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Abstract

Visa regimes were key global mechanisms of the COVID-19 pandemic governance. Many nationals,
both from the Global South and North, were subject to the several visa regulations during the
pandemic. Whilst nationals of the Global North could regain their visa-free travel rights in the further
phases, the others are still entrapped in the visa regimes, just like the pre-pandemic period. Con-
sidering visa’s global importance for border regulations in the (post-) pandemic period, what has
changed for mobility rights of the visa applicants? This study examines changes in mobility rights for
visa applicants during and after the pandemic, focusing on Schengen visa regime from March 2020 to
June 2023. Our argument is twofold: first, the EU temporarily but substantially changed visa policies in
the name securing the public health and free movement in(to) the Schengen area. However, these
policies for securing mobility also created administrative gray zones that include new travel re-
strictions, confusions as well as strategic spaces for accessing to the mobility rights. Second, ongoing
visa issuance practices and application process problems since the pandemic reveal a regression in the
mobility rights lasting in the (post-)pandemic period. Hence, this article offers a more nuanced
account of mobility rights by shedding light on the Schengen visa regime which will continue to play
substantial roles in the EU’s border management system in the post-pandemic period.
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Introduction

From waiting lines in supermarkets and social distancing in the streets to health screenings at gyms
and airports, borders were hardened everywhere in the world during the COVID-19 pandemic
(Aradau & Tazzioli, 2021). Interestingly, borders became “everything” of the solutions for con-
temporary issues, ranging from governing the pandemic to stopping irregularized migration (Paasi
etal., 2022, p. 3). Although border policies showed significant variations (Piccoli et al., 2023), travel
restrictions topped the global agenda in 2020 (UN Tourism, 2021).

COVID-19 pandemic policies for mobile subjects and their effects in the (post-) pandemic
period remain an important research topic due to their implications for the evolution of border
surveillance regimes (Koinova et al., 2023). Accordingly, several critical studies have analyzed
the policies, practices, and consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic (Fassin, 2020; Shindo et al.,
2023). These studies have revealed uneven governance strategies and their effects on different
nationals, residents, and refugees during and after the pandemic in terms of shifting governance
rationales (Tazzioli & Stierl, 2021), tools of governance (Alemanno & Bialasiewicz, 2021; Hakli,
2021), and differentiated governance of subjects (Aradau & Tazzioli, 2021). Thus, they have
illustrated how accesses to the mobility and public health rights were politically articulated with
each other during the pandemic.

Against this backdrop, it is safe to argue that visa regimes were key mechanisms of the COVID-19
pandemic governance. In fact, for many nationals of the Global South countries, visa regimes were
already restricting their mobility rights (Mau et al., 2015; van Houtum, 2010). In sharp contrast, many
nationals of the Global North countries could enjoy high number of visa-free travel opportunities
before the pandemic. However, a preliminary analysis of Piccoli et al. (2023) reveals that visa-free
travel opportunities for some Global North countries, like Germany, also decreased substantially in the
early months of the pandemic in 2020. Hence, bordering the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus through
passport and visa regimes became a genuinely global phenomenon during the pandemic. Never-
theless, while some passport holders could “recoupled” their mobility rights and enjoy visa-free travel,
especially after the post-vaccination period (Shindo et al., 2023, p. 6), many others continue to face
visa regimes in the (post-)pandemic period. Then, if their visa-free travel rights were not coupled, it is
important to address whether the COVID-19 period represented a change for the mobility rights of
these visa subjects. Indeed, considering the centrality of visa regimes in the (post-)COVID-19 world,
it is crucial to explore not only whether individuals can visit countries with or without visa but also
introduced visa policies, permeability of the visas’ paper borders, and complexities of the visa
application procedures.

From these vantage points, we focus on the Schengen visa regime as a key international border
strategy to understand the changes in mobility rights in terms of policies, practices, and experiences.
Our argument is twofold. First, the EU’s COVID-19 policies, introduced in the name of public
health and securing the free movement of persons in the Schengen area, created administrative gray
zones for visa applicants between 2020 and 2022. While these administrative gray zones affected
access to mobility rights by creating additional restrictions and confusions (Vijay & Fletcher, 2021),
Schengen visa applicants and Schengen states could negotiate mobility rights with the EU bodies as
well. We identify these contestations in relation to two policies: changing visa applicant categories
and temporarily introduced public health mechanisms. Second, we highlight visa issuance practices
and visa application process problems as complementary aspects of Schengen visa policies during
the COVID-19 pandemic. We argue that the fluctuating visa application volume, high visa rejection
rates, and ongoing visa application process problems indicate a decline in the mobility rights of
Schengen visa applicants compared to the pre-pandemic period. Thus, these two arguments offer
a more nuanced account of the changes in mobility rights and contribute to critical discussions on
the (post-)COVID-19 world.
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Visas, Borders and Mobility Rights

Modern states govern who can enter and exit their borders through passports and visas by possessing
“monopoly over legitimate means of movement” (Torpey, 2018, p.2). Typically, while passports
define border subjects as citizens, visa systems define non-citizens as residents, tourists, business-
people, or so-called irregularized or undocumented subjects in cross-border settings. In this frame,
visas are border mechanisms that selectively mobilize and immobilize travelers (Bigo & Guild, 2005).
What is noteworthy in the case of visas is that visa applicants often experience these “paper borders”
(van Houtum & Bueno Lacy, 2020, p. 709) or “walls” (Ozdemir & Ayata, 2018, p. 183) in their home
country rather than at the actual legal border lines through consular processes. Accordingly, visa
regimes are remote border control mechanisms of modern states (Zolberg, 2003).

In his study on the EU’s external border regime in the context of visas, van Houtum (2010) argues
that borders contain three interlinked processes: “bordering” as a process of making a given land an
exclusive territory; “ordering” as a process of purification of this bordered space and “othering” as
a systematic differentiation process between subject categories like natives/foreigners. In this
framework, states use visa regimes to draw borders between populations as either visa-requiring or
non-visa-requiring. Based on this categorization, states operationalize selective border control
practices over some, but not all foreigners through visas, based on their political, economic, and social
boundaries. In other words, visas materialize states’ external borders by classifying and governing
who can be included and excluded through “bordering, ordering, and othering” (van Houtum, 2010;
van Houtum & van Naerssen, 2002). Thus, passports and visas have a substantial impact on in-
ternational affairs, including visa diplomacy (Stringer, 2004), economic dynamics, such as trade and
tourism (Song et al., 2012), as well as on the everyday lives of travelers as partners, migrants, or
researchers (Dixit, 2021; Souiah, 2019; Turner, 2020). In other words, visas amalgamate what we call
the international, political, and social.

Broadly, visa systems operate at the international and individual levels (Salter, 2006). At the
international level, visa regimes divide nationalities into different categories, including visa-free
nationalities, short-term visa-requiring nationalities, airport transit visa-requiring nationalities, and
travelers eligible for e-visas. From bilateral relations and economic interests to the perceived security
risks, multiple factors play role in this categorization (Finotelli & Sciortino, 2013). After this
nationality-based visa categorization, visa-required passport-holders must police themselves through
documentation processes at the individual level (Salter, 2006). While sharing a travel itinerary is
enough for some passport holders, this documentation process can be quite intrusive, necessitating the
collection of biographical data about applicants’ past (e.g., their previous credit records), present (e.g.,
family ties in their home country or vaccination “passports’/certificates) and future (e.g., binding job
contracts). By operating at the international and individual levels, visas materialize territorial and
social boundaries.

