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Increasing international labor migration has important effects on the
workforce composition of firms in all migrant-receiving countries.
The consequences of these changes for firm performance have
attracted growing attention in recent years. In this paper, we focus
explicitly on the impact of cultural diversity among migrant employ-
ees on the innovativeness of firms. We briefly synthesize empirical evi-
dence from a range of contexts across Europe, North America, and
New Zealand. We then utilize two unique and harmonized linked
employer–employee datasets to provide comparative microeconometric
evidence for Germany and the Netherlands. Our panel datasets con-
tain detailed information on the generation of new products and ser-
vices, determinants of innovation success, and the composition of
employment in establishments of firms over the period 1999 to 2006.
We find that innovation in both countries is predominantly deter-
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mined by establishment size and industry. Moreover, obstacles
encountered and organizational changes faced by firms drive innova-
tion too. With respect to the composition of employment, the pres-
ence of high-skilled staff is most important. Cultural diversity of
employees has a positive partial correlation with product innovation.
The size and statistical significance of this effect depends on the
econometric model specification and the country considered. We con-
clude from the literature synthesis and the new comparative evidence
that cultural diversity of employees can make a positive, but modest
and context dependent, contribution to innovation.

INTRODUCTION

During the last three decades, coinciding with rapid growth of the immi-
grant population in developed countries, a large volume of literature has
emerged on the economic consequences of migration (for the current state
of the field, see the edited volumes by Chiswick and Miller, 2014; and
Constant and Zimmermann, 2013). The labor market impact in the des-
tination countries, or more specifically the question whether immigration
negatively affects wages and employment of native workers, has been one
of the most extensively researched topics (e.g., Longhi, Nijkamp, and
Poot, 2008). Many studies focus on the extent to which native and
migrant workers with similar education and experience can substitute for
each other in production (e.g., Ottaviano and Peri, 2012). However,
recently there has been a twofold change in the focus of research on the
economics of migration. Firstly, attention has shifted to less explored top-
ics, such as long-term effects of immigration on economic growth, innova-
tion, and international trade. Secondly, an increasing number of
migration studies acknowledge that heterogeneity of labor cannot be
reduced to the educational attainment and skills of the workers, and their
work experience in the home and host countries. These analyses also con-
sider heterogeneity with respect to the cultural background of workers.

In this paper, we focus on the latter issue; that is, the impact of a
changing workforce composition in terms of the cultural background of
employees caused by the international migration of labor. More precisely,
we investigate how cultural diversity of a workplace impacts on the extent
to which firms introduce product innovations. We first argue that, due to
the coexistence of a range of positive and negative influences, the impact
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of cultural diversity of employees on a firm’s innovativeness is theoretically
indeterminate. We then review the evidence to date, which shows indeed
a great variety of results.

Of course, differences between empirical findings may also be due to
differences in data and estimation techniques used, or structural and insti-
tutional differences between countries and periods considered (see, e.g.,
Stegmueller, 2011). The available evidence is not yet extensive enough to
conduct a formal meta-analysis, which is an, also in economics, increas-
ingly popular methodology for synthesizing empirical findings (e.g., Poot,
2014). Instead, we carefully design a cross-country comparison (Germany
versus the Netherlands) that benefits from fortuitous microlevel equiva-
lence of information on this issue. By additionally applying exactly the
same econometric methodology and specifications, we can identify differ-
ences that must be due to factors that cannot be accounted for in the
model, such as country-specific attributes of migration, the composition
of the migrant workforce with respect to country of birth and skills,
migration policies, and various regulatory frameworks that affect access to
the labor market.

Our paper is the first one to conduct such a cross-country study
with microdata at the firm level, combining econometric modeling with
uniquely linked but harmonized employer–employee datasets from Ger-
many and the Netherlands. To identify causal effects of cultural diver-
sity on innovation, we control for the influence of important
determinants of innovation in a multivariate setting. Moreover, we
address the possibility of reverse causality by applying instrumental vari-
able estimation. This is important because it is plausible that innovative
firms may adopt successful employee recruitment strategies that include
hiring workers from diverse cultural backgrounds (Parrotta, Pozzoli,
and Pytlikova, 2014).

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Innovation, that is the propensity to generate new products and processes,
is determined by resources and capabilities available in a firm and in par-
ticular by its investments in research and development (R&D) as well as
by its ability to gather, create, and apply new knowledge. Recently, the lit-
erature has shifted from focusing on firm characteristics as determinants
of innovation toward focusing on employees to explore the importance of
ideas and skills they embody as a major source of innovation.
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With this change of focus in innovation research from firms to
workers, it is natural to consider the relationship between migration and
innovation. Two strands of the literature have emerged. The first has been
concerned with the contribution of high-skilled immigrants to science
outputs, starting with Levin and Stephan (1999). The second strand has
focused on the extent to which the presence and the characteristics of
immigrants generally, and high-skilled immigrants specifically, in firms –
or, more broadly, in regions – boost the generation of new products, pro-
cesses, or patents. A causal effect of immigration on innovation may exist
for various reasons as there are several channels through which immigra-
tion can impact positively or negatively on innovation (see, e.g., Table 1
in Ozgen, Nijkamp, and Poot, 2013a). Firstly, attributes of migrants such
as entrepreneurship, youthfulness, creativity, and resilience may boost
innovation. Additionally, if R&D in the host economy is constrained by
scarcity of specialized labor, immigration of high-skilled workers might
result in an increase in the innovation rate of existing firms and an
increasing share of R&D-intensive industries.

In addition to such “quantity” effects of skilled immigration, there
can be supplementary effects on R&D outputs resulting from changes in
the composition of the workforce of firms in the host countries. In this
context, a crucial issue is the extent to which people with distinct cultural
backgrounds are substitutes or complements in knowledge creation. Skills
and knowledge of natives and immigrants with similar formal qualifica-
tions and the same experience may still significantly differ due to their
distinct cultural backgrounds. Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport (2013)
argue that people born in different countries may possess diverse produc-
tive skills because they have been educated in different school systems and
were exposed to different experiences and cultures. Mattoo, Neagu, and
Ozden (2012) stress that even when employees have similar educational
levels, country-specific attributes may introduce heterogeneity among indi-
viduals. Workers of different cultural backgrounds may provide various
perspectives and ideas that may stimulate innovation (Keely, 2003; Hong
and Page, 2004). Some authors note that diversity of a group might
“widen the horizon” of team members and increase the group’s problem-
solving potential (e.g., Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez, 2004).

Skills and knowledge of workers with distinct cultural backgrounds
can therefore be complementary and give rise to positive effects on inno-
vation and productivity. Cohen and Levinthal (1990) argue that the
absorptive capacity – that is, the ability to detect, incorporate, and use
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external information – is likely to increase with a more diverse knowledge
base and with worker heterogeneity. Berliant and Fujita (2012) develop a
formal theory that shows that, either in the case of regions being cultur-
ally different, or in the case of groups of knowledge workers being cultur-
ally different at one location, more distinct knowledge will be created
when there is diversity rather than homogeneity. Diversity facilitates the
consideration of a large set of potential solutions and thereby gives rise to
more rapid and flexible problem solving (Keely, 2003; Alesina and La
Ferrara, 2005). A more culturally diverse labor force should therefore
increase the likelihood of innovation.

However, there are also potentially adverse effects of cultural diversity
on economic performance. Diversity might create communication barriers
due to language differences or cause misunderstanding and conflict in the
workplace – thereby negatively impacting on firm performance (Lazear,
2000; Basset-Jones, 2005). Reskin, McBrier, and Kmec (1999) note that
cultural composition of employment in a workplace impacts on workers’
cross-group contacts, on satisfaction, turnover, and cohesion. Consequently,
this can affect a firm’s hiring practices, task assignments, and ultimately the
firm’s performance. DiTomaso, Post, and Parks-Yancy (2007) suggest that
communication among heterogeneous team members may be lower when
people tend to be attracted to individuals who are similar to themselves, as
explained by similarity-attraction theory from psychology (Byrne, 1971).
Basset-Jones (2005) and Parrotta, Pozzoli, and Pytlikova (2014) argue that
diversity may cause misunderstanding, conflicts, and uncooperative behav-
ior. Diverse work teams might face more communication problems (Hoff-
man, 1985) and show below average performance (Ancona and Caldwell,
1992). Such conditions might reduce the probability to generate new prod-
ucts and processes or improve existing ones. Indeed, these problems might
be particularly important for innovation because R&D activity usually
involves intensive – and often face to face – interaction among workers.

