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Abstract

Motivation: migration management has become important both in the political debate
and academic research. In recent years the interest of researchers in migration policy
has significantly increased. As a result, there have been many quantitative studies related
to the migration policy.

Aim: the aim of this paper is to conduct a comparative analysis of the migration policy in-
dexes (including databases on migration policies), as well as to broaden the understanding
of the scope and essence of migration policies.

Results: The indexes of migration (including immigration) restrictiveness are based
on various concept of this policy. However, all the indexes of migration (including im-
migration) restrictiveness are based on de jure migration laws and regulations measures
adopted by states (on the national level). The most of indexes of migration (including
immigration) policy restrictiveness are based on a set of coded questions relating to these
policies. An important factor differencing the migration policy indexes is also the fact that
in some analyses relative changes of migration policy were evaluated, but in other studies
absolute changes were considered. Concerning to the indexes of immigration restric-
tiveness, most of them are based on entry and stay regulations. The possible application
of indexes in other studies is especially related to the time and geographical scope of these
indexes, as well as to their level of detail. Most of the data on migration policies is avail-
able mainly for the developed countries, the majority of which belongs to the OECD or
the European Union. Some of them allow for the long-term analysis and other for short-
term study. For most countries the data is available since the 1980s. Additionally, some
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of indexes on immigration policy restrictiveness are characterised by relative higher level
of detail of the analysis and results are classified for various groups of migrants and type
of migration.

Keywords: international economics; immigration policy; migration policy; migration policy indexes
JEL: F22; K37

1. Introduction

One of the key activities of the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda adopted
by world leaders is migration. In recent years, international organizations,
governments and other actors are engaged in efforts to research on the scale
and characteristics of migration globally (International Organization for Mi-
gration, 2018, p. 40). Migration management has also become important both
in the political debate and academic research.

The research on migration policy is particularly focused on descriptive char-
acteristics. However, in recent years the interest of researchers in migration
policy has significantly increased. In the course of the research on migration
policy restrictiveness various databases and indexes were created. These studies
are related to migration policy: the DEMIG (The determinants of international mi-
gration: a theoretical and empirical assessment of policy, origin and destination effects)
project (de Haas et al., 2014) and the research by Rayp et al. (2017), as well as
immigration policy: the index of strictness of migration policies of the Fondazi-
one Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) (see Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009), the index of re-
strictiveness of migration policy by Ortega &Peri (2009), the IMPIC project
(Bjerre et al., 2016) and the IMPALA project (Gest et al., 2014).

The aim of this paper is to conduct a comparative analysis of the indexes
of migration policy restrictiveness (including databases on migration policies),
as well as to broaden the understanding of the scope and essence of migration
policies. The concept, construction and methodology of migration policy in-
dexes will be evaluated. What is more, the possible application of the migration
policy indexes in other studies will also be discussed. Finally, the main differ-
ences and similarities between migration policy indexes will be identified. As
a consequence, the analysis will be useful and helpful in the future research
on migration flows and migration policy.

2. Literature review

Migration is a process that can be managed, while the migration policy is an
integral part of the system of migration flows (Skeldon, 2010, p. 22, 30). The es-
sence of migration policy boils down to three fundamental aspects: capacity for
analysis and long-term forecast of the effects of the introduced migration policy
rules, political capacity for reaching a consensus related to long-term objec-
tives of migration policy, and tools that allow to achieve these goals with respect
to democracy and the rule of law (Castles, 2006, p. 856).
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Therefore, the migration policy is a set of instruments developed and main-
tained by the state and it includes passive and active forms of migration man-
agement (Duszczyk, 2008, p. 12). It needs to be stressed that the migration
policy includes immigration policy (including, in particular integration policy)
and emigration policy (Duszczyk, 2014, pp. 39-40). In turn, international mi-
gration policies include legal provisions and regulations developed and imple-
mented by individual states, that have direct and indirect impact on the scale
and structure of migration flows (Czaika & de Haas, 2013, p. 489).

In the course of the research on migration policy restrictiveness various da-
tabases and indexes were created. These studies are related to migration pol-
icy: the DEMIG project (de Haas et al., 2014) and the research by Rayp et
al. (2017), as well as immigration policy: the index of strictness of migration
policies of the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) (see Fumagalli & Boeri,
2009), the index of restrictiveness of migration policy by Ortega & Peri (2009),
the IMPIC project (Bjerre et al., 2016) and the IMPALA project (Gest et al.,
2014).