Therefore, passport holders are not uniformly subject to this confession process inherent in visa
regimes (Salter, 2006) because contemporary passport regime hierarchically categorizes subjects and
treats them unequally (Harpaz, 2021). Thus, visa regimes, especially those in the Global North (like
Schengen visa regime) can mirror global inequalities by selectively distributing mobility rights across
nations and individuals (Dixit, 2021; Mau, 2010; Mau et al., 2015; van Houtum & van Uden, 2022).
Mau et al. (2015) portray this division between the Global North and the Global South with regard to
visa-free travel as the “global mobility divide,” specifically referring to the exclusion of the Global
South from the free mobility regime through visas. In this regard, being an underprivileged passport-
holder means being subject to the intersection of citizenship-based inequalities (e.g., power of
passports) with social dynamics (e.g., possessing the required amount of money in a bank account,
marital status, or job security) in the home country. While fortunate individuals in terms of citizenship,
class, and social status can visit many Global North countries without many mobility hurdles, the
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mobility of some passport holders or illegalized migrants can be structurally pushed back via visa
issuance practices, including rejections (Scheel, 2019). Thus, the structural inequalities of global-
citizenship regimes and social boundaries intersect in contemporary mobility regimes (Altan-Olcay &
Balta, 2020; Harpaz, 2021; Mau et al., 2015; Scheel, 2019).

This unequal mobility rights landscape is especially the case in the Schengen visa regime, which
often privileges nationals of Global North countries and imposes visa requirements on many Global
South countries, primarily Africa and Asia. Hence, many critical approaches to the Schengen visa
have revealed the discriminatory effects of European paper-made walls (Hobolth, 2014). For example,
van Houtum (2010) highlights that the Schengen visa regime constitutes a sort of “apartheid” by
classifying some states as “positive,” that is, those whose nationals can freely enter the Schengen
Area, and some as “negative,” that is, those whose residents need visas for entry. These exclusionary
practices of Schengen’s paper borders constitute a potentially deadly and vicious cycle in which
illegalized migrants are forced to choose risky routes toward Europe because of limited access to
mobility rights through visas (van Houtum & Bueno Lacy, 2020). Accordingly, the Schengen visa
constitutes a less visible border, dividing the globe into two categories: people who are included and
excluded in the Schengen area (Bigo & Guild, 2005).

In addition to the border control and structural inequalities, travel documents are also integral to the
public health mechanisms. Historical evidence show that travel documents can be used in epide-
miological crises such as plague and cholera (Salter, 2003). For example, Frowd (2014) argues the
critical role of visas while discussing the mobility restrictions of people living with AIDS in the USA
between 1987 and 2010. In short, documents play a “vital” role in modern international politics by
materializing public health policy projections. Overtly or covertly, the use of passports and visas can
become related to the health governance practices of states.

Importantly, McQuade and Neocleous (2020) argued that the COVID-19 pandemic represents
a historical continuation of medical policing through surveillance and public health, which has always
been related to the reproduction and protection of the so-called public order. In analyzing relationships
among power, mobility rights inequalities, and public health governance in the context of the COVID-
19 pandemic, scholars have addressed contemporary transformation of the state (Sahin, 2023); elite-
level policy strategies (Oztig, 2022; Zahariadis et al., 2020); formations of surveillance tools such as
vaccine certificates (Alemanno & Bialasiewicz, 2021; Hakli, 2021); confinement structures such as
citizenship, gender, and borders (Shindo et al., 2023); political rationalities of control such as
hygienic-sanitary bordering; securitization through humanitarianism; and riskification of migrant
categories (Aradau & Tazzioli, 2021; Koinova et al., 2023; Tazzioli & Stierl, 2021).

Equally important, Altan—Olcay and Balta revealed the relationship between unequal access to
public health and mobility control techniques (Shindo et al., 2023). Koinova et al. (2023) discussed
how risk discourse reinforced the already-existing securitization of migration. A number of studies
revealed the intricate relations between humanitarianism and securitization in relation to the public
health measurements (Aradau & Tazzioli, 2021; Tazzioli & Stierl, 2021). Moreover, Piccoli et al.
(2023) indicate that these uneven effects can be observed also for the nationals of Global North,
depending on the comparison criteria. In their preliminary analysis, they argue that “international
travel restrictions had a greater effect on passport-holders from the Global North because their pre-
pandemic mobility rights were far more extensive than those of passport-holders from the Global
South” (Piccoli et al., 2023, p. 514). Considering that nationals of Global North countries usually
enjoy more visa-free travel (Mau et al., 2015), the COVID-19 pandemic was also a substantial change
for many of these nationals with powerful and privileged passports, that is, passports enabling a high
number of visa-free travel opportunities. In other words, the COVID-19 pandemic had multiple
consequences also including “equalizing” effects, though almost at the bottom (see Figure 1). Hence,
these studies address policies over bodies, urban spaces, and territories, and shedding light on the
unevenly affected individuals due to COVID-19 pandemic regulations.
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Figure |. The decline in visa-free travel for various countries between March and May 2020. Source: Piccoli
et al. (2023, p. 515).

Drawing on a more comprehensive mobility rights conception, we aim to contribute to these
critical discussions. Typically, mobility rights are assessed with reference to the number of visa-free
travel opportunities of passport holders in the context of short-term mobilities. Despite the importance
and popularity of visa-free travel as a quantifiable indication of mobility rights, this binary con-
ceptualization of the term may overlook practical obstacles to accessing to the mobility rights, caused
by variations across visa policies, practices, and experiences. Access to the mobility rights is
a continuum rather than a binary variable of the number of visa-free travel opportunities (Mau, 2010).
Relying on this continuum-based framework, our definition of mobility rights encompasses not only
the number of visa-free travel opportunities, but also visa policies, issuance practices, and application
processes that shape access to the mobility opportunities. Accordingly, our mobility rights notion
includes visa-free travel rights opportunities of passport holder, what kind of visa policies that the
traveler face, to what extent borders are permeable for the applicants, and how smooth one can arrange
visa application procedures.

Materials and Method

We examine Schengen visa policies, practices, and experiences between March 2020 and June 2023.
The COVID-19 pandemic regulations were officially in effect between March 2020 and August 2022,
with significant practical variations taking place in the EU member states. To cover the ongoing
changes after the pandemic, we extend our research scope till June 2023 with the available open-
access data.

The Schengen visa facilitates international mobility rights into the Schengen area for up to 90 days
in 180 day-period. Accordingly, we excluded long-term mobility and unregularized migration to the
Schengen area when assessing access to mobility rights. We consider the Schengen visa system an
important entry point for a dynamic understanding of mobility rights analysis during the COVID-19
pandemic because of its unequal structure, vital position, and sui generis modus operandi within the
global mobility regime. First, the Schengen visa regime relies on a very selective structure that often
disincentivizes mobility from the Global South with reference to the so-called risk factors, such as
irregularized migration and the lower class (Bigo & Guild, 2005; van Houtum, 2010). As Figure 2
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indicates with reference to countries in maroon and red colors that are subject to the Schengen visa
system, the system predominantly targets Global South countries (van Houtum, 2010), with the
notable exception of some Latin American countries. Moreover, as the securitization of migration
gained momentum with the so-called migrant crisis in 2015-2016, policing rationalities such as
surveillance and risk have been increasingly integrated into the EU’s border management for visa
applicants (Hansen & Pettersson, 2021). Articulation of the exclusionary dynamics of the Schengen
visa regime with security logic in the post-2015 period provides an insightful background for its
unequal structure during the pandemic.