In conclusion, theory offers no clear-cut answer regarding the net
effect of cultural diversity on innovation. DiTomaso, Post, and Parks-Yan-
cy (2007) summarize that there seems to be a dilemma because while
innovation and creativity are more likely in heterogeneous groups, the
ability to implement and integrate divergent ideas declines with increasing
heterogeneity. Moreover, costs and benefits of diversity are likely to differ
across tasks, firms, and industries. For example, the nature of the produc-
tion process in terms of the relative mix of routine and non-routine tasks
may matter. Furthermore, the effects of diversity are probably influenced
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by mediating factors such as organizational structures and institutional set-
tings. In the end, the various, and partly conflicting, theoretical arguments
leave the task of determining the impact of a culturally diverse workforce
on innovation to empirical research.

DEFINITION AND MEASUREMENT OF CULTURAL
DIVERSITY

Cultural diversity is neither easy to define nor is there consensus in the liter-
ature on how to measure it. Diversity is a characteristic of a group and thus
a relational concept that refers to the recognition of distinctions among
group members and internal divisions within groups (DiTomaso, Post, and
Parks-Yancy, 2007). Harrison and Sin (2006) define the diversity of a group
as “the collective amount of differences among members within a social
unit.” Diversity is also a multidimensional concept because individuals may
differ from each other in various characteristics such as age, gender, ethnic-
ity, religion, or income. Moreover, Harrison and Klein (2007) differentiate
between three types of diversity: separation, variety, and disparity. The type
of diversity referred to in the previous section is best conceived as variety.
Variety captures the distribution of group members with respect to charac-
teristic values of a qualitative categorical variable, such as country of birth2

or nationality. Corresponding measures of diversity indicate the extent to
which individuals are spread across different possible values of this variable.
Minimum variety corresponds with a situation where all individuals belong
to the same category, while the maximum is achieved when group members
are equally spread across all possible categories.

According to DiTomaso, Post, and Parks-Yancy (2007), workforce
diversity refers to the composition of work units, such as teams, organiza-
tions, establishments, or firms, in terms of cultural or demographic char-
acteristics that are salient and important with respect to relationships
among group members. With respect to cultural diversity, most studies
use information on citizenship or country of birth to define the cultural
background of workers. Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport (2013) argue in
favor of the latter because experiences early in life are likely to have a per-
sistent impact on an individual’s perspectives and skills. Moreover, variety
that is caused by different education systems and societies is expected to
create skill complementarities.

2Country of birth and birthplace are used interchangeably throughout the paper.
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Some analyses focus on language or nationality instead of birthplace
information. However, nationality-based measures do not take into
account that a group of migrants may include naturalized citizens. In con-
trast, using country of birth information effectively means that it is
assumed that second- and higher-generation migrants born in the host
country are fully acculturated (but in some cases, information on the
birthplace of migrants’ parents is available and used). Other caveats con-
cern differences between first- and second-generation migrants more gen-
erally and the age of immigration. An individual who migrates at pre-
school age is registered as foreign-born, but educated and socialized in the
host country. Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport (2013) note, however, that
available information on cultural identity may still capture important
differences between individuals irrespective of country of birth, because
cultural traits are often transmitted between generations.

What makes a person unique in terms of his/her cultural back-
ground is clearly a blend of personal attributes such as language, ethnicity,
religion, and country of birth. Although the definition of cultural diversity
may alter across different disciplines, the operational definition of this
multilayered phenomenon is challenging and restricted to data availability
as well as measurement issues. Vertovec (2007) argues, using the United
Kingdom as example, that the complexity of cultural diversity in migrant
host nations is growing. He introduces the term “super-diversity” to
describe this new reality. The economic literature has also been recently
focusing on defining and quantifying the concept of cultural diversity
(e.g., Fearon, 2003; Montalvo and Reynal-Querol, 2005; Desmet, Weber,
and Ortu~no-Ort�ın, 2009; Ozgen, Nijkamp, and Poot, 2013b). However,
no single measure so far stands as a commonly agreed “best measure” in
the literature. Exposure measures and spatial segregation indices (Massey
and Denton, 1988), and fractionalization indices (Alesina et al., 2003),
are those used frequently. Additionally, such metrics also require a
researcher to decide to use single or multiple attributes of diversity (Oz-
gen, 2013).

The most popular measure is the fractionalization index, defined by
Fj ¼ 1� RN

i¼1s
2
ij , in which sij is the share of the group i (i = 1,. . ., N) in

population (region, firm, etc.) j. Another common measure is the Theil
index (also called Shannon index, or entropy index), defined by
Tj ¼ �RN

i¼1sij lnðsijÞ.
When measuring diversity, it matters considerably whether the native

born population is included or not (Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport,
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2013). For example, a firm employing a large share of foreigners from a
limited number of backgrounds will have a high “overall” fractionalization
index, but low fractionalization among the migrant workers. Given that,
in most cases, immigrant workers are minorities, the “overall” fractional-
ization index is in practice often highly correlated with the share of
migrants. In our empirical analysis of the impact of cultural diversity on
innovation, we focus therefore on diversity among migrant employees.

TOWARD A SYNTHESIS OF EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

While the relationship between workforce composition and performance
has already been the focus of a considerable amount of research (e.g., Hor-
witz and Horwitz, 2007), economists’ work on the impact of cultural
diversity on innovation has developed mostly within the last decade.
There are different strands of the literature dealing with workforce hetero-
geneity at different levels of aggregation and with various units of observa-
tion. These different strands can be broadly grouped into three types. The
first, and by far the largest, group of studies considers diversity of work
teams and its impact on work processes and outcomes. Diversity in this
context refers to the uniqueness of individuals on a team in terms of gen-
der, age, race, religion, and possibly even in terms of personality. This lit-
erature has its origin in organizational psychology and management
studies. Notwithstanding the contribution, this literature has made to
understanding the effects of cultural diversity in teams (e.g., Stahl et al.,
2010), the present paper restricts itself in terms of both the literature
review and the new estimates to contributions from economics, which are
much more recent and less extensive.

Among the economic studies, one strand of the literature focuses on
the average contribution of migrant workers to knowledge production at
national, regional, and sectoral levels. The second, and most recent, strand
of the literature focuses on the impact of cultural diversity on firms, using
cross-sectional or longitudinal firm data. Among the latter studies, a fur-
ther distinction can also be made between estimates of the impact of cul-
tural diversity of the area in which the firm is located and estimates of the
impact of within-firm cultural diversity.

Broadly speaking, the empirical economic literature on the impact of
immigration on innovation started in North America with a focus on
immigrant scientists and other highly skilled workers and with diversity
defined as the share of such workers in employment. In contrast, the
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European literature has been mostly concerned with diversity among
groups of migrant workers, skilled or otherwise. The empirical research
that investigates how cultural diversity impacts on innovation (either
reported in surveys or through patent applications data) is summarized in
Table 1 and refers in all but one case (Qian, 2013) to European coun-
tries. This is a striking finding and is undoubtedly related to the emerging
availability of linked employer–employee data (LEED) sets in European
countries. As statistical agencies in many countries are now working
toward greater integration of administrative and survey data, one may
expect the kind of research reported in this paper to extend to an increas-
ing range of countries in the future.

Before discussing Table 1, we refer to some salient North American,
European, and New Zealand studies that focus on the share of migrants
among workers or innovators rather than their cultural diversity. Partridge
and Furtan (2008) find that skilled immigrants from developed countries
foster patenting in the provinces of Canada. However, Chellaraj, Maskus,
and Mattoo (2008) show that, using time-series data, U.S. patent applica-
tions are boosted more by an increase in foreign students than an increase
in skilled immigration generally. Kerr and Lincoln (2010) use an exoge-
nous surge in the immigration of scientists and engineers in the U.S., due
to the 1990 Immigration Act, as the means to identify the impact of
immigration on the level and spatial patterns of U.S. innovation. Specifi-
cally, the increase in patenting by those from Chinese and Indian origin
has a strong correlation with admissions of foreigners by the H-1B type
of visa in the U.S. Hunt (2011) shows by means of a 2003 U.S. national
survey of college graduates that migrants who enter with student or trai-
nee visas have better outcomes in wages, patenting, and commercializing
and licensing patents than native college graduates. The impact of immi-
grant college graduates on U.S. patenting is reinforced by an analysis of
U.S.-state level 1940–2000 panel data (Hunt and Gauthier-Loiselle,
2010).