DEMIG is one of the largest international projects on migration policy. This
projectincludes more than 6,500 changes of migration policy (International Mi-
gration Institute, 2019). In other project titled Economic and social consequences
of immigration, Rayp et al. (2017) constructed the Migration Policy Index, based
on three sub-indexes. These indexes are based on all publicly available measures
of migration policy.

Concerning to immigration policy, the index of strictness of migration
policies is based on the data collected by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti
(2019). This index is especially based on economic immigration (Fumagalli
& Boeri, 2009). The restrictiveness of immigration policy was also a subject
of the research by Ortega & Peri (2009, p. 2) who studied the changes of immi-
gration policy restrictiveness, as well as the impact of the level of immigration
policy restrictiveness on migration flows.

The next project titled The immigration policies in comparison was implemented
by Bjerre et al. (2016). The aim of the IMPIC project is to evaluate the level of im-
migration policy restrictiveness and to develop the set of immigration policy
indexes in various areas of this policy (Bjerre et al., 2016, p. 23). The IMPALA
(International migration policy and law analysis) project is the international study
on immigration policy and is led by researches from George Mason University,
Harvard University, London School of Economics and Political Science, Paris
School of Economics, University of Amsterdam, University of Luxembourg
and University of Sydney (Gest et al., 2014). The aim of the IMPALA project is
to create a database on changes in immigration policies that will allow to ana-
lyse patterns and trends of this policy, as well as to examine the restrictiveness
of migration policy instruments with regard to various types of migration flows
(Beine et al., 2016, pp. 828-829, 833-836; Gest et al., 2014, pp. 261-262,
265).
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3. Methods

The analysis is based on the wide range of migration policy. The study includes
the international migration policy databases and indexes on migration policy re-
strictiveness. The systematic literature review will be used as a research method.
The study will apply the combined methods of descriptive and comparative
analysis of databases and indexes on migration policy.

The analysis is based on the two approaches to comparative research: fea-
tures differ from each other in identified features interesting to the researcher
and features are characterised by certain identified and described similarities.
These approaches were suggested by Cheng (1984). First, the comparative
analysis is based on the assumption that indexes on migration (including im-
migration) policy differ from each other in the following identified features:
the concept of migration (including immigration) policy in the quantitative re-
search; the methodology of indexes of migration (including immigration) policy
restrictiveness (including: the kind of measurement methods of migration (in-
cluding immigration) policy; the kind of changes assessed in research on migra-
tion (including immigration) policy restrictiveness); the components of indexes
of migration (including immigration) policy restrictiveness and the possible
application of indexes of migration (including immigration) policy restrictive-
ness in other studies (including: the time & geographical scope and the level
of detail). In the research, similarities between indexes on migration (including
immigration) policy were also identified and described.

How is the concept of migration policy understood in the quantitative re-
search on migration policy? What are the methodological assumptions of the mi-
gration policy indexes? What kind of measurement methods of migration policy
and its main aspects are implemented in the literature? In this paper, I address
these and other questions using research tools, in particular, the comparative
and descriptive analysis.

4. The concept of migration (including immigration) policy
in the quantitative research on this policy

As pointed in the second section of this paper, the migration policy includes
immigration policy (including, in particular integration policy) and emigra-
tion policy. Some of the research on migration policy restrictiveness are based
on migration policy and other only on immigration policy. The following in-
dexes and projects are based on migration policy restrictiveness: the Migration
Policy Index (MPI€) by Rayp et al. (2017) and the DEMIG database' (Interna-
tional Migration Institute, 2019). While, the following indexes and projects are

! The DEMIG project is based on databases created by Mayda & Patel (2004) and Hat-
ton (2009). These databases analysed the main migration policy changes with the aim

to study the regime of migration policy (i.e. relative migration policy changes (de Haas et
al.,, 2015, p. 3).
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based on immigration policy restrictiveness: the index of strictness of migration
policies of the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) (see Fumagalli & Boeri,
2009), index of restrictiveness of migration policy by Ortega & Peri (2009),
the IMPIC project (Bjerre et al., 2016) and the IMPALA project (Gest et al.,
2014).

