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Abstract Given the rising rate of migration across
the globe, immigrant entrepreneurship is more than
ever a topic of high theoretical and practical rele-
vance. Immigrant entrepreneurship can offer host
societies a win-win situation, generating incomes
for immigrant entrepreneurs and contributing to
knowledge transfer, innovativeness, and economic
growth within the host economy. However, studies
reveal that immigrant entrepreneurship is primarily
male dominated and our understanding of the drivers
and contextual factors that explain the gender gap is
limited. Based on the mixed embeddedness approach,
this multi-country study investigates the effects of
immigrants’ embeddedness in supportive economic,
social, and institutional environmental conditions on
the gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship. Our
key findings are threefold: First, the results confirm
that a gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship ex-
ists. Female immigrants, compared with their male
counterparts, are less likely to start and run their own
business. Second, the results reveal that female im-
migrant entrepreneurship is encouraged by a support-
ive entrepreneurial environment, showing that policy

can enhance female immigrant entrepreneurship
through supportive conditions. Third, we find the
same pattern of results for forced immigrants and
opposite results for natives, suggesting that entrepre-
neurship is a “Plan A” employment strategy for
(forced) female immigrants, whereas it is only a
“Plan B” employment strategy for female natives.

Keywords Immigrant entrepreneurship . Female
entrepreneurship .Mixed embeddedness .Multi-country
study. Global entrepreneurshipmonitor . Gender
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1 Introduction

The global number of refugees and internally displaced
persons has reached the highest level since World War
II. By the end of 2017, the number of refugees, inter-
nally displaced persons, and asylum seekers stood at
68.5 million (UN Refugee Agency 2018). Unresolved
political, economic, social, and environmental problems
may continue to cause migration, begging the question
of how immigrants can be integrated into their host
societies. One possibility for assimilating immigrants
into host societies is integration through entrepreneur-
ship (Aliaga-Isla and Rialp 2013). Entrepreneurship
means identifying and exploiting business opportunities
(Shane and Venkataraman 2000). A common form of
entrepreneurship is starting a new business (Gartner
1985). Starting a new business has a positive effect on
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the immigrant entrepreneur (e.g., through socio-
economic integration) and can also evoke positive soci-
etal effects within the host country. Immigrants may
bring new and different experiences, perspectives,
knowledge, skills, and networks from which the host
society can benefit. Immigrant entrepreneurs can thus
make significant contributions to knowledge transfer,
innovativeness, competitiveness, and economic growth
(Baycan-Levent and Nijkamp 2009; Xavier et al. 2012;
Marchand and Siegel 2014; Saxenian 2002).

In OECD and European Union countries, approxi-
mately 12% of immigrants have their own business
(OECD/European Commission 2015). In these coun-
tries, immigrants are mostly more likely to be self-
employed than the native-born population. For example,
in Poland and the Czech Republic, more than 25% of
immigrants run their own business—a rate which is
nearly two times higher than the rate among their native
counterparts (OECD/European Commission 2015).
However, a higher rate of entrepreneurship is not evenly
distributed among male and female immigrants; rather,
there is a gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship.
Entrepreneurial activity among immigrants, or “immi-
grant entrepreneurship,” is mainly a male phenomenon.
Female immigrants are, compared with male immi-
grants, less engaged in entrepreneurial activity—which
is commonly attributed to a combination of lower entry
rates and higher exit rates (OECD 2011; Fiscal Policy
Institute 2012; Lofstrom and Lofstrom 2014; Constant
and Zimmermann 2004).

Although a few initial studies have already docu-
mented the existence of a gender gap in immigrant
entrepreneurship, it has not yet received wide attention
in the academic discipline of entrepreneurship. Apart
from anecdotal evidence reporting that immigrant wom-
en face greater obstacles compared with their male
counterparts (Vaccarino et al. 2011; Azmat 2013), nei-
ther individual nor contextual factors influencing the
gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship have been
systematically examined. Several authors have noted
that research has frequently focused on immigrant men
as entrepreneurs, whereas female immigrant entrepre-
neurship has been neglected (Collins and Low 2010;
Marchand and Siegel 2014).

The goal of this paper is to advance our understand-
ing of the gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship.
Specifically, we seek to examine contingency factors
that explain under which conditions the effect of gender
on immigrant entrepreneurial activity is particularly

strong or weak. To this end, we build on the concept
of mixed embeddedness that integrates aspects of the
host country’s economic, social, and political-
institutional environment, and thus offers a useful
framework for understanding the extent to which envi-
ronments support entrepreneurship (Kloosterman et al.
1999; Rath and Kloosterman 2000; Kloosterman and
Rath 2001; Kloosterman 2003; Wang and Warn 2017).
In our study, we examine the effect of a supportive
environment in terms of the host country’s economic
(market opportunities and market access), social (migra-
tion and government network), and institutional factors
(business-friendly regulation and rule of law) on the
gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship. We hypoth-
esize that a supportive environment influences the rela-
tionship between gender and immigrant entrepreneur-
ship in such a way that particularly benefits immigrant
women. In line with previous research (Vaccarino et al.
2011; Azmat 2013), we argue that immigrant women
are in a disadvantaged position and that they are there-
fore more dependent on a supportive environment. Ac-
cordingly, a supportive environment should promote
entrepreneurship among immigrant women. Therefore,
we hypothesize that there is a smaller gender gap in
immigrant entrepreneurship in countries with a more
supportive environment for entrepreneurial activity. In
addition, we also test our hypotheses with forced immi-
grants. Forced immigrants—who are displaced by vio-
lence and conflicts, environmental disasters, or
development-induced re-settlement—tend to be highly
vulnerable due to a limited access to necessary re-
sources. Accordingly, we expect that a supportive envi-
ronment is even more important for forced immigrants.

To test our hypotheses, we use individual- and
country-level data from 11,471 immigrants located in
51 countries. Our research contributes to the current
debate on immigrant entrepreneurship in a twofold man-
ner. First, following an interactionist approach (Frese
and Gielnik 2014; Welter 2010), we discuss and show
how a supportive environment enhances entrepreneurial
activity among immigrant women. By employing a
contextual perspective, our theoretical model thus con-
tributes to a better understanding of the gender gap in
immigrant entrepreneurship. Furthermore, we examine
the moderating effect of favorable environmental con-
ditions in two additional groups, the subgroup of forced
immigrants and native-born individuals to provide a
deeper understanding of the role of favorable environ-
mental conditions. Our results show that the moderating
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effect holds for forced immigrants but not for native-
born individuals. Accordingly, a supportive environ-
ment plays a contradictory role for (forced) immigrant
and native women. Whereas a supportive environment
reduces the gender gap for (forced) immigrants, it in-
creases the gap for natives. These findings add to our
theoretical understanding because they suggest that en-
vironmental conditions may have different and even
contradictory effects for specific subgroups in the pop-
ulation. Finally, by testing our model, we improve the
evidence base concerning country-level drivers of im-
migrant entrepreneurship. Since the current stream of
immigrant entrepreneurship literature is primarily based
on single-country studies, our study provides novel
insights based on large representative data to advance
the current state of knowledge on country-level factors
influencing immigrant entrepreneurship.

2 Theoretical background and hypotheses

The concept of mixed embeddedness has been devel-
oped particularly to help understand the complex inter-
actions in which immigrant entrepreneurship takes place
(Kloosterman et al. 1999; Kloosterman and Rath 2001;
Kloosterman 2003). Specifically, the concept of mixed
embeddedness discusses the interplay of characteristics
at the individual and contextual levels. The individual
level comprises immigrants’ gender, age, cultural back-
ground, and human, financial, and social capital. The
contextual level includes the host country’s economic,
social, and political-institutional environment, such as
market conditions, governmental support, and regula-
tions (Kloosterman and Rath 2001; Kloosterman 2003;
Azmat 2010, 2013; Peroni et al. 2016).