These kinds of studies appear to show unambiguously that the
host economy benefits from recruitment of foreign graduate students or
scientists in terms of innovation outcomes. A warning that such spillover
benefits may not be costless, or may even be negative, comes from a
study by Borjas and Doran (2012) who show that in a rather narrowly
defined knowledge production sector in the U.S. – namely research in
mathematics – competition from immigrant mathematicians (following
the collapse of the Soviet Union) had a negative impact on the

S388 INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION REVIEW



productivity of U.S.-born mathematicians. In contrast, using exogenous
variation in the supply of PhD students in the U.S., Stuen et al. (2012)
find that U.S. and foreign students make comparable contributions to
knowledge production in science and engineering, suggesting that there is
no “crowding out” in that context.

When there are positive spillovers from knowledge production by
immigrant workers, the question arises whether such spillovers are spe-
cific to firms or more broadly available (“in the air” as suggested by
Marshall, 1920) in the city or region in which the firm is located. Lee
(2013) uses a dataset of about 2,200 British small- and medium-sized
enterprises to test this difference. He finds that the share of foreign
workers in the firm’s local labor market is not correlated with firm
innovation once firm characteristics are controlled for. Using New Zea-
land microdata on firms located in one of 58 Labor Market Areas
(LMAs), Mar�e, Fabling, and Stillman (2014) find something similar:
There is a positive correlation between the share of migrants in LMAs
and every one of nine different innovation measures, but once firm
characteristics such as firm size, industry, and R&D expenditure are
accounted for, the effect of regional or local migrant share on innova-
tion vanishes. In contrast, Gagliardi (2014) shows that the share of
innovative firms in 211 British Travel to Work Areas (TTWAs) is posi-
tively affected by the share of skilled immigrants in TTWA employ-
ment, even when accounting for a wide range of area characteristics and
the possibility of reverse causation.

All contributions in the literature reviewed so far have in common
that they are concerned with how the presence of (high skilled) migrants
impacts on the innovativeness of organizations. However, the main focus
of the present paper is whether cultural diversity among these migrants
has an additional influence on innovation. Empirical research on this
question is quite recent. The studies are summarized in Table 1. The
papers can be broadly divided into two groups: papers where the unit of
observation is a country or region, and studies in which the unit of obser-
vation is the firm. Most papers focus on Europe. The limited number of
migrant host countries in which such analyses have been conducted –
there is, e.g., as Jensen (2014) notes, not yet an Australian study – sug-
gests that this is a fertile field for further research.

The first contribution to this literature is Niebuhr (2010), who uses
panel data from German regions. Niebuhr finds a statistically significant
positive impact of cultural diversity on the regions’ patent applications.
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The effect is robust to considering all or just high-skilled migrants, the
choice of diversity measure and accounting for the extent to which
migrants are drawn to innovative regions. Bosetti, Cattaneo, and Verdolini
(2012) conduct a similar analysis of the effects of skilled migration on
patenting and research citations, using panel data from 20 European
countries. Data limitations force them to define “diversity” mostly by the
share of foreigners in the population. They find that a greater share of for-
eigners in a country is associated with higher levels of knowledge creation.
However, when they add the nationality fractionalization index to the
regressions for a smaller sample of countries, that measure of diversity is
statistically insignificant.

Pan-European data are also the source of the analysis by Ozgen,
Nijkamp, and Poot (2012). They find by means of a panel of data from
170 regions for the period 1991–1995 and 2001–2005 that patent
applications are positively affected by the cultural diversity among the
immigrant community. Once accounting for migrant diversity, the share
of immigrants in the population is in their analysis statistically insignifi-
cant. Bratti and Conti (2013) find that in Italian regions, an increasing
share of immigrants decreases patenting. This is quite a common find-
ing, which is probably related to the share of skilled workers among
immigrants having been smaller in many countries than the correspond-
ing share of skilled workers among the native labor force (e.g., Chaloff
and Lemaitre, 2009). Thus, immigration has tended to increase the
share of unskilled labor. When Bratti and Conti (2013) calculate an
ethnolinguistic fractionalization index, they find that diversity negatively
impacts on patent applications. This finding is not surprising given that
the index includes the native born population and, consequently, is
highly correlated with the simple share of (unskilled) migrants in the
population.

Qian (2013) focuses on a cross-section of U.S. metropolitan areas
and measures fractionalization by means of countries of birth (including
the U.S.). As most other studies find as well, there is a statistically signifi-
cant bivariate correlation between cultural diversity and patent applica-
tions per 1,000 population. However, multivariate analysis that accounts
for range of factors determining innovation no longer shows up a positive
effect of diversity.

Similar to Ozgen, Nijkamp, and Poot (2012), Dohse and Gold
(2014) also consider the cultural diversity of European regions, but their
panel has six waves (2005–2010) rather than two. They allow for year
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and country fixed effects (FE)3 and find a robust inverse U-shaped rela-
tionship between patents per capita and the Theil index, even after con-
trolling for a range of other factors. This suggests a notion of “optimal”
cultural diversity with respect to innovation. The results should nonethe-
less be considered as provisional, given that the possibility of reverse
causality was not addressed.

Nathan (2014) tests explicitly, using a large panel of U.K. native
born and immigrant inventors, spillovers from cultural diversity among
inventors of the region the inventor resides in. Allowing for individual FE
and a range of controls, cultural diversity among inventors is robustly and
positively associated with patent applications. There is some evidence that
inventors move to regions that have more patent applications, but Nathan
argues that this effect is too small to yield a large upward bias of the
diversity effect on innovation.

We turn now to firm-level studies conducted to date (again,
Table 1). Lee and Nathan (2010) exploit data on workforce composition
and innovation outcomes in the 2007 London Annual Business Survey.
The results are rather mixed. New products or major modifications to
existing products are not correlated with ethnic fractionalization of the
firms’ employment. The effect of fractionalization on the introduction of
new equipment is statistically significant but only for knowledge-intensive
firms. In contrast, cultural diversity matters for the introduction of new
working practices, but not for knowledge-intensive firms.

A cross-sectional analysis of Danish firms, linking employer–
employee data with an innovation survey, is unable to find any relation-
ship between cultural diversity (measured by nationality fractionalization)
and the firm’s reported introduction of new products and services (Østerg-
aard, Timmermans, and Kristinsson, 2011). McGuirk and Jordan (2012)
focus on Irish businesses in a study that is very similar in approach to
Mar�e, Fabling, and Stillman (2014), except that the latter only considered
migrant population shares and not fractionalization. McGuirk and Jordan
find that cultural diversity in the county in which the firm is located
boosts product innovation, but not process innovation.

Pooling data from five innovation surveys with linked German
employer–employee data, Brunow and Stockinger (2013) find cultural

3FE or random effects are common assumptions for cross-sectional units in panel data
analysis. They allow a researcher to implicitly account for time-invariant unobserved fac-
tors that may influence the dependent variable in the panel regression model (e.g., Woold-

ridge, 2010).
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diversity among the high-skilled employees of firms enhances a range of
innovation measures. While these results are very positive, they must be
interpreted with some caution. Firstly, the potential bias resulting from
innovative firms explicitly recruiting high-skilled migrants from many ethnic
backgrounds was not addressed (nor was this addressed by Lee and Nathan
2010; Østergaard, Timmermans, and Kristinsson 2011; and McGuirk and
Jordan 2012). Secondly, no attempt was made to account for unobserved
heterogeneity among firms by means of FE panel models. It is a common
problem in this literature that FE models cannot detect an effect of cultural
diversity because the temporal variation in cultural diversity within firms is
very small vis-�a-vis the variation in cultural diversity across firms.