Concerning to the indexes and projects that are based on migration pol-
icy restrictiveness, both in DEMIG project and research conducted by Rayp
et al. (2017), the public data sources related to the migration policy restric-
tiveness (de jure migration laws and regulations measures adopted by states)
were implemented. These studies are based on ‘policy on paper’. Additionally,
in the DEMIG project it was assumed that migration policy includes rules (i.e.
regulations, laws, measures) that states enact and define with the aim to influ-
ence the origin, direction, volume and internal composition of migration (de
Haas et al., 2014, pp. 6-9; 2015, pp. 3-4, 6; Rayp et al., 2017, pp. 5-7).

However, in DEMIG project the authors additionally analysed some aspects
of the political discourse (i.e. strategies and plans), and they included some in-
ternational regulations, especially those associated with membership in the Eu-
ropean Union (de Haas et al., 2014, pp. 6-9; 2015, pp. 3-4, 6). It needs to be
also stressed that the Migration Policy Index (MPI®) not includes laws and reg-
ulations associated with asylum policy (Rayp et al., 2017, pp. 5-7), as opposed
to DEMIG project.

Similarly, the all of analysed indexes on immigration policy (i.e. indexes
constructed by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) and Ortega & Peri
(2009), IMPIC database and IMPALA database) are based on formal (de jure)
regulations on immigration policies (Beine et al., 2016, pp. 828-829, 833-836;
Bjerre et al., 2016, pp. 10—12; Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009; Gest et al., 2014, pp.
261-262, 265; Ortega & Peri, 2009, pp. 8-9). These indexes and databases in-
clude the regulations on the national level. In the IMPIC project, the European
Union directives were also included (Bjerre et al., 2016, pp. 10-12).

5. The methodology of indexes of migration (including
immigration) policy restrictiveness

S5.1. The kind of measurement methods of migration (including
immigration) policy

In the course of the research on migration (including immigration) policy restric-
tiveness various methods were implemented. In particular, the most of indexes
of migration (including immigration) policy restrictiveness are based on a set
of coded questions relating to these policies. The exception is the overall Mi-
gration Policy Index (MPI®) and its the three sub-indexes (respectively: MPIE,
MPI5, MPI') by Rayp et al. (2017). The calculations of the three sub-indexes
were based on a Bayesian-state space model. The overall Migration Policy Index
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(MPI®) was calculated as arithmetic mean of all the values of three sub-indexes
(i.e. MPIE, MPIS, MPI")2. The construction of these indexes are based on all pub-
licly available measures of migration policy® (Rayp et al., 2017, pp. 5S-7, 9-11).

The second exception is the DEMIG database. DEMIG is especially based
on descriptive statistics*. The particular changes of migration policy were coded
only to one area of migration policy, however, the coding is not hierarchical
and a change of migration policy may be coded to more than one of migration
policy area (de Haas et al., 2014, pp. 11-19; 2015, pp. 8-10).

It needs to be stressed that, the main differences between the indexes of mi-
gration (including immigration) policy restrictiveness are also related to the sys-
tem of coding adopted in a given research. The IMPIC project, the indexes
constructed by Ortega & Peri (2009) and IMPALA database are based on sim-
ilar system of coding. However, some differences between these indexes can be
also identified.

In the IMPIC project, each indicator (regulation) has values from 0 (liberal)
to 1 (restrictive) (Bjerre et al., 2016, pp. 8-10, 17-18). It needs to be stressed that
the missing values of the IMPIC index for a given country (e.g. when co-ethnics
regulations are not implemented in a given country), should be interpreted as
the highest level of immigration policy restrictiveness. For that reason, these
regulations indicate that this migrant track is not implemented in the immigra-
tion law in a given country (Schmid & Helbing, 2016, p. 15).

Concerning to the indexes constructed by Ortega & Peri (2009, pp. 8-9),
the reference year 1980 was adopted, in this year for each variable O was assumed.
In the next step, it was assessed whether the change of regulations was more or
less restrictive. If the change was assessed as more restrictive, the value of vari-
able for a given country and year was lowered by 1. If the change was assessed as
less restrictive, the value of variable for a given country and year was raised by
1. The country entry regulations were identified as liberal in the following cases:
if requirements related to a legal entry and obtaining a work or stay permit were
less restrictive and more temporary permits were introduced. The country entry
regulations were identified as more restrictive in the following cases: if a quota

2 The interpretation of the sub-indexes and the Migration Policy Index is as follows:
the higher the level of sub-indexes or index, the lower the level of migration policy restric-
tiveness (Rayp et al., 2017, p. 11, 14).

