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1. Introduction 

Scholars in the field of entrepreneurship are increasingly recognizing the importance of 

well-being in their research (Lerman et al., 2020; Nikolaev et al., 2022; Stephan, 2018a). Recent 

research, primarily conducted within Western economies such as the United States, indicates 

that entrepreneurship offers significant potential in meeting individuals' psychological needs 

for autonomy, skill mastery, purpose, and social connection. This, in turn, is associated with 

enhanced levels of personal happiness and subjective well-being (Binder & Blankenberg, 2021; 

Nikolova et al., 2022; Stephan et al., 2020). On the other hand, entrepreneurs can face higher 

well-being costs due to exposure to more substantial stressors. These stressors include 

uncertainty and high workloads, which may lead to increased instances of burnout and 

unhappiness (Stephan et al., 2022; Wood et al., 2016). 

 

While previous studies offer valuable insights into the correlation between 

entrepreneurship and well-being, they also highlight the importance of examining variations in 

well-being among different entrepreneurial groups (Nikolaev, Shir, et al., 2019; Stephan, 

2018b). This approach will enhance our understanding of the correlation and its implications 

for specific groups. Consequently, my research will focus on a particular group of 

entrepreneurs: immigrant entrepreneurs. I have chosen to focus my study on this group for the 

following reasons. 

 

First, Haltiwanger et al. (2017) highlight that immigrant entrepreneurs generate positive 

spillover effects in local economies, particularly enhancing innovation, and productivity. 

Similarly, Desiderio & Mestres-Domènech (2011) emphasize their significant contributions to 

employment creation and overall economic growth. In addition to founding 51% of U.S. start-

up companies valued at $1 billion or more (Anderson, 2016), immigrant-founded firms 

contribute significantly to job creation, with immigrant job creation being at least 49% higher 

than that of native-born individuals and, by some definitions, over 100% higher (Azoulay et al., 

2022). Furthermore, immigrants have made substantial contributions to innovation, with 23% 

of all patents from 1990 to 2016 being filed by immigrant inventors (Bernstein et al., 2018).  

If, despite their economic contributions, these entrepreneurs experience lower well-

being compared to their non-immigrant counterparts, it could pose a significant concern. Lower 

well-being is associated with lower productivity (Dimaria et al., 2019). Oswald et al. (2015) 

found that in a controlled setting, happier individuals were approximately 12% more productive 
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compared to their less happy counterparts. This suggests that reducing well-being disparities 

could enhance contributions to the host economy even further. 

 

Another reason to examine well-being differences is the historically high self-

employment rates among immigrants (Borjas, 1986). This trend continues today; the number 

of self-employed immigrants in the United States increased by approximately 1.66 million 

between 2000 and 2017 (Lofstrom & Wang, 2019).  

Furthermore, immigrant groups frequently encounter discrimination in their host 

countries, pushing them toward self-employment as they are unable to secure employment 

(Dana, 1997). Besides that, education obtained in immigrants’ origin country is less valued in 

the labor markets of host countries, especially when it originates from non-Western countries 

(Chiswick & Miller, 2009; Hardoy & Schøne, 2011; Kaushal, 2011). Azoulay et al. (2022) 

suggest that this undervaluation could be another factor driving immigrants toward 

entrepreneurship. Self-employment out of necessity is associated with lower levels of job and 

life satisfaction (Binder & Coad, 2012; Block & Koellinger, 2008). Therefore, the research 

question for this study will be the following: Is there a difference in well-being between 

immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs?  

 

Another crucial factor affecting the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs is the 

regional attitudes towards immigrants (Azoulay et al., 2022). Different countries, and even 

specific regions within them, hold varied views on immigration (Dempster et al., 2020). These 

prevailing attitudes can significantly affect the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs (Suárez-

Orozco et al., 2012). Regions with generally positive views on immigrants are associated with 

more favorable outcomes for immigrant well-being (McGuire et al., 2020). In contrast, regions 

with negative attitudes towards immigrants can have a detrimental impact on immigrant well-

being (Alesina & Tabellini, 2021), potentially more so for entrepreneurs. This is the case 

because societal racism may force immigrants to engage in necessity-driven self-employment 

(Dana, 1997), which tends to correlate with lower levels of subjective well-being (Binder & 

Coad, 2012; Block & Koellinger, 2008). Therefore, this study also aims to investigate whether 

immigrant entrepreneurs in regions with negative attitudes towards immigrants experience 

lower well-being levels than their non-immigrant counterparts. 

 

Finally, the distribution of human capital among immigrant entrepreneurs varies (Urban 

et al., 2022). Higher human capital is linked to better well-being outcomes (Amit & Litwin, 
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2009; Urban et al., 2022), while lower levels may impede entrepreneurship due to barriers such 

as interpreting the host country's business environment and limited networking opportunities 

(Ganguli et al., 2020; Gomez et al., 2015; Mrożewski & Hering, 2022). Recognizing these 

differences is vital for addressing specific needs in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Therefore, 

this study examines how education influences well-being disparities between immigrant and 

non-immigrant entrepreneurs, considering immigrants' varied educational backgrounds and 

post-immigration opportunities (Baum & Flores, 2011). 

 

This research is crucial for various stakeholders, providing insights into well-being 

disparities between immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs and uncovering underlying 

factors affecting their productivity, aligning with Stephan's (2018b) emphasis on considering 

mental health and well-being in entrepreneurship.  

This work adds to existing literature on entrepreneurship and well-being (e.g., Lerman 

et al., 2020; Stephan, 2018), immigrant entrepreneurship (e.g., Dana, 1997; Haltiwanger et al., 

2017), societal attitudes towards entrepreneurship (e.g., González & Bretones, 2013), and the 

impact of education on well-being (e.g., Nikolaev & Rusakov, 2015; Oreopoulos & Salvanes, 

2011).  

Policymakers and social planners can utilize these findings to develop targeted 

interventions and support systems, such as financial aid, educational initiatives, and mentorship, 

to promote equal entrepreneurial opportunities and address the specific challenges faced by 

immigrant entrepreneurs, as suggested by Dabić et al. (2020).  

Moreover, this research offers valuable insights for immigrant entrepreneurs 

themselves, aiding in their understanding and navigation of unique challenges and advantages. 

By identifying and analyzing well-being differences, this study contributes to fostering a more 

inclusive and supportive entrepreneurial ecosystem, benefiting both entrepreneurs and the 

broader communities they serve. 

 

Following the introduction, the paper will review existing literature to provide context, 

underline the study's relevance, and develop the hypotheses for this study. I will then describe 

the chosen dataset and analytical methods, the data analysis that follows will offer evidence to 

assess the hypotheses. Afterward, a detailed discussion will explore the results' theoretical and 

policy implications, emphasizing the study's importance and suggesting applications. Lastly, 

acknowledging the study's limitations will prepare the ground for further research. 
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2. Literature review and hypotheses building 

In this literature review, I will first examine the definition of well-being as presented in 

the literature. Following that, I will explore how differences in well-being between immigrant 

and non-immigrant entrepreneurs are portrayed and consider how attitudes toward immigrants 

and education may influence these disparities. From this analysis, I will derive the hypotheses 

for my research. 

 

2.1  Well-being 

The definition of well-being can vary for everyone; however, the literature identifies 

two primary theoretical perspectives: the eudaimonic perspective and the hedonic perspective. 

