these results lend
scant support to the deterrence hypothesis.

5. Discussion
Better overall treatment of refugees appears to be associated with a small increase in
refugee arrivals, and not at all with changes in the number of asylum applications. Otherwise, the relationship between rights violations and deterrence varies, both by the particular right examined as well as by the group targeted for deterrence.
Many of the ﬁndings described above contradict the deterrence hypothesis. Deportations and other threats to physical safety do not appear to be association with a reduction
in the numbers of people seeking asylum or refuge. This ﬁnding underscores the widespread intuition in the literature that destination countries cannot (and should not)
attempt to dissuade individuals who are desperate for protection. Indeed, forcible
returns are actually associated with small increases in asylum applications and refugee
arrivals. It is possible that individuals are returning to the destination country following
their deportation, or that large-scale refoulement is contributing to worsening conditions
in the country of origin.17 This is only speculation, of course. Data on returns after deportation and/or the consequences of deportation for the origin country are needed to
examine this possibility.
Arbitrary detentions appear to have no association with the numbers of people ﬁling
asylum applications or arriving as refugees. This ﬁnding is especially signiﬁcant given the
widespread use of mandatory detention around the world. For example, Australia has
long had a mandatory detention policy for asylum-seekers arriving by boat. More
recently, European countries (like Greece, Macedonia, Malta, and Hungary) have
begun to systematically detain asylum-seekers (Gammeltoft-Hansen and Tan 2017).
However, anecdotal evidence suggests that detention is not an eﬀective deterrent (see,
for example, Briskman 2008). The analysis above indicates that these detention policies
may not, in fact, deter applications or arrivals.
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Encampment also does not appear to be correlated with a reduction in the number of
asylum applications or refugee arrivals. In 2004, the US Committee for Refugees and
Immigrants estimated that nearly two-thirds of the world’s refugees had been conﬁned
to camps or segregated settlements for ten years or more (USCRI 2004). Far from discouraging asylum-seekers, the analysis above indicates that encampment is associated
with a moderate increase in asylum applications. Indeed, it is possible that asylumseekers will perceive the existence of camps as a sign that they will be welcomed and
protected.
In line with the deterrence hypothesis, expanded access to the labour market is associated with small increases in the number of asylum-seekers and refugees.18 Even though
the ability to work may attract asylum-seekers and refugees, it is worth emphasising that
the associated increase in asylum applications and refugee arrivals is nearly trivial. Moreover, it is plausible that this ﬁnding results from ‘deﬂection eﬀects,’ whereby restrictive
policies lead asylum-seekers and refugees to choose irregularity over oﬃcial asylum procedures or formal refugee status (Czaika and Hobolth 2016). Either way, there are sound
reasons why destination countries ought to allow access to the labour market. There is a
wealth of evidence from around the world that demonstrates the self-suﬃciency of refugees and the net economic beneﬁt that they bring to their host communities (see, for
example, Betts et al. 2016; D’Albis, Boubtane, and Coulibaly 2018).
Economic conditions in the destination country are also related to the number of
asylum-seekers and refugees, while political conditions appear to be correlated with
asylum applications more so than refugee arrivals. Consistent with previous studies,
poverty and political terror in the origin country are associated with larger numbers of
asylum-seekers and refugees. Interstate war is also associated with larger numbers of
asylum-seekers. However, democratic governance and civil conﬂict in the origin
country do not appear to be associated with directed-dyad asylum applications and
refugee arrivals, while deaths from genocide seem to be correlated with reduced
numbers of asylum-seekers and refugees. Greater distance between the destination and
origin country was associated with fewer asylum-seekers and refugees, but refugee networks, common language, and colonial ties had no or inconsistent eﬀects.