In a cross-sectional analysis of Dutch firms, Ozgen, Nijkamp, and
Poot (2013a) link four different sources of Dutch data and find robust
evidence of birthplace fractionalization (among the immigrants), and the
natural logarithm of the number of countries represented in a firm, boost-
ing product innovation. Unlike many other studies, this analysis explicitly
accounts for endogeneity of cultural diversity by considering the past
number of restaurants offering foreign cuisine and the past size of the for-
eign population in the municipality in which a firm is located as valid
instruments. Consistent with the studies cited above, the simple share of
foreign-born employees – which often proxies unskilled migration – dis-
courages innovation. In contrast, the impact of cultural diversity on inno-
vation is more positive in sectors employing relatively more skilled
immigrants. Ozgen, Nijkamp, and Poot (2013b) expand the data of
Ozgen, Nijkamp, and Poot (2013a) to a panel of two waves and consider
several potential mechanisms through which cultural diversity may impact
on innovation. It is shown that product and process innovations are
affected by various forms of diversity, when the impact of different
measures is jointly estimated.

Finally, Parrotta, Pozzoli, and Pytlikova (2014) focus on Danish
firms and their results reinforce the Dutch panel data evidence. Various
measures of diversity that exclude the native born are positively related
with firms’ self-reported innovation, but also with patent applications.
Several robustness checks – including accounting for reverse causation –
corroborate these findings. However, no analysis with fixed firm effects is
undertaken due to the limited within-firm variation in diversity men-
tioned earlier.

Some broad conclusions can be drawn from this survey of the avail-
able empirical evidence. Most importantly, there is convincing evidence
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that there is a positive correlation between diversity of the immigrant pop-
ulation and innovation outcomes at firm or regional levels. However, this
correlation becomes much less easy to detect once other determinants of
innovation are simultaneously considered, or once reverse causality is
accounted for, or once FE estimation is carried out with panel data. Even
in very large samples of firms, the change in cultural diversity within firms
is simply too slow over time to identify its impact on innovation. Alto-
gether, the impact of cultural diversity on innovation tends to be quanti-
tatively small in most studies. Nonetheless, firm-level studies indicate that
there can be statistically significant effects of intra-firm diversity and of
spillover effects of diversity in the region or city in which the firm is
located.

Another conclusion is that even though some authors consider a
greater migrant share of the population or workforce as evidence of cul-
tural diversity, this proxy is inadequate for considering the kind of knowl-
edge spillovers referred to in our theory section. Particularly, when such a
migrant share is dominated by unskilled migrants, less innovation takes
place.

To date, there are no consistent cross-country results available. The
different firm-level studies cited in this section focus on only one country
and differ with respect to several aspects, such as available information,
level of aggregation, measurement of innovation, and measurement of
workforce diversity. Moreover, there are also differences in the methodolo-
gies used in the analyses. Our paper is the first to provide directly compa-
rable firm-level results of the association between cultural diversity and
innovation in two countries – Germany and the Netherlands. These two
countries are among the main migrant destinations in the recent decades,
but they are also the first to make comparable integrated administrative
and survey data on innovation and migrant diversity available, albeit in a
restricted, secure, and monitored environment to preserve the confidential-
ity of the microlevel information.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA

Cultural diversity of employees is in our study defined based on the pres-
ence of migrant workers from different countries in workplaces (formally
referred to as establishments) of firms. The operational definition of
migrant workers differs across the two countries due to country-specific
data availability. The Netherlands uses the concept of allochthonous peo-
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ple (“allochtoon” in Dutch), which refers to a person who was born
abroad or of whom at least one parent was born outside of the Nether-
lands. However, our definition of immigrants in the Netherlands is
restricted to employees who were not born in the Netherlands.4

For the definition of the cultural diversity in Germany, we are
restricted to nationality due to data availability. Applying a nationality-
based classification excludes first- and second-generation immigrants who
were naturalized. However, the naturalization rate in Germany is rather
low. Between 1981 and 2012, the average annual naturalization rate
amounted to merely 2% (i.e., in any of those years on average 2% of all
foreigners who lived in Germany obtained German citizenship).5 In the
Netherlands, this share is more than double that in Germany (OECD,
2013). Children born in Germany with foreign parents have only since
2000 the right to citizenship in Germany. The difference between the
Dutch and German data in measuring migrant workers is actually not a
big issue because our focus is on country of birth and nationality diversity
among the migrant workers, not on the numerical importance of migrant
workers vis-�a-vis native workers. When we compare results for the two
countries, we simply refer to foreign employees to capture either defini-
tion.

We apply the fractionalization index to measure cultural diversity of
the firm-level employment and for that, we define distinct groups of
workers based on the so-called Global Leadership and Organizational
Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) clusters (Table 2) as defined in Gupta,
Hanges, and Dorfman (2002). As a robustness check, we also use single
nationalities/countries of birth to calculate the diversity measure. The frac-
tionalization index has the advantage of accounting for richness of the
composition as well as the relative dominance of the cultural groups. The
firm data that we use are those of “establishments” of firms (also referred
to as “plants” in manufacturing), that is workplaces of firms at a particular
location.

In general, consistent cross-country microlevel analyses are rare due
to severe data restrictions, namely a lack of detailed and harmonized
cross-country firm-level information. Harmonized cross-country data tend

4In the Netherlands, the correlation coefficient of the correlation between the share of for-
eign-born among employees in a workplace and the share of workers with a foreign
nationality is quite high, about 0.78.
5“Einb€urgerungsstatistik” and “Ausl€anderstatistik” of the German Federal Statistical Office,

accessed on July 18, 2014.

S394 INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION REVIEW



to offer only limited information, whereas more detailed information is
often country specific and does not allow the researcher to generate com-
parable cross-country evidence. Although the identification of migrant
workers differs between the two countries due to data restrictions, we pro-
vide new primary and comparative results by exploiting harmonized data-
sets on Dutch and German firms and by applying a common analytical
framework. The empirical analysis is based on two LEED sets that refer
to the period 1999 to 2006. Both datasets comprise information on the
generation of new products and services.

The dependent variable of our analysis takes the value of one if an
establishment carried out a product innovation within the last 2 years and
zero otherwise. A product innovation is defined as an improvement of a
good or service that has already been part of a firm’s line, or the market
introduction of a new good or service. The innovation must be new to the
establishment, but it does not need to be new to the market. Thus, we use

TABLE 2
CULTURAL CLUSTERS

Cluster Selection of the Countries Belonging to Each Cluster

Anglo Cultures U.S., United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand,
Ireland, Canada

Eastern Europe Ukraine, Belarus, Hungary, Slovakia, Czech Republic,
Poland, Russia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania,
Bulgaria

Southeastern Europe Slovenia, Albania, Greece, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo,
Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Cyprus

Germanic Europe and BeNeLux Austria, Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Belgium,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands (in the case of
Germany), Germany (in the case of the Netherlands)

Latin Europe France, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Israel
Nordic Europe Norway, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Iceland
Southern Asia India, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand,

Pakistan, Afghanistan
Confucian Asia China, Hong Kong, Japan, Singapore, South Korea,

Taiwan
Latin America Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, El Salvador,

Ecuador, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Mexico, Venezuela
Middle East Egypt, Kuwait, Morocco, Qatar, Turkey, Iraq, Tunisia,

Libya, Syria, Lebanon, Algeria
Sub-Sahara Africa Namibia, Nigeria, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe,

Cameroon, Ethiopia, Ghana
Other countries Suriname, Antilles

Note: Classification based on Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) clusters. The
GLOBE clusters as defined in Gupta, Hanges, and Dorfman (2002) are appropriate for most of the foreigners pres-
ent in Dutch and German firms. The foreign employees from the countries that were not represented in that study
are either assigned to the most relevant GLOBE cluster or placed under one of the additional clusters: “Southeastern
Europe” and “Rest of the world,” respectively.
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direct information on innovations provided by the establishments, which
is the “preferred option” for econometric analysis (Hong, Oxley, and
McCann, 2012:425). An indirect measure like R&D expenditure would be
“relatively narrow due to [its] potentially weak linkage with innovation and
the induced large firm bias” (Hong, Oxley, and McCann, 2012:425). The
German establishments in our sample report an innovation in 44% of all
cases and the Dutch establishments in 29% (Table 3).

Besides information on innovations, both datasets provide detailed
information on labor force composition at the establishment level and
other key determinants of innovation. Although the migration policy and
labor market integration of migrant workers are rather similar in the two
countries (OECD, 2013), the share of firms that engage migrant employ-
ees differs significantly. While almost 90% of the establishments in the
Netherlands employ at least one foreign-born worker, in Germany, the
percentage of establishments with at least one worker with foreign citizen-
ship is less than one-third. The cultural diversity among migrants, as mea-
sured by the fractionalization index, is also greater in the Netherlands
than in Germany (Table 3). These findings suggest that employment of
migrant workers is more polarized in Germany because the share of the
foreign-born population in the Netherlands is similar to the share of the
foreign population in Germany. In addition, labor market outcomes of
migrants are fairly similar in the two countries if we consider the employ-
ment–population ratio and the unemployment rate. In both countries, the
employment rate of foreign workers is lower and the unemployment rate
is higher than the corresponding measures for native workers (OECD,
2013).