In addition to this unequal structure, the Schengen area has been the most popular region for
international mobility compared to other regional destinations (Statista.com, 2023), making it an
important hub of international mobility. Accordingly, in line with this position in the global mobility
regime, the Schengen visa system had the capacity to process nearly 17 million visa applications
before the pandemic began. Millions of visa applicants including businesspeople, researchers, and
partners worldwide were severely affected by the EU’s COVID-19 pandemic regulations, and there
were less than 3.5 million Schengen visa applications in 2020. Furthermore, there was a substantial
correlation between international travel density and COVID-19 case in the Schengen area in 2020
(Oztig & Askin, 2020). These critical travel and case densities also paved the way for the introduction
of several mobility policies for the regulation of Schengen system during the pandemic. Thus, the
Schengen visa regime has broader implications for the global mobility regime in terms of the changes
in mobility rights since the COVID-19 pandemic.

- No visa required

EU states and territories of EU states not part of Schengen
nd other exceptions

- Schengen Area

. Visa required

. Visa + Airport transit visa (ATV) required by all Schengen States

Figure 2. Schengen visa policy map (2024). Source: European Commission (2024).
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Finally, the Schengen visa regime provides insights for analyzing changes in mobility rights during
and after the COVID-19 pandemic because of its sui generis modus operandi. While Schengen states
make visa application decisions, the EU provides operational means and guidelines for a harmonized
visa system, and visa application companies, such as VFS Global, offer technical and administrative
services to Schengen consulates (Infantino, 2017, 2019). This mixture constitutes a sui generis modus
operandi for the Schengen visa regime and paves the way for contestations during the COVID-19
pandemic regulations in terms of mobility rights. These contestations are relevant to identify gray
zone administrative fields that give agencies for visa actors (i.e., the EU bodies, Schengen states, and
visa applicants) even in a global crisis moment with implications on mobility rights. In short,
Schengen’s uneven structure, vital position for international mobility, and sui generis modus operandi
enabled us to investigate how the visa mechanism was used during the COVID-19 pandemic and its
effects on the mobility rights.

Data sources of this research include the official publications of three EU bodies (i.e., the EU
Commission, Council, and European Medicines Agency (EMA)), and Schengen visa statistics be-
tween 2014-2022. We complement these sources with the findings of secondary and gray literature to
highlight policy contestations. Also, we benefit from anecdotal evidence of visa policy and application
process problems in the post-pandemic period. We analyze the data with Merlingen’s (2011)
methodological considerations on the networked governance analysis. We follow documentary
and descriptive statistical analyses for these visa policies, practices, and experiences. In this
framework, we initially analyzed the documents of the EU between March 2020 and June 2023 on
pandemic regulations with reference to the COVID-19 timelines of the Council and Commision.' In
this period, we identified two key policy issues affecting the mobility rights of visa applicants: changes
in visa applicant categories and temporary public health mechanisms during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. We analyzed the data on these two policies in terms of their problem identification and policy
justifications. Whereas the former reveals how the pandemic is contextualized and problematized to
empower the Commission and Council to take action (e.g., introducing new travel policies during the
pandemic), the latter reveals how policy actions were justified or challenged (e.g., questioning new
traveler categories with legal and normative references) (Merlingen, 2011). However, these data
source mostly provide the EU bodies’ activities and thus, delimit a thorough identification of policy
implementation variations across Schengen states and their effects. To alleviate this limitation in
relation to the policy variations, we note policy contestations and interactions among the EU bodies,
Schengen states, and visa applicants, albeit not exhaustively, with secondary and gray literature. In
addition to these two policies, we traced the lasting effects of the COVID-19 pandemic regulations by
descriptively analyzing official Schengen visa statistics between 2014 and 2022 and anecdotal ev-
idence of visa delays. The statistics show a change in visa application numbers and rejection rates at
the global level as well as which Schengen countries continue to reject more visa applicants than
others. Finally, anecdotal sources highlight two visa application process problems in the (post-)
pandemic period: securing appointment slots and prolonging decision-making processes. By relying
on these data sources, we aim to provide a more comprehensive account of mobility rights, including
not only visa-free travel opportunities but also visa policies, issuance practices, and experiences of
visa applicants.

Schengen Visa Policies During the Pandemic: Free Movement, Gray
Zones and Contestations
The Schengen visa regime was a vital border policy area for the EU’s pandemic governance. The EU

bodies, including the Commission, Council, and their advisory institutions: the European Medicines
Agency (EMA) and European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (ECDC) often offer legally
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non-binding regulations, recommendations, and advice for Schengen states. Hence, the EU aimed to
govern international mobility in the Schengen area through the Schengen visa regime from the onset
of the pandemic in March 2020 to August 2022. On the one hand, these soft border and visa policies
projected additional mobility permission categories, albeit temporarily, for Schengen visa applicants
during this period in the name of public health. On the other hand, the EU bodies and Schengen states
also facilitated international mobility for some to secure free movement, even in the most restricted
periods, by contesting these mobility barriers. Hence, the EU’s Schengen visa regime constituted
a strategic administrative field during the pandemic. These contestations created gray zones in which
EU bodies, Schengen states, and visa applicants could strategize the Schengen visa regime during the
COVID-19 pandemic. These gray zones could extend and narrow the mobility rights of visa ap-
plicants. In this section, we illustrate the changed visa application categories and the introduction of
public health policies for travelers as two contested policy examples during the EU’s pandemic
governance.

The EU’s pandemic regulations for international mobility were officially in effect from the be-
ginning of the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020 to the lifting all measures affecting free movement
in the Schengen area by August 2022, although with substantial practice variations in member states
(European Council, 2023a). The EU’s first border regulation during the pandemic was a strict re-
striction for international mobility. Accordingly, the Commission reclassified visa application cat-
egories into non-essential and essential travelers (European Commission, 2020). Whereas the former
visa type covered tourists, businesspeople, and cultural and scientific visits, the latter, whose mobility
was prioritized, included workers in critical sectors such as health, food, and transportation, and were
considered essential travelers whose mobility should be ensured in March 2020. Thus, the EU tried to
facilitate the mobility of its citizens, their families, and long-term residents of the EU, UK, Norway,
Iceland, Switzerland, and Liechtenstein. Moreover, essential workers such as health professionals,
care workers, seasonal workers, scientists and medical industry workers, border personnel, engineers
and workers in the energy and communication sectors, truck drivers, pilots, maritime workers, and
staff of public organizations with critical tasks were also exempt from restrictions. In short, essential
travelers corresponded to either their legal status or socioeconomic functions, while the rest were
categorized as non-essential.

This reclassification of visa applicants during spring 2020 was justified by public health concerns
amid the unpredictable atmosphere of the pandemic. However, this reclassification policy created
a gray zone for some like unmarried partners of residents of the Schengen area. This situation became
particularly problematic after the relaxation of tourism mobilities in the summer of 2020
(Schengenvisainfo.com, 2020). While some non-essential mobilities such as tourism were eased to
alleviate the problems of the tourism industry in the member states, and family members of EU
citizens and residents could apply for visas, unmarried partners were in administrative ambiguity due
to their informal situation.