6. Conclusion
Political ﬁgures around the world have justiﬁed their harsh treatment of asylum-seekers
and refugees by pointing to the need to discourage asylum-seekers and refugee arrivals.
Deterrence measures – like deportation, detention, encampment, and work restrictions –
seek to dissuade putative asylum-seekers by making the destination less attractive. Deterrence is therefore conceptually distinct from containment, which aims to forcibly contain
refugees in their home countries or regions.
Does refugee deterrence work? Much depends on the speciﬁc refugee rights that are
infringed upon. Deportation, detention, and encampment do not appear to be
eﬀective deterrents. It stands to reason that individuals ﬂeeing for their lives will not
be discouraged, not even by the risk of forcible return. While work restrictions may
have a very modest deterrent eﬀect, we cannot be sure that this ﬁnding is not driven
by a ‘deﬂection eﬀect’ with asylum-seekers and refugees going underground in response
to restrictive policies. The quantitative results in this paper do not just corroborate the
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ﬁndings of qualitative research on asylum-seekers in Europe, they crucially extend the
analysis worldwide.
‘We already have the toughest mandatory detention regime in the Western developed
world,’ said Australia’s Immigration Minister in 2010, ‘yet people still come to Australia’
(Owen and Barrass 2010). The results in this paper suggest that ‘deterrent’ measures may
even backﬁre in some circumstances, generating more asylum applications and refugee
arrivals. Why, then, do destination countries pursue deterrence? Even if it does not
reduce the number of asylum-seekers and refugees, deterrence may nonetheless appeal
to electorates and allows governments to signal that they are dealing with the ‘refugee
crisis’ of the day (Hassan 2000).
It is important to note that statistical data on refugees and asylum-seekers are rarely
entirely accurate (see Annex I to UNHCR 1993). Aside from conceptual disagreements
over the term ‘refugee,’ accurate enumeration is particularly diﬃcult during emergency
situations and when the presence of refugees is politically controversial. It can be diﬃcult
to keep track of individuals who move back and forth across borders, in and out of
camps, and between urban and rural areas, or who may register more than once. Governments, pressure groups, and other actors may also have incentives to exaggerate or
undercount these populations. These problems are not (and likely cannot be) fully
addressed by any dataset, but this paper follows other studies of deterrence in relying
on UNHCR data.
Of course, existing measures of refugee rights are limited. The dataset used in this
paper only covers the years 2005-2009 and therefore cannot speak to more recent developments. While the dataset does not capture more recent population movements associated with the Syrian civil war for example, it nonetheless covers previous crises and
ongoing situations such as the large-scale inﬂux of Iraqis into Syria and Jordan and
the longstanding population of Afghanistan refugees residing in Pakistan and Iran. To
be sure, recent years have witnessed major shifts in refugee politics worldwide – such
as the 2015 European refugee ‘crisis,’ the rise of right-wing populist parties, and the adoption of the Global Compact on Refugees – which may alter the likelihood that states will
adopt deterrent strategies. However, and importantly, it is unclear that these events have
changed the fundamental ways in which refugee deterrence works (or does not work).
Future scholarship may beneﬁt from the development of a more comprehensive rating
of refugee rights across a range of indicators and a greater number of countries and years.
For example, it would be useful to measure the degree to which refugees are permitted
access to social services like public health and education around the world. Since a
single host government may treat diﬀerent refugee groups in distinct ways, it is also
worthwhile to develop refugee rights scores that are disaggregated by groups within a
country. In addition, careful case study work will be able to determine the precise
relationship between deterrence and speciﬁc refugee rights in particular national or
sub-national contexts. The study of refugee deterrence can only beneﬁt from an emphasis
on state practice and an expanded geographical focus beyond Western countries.