The Dutch dataset captures a balanced panel of about 2,800 estab-
lishments observed twice over 2000–2006 and combines information from
four different sources: the Community Innovation Survey (CIS), munici-
pal registrations, tax registrations, and national statistics. The German
dataset includes a balanced panel of about 1,000 establishments observed
three times over the same period as the Dutch establishments and uses
information managed by the Institute for Employment Research (IAB):
the IAB Establishment Panel, the Establishment History Panel (German
acronym BHP), and the IAB employee history data. Exact definitions of
the variables used in the regression analysis are given in Table 4.

The IAB Establishment Panel is an annual representative survey of
establishments on various topics, where different units of one firm that
are located in different municipalities are considered as independent estab-
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lishments. The whole panel covers 1% of all establishments (approxi-
mately 16,000) and 7% of all employment in Germany. It includes inter-
alia information on the introduction of new products and services, R&D
activities, obstacles to innovate, organizational changes, and the type of
establishment, for example whether it is a single firm or part of a group.
For our analysis, we use the data from 2001, 2004, and 2007. To gener-

TABLE 3
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Mean (SD)

The Netherlands Germany

Entire samplea

Product innovation 0.293 (0.455) 0.442 (0.497)
Fractionalization index 0.538 (0.295) 0.109 (0.234)
Foreignness indicator 0.882 (0.321) 0.314 (0.464)
Organizational change 0.140 (0.347) 0.481 (0.500)
Establishment size 171 (354) 123 (563)
Obstacles: lack of personnel 0.384 (0.777) 0.010 (0.101)
Obstacles: costs 0.330 (0.758) 0.014 (0.115)
Share: high-skilled among all workers 0.235 (0.165) 0.068 (0.137)
Share: <25 years old among all workers 0.079 (0.090) 0.069 (0.103)
Share: 25–45 years old among all workers 0.603 (0.137) 0.551 (0.188)
Share: high-skilled among foreign workers 0.187 (0.242) 0.021 (0.121)
Share: <25 years old among foreign workers 0.054 (0.134) 0.024 (0.110)
Share: 25–45 years old among foreign
workers

0.572 (0.325) 0.182 (0.333)

Establishments/jobs (region) 0.104 (0.021) 0.085 (0.018)
Log of the number of establishments per km2 3.619 (0.961) 2.089 (1.254)
IV: number of unique countries
of birth per municipality

43.74 (3.681) –

IV: average Fractionalization index
across similar establishments

– 0.110 (0.177)

IV: average number of cultural clusters
across similar establishments

– 0.871 (1.375)

Sample of establishments employing at least one foreign worker
Foreignness indicator 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
Fractionalization index 0.610 (0.234) 0.348 (0.301)
Share: high-skilled among foreign
workers

0.212 (0.247) 0.067 (0.209)

Share: <25 years old among foreign
workers

0.062 (0.141) 0.075 (0.187)

Share: 25–45 years old among foreign
workers

0.648 (0.265) 0.579 (0.352)

Observations 5,586 3,036

Notes: Due to confidentiality agreements, we are not allowed to report min and max values of the variables.
aVariables that refer to the composition or the diversity of foreign labor in an establishment are set to zero if
the establishment employs no foreign workers, otherwise these observations would be dropped in the regression
analysis.
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ate a balanced panel, we only consider private sector establishments that
were present in all three waves of the panel.

The BHP and the IAB employee history provide additional informa-
tion on the establishment itself, for example the establishment’s age,
industry, and region of location, as well as on the number and socioeco-
nomic characteristics (such as age, education, and nationality) of all work-
ers that are employed on a specific reference date (June 30). The
information on workers is very reliable and of high quality because it
comes from the Employment Register of the Federal Employment Agency
(FEA) and is based on mandatory social security notifications. We aggre-
gate this information to the establishment level to obtain detailed infor-
mation on the composition of the establishments’ workforce in terms of
cultural diversity, age, and skill structure.

Beside establishment-level information, we also use regional data in
our analysis, that is the number of establishments per km² and the ratio
of the number of establishments and the number of employees in the
region. In the German case, such data come from the Federal Statistical
Office and the FEA, respectively.

The Dutch establishments are selected from the Community Innova-
tion Surveys CIS 3.5 (2002) and CIS 4.5 (2006), which provide the
anchor of the Dutch dataset. Similar to the case of Germany, establish-
ments are units with autonomous production and decision features. Each
survey yields about 11,000 establishment observations. The employee data
are retrieved from the Tax Registers in the Netherlands covering all (about
10 million) employees in the Dutch labor market. The place of birth and
demographic background information of the employees is obtained from
the Dutch Municipal Registers (GBA) covering most people living in the
Netherlands (about 16 million observations).

The information on the education or occupation status of the
employees is not available in any of the Dutch datasets, but information
on a person’s income is observed in detail. There is strong evidence in the
literature (e.g., Card, 1999) that highly educated employees are likely to
have higher earnings. In addition, highly skilled immigrants applying for
a visa in the Netherlands are required to earn a certain level of income.
Finally, Statistics Netherlands provides tabulated information on annual
mean income of employees by education and skill level. Combining these
sources of information, we assigned the employees in our Dutch dataset
to skill levels. Employees in our dataset with gross annual income of
42,000 euro or more are regarded as highly skilled.
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The stock of migrants in Germany (and the Netherlands) still
clearly reflects the recruitment of low-skilled foreign labor in the 1950s
and 1960s.6 The guest workers migrated primarily from Mediterranean
countries and were expected to alleviate labor shortages caused by high
economic growth in the post-war period (see, Krause, Rinne, and
Sch€uller, 2014). The recruitment of guest workers stopped in 1973 as
the economic downturn caused rapidly rising unemployment. In the
Netherlands, migrants did not only originate from Mediterranean coun-
tries such as Turkey and Morocco, but also from former colonies, partic-
ularly Suriname (e.g., Zorlu and Hartog, 2001). In the late 1980s and
early 1990s, Germany experienced massive immigration flows of ethnic
Germans from Eastern Europe. Subsequently, the enlargement of the
European Union (EU) in 2004 and 2007 has significantly influenced
migration flows to Germany and the Netherlands (e.g., Lehmer and
Ludsteck, 2011). However, the free movement of workers from the new
member states was deferred until 2011 and 2014 in Germany due to a
transitional agreement. But lately, both the volume of migration and the
composition of the inflows changed remarkably. Elsner and Zimmermann
(2014) investigate how recent changes in institutional arrangements and
macroeconomic conditions impact on migration flows from and to Ger-
many with a focus on the new EU member states. There is a clear shift
from a homogeneous group of immigrants from former colonies and/or
guest workers toward more diverse flows in terms of qualifications and
countries of origin. Most of these new waves are sourced from the former
Iron Curtain countries as seasonal workers and high-skilled immigrants
especially from the EU28. Currently, Germany and the Netherlands
receive about 60% of their permanent migration flows from within the
EU (OECD, 2013).

Whereas there is free movement of workers from EU countries, Ger-
many and the Netherlands restrict recruitment of low-salary and low-skill
workers from outside the EU/EFTA. Both countries broadened the labor
migration channels for third country nationals in 2011/2012 as they
implemented the EU Blue Card directive. The new regulations refer in
particular to highly skilled workers. The EU Blue Card is offered to
employees who earn salaries above a threshold of 60,000 euro in the

6Krause, Rinne, and Sch€uller (2014) note that the composition of migrants in Germany is
dominated by the following groups: guest workers, their spouses and offspring, ethnic Ger-
mans from Eastern Europe, recent immigrants from the EU and accession countries, and

humanitarian migrants.
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Netherlands and 46,400 euro in Germany (OECD, 2013). However,
despite recent changes, labor migration regulation is still rather restrictive
for third country nationals, even for highly educated workers, and immi-
gration of this group remains at moderate levels in the two countries.