This in betweenness of unmarried partners sparked a transnational digital campaign called
LovelsNotTourism.” Loosely organized on digital platforms like Facebook and Twitter, binational
couples requested exemptions from authorities for their mobility rights by raising awareness about
their situation with protests, interviews, posts, hashtags. Later, some members of the European
Parliaments and EU authorities took up this campaign and explicitly justified the mobility of un-
married partners as essential, concerning the EU Movement Directive (Directive 2004/38 EC), which
considers “the partner with whom the Union citizen has a durable relationship, duly attested” also as
a family member. Within the limits of the directive, the EU bodies called for broadening the definition
of family member in Schengen states in line with the directive and refine their regulations by explicitly
mentioning the eligibility of unmarried partners (Schengenvisainfo.com, 2020). Thus, some Schengen
states, such as Denmark, the Netherlands, and Germany, decided to frame unmarried partners as
essential travelers in the summer of 2020. Despite these improvements, the mobility rights of
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unmarried partners were not automatically relaxed due to the prolonged translation of this policy into
practice and policy variations across intimacy-proving files (i.e., conditions and documents showing
sustainable relationships) among Schengen states. For example, while Belgium had considered
partner mobility as essential if partners are in relationship more than a year, physically seeing each
other two times for at least twenty days, the Netherlands had considered longer than 3-months
relationship as a minimum length of a durable intimacy. At the end of the day, reclassification of visa
categories was a contested policy field during the pandemic.

In addition to reclassifying visa categories, the EU introduced and coordinated public health
policies to assess outside countries’ risk levels during the pandemic. Accordingly, the EU tried to
surveil the COVID-19 situation of foreign states every two weeks from June 2020 onwards, at the
country level, in cooperation with the ECDC (European Council, 2023a). This surveillance mech-
anism considered the incidence (e.g., the number of COVID-19 cases per person in the country) and
the country’s pandemic-related techno-political factors (i.e., testing, surveillance, contact tracing,
containment, treatment, and reporting) as part of risk categorization, called the traffic light system.
Nevertheless, some countries, such as France, adopted a national risk categorization system that also
confused travelers in terms of whether they should follow the EU regulations or the French system
(Benton et al., 2021; Blanford et al., 2022).

According to the EU’s risk categorization, visa applicants from some countries were also exempted
from additional travel restrictions. During this period, the ECDC regularly reviewed the list of non-EU
countries whose nationals were exempted from additional travel restrictions (European Council,
2023a). However, since the EU bodies’ lists exemption lists were not legally binding and rather were
recommendations, there also emerged gray zones for visa applicants. For example, some Schengen
states could transgress these lists and allow the residents of certain unlisted countries to enter their
territories. While these additional exemptions by Schengen states potentially increased the mobility
rights by strategizing these lists, they also caused administrative limbo and discordance across
Schengen states concerning Schengen visa policies in 2020 and 2021.

Another gray zone effect of EU policies was the epidemiological risk categorization in the post-
vaccination period. Especially until the use of vaccines in the EU in December 2020, country-level
public health assessments became a critical mechanism for controlling mobility. Accordingly,
travelers, including visa applicants, were subject to various regulations based on the risk categories of
individuals’ populations or departure places, rather than their specific personal health situation. Later,
the widespread use of PCR tests enabled states to determine whether individuals are infected with
SARS-CoV-2. In addition, the use and authorization of COVID-19 vaccines accompanied this case-
by-case diagnostic process since the early months of 2021. Despite ongoing challenges such as
variants of the virus, the overall epidemiological situation has dramatically improved owing to the
invention of COVID-19 vaccines and rapid access to COVID-19 PCR tests, especially from the mid-
2021. Against this backdrop, instead of population- and departure-place-based risk categorizations,
access to effective vaccines and test mechanisms recoupled with the access to the mobility rights
(Shindo et al., 2023). Playing an advisory role, the EMA authorized some vaccines, such as Biontech/
Pfizer, from December 2020 onwards (European Medicines Agency, 2020). Accordingly, individuals
vaccinated with EMA-approved vaccines gradually enjoyed rapid travel to the Schengen area.
However, the global scarcity of EMA-approved vaccines in 2021 led to the intersection of public
health and mobility rights inequalities in the Global South, in relation to the Schengen visa regime. For
example, Covishield, a non-EMA-approved vaccine, made up the overwhelming majority of vac-
cination numbers in Africa and was one of the main options for several Asian and Latin American
countries by 2021 (Vijay & Fletcher, 2021). The division between EMA-approved and non-EMA-
approved vaccines combined with unequal access to the vaccines in 2021 resulted in the continuation
of quarantines and cast suspicion on specific traveler categories who did not prefer or could not access
EMA-approved vaccines at that time (Veraldi & Kochenov, 2021). At the same time, more than ten EU
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member states recognized India’s Covishield vaccine, even if the EMA did not approve this vaccine in
2021, which resulted in “cacophony” in the Schengen area (Vijay & Fletcher, 2021). Similar to the
transgressing EU safe country list recommendations based on sovereignty rights, a Schengen state had
the opportunity to allow the entry of foreigners not vaccinated with EMA-approved vaccines in 2020
and 2021, as the EMA played only an advisory role. Hence, these gray zones also expanded and
caused an uncoordinated facilitation of mobility rights in the Schengen visa regime.

Finally, certification practices complemented these public health measurements between July 2021
and August 2022, yet also brought additional ambiguities to the Schengen visa regime (Alemanno &
Bialasiewicz, 2021; Hakli, 2021; Veraldi & Kochenov, 2021). As access to vaccines and tests became
widespread, EU bodies operationalized digital COVID-19 certificates on July 1, 2021, to secure the
circulation of safe travel. The EU’s Digital COVID-19 vaccination certificates allowed Schengen
states to track individuals’ vaccination statuses until its deactivation in August 2022 and expiration in
June 2023 in the member states (European Council, 2023a). After the technical harmonization of the
certificate database with 51 visa-requiring non-EU countries, visa applicants could make themselves
legible to EU authorities regarding their vaccination status. Since then, having such certificates with
EMA-approved vaccines has allowed passengers to bypass quarantine measures until August 2022
(European Council, 2023a). The Commission also introduced COVID-19 test and recovery certif-
icates under its digital green certificates system to alleviate potential problems for those that do not
have the COVID-19 vaccine certificates (European Commission, 2021). However, as Hakli (2021)
pointed out, having no such certificate likely to create additional suspicions over individuals without
vaccine certificates in the border zones, even though these vaccine certificates were not obligatory
means of travel.

As of August 2022, all member states have lifted these pandemic regulations for travelers including
visa applicants (except for visa applicants from China, for whom restrictions were not lifted until
February 2023) to ensure free movement (European Council, 2023a). Nevertheless, as we discuss the
Schengen states did not always translate these EU-level “recommendations” or “advise” into practice
even from the onset of the pandemic. Rather, contestations and negotiations among EU authorities,
member states, and Schengen visa applicants had often shaped actual policy implementations. As
a result of these gray zones, traveler categories were blurred, with strategic spaces and (in)humane
consequences for some visa applicants, such as unmarried binational couples or people with non-
EMA-approved vaccines.

Persistent Effects of the Pandemic? Visa Applications, Rejections
and Delays

The EU bodies advised lifting all travel regulations on the basis of the pandemic in December 2022
(European Council, 2023a). Furthermore, many border control practices had already been suspended
in many member states since mid-2021 and were completely removed by August 2022. Then, what are
the immediate, and if exists, lasting consequences of the EU’s COVID-19 pandemic policies on
mobility rights? In this section, we complement our discussion on visa policies and their consequences
by focusing on visa practices and processes. We examine the fluctuating application volumes, in-
creasing rejection rates, and application process problems to discuss changes in the mobility rights of
visa applicants. Here, we argue that the problematic structure of the Schengen visa regime that
predates the COVID-19 pandemic had worsened during the pandemic and afterward.

