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ABSTRACT
We examine the relationship between immigrant concentration and entrepreneurial activities in a country. Building on the role of knowledge in entrepreneurship, we hypothesize that immigrant concentration positively relates to the prevalence of total, growth-oriented, and export-oriented entrepreneurial activities through the influx of immigrants’ diverse knowledge into a country. We further suggest that favorable attitudes of natives toward immigrants positively moderate this relationship. Using data of 35 countries from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, we find support for the positive relation between immigration and entrepreneurial activities and also find support for the moderating influence of a nation’s attitude toward immigrants. Our study has implications for theories on entrepreneurship, knowledge, and immigration.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Immigration has been a major trend in the world for the past decades with a global immigrant population that has increased by 51 percent from 154 million in 1990 to 232 million in 2013 while the world’s total population grew by 34 percent in the same time span (World Bank, 2014). Extant research in the field of entrepreneurship and immigrants predominately focuses on transnational entrepreneurship that results from the immigrants’ inherent ability to span national borders (Drori, Honig, & Wright, 2009; Portes, Guarnizo, & Haller, 2002; Terjesen, Hessels, & Li, 2013) and on the comparison between new venture creation rates of immigrants and natives (Borjas, 1986; Chaganti, Watts, Chaganti, & Zimmermann-Teichel, 2008; Kalnins & Chung, 2006; Portes & Zhou, 1996).
While prior research has provided valuable insights into the characteristics of immigrant entrepreneurs and their new ventures, the relation between immigration and entrepreneurial activities in the entire country of residence that comprises both, immigrants and natives, has been largely neglected. This negligence is surprising, given immigrants’ ever-increasing prominence in the public/ political debate (Le Monde, 2014; Sueddeutsche Zeitung, 2014; New York Times, 2014) and their known influences on a wide range of economic activities including MNE investments, subsidiary performance, and innovation (Foley & Kerr, 2013; Hernandez, 2014) that affect individuals and firms outside their respective immigrant communities. These influences typically result from knowledge exchange between immigrants and natives that takes place when immigrants co-locate with natives (Ellis, 2000; Hernandez, 2014). As knowledge plays a central role in opportunity recognition and new venture success (Gielnik et al., 2012; Yli-Renko et al., 2001), we expect immigration to affect entrepreneurial activities of natives and immigrants through the novel and diverse knowledge that they bring to their receiving country.
Building on a large stream of research that examines the role of knowledge in facilitating entrepreneurial outcomes (Ardichvili, Cardozo, & Ray, 2003; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 1997), we argue that the influx of diverse and country-specific knowledge from immigrants increases the diversity of the knowledge base available to natives and immigrants. This, in turn, affects the country’s total level and type of entrepreneurial activities. We further propose that the hypothesized relationships between immigration and entrepreneurial activities is moderated by a nation’s attitude toward immigration, which influences the extent to which the receiving nation is willing to accept and utilize the immigrants’ diverse knowledge base.
We test our hypotheses on data comprising entrepreneurial activities of 35 nations from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) matched with data on country-level immigration from the United Nations and data on attitude toward immigrants from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and the World Values Survey (WVS). The study contributes to our understanding of how immigrants’ knowledge relates to entrepreneurial activities in a receiving country and how the attitude of natives toward immigration affects this relationship.