3 The following publicly measures of migration policy are included: the Migrant Inte-
gration Policy Index, the Multiculturalism Policy Index, the component of the Commit-
ment to Development Index — CD], i.e. international students enrolled in tertiary educa-
tion as a percentage of total enrolled students in tertiary education and data on migration
policy from another papers (i.a. Mayda & Patel, 2004; Ortega & Peri, 2009; Rayp et al.,
2017, pp. 42-44).

4 This project includes more than 6,500 changes of migration policy. The changes
on migration policy include the type and short description of the adopted migration policy
instruments for a given country (see: point 6 in this paper; de Haas et al., 2014, p. 4; 2015,
pp. 2-3; International Migration Institute, 2019).
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system was introduced or a quota system was lower and the requirements of a le-
gal entry and obtaining a work or stay permit were less liberal. The country resi-
dence regulations were identified as liberal in the following cases: if the number
of required years to obtain permanent residence was lower and activities aimed
to improve migrant integration were introduced. The country residence regu-
lations were identified as more restrictive in the following cases: if the num-
ber of years required to obtain a permanent residence was higher or country
residence restrictions were introduced. The same methodology was introduced
in the process of assessment of regulations for asylum seekers.

The IMPALA project is also based on a set of coded questions relating to im-
migration policies (Beine et al., 2016, pp. 828-829, 833-836; Gest et al., 2014,
pp. 261-262, 265). The most of regulations are coded as binary variables, where
1 means higher the level of immigration policy restrictiveness. Additionally,
some results of the analysis have values between 0 and 1 (for example 0.33).
These results were calculated as arithmetic mean of two or three the values
of components® (Beine et al., 2016, pp. 17-18).

The coding system in the research by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti
(2019) is especially based on the number of particular components of index (for
example: the number of certificates and procedures required to legally entry
a country). The six areas were initially expressed either in various units or in an
ordinal scale. In order to ensure the comparability, those measures were con-
verted in cardinal scores and normalized to a range from O to 6. The higher
the level of index, the higher the level of migration policy restrictiveness. The
value of overall index of strictness of migration policies was calculated as an av-
erage of six dimensions and index of strictness of asylum legislation constructed
by Hatton (2004) (Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009). The reform of migration policy
was identified as liberal in the following cases: if its requirements related to a le-
gal entry and residence permit were less restrictive, if the number of years re-
quired to obtain a permanent residence was lower and, if it aimed to improve
the migrant integration. The reform of migration policy was identified as more
restrictive in the following cases: if the quota system was introduced, if require-
ments of entry and stay in a given country were more restrictive, if the number
of years required to obtain a permanent residence was higher and if additional
requirements on residence were introduced (Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009).

5.2. The kind of changes assessed in research on migration
(including immigration) policy restrictiveness

In the course of the research on migration (including immigration) policy re-
strictiveness various kind of changes of this policy (relative or absolute) were

5> The IMPALA project is still in progress and the detailed data on immigration policies
is not available. As a result of the pilot study, only a part of the findings was published so
far (Gest et al., 2014). The examples of coding it can be find in the pilot study (see: Beine
etal., 2016).
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also assessed. The most of the research on migration (including immigration)
policy restrictiveness are included data on absolute level of these policies. These
research included: indexes by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) (see
Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009), the IMPIC project (Bjerre et al., 2016), the sub-in-
dexes and the Migration Policy Index by Rayp et al. (2017) and the IMPALA
project (Gest et al., 2014). In these research absolute level of the restrictiveness
of migration (including immigration) policy instruments was examined.

While, the DEMIG database and the indexes by Ortega & Peri (2009) are
included data on relative level of these policies. The DEMIG database includes
data on relative level of migration policy changes (the assessment of absolute
level of migration policy is not included in this project) (de Haas et al., 2014,
pp. 14-15; 2015, p. 12). Similarly, the construction of indexes by Ortega & Peri
(2009, p. 2) is based on changes in immigration regulations in the host coun-
tries. Each change of migration policy was assessed based on the fact whether
the change was more or less restrictive in the previous period.

6. The components of indexes of migration (including
immigration) policy restrictiveness

The main difference among indexes on migration policy is various areas of this
policy that adopted by individual researchers. Both in the DEMIG project
and research conducted by Rayp et al. (2017) the following areas of migra-
tion policy were included: legal entry and stay® and integration’. Additionally,
the DEMIG database is also included the two areas of migration policy: border
control® and emigration® (table 1 and 2) (de Haas et al., 2014, p. 23; 2015, pp.
5-6; Rayp et al., 2017, pp. 9-11).