The first and most observable impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and related regulations was
a substantial decrease in the number of Schengen visa applications in 2020. Bans on non-essential
travel, such as tourism and business visits, required epidemiological criteria from Schengen visa
applicants and slowdowns in the operations of visa application companies and embassies due to
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lockdowns® negatively affected the volume of Schengen visa applications, especially in 2020 and
2021.* Compared to nearly 17 million who had applied for visas since 2019, the total number of
applicants were less than 3.5 million in 2020 (see Chart 1). Relaxing visa policies after vaccine
deployment led to the gradual removal of visa bans in 2021 and this correlated with a limited increase
in visa applications with over 8.5 million applicants in 2021. Contrary to the optimistic expectations
for the post-pandemic period, application numbers decreased again in 2022 mostly because of the
EU’s countermeasures against China’s changing COVID-19 pandemic policy, which included re-
strictive Schengen visa policies against visa applicants from China and geopolitical tensions with
Russia and Belarus.” In summary, the developments during and after the COVID-19 pandemic have
significantly affected the volume of Schengen visa applications since 2020.

In addition to the fluctuating volume of Schengen visa applications, the dramatic increase in
Schengen visa rejection rates reveals the worldwide and ongoing effects of the pandemic. Schengen
visa rejection rates were rising even before the COVID-19 pandemic (see Chart 2). Although the visa
rejection rate was 5% in 2014, it nearly doubled between 2014 and 2019. Nevertheless, these rates
remained below ten percent before the pandemic.

In line with strict visa policies, Schengen visa rejection rates reached 13.7% in 2020 during the
pandemic, and this upward trend persisted after the pandemic, despite a 0.8% decrease in rejection
rates in 2021. During the substantial relaxations of the COVID-19 pandemic period in 2022, the
rejection rates increased dramatically from 2022 to 17.4%. While the COVID-19 pandemic has had
a considerable negative impact on worldwide visa rejection rates, this trend continues even after the
removal of pandemic regulations in 2022. This persistence of high Schengen visa rejection rates
compared to pre-pandemic levels indicates regression of mobility rights as well.

Regarding rejections rates, the available data also show that Belgium, France, Malta, Spain, and
Sweden had systematically higher visa rejection rates between 2019 and 2022 compared to other
Schengen countries at the Schengen state level (European Council, 2023b). By consistently raising the
rejection rate bars, these countries decrease overall permeability of the Schengen’s paper borders.
Furthermore, these countries’ high visa rejection rates indicate that a decrease in mobility rights since
the COVID-19 pandemic has been a significant practice in both Northern and Southern European
countries,’ similar to the pre-pandemic era (Landini & Sciortino, 2023).

Beyond these statistics, which only show the Schengen visa applicants who applied for a visa
despite the existing mobility barriers and risks of being rejected, the regression of mobility rights can
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Chart 2. Global Schengen visa rejection rates (2014-2022). Source: European Commission (2024).

also be observed in the everyday experiences of visa applicants during the application processes. Two
problems faced by Schengen visa applicants are especially noteworthy in the post-pandemic period:
difficulties securing visa application appointments and extended processing times for obtaining
a Schengen visa (European Commission, 2023). Because both the timing of visa application ap-
pointments and decisions regarding receiving a visa can affect travel plans, we consider that these
factors are important for mobility rights. The EU officials acknowledge and justify visa delays due to
“backlog from pandemic,” which is caused by the compounding factor of staff shortages and technical
problems in Schengen consular operations after the pandemic in several countries Summer 2023
(Anadolu Ajansi, 2023; Netherlandsandyou.nl, 2023). These delays, which can last more than two
months, negatively affect mobility rights during the post-pandemic period. As a result, while some
visa applicants do not apply, others have to cancel their travel plans because of delays in the post-
pandemic period in several countries including major hubs of Schengen visa applicants like Tiirkiye
and India (Netherlandsandyou.nl, 2023; Schengenvisainfo.com, 2022). Moreover, these visa delays
complicate already-existing financial barriers to get a visa which could officially take up to more than
EUR 120. As the Commission’ State of Schengen Report (European Commission, 2023), reveals that
“In some cases, applicants are paying up to EUR 500 to agencies or individuals just to secure an
appointment” (p. 5). Accordingly, visa delays also negatively affect access to mobility rights through
direct (i.e., missing planned travel) and indirect consequences (paying additional fees to grant an
appointment).

Conclusion

By analyzing the evolution of the Schengen visa regime as the EU’s vital policy field during and
after the pandemic, this study examined the change in mobility rights for Schengen visa applicants
between 2020 and 2023. In this framework, we initially highlighted the EU’s two pandemic
policies that created administrative gray zones for Schengen visa applicants: reclassification of
Schengen visa applicant categories as essential and non-essential travelers, and the temporary
introduction of public health policies like epidemiological risk categorizations, approval of
SARS-CoV-2 virus vaccines, and the EU’s Digital COVID-19. The EU introduced these policies
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to border the flow of virus and to ensure free movement in the Schengen area. In fact, these
policies provide more sophisticated health screening mechanisms and enable more flexible border
regulations in the further phases of the pandemic for free movement. However, they sometimes
caused additional administrative and legal limbos for visa applicants with important implications
for mobility rights as well.

In relation to these temporary policies, we identified three developments in the Schengen visa
regime that have been affecting visa applicants’ mobility rights during the (post-)pandemic
period. These developments are the fluctuating application volumes owing to pandemic-related
regulations, high visa rejection rates compared to the pre-pandemic period, and visa application
process problems (i.e., limited access to appointment slots and long waiting times for visa
applications due to limited consular operations). First, we discussed the visa application volume
which did not return to the pre-pandemic level, despite travel relaxations since mid-2021. As
aresult of changes in Schengen visa policies during and after the COVID-19 pandemic, the global
visa application volume has fluctuated severely. The consistent increase in Schengen visa ap-
plication volume before the COVID-19 pandemic was historically low in 2020 and 2021. Despite
the improvements since mid-2021, these numbers were still low in 2022 compared to those in the
pre-pandemic period. These fluctuations in application volume indicate a decrease in attempts to
use mobility rights through the Schengen visa. We also observed a proportional decrease in access
to mobility rights in relation to Schengen visa issuance practices. Global Schengen visa rejection
rates indicate that more people are likely to be excluded from mobility rights through Schengen
visa rejection than during the pre-pandemic period. Moreover, a dramatic increase in rejection
rates in 2022 shows that this trend has continued despite mobility relaxation in the post-pandemic
period. Finally, we identified two visa application process problems that are affecting access to
mobility rights. These problems include finding suitable appointment slots for planned travel and
prolonged waiting times for visa decisions due to the backlog of the COVID-19 pandemic and
limited consular services. As a result, visa applicants complain about limited available ap-
pointment slots, and long waiting times which can cause cancellation of planned travels, even if
the visa is approved at the end.

By approaching mobility rights as a continuum rather than a binary variable of visa-free travel
numbers, we incorporate Schengen visa policies, practices, and processes into the analysis. Hence, we
highlighted the vital role of the Schengen visa regime in the EU pandemic governance in shaping
access to mobility rights. Moreover, we discussed some of the repercussions of the COVID-19
pandemic period regulations in the post-pandemic period. Hence, we revealed the complex dynamics
of the changes in the mobility rights of Schengen visa applicants.