The eudaimonic perspective defines well-being in terms of the extent to which an individual is 

functioning at their full potential, emphasizing self-realization and the pursuit of meaning, as 

used by Ryff (1989) for example. This perspective is associated with intrinsic goals and values, 

such as personal growth, purpose, and autonomy. On the other hand, the hedonic perspective, 

as used by Diener et al. (1985) for example, defines well-being through the presence of positive 

emotions, favorable life evaluations, and the absence of negative emotions, focusing on 

attaining happiness and avoiding pain. It is important to acknowledge that these perspectives, 

while different, can intersect and contribute to an individual's overall sense of well-being.  

 

2.2  Well-being differences between immigrant and non-immigrant 

entrepreneurs 

There are multiple reasons why we might observe differences in well-being between 

immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs. First, a substantial body of research indicates that 

economic performance is positively correlated with subjective well-being, both within and 

across countries (e.g., Killingsworth, 2021; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2013). Business performance 

in immigrant-owned businesses can vary. For instance, businesses run by immigrants tend to 

be smaller in size (Rezaei, 2007; Wang & Liu, 2014) and often operate in industries 

characterized by limited value-adding activities and growth prospects (Arrighetti et al., 2022; 

Desiderio, 2014).  

However, immigrant-owned firms are significantly more likely to engage in 

transnational activities, such as exporting, establishing overseas branches, and outsourcing, 

compared to firms owned by non-immigrants (Kerr & Kerr, 2020). These transnational 

activities are generally associated with enhanced business performance (Arrighetti et al., 2022; 
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Wang & Liu, 2014). Morgan et al. (2018) also discovered in their study that immigrant-owned 

firms are more inclined toward exporting. Yet, they identified a negative moderation by 

immigrant ownership on the relationship between export intensity and financial performance. 

There are mixed findings regarding the growth rates of immigrant-run businesses as well. For 

example, second-generation immigrant firms, especially those with parents from OECD 

countries, tend to exhibit higher growth rates than native firms. Conversely, second-generation 

immigrant firms with parents from non-OECD countries show lower growth rates (Efendic et 

al., 2016).  

Given the evidence, business performance varies among immigrant-owned firms, 

reflecting the diversity among immigrant entrepreneurs and the different regional treatments 

they may receive. Nonetheless, the literature discussed above predominantly suggests that 

immigrant-owned businesses are more likely to exhibit lower performance compared to their 

non-immigrant counterparts. Consequently, given the generally weaker performance observed 

among immigrant entrepreneurs, entrepreneurship may be less psychologically rewarding for 

immigrants compared to non-immigrants. 

 

Secondly, immigrant entrepreneurs are more likely to face financing barriers, which 

could also partly explain the generally weaker economic performance of their businesses. For 

example, Van Hulten and Ahmed (2013) suggest that immigrant entrepreneurs may face 

difficulties due to low social integration with the host community. This barrier can lead to 

mistrust between immigrant entrepreneurs and potential financiers, hindering their access to 

financing (Malki et al., 2020). Consequently, immigrant entrepreneurs often rely on informal 

sources of finance, such as family and friends, due to the obstacles in accessing formal financial 

systems (Van Hulten & Ahmed, 2013).  

Furthermore, the lack of targeted support and assistance programs for immigrant 

entrepreneurs increases the challenges they face in navigating the financing landscape and 

securing necessary funds (Van Delft et al., 2000). Immigrant entrepreneurs might also face 

discrimination based on their ethnicity or race in the formal credit market, which can result in 

higher loan denial rates and less favorable loan terms (Aldén & Hammarstedt, 2016). Finally, 

due to their position and potential lack of familiarity with the host country’s financial 

environment, immigrant entrepreneurs might encounter information asymmetry issues (Malki 

et al., 2020). This barrier involves a lack of access to crucial information regarding available 

financing options and their requirements, which can impede informed decision-making and 

access to capital. These financing barriers may further increase the subjective well-being gap 
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between immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs, due to the economic constraints 

associated with them. 

 

Thirdly, Immigrant entrepreneurs tend to have unique cross-cultural capabilities 

(Vandor & Franke, 2024) that could offer them well-being advantages. Immigrant 

entrepreneurs often develop strong emotional management and a positive mindset, which help 

them manage acculturative stress and adapt to new cultures effectively (Agbim, 2018). This 

psychological adaptation aids in maintaining their mental health amidst the challenges of 

operating in a foreign business environment (Pergelova et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2019).  

According to Dabić et al. (2020), immigrant entrepreneurs often possess the capability 

to adapt their behavior and communication styles to align with the cultural expectations of their 

new environments. They state that this adaptability is crucial for mastering socio-cultural cues 

and effectively integrating into local business communities. Pergelova et al. (2023) link such 

skills not only to facilitating the building of networks and strengthening of business 

relationships but also to enhancing the entrepreneurs' social well-being. They state that by 

feeling connected and accepted within the community, these entrepreneurs experience a 

heightened sense of belonging and support, which are vital for their overall well-being. 

 

Lastly, immigrant entrepreneurs are more likely to enter entrepreneurship out of 

necessity, such as being unable to secure employment due to discrimination (Dana, 1997). As 

a result, they are more often ‘pushed’ into entrepreneurship rather than being ‘pulled’ by its 

opportunities, such as seeking independence or a creative outlet. This distinction between 

necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship significantly impacts well-being, with numerous 

studies indicating that necessity-driven entrepreneurs report lower levels of well-being 

compared to their opportunity-driven counterparts (e.g., Binder & Blankenberg, 2021; Binder 

& Coad, 2012; Block & Koellinger, 2008). Consequently, if immigrant entrepreneurs are more 

likely to be necessity-driven, it can be concluded that they may experience less satisfaction 

from their entrepreneurial activities, adversely affecting their overall well-being.  

 

While the findings are mixed regarding whether the well-being of immigrant 

entrepreneurs compared to non-immigrant entrepreneurs is higher or lower, most of the 

literature suggests a negative relationship. According to the literature, this negative relation is 

caused by weaker business performance, financial barriers, and discrimination. Therefore, the 

following is hypothesized: 
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Hypothesis 1: There is a significant difference in well-being between immigrant 

entrepreneurs and non-immigrant entrepreneurs, with immigrant entrepreneurs typically 

reporting lower levels of well-being. 

 

2.3  Host countries’ attitudes towards immigrants 

Recent studies have shown that changes in political climates significantly influence 

regional attitudes toward immigrants. For instance, periods of increased political tension 

regarding immigration can lead to more negative attitudes, resulting in higher levels of 

discrimination and social exclusion (Hopkins, 2010). Conversely, when political climates favor 

diversity and inclusion, regional attitudes tend to improve (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014), 

fostering a more supportive environment for immigrant entrepreneurs (Karlsson et al., 2019). 

In addition to political factors influencing attitudes toward immigrants, economic 

factors also play a crucial role. Regions with higher unemployment rates and economic 

insecurity often exhibit more hostility toward immigrants, driven by the perception that 

immigrants compete for scarce jobs and resources (Mayda, 2006). Furthermore, areas with 

more generous welfare provisions might display greater hostility if natives believe that 

immigrants are exploiting these benefits without contributing sufficiently (Dustmann & 

Preston, 2007). 

Differences in cultural and national identity perceptions also play a crucial role. 

Societies with strong, homogenous cultural identities might view immigrants as a threat to their 

cultural fabric, leading to higher levels of hostility (Yang, 2018). This is particularly evident in 

countries like Japan, where the absence of narratives on the positive roles of immigrants and a 

lack of integration policies can result in more negative attitudes (Igarashi & Laurence, 2021). 

 

Research indicates that regional attitudes toward immigrants significantly influence the 

well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs (Azoulay et al., 2022). Dempster et al. (2020) highlight 

the importance of these attitudes, noting that different countries and even specific regions within 

them exhibit varied stances on immigration. This variation affects how immigrant entrepreneurs 

are perceived and treated, influencing their psychological and economic well-being (Suárez-

Orozco et al., 2012). 