Based on the mixed embeddedness perspective
(Kloosterman et al. 1999; Kloosterman and Rath 2001;
Kloosterman 2003; Azmat 2010), our conceptual frame-
work includes three types of contextual conditions in
which immigrants are embedded: economic
embeddedness, which comprises the degree to which
immigrants are able to find and exploit entrepreneurial
opportunities; social embeddedness, which considers
social structures, networks, and ties; and institutional
embeddedness, which involves laws, rules, and regula-
tions that can be favorable or unfavorable for aspiring
immigrant entrepreneurs. Following the logic of an
interactionist approach (Frese and Gielnik 2014;
Welter 2010), we focus on the interplay of gender and

contextual factors in immigrant entrepreneurship. We
argue that the context, in terms of economic, social,
and institutional factors, functions as a contingency
factor influencing the effect of gender on immigrant
entrepreneurship. We argue first for the main effect of
gender on immigrant entrepreneurship and then theorize
about context as a boundary condition that strengthens
or weakens the effect of gender on immigrant entrepre-
neurship. Figure 1 illustrates our conceptual framework.

2.1 The gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship

Research shows that women around the world are, in
general, less likely to engage in entrepreneurship than
men (Kelley et al. 2015; Minniti and Naudé 2010; Elam
and Terjesen 2010; Verheul et al. 2006). The general
entrepreneurship literature suggests that the gender gap
in entrepreneurship results from individual and contex-
tual factors, such as socio-demographic characteristics,
entrepreneurial attitudes, family background, and envi-
ronmental conditions (Klyver et al. 2013; Kelley et al.
2015; Koellinger et al. 2007; Wagner 2007). Specifical-
ly, at the individual level, several studies show that
women’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy—or the self-
assessment of having the required capabilities to start
and run a company—is lower than men’s (Koellinger
et al. 2013;Wilson et al. 2007). Thébaud (2010) states in
her analysis that women are about half as likely as men
to believe that they have the knowledge, skills, and
experience to start a business. The lower level of entre-
preneurial self-efficacy among women is not limited by
geographic regions or cultural subsets but is rather a
global phenomenon independent of contextual variables
(Wilson et al. 2007; Minniti and Nardone 2007; Allen
et al. 2007). In addition, studies show that women have
stronger fear to fail as entrepreneurs and are thus less
willing to take risks (Bönte and Piegeler 2013; Wagner
2007; Caliendo et al. 2009). Several authors also iden-
tify women’s restricted access to financial resources as a
reason for the gender gap in entrepreneurship
(Muravyev et al. 2009; Heilbrunn 2004; Carter et al.
1997; Fairlie and Robb 2009; Marlow and Patton 2005).
Furthermore, research reveals that women, compared
with men, have fewer and different social networks
(Verheul and Thurik 2001; Koellinger et al. 2013). The
lower levels of financial and social resources are also
important in explaining why new ventures by women
suffer from lower survival rates (van der Zwan et al.
2012; Allen et al. 2007).
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We suggest that there is a similar gender gap in
immigrant entrepreneurship. Several authors emphasize
the disadvantages faced by female immigrants in setting
up and running businesses, when compared with their
male counterparts. Female immigrants usually face
greater obstacles to the acquisition of start-up funding,
as well as in the development of formal and informal
social networks (Vaccarino et al. 2011; Azmat 2013).
Furthermore, as in the case of native-born women, im-
migrant women probably have a negatively biased per-
ception of their own knowledge and skills, show greater
risk aversion, and may have less access to the resources
required to start and run a business, which may reduce
the likelihood of female immigrants to start and run a
business (Terjesen et al. 2016; Wilson et al. 2007).
Accordingly, we suggest that immigrant women, when
compared with their male counterparts, are a priori less
likely to launch and run a business, resulting in a gender
gap in immigrant entrepreneurship. This means that
there is a negative main effect of female gender on
immigrant entrepreneurship. Consequently, we formu-
late our first hypothesis as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Compared with men, female
immigrants are less likely to become entrepreneurs.

2.2 The moderating role of contextual embeddedness

Previous research presents evidence that contextual fac-
tors influence the gender gap in entrepreneurship. For
instance, greater economic development is related to a
larger gender gap in entrepreneurial activity (Klyver
et al. 2013; van der Zwan et al. 2012; Minniti 2010;
Baughn et al. 2006). There is also empirical evidence
that cultural and institutional conditions affect the gen-
der gap in entrepreneurship (Baughn et al. 2006;

Mueller 2004; Shinnar et al. 2012; Elam and Terjesen
2010; Estrin and Mickiewicz 2011; Klyver et al. 2013).
Klyver et al. (2013) present empirical evidence that a
higher level of country-level gender equality in the areas
of economy, education, politics, and health widens the
gender gap in entrepreneurship. Recently, Thébaud
(2015) showed that entrepreneurship is a “Plan B” em-
ployment strategy for women if there are institutions
that facilitate remaining in paid employment. Specifi-
cally, Thébaud (2015) documents that women do not
need to choose self-employment as a “fallback” employ-
ment strategy if they are embedded in institutional ar-
rangements such as paid leave, subsidized childcare,
and part-time employment opportunities. Accordingly,
the gender gap is greater in more developed economies
with supportive institutions.

With respect to female immigrants, however, we
argue that entrepreneurship is not a Plan B but rather a
“Plan A” employment strategy. In many cases, immi-
grant women arrive in their host societies with low
levels of human capital, inadequate educational qualifi-
cations and skills, and poor language proficiency. These
factors negatively affect their search for traditional em-
ployment (Rath and Kloosterman 2000; Collins and
Low 2010). Even when immigrant women possess
strong educational backgrounds, sufficient professional
qualifications, and adequate language skills, they often
find that their skills, competencies, and talents are less
recognized and appreciated in their host societies—
thereby reducing their chances of acquiring paid em-
ployment (Levie 2007; Collins and Low 2010). As a
result, entrepreneurship becomes their preferred
option—the Plan A for making a living—since it allows
them to use their qualifications and experiences in a
practical setting to generate income. In addition, we
suggest that the marginal utility of supportive environ-
mental conditions is higher for women than for men.

Fig. 1 Conceptual framework
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Since female immigrants show, compared with their
male counterparts, typically lower levels of entrepre-
neurial self-efficacy and self-confidence, and have less
financial and social resources, they may benefit relative-
ly more than men from supportive contexts. Thus, fa-
vorable environmental conditions might help female
immigrants to overcome the lack of confidence and
resources which prevent them from setting up and run-
ning a business. Accordingly, this reduces the gender
gap in immigrant entrepreneurship. In the following
section, we refer to the effects of immigrants’
embeddedness in supportive economic, social, and in-
stitutional environmental conditions on the gender gap
in immigrant entrepreneurship to develop our specific
hypotheses.