Yet, this analysis of the Schengen visa system has limitations on the systematic analysis of the
policy implementation variations across the Schengen states and ethnographic analysis of the
lived experiences of visa applicants. Further studies can examine the international and domestic
causes and effects of implementation variations across Schengen states during the pandemic and
their significance for harmonizing the Schengen system in the post-pandemic period. Moreover,
they can expand the scope of the analysis by examining the COVID-19 policies of Global South
countries regarding the nationals of Global North countries and shed light on whether these
policies were reciprocal. Finally, ethnographic research on visa applicants’ experiences can be
very insightful in exploring how subjects can negotiate and resist border controls even in such
unprecedented times. Hence, further studies can add depth into the analysis on the evolution of the
Schengen visa regime in the (post-)pandemic period from alternative vantage points.
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Notes

1. See: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/coronavirus/timeline/ and https://commission.europa.eu/
strategy-and-policy/coronavirus-response/timeline-eu-action_en

2. Please also see: https://loveisnottourism.org/

3. We are grateful for Virginie Mamadouh for suggesting this dimension of the COVID-19 pandemic to
consider.

4. COVID-19 pandemic-related lockdowns, slowdown of the visa operations of visa companies and consulates,
and difficulties in physically being present in the visa processes gave impetus for digitalization of Schengen
visa efforts in this period. Initially proposed in 2017, digitalization of Schengen visa system project aims to
transform visa application processes and visa stickers (European Council, 2021). This transformation was
initially justified with reference to the costs and burdens of both consulates and visa applicants in existing
paper-based visa procedures and security risks of physical visa stickers. Slowdown of visa application
companies and consular operations due to lockdowns and visa applicants’ difficulties in being physically
present in consulates or visa application centers during the pandemic gave new impetus for the EU authorities
for the digitalization. Hence, the digitalization of visa efforts, fastened during the COVID-19, can be
considered as a long-term effect of this period.

5. The geopolitical tensions between the EU and Russia caused the introduction of strict visa policies against
Russian and Belarusian visa applicants, including the suspension of visa agreements in 2022 (European
Commission, 2022).

6. It should be noted that the available statistics do not reflect causal inference between the pandemic regulations
and visa rejections. However, almost consistent increase of the visa rejection rates indicates a regression of
mobility rights since the COVID-19 pandemic.

References

Alemanno, A., & Bialasiewicz, L. (2021). Certifying health: The unequal legal geographies of COVID-19
certificates. European Journal of Risk Regulation, 12(2), 273-286. https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2021.38

Altan-Olcay, O., & Balta, E. (2020). The American passport in Turkey: National citizenship in the age of
transnationalism. University of Pennsylvania Press.


https://www.editage.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2922-9901
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2922-9901
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6794-6579
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6794-6579
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/coronavirus/timeline/
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/coronavirus-response/timeline-eu-action_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/coronavirus-response/timeline-eu-action_en
https://loveisnottourism.org/
https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2021.38

Cangoniil and Sahin Temel 15

Anadolu Ajansi. (2023, June 9). Rise in rejection rate of Schengen visa applications not specific to Tiirkiye,
says EU. https://www.Aa.Com.Tr/En/Europe/Rise-in-Rejection-Rate-of-Schengen-Visa-Applications-
Not-Specific-to-Turkiye-Says-Eu/2918636

Aradau, C., & Tazzioli, M. (2021). Covid-19 and rebordering the world. Radical Philosophy, 210, 3—10.

Benton, M., Batalova, J., Davidoff-Gore, S., & Schmidt, T. (2021). COVID-19 and the state of global mobility in
2020. International Organization for Migration & Migration Policy Institute.

Bigo, D., & Guild, E. (2005). Policing at a distance: Schengen visa policies. In Controlling frontiers
(pp. 233-263). Routledge. https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/31303884/Chapter 8 -
Policing_at a distance Schengen_visa_policies.pdf?AWSAccessKeyld=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&
Expires=1555179303&Signature=yI3%2FyY950wzxwogX WgQaz]Y Qj4s%3 D&response-content-disposition=
inline%3Bfilename%3DPolicing_at a distance Schengen visa pol.pdf

Blanford, J. L., Jong, N. B., Schouten, S. E., Friedrich, A. W., & Araujo-Soares, V. (2022). Navigating travel in
Europe during the pandemic: From mobile apps, certificates and quarantine to traffic-light system. Journal of
Travel Medicine, 29(3), taac006. https://doi.org/10.1093/jtm/taac006

Dixit, P. (2021). Encounters with borders: A migrant academic’s experiences of the visa regime in the Global
North. Learning and Teaching, 14(2), 55-75. https://doi.org/10.3167/latiss.2021.140204

European Commission. (2020, March 30). Guidelines concerning the exercise of the free movement of
workers during COVID-19 outbreak. https://Eur-Lex.Europa.Eu/Legal-Content/EN/TXT/?Uri=CELEX:
52020XC0330(03)

European Commission. (2021, March 17). Questions and answers — digital green certificate. https://Ec.Europa.
Eu/Commission/Presscorner/Detail/En/Qanda 21 1187

European Commission. (2022, September 9). Commission presents guidelines on stricter visa processing for
Russian citizens. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip 22 5430

European Commission. (2023, May 16). Communication from the commission to the European parliament, the
European Council, the Council, the European economic and social committee and the committee of the
regions: State of schengen Report 2023.

European Commission. (2024). Visa policy. https://home-affairs.ec.europa.cu/policies/schengen-borders-and-
visa/visa-policy _en (Accessed 29 March, 2024).

European Council. (2021, April 15). Visa working party. https://www.Consilium.Europa.Eu/En/Council-Eu/
Preparatory-Bodies/Visa-Working-Party/

European Council. (2023a, September 8). Timeline - Council actions in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

European Council. (2023b). Visa policy. https://Home-Affairs.Ec.Europa.Eu/Policies/Schengen-Borders-and-
Visa/Visa-Policy en. (Accessed 30 January, 2024).

European Medicines Agency. (2020). EMA recommends first COVID-19 vaccine for authorisation in the EU.
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/news/ema-recommends-first-covid-19-vaccine-authorisation-eu.  (Accessed
24 April, 2024).

Fassin, D. (2020). Hazardous confinement during the COVID-19 pandemic: The fate of migrants detained yet
nondeportable. Journal of Human Rights, 19(5), 613—623. https://doi.org/10.1080/14754835.2020.1822155

Finotelli, C., & Sciortino, G. (2013). Through the gates of the fortress: European visa policies and the limits of
immigration control. Perspectives on European Politics and Society, 14(1), 80-101. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15705854.2012.732390

Frowd, P. M. (2014). State personhood, abjection and the United States’ HIV travel ban. Millennium: Journal of
International Studies, 42(3), 860-878. https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829814541321

Hakli, J. (2021). COVID-19 certificates as a new form of mobility control. European Journal of Risk Regulation,
12(2), 362-369. https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2021.21