In regions with positive attitudes towards immigrants, the environment is likely more 

supportive, leading to better outcomes for immigrant well-being (McGuire et al., 2020). 

Conversely, in regions with negative attitudes, the impact is detrimental (Alesina & Tabellini, 
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2021). Discrimination and labor exclusion are significant factors that push many immigrants 

into entrepreneurship, not merely as an economic choice but as a strategy to cope with negative 

social identities (Dana, 1997; González & Bretones, 2013). Entrepreneurship out of necessity 

is typically associated with lower subjective well-being due to its reactive nature and often 

limited economic return (Binder & Blankenberg, 2021; Binder & Coad, 2012; Block & 

Koellinger, 2008). 

 

Immigrant entrepreneurs face ongoing discrimination even while running their 

businesses. Local populations may perceive immigrant entrepreneurs as competitors, leading to 

resistance and hostility (Griffin-El & Olabisi, 2017), which could potentially undermine 

business success and further impair well-being (Killingsworth, 2021; Stevenson & Wolfers, 

2013). Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The difference in well-being between immigrant entrepreneurs and their 

non-immigrant counterparts is larger in regions with a negative attitude toward immigrants, 

with immigrant entrepreneurs experiencing significantly lower well-being in these areas. 

 

2.4  The role of education 

Education is considered a fundamental investment in human capital, influencing various 

life outcomes significantly. Educated individuals often secure better job positions, enjoy 

enhanced labor force flexibility, earn higher incomes, and experience longer, healthier lives 

(Hanushek & Woessmann, 2020). Moreover, education is positively correlated with subjective 

well-being, as more educated individuals tend to perceive their lives as more meaningful, 

experience more positive emotions, and exhibit higher satisfaction across different life domains 

such as finances, family, and job satisfaction (Card, 1999; Nikolaev & Rusakov, 2015; 

Oreopoulos & Salvanes, 2011). 

 

However, Stephan (2018a) argues that the broader skill set, and competencies developed 

through higher education can also introduce significant opportunity costs. For entrepreneurs, 

this may result in comparisons between potential earnings from entrepreneurial activities and 

salaried employment, possibly diminishing work satisfaction and subjective well-being 

(Dawson, 2017). In Indonesia, for example, highly skilled self-employed individuals reported 
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the lowest levels of life satisfaction, highlighting that higher education might sometimes reduce 

subjective well-being due to these opportunity cost considerations (Kwon & Sohn, 2017). 

 

The entrepreneurial landscape also reflects the uneven distribution of human capital 

among immigrant entrepreneurs, who often bring diverse educational and professional 

backgrounds from their home countries (Urban et al., 2022). The quality of education, which 

varies significantly across different regions and institutions (Pfeffer, 2015), also plays a crucial 

role in shaping entrepreneurial outcomes. High-quality education typically provides stronger 

foundational skills, better critical thinking, and more effective professional networks, all of 

which can significantly benefit immigrant entrepreneurs (Wadhwa et al., 2008). 

 

Empirical evidence shows that immigrants with higher human capital and quality 

education navigate the entrepreneurial landscape more efficiently, leveraging advanced skills 

to achieve better well-being outcomes (Urban et al., 2022). For example, a study by Wadhwa 

et al. (2007) found that highly educated immigrants in the United States were more likely to 

engage in entrepreneurial activities. Similarly, a study by Hendriks (2018) found that highly 

educated immigrants in Germany reported higher levels of life satisfaction. Literature also 

suggests that education not only enhances personal competencies and social networks but also 

fosters more substantial and formal entrepreneurial ventures (Davidsson & Honig, 2003). 

Conversely, immigrants with less human capital may encounter barriers such as limited 

understanding of the host country’s business environment and fewer networking opportunities, 

impacting their entrepreneurial opportunities (Ganguli et al., 2020; Gomez et al., 2015; 

Mrożewski & Hering, 2022) and potentially their well-being. 

 

Given the disparity in educational backgrounds among immigrants and their post-

immigration educational opportunities, it is crucial to understand how these differences impact 

the well-being outcomes of immigrant entrepreneurs compared to non-immigrant 

entrepreneurs. Considering the broad and diverse impacts of education on both entrepreneurial 

success and subjective well-being, and acknowledging the specific challenges faced by 

immigrant entrepreneurs, this study hypothesizes: 

 

Hypothesis 3: The difference in well-being between immigrant entrepreneurs and non-

immigrant entrepreneurs is smaller among those with higher educational attainment, 
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indicating that higher education reduces the negative impact of immigrant status on well-

being. 

 

3. Data and methods 

In this section, I will start by discussing the dataset I plan to use and the relevant 

variables within this dataset. Afterwards, I will discuss my empirical methodology. 

 

3.1  Dataset and variables 

3.1.1 Data description 

To perform my research, I will use data from the World Values Survey (WVS). The 

WVS is a global research project that explores people’s values and beliefs, how they change 

over time, and what social and political impacts they have across diverse cultures. For my 

analysis, I will pool data from the three most recent World Values Survey (WVS) waves: wave 

5 (2005-2009), wave 6 (2010-2014) and wave 7 (2017-2022). This approach will enable me to 

incorporate time-fixed effects into my models. I have specifically chosen to use these three 

waves because they are the first ones to incorporate questions regarding whether the respondent 

or the respondent’s parents are immigrants in their current country of residence. This aspect is 

crucial for my research. The WVS interviews nationally representative individuals with a 

minimum sample size of 1,000 respondents per country. Data were collected using face-to-face 

interviews at the respondents’ residences to ensure that respondents without access to the 

Internet were also represented within the survey.  

The WVS is particularly useful for my analysis for several key reasons. Firstly, its 

extensive application in well-being research demonstrates its validity and relevance (Del Mar 

Salinas-Jiménez et al., 2012; Flèche et al., 2012; Hammond et al., 2011). Secondly, the WVS 

provides detailed information on individuals' employment status, including self-employment, 

which will be proxied to identify entrepreneurial individuals. Thirdly, the dataset offers a wide 

array of questions regarding individuals' values and preferences, education, attitudes towards 

immigrants, personality, and demographics, which I need for my research. Finally, the WVS's 

broad geographic and temporal scope, covering 64 countries with longitudinal data for 

approximately 129,000 individuals, allows for a robust cross-country analysis. This 

comprehensive coverage, including multiple surveys across various income levels, underpins 

the dataset's utility for examining the dynamics of well-being and entrepreneurial activity 

globally.  
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3.1.2 Dependent variable 

Previous research on entrepreneurship has primarily focused on subjective well-being, 

incorporating aspects from both the hedonic and eudaimonic perspectives described in the 

literature review. A notable recent example is the study by Nikolaev et al. (2019), which 

presents empirical evidence demonstrating a significant correlation between entrepreneurship 

and higher levels of subjective well-being, primarily mediated through psychological 

functioning. In entrepreneurship literature, overall life satisfaction is commonly used as a proxy 

for well-being (Binder & Coad, 2015; Hundley, 2001). According to Layard & Oparina (2021), 

overall life satisfaction provides a better indication of human well-being than measures of 

income, health, or education, as it captures the overall quality of life. This thesis will follow 

prior research and therefore focus on subjective well-being, the terms life satisfaction, well-

being, and happiness will be used interchangeably.  

Life satisfaction is often used as a measure of subjective well-being and refers to an 

individual's overall evaluation of their life (Diener et al., 1985). It represents the degree of 

satisfaction with the life aspects that an individual considers most important. Life satisfaction 

is globally recognized as a measure of well-being because it can be easily applied across diverse 

cultures and countries, making it an ideal tool for cross-country research (Diener et al., 2012). 