REGRESSION RESULTS

The econometric modeling and the variables used in the estimations both
for Germany and for the Netherlands are harmonized. Given that our
outcome variable, an establishment’s product innovation, is a binary vari-
able, we estimate linear probability models (LPM).7 Standard errors are
clustered at the establishment level to provide reliable inference. Beside
ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models with the pooled data, we
also report the results from random and FE panel estimators. The latter
account for establishments’ unobserved time-invariant features that may
influence their likelihood to innovate. Thus, these estimation techniques
will reduce the bias of results due to omitted explanatory variables. More-
over, all models include time and industry FE. These FE capture period
and industry-specific differences in the likelihood of introducing an inno-
vation. For example, our dependent variable is more likely to be equal to
one in manufacturing and related industries because non-technological
aspects of innovation in the services sector or organizational innovations
might be more difficult to detect (Smith, 2005).

We control in our modeling for a range of innovation inputs. These
inputs account for establishment’s internal and external resources for inno-
vation. Establishment characteristics include its size, obstacles to innovate,
organizational flexibility, and workforce composition. Furthermore, we
control for local competition and the density of economic activity in the
region an establishment is located in by including the number of estab-
lishments per employee and the number of establishments per km2,
respectively.

Table 5 presents the results of linear probability models (columns
5.1–5.3 for the Netherlands and 5.4–5.6 for Germany). For the Netherlands,
we find that the estimated coefficient of the diversity index is positive
and statistically significant at the 1% level for the OLS and random

7Commonly used regression models for binary response variables are the logit and probit
models (e.g., Wooldridge, 2010). However, the coefficients of the LPM are easier to inter-
pret and in the present context give similar conclusion to those of logit or probit models.

The latter results are available upon request.

S402 INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION REVIEW



T
A
B
L
E
5

B
A
S
IC

R
E
S
U
L
T
S

D
ep
en
d
en
t
va
ri
ab
le
:

P
ro
d
u
ct

in
n
ov
at
io
n

(5
.1
)

(5
.2
)

(5
.3
)

(5
.4
)

(5
.5
)

(5
.6
)

th
e
N
et
h
er
la
n
d
s

G
er
m
an
y

O
L
S

R
E

F
E

O
L
S

R
E

F
E

F
ra
ct
io
n
al
iz
at
io
n
in
d
ex

0
.1
2
6
**
*
(0
.0
2
7
1
)

0
.1
2
5
**
*
(0
.0
2
6
5
)

0
.0
9
0
5
*
(0
.0
4
9
2
)

0
.0
4
6
1
(0
.0
5
7
4
)

0
.0
4
6
3
(0
.0
5
5
3
)

0
.0
7
6
9
(0
.0
9
5
5
)

F
o
re
ig
n
n
es
s
in
d
ic
at
or

�0
.0
0
0
4
9
2
(0
.0
2
6
0
)

�0
.0
0
6
0
9
(0
.0
2
5
9
)

�0
.0
3
3
5
(0
.0
4
4
3
)

0
.0
0
1
7
3
(0
.0
3
9
3
)

�0
.0
0
2
7
8
(0
.0
3
6
8
)

0
.0
1
2
3
(0
.0
5
2
5
)

O
rg
an
iz
at
io
n
al
ch
an
ge

0
.2
0
5
**
*
(0
.0
1
7
7
)

0
.1
8
4
**
*
(0
.0
1
7
4
)

0
.1
0
9
**
*
(0
.0
2
2
4
)

0
.2
8
9
**
*
(0
.0
2
0
2
)

0
.2
4
8
**
*
(0
.0
1
8
9
)

0
.1
8
1
**
*
(0
.0
2
2
2
)

L
og

es
ta
b
li
sh
m
en
t
si
ze

0
.0
4
6
6
**
*
(0
.0
0
6
4
8
)

0
.0
4
7
5
**
*
(0
.0
0
6
4
4
)

0
.0
3
6
7
*
(0
.0
2
1
2
)

0
.0
5
3
0
**
*
(0
.0
0
8
7
0
)

0
.0
5
4
1
**
*
(0
.0
0
8
4
9
)

�0
.0
6
4
7
(0
.0
4
4
0
)

O
b
st
ac
le
s:
la
ck

of
p
er
so
n
n
el

0
.0
8
7
8
**
*
(0
.0
0
9
3
8
)

0
.0
8
0
7
**
*
(0
.0
0
9
0
3
)

0
.0
5
9
2
**
*
(0
.0
1
1
0
)

0
.2
3
1
**
*
(0
.0
6
0
8
)

0
.1
9
3
**
*
(0
.0
5
5
5
)

0
.1
3
7
**

(0
.0
6
5
8
)

O
b
st
ac
le
s:
co
st
s

0
.0
2
0
1
**

(0
.0
0
9
4
0
)

0
.0
1
5
2
*
(0
.0
0
9
0
6
)

�0
.0
0
3
0
4
(0
.0
1
1
1
)

0
.1
6
8
**
*
(0
.0
6
1
9
)

0
.1
3
7
**

(0
.0
6
3
5
)

0
.1
0
4
(0
.0
7
7
6
)

Sh
ar
e:
h
ig
h
sk
il
le
d

am
on

g
al
l
w
o
rk
er
s

0
.3
1
6
**
*
(0
.0
4
7
3
)

0
.2
9
6
**
*
(0
.0
4
7
0
)

0
.0
6
2
9
(0
.0
8
9
1
)

0
.1
4
3
*
(0
.0
7
9
9
)

0
.1
0
3
(0
.0
7
3
2
)

�0
.2
0
4
(0
.1
4
6
)

Sh
ar
e:
<
2
5
ye
ar
s
ol
d

am
o
n
g
al
l
w
or
ke
rs

�0
.1
1
7
*
(0
.0
6
4
9
)

�0
.1
2
3
*
(0
.0
6
3
8
)

�0
.1
5
9
(0
.1
4
3
)

0
.1
3
6
(0
.1
0
1
)

0
.1
4
9
(0
.0
9
0
9
)

0
.1
8
0
(0
.1
1
6
)

S
h
ar
e:
2
5
–4

5
ye
ar
s
o
ld

am
on

g
al
l
w
or
ke
rs

0
.2
1
1
**
*
(0
.0
4
7
7
)

0
.1
9
3
**
*
(0
.0
4
7
1
)

�0
.0
0
1
2
4
(0
.1
0
7
)

0
.0
0
0
7
9
3
(0
.0
5
1
1
)

�0
.0
1
4
8
(0
.0
4
9
0
)

�0
.0
5
8
2
(0
.0
7
8
1
)

Sh
ar
e:
h
ig
h
sk
il
le
d

am
on

g
fo
re
ig
n
w
or
ke
rs

�0
.0
2
5
9
(0
.0
2
8
9
)

�0
.0
1
5
7
(0
.0
2
8
6
)

0
.0
3
1
4
(0
.0
4
1
4
)

�0
.0
5
9
8
(0
.0
6
9
8
)

�0
.0
2
1
4
(0
.0
6
5
7
)

0
.0
2
0
6
(0
.0
9
6
8
)

S
h
ar
e:
<
2
5
ye
ar
s
o
ld

am
on

g
fo
re
ig
n
w
or
ke
rs

�0
.0
3
8
4
(0
.0
4
1
9
)

�0
.0
3
5
3
(0
.0
4
3
5
)

�0
.0
1
7
5
(0
.0
6
8
2
)

0
.0
3
5
0
(0
.0
7
5
2
)

�0
.0
0
7
5
5
(0
.0
7
4
2
)

�0
.0
5
2
8
(0
.0
8
9
9
)

Sh
ar
e:
2
5
–4

5
ye
ar
s
ol
d

am
o
n
g
fo
re
ig
n
w
or
ke
rs

�0
.0
2
3
0
(0
.0
2
5
1
)

�0
.0
1
9
7
(0
.0
2
4
8
)

�0
.0
0
7
1
4
(0
.0
4
0
5
)

�0
.0
0
8
9
5
(0
.0
4
6
6
)

0
.0
2
0
9
(0
.0
4
4
6
)

0
.0
7
5
3
(0
.0
5
9
8
)

E
st
ab
li
sh
m
en
ts
/

em
p
lo
ye
es

(r
eg
io
n
)

0
.0
5
4
0
(0
.3
3
6
)

0
.0
8
0
9
(0
.3
3
7
)

1
.6
1
4
(2
.1
0
9
)

�0
.3
1
6
(0
.7
2
5
)