2.2.1 The role of economic embeddedness

The economic embeddedness of immigrants depends on
the market structure, including the degree to which
immigrants can find and exploit entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities (Rath and Kloosterman 2000; Kloosterman and
Rath 2001). Eckhardt and Shane (2010), p. 49) define
entrepreneurial opportunities as “situations in which
new goods, services, raw materials, markets and orga-
nizing methods can be introduced through the formation
of new means, ends, or means-ends relationships.”
Economies that provide more opportunities facilitate
entrepreneurship in general, and also for immigrants in
particular, because they are more dependent on
supportive environmental conditions. Furthermore,
economies need to provide easy access to markets in
addition to opportunities. For instance, access to
markets can be blocked by established competitors.
Businesses with large resource pools can control
markets and block the entry of new firms. Moreover,
Aldrich and Waldinger (1990) emphasize that very
strong inter-ethnic competition for jobs and business
opportunities can push immigrants out of business.

We expect that an economic environment supportive
of entrepreneurial activity positively affects immigrant
entrepreneurship. A high level of market opportunity
and market access should it make easier for immigrants
to become entrepreneurially active. In addition, with
regard to the structural disadvantages female immi-
grants face, we hypothesize that immigrant women’s
likelihood of starting and running a business is, com-
pared with immigrant men’s, more positively affected
by a supportive economic environment. Market

opportunities and barrier-free access to exploit those
opportunities should mitigate the negative effects, in
terms of low entrepreneurial self-efficacy, fear of failure,
and lack of resources. This leads us to our next
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels of market opportunities.
Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels of market access.

2.2.2 The role of social embeddedness

Social networks and ties have a strong influence on
entrepreneurial activity (Klyver and Foley 2012; Stam
et al. 2014). The mixed embeddedness approach con-
siders this by stressing the importance of immigrants’
social embeddedness in diverse social networks with
both the co-ethnic community and the native communi-
ty (Rath and Kloosterman 2000; Beckers and Blumberg
2013; Collins and Low 2010). Social networks can be
informal (e.g., family, personal, friends, and ethnic
group) and formal (e.g., business contacts, banks, law-
yers, government, organizations, and associations). We
focus on one informal and one formal social network:
the migrant network and the government network. In
previous research, both networks are discussed as criti-
cal variables influencing immigrant entrepreneurship
(Bates 1997; Desiderio 2014; Kushnirovich and
Heilbrunn 2008; Lassalle and McElwee 2016;
Kloosterman et al. 2016).

The mixed embeddedness literature highlights the
key role of vibrant immigrant enclaves for promoting
immigrant entrepreneurship (Kloosterman 2003; Knight
2015; Altinay 2008; Peroni et al. 2016). Immigrant
enclaves, as informal social networks, are geographic
areas with a high concentration of immigrants in which
immigrants generally share the same cultural identity
(McEvoy and Hafeez 2009a). The similar backgrounds
in an immigrant or ethnic enclave strengthen in-group
solidarity among inhabitants. This in-group support fa-
cilitates immigrant entrepreneurship by providing infor-
mation, assistance, and practical resources for
immigrants—especially those who have just arrived in
their host countries (Koelet et al. 2017; Aliaga-Isla and
Rialp 2013). This informal social network helps
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immigrants overcome obstacles (e.g., a lack of financial
resources) that prevent them from successfully estab-
lishing businesses and is thus an important element in
the resource mobilization process (Lassalle and
McElwee 2016). Furthermore, immigrant and ethnic
enclaves create demand for products and services
catering to the culture and taste of the immigrants’
country of origin (McEvoy and Hafeez 2009b). Ethnic
consumption patterns allow immigrant entrepreneurs to
draw on the “traditional” knowledge, expertise, and
experiences they have gained during their time in their
home societies. Since ethnic enclaves continuously
attract new migrants, they also offer a source of cheap
labor for immigrant entrepreneurs that can facilitate
entrepreneurial activity. Shinnar and Young (2008, p.
245) point out that ethnic enclaves provide entrepre-
neurs with “a linguistically isolated labor pool with
skills that can be more efficiently tapped into by co-
ethnic rather than majority group entrepreneurs.”

Government networks (e.g., people working for gov-
ernment programs, agencies, science parks, and busi-
ness incubators), as formal social networks provide the
infrastructure which helps potential immigrant entrepre-
neurs to recognize and exploit opportunities (Desiderio
2014; Marchand and Siegel 2014). Government net-
work support facilitates the mobilization of resources,
and help immigrants to pursue entrepreneurial opportu-
nities (Heilbrunn and Kushnirovich 2008). For instance,
government-supported entrepreneurship programs pro-
vide relevant knowledge and skills that facilitate new
business formation and thus help spur entrepreneurial
activities. They often include educational modules on
topics such as marketing, identifying business opportu-
nities, networking, accounting, business planning, and
financial management. In addition, governments in host
countries sometimes launch special government pro-
grams specifically designed to help aspiring immigrant
entrepreneurs improve their language proficiency, busi-
ness skills, creditworthiness, and understanding of legal
and regulatory issues (Desiderio 2014).

We argue that immigrant women depend more on
both informal and formal network support than men.
Male immigrants, compared with female immigrants,
have stronger informal and formal social ties and thus
more opportunities to acquire both financial resources
and general assistance in starting and running a business
(Marchand and Siegel 2014). Marchand and Siegel
(2014) explain that immigrant men’s larger networks
result from their stronger presence in the public domain.

While female immigrants are more involved in the
private domain and tend to set up more home-based
businesses, male immigrants interact more in public
outside of the home, which allows them to more easily
and efficiently build up varied kinds of supportive social
networks. In addition, immigrant men live, on average,
for a longer period of time in their host countries than
immigrant women, a fact which facilitates the develop-
ment of networks and familiarization with the structures
of the host country (Marchand and Siegel 2014). Since
female immigrants cannot as easily obtain resources
from narrow and extended networks, we hypothesize
that female immigrants would benefit more, compared
with male immigrants, from strong immigrant and gov-
ernment network support. If informal and formal net-
works provide material resources and services, and pro-
vide emotional support and encouragement to female
immigrants, this should evoke a positive impact on
female immigrants’ entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
self-confidence regarding the success of one’s venture,
and thus strengthen their belief that entrepreneurship is
feasible, desirable, and financially lucrative. For this
reason, we propose that an overall higher level of sup-
port provided by immigrant and government networks
influences the proposed gender gap in immigrant entre-
preneurship. Thus, our next hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels of migration network support.
Hypothesis 3b (H3b): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels of government network support.

2.2.3 The role of institutional embeddedness

Immigrants are embedded in institutional structures
which either enhance or limit the attractiveness of en-
trepreneurship (Rath and Kloosterman 2000; McEvoy
and Hafeez 2009b). Research underscores the critical
role of laws, rules, and regulations—so-called formal
institutions—for entrepreneurship (Acs et al. 2008;
Begley et al. 2005; Belitski et al. 2016; Chowdhury
et al. 2015). We focus on two institutions that have been
shown to be important requirements of entrepreneur-
ship: business-friendly regulation and the rule of law
(e.g., Djankov et al. 2002; Chowdhury et al. 2015;
McMullen et al. 2008; Estrin et al. 2013).
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Business-friendly regulation encourages entrepre-
neurial activity. Reducing market entry barriers—such
as licensing and permitting fees, complex compliance
procedures, and the overall time it takes to open a
business—has been shown to support entrepreneurship
(Djankov et al. 2002; Lassmann and Busch 2015). In
addition, business-friendly tax policy is an essential
institutional factor that influences how aspiring entre-
preneurs perceive their expected returns (McMullen
et al. 2008). Previous research found evidence that
entrepreneurial activity is negatively linked to higher
taxes (Estrin et al. 2013; Djankov et al. 2010;
Baliamoune-Lutz and Garello 2014). Similarly, com-
plex government bureaucracy, regulations, and licensing
requirements can harm new firm activities (Chowdhury
et al. 2015).