2. THEORY & HYPOTHESES
2.1 Entrepreneurship and Knowledge
Entrepreneurship constitutes a central element in a capitalist society and is crucial in driving the society’s continuous change and improvement process through innovation in products and processes (Schumpeter, 1934). The phenomenon of entrepreneurship has caught the attention of scholars in the fields of sociology (e.g., Renzulli, Aldrich, & Moody, 2000; Sorenson & Audia, 2000), economics (e.g., Baumol, 1968; Evans & Leighton, 1989), and management (e.g., Gartner, 1985; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), among others with far-reaching implications for theory and research. 
Knowledge plays an integral part in entrepreneurship research and has been used to explain entrepreneurship’s core questions, i.e. who, in what way, and with what effects discovers, evaluates, and exploits opportunities to create future products (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). In particular, an individual’s knowledge likely affects the manner in which that person identifies opportunities for future products (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Venkataraman, 1997). This rests on the notion that knowledge is not uniformly distributed in a society (Hayek, 1945), thereby giving particular individuals unique information advantages over other members of society (Fiet, 1996) as people tend to notice information that is related to information they already know (Von Hippel, 1994). Previous studies find that an entrepreneur’s knowledge of markets, customer problems, and ways to serve customers decisively influences her opportunity identification process (Shane, 2000) and helps increase the number and innovativeness of opportunities identified (Shepherd & DeTienne, 2005).
Knowledge is also essential to the success and performance of new ventures (Conner & Prahalad, 1996; Song et al., 2008). Extant studies argue that knowledge helps overcome comparative new ventures’ resource deficiencies and liabilities of newness (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994) and helps ensure their continued success (Minniti & Bygrave, 2001). West and Noel (2009) and Wiklund and Shepherd (2003) draw on the resource-based view and argue that knowledge is a resource that confers competitive advantages and the potential for sustainability for newly founded ventures. They find empirical support for their hypotheses for samples of 177 and 384 start-up firms, respectively. Drawing on human capital theory, Unger et al. (2011) reveal a positive relationship between the knowledge and skills of entrepreneurs and the success of their ventures in a recent meta-analysis of 70 independent samples with 24,733 entrepreneurial outcomes, providing further support for the central role of knowledge in new venture performance.
While knowledge itself has been recognized as an important value-adding resource for firms, scholars also find that the diversity of knowledge and information is critical in explaining a wide range of managerial phenomena. Diversity of information and knowledge constitutes a central part of the influential categorization-elaboration model (CEM). CEM argues that access to a large variety of resources in the form of distinct experiences, skills, and knowledge that are non-redundant is beneficial for the elaboration of task-relevant information within teams, whereby improving innovative outcomes and team performance (Schneid et al., 2014; Van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). In the field of entrepreneurship, prior work documents that information and knowledge diversity enhances creativity in opportunity identification processes (Gielnik, Frese, Graf, & Kampschulte, 2012) and new venture success (Aldrich, Rosen, & Woodward, 1987; West & Meyer, 1998). Lazear (2004) argues that entrepreneurs tend to be inherently multi-skilled as they need to have a more diverse knowledge base and skillset than their non-entrepreneurial counterparts in order to survive in the first place.
Individuals accumulate knowledge through formal education, private and work experience, and personal circumstances and contexts, among others (Gartner, Starr, & Bhat, 1999; Karim & Williams, 2012; Nanda & Sorensen, 2010). Some of the knowledge can be codified and easily acquired, while other knowledge is tacit, path-dependent, and difficult to obtain (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Grant, 1996; Polanyi, 1966). As knowledge resulting from experience and circumstances also depends on the cultural and institutional environments the individuals are embedded in, people that were born and raised in the same country tend to have relatively homogeneous values, skills, and knowledge bases (Hofstede, 2001; North, 1990). In contrast, individuals from different countries likely have knowledge bases and skillsets that are rather heterogeneous. Organizational practices and routines are functions of the knowledge and skills of the individuals that are part of the organization and, thus, tend to be more homogeneous within countries than between countries, suggesting that national culture and institutions affect the path-dependent knowledge and skills of its societal members (Morosini, Shane, & Singh, 1998). 
In summary, knowledge plays a fundamental role in the identification of entrepreneurial opportunities and in the subsequent performance and success of newly founded ventures. The more diverse the information and knowledge available to (potential) entrepreneurs is, the better entrepreneurial opportunity identification and performance tend to become. Thus, identifying factors that influence the diversity and type of knowledge available to entrepreneurs is important to help understand entrepreneurial activities.