�0
.2
3
3
(0
.7
1
3
)

0
.1
2
5
(2
.1
3
7
)

L
o
g
n
u
m
b
er

of
es
ta
b
li
sh
m
en
ts
p
er

km
2

0
.0
0
0
3
3
5
**
*
(0
.0
0
0
1
2
3
)

0
.0
0
0
3
1
9
**
*
(0
.0
0
0
1
2
3
)

0
.0
0
0
4
8
1
(0
.0
0
0
8
0
4
)

�0
.0
0
0
0
7
3
7
(0
.0
0
0
4
8
6
)

�0
.0
0
0
0
5
0
9
(0
.0
0
0
4
8
4
)

�0
.0
0
2
8
0
(0
.0
0
4
1
9
)

C
on

st
an
t

�0
.1
1
6
(0
.0
7
0
6
)

�0
.1
0
5
(0
.0
7
0
4
)

�0
.0
9
5
1
(0
.2
2
7
)

�0
.0
0
2
7
4
(0
.0
8
3
5
)

0
.0
0
6
2
9
(0
.0
8
2
3
)

0
.5
5
6
**

(0
.2
6
4
)

O
b
se
rv
at
io
n
s

5
,5
8
6

5
,5
8
6

5
,5
8
6

3
,0
3
6

3
,0
3
6

3
,0
3
6

N
u
m
b
er

o
f

es
ta
b
li
sh
m
en
ts

2
,7
9
3

2
,7
9
3

2
,7
9
3

1
,0
1
2

1
,0
1
2

1
,0
1
2

O
ve
ra
ll
R
-s
q
u
ar
ed

0
.2
5
8

0
.2
5
7
1

0
.1
1
8
6

0
.2
5
2

0
.2
5
0

0
.0
1
1

B
et
w
ee
n
R
-s
q
u
ar
ed

–
0
.3
5
5
5

0
.1
5
8
1

–
0
.3
6
6

0
.0
0
1

W
it
h
in

R
-s
q
u
ar
ed

–
0
.0
2
4
5

0
.0
3
0
2

–
0
.0
6
3

0
.0
7
0

N
ot
es
:
O
L
S
,
o
rd
in
ar
y
le
as
t
sq
u
ar
es
;
R
E
,
ra
n
d
om

ef
fe
ct
s;
F
E
,
fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
s.
A
ll
es
ti
m
at
io
n
s
ar
e
b
as
ed

on
li
n
ea
r
p
ro
b
ab
il
it
y
m
o
d
el
s
an
d
in
cl
u
d
e
ti
m
e
an
d
se
ct
o
r
fi
xe
d
ef
fe
ct
s.
St
an
d
ar
d

er
ro
rs
cl
u
st
er
ed

at
es
ta
b
li
sh
m
en
t
le
ve
l
in

p
ar
en
th
es
es
,
**

*p
<
0
.0
1
,
**
p
<
0
.0
5
,
*p

<
0
.1
.

CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND INNOVATION S403



effects (RE) models. Although this suggests that cultural diversity of for-
eign workers in Dutch establishments boosts innovation, once we control
for unobserved time-invariant features of establishments by FE in specifi-
cation 5.3, the coefficient is still positive but somewhat smaller and only
significant at the 10% level. This reinforces results found previously in
the literature that models with establishment FE rarely detect a statisti-
cally significant effect of cultural diversity. In our case, this is likely to be
due to the fact that the observed time span is only a 6-year period,
during which an establishment’s ethnic composition of employees changes
only very slowly.

The estimated coefficient measuring the impact of cultural diversity
on the innovativeness of German establishments has a positive sign as
well, but the estimated coefficients are relatively smaller. Moreover, con-
trary to the Dutch results, the diversity effect is not statistically significant
in any of the German regressions in Table 5.

A product innovation in both countries does neither depend on the
fact whether or not an establishment employs foreign workers (indicated
by the “foreignness indicator”) nor depend on the skill or age composition
of the foreign workforce. Instead, the presence of high-skilled workers
matters, but more so in the Netherlands than in Germany, as can be seen
from the various coefficients of the “share: high-skilled” variable.

For the Netherlands, we also detect a statistically significant effect of
age composition. This effect may be explained by the fact that young for-
eigners in the Netherlands are mostly clustered as unskilled workers in
labor intensive sectors while highly skilled migrants are commonly older
and more likely to work in services and high-technology establishments.

The impact of “establishment size” and “organizational change” is
remarkably similar between the two countries. Moreover, the results for
both countries indicate that establishments which are facing obstacles to
innovate, such as a lack of personnel and high costs, are more innovative
than other establishments. A possible explanation is that only establish-
ments that (try to) innovate can be faced with such obstacles. Nonetheless,
the variables are included in the regressions because they signal an under-
lying pressure on establishments to respond to exogenous factors, such as
a difficulty in obtain external capital or qualified personnel, by means of
innovative solutions.

The innovation literature has long explored the roles of competition
and agglomeration in the city or region in which the establishment is
located, which can lead to enhanced knowledge spillovers and shared
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inputs in innovation. To control for these effects, we include two variables
that measure the regional competitiveness and local market structure,
respectively: the ratio of establishments over employees in the region and
the natural logarithm of the number of firms per km2 in the region.
These regional characteristics do not impact on innovation in individual
establishments in Germany. For the Netherlands, we detect a positive and
statistically significant effect of establishment density in a region.

Table 6 presents the results of instrumental variables (IV) estimation
in which we account for a possible bias in the estimated coefficient of the
diversity index due to reverse causality, that is the likelihood that innova-
tive establishments actively recruit foreign workers from a diverse range of
countries, or that migrants from diverse cultural backgrounds are more
attracted to innovative establishments than other migrants, for example
intra-EU migrants from countries that are culturally “closer” to Germany
or the Netherlands. A good instrument would need to be uninfluenced by
innovation but still be highly correlated with diversity. In the Dutch case,
the fractionalization index is instrumented with the number of countries
of birth represented in each municipality lagged by 4 years. The motiva-
tion is that establishments – whether innovative or not – are likely to
employ people from their vicinity, and a historically more diverse labor
pool is more likely to lead to a more diverse composition of foreign
employees.

Our IV strategy for the German subsample is also based on the idea
that different establishments are faced with a different labor supply
depending on the type of region the establishments are located in, but
also on the type of establishment in terms of size, age, industry, and skill
structure. We generate two establishment-level instruments.8 The instru-
ments for establishment i are based on information on the cultural diver-
sity among foreign workers that are employed in establishments which are
similar to establishment i in terms of size, skill composition, age, and
industry and which are located in the same type of region but not in the
same region as establishment i. As instruments, we use average diversity
measures across these establishments (for summary statistics see, Table 3).
Two measures are considered: the fractionalization index and the number
of GLOBE clusters per establishment introduced in the section “Method-

8It was impossible to attempt an identical approach with the Dutch data. In any case, as
noted in the main text, the instruments turned out to be rather ineffective in the case of

the Netherlands.
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ology and Data”. However, in the IV estimation with FE, these external
instruments have little explanatory power. Therefore, when estimating the
FE model, we use a 3-year lag of the endogenous explanatory variable as
the second instrument, instead of the number of GLOBE clusters.

The linear probability models in Table 6 are estimated by means of
two-stage least squares. The test statistics at the bottom of the table indi-
cate that the IV are adequately correlated with endogenous cultural diver-
sity (only in the FE case is the F statistic smaller than 10) and that they
pass the test of the so-called overidentifying restrictions.9 We provide
three IV estimations for each country (for the Netherlands, they are esti-
mations 6.1–6.3 and for Germany estimations 6.4–6.6).

The IV results reconfirm the findings for establishment characteris-
tics and demographic and skill characteristics of the employees from the
previous estimations reported in Table 5. Not only in the Dutch case, but
also for the German sample, we see that the share of high-skilled workers
is an important determinant of innovativeness (except in the case of the
FE model, again because of small variation in this variable within estab-
lishments over the six years considered). Interestingly, the agglomeration
effect (density of establishments) turns out to be negative (but is only sta-
tistically significant in the case of the Netherlands). The latter result may
well be related to the fact that product-innovating establishments in the
Netherlands are predominantly manufacturing establishments located on
the lower density outskirts of large urbanized areas.