The rule of law captures the quality of due process in
law, the quality of contract enforcement and property
rights, and the degree of corruption control. Research
highlights the importance of strong property protection,
law enforcement, and the absence of corruption not only
for entrepreneurial activity, but also for the general
functioning of a market system, including investments,
innovations, and economic growth (McMullen et al.
2008; Acemoglu et al. 2005; Bowen and de Clercq
2008). Several authors present empirical evidence for a
positive relationship between rule of law and entrepre-
neurial activity (Estrin et al. 2013; Chowdhury et al.
2015; McMullen et al. 2008; Estrin and Mickiewicz
2011), showing that entrepreneurs, as significant crea-
tors of innovation, need a guarantee of return on their
investments in their innovations (McMullen et al. 2008;
Estrin et al. 2013). High-quality property regulation and
law enforcement decreases the risk associated with ef-
forts in innovative entrepreneurial activities. These stan-
dards protect against expropriation and encourage aspir-
ing entrepreneurs to accumulate income, make invest-
ments and long-term plans, and become more special-
ized (McMullen et al. 2008; Autio and Acs 2010).

We expect that higher levels of business-friendly
regulation and stronger adherence to the rule of law
are likely to encourage entrepreneurial activity among
both male and female immigrants. However, in line with
our argument, we hypothesize that female immigrants
would benefit more strongly from better business regu-
lation and stronger adherence to the rule of law. Awell-
defined business regulation framework and trust in the
government’s willingness to protect property rights
guarantees lower costs in the start-up process, a higher

level of property security, and easier access to financial
resources. Embeddedness in well-functioning institu-
tional settings should positively affect female immi-
grants’ individual sense of control over a situation and
its outcomes (Estrin andMickiewicz 2011). This should,
in turn, positively influence female immigrants’ risk
perception and beliefs about their ability to successfully
start and run businesses. In contrast, a low-quality busi-
ness regulatory framework, costly regulations and
guidelines, administrative burdens, corruption, and
weaker property rights hamper both the prevalence of
opportunities and the resources available to exploit
those opportunities, which should preserve women’s
disadvantaged position with respect to social and finan-
cial resources. Against this background, we hypothesize
that higher-quality business regulation and strong rule of
law weaken the proposed negative relationship between
female gender and immigrant entrepreneurship,
resulting in a smaller gender gap in immigrant entrepre-
neurship. Thus, our final hypotheses are formulated as
follows:

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels business-friendly regulations.
Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Gender gaps in immigrant
entrepreneurship will be smaller in the presence of
higher levels of rule of law.

3 Data and methods

3.1 Data collection

We obtained individual and country-level data from
multiple sources. First, we used the individual-level data
of immigrants from the Global Entrepreneurship Mon-
itor’s (GEM) Adult Population Survey (APS) 2012 da-
tabase. GEM’s APS provides standardized data on each
population’s entrepreneurial preferences, capacities, and
activities (Sternberg and Wennekers 2005). The survey
is administrated to a representative sample of adults in
many countries, making it the most suitable data-driven
study of entrepreneurial activity worldwide (Langowitz
and Minniti 2007; Urbano and Alvarez 2014). In 2012,
GEM added questions to its survey on the subject of
immigrant entrepreneurship, allowing the differentiation
of individuals according to their country of origin.
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Second, we incorporate country-level data from sev-
eral sources to assess a country’s economic, social, and
institutional environment (in which immigrants are em-
bedded). We used GEM’s National Experts’ Survey
(NES) 2012 database, which provides background in-
formation from selected experts in each country on
factors that influence entrepreneurial activity in their
respective countries (Xavier et al. 2012). GEM’s NES
employs standardized questions and validated measure-
ment scales (De Clercq et al. 2013), developed to over-
come the lack of national-harmonized indices or mea-
sures that could be used for comparative studies
(Amorós and Bosma 2014). GEM’s NES database is
widely recognized and has been frequently used in
recent entrepreneurship studies (De Clercq et al. 2013;
Levie and Autio 2008; Bowen and de Clercq 2008;
Martínez-Fierro et al. 2016). In addition, we obtained
data from the World Bank database.

3.2 Measures

Immigrant entrepreneurship We used the total early-
stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) of immigrants as
the dependent variable. Immigrant entrepreneurship is
coded 1 if the immigrant is in the process of starting a
business or is currently the owner of a young business
that is not older than 3.5 years (Urbano and Alvarez
2014) and 0 in the other case.

Gender Gender is the independent variable at individual
level. It is a binary variable coded as 1 if the immigrant
is female and 0 if the immigrant is male.

Market opportunities Market opportunities measure the
existence of opportunities for entrepreneurship in an
economy. The index is based on the average score (5-
point scale1) per country on five statements from the
GEM’s NES database: (1) there are plenty of good
opportunities for the creation of new firms, (2) there
are more good opportunities for the creation of new
firms than there are people able to take advantage of
them, (3) good opportunities for new firms have consid-
erably increased in the past 5 years, (4) individuals can
easily pursue entrepreneurial opportunities, and (5) there

are plenty of good opportunities to create truly high
growth firms. The Cronbach’s alpha for this index was
0.872.

Market access Market access measures the extent to
which new and growing firms can enter new markets
without any problems. The index is based on the aver-
age score (5-point scale) per country on three statements
from the GEM’s NES database: (1) new and growing
firms can easily enter newmarkets, (2) new and growing
firms can afford the cost of market entry, and (3) new
and growing firms can enter markets without being
unfairly blocked by established firms. The Cronbach’s
alpha for this index was 0.916.

Migrant network We take into account the international
foreign-born migrant stock of a country, measured as
percentage of people (including refugees) born in a
country other than the host country. We use this as a
proxy for measuring the migrant network due to missing
alternatives. Data are taken from theWorld Bank’s 2010
database.

Government network Government network measures
the presence and quality of government support pro-
grams provided for early-stage entrepreneurs. The index
is based on the average score (five-point scale) per
country on six statements from the GEM’s NES data-
base: (1) a wide range of government assistance for new
and growing firms can be obtained through contact with
a single agency, (2) science parks and business incuba-
tors provide effective support for new and growing
firms, (3) there are an adequate number of government
programs for new and growing businesses, (4) the peo-
ple working for government agencies are competent and
effective in supporting new and growing firms, (5)
almost anyone who needs help from a government
program for a new or growing business can find what
they need, and (6) government programs aimed at
supporting new and growing firms are effective. The
Cronbach’s alpha for this index was 0.955.

Business-friendly regulation Business-friendly regula-
tion is measured by the World Bank’s Ease of Doing
Business distance to frontier score, which captures the
gap between a country’s performance and a measure of
best practice across the entire sample of 41 indicators for
10 business-friendly regulation areas including: (1)
starting a business, (2) dealing with construction

1 GEM’s experts evaluated the statements by using a 5-point scale with
1 representing “Completely False” response, 2 representing “Some-
what False” response, 3 representing “Neither True nor False” re-
sponse, 4 representing “Somewhat True” response, and 5 representing
“Completely True” response (Xavier et al. 2012).
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permits, (3) getting electricity, (4) registering property,
(5) getting credit, (6) protecting minority investors, (7)
paying taxes, (8) trading across borders, (9) enforcing
contracts, and (10) resolving insolvency. Data are taken
from the World Bank’s 2012 database.

Rule of law Rule of law is measured by the World
Bank’s rule of law index, which captures perceptions
about the extent to which agents have confidence in and
abide by the rules of society, with particular focus on the
quality of contract enforcement, property rights, the
police and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime
and violence (Kaufmann et al. 2011). Data are taken
from the World Bank’s 2012 database.