Notes
1. Governments may also implement measures to encourage asylum-seekers to leave the
country, once they have arrived. Hassan (2000).
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2. Of course, containment measures can also have a deterrent eﬀects. For example, a putative
asylum-seeker’s choice of destination may be shaped by concerns about their application
being rejected. For an extended discussion of this point, see Kent, Norman, and Tennis (2020).
3. Low acceptance rates may reﬂect policies that restrict access to asylum procedures through,
for example, narrow interpretations of the 1951 Refugee Convention, time limits for submitting applications, accelerated procedures and the exclusion of ‘manifestly unfounded’ applications, limiting appeals, the designation of ‘safe’ countries of origin, and granting
temporary or subsidiary protection. Vedsted-Hansen (1999).
4. The question of how asylum-seeker attributes, or perceptions of their ‘deservingness,’ may
shape their treatment in host countries has been studied elsewhere and lies beyond the scope
of this paper. Brader, Valentino, and Suhay (2008), Hainmueller and Hangartner (2013),
Meidert and Rapp (2019).
5. In 2010, the top refugee hosting countries were Pakistan, Iran, Syria, Germany, Jordan,
Kenya, Chad, China, the US, and the UK. The top destinations for asylum-seekers were
South Africa, the US, France, Germany, Sweden, Ecuador, Malaysia, Canada, the UK, and
Belgium. UNHCR (2011).
6. In countries exhibiting diﬀerences in rights across refugee groups, USCRI rates that country
based on the treatment of the least-favored refugee group.
7. A similar calculation is conducted in my recent study that uses these data. Abdelaaty
(2021b).
8. An examination of variance inﬂation factors indicates that the models presented below do
not suﬀer from multicollinearity, however.
9. This variable is positively correlated with Physical Protection, Due Process, and Movement,
and negatively correlated with Livelihood; however, none of these correlations are strong. As
noted in fn. 8, the models reported in the paper do not appear to suﬀer from
multicollinearity.
10. There are 64 unique destination countries and 158 unique origin countries.
11. On the use of a cross-nested model to capture substitution between destinations, see Beine,
Bierlaire, and Docquier (2021).
12. The inclusion of origin-year dummies to control for multilateral resistance to migration is
adapted from Ortega and Peri (2013).
13. More precisely, UNHCR calculates the recognition rate as the number of decisions recognising asylum claims in any one year, relative to the number of claims decided upon. The analysis
here is restricted only to those directed dyad-years in which there was some positive number
of applications. As a result, it may exclude cases where the destination was so unattractive to
asylum-seekers such that none applied to that country. Processing times may also shape destination choice, as shown by Bertoli, Brücker, and Fernández-Huertas Moraga (2020).
14. It is worth noting that recognition rates are weakly correlated with the refugee rights variables. For example, Refugee Rights GPA has a Pearson’s r of 0.122 with the refugee recognition rate and 0.092 with the total recognition rate.
15. To avoid dropping observations with a zero value, I added one to Asylum Applications and
Refugee Arrivals before taking the natural log.
16. For more on the estimation of gravity models for international migration, see Beine, Bertoli,
and Fernández-Huertas Moraga (2016).
17. On the relationship between refugee returns and violence, see Schwartz (2019).
18. In his analysis of asylum applications in European countries, Thielemann (2006) similarly
ﬁnds that work restrictions have a negative and statistically signiﬁcant eﬀect, while other
deterrent measures (like safe third country provisions, restrictions on freedom of movement, and prevention of cash payments) do not have a statistically signiﬁcant eﬀect.
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Appendix

Table A1. List of destination countries in analytic sample.
Algeria
Angola
Australia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Benin
Botswana
Brazil
Burundi
Cameroon
Canada
Central African Republic
Chad
China
Colombia
Congo
Costa Rica
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Ecuador
Egypt
Ethiopia
Gabon

Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
India
Iran
Iraq
Israel
Ivory Coast
Jordan
Kenya
Kuwait
Lebanon
Liberia
Libya
Malawi
Malaysia
Mali
Mauritania
Namibia
Nepal
Niger
Pakistan

Panama
Papua New Guinea
Russia
Rwanda
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Sudan
Tanzania
Thailand
Turkey
Uganda
United States of America
Uzbekistan
Venezuela
Vietnam
Yemen
Zambia
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DV: Asylum Applications
Main models
Spatial lag
Non-contig. subsample
Non-protracted subsample
Apps/Arrivals ≥100
Freedom House scores
V-Dem liberal democracy
Genocide incidence
Refugee stock pc t-1
Migrant stock
Contiguity control
Recognition rate control
Treaty control
Regime transition control
Violent dissent control
Alliance control
TEK control
OLS
Region FEs
Origin-Year FEs
Origin-Year & Dyad FEs
PPML with FEs

DV: Refugee Arrivals

Rights GPA

Physical Protection

Due Process

Movement

Livelihood

Rights GPA

Physical Protection

Due Process

Movement

Livelihood

+
+
-*
–
-**
-**
-***
+
+
+***
+
–
-***
–
+
+
+
+***
–
+***
–
–

-***
-***
–
-**
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-***
–
-***
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-**
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-***
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-***
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-***
-***
-***
-***
+**
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–
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-***
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+
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-***
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–
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Note: Shaded cells indicate coeﬃcients that were substantially diﬀerent from those reported in the main models above. The dependent variable in the OLS, Region ﬁxed eﬀects, Origin ﬁxed
eﬀects, and Origin-year ﬁxed eﬀects models is the natural log of asylum applications or refugee arrivals. The PPML model includes destination-origin, destination, and origin-year ﬁxed eﬀects.
Full results can be found in the Online Supplement. *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p < .01.
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Table A2. Summary of robustness checks.