2.2 Immigration, Knowledge, and Entrepreneurial Activity
The concept of immigrants as sources of knowledge and information provides the micro foundation from which the influence of immigration on the receiving country’s entrepreneurial activities arises. Immigrants are born and raised in the sending country and later migrate to the receiving country. As such, they spend the first part of their lives in the sending country’s institutional environment with its distinct education, cultural, economic, and political systems (North, 1990). During this time, the sending country’s environmental context significantly shapes the immigrants’ knowledge and attitudes (Ottl & Agrawal, 2008; Williams, 2007). This knowledge likely differs from the existing knowledge base of the receiving country’s natives, who are born and raised in a different institutional environment.
When immigrants leave their sending country for the receiving country, they move to the geographic proximity of the receiving country’s residents. As such, immigrants become part of the receiving country residents’ social environment and frequently interact with them as their neighbors, co-workers, fellow students, among others (Ellis, 2000). The interaction increases the exposure of immigrants and natives to a more diverse knowledge base and facilitates information exchange. Immigrants become familiar with the knowledge base of natives while natives become familiar with the knowledge and information immigrants bring to their receiving countries. Thus, the presence of immigrants increases the diversity of the receiving country’s knowledge base and the knowledge available to the country’s residents.
Exposure and availability of diverse knowledge and information enhance opportunity recognition abilities (Gielnik et al., 2012). Enhanced opportunity recognition, in turn, facilitates new venture creation (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Mitton, 1989). Therefore, we propose that higher levels of immigration is positively associated with greater overall entrepreneurial activities in the receiving countries.
Hypothesis 1: The concentration of immigrants relates positively to the level of total entrepreneurial activity in a country.

If immigrant concentration positively relates to knowledge diversity in a country, it should also affect growth-oriented entrepreneurial activities as prior studies document that diversity of information and knowledge has a positive influence on the success and growth of new ventures (Aldrich et al., 1987; Yli-Renko, Autio, & Sapienza, 2001). Knowledge diversity is essential for entrepreneurial growth because entrepreneurs need diverse information to identify promising business locations, new markets for goods and services, alternative sources of capital, and novel technological innovations in order to further expand and grow their operations (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991). Yli-Renko et al. (2001) find that new ventures with many weak ties to a diverse industry network display higher growth compared to new ventures with ties to similar firms because of their access to a more diverse and non-redundant external knowledge base. As such, prior work shows that diversity in knowledge and information positively influences small firm growth (Macpherson & Holt, 2007).
Immigrants possess knowledge that tends to differ from the knowledge base of the natives in the receiving country because they acquired the knowledge in different national environments (Ottl & Agrawal, 2008; Williams, 2007). Consequently, immigrant concentration constitutes an exogenous variable that increases the diversity of the knowledge base available to immigrants and natives in the receiving country. As diversity of information and knowledge available to entrepreneurs has a positive influence on new venture growth (Macpherson & Holt, 2007), we hypothesize
Hypothesis 2: The concentration of immigrants relates positively to the prevalence of growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity in a country.

When immigrants move to the receiving country, they also bring knowledge and information that are essential for developing goods and services targeted specifically at consumers in their sending nation (Foley & Kerr, 2013). Immigrants typically possess a deep understanding of consumer demands and the type of products that will likely be attractive for the sending country’s market (Rauch & Trindade, 2002). They also tend to have language skills and a better understanding of the sending nation’s cultural environment that are necessary for information exchange and cross-border economic activities between the sending and receiving nation (Chung & Tung, 2013; Hernandez, 2014). The ability of immigrants to bridge the cultural, economic, and institutional gap between the sending and receiving country, which makes foreign market entries inherently more difficult, can help firms capitalize on foreign market opportunities (Foley & Kerr, 2013).
The ability of immigrants to capitalize on foreign opportunities has triggered a distinct field of entrepreneurship study, namely that of transnational entrepreneurship (Drori et al., 2009; Portes et al., 2002). Transnational entrepreneurs are “individuals who migrate from one country to another, concurrently maintaining business-related linkages with their countries of origin and current adopted countries and communities” (Drori, Honig, & Ginsberg, 2006: 3). As such, immigrants possess the inherent knowledge and ability to engage in cross-border activities, more so than their non-immigrant counterparts, due to their knowledge of two or more countries. This country-specific knowledge makes it more likely for immigrant entrepreneurs to engage in export-oriented entrepreneurial activities than native entrepreneurs.
Natives can also benefit from the immigrants’ country-specific knowledge through different mechanisms, whereby allowing them to pursue export-oriented new ventures. First, natives may themselves learn about the immigrants’ sending country through continued interaction with immigrant co-workers, fellow students, and neighbors (Ellis, 2000). The knowledge gained about the sending country helps native entrepreneurs identify export opportunities and succeed abroad. Second, natives also benefit from immigrants’ knowledge when they co-found businesses with immigrants. The immigrant co-founders are able to help their native partners pursue foreign opportunities. Finally, when immigrant concentration in a place is high, native entrepreneurs are more likely to encounter and hire immigrants. These new hires can then help identify and establish export activities. Therefore, we argue that while immigrants themselves have a higher tendency to engage in export-oriented ventures, they also facilitate higher levels of export-oriented ventures founded by native entrepreneurs, whereby increasing the total number of export-oriented new ventures in the receiving nation. 
Hypothesis 3: The concentration of immigrants relates positively to the prevalence of export-oriented entrepreneurial activity in a country.