In accordance with prior research (Klyver et al. 2013;
De Clercq et al. 2013; Thébaud 2015; Hörisch et al.
2017), we controlled for a number of variables. At the
individual level, we controlled for age, household size,
household income, education, start-up skills, fear of
failure, know an entrepreneur, employment status, and
whether or not the individual is a first-generation
immigrant.

Age The relevance of age has been discussed in a num-
ber of studies (Kautonen et al. 2014; Minola et al. 2016;
Funken and Gielnik 2015). We measured age by the
immigrant’s exact age as a continuous variable.

Household income Household income reflects the indi-
vidual’s potential available financial resources and is an
important factor for entrepreneurship (Evans and
Jovanovic 1989). Household income is an important
resource for immigrants, allowing them to invest in a
business and to survive for a period of time without
revenues (as is often the case during the start-up phase).
The immigrants were asked to provide information
about their household income, and were divided into
three categories (lower 33%; middle 33%; upper 33%)
based on the income distribution of their host country.

Education Many authors agree that education is posi-
tively related to entrepreneurial activity (Bowen and de
Clercq 2008; Unger et al. 2011). This positive correla-
tion holds for immigrants (Shinnar and Young 2008;
Borjas 1986). Education is taken into account by a
categorical variable which consists of five groups: 0
for none, 1 for some secondary, 2 for secondary degree,
3 for post-secondary, and 4 for graduate experience

education. The entrepreneurs were asked to identify
the highest degree they had earned.

Start-up skills Several authors discuss the key role of
(perceived) start-up skills on an individual’s willingness
to start and run a business (Wilson et al. 2009; Chen
et al. 1998; Wilson et al. 2007; Rauch and Frese 2007).
To consider start-up skills, we used an established dum-
my variable from the GEM’s APS database (Stephan
and Uhlaner 2010; Koellinger et al. 2013; Noguera et al.
2013). The binary variable is coded as 1 if the immigrant
affirmed the following statement: “Do you have the
knowledge, skill and experience required to start a new
business?”

Fear of failure Fear of failure is related to an individ-
ual’s degree of risk aversion towards entrepreneurial
activity (Caliendo et al. 2009). Several studies provide
empirical evidence of a strong negative and significant
correlation between fear of failure and the likelihood of
initiating and running a business (Wennberg et al. 2013;
Arenius andMinniti 2005).With regard to entrepreneur-
ship, several authors have discussed the fact that women
show, compared with men, stronger fear of failure (e.g.,
Wagner 2007). We measured fear of failure with a
frequently used dummy variable (Minniti 2010;
Bosma and Levie 2009; Wagner 2007; Koellinger
et al. 2013), coded as 1 if the immigrant answered
“yes” to the following statement: “Would fear of failure
prevent you from starting a business?”

Know an entrepreneur Individuals who know an entre-
preneur are more likely to start and run a business
(Arenius and Minniti 2005). Know an entrepreneur is
a frequently used dummy variable (Arenius and Minniti
2005; Koellinger et al. 2013; Noguera et al. 2013),
taking the value 1 if the immigrant answered “yes” to
the following statement: “Do you know someone per-
sonally who started a business in the past 2 years?”

Employment status Empirical evidence shows that the
likelihood of becoming entrepreneurially active is sig-
nificantly higher for individuals who are employed in a
full- or part-time wage job (Klyver et al. 2013). Since
women’s participation in the labor market is more fre-
quently interrupted than men’s, significant differences
exist in employment status across gender (Kelley et al.
2013). Employment status is coded as 1 if the immigrant
works full or part time, and 0 if not.
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First-generation immigrant First-generation immigrant
is coded as 1 if the immigrant was not born in the host
country, and as 0 if the immigrant was born in the host
country but not one or both parents (second-generation
immigrant).

At the country level, we controlled for GDP per
capita, GDP growth, and unemployment, which have
been frequently used as country-level controls in previ-
ous research (Thébaud 2015; Wennberg et al. 2013).

GDP per capita This is the gross domestic product
divided by midyear population measured in constant
2010 US dollars.

GDP growth per capita This is the annual percentage
growth rate of GDP per capita based on constant local
currency. Aggregates are based on constant 2010 US
dollars.

Unemployment This refers to the portion of the labor
force that is without work but available for and seeking
employment.

Table 1 displays the means, standard deviations,
maximum, and minimum of the variables.

3.3 Data analysis

To test our hypotheses, we conducted multilevel mixed-
effects logistic regression using the “melogit” command
in Stata 15.Multilevel modeling is superior to traditional
regression techniques because the latter provide ineffi-
cient estimates and biased standard errors in the pres-
ence of nested data (Snijders and Bosker 2012; De
Clercq et al. 2013; Mikucka 2014). In our data set,
individuals were nested in countries. Ignoring the inter-
dependency between individual and country-level data
may thus lead to artificial significant effects (Snijders
and Bosker 2012). To avoid inefficient estimation and
biased standard errors, multilevel modeling considers
the nested data structure and simultaneously estimates
the variability in the dependent variable within and
between countries (Snijders and Bosker 2012;
Mikucka 2014). Compared with conventional models,
the multilevel mixed-effects approach accounts for fixed
and random effects to adequately model effects between
variables on the different levels of the research design
(Snijders and Bosker 2012).

Since we selected only those countries for which all
individual and country-level variables considered in this

analysis were available, the number of observations was
low in some countries. For this reason, we followed the
rule proposed for multilevel models and included only
countries having at least 30 units at each level of the
analysis (e.g., Maas and Hox 2004). Our final sample is
comprised of 11,471 immigrants located in 51 countries.

4 Results

4.1 Main results

Table 2 provides the correlation matrix. The correlation
matrix reveals that immigrant entrepreneurship is nega-
tively linked to gender. Further, we find positive, signif-
icant bivariate relationships between immigrant entre-
preneurship and education, household income, employ-
ment status, start-up skills, know an entrepreneur,
household size, and negative and significant bivariate
relationships with age and fear of failure.

Table 3 presents the empirical results of our multi-
level mixed effects logistic regressions. Before analyz-
ing our models with predictors, we estimated a null
model (or intercept only model) for immigrant entrepre-
neurship. We computed the intraclass correlation coef-
ficient (ICC) which estimates the percentage of total
variance in immigrant entrepreneurship that exists be-
tween countries. The ICC is calculated directly by di-
viding the between countries variance by the total var-
iance, and is interpreted as the proportion of total resid-
ual variation that is due to differences between coun-
tries. We found that about 13.2% of the immigrant
entrepreneurship variance occurs between countries. In
international business research, intraclass correlation
coefficients of 0.05, 0.10, and 0.15 are considered small,
medium, and large, respectively (Hox 2010). Thus,
multilevel specification is reasonable.

Model 1 includes the control variables, and Model 2
adds gender, the independent variable. Models 3 and 4
include the interactions terms between gender and the
economic embeddedness variables. Models 5 and 6
integrate the interaction terms between gender and the
social embeddedness variables, and Models 7 and 8
include the interaction terms between gender and the
institutional embeddedness variables.

The results of Model 1 show that the control vari-
ables age (β = − 0.018; p < 0.01), employment status
(β = 1.059; p < 0.01), start-up skills (β = 1.501;
p < 0.01), fear of failure (β = − 0.558; p < 0.01), know
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an entrepreneur (β = 0.891; p < 0.01), and country-level
unemployment (β = − 0.030; p < 0.05) are significantly
associated with immigrant entrepreneurship.