Apart from this, in the DEMIG project the following aspects were also
identified': the type of tool of migration policy (28 migration policy tools were
identified), magnitude of change (major, mid-level, minor, fine-tuning), target
group (e.g.: skilled immigrants, total 14 groups were identified), origin of mi-
grants (S categories), level of legislation (national or multi- or bilateral national)

¢ Both in the DEMIG project (de Haas et al., 2014, p. 23) and the research by Rayp et
al. (2017, pp. 9-11) the legal stay and entry includes all instruments of migration policy con-
cerning the residence and entry permit (including permanent and temporary residence).

7 In the DEMIG project, the integration concerns tools of migration policy that regu-
late migrant rights in the host countries and relationship between migrants and diaspora,
while in the research by Rayp et al. (2017, pp. 9-11) mainly — immigrants’ rights (de Haas
etal., 2014, p. 23).

¢ Border control includes tools of migration policy and mainly relates to the control
of internal and external country borders (de Haas et al., 2014, p. 23).

? The regulations on emigration that are related to the voluntary and enforced return
(de Haas et al., 2014, p. 23).

19" As pointed earlier, the DEMIG project is especially based on descriptive statistics.
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and restrictiveness of migration policy change (table 1) (de Haas et al., 2014, pp.
11-19; 2015, pp. 8-10).

The main difference among indexes on immigration policy is also various
areas of this policy that adopted by individual researchers. Most of indexes are
included the following area of immigration policy: entry and stay rules. The im-
migration policy of all analysed indexes (i.e. indexes constructed by the Fon-
dazione Rodolfo Debenedetti (2019) and Ortega & Peri (2009), IMPIC database
and IMPALA database) is based on entry and stay regulations. However, the in-
dex of strictness of migration policies by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti
(2019) is only based on regulations on economic immigration'.

The most areas of immigration policy were identified in the IMPIC project
and IMPALA database. In these projects, the following areas of immigration
policy are also included: family reunion and economic (labour) migration. Ad-
ditionally, in the IMPIC project immigration control? and political and social
rights of immigrants were also included. In turn, the IMPALA database is also
included regulations concerning the access to nationality (table 1 and 2)".

In some research, entry and stay rules are classified for various groups of mi-
grants, in the project by Ortega & Peri (2009), IMPIC project and IMPALA da-
tabase for asylum seekers, in the IMPIC project for refugees and ethnic groups
and in the IMPALA database for humanitarian migrants and international stu-
dents. Additionally, in the IMPIC project the following groups of migrants were
also included: in the area of labour migration the following groups of migrants
were identified: low-skilled immigrants, highly-skilled immigrants, self-em-
ployed immigrants and other; in the area of family reunion the regulations were
divided into those that were related to nationals of a given country that apply
for family reunification and third-country nationals that apply for family re-
unification; in the last area — ethnic group four migrant tracks were identified
that related to migration for historic and cultural reasons. However, only 1/3

' The index of strictness of migration policies is based on six components on economic
immigration: the number of certificates and procedures required to legally entry a country,
the number of certificates and procedures needed to legally stay in a given country (the dif-
ferences between those components are related to the fact that in many cases holding a valid
document required for a legal entry was not enough to obtain a legal residence; e.g. obliga-
tion of own financial assets for livelihood), the number of years needed to obtain a perma-
nent residence, necessity of holding two separate work and residence permits or only one
permit — both for work and residence, requirements related to the first residence permit
(necessity of holding this permit before or after an entry to a given country) and occurrence
of a quota system or lack of it (Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009).

12 This area concerns the control mechanisms that aimed to prevent immigrant regula-
tion of other areas of immigration policy and illegal immigration regulations (e.g. sanctions
against employer who hire illegal immigrants) (Bjerre et al., 2016, pp. 5S—6, 44; Helbling et
al., 2017, p. 85; Schmid & Helbing, 2016, p. 5).

13 However, this project does not include integration which is the key subject of anoth-
er study, i.e. MIPEX (2015).
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of the analysed countries implemented the co-ethnics regulations in their im-
migration policy (Schmid & Helbing, 2016, p. 6).