2.3 The Moderating Influence of Attitude toward Immigrants
Immigrants’ knowledge and information can most effectively facilitate entrepreneurial activities in the receiving country, if the knowledge is transferred to and well received by the population outside the immigrant communities. Such knowledge transfer occurs through formal and informal interactions between immigrants and non-immigrants during which diverse knowledge and information is shared (Ellis, 2000). The attitude of natives toward immigrants should significantly influence the relation between immigrant concentration and entrepreneurial activities and, as a consequence, their willingness and frequency of interaction that are necessary for knowledge exchange (Szulanski, 1996).
Extant work finds that individual-level (Scheve & Slaughter, 2001) and country-level factors influence natives’ attitude toward immigration (Mayda, 2006). The country-level determinants of attitude toward immigrants explain the systematic variation in attitudes between different countries (Mayda, 2006). Consequently, some nations have on average a more positive attitude toward immigrants than other nations do. If immigrant concentration positively relates to entrepreneurial activities through the immigrants’ distinct knowledge, then a more favorable attitude toward immigrants should strengthen this effect, as natives are more willing to accept and apply the knowledge obtained from interacting with immigrants and, at the same time, share their own knowledge with immigrants. Therefore, we argue that a receiving country’s attitude toward immigrants positively moderates the relation between immigrant concentration and entrepreneurial activities. We propose
Hypothesis 4: The positive relation between the concentration of immigrants and the prevalence of a) total, b) growth-oriented, and c) export-oriented entrepreneurial activity in a country is stronger when natives have more positive attitudes toward immigrants.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Data Sources
We draw data from multiple sources to test our hypotheses. We use data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s (GEM) Adult Population Survey to study country-level entrepreneurial activities. GEM aims at creating harmonized data about entrepreneurial activities across nations in order to examine differences in level and type of new venture creation. Private market survey firms annually conduct standardized surveys with a representative sample of adults (Reynolds et al., 2005). Recent entrepreneurship research has frequently used the data (e.g., Bowen & De Clercq, 2008; Estrin, Korosteleva, & Mickiewicz, 2013; Kwon & Arenius, 2010; see GEM [2014] for a comprehensive list of articles based on GEM data). We matched the GEM data with immigration data from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators database (World Bank, 2014). We collected data on attitude toward immigrants from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and the World Values Survey (WVS) (Mayda, 2006). We further include various control variables obtained from the World Bank, the Heritage Foundation, and the United Nations. 
The final sample includes 35 countries covering a 4-year span from 2006 to 2009 with an average sample size of over 3,300 individuals per country and year. While this longitudinal setup would have allowed for panel data analyses, we decided to collapse the data into a single cross-sectional dataset by averaging the data on all variables for the 2006–2009 period. Several reasons motivated our decision. First, data on entrepreneurial activities are not available for all countries in all years and would have reduced the dataset. Collapsing the data helps us to increase the number of countries included in the analyses (Anokhin & Schulze, 2009). Second, by averaging the data on all variables we lessen potential incorrect inferences resulting from short-term variances in some of the control variables (e.g., GDP growth) (Bowen & De Clercq, 2008). Finally, our main independent variable, immigrant concentration, tends to be relatively stable over time (Hernandez, 2014). As such, immigrant concentration is not as helpful in explaining variations of the dependent variables over time (De Clercq, Danis, & Dakhli, 2010).