A key motivation for using life satisfaction as a measure of well-being in cross-country research 

is its widespread data availability. Furthermore, life satisfaction is a reliable and robust measure 

of well-being, demonstrating a prominent level of consistency in responses across different 

populations (Diener et al., 2013). 

In this research, well-being will be measured with a measure of overall life satisfaction, 

which will function as the dependent variable. In the WVS questionnaire, respondents were 

asked the following question: “All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a 

whole these days? Using this card on which 1 means you are ‘completely dissatisfied’ and 10 

means you are ‘completely satisfied’, where would you put your satisfaction with your life as 

a whole?”.  

 

3.1.3 Explanatory variables 

The main explanatory variables I will use are immigrant status and self-employment 

status. Self-employment is used as a proxy for entrepreneurship, in line with relevant literature 

(e.g., Audretsch et al., 2015). The respondent's self-employment status can be determined based 

on their response to the employment question, which includes an option to indicate if they are 

self-employed.  
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The immigrant status of a respondent can be determined from their response to the 

question regarding whether they were born in their current country of residence or immigrated. 

Those who answer affirmatively to immigration are considered first-generation immigrants. 

Additionally, there are inquiries about whether their mother or father immigrated to the country 

they currently reside in, classifying them as second-generation immigrants. For my research, I 

will combine first and second-generation immigrants, identifying them both as immigrants. 

This approach is justified by their shared experiences related to cultural adjustment (Suárez-

Orozco et al., 2012), dual identities (Verkuyten et al., 2019), and discrimination (Suárez-Orozco 

et al., 2012). It also enhances the statistical power and robustness of the analysis by increasing 

the sample size, as preliminary regressions including only first-generation immigrants yielded 

no significant results. Additionally, it provides insights into the intergenerational impacts of 

immigration. 

 

3.1.4 Moderators 

Education is explored as a potential moderator. Respondents were asked, “What is the 

highest educational level that you, your spouse, your mother, and your father have attained?” 

Supervisors provided interviewers with a nationally adapted list of codes representing various 

levels of education. These would later have to be converted to the International Standard 

Classification of Education used by the UN and UNESCO. The ISCED codes range from 0 to 

8, with 0 indicating no education or early childhood education and 8 indicating a doctoral or 

equivalent level of education. 

 

The other moderating variable will concern a region’s attitude towards immigrants. In 

my research, I will evaluate these attitudes at a regional level rather than a national level. This 

approach is justified because entrepreneurs are primarily embedded in local communities 

(Parwez, 2017), which suggests that a closer examination of their immediate environment is 

more appropriate.  

This vector, reflecting attitudes towards immigrants, is derived from responses to two 

specific questions in the WVS. The first statement used for this variable is: “When jobs are 

scarce, employers should give priority to people of this country over immigrants.” Respondents 

had the option to answer with ‘agree strongly’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘disagree’, 

or ‘disagree strongly’. The responses to this question capture the extent to which people believe 

natives deserve jobs over immigrants. This variable also relates to immigrants being pushed 
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into entrepreneurship out of necessity because they cannot find a job due to their immigration 

status.  

Respondents were also asked whom they would rather not have as neighbors: “On this 

list are various groups of people. Could you please mention any that you would not like to 

have as neighbors?” One of the options on the list was ‘Immigrants/foreign workers’. This 

question helps assess a region’s attitude towards immigrants by identifying whether natives 

mention immigrants as people they would rather not have as neighbors. 

Using these two measures, a vector can be created to gauge the overall attitude of a 

region towards immigrants. The first question was coded by the WVS where 1 meant people 

agreed with the statement (either strongly or regularly), 2 meant they disagreed (either 

strongly or regularly), and 3 meant they neither agreed nor disagreed. I recoded this so that 0 

meant they disagreed (indicating the least negative attitude towards immigrants), 0.5 meant 

they neither agreed nor disagreed, and 1 meant they agreed. I chose this range because the 

second question was coded with a dummy variable that equaled 1 if immigrants were 

mentioned as a group of people that someone would not like to have as neighbors, meaning 

both variables would now have the same range of values.  

To create the vector representing the attitude towards immigrants, I combined both 

variables derived from the questions and rescaled the vector to range from 1 to 10 for easier 

interpretation. The weight of each underlying variable remained the same. 

 

3.1.5 Control variables 

Personal characteristics commonly included in well-being regressions, such as gender, 

age, number of children, income level, and marital status, will be used as control variables (e.g., 

Headey, 2006; Pollner, 1989). When adding a region’s average attitude toward immigrants into 

the model, I will also control for regional average income. According to the literature review, 

average income might directly impact a region’s average attitude toward immigrants. By 

controlling for average income, we can better isolate the specific impact of attitudes toward 

immigrants on the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs. As the data is pooled from multiple 

waves of the WVS, I will incorporate both year-fixed effects and regional or country-fixed 

effects into the model to control for temporal and regional variations. 
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3.2  Empirical methodology 

My empirical methodology will rely on a standard well-being equation, like that used 

by Di Tella et al. (2003) for example, where individuals' reported well-being score is regressed 

on various individual characteristics. A detailed description of the variables used in this study 

is provided in Appendix Table 2. The initial model to be analyzed is as follows: 

 

𝑊𝐵𝑖𝑐𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽4𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛼𝑟𝑡 + 𝑒𝑖𝑟𝑡                  (1) 

 

where WB denotes well-being, i denotes individuals, r denotes regions, t denotes time, 

I is a dummy variable equal to one for immigrants, SE is a dummy variable equal to one for 

self-employed, X is a vector of control variables, 𝛼𝑟𝑡 are region-year fixed effects, and 𝑒𝑖𝑐𝑡 is 

an idiosyncratic error. 

The first model can be used to evaluate whether there is a well-being difference between 

self-employed immigrants and self-employed non-immigrants. Formally, the test examines 

whether 𝛽3 is significantly different from zero, focusing on the interaction term between the 

immigrant and self-employed dummies. 

 

The second model is an extension of the first model, which includes the moderating 

variables of education and the attitude of a region towards immigrants.  

 

𝑊𝐵𝑖𝑐𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽3𝐸𝑖𝑐𝑡 + 𝛽4𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽5𝐴𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽6𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 +

𝛽7𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽8𝐴𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽9𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝑆𝐸𝑖𝑟𝑡 ∗ 𝐼𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽10𝑋𝑖𝑟𝑡 + 𝛼𝑟𝑡 + 𝑒𝑖𝑟𝑡             (2) 

 

This model is an extension of model 1; therefore, I will only explain the modifications 

introduced. The first new variable, denoted as E, represents the individual-level moderating 

factor of education. The second new variable, A, reflects the attitude of regions towards 

immigrants. The interactions observed in the model are based on the literature review and are 

of importance for evaluating the hypotheses. 

 

4. Results 

In this section, I will first discuss the descriptive statistics of my data, followed by the 

analysis of the hypotheses. For all the coefficients discussed in this section, the interpretations 

hold only if all other variables are kept constant (ceteris paribus).  
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4.1  Descriptive statistics 

Table 1 presents the average level of well-being disaggregated by various individual-

level variables, such as self-employment status, gender, immigrant status, marital status, 

etcetera. Table 2 presents summary statistics for all individual-level variables. Appendix Table 

1 displays pairwise correlations among all variables included in the analysis.  