Certainly, the IMPIC project is characterised by the most level of detail
of the analysis on immigration policy restrictiveness (table 1). In each of the iden-
tified areas of immigration policy the regulations (including those related to four
areas of immigration policy and control mechanisms) were divided into internal
and external aspects (Bjerre et al., 2016, pp. 6-7; Schmid & Helbing, 2016, pp.
5-6). Additionally, the internal regulations were also divided into the following
aspects: ‘security of status’ (this category is related to obtaining a permit for
stay and its length) and ‘rights associated’ (immigrant’s access to rights). The
external regulations were divided into two categories: ‘eligibility’ (this category
is related to requirements for entry immigrants) and ‘conditions’ (including ad-
ditional requirements of immigration) (Helbling et al., 2017, p. 85).

7. The possible application of indexes of migration (including
immigration) policy restrictiveness in other studies

7.1. 'The time and geographical scope

The possible application of indexes in other studies is especially related
to the time and geographical scope of these indexes. Coded data on relative
changes in migration policies comes from 1945 (mostly in the years 1945-2013;
see: DEMIG database, table 1) (de Haas et al., 2014, p. 4; 2015, pp. 2-3; In-
ternational Migration Institute, 2019). However, for most countries the data is
available since the 1980s. The indexes by Ortega & Peri (2009, p. 2) were con-
structed in the years 1980-200S5, the IMPIC and IMPALA database includes
data in the years 1980-2010 (Beine et al., 2016, pp. 827-828, 837-838; Bjerre
et al., 2016, p. 4). While, the index by the Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti
(2019) was constructed for the years 1990-2005 and the indexes by Rayp et al.
(2017, p. 11, 14) were estimated for the years 1996-2014 (table 1).

Most of the data on migration policies is available mainly for the developed
countries, the majority of which belongs to the OECD or the European Union.
In particular, the DEMIG project includes changes of migration policy intro-
duced by 45 countries (most of them are the OECD countries), the IMPALA
dataset includes data for countries that belong to the OECD, except economies
with negative net migration over the past 20 years, the indexes by Rayp et al.
(2017) were estimated for all the OECD membership, excluding: Chile, Israel
and Mexico in the years 1996-2014, the IMPIC database includes data for
the 33 OECD countries and indexes by Ortega & Peri (2009) were constructed
for the 14 OECD countries. While, the index by the Fondazione Rodolfo De-
benedetti (2019) was constructed for 12 countries that belong to the EU (Beine
et al., 2016, pp. 827-828, 837-838; Bjerre et al., 2016, p. 4; de Haas et al.,
2014, p. 4; 2015, pp. 2-3; Fumagalli & Boeri, 2009; Gest et al., 2014; Interna-
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tional Migration Institute, 2019; Ortega & Peri, 2009, p. 2; Rayp et al., 2017,
p. 11, 14).

7.2. The level of detail

The possible application of indexes in other studies is also related to their level
of detail. Certainly, the all of the analysed indexes may be a useful tool to per-
form the qualitative and quantitative study. However, some of them allow for
the long-term analysis and other for short-term study. For example, as the au-
thors of the DEMIG project point out, the DEMIG dataset allows for the study
on the long-term evolution, as well as on the effectiveness of migration policy
(de Haas et al., 2014, pp. 14-15; 2015, p. 12).

Some of indexes on immigration policy restrictiveness are characterised by
relative higher level of detail of the analysis. In some research, results are classi-
fied for various groups of migrants and type of migration. For example, the main
advantage of the indexes of immigration policy restrictiveness by Ortega & Peri
(2009, pp. 26-27) is the distinction of the immigration rules and laws for mi-
grants and asylum seekers. In other project — in the IMPIC database, asylum
seekers, economic migrants (low-skilled and highly-skilled), illegal and legal
migrants and others were included (Schmid & Helbing, 2016, pp. 26-27). Es-
pecially, these detailed research may be a useful tool to analyse the selectivity
in migradon (including immigration) policy and its restrictiveness, as well as
to analyse effects, reasons and determinants of the migration flows of various
groups of migrants. These projects will also improve understanding of migra-
tion policy selectivity both in terms of nationality and skill levels in the future
analyses.

Many authors (i.e. Ortega & Peri, 2009; Rayp et al., 2017; Schmid & Hel-
bing, 2016) are also classified migration (including immigration) policy to many
detailed areas of policies. Especially, the classification of the immigration policy
areas allows to identify the main reasons of immigration: economic, social, hu-
manitarian, cultural and historical.