3.2 Dependent Variables
Our study employs three dependent variables that capture the prevalence of 1) total entrepreneurial activity (TEA), 2) growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity, and 3) export-oriented entrepreneurial activity in a country. We use data for the variables for 2006-2009.
Total entrepreneurial activity (TEA). We measure TEA through the Total Entrepreneurial Activity index of GEM’s Adult Population Survey. This index captures the percentage of adults (18–64 years old) who are actively engaged in starting or managing a new business for a given year, i.e., the percentage of individuals who are either setting up a business or who are owner-managers of a business that is no more than 42 months old. The TEA index is the most widely used index of the GEM project and is highly consistent with national administrative data about firm birth rates (Reynolds et al., 2005).
Growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity. We capture growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity as the proportion of all active entrepreneurs in each country, as included in the TEA index, who expect to create 19 or more jobs in five years after setting up the business or in the following five years if the business is already operational. We use this measure in line with prior studies that have employed the variable to assess growth aspirations of new ventures (e.g., Estrin, Korosteleva, & Mickiewicz, 2013; Levie & Autio, 2011).
Export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. We measure export-oriented entrepreneurial activity through the percentage of all active entrepreneurs in each country, as captured by the TEA index, who stated that 26% or more of their customers were located outside their country. We employ this variable consistent with extant work on export-oriented new ventures (e.g., De Clercq, Hessels, & van Stel, 2008; Hessels & van Stel, 2011).

3.3 Independent Variables
Immigrant concentration. For our main independent variable, immigrant concentration, we use immigration data from the World Development Indicators (WDI) provided by the World Bank (World Bank, 2014). World Bank’s WDI provides data on the total number of individuals living in a country, who were born in another country, based on national censuses. As national censuses capture immigrants irrespective of legal status, the immigration data accounts for registered and unregistered immigrants. Using these data, we calculate immigrant concentration by dividing the immigrant stock of the receiving nation through the total population of the receiving nation. As the WDI reports data on immigrants for every five years, i.e. 2005 and 2010, we linearly interpolate the years in between. We do so because immigrant stock does not change rapidly over time (Hernandez, 2014) and because the correlation of the immigrant stock between the years 2005 and 2010 is very high (0.98).
Attitude toward immigrants. We use two large-scale individual-level survey datasets, i.e. the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and the World Values Survey (WVS), to construct measures for the natives’ attitude toward immigrants in a nation based on Mayda’s (2006) approach. The ISSP (2003) National Identity module covers over 40,000 respondents from 33 mostly developed countries. The immigration question of the ISSP is:
“There are different opinions about immigrants from other countries living in [respondent’s country]. (By “immigrants” we mean people who come to settle in [respondent’s country]). How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? Do you think the number of immigrants to [respondent’s country] nowadays should be: (a) increased a lot, (b) increased a little, (c) remain the same as it is, (d) reduced a little, or (e) reduced a lot?”
Besides these five ordered answers, the survey format also allows for “Can’t choose” and “Not available” responses. We recode the answers from 5 = “increased a lot” to 1 = “reduced a lot” and dropped the “Can’t choose” and “Not available” responses from the analyses. Other empirical studies on individual immigration preferences employ highly similar questions (e.g., Citrin et al., 1997; Espenshade & Hempstead, 1996; Scheve & Slaughter, 2001). We calculate the average score for each country to obtain country-level aggregates and adopt them for the years 2006–2009 covered in this study, as values and attitudes tend to change slowly over time (Hofstede, 2001; Kluckhohn, 1951).
We complement the ISSP data with data from the fifth wave of the WVS, carried out between 2005 and 2007. More than 60,000 respondents from 50 mostly developing countries participated in the survey. We focus on the question:
“How about people from other countries coming here to work. Which one of the following do you think the government should do? (a) Let anyone come, (b) As long as jobs available, (c) Strict limits, or (d) Prohibit people from coming.”
In addition, respondents could answer with “Don’t know” or “Not applicable”. We recoded the answers into a variable that ranges from 4 = “Let anyone come who wants to” to 1 = “prohibit people coming here from other countries” and dropped the “Don’t know” or “Not applicable” responses from the analyses based on Mayda’s (2006) approach. We exclude foreign-born individuals to focus on the attitude of natives.