 

Table 1 – Well-being by Group 

Variables Mean SD Median N 

Well-being 6.7 2.4 7 249,689 

Immigrant status     

Immigrant 7 2.1 7 21,027 

Native 6.7 2.4 7 228,662 

Gender     

Female 6.8 2.4 7 128,716 

Male 6.7 2.4 7 120,973 

Employment status     

Self-employed 6.7 2.4 7 32,453 

Other 6.7 2.4 7 217,236 

Education level     

Lower 6.5 2.6 7 67,771 

Middle 6.7 2.4 7 108,490 

Upper 7 2.2 7 73,428 

Marital status     

Married 6.8 2.3 7 159,959 

Other 6.6 2.4 7 89,730 

Number of children     

None 6.7 2.3 7 71,887 

One 6.7 2.3 7 41,611 

Two 6.7 2.3 7 63,180 

 Three or More 6.8 2.5 7 73,011 

Income     

Lower 6 2.7 6 76,248 

Middle 7 2.1 7 145,770 
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Upper 7.7 2 8 27,671 

Note: Each cell displays the mean life satisfaction, along with the standard deviation and 

median. 'N' denotes the number of observations for each category. Each category’s subgroups 

add up to 249,689, the total number of observations. 

 

Table 2 – Descriptive Statistics (N = 249,689) 

Variable Mean SD Min Max 

Life satisfaction 6.739 2.370 1 10 

Immigrant 

status 

0.084 .278 0 1 

Female .516 .500 0 1 

Self-employed .130 .336 0 1 

Age 41.530 16.212 16 99 

Married .641 .480 0 1 

Number of 

children 

1.782 1.556 0 5 

Education level 2.023 .752 1 3 

Income level 4.736 2.217 1 10 

Year survey 2010.092 8.19 1990 2022 

Attitude index 5.440 2.673 1 10 

 

The sample's average well-being is 6.7, with a standard deviation of 2.4. Immigrants 

make up 8.4% of the sample, while most respondents are married (64%). Self-employed 

individuals constitute 13% of the sample, with an average well-being of 6.7. Those with higher 

education represent 29% of the sample and report higher well-being (7) compared to individuals 

with medium (6.7) or basic (6.5) education levels. 

The WVS data does not include the actual income of individuals, but rather their 

position within the income distribution, divided into deciles. These deciles are also 

recategorized into three groups: the lowest three deciles are classified as low income, the middle 

four deciles as middle income, and the highest three deciles as high income. The absence of 

data on absolute income does not significantly impact the analysis since relative income has 

been shown to influence an individual’s life satisfaction similarly to absolute income (Del Mar 

Salinas-Jiménez et al., 2012). Within the sample, most individuals (58%) fall into the middle-



18 

 

income category, while only 11% are categorized as high-income. Those in high-income 

households report the highest well-being, with an average score of 7.7. This score decreases to 

7 for middle-income households and 6 for those in low-income households. 

 

4.2  The well-being gap 

Table 3 presents the results evaluating the main hypothesis (H1), with further discussion 

of control variables provided in the Appendix. We are primarily interested in the variables 

"Immigrant" and "Self-employed," along with their interaction. The immigrant variable yielded 

no meaningful results, indicating that there is no evidence of whether being an immigrant has 

a positive or negative effect on the well-being of non-self-employed individuals. 

 

Table 3 – Results model 1 (N= 221,553; R2 = 0.22) 

 Well-being (1) Well-being (2) Well-being (3) 

Immigrant 0.10 

(0.07) 

 0.13 

(0.08) 

Self-employed  0.09** 

(0.04) 

0.10** 

(0.04) 

Immigrant * 

self-employed 

  

 

-0.23* 

(0.12) 

Age -0.03** 

(0.01) 

-0.03** 

(0.01) 

-0.03** 

(0.01) 

Age squared 0.0003** 

(0.0002) 

0.0004** 

(0.0001) 

0.0004** 

(0.0001) 

Female 0.04 

(0.02) 

0.05** 

(0.02) 

0.05** 

(0.02) 

Married 0.35*** 

(0.05) 

0.35*** 

(0.05) 

0.35*** 

(0.05) 

Number of 

children 

0.0009 

(0.01) 

0.0009 

(0.01) 

0.0009 

(0.01) 

Income level 0.22*** 

(0.02) 

0.22*** 

(0.02) 

0.22*** 

(0.02) 

Education level 

(base = lower) 
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Middle 0.21** 

(0.10) 

0.21** 

(0.10) 

0.21** 

(0.10) 

Upper 0.31** 

(0.14) 

0.31** 

(0.14) 

0.31** 

(0.14) 

Constant 5.70*** 

(0.27) 

5.70*** 

(0.27) 

5.70*** 

(0.27) 

Note: The dependent variable is well-being. All regressions incorporate region-year fixed 

effects. Standard errors, clustered by country, are reported in parentheses. Significance levels 

are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All regressions were performed 

using a population-based weight. 

 

The self-employment coefficient is significant at the 5% level in both the second and 

last regression models, indicating a positive effect (0.10) on the well-being of self-employed 

non-immigrants. The coefficient for the interaction term between immigrant and self-

employment status (-0.23) is statistically significant at the 10% level, suggesting that the 

positive effect of self-employment on well-being is significantly less for immigrants than for 

non-immigrants. This means that self-employed immigrants experience approximately 0.10 

(0.13 – 0.23) units lower well-being compared to their self-employed non-immigrant 

counterparts. 

 

It is important to note that the coefficient on immigrant status by itself did not yield 

significant results. Thus, the significance of this decrease in well-being needs to be further 

examined. To test this, I calculated the predictive margins of the difference in overall life 

satisfaction for immigrants compared to non-immigrants, based on self-employment status, as 

shown in Figure 1. The calculated difference in overall life satisfaction for self-employed 

immigrants compared to self-employed non-immigrants is -0.10, which can also be seen in the 

figure. The 95% confidence interval just barely includes zero, indicating that this difference is 

statistically significant at the 5% level, with a p-value of exactly 0.050. The figure also shows 

that there is no significant difference in overall life satisfaction between non-self-employed 

immigrants and non-self-employed non-immigrants. 

Based on my results, I find support for my hypothesis that there is a significant 

difference in well-being between immigrant entrepreneurs and non-immigrant entrepreneurs, 

with immigrant entrepreneurs typically reporting lower levels of well-being.  
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Figure 1 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for immigrants compared to non-immigrants 

based on self-employment status with 95% confidence intervals 

 

 

4.3  The role of regional attitudes toward immigrants 

In the second model (Table 4), we include the variable 'regional attitude toward 

immigrants'. This variable helps us evaluate whether a more negative attitude toward 

immigrants in a region affects the well-being of immigrants, particularly immigrant 

entrepreneurs. The interaction coefficients between immigrant status and the regional attitude 

toward immigrants are insignificant, suggesting no effect of a region’s attitude toward 

immigrants on the well-being of either non-self-employed immigrants or non-immigrants. 

Figure 2 shows the difference in overall life satisfaction for immigrants based on the region’s 

average attitude toward immigrants. Although we already confirmed this interaction to be 

insignificant, the visualization provides useful confirmation, as all confidence intervals include 

both positive and negative differences. 