8. Discussion

Different definitions of migration (including immigration) policy and their
components can influence various results of the analyses. Based on these differ-
ences, the literature on this subject indicates that direct comparison of the indi-
vidual indexes (e.g. by correlation analysis) is impossible and would constitute
a simplified approach (Schmid & Helbing, 2016, p. 10).

Additionally, despite the different subject scope of indexes, the literature
concluded that the indexes related to a single area of migration policy or groups
of migrants etc. should be employed in empirical analyses. Furthermore, as de
Haas & Czaika (2013, p. 495) pointed the concept of national migration policy
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is difficult to define because various regulations are implemented for different
groups of migrants.

Migration policy and changes in restrictiveness of this policy should be ana-
lysed in terms of various areas of migration policy or different groups of migrants
(de Haas & Czaika, 2013, p. 495). Internal contradictions within migration pol-
icy tool (e.g. act) are a ‘rule’, because the individual migration policy tool should
be analysed in terms of specific area of migration policy or group of migrants. It
also leads to a conclusion that many countries adopt different and contradictory
migration policy aims (de Haas et al., 2014, pp. 7-8).

9. Conclusion

The indexes of migraton (including immigration) restrictiveness are based
on various concept of this policy. In particular, some of the research on migra-
tion policy restrictiveness are based on migration policy and other only on im-
migration policy. However, all the indexes of migration (including immigration)
restrictiveness are based on de jure migration laws and regulations measures
adopted by states (on the national level). Some of them are also related to inter-
national regulations, especially those associated with membership in the Euro-
pean Union.

The most of indexes of migration (including immigration) policy restrictive-
ness are based on a set of coded questions relating to these policies. The excep-
tion is the overall Migration Policy Index (MPI®) and its the three sub-indexes.
The calculations of the three sub-indexes were based on a Bayesian-state space
model. The overall Migration Policy Index (MPI€) was calculated as arithmetic
mean of all the values of three sub-indexes. The second exception is the DEMIG
database. DEMIG is especially based on descriptive statistics. However, the par-
ticular changes of migration policy were coded only to one area of migration
policy. It needs to be also stressed that, the main differences between the in-
dexes of migration (including immigration) policy restrictiveness are also re-
lated to the system of coding adopted in a given research. Additionally, the most
of the research on migration (including immigration) policy restrictiveness are
included data on absolute level of these policies, as opposed to DEMIG project
and indexes by Ortega & Peri (2009).

The main difference among indexes on migration policy is various areas
of this policy that adopted by individual researchers. Both in the DEMIG pro-
ject and research conducted by Rayp et al. (2017) the following areas of migra-
tion policy were included: legal entry and stay and integration. Additionally,
the DEMIG database is also included the two areas of migration policy: border
control and emigration. Concerning to the indexes of immigration restrictive-
ness, it needs to be stressed that, most of them are based on entry and stay
regulations. Additionally, some of them entry and stay rules are classified for
various groups of migrants or other areas of immigration policy (i.e. family re-
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union, economic (labour) migration, immigration control, political rights of im-
migrants and regulations concerning the access to nationality).

The possible application of indexes in other studies is especially related
to the time and geographical scope of these indexes. Most of the data on mi-
gration policies is available mainly for the developed countries, the majority
of which belongs to the OECD or the European Union. Coded data on relative
changes in migration policies comes from 1945 (mostly in the years 1945-2013).
However, for most countries the data is available since the 1980s. The possible
application of indexes in other studies is also related to their level of detail. Cer-
tainly, the all of the analysed indexes may be a useful tool to perform the qual-
itative and quantitative study. However, some of them allow for the long-term
analysis and other for short-term study. Some of indexes on immigration policy
restrictiveness are characterised by relative higher level of detail of the analysis.
Additionally, in some research, results are classified for various groups of mi-
grants and type of migration.

Generally, the indexes of immigration policy restrictiveness may serve as
extension and improvement in the organisation and collection of data on immi-
gration policy. Consequently, projects may encourage to carry out the studies
on effects and causes of international migration policies, as well as of studies that
aimed to explain how the immigration policy affects migration flows. Finally,
the indexes and projects are useful for policy makers, sociologists, economists,
lawyers and others scholars, as well as may be an inspiration for other studies
on migration policy.
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