3.4 Control Variables
We include several control variables to capture competing accounts for entrepreneurial activities in a country. We control for a country’s gross domestic product (GDP) per capita as economic development is often negatively related to high self-employment rates due to lack of adequate wage employment in a country (Baughn, Chua, & Neupert, 2006). Prior research also documents that economic growth positively influences a nation’s level of entrepreneurship (Carree, van Stel, Thurik, & Wennekers, 2002). Thus, we include GDP growth, measured as a country’s annual change in GDP, in our analyses. Furthermore, the presence of foreign-owned enterprises affects the level of entrepreneurship (Verheul, Wennekers, Audretsch, & Thurik, 2002). As such, we account for the presence of foreign-owned enterprises by calculating the ratio between the inward foreign direct investment (FDI) stock and the GDP of a country. We also control for trade as it affects new venture creation (Anokhin & Schulze, 2009; McMullen et al., 2008). We measure trade as the sum of exports and imports of goods and services relative to the total GDP of a country. Data for GDP per capita, GDP growth, FDI, and trade come from World Bank’s WDI. Prior work also finds that economic freedom fosters entrepreneurial actions (McMullen et al., 2008). To account for the degree of economic freedom in a country, we include the economic freedom index from the Heritage Foundation. Finally, we control for age structure differences as demographic characteristics can influence entrepreneurial activity (Verheul et al., 2002). Age structure is calculated as the proportion of 20–44-year-olds in a population. Data on age structure are obtained from the United Nations. We include a developed country dummy.

3.5 Data Analysis
The dependent variables represent the share of respondents out of either the total or the entrepreneurially active population that started a new, growth-oriented, or export-oriented business in a country. As such, our dependent variable TEA can be interpreted as the conditional probability that a given individual in a country is engaged in early entrepreneurial activities. Along the same lines, the dependent variables, growth-oriented and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity, can be interpreted as the conditional probability that a given entrepreneur is involved in a growth-oriented or export-oriented venture, respectively (Bowen & De Clercq, 2008). In order to model this probability, we use grouped data Logit modeling (Greene, 2012) in line with prior work (e.g., Bowen & De Clercq, 2008; Danis et al., 2011; De Clercq et al., 2010) as OLS estimation would yield inconsistent and biased parameter estimates (Bowen & Wiersema, 2004). Grouped data Logit estimation is based on maximum likelihood estimation and replicates individual-level observations in a country based on the country’s total number of respondents (Greene, 2012).

4. RESULTS
Table 1 provides the correlation matrix. Table 2 reports the results of the logistic regression. Models 1, 4, and 7 are the baseline models and include the control variables. Models 2, 5, and 8 include immigrant concentration as a predictor for total, growth-oriented, and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. In Models 3, 6, and 9, we add the interaction with attitude toward immigrants. We provide a number of "fit" statistics for the models with the "model Chi-square" statistic, which tests the joint significance of all variables in a given model against the model with only a constant term. We also report the Akaike information criterion (AIC), which adjusts for differences in the number of variables included in a model, with a lower AIC score indicating a more preferred mode (Greene, 2012). Chi-square statistics indicate strong significance (p< 0.001) for each model while AIC scores show better goodness of fit with the inclusion of immigrant concentration and the interaction term of attitude toward immigrants in the respective models.
Hypothesis 1 states that immigrant concentration positively relates to total entrepreneurial activity (TEA) in a country. Model 2 includes the variable immigrant concentration. We find that the coefficients of immigrant concentration are positive and significant, supporting hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2 predicts that immigrant concentration has a positive influence on growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity. Model 5 provides support for hypothesis 2. In hypothesis 3, we argued that immigrant concentration positively relates to export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. Model 8 indicates a positive and significant relation between immigrant concentration and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity.
Hypotheses 4a) – 4c) predict that attitude toward immigrants positively moderates the relationship between immigrant concentration and total, growth-oriented, and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. Models 3, 6, and 9 in Table 2 include the interaction term. The attitude of natives toward immigrants significantly moderates the relationship between immigrant concentration and total, growth-oriented, and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. Thus, hypotheses 4a) – 4c) are supported.
*** Insert Tables 1 and 2 here ***

5. DISCUSSION
Grounded on the role of knowledge in facilitating entrepreneurial activities, we examine the influence of an exogenous knowledge source. Based on data of 35 countries from the GEM database, we find that immigrant concentration positively relates to total, growth-oriented, and export-oriented entrepreneurial activity. We further document that attitude toward immigrants positively moderates the proposed relationships.