Hansen, F., & Pettersson, J. (2021). Contradictory migration management? Differentiated security approaches to
visa overstay and irregular border crossings in the European Union. European Security, 31(1), 117-134.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2021.1945038


https://www.Aa.Com.Tr/En/Europe/Rise-in-Rejection-Rate-of-Schengen-Visa-Applications-Not-Specific-to-Turkiye-Says-Eu/2918636
https://www.Aa.Com.Tr/En/Europe/Rise-in-Rejection-Rate-of-Schengen-Visa-Applications-Not-Specific-to-Turkiye-Says-Eu/2918636
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/31303884/Chapter_8_-_Policing_at_a_distance_Schengen_visa_policies.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&Expires=1555179303&Signature=yI3%2FyY95OwzxwogXWgQazJYQj4s%3D&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilen
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/31303884/Chapter_8_-_Policing_at_a_distance_Schengen_visa_policies.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&Expires=1555179303&Signature=yI3%2FyY95OwzxwogXWgQazJYQj4s%3D&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilen
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/31303884/Chapter_8_-_Policing_at_a_distance_Schengen_visa_policies.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&Expires=1555179303&Signature=yI3%2FyY95OwzxwogXWgQazJYQj4s%3D&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilen
https://s3.amazonaws.com/academia.edu.documents/31303884/Chapter_8_-_Policing_at_a_distance_Schengen_visa_policies.pdf?AWSAccessKeyId=AKIAIWOWYYGZ2Y53UL3A&Expires=1555179303&Signature=yI3%2FyY95OwzxwogXWgQazJYQj4s%3D&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilen
https://doi.org/10.1093/jtm/taac006
https://doi.org/10.3167/latiss.2021.140204
https://Eur-Lex.Europa.Eu/Legal-Content/EN/TXT/?Uri=CELEX:52020XC0330(03)
https://Eur-Lex.Europa.Eu/Legal-Content/EN/TXT/?Uri=CELEX:52020XC0330(03)
https://Ec.Europa.Eu/Commission/Presscorner/Detail/En/Qanda_21_1187
https://Ec.Europa.Eu/Commission/Presscorner/Detail/En/Qanda_21_1187
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_5430
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy_en
https://www.Consilium.Europa.Eu/En/Council-Eu/Preparatory-Bodies/Visa-Working-Party/
https://www.Consilium.Europa.Eu/En/Council-Eu/Preparatory-Bodies/Visa-Working-Party/
https://Home-Affairs.Ec.Europa.Eu/Policies/Schengen-Borders-and-Visa/Visa-Policy_en
https://Home-Affairs.Ec.Europa.Eu/Policies/Schengen-Borders-and-Visa/Visa-Policy_en
https://www.ema.europa.eu/en/news/ema-recommends-first-covid-19-vaccine-authorisation-eu
https://doi.org/10.1080/14754835.2020.1822155
https://doi.org/10.1080/15705854.2012.732390
https://doi.org/10.1080/15705854.2012.732390
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829814541321
https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2021.21
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2021.1945038

16 Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 0(0)

Harpaz, Y. (2021). Conspicuous mobility: The status dimensions of the global passport hierarchy. The Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 697(1), 32-48. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00027162211052859

Hobolth, M. (2014). Researching mobility barriers: The European visa database. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies, 40(3), 424-435. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.830886

Infantino, F. (2017). Outsourcing border control: Politics and practice of contracted visa policy in Morocco.
Springer. https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=BNpmDgAAQBAJ

Infantino, F. (2019). Schengen visa implementation and transnational policymaking: Bordering Europe.
Springer.

Koinova, M., Diivell, F., Kalantzi, F., de Jong, S., Kaunert, C., & Marchand, M. H. (2023). International politics
of migration in times of ‘crisis’ and beyond the COVID-19 pandemic. Migration Studies, 11(1), 242-257.
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnac039

Landini, 1., & Sciortino, G. (2023). External controls: Policing entries, enforcing exits (pp. 21-49). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-26002-5 2

Mau, S. (2010). Mobility citizenship, inequality, and the liberal state. International Political Sociology, 4(4),
339-361. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2010.00110.x

Mau, S., Giilzau, F., Laube, L., & Zaun, N. (2015). The global mobility divide: How visa policies have evolved
over time. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 41(8), 1192—1213. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.
2015.1005007

McQuade, B., & Neocleous, M. (2020). Beware: Medical police. Radical Philosophy, 208, 3-9.

Merlingen, M. (2011). From governance to governmentality in CSDP: Towards a Foucauldian research agenda.
Journal of Communication and Media Studies: Journal of Common Market Studies, 49(1), 149-169. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02133.x

Netherlandsandyou.nl. (2023, July 26).Visit of the Dutch director general for consular and visa policy to Tiirkiye.
https://www.Netherlandsandyou.Nl/Latest-News/News/2023/06/20/Visit-of-Dutch-Director-General-for-
Consular-and-Visa-Policy-to-Ankara

Ozdemir, Z., & Ayata, A. G. (2018). Dynamics of exclusion and everyday bordering through Schengen visas.
Political Geography, 66, 180—188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polge0.2017.05.005

Oztig, L. I. (2022). Policy styles and pandemic management: The case of Turkey. European Policy Analysis, 8(3),
261-276. https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1155

Oztig, L. 1., & Askin, O. E. (2020). Human mobility and coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19): A negative
binomial regression analysis. Public Health, 185, 364-367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2020.07.002

Paasi, A., Ferdoush, M. A., Jones, R., Murphy, A. B., Agnew, J., Espejo, P. O., Fall, J. J., & Peterle, G. (2022).
Locating the territoriality of territory in border studies. Political Geography, 95(1), Article 102584. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2021.102584

Piccoli, L., Dzankic, J., Ruedin, D., & Jacob-Owens, T. (2023). Restricting human movement during the COVID-
19 pandemic: New research avenues in the study of mobility, migration, and citizenship. International
Migration Review, 57(2), 505-520. https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183221118907

Sahin, S. B. (2023). Digital transformation of public services as state transformation: An overview of the
experience in Turkey during the pandemic. Alternatives, 48(3), 191-205. https://doi.org/10.1177/
03043754231174757

Salter, M. B. (2003). Rights of passage: The passport in international relations. Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Salter, M. B. (2006). The global visa regime and the political technologies of the international self: Borders,
bodies, biopolitics. Alternatives, 31(2), 167-189. https://doi.org/10.1177/030437540603100203

Scheel, S. (2019). Autonomy of migration? Appropriating mobility within biometric border regimes. Routledge.

Schengenvisainfo.com. (2020, September 8). Commissioner Johansson responds to MEP Kérner’s letter in
support of #LovelsNotTourism campaign. https://www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Commissioner-
Johansson-Responds-to-Mep-Korners-Letter-in-Support-of-Loveisnottourism-Campaign/#google vignette


https://doi.org/10.1177/00027162211052859
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027162211052859
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2013.830886
https://books.google.com.tr/books?id=BNpmDgAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnac039
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-26002-5_2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-5687.2010.00110.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1005007
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1005007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02133.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2010.02133.x
https://www.Netherlandsandyou.Nl/Latest-News/News/2023/06/20/Visit-of-Dutch-Director-General-for-Consular-and-Visa-Policy-to-Ankara
https://www.Netherlandsandyou.Nl/Latest-News/News/2023/06/20/Visit-of-Dutch-Director-General-for-Consular-and-Visa-Policy-to-Ankara
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2017.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2020.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2021.102584
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polgeo.2021.102584
https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183221118907
https://doi.org/10.1177/03043754231174757
https://doi.org/10.1177/03043754231174757
https://doi.org/10.1177/030437540603100203
https://www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Commissioner-Johansson-Responds-to-Mep-Korners-Letter-in-Support-of-Loveisnottourism-Campaign/#google_vignette
https://www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Commissioner-Johansson-Responds-to-Mep-Korners-Letter-in-Support-of-Loveisnottourism-Campaign/#google_vignette

Cangoniil and Sahin Temel 17

Schengenvisainfo.com. (2022). Travellers left with No choice but to cancel holiday plans due to Schengen visa
processing  delays.  https:/www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Travellers-Left-with-No-Choice-but-to-
Cancel-Holiday-Plans-Due-to-Schengen-Visa-Processing-Delays/#google vignette. (Accessed 20 January,
2024).