 

Table 4 – Results model 2 (N = 221,553) 

 Well-being (1) Well-being (2) Well-being (3) 

Immigrant 0.10 

(0.22) 

0.21 

(0.15) 

0.22 

(0.41) 
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Immigrant * 

regional 

attitude 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

 -0.02 

(0.06) 

Regional 

attitude 

0.03 

(0.07) 

 0.03 

(0.07) 

Self-employed 

* regional 

attitude 

0.05 

(0.04) 

 0.05 

(0.04) 

Self-employed -0.19 

(0.21) 

0.11 

(0.08) 

-0.21 

(0.16) 

Self-employed 

* immigrant 

0.51 

(0.35) 

-0.64** 

(0.28) 

-0.20 

(0.34) 

Self-employed 

* immigrant * 

regional 

attitude 

-0.12** 

(0.06) 

 -0.07* 

(0.04) 

Education level 

(base = lower) 

   

Middle 0.18** 

(0.08) 

0.20* 

(0.12) 

0.17* 

(0.10) 

Upper 0.26** 

(0.12) 

0.33** 

(0.15) 

0.27* 

(0.14) 

Education level 

* immigrant 

   

Middle  -0.03 

(0.16) 

-0.004 

(0.22) 

Upper  -0.22 

(0.15) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

Education level 

* self-

employed 

   

Middle  -0.002 

(0.13) 

0.06 

(0.12) 
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Upper  -0.04 

(0.08) 

-0.06 

(0.11) 

Education level 

* self-

employed * 

immigrant 

   

Middle  0.59* 

(0.34) 

0.50* 

(0.30) 

Upper  0.55** 

(0.24) 

0.75* 

(0.43) 

Age -0.03*** 

(0.01) 

-0.03** 

(0.01) 

-0.03*** 

(0.01) 

Age squared 0.0004** 

(0.0001) 

0.0003** 

(0.0002) 

0.0004** 

(0.0001) 

Number of 

children 

0.001 

(0.009) 

0.0009 

(0.02) 

0.0007 

(0.009) 

Income 0.22*** 

(0.02) 

0.22*** 

(0.02) 

0.22*** 

(0.02) 

Region’s 

average income 

0.04 

(0.05) 

 0.04 

(0.05) 

Female 0.07*** 

(0.01) 

0.05*** 

(0.02) 

0.07*** 

(0.01) 

Married 0.38*** 

(0.04) 

0.35*** 

(0.05) 

0.38*** 

(0.04) 

Constant 5.51 

(0.28) 

5.82 

(0.23) 

5.52 

(0.27) 

R² 0.15 0.22 0.15 

Note: The dependent variable is well-being. The second regression incorporates region-year 

fixed effects, the first and third regressions incorporate country-year fixed effects to prevent 

collinearity. Standard errors, clustered by country, are reported in parentheses. Significance 

levels are denoted as follows: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All regressions were 

performed using a population-based weight. 
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Figure 2 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for immigrants compared to non-immigrants 

based on a region’s attitude with 95% confidence intervals

 

 

When we include self-employment in the interaction term, we can examine whether the 

effect of regional attitudes toward immigrants extends to self-employed individuals. The 

interaction coefficient for self-employed non-immigrants is not significant, indicating that 

regional attitudes toward immigrants do not affect the well-being of self-employed non-

immigrants, or at least this data does not provide evidence for such an effect. 

However, we find a meaningful relationship between regional attitudes toward 

immigrants and the well-being of self-employed immigrants. The negative coefficient of -0.07 

is significant at the 5% level, suggesting that more negative regional attitudes are associated 

with a decrease in well-being for self-employed immigrants compared to self-employed non-

immigrants. Specifically, a 1-point increase in the regional attitude index is associated with a 

0.07 decrease in well-being for self-employed immigrants, relative to self-employed non-

immigrants, through this interaction. 

It is important to note that this interaction term is not the only factor affecting the well-

being of either self-employed immigrants or self-employed non-immigrants. However, we can 

conclude that the interaction between self-employment status, immigrant status, and regional 
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attitudes toward immigrants leads to a well-being penalty for immigrant entrepreneurs 

compared to native entrepreneurs. 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the effect of a region’s average attitude toward immigrants on the 

difference in overall life satisfaction between self-employed immigrants and self-employed 

non-immigrants. Our focus is to determine whether the difference in well-being between these 

two groups is statistically significant across various levels of regional attitudes toward 

immigrants. From Figure 3, we observe that this difference is statistically significant when the 

region’s attitude index is 5 or higher. Specifically, levels 5 to 8 are significant at the 5% level, 

and levels 9 and 10 are significant at the 10% level. It is important to note that a higher score 

on the region’s attitude index indicates a more negative attitude toward immigrants. 

 

Figure 3 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for self-employed immigrants compared to 

self-employed non-immigrants based on a region’s attitude with 95% confidence intervals

 

 

In conclusion, we found that more negative regional attitudes toward immigrants 

negatively impact the well-being of self-employed immigrants compared to self-employed non-

immigrants. Additionally, the difference in well-being between these groups is statistically 

significant in regions with an average attitude index of at least 5, indicating a slightly below-
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average negative attitude toward immigrants, where immigrant entrepreneurs have lower well-

being compared to their non-immigrant counterparts.  

Therefore, the findings provide convincing evidence supporting Hypothesis 2, which 

suggests that the difference in well-being between immigrant entrepreneurs and their non-

immigrant counterparts is larger in regions with negative attitudes toward immigrants. The data 

indicate that immigrant entrepreneurs indeed experience significantly lower well-being in these 

regions. 

 

4.4  The role of education 

In Table 3, we identified significant relationships (at the 5% level) between education 

and well-being. Individuals with medium-level education report an average increase in well-

being of 0.21 units compared to those with lower-level education. Similarly, individuals with 

higher education report an average increase in well-being of 0.31 units compared to those with 

lower education. The second regression in the second model (Table 4) indicates that non-self-

employed non-immigrants experience an average increase in well-being of 0.20 units with 

medium-level education compared to lower education, and an increase of 0.33 units with higher 

education compared to lower education. These coefficients are significant at the 10% and 5% 

levels, respectively.  

For the remainder of the analysis, we continue to use the second regression within the 

second model. This model demonstrates a better fit and can incorporate region-year fixed 

effects, unlike country-year fixed effects. The reason for this is that the regression does not 

include coefficients related to a region’s attitude toward immigrants, which would lead to 

collinearity if included with region-year fixed effects. Therefore, using the second regression is 

more theoretically sound for the subsequent analysis. 

 

The interaction terms between education and self-employment, and between education 

and immigrant status, are not significant. This suggests no significant difference in the well-

being benefits of education for immigrants or self-employed individuals. However, this still 

needs to be confirmed by calculating the predictive margins specifically for immigrants and 

self-employed individuals concerning education, as the margins provide a more detailed 

breakdown and can reveal specific differences within subgroups that the overall interaction 

term might miss. 
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Figure 4 displays the predictive margins of the difference in overall life satisfaction for 

immigrants compared to non-immigrants, based on education. The figure shows that the effect 

of education on well-being is not statistically significantly different for lower or higher levels 

of education. However, for medium-level education, the 95% confidence interval does not cross 

the zero-difference line. This indicates that immigrants enjoy higher well-being benefits 

compared to non-immigrants if they have obtained medium-level education. This benefit is, on 

average, 0.18 points higher compared to non-immigrants. 

 

Figure 4 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for immigrants based on education with 95% 

confidence intervals

 

 

Figure 5 illustrates the predictive margins of overall life satisfaction differences between 

self-employed and non-self-employed individuals, based on education levels. The figure shows 

that the effect of education on well-being is not significantly different between self-employed 

and non-self-employed individuals for both lower and higher education levels. However, 

medium-level education has a different impact on self-employed individuals compared to non-

self-employed individuals, with significance at the 10% level, as the 95% confidence interval 

slightly crosses the 0-difference line. This indicates that self-employed individuals experience 
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higher well-being benefits from medium-level education compared to non-self-employed 

individuals, with an average benefit of 0.10 points higher. 