5.1 Theoretical Contributions
The central role of knowledge in facilitating entrepreneurial activities and in determining new venture outcomes has been frequently explored in extant research (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Shane, 2000). Individuals who are exposed to novel and diverse knowledge are more able to recognize opportunities for venture creation (Gielnik et al., 2012), while entrepreneurs who have access to a diverse knowledge base are more likely to succeed with their businesses (Aldrich et al., 1987; West & Meyer, 1998). Extant studies have examined the knowledge and skills that entrepreneurs obtain through formal education and personal experiences and their influence on a wide range of entrepreneurial phenomena (Cassar, 2006; Davidsson & Honig, 2003). Building on this stream of research, our study identifies immigrants as unique knowledge sources that facilitate entrepreneurial activities. We argue that immigrants and natives are able to exchange information and knowledge with each other through the co-location of immigrants with natives that would be otherwise unavailable to each other (Ellis, 2000). As a result, natives and immigrants obtain diverse knowledge and information, which is useful to start and grow new ventures. Through the examination of immigrants as unique knowledge carriers, we contribute to existing research on knowledge and entrepreneurship by shifting attention away from conventional knowledge sources to an exogenous source, i.e. immigrants, which helps to drive new venture creation.
Our study also fosters a more complete understanding of immigrants’ role in driving entrepreneurial activities in a country. While extant work in entrepreneurship has generated valuable findings by focusing on the immigrant entrepreneurs themselves as the focal point of examination (Drori et al., 2009; Portes et al., 2002), we argue that prior work provides an incomplete depiction of immigrants’ influence on entrepreneurship. This paper offers a broader perspective on the influence of immigrants on a country’s entrepreneurial activities. As knowledge exchange is not limited within immigrant communities, we do not make a strict distinction between natives and immigrants and rather apply a wider lens on immigration by dropping the implicit view that natives and immigrants are separate entities. The empirical findings support our approach and may be an indication that a broader view on immigrants can shed new light on their influence on a wide range of entrepreneurial phenomena.
Finally, this study offers a contingency perspective for management research involving immigrants by documenting the moderating influence of attitude toward immigrants on the hypothesized immigrants–entrepreneurship relationship. Our results show that the impact of immigrants on managerial phenomena can significantly vary depending on the natives’ attitude toward immigrants. This finding can be useful for a growing stream of research that has recently begun to pay attention to the impact of immigrants on a wide range of cross-border activities that include MNE investments, location choice decisions, subsidiary survival, and innovation activities (e.g., Foley & Kerr, 2013; Hernandez, 2014; Iriyama, Li, & Madhavan, 2010; Rangan & Sengul, 2009). These studies typically examine cross-border activities in the light of immigrant-native interactions. As such, better and more open interaction should enhance the influence of immigrants on cross-border activities, whereas impediments to interaction impair immigrants’ influences. Our study contributes to this stream of research and highlights the importance of context – characterized by attitude toward immigrants – in studying immigrants’ influences on managerial phenomena.

5.2 Limitations and Future Research
Our paper has limitations, many of which provide interesting avenues for future research. First, we are not able to directly observe the precise mechanisms and processes that lead to entrepreneurial activities resulting from immigrants’ knowledge. While we have carefully developed our hypotheses and included measures that have been previously used as proxies for immigrants’ knowledge base (Hernandez, 2014) and entrepreneurial activities (Reynolds et al., 2005), we do not directly measure the relation between increased knowledge diversity and entrepreneurial outcomes. Second, the cross-sectional research design places limits on claims of causality for our results. Although our main explanatory variable – immigrant concentration – is relatively stable over time (Hernandez, 2014; Rangan & Sengul, 2009) and prior work has frequently used a cross-sectional design for entrepreneurial data over shorter time spans (e.g. Anokhin & Schulze, 2009; Bowen & De Clercq, 2008; Estrin et al., 2013), the results should ultimately be interpreted as associational.
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TABLES
Table 1. Correlation matrix.
	Variable
	Mean
	St. d.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11

	1
	Total entrepreneurial activity
	11.03
	6.44
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity
	9.69
	5.73
	-0.009
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Export-oriented entrepreneurial activity
	17.80
	10.35
	-0.298
	0.377
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Immigrant concentration
	9.75
	12.70
	-0.333
	0.249
	0.191
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Attitude toward immigrants
	2.37
	0.33
	0.368
	-0.087
	0.117
	-0.482
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	GDP per capita
	19.54
	20.50
	-0.467
	0.147
	-0.016
	0.411
	-0.476
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	GDP growth
	0.18
	0.07
	-0.016
	-0.282
	0.340
	-0.240
	0.266
	-0.389
	1
	