Shindo, R., Altan-Olcay, 0., Balta, E., van Houtum, H., van Uden, A., Rajaram, P. K., Coward, M., Pellander, S.,
& Huysmans, J. (2023). Collective discussion: Movement and Carceral spatiality in the pandemic. In-
ternational Political Sociology, 17(3), olad011. https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/olad011

Song, H., Gartner, W. C., & Tasci, A. D. A. (2012). Visa restrictions and their adverse economic and marketing
implications—Evidence from China. Tourism Management, 33(2), 397-412. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
tourman.2011.05.001

Souiah, F. (2019). “My visa application was denied, I decided to go anyway”: Interpreting, experiencing, and
contesting visa policies and the (Im) mobility regime in Algeria. Migration and Society, 2(1), 68—80. https://
doi.org/10.3167/arms.2019.020107

Statista.com. (2023). Number of international tourist arrivals worldwide from 2005 to 2022, by region. https://
www.Statista.Com/Statistics/186743/International-Tourist-Arrivals-Worldwide-by-Region-since-2010/ (Ac-
cessed 20 January, 2024).

Stringer, K. (2004). Visa diplomacy. Diplomacy and Statecraft, 15(4), 655-682. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09592290490886775

Tazzioli, M., & Stierl, M. (2021). “We closed the ports to protect refugees.” Hygienic borders and deterrence
humanitarianism during Covid-19. International Political Sociology, 15(4), 539—558. https://doi.org/10.1093/
ips/olab023

Torpey, J. C. (2018). The invention of the passport: surveillance, citizenship and the state. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Turner, J. (2020). Bordering intimacy: Postcolonial governance and the policing of family. Manchester Uni-
versity Press.

UN Tourism. (2021). COVID-19 and tourism - 2020: A year in review (Accessed 15 January 2024).

van Houtum, H. (2010). Human blacklisting: The global apartheid of the EU’s external border regime. Envi-
ronment and Planning D: Society and Space, 28(6), 957-976. https://doi.org/10.1068/d1909

van Houtum, H., & Bueno Lacy, R. (2020). The autoimmunity of the EU’s deadly B/ordering regime; overcoming
its paradoxical paper, iron and camp borders. Geopolitics, 25(3), 706—733. https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.
2020.1728743

van Houtum, H., & van Naerssen, T. (2002). Bordering, ordering and othering. Tijdschrift voor Economische en
Sociale Geografie, 93(2), 125-136. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9663.00189

van Houtum, H., & van Uden, A. (2022). The birth of the paper prison. The global inequality trap of visa borders.
EPC: Politics and Space, 40(1), 10. https://doi.org/10.1177/239965442098138%¢

Veraldi, J. D., & Kochenov, D. (2021). EU COVID certificate: A vehicle of arbitrary restrictions. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3932327

Vijay, S. L., & Fletcher, E. R. (2021, July 8). 15 European countries recognize India s Covishield vaccine for EU
travel pass;, only 10 adopt all WHO-approved jabs. https://Healthpolicy-Watch.News/15-European-
Countries-Recognize-Indias-Covishield-Vaccine-for-Eu-Travel-Pass-Only-10-Adopt-All-Who-Approved-
Jabs/

Zahariadis, N., Petridou, E., & Oztig, L. 1. (2020). Claiming credit and avoiding blame: Political accountability in
Greek and Turkish responses to the COVID-19 crisis. European Policy Analysis, 6(2), 159-169. https://doi.
org/10.1002/epa2.1089

Zolberg, A. (2003). The archaeology of remote control. In A. Fahrmeir, O. Faron, & P. Weil (Eds.), Migration
control in the North Atlantic world: The evolution of state practices in Europe and the United States from the
French revolution to the inter-war period (pp. 195-222). Berghahn Books. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.7079937


https://www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Travellers-Left-with-No-Choice-but-to-Cancel-Holiday-Plans-Due-to-Schengen-Visa-Processing-Delays/#google_vignette
https://www.Schengenvisainfo.Com/News/Travellers-Left-with-No-Choice-but-to-Cancel-Holiday-Plans-Due-to-Schengen-Visa-Processing-Delays/#google_vignette
https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/olad011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.05.001
https://doi.org/10.3167/arms.2019.020107
https://doi.org/10.3167/arms.2019.020107
https://www.Statista.Com/Statistics/186743/International-Tourist-Arrivals-Worldwide-by-Region-since-2010/
https://www.Statista.Com/Statistics/186743/International-Tourist-Arrivals-Worldwide-by-Region-since-2010/
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592290490886775
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592290490886775
https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/olab023
https://doi.org/10.1093/ips/olab023
https://doi.org/10.1068/d1909
https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2020.1728743
https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2020.1728743
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9663.00189
https://doi.org/10.1177/2399654420981389e
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3932327
https://Healthpolicy-Watch.News/15-European-Countries-Recognize-Indias-Covishield-Vaccine-for-Eu-Travel-Pass-Only-10-Adopt-All-Who-Approved-Jabs/
https://Healthpolicy-Watch.News/15-European-Countries-Recognize-Indias-Covishield-Vaccine-for-Eu-Travel-Pass-Only-10-Adopt-All-Who-Approved-Jabs/
https://Healthpolicy-Watch.News/15-European-Countries-Recognize-Indias-Covishield-Vaccine-for-Eu-Travel-Pass-Only-10-Adopt-All-Who-Approved-Jabs/
https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1089
https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1089
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.7079937

18 Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 0(0)

Author Biographies

Mert Cangoniil is a Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science Joint PhD programme at Ko¢ University
(Tiirkiye) and the University of Amsterdam (The Netherlands). His research interests include the
international political sociology of passports and visas, border, and surveillance studies. His PhD
dissertation on Schengen visa regime in Tirkiye is funded by The Scientific and Technological
Research Council of Tiirkiye (Tiibitak), Surveillance Studies Network (SSN), and Amsterdam Centre
for European Studies (ACES).

Vuslat Nur Sahin Temel is a lecturer at the Social Science University of Ankara, Institute for Area
Studies, Asian Studies Department. She earned her Ph.D. from the Waseda University in 2023. Her
dissertation, titled “Japan’s Contributions to Non-Traditional Security in Asia: An Analysis within the
Framework of Expanded Asian Supercomplex Theory,” was funded by the Ministry of National
Education of Tiirkiye. Her research interests include non-traditional security theories, traditional and
non-traditional security issues in Asia, and Asian regionalism. She is an alumna of the German
Academic Exchange Center (DAAD) and the Japanese Government (MEXT) Scholarship.



	Bordering the COVID-19 Pandemic Through Schengen Visa: Contested Policies and Persistent Effects for Mobility Rights
	Introduction
	Visas, Borders and Mobility Rights
	Materials and Method
	Schengen Visa Policies During the Pandemic: Free Movement, Gray Zones and Contestations
	Persistent Effects of the Pandemic? Visa Applications, Rejections and Delays
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	ORCID iDs
	Notes
	References
	Author Biographies