 

Figure 5 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for entrepreneurs based on education with 

95% confidence intervals

 

 

Finally, Figure 6 shows the predictive margins of the difference in overall life 

satisfaction between immigrant entrepreneurs and non-immigrant entrepreneurs. The figure 

indicates that the effect of education on well-being is not significantly different between self-

employed immigrants and self-employed non-immigrants for either medium or higher levels of 

education. However, lower-level education has a significantly different impact on self-

employed immigrants compared to self-employed non-immigrants. Specifically, self-employed 

immigrants suffer a significant well-being penalty, averaging 0.64 points lower, compared to 

self-employed non-immigrants when they both have only achieved lower levels of education. 

 

In conclusion, both self-employed individuals and immigrant individuals are more likely 

to benefit from medium-level education compared to non-self-employed and non-immigrant 

individuals, respectively. If we specifically look at self-employed immigrants, compared to 

non-self-employed immigrants, which directly answers our hypothesis, we find that self-
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employed immigrants suffer a well-being penalty compared to non-self-employed individuals 

when they have both only achieved a lower level of education. This means we do not find 

support for Hypothesis 3, as higher levels of education do not seem to impact the well-being of 

immigrant entrepreneurs differently compared to non-immigrant entrepreneurs. 

 

Figure 6 – Difference in overall life satisfaction for immigrant entrepreneurs compared to 

non-immigrant entrepreneurs based on education with 95% confidence intervals 

 

 

5. Discussion 

This study provides new insights into the comparative well-being of immigrant and non-

immigrant entrepreneurs, investigating how educational attainment and regional attitudes 

toward immigrants influence differences in well-being by immigrant status. The findings reveal 

that immigrant entrepreneurs generally report lower well-being compared to their non-

immigrant counterparts, especially in regions where negative attitudes toward immigrants 

prevail. Moreover, immigrant entrepreneurs appear to face a well-being penalty relative to non-

immigrant entrepreneurs when both groups have lower levels of education. The subsequent 

discussion will delve into the theoretical implications of these results, their policy implications, 

and the study's limitations. 
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5.1  Theoretical implications 

A growing body of research has shown that engaging in entrepreneurship can enhance 

subjective well-being by meeting essential psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness (e.g., Binder & Blankenberg, 2021; Nikolova et al., 2022; Stephan et al., 2020). 

Despite this growing body of literature, there is still a lack of systematic analysis exploring 

well-being differences between immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs. Nikolaev, Shir, 

et al. (2019) and Stephan (2018b) have highlighted the importance of examining variations in 

well-being among different entrepreneurial groups to enhance our understanding of the 

entrepreneurship well-being correlation. This study advances the literature by answering the 

call to examine the heterogeneity of well-being among different entrepreneurial groups, 

specifically focusing on the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs in different regions. 

 

Consistent with previous studies (e.g. Binder & Blankenberg, 2021; Nikolova et al., 

2022; Stephan et al., 2020), the results of the first model suggest that entrepreneurship can lead 

to higher well-being, but this is highly dependent on numerous factors, as this direct relationship 

became unclear for example, when adding interactions with education or regions attitudes 

toward immigrants into the model. However, this study is the first to show that immigrant 

entrepreneurs tend to experience significant well-being disadvantages, especially in regions 

with negative attitudes toward immigrants.  

 

These results are consistent with the idea that in regions with negative attitudes toward 

immigrants, their well-being is adversely affected. Discrimination and labor exclusion may be 

significant factors that drive many immigrants into entrepreneurship, not merely as an economic 

choice but as a strategy to cope with negative social identities (Dana, 1997; González & 

Bretones, 2013). It is important to note that while this study found that immigrant entrepreneurs 

experience significantly lower well-being than their non-immigrant counterparts in regions with 

more negative attitudes toward immigrants, it cannot confirm why this is the case. The dataset, 

unfortunately, did not contain information on why people opted for self-employment. Linking 

the reasons people choose self-employment to their well-being outcomes, especially for 

immigrant entrepreneurs, could be a promising avenue for further research. 

 

Finally, we were unable to confirm whether education could reduce the negative well-

being gap between immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs. The literature on this topic 
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remains limited, and it is unclear whether such a reduction is possible or if medium or higher 

levels of education affect the well-being of immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs 

similarly. However, we found a significant difference in the well-being of immigrant and non-

immigrant entrepreneurs with lower levels of education. This suggests that lower education 

levels have a more negative impact on the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs compared to 

their non-immigrant counterparts. 

 

5.2  Policy implications 

The results have several policy implications. First, a region’s attitude toward immigrants 

plays a critical role in the well-being equality of immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs. 

In regions with more negative attitudes toward immigrants, immigrant entrepreneurs experience 

significantly lower well-being than their non-immigrant counterparts. Conversely, in regions 

with relatively less negative attitudes toward immigrants, this well-being difference is not 

observed. Therefore, policies that aim to equalize the playing field by reducing negative 

attitudes toward immigrants within regions hold significant promise in reducing well-being 

inequalities among immigrant entrepreneurs. 

 

Although this study found no positive difference in the effect of education on the well-

being of immigrant entrepreneurs compared to non-immigrant entrepreneurs, we did find that 

higher education overall, on average, leads to an increase in well-being. Additionally, we 

observed that immigrant entrepreneurs with lower levels of education suffer a well-being 

penalty compared to their non-immigrant counterparts with similar educational backgrounds. 

Dustmann et al. (2012) suggest that children of immigrants (second-generation 

immigrants) experience educational disadvantages compared to their native counterparts. For 

instance, they find that test score gaps between children of immigrants and natives are generally 

larger when there are significant differences in parental education levels. When controlling for 

parental characteristics, the achievement gap is substantially reduced but still present in many 

cases. This information, together with my results, suggests that addressing educational 

disparities could be a powerful tool for empowering immigrant entrepreneurs worldwide. Thus, 

promoting equal opportunities and providing extra support to second-generation immigrants in 

obtaining education within the host country may significantly reduce the well-being gap for 

immigrant entrepreneurs. 
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More generally, immigrants have a lot of adapting to do when coming to another country 

(Suárez-Orozco et al., 2012). Upon migrating, they may experience a shift in their values due 

to exposure to diverse cultures and lifestyles (Williams et al., 2013). This process can lead to 

internal conflicts and stress as they navigate between the expectations of their original culture 

and the demands of the destination culture. Immigrants also often experience a significant shift 

in their lifestyle, leaving behind their home community and familiar routines, which can lead 

to feelings of alienation, confusion, nostalgia, or loneliness (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2012). This 

shift can result in immigrants placing greater emphasis on family relationships and religion as 

sources of support (Cadge & Ecklund, 2007). 

In this respect, policies related to cultural integration programs, community-building 

initiatives, mental health support, social inclusion programs, and strengthening legislation that 

promotes immigrant equality will likely continue to reduce the well-being gap for immigrant 

entrepreneurs. 

 

It is also important to emphasize that the data are consistent with the notion that 

immigrants prefer wage employment (Somerville & Sumption, 2009). Our sample shows that 

only 8.3% of immigrants are self-employed, compared to 13.4% of non-immigrants. While no 

direct test for this effect can be done, this could indicate that immigrants who do choose self-

employment are more likely to be pushed into it than their non-immigrant counterparts. If this 

is the case, it could partially explain why immigrant entrepreneurs suffer a well-being penalty 

compared to their non-immigrant counterparts. In that case, policies aimed at improving the 

well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs might be less necessary. Instead, the focus should be on 

improving policies that prevent immigrants from being pushed into entrepreneurship. However, 

my results do not confirm this, so this recommendation only holds if future research confirms 

that this well-being disparity is (partially) due to immigrants being more often pushed into 

entrepreneurship than their non-immigrant counterparts, which theory suggests as discussed 

earlier. 