Once we instrument the fractionalization index, the estimated coeffi-
cient for Dutch establishments is no longer significant. In contrast, the IV
estimations for Germany provide strong evidence of a positive impact of
cultural diversity on establishment innovation. The coefficients are in fact
larger than those observed for the Netherlands in Table 5. There are two
main reasons for the difference in the German and Dutch results in
Table 6. Firstly, tests of the direction of causality in these kinds of obser-
vational settings are often hard to do and it is possible that our Dutch
instrument for explaining cultural diversity, which was region rather than
establishment specific, was simply not up to the task. Secondly, structural
differences between the two countries are also likely to be the cause of this
notable difference in results. Using a different methodology, Ozgen and

9For the Netherlands, it is not possible to apply the overidentification test because a neces-
sary condition to run the test is that the number of instruments exceeds the number of

endogenous regressors.
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de Graaff (2013) show that gains from cultural diversity of workers within
firms in the Netherlands are confined only to a group of firms in the
knowledge-intensive sectors.

The estimated coefficients for Germany are statistically significantly
different from zero when applying 2SLS without and with RE estimations
and imply that an increase in the fractionalization index by 0.1 (as compared
with a mean of 0.109) increases the likelihood of an establishment introduc-
ing a product innovation by about 4 percentage points. In other words, an
increase in cultural diversity by one standard deviation (which is 0.234)
implies that the probability of innovation increases by roughly 8 percentage
points. It is notable that the coefficient estimated by the FE model is again
statistically insignificant but only a bit smaller than the coefficients estimated
by the other IV models. This indicates that the bias of the 2SLS and RE IV
models due to unobserved heterogeneity among establishments is small.

In addition to the results presented in Tables 5 and 6, we also con-
ducted a series of robustness checks. Details are available from the authors
upon request. We find, for example, that the results for the fractionaliza-
tion index do not change when we include the share of foreign workers,
which turns out to be statistically insignificant. Moreover, the results are
also robust with respect to the way in which we control for the size of the
establishment. Additionally, when cultural diversity is measured by the
number of GLOBE clusters instead of the fractionalization index, we find
that cultural diversity within an establishment again influences the innova-
tiveness in a positive way. The larger the number of cultural clusters in an
establishment, the larger is the probability of introducing an innovation.
In some specifications, this significant effect emerges in the German case
not only when estimating IV regressions but also when applying OLS lin-
ear probability models. IV estimations show that an increase in the num-
ber of clusters by one leads to an increase of the probability of innovation
by roughly 5 percentage points. However, this positive effect appears to
be significant only in the German sample. We do not find an increasing
number of cultural clusters as a driver of product innovation in the Neth-
erlands in any of the specifications.

CONCLUSIONS

Increasing international migration has given rise to an increasing cultural
diversity in the host economies. The economic consequences of
corresponding changes in workforce composition have attracted growing
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attention in the recent years but are still not well understood. In this
paper, we considered the relationship between cultural diversity and inno-
vation, predominantly at the workplace level. As the ability and expertise
of the workers are important drivers of innovation, the question arises
whether increasing the heterogeneity of skills and the knowledge base via
immigration can release significant effects on innovation and productivity
in the host country. However, we argued that the impact of cultural
diversity of employees on innovativeness is theoretically indeterminate due
to the coexistence of a range of positive and negative influences.

We drew some broad conclusions from a survey of the available lit-
erature. Most importantly, there is convincing evidence of a positive cor-
relation between diversity of the immigrant population and innovation
outcomes at firm or regional levels, although the impact seems to be
quantitatively modest. Besides impacts of intra-firm diversity, there can
also be spillover effects of diversity in the region in which the firm is
located. The latter can be due, for example, to information exchanges, the
mobility of migrant workers between firms and the greater variety of
goods and services produced. The findings also suggest that one should
differentiate between diversity and the relative numerical importance of
migrants because there tends to be a negative correlation between the
migrant share and the innovation variable when the migrant population is
dominated by unskilled workers, while this might not be the case when
firms employ culturally diverse, but highly skilled, workers.

Before our research, there were no consistent cross-country results
available on the relationship between cultural diversity and innovation.
The lack of comparable cross-country evidence is due to this research
topic being only recent and additionally due to the difficulty of creating
harmonized cross-country datasets. This applies in particular to firm-level
information. Our paper is the first one to conduct a consistent cross-
country study with firm-level data. We provided new comparative results
by exploiting harmonized datasets on Dutch and German establishments
and by applying the same analytical framework. The results of the regres-
sion analysis are in line with our theoretical arguments and provide some
indication that greater diversity among foreign workers stimulates innova-
tion. The findings for both countries also suggest that high-skilled workers
are boosters of innovation, while results on the impact of the age compo-
sition of employment are rather ambiguous. Moreover, simply considering
the presence of foreign workers among employees does not impact on the
likelihood of introducing a product innovation.
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A statistically significant effect of cultural diversity emerges in the
German sample once we control for reverse causality, that is more innova-
tive firms attracting more diverse workers. However, the Dutch results
show that the positive effect of diversity on innovation can no longer be
detected in our data once we account for reverse causality.

Due to small within-establishment variation in the diversity measures
and the outcome variables, it is hard to detect any significant impact if we
control for unobserved heterogeneity via establishment FE estimation.
Even in our samples of one thousand to three thousand establishments,
the change in cultural diversity within individual establishments over time
is simply too slow to identify its impact on innovation. This suggests that
one main challenge for future research in this area will be to find either
clear sources of exogenous variation in the cultural diversity of firms, or
regions, as the result of large exogenous shocks (the so-called natural
experiments) or by means of the development of a randomized design.

Moreover, more harmonized firm-level data are required to conduct
meaningful cross-country analyses of the relationship between cultural diver-
sity and innovation. The available international evidence is not yet extensive
enough, and the existing studies are too heterogeneous to conduct a formal
meta-analysis. To examine whether important effects of diversity on innova-
tion show up in a broad range of countries, and whether the impact of cul-
tural diversity significantly differs across countries, data availability has to
improve. Fortunately, in recent years, there have been major developments
in many countries to generate LEED and the opportunities for bringing in
additional administrative and survey data are growing, so that our explor-
atory study with German and Dutch data may provide the impetus for more
extensive international research on this topic.

Cross-country studies of the economic consequences of cultural
diversity can provide findings on so far unexplored topics with potentially
far reaching policy relevance. In particular, there is as yet no comprehen-
sive evidence on the role of mediating factors such as organizational struc-
tures and institutional settings that might govern the relationship between
cultural diversity and economic outcomes and that are likely to differ
across countries and firms. The impact of cultural diversity might also
vary across skill levels of migrants, the tasks they perform and the indus-
tries they are employed in. For example, one might expect cultural
diversity of R&D workers to matter more for innovation than cultural
diversity of production workers, but Niebuhr (2010) showed that in the
German context, R&D workers were less culturally diverse than workers
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generally (although cultural diversity was higher among high skilled than
total R&D staff).

This raises important issues for future research because the heteroge-
neity of effects has been considered to date only by a few studies. More
detailed information on migrants, especially on their age at migration,
education in the country of birth and their role in their host country
organization will be useful in this context. Moreover, there is also hardly
any specific evidence on the distinct channels of influence that we briefly
discussed early on. And, finally, as the focus of previous studies is on the
net effect of cultural diversity, future research should aim at disentangling
different positive and negative effects of diversity.

More comprehensive evidence on the relationship between cultural
diversity and innovation has potentially strong implications for the
design of policies. Immigration policies tend to define quantitative
restrictions and rules that govern the selection of migrants – including
with respect to their skills. Diversity of the migrants is a dimension that
has been more or less neglected by policy although it might generate
an extra benefit from migration. In the case of Germany and the Neth-
erlands, we noted that the stock of migrants remains predominantly
low-skilled and still reflects the guest worker era and the immigration
of refugees. In view of the positive effects of migrant workers and cul-
tural diversity detected by recent research, this points to an underuti-
lized potential to foster innovation and growth by means of a new
design of migration policy. The introduction of a point system, such as
in place in countries such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the
United Kingdom, might help to overcome this deficit by encouraging
the immigration of skilled workers from a broader range of cultural
backgrounds. Finally, the results to date and anticipated results from
further in depth analyses along the lines discussed above may have
important implications for recruitment strategies of firms when the abil-
ity to recruit skilled immigrants from a wide range of cultural back-
grounds positively impacts on their competitiveness and on their
capability to generate innovations.
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