The results of Model 2 reveal that a gender gap exists
in immigrant entrepreneurship (β = − 0.246; p < 0.01).
The negative coefficient indicates that female immi-
grants, compared with their male counterparts, are less
likely to engage in entrepreneurship. This pattern is
stable. Across all models, a negative relationship be-
tween gender and immigrant entrepreneurship was
found, indicating that female immigrants are less likely
to engage in entrepreneurship. Thus, we confirm Hy-
pothesis 1.

We expected that the gender gap in immigrant entre-
preneurship is smaller in countries with supportive envi-
ronmental conditions. First, we examined the role of im-
migrants’ economic embeddedness. The results of Models
3 and 4 shown in Table 3 show positive moderating effects
of market opportunities (β= 0.507; p< 0.01) and market
access (β = 0.457; p < 0.05) on the relationship between
gender and immigrant entrepreneurship. This implies that
the existence and accessibility of opportunities affects

female immigrants more positively. Thus, we confirm
Hypotheses 2a and 2b.

Next, we examined the specific effects of immigrant
and government networks on the association between
gender and immigrant entrepreneurship. The results of
Models 5 and 6 provide support for our Hypotheses 3a
and 3b. Immigrant network (β = 0.015; p < 0.05) and
government network (β = 0.442; p < 0.01) increase the
likelihood of female immigrants choosing entrepreneur-
ial activity, compared with male immigrants, thereby
reducing the gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship.

The institutional embeddedness models estimated the
moderating effect of business-friendly regulation and
rule of law on the relationship between gender and
immigrant entrepreneurship. The results of Models 7
and 8 indicate that business-friendly regulation (β =
0.014; p < 0.05) and rule of law (β = 0.008; p < 0.01)
positively moderate the gender-immigrant entrepreneur-
ship relation. The gender gap in immigrant entrepre-
neurship is smaller in countries with better business-
friendly regulation and stronger adherence to the rule
of law. Thus, Hypotheses 4a and 4b are confirmed.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics

Variable Number Mean SD Min Max

Immigrant entrepreneurship 11,471 0.112 0.315 0 1

Gender 11,471 0.521 0.500 0 1

Age 11,471 40.681 12.615 18 64

Education 11,471 2.244 1.030 0 4

Household income 11,471 1.046 0.814 0 2

Employment status 11,471 0.719 0.449 0 1

Start-up skills 11,471 0.467 0.499 0 1

Fear of failure 11,471 0.446 0.497 0 1

Know an entrepreneur 11,471 0.339 0.473 0 1

Household size 11,471 3.281 1.309 1 5

First-generation immigrant 11,471 0.500 0.500 0 1

GDP per capita 51 23,167.270 20,740.600 461.887 88,585.360

GDP growth per capita 51 0.920 2.755 − 6.798 7.344

Unemployment 51 10.342 6.919 0.580 31

Market opportunities 51 3.287 0.385 2.122 3.978

Market access 51 2.614 0.322 2.073 3.543

Immigrant network 51 8.691 7.872 0.271 42.623

Government network 51 2.687 0.455 1.713 3.570

Business-friendly regulation 51 68.241 11.213 40.450 90.410

Rule of law 51 67.965 23.807 7.512 100
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4.2 Post hoc results 1: forced immigrants

We also explored whether our findings are robust for
forced immigrants. Forced immigrants, who are
displaced by violence and conflicts, environmental di-
sasters, or development-induced re-settlement, tend to
arrive in their host countries with very limited
resources—a fact which makes them relatively more
dependent on the host country’s support. Consequently,
the relationships that we found for immigrants should
also hold for forced immigrants. To analyze the gender
gap in forced immigrant entrepreneurship, we consid-
ered data of only those immigrants who migrated from
fragile states, which typically fail to perform basic func-
tions in the areas of governance, security, education,
economic development, and human rights. To define
immigrants as forced immigrants, we draw on Fragile
States Index data from the Fund for Peace Website. The
Fragile States Index assesses the vulnerability of states
to collapse based on 12 key political, social and eco-
nomic indicators and over 100 sub-indicators (Carlsen
and Bruggemann 2017). The Fragile States Index sorts
countries into four categories, with respect to the
country’s fragility and vulnerability: sustainable, stable,
warning, and alert. We defined immigrants of the first
and second generation as forced immigrants when they
(or their parents) migrated from countries ranked as
either “warning” (Fragile States Index, 60.0–89.9) or
“alert” (Fragile States Index, 90.0–120.0). The results
shown in Table 4 reveal that a gender gap in entrepre-
neurship exists among forced immigrants. In addition,
the moderating effects are consistent with those shown
in Table 3. Supportive economic, social, and institution-
al conditions mitigate the negative relationship between
forced female immigrant and entrepreneurial activity,
thereby narrowing the gender gap in forced immigrant
entrepreneurship. A noteworthy observation was that
the coefficients of the moderating effects were slightly
stronger compared with those shown in Table 3, possi-
bly providing first evidence that the effect of a support-
ive host country’s environment is even more important
for forced female immigrants.

4.3 Post hoc results 2: natives

One may assume that the positive moderating effect of
the economic, social, and institutional environment on
the association between gender and entrepreneurship
applies to both native-born and immigrant individuals,T
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implying that our results only mirror a general pattern in
the relationship between male and female entrepreneur-
ship. However, we argued earlier that entrepreneurship
is a Plan A employment strategy for female immigrants
as a result of missing alternatives, whereas it is a Plan B
employment strategy for female natives who have a
higher level of freedom with regard to job choices.
Without differentiating between native-born and immi-
grant individuals, Thébaud (2015) and Klyver et al.
(2013) present general evidence that supportive envi-
ronmental conditions negatively affect women’s self-
employment choice compared with that of men, thereby
widening the gender gap in entrepreneurship. According
to these findings, entrepreneurship is not the first choice
for women when the environmental conditions are bet-
ter for them. To explore the differences between immi-
grants and natives concerning the gender gap in entre-
preneurship, we conducted the same analysis introduced
above for native-born individuals. The results are pre-
sented in Table 5. In line with our reasoning, we found
significant negative interactions between gender and the
contextual factors in five of six moderating models,
indicating that good environmental conditions influence
the self-employment choices of immigrant and native
women differently. In contrast with immigrant women,
the gender gap is widened for native women in a sup-
portive environment. Thus, a supportive environment
has contrary effects for immigrant and native women
rega rd ing the i r l ike l ihood of engag ing in
entrepreneurship.

5 Discussion and conclusion

5.1 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the
gender gap in immigrant entrepreneurship—an area
that is still largely unexplored. To provide a better
understanding of the gender gap in immigrant entre-
preneurship, we draw on the mixed embeddedness
approach, which emphasizes the central role of the
host country’s economic, social, and institutional
environment for immigrant entrepreneurship
(Kloosterman et al. 1999; Rath and Kloosterman
2000; Kloosterman and Rath 2001; Kloosterman
2003). Previous research documents the important
role of supportive and barrier-free contexts for peo-
ple’s likelihood of starting and running a businessT
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(Lüthje and Franke 2003; Pruett et al. 2009; Welter
and Smallbone 2011). Accordingly, we argue that
context plays an important role in immigrant entre-
preneurship. Specifically, we suggest that immigrant
women benefit more strongly from a supportive
environment than men because women are generally
in a more disadvantaged position for entrepreneur-
ship. Previous research documents that female im-
migrants face greater problems when it comes to
start-up financing, the development of formal and
informal social networks, and economic rights (e.g.,
Vaccarino et al. 2011; Azmat 2013), which contrib-
utes to their relatively lower entrepreneurial activity.
This disadvantaged position should thus result in a
stronger need for supportive environmental condi-
tions among immigrant women. If the environment
responds to this stronger need of immigrant women,
it should affect immigrant women’s readiness to
start and run a business relatively more than men’s
readiness, as men generally have better access to
varied resources and are thus less dependent on
env i r o nmen t a l c ond i t i o n s t h a t f a c i l i t a t e
entrepreneurship.