 

In conclusion, the policies derived from the results should focus on reducing negative 

attitudes toward immigrants, promoting equality in educational outcomes, supporting cultural 

integration programs, strengthening legislation that promotes immigrant equality, and 

preventing immigrants from being pushed into entrepreneurship. These policies can directly 

and positively affect the well-being of immigrant entrepreneurs, encouraging them to enter 

entrepreneurship out of choice rather than necessity. This shift could result in positive societal 
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gains through their additional contributions to the host country. However, the results primarily 

call for a focus on the non-economic outcomes of entrepreneurship, such as well-being, rather 

than emphasizing profits and growth as the main metrics of success. 

 

Finally, I would like to discuss the effect sizes to determine whether these policies are 

absolutely necessary and could potentially benefit immigrant entrepreneurs. This study found 

that immigrant entrepreneurs tend to suffer a significant well-being penalty compared to non-

immigrant entrepreneurs. Without specifically considering a region’s attitude toward 

immigrants or education levels, the difference in well-being is only 0.10 for immigrant 

entrepreneurs compared to non-immigrant entrepreneurs. Given that the overall life satisfaction 

scale ranges from 1 to 10, this represents a difference in well-being of approximately 1.1%. 

This raises the question of whether this difference is substantial enough to warrant concern. 

However, this difference in well-being becomes more pronounced when we account for 

a region’s attitude toward immigrants. In regions with the most negative attitudes, well-being 

penalties average up to 0.66 (7.4%). Additionally, immigrant entrepreneurs with lower 

education levels experience significantly lower well-being compared to non-immigrant 

entrepreneurs with similar education levels, with an average well-being penalty of 0.64 (7.1%). 

These findings indicate that while the overall difference in well-being between 

immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs might not be large, it becomes significantly more 

concerning in regions with negative attitudes toward immigrants and for immigrant 

entrepreneurs with lower education levels. Therefore, the suggested policy implications are 

particularly crucial in regions with negative attitudes toward immigrants. Furthermore, the 

recommendations for supporting equal educational opportunities for immigrants are important 

universally. 

 

5.3  Limitations 

The WVS provides a large sample size and includes many countries and individuals 

with diverse backgrounds, levels of income, and values. However, there are a few limitations 

to the WVS data and this study in general. First, the time difference between different waves is 

four to five years, and each wave covers a separate set of countries surveyed in different years. 

While some countries appear in all three waves, others only appear in two or even one. 
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Second, the data is not a panel data set, meaning there is no possibility for longitudinal 

analysis or the inclusion of individual fixed effects. Without such data, the results should be 

interpreted as correlational rather than causal. Nevertheless, the focus of this paper is on the 

well-being gap between immigrant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs and the interaction 

effects, which are unlikely to suffer from serious endogeneity. 

 

Finally, well-being is assessed using a single-item life satisfaction measure. Previous 

studies suggest that single-item life satisfaction measures perform very similarly to multi-item 

measures, providing nearly identical answers to substantive questions (Cheung & Lucas, 2014). 

While this validates the use of a single-item life satisfaction measure, the variable for regional 

attitudes toward immigrants was created manually using two terms and cannot be validated by 

existing literature. Therefore, readers should interpret these results with caution. 

 

6. Appendix 

The appendix includes tables of pairwise correlations and variable definitions, followed 

by a very brief discussion of the results of the control variables used in the models. 

 

6.1  Tables 

                                 Appendix Table 1 – Pairwise Correlations 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Life 

satisfaction 

(1) 

1.000       

Immigrant 

status (2) 

0.037* 1.000      

Female (3) 0.009* 0.013* 1.000     

Self-

employed 

(4) 

-0.006* -0.043* -0.118* 1.000    

Age (5) 0.006* 0.076* -0.006* -0.016* 1.000   

Married (6) 0.054* -0.017* -0.026* 0.066* 0.215* 1.000  

Number of 

children (7) 

-0.001 -0.026* 0.055* 0.073* 0.460* 0.432* 1.000 
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Education 

level (8) 

0.083* 0.058* -0.042* -0.114* -0.177* -0.080* -0.252* 

Income 

level (9) 

0.250* 0.058* -0.030* -0.021* -0.081* 0.049* -0.095* 

Attitude 

index (10) 

-0.065* -0.092* -0.027* 0.038* -0.019* 0.038* 0.067* 

Variables 8 9 10     

Education 

level (8) 

1.000       

Income 

level (9) 

0.279* 1.000      

Attitude 

index (10) 

-0.010* -0.061* 1.000     

Note: * Indicates significance at the 0.01 level. 

 

                                          Appendix Table 2 – Variable definitions 

Variable Definition Survey question/source 

Well-being Self-declared life satisfaction level, 

ranging from 1 (not at all satisfied) 

to 10 (very satisfied). 

All things considered, how 

satisfied are you with your life as a 

whole these days? Using this card 

on which 1 means you are 

“completely dissatisfied” and 10 

means you are “completely 

satisfied” where would you put 

your satisfaction with your life as a 

whole? 

Age Age of respondent Can tell me your year of birth, 

please? 

Immigrant 

status 

The dummy variable takes the 

value 1 if the respondent is either a 

first or second-generation 

immigrant, and 0 otherwise. 

Were you born in this country or 

are you an immigrant to this 

country? 
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Education level A categorical variable representing 

education levels, where '1' 

indicates lower-level education, '2' 

denotes middle-level education, 

and '3' represents higher-level 

education.  

What is the highest educational 

level that you have attained? 

Self-employed The dummy variable takes the 

value 1 if the respondent is self-

employed and 0 otherwise. 

Are you employed now or not? If 

yes, about how many hours a 

week? If more than one job: only 

for the main job. 

Female The dummy variable takes the 

value 1 if the respondent is female, 

0 otherwise 

Respondent’s sex by interviewer 

observation 

Married The dummy variable is equal to 1 

if a person is married or living like 

they are married, 0 otherwise 

Are you currently married, living 

together as married, divorced, 

separated, widowed or single? 

Number of 

children 

A categorical variable that takes 

the value of 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 for no 

child, one child, two children, three 

children, four children, and five or 

more children respectively. 

Do you have any children? (Code 0 

if no, and respective number if yes) 

Income level Categorial variable which can take 

the values 1-10, representing the 

decile an individual’s household 

income is in. Where 1 is the lowest 

decile and 10 is the highest. 

On this card is an income scale on 

which 1 indicates the lowest 

income group and 10 the highest 

income group in your country. We 

would like to know in what group 

your household is. Please, specify 

the appropriate number, counting 

all wages, salaries, pensions and 

other incomes that come in. 

Attitude index A categorical variable representing 

the degree of negative attitude 

toward immigrants, with possible 

How would you feel about the 

following statements? Do you 

agree or disagree with them? When 
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values of 1, 3.25, 5.5, 7.75, and 10. 

Here, '1' indicates no negative 

attitude, and '10' denotes the 

highest level of negative attitude 

toward immigrants. The mean of 

these attitude indexes for each 

region is used in the regressions to 

represent the region's attitude 

toward immigrants. 

jobs are scarce, employers should 

give priority to people of this 

country over immigrants 

 

On this list are various groups of 

people. Could you please mention 

any that you would not like to have 

as neighbors? 

 

6.2  Discussion control variables 

We found predictable patterns for all the control variables. Age has a non-linear U-

shaped relationship with overall life satisfaction. Females exhibit slightly higher well-being 

levels compared to males. Married individuals or those living as married are happier, and 

income positively affects well-being. However, a region’s average income does not appear to 

impact well-being directly. Additionally, the number of children an individual has does not 

significantly affect well-being. 
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