	
	
	

	8
	Trade
	93.17
	65.26
	-0.331
	-0.092
	0.223
	0.246
	-0.170
	0.249
	0.120
	1
	
	
	

	9
	Foreign direct investment
	0.00
	0.00
	0.038
	-0.121
	0.225
	-0.166
	0.447
	-0.291
	0.261
	0.495
	1
	
	

	10
	Economic freedom
	64.38
	10.22
	-0.308
	0.298
	-0.086
	0.263
	-0.388
	0.691
	-0.546
	0.228
	-0.280
	1
	

	11
	Age structure
	0.38
	0.04
	0.274
	0.167
	0.159
	-0.216
	0.089
	-0.395
	0.298
	-0.126
	-0.134
	0
	1

	12
	Developed country
	0.43
	0.50
	-0.584
	0.036
	-0.063
	0.624
	-0.527
	0.802
	-0.407
	0.356
	-0.171
	0.563
	-0.515


Notes: N = 35 (countries). 

Table 2. Grouped Logit results predicting entrepreneurial activities.
	Variable
	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	 
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6
	 
	Model 7
	Model 8
	Model 9

	
	Total entrepreneurial activity
	Growth-oriented entrepreneurial activity
	Export-oriented entrepreneurial activity

	Immigrant concentration
	H1
	
	0.043***
	0.140***
	H2
	
	0.232***
	0.252***
	H3
	
	0.454***
	0.233***

	Immigrant concentration X 
attitude toward immigrants
	H4a
	
	
	0.133***
	H4b
	
	
	0. 456***
	H4c
	
	
	0.660***

	Attitude toward immigrants
	
	0.051***
	0.051***
	0.047***
	
	-0.297***
	-0.298***
	-0. 318***
	
	0.004
	-0.004
	-0.032

	GDP per capita
	
	-0.100***
	-0.095***
	-0.086***
	
	0.097*
	0.134***
	0.133***
	
	0.118***
	0.165***
	0.186***

	GDP growth
	
	0.200***
	0.195***
	0.213***
	
	0.149***
	0.106*
	0.118*
	
	-0.239***
	-0.325***
	-0.330***

	Trade
	
	-0.110***
	-0.111***
	-0.140***
	
	0.134**
	0.134**
	0.096†
	
	0.026
	0.021
	-0.026

	Foreign direct investment
	
	-1.099***
	-1.082***
	-0.562**
	
	-0.482
	-0.218
	0.649
	
	4.039***
	4.479***
	5.591***

	Economic freedom
	
	0.113***
	0.112***
	0.104***
	
	0.081*
	0.069*
	0.044
	
	-0.143***
	-0.174***
	-0.205***

	Age structure
	
	-0.025†
	-0.024†
	-0.045***
	
	-0.319***
	-0.295***
	-0.332***
	
	0.146***
	0.183***
	0.175***

	Developed country
	
	-0.473***
	-0.520***
	-0.591***
	
	-0.447***
	-0.728***
	-0.893***
	
	0.372***
	-0.131
	-0.340***

	Intercept
	
	-2.272***
	-2.236***
	-2.074***
	
	-1.948***
	-1.715***
	-1.400***
	
	-1.315***
	-0.894***
	-0.533***

	Model Chi-Square statistic
	
	5,286.05
	5,291.75
	5,397.48
	
	506.49
	526.91
	561.77
	
	483.89
	593.28
	635.95

	Log-likelihood
	
	-127,105.3
	-127,102.4
	-127,049.6
	
	-12,587.5
	-12,577.3
	-12,559.9
	
	-15,715.9
	-15,661.2
	-15,639.9

	Akaike Information Criterion (AIC)
	 
	254,228.60
	254,224.90
	254,121.10
	 
	25,193.00
	25,174.58
	25,141.72
	 
	31,449.83
	31,342.44
	31,301.78


Coefficient significance based on value of a z-statistic. N = 35 countries.
† p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001 