We tested our hypotheses with data of 11,471 immi-
grants from 51 countries. Our findings reveal that fe-
male immigrants, compared with their male counter-
parts, are less likely to start and run a business. This
result supports the findings of previous literature, which
have not been specifically related to immigrants, but
have shown that women are less likely to be entrepre-
neurs than men across countries and cultures (Minniti
and Nardone 2007; Koellinger et al. 2013; Klyver et al.
2013; Thébaud 2015). Moreover, we found empirical
evidence that the relationship between gender and im-
migrant entrepreneurship is affected by immigrants’
embeddedness in a supportive economic, social, and
institutional environment. The gender gap in immigrant
entrepreneurship becomes smaller when the host society
provides a supportive environment for entrepreneurship.
Our findings indicate that immigrant men, in contrast
with female immigrants, are less dependent on contex-
tual factors. Thus, our results reveal that the marginal
utility of a supportive context is higher for women than
for men. We assume that a supportive national environ-
ment shows a relatively stronger positive effect on a
female immigrant’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy or
self-confidence in one’s own talents, skills, and capabil-
ities. By employing two post hoc analyses, we show that
the positive moderating impact of favorableT

ab
le
5

(c
on
tin

ue
d)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
:“
na
tiv

e”
en
tr
ep
re
ne
ur
sh
ip

B
as
e
m
od
el
s

E
co
no
m
ic
em

be
dd
ed
ne
ss

S
oc
ia
le
m
be
dd
ed
ne
ss

In
st
itu

tio
na
le
m
be
dd
ed
ne
ss

M
od
el
1

M
od
el
2

M
od
el
3

M
od
el
4

M
od
el
5

M
od
el
6

M
od
el
7

M
od
el
8

×
G
ov
er
nm

en
tn

et
w
or
k

−
0.
28
7*
**

×
B
us
in
es
s
re
gu
la
tio
ns

−
0.
00
7*
**

×
R
ul
e
of

la
w

−
0.
00
4*
**

IC
C

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

0.
04
3

C
ou
nt
ry
-l
ev
el
va
ri
an
ce

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
8*
**

0.
14
7*
**

0.
14
7*
**

L
og

lik
el
ih
oo
d

−
28
,9
77
.5

−
28
,9
76
.3

−
28
,9
35
.9

−
28
,9
73
.3

−
28
,9
62
.6

−
28
,9
62
.0

−
28
,9
70
.3

−
28
,9
69
.2

L
R
te
st
vs
.l
og
is
tic

m
od
el

93
4.
31
**
*

93
6.
23
**
*

94
0.
96
**
*

93
7.
25
**
*

93
2.
73
**
*

94
1.
48
**
*

93
9.
97
**
*

93
8.
94
**
*

N
ot
es
:N

um
be
r
of

in
di
vi
du
al
-l
ev
el
ob
se
rv
at
io
ns
,9
7,
56
3;

nu
m
be
r
of

co
un
tr
ie
s,
51

*p
<
0.
1;

**
p
<
0.
05
;*

**
p
<
0.
01
—
si
gn
if
ic
an
tl
ev
el
s

1024 S. Brieger, M. M. Gielnik



environmental conditions can be replicated for forced
immigrants but not for native-born individuals.

5.2 Contribution

This study contributes to the current discourse in immi-
grant and female entrepreneurship in several ways. First,
this study provides new insight concerning gendered
patterns in immigrant entrepreneurship from a multi-
coun t ry perspec t ive . Drawing on a mixed
embeddedness perspect ive that includes an
interactionist approach (Frese and Gielnik 2014;
Welter 2010), we discuss and show that a favorable
environmental context narrows the gender gap in immi-
grant entrepreneurship. In addition, we show that the
moderating effects are robust for forced immigrants who
migrated from fragile states. The finding that only the
interactions terms (and not the embeddedness variables)
are positively and significantly related to immigrant
entrepreneurship provides support for an interactionist
perspective that individual and contextual factors jointly
influence entrepreneurship (Frese and Gielnik 2014;
Welter 2010). This means that an interactionist perspec-
tive building on the mixed embeddedness approach
helps to better understand the gender gap in immigrant
entrepreneurship.

Second, we present new evidence that favorable envi-
ronmental conditions impact immigrant and native-born
individuals differently. Whereas favorable environmental
conditions mitigate the negative relationship between
immigrant women and entrepreneurship, they amplify
the gender gap in entrepreneurship among native-born
individuals. Therefore, we argue that entrepreneurship is
a Plan A employment strategy for female immigrants,
whereas it is merely a Plan B employment strategy for
native-born women. While recent research argues that
institutional support for women may disintegrate
women’s self-employment choice (Klyver et al. 2013;
Thébaud 2015), this study’s results show that this does
not always have to be the case. In contrast with native
women, immigrant women benefit from institutional sup-
port. Thus, we contribute to the female entrepreneurship
literature by providing new insight into how the same
environmental conditions affect the gender gap in entre-
preneurship differently.

These gender differences in immigrant entrepreneur-
ship decisions offer valuable insights for designing policy
measures aimed at fostering female immigrant entrepre-
neurship. Previous research highlights the positive impact

immigrant entrepreneurs can affect for their host socie-
ties. By creating jobs, and by contributing to economic
growth and innovation (Baycan-Levent and Nijkamp
2009; Marchand and Siegel 2014; Saxenian 2002), im-
migrant entrepreneurs can help to balance economic de-
velopment, quality of life, and social cohesion (cf. Levie
2007). Accordingly, policies aimed at economically inte-
grating both immigrant men and women through entre-
preneurial activity can foster the welfare of social units,
such as families, communities, and societies. Policies to
strengthen immigrant entrepreneurship can include vari-
ous dimensions, ranging from active financial and edu-
cational support to formal rules and regulations that guar-
antee entrepreneurs barrier-free access to markets, low
corruption, and strong law enforcement. For instance,
business support programs, which are typically provided
by national governments and implemented at the local
and regional levels, can positively impact financial re-
sources, social networks, and human capital among
(potential) immigrant entrepreneurs, thereby facilitating
self-employment (Desiderio 2014). Entrepreneurship
training, support in administrative issues important for
business activity, legal advice on laws and regulations,
mentoring, and start-up funding support can be a signif-
icant catalyst for entrepreneurial activity among immi-
grants (Desiderio 2014). Also, structural policies aimed at
providing a business-friendly environment—which may
include lower taxes for start-ups, labor market flexibility,
strong law enforcement laws, and anti-corruption
legislation—could positively affect immigrant entrepre-
neurship, particularly among women as our results show.

5.3 Limitations and avenues for future research

Despite the value of our findings, our research inevita-
bly has some limitations. Our analysis is cross-sectional
and we thus do not follow individuals over time. We
must therefore speak of relationships, and can only
speculate as to whether causal mechanisms work behind
the relationship we identify. Future research could focus
on variations in immigrant entrepreneurship over time
as a consequence of changes in environmental condi-
tions; this would offer a better understanding of causes
and consequences in immigrant entrepreneurship.
Moreover, three of our mixed embeddedness compo-
nents are based on impressions and judgments of ex-
perts, rather than on hard data (Levie and Autio 2008).
Since hard data on entrepreneurship issues are not al-
ways available for a high number of countries, we
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assessed GEM’s National Experts’ Survey ratings as the
best alternative for our purpose. Future research could
consider further contextual variables based on hard data,
such as immigrant discrimination (xenophobia, accep-
tance of certain religious groups), legal issues (fiscal
freedom, labor laws, or the economic, political, and
social rights of immigrants), social security systems
(including child-care), and taxation (e.g., tax treatment
of double income) which may explain differences in
immigrant entrepreneurship in general and entrepre-
neurial gender imbalances across countries in particular
(van der Zwan et al. 2012; Baycan-Levent and Nijkamp
2009). An interesting further line of research could
examine the role of home country-specific factors in
immigrant entrepreneurship. An analysis of the home
country’s cultural characteristics (social trust, self-ex-
pression/emancipative values, uncertainty avoidance,
power distance, and entrepreneurial culture) might be

helpful for gaining a deeper insight into immigrants’
entrepreneurial attitudes and behavior, gender differ-
ences in immigrant entrepreneurial activity, as well as
further significant variations between different immi-
grant groups (Azmat 2013; Basu and Altinay 2002;
Clark and Drinkwater 2010; Hechavarría and
Reynolds 2009; De Clercq et al. 2013).

The findings of this study must be qualified by the
limitations just described. Nonetheless, our results
provide first valuable insights into how environmen-
tal conditions influence the gender gap in (forced)
immigrant entrepreneurship. We hope this study will
be a starting point for further (multi-country) research
in (female) immigrant entrepreneurship.
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Appendix 1

Table 6 Country characteristics

Country GDP per
capita

GDP growth
per capita

Unemployment Market
opportunities

Market
access

Immigrant
network

Government
network

Business-
friendly
regulation

Rule
of law

Algeria 4564.44 1.32 10.97 3.62 3.06 0.68 3.05 50.90 27.70

Angola 3591.03 1.48 6.81 3.82 2.52 0.36 2.30 40.45 7.51

Argentina 10,557.89 − 2.06 7.22 3.52 2.76 4.38 2.91 56.99 29.58

Austria 47,943.20 0.29 4.87 3.29 3.18 15.20 3.53 76.71 97.65

Barbados 15,958.93 − 0.05 11.60 3.03 2.50 11.74 2.54 62.72 81.22

Belgium 44,293.67 − 0.59 7.54 3.16 2.90 9.63 2.98 74.04 88.73

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

4703.29 0.17 28.10 2.84 2.12 1.01 2.13 54.58 48.83

Botswana 6779.39 2.56 17.41 3.18 2.50 5.90 2.44 66.65 70.42

Brazil 11,671.18 0.97 7.35 3.65 2.21 0.30 2.29 53.31 52.11

Chile 14,109.14 4.37 6.43 3.46 2.28 2.17 2.93 72.21 88.26

Colombia 6789.53 2.99 10.43 3.46 2.59 0.27 2.93 69.03 44.60

Costa Rica 8753.23 3.59 10.17 3.12 2.56 8.92 2.72 57.64 65.26

Croatia 13,636.87 − 1.89 15.94 2.74 2.07 13.28 2.22 62.98 60.09

Denmark 58,487.79 − 0.15 7.53 2.94 2.48 9.18 3.18 85.72 98.12

Estonia 16,538.21 4.68 10.02 3.98 2.78 16.36 3.01 75.96 84.51

Finland 46,277.55 − 1.89 7.69 3.68 2.67 4.62 2.94 82.05 99.53

France 41,224.73 − 0.30 9.82 2.76 2.43 11.43 3.56 70.49 90.14

Gaza Strip and
West Bank

2631.44 3.14 22.97 2.86 2.19 6.34 1.88 49.64 41.31
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Table 6 (continued)

Country GDP per
capita

GDP growth
per capita

Unemployment Market
opportunities

Market
access

Immigrant
network

Government
network

Business-
friendly
regulation

Rule
of law

Germany 44,259.26 0.30 5.38 3.13 2.79 14.43 3.57 79.59 92.02

Greece 22,830.53 − 6.80 24.44 2.12 2.17 11.36 1.71 60.66 63.85

Hungary 13,144.45 − 1.09 11.00 2.60 2.40 4.36 2.55 66.94 68.54

Ireland 47,704.04 − 1.32 14.67 3.29 2.86 15.82 3.21 81.54 94.37

Israel 31,785.25 0.51 6.86 3.29 2.74 26.29 2.63 71.62 77.93

Italy 34,885.30 − 3.08 10.66 2.72 2.49 9.71 2.12 66.83 62.44

Latvia 12,921.14 5.30 15.05 3.51 3.03 15.01 3.02 76.93 72.77

Lithuania 13,681.00 5.24 13.37 3.33 2.23 5.15 2.56 74.00 73.24

Macedonia 4620.64 − 0.54 31.00 3.54 2.25 6.29 2.54 69.14 48.36

Malawi 461.89 − 1.09 6.36 3.38 2.89 1.47 2.24 49.60 47.89

Malaysia 9709.01 3.54 3.00 3.65 2.96 8.56 3.18 79.31 66.20

Netherlands 50,212.96 − 1.42 5.82 3.35 3.54 11.02 3.23 75.88 97.18

Norway 88,585.36 1.41 3.12 3.31 2.35 10.77 2.83 82.20 100.00

Pakistan 1060.50 1.34 5.99 3.08 2.86 2.32 2.16 54.11 19.25

Panama 9360.34 7.34 4.05 3.72 2.60 4.34 2.81 66.01 49.30

Poland 13,436.98 1.61 10.09 3.47 2.58 1.67 2.56 65.77 72.30

Portugal 21,353.23 − 3.64 15.53 3.00 2.40 7.21 2.69 73.42 82.63

Russia 11,493.40 3.34 5.46 3.05 2.12 7.82 2.16 56.66 23.94

Singapore 49,103.71 1.35 2.80 3.85 2.78 42.62 3.45 90.41 95.77

Slovakia 17,299.63 1.48 13.96 3.05 2.81 2.71 2.25 69.98 64.32

Slovenia 22,859.55 − 2.89 8.84 2.98 2.37 12.36 2.62 67.48 80.75

South Africa 7546.81 0.70 24.73 3.34 2.19 3.76 2.10 68.77 58.22

Spain 29,413.24 − 2.99 24.79 2.91 2.54 13.48 2.83 70.13 83.57

Sweden 52,519.68 − 1.02 7.98 3.64 2.51 14.76 2.96 82.75 99.06

Switzerland 74,766.63 − 0.02 4.19 3.68 3.11 26.50 3.47 75.39 96.71

Thailand 5437.24 6.75 0.58 3.26 2.31 4.83 2.21 74.96 50.70

Trinidad and
Tobago

16,680.68 0.78 5.00 2.98 2.52 3.63 2.47 62.54 50.23

Turkey 12,052.33 3.16 8.15 3.52 2.54 1.89 2.65 66.04 57.75

Uganda 631.70 0.38 1.46 3.95 2.96 1.60 2.30 50.42 46.01

UK 39,226.34 0.61 7.89 3.11 3.03 12.13 2.53 84.51 92.96

USA 49,497.59 1.46 8.10 3.61 2.73 14.26 2.70 85.65 91.55

Uruguay 12,913.10 3.20 6.44 3.17 2.82 2.26 3.03 61.85 66.67

Zambia 1565.90 4.41 7.85 3.94 3.02 1.08 2.19 57.12 44.13

Mean 23,167.27 0.92 10.34 3.29 2.61 8.69 2.69 68.24 67.96
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