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Key takeaways 

 We identified three major characteristics of

migrant entrepreneurs at the individual and or-

ganisational level: risk-taking and bricolage at-

titude, making extensive use of social and cul-

tural capital, and transnational embed-

dedness. 

 Perseverance and creativity not only prompt

entrepreneurs to set up a business faster but

possibly better cope with exogenous shocks 

and resulting uncertainty. 

 Being embedded and acting in various trans-

national and socio-cultural settings allows 

them to access additional resources, including

specific knowledge, experiences, and cul-

tures, to use for business stabilisation. 

 Based on concrete experiences of crises at

the time of flight or migration specific behav-

iours and virtues emerge that may have a last-

ing impact on understanding and dealing with

wicked situations such as the COVID-19 crisis.

 The joint project ReCOVery – Resilience of Mi-

grant Entrepreneurs during the COVID-19 cri-

ses centres on the ability of migrant entrepre-

neurs to cope with the current crisis. 
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1 Introduction 

The recent OECD migration outlook (2020) states that migration flows to Germany – one of the 

two top OECD receiving countries – continued to decrease in 2018 and 2019. However, the same 

report illustrates that despite the COVID-19 crises, migration flows did not fall to zero but sus-

tained during the peak of the first wave of COVID-19 in spring 2020. In 2018 Germany received 

631 000 new immigrants on a long-term or permanent basis, a general minus of -26.7% com-

pared to the previous year (ibid). The EU’s free mobility seems to be the central mechanism for 

people’s movement to Germany (60.7%). Furthermore, Germany’s figures comprise 10.3% la-

bour migrants, 15.4% family members (including accompanying family) and 12.4% humanitarian 

migrants (ibid). Concerning asylum politics, for 2019, Germany’s number of first asylum appli-

cants decreased to -12%, to reach around 143 000. The majority of applicants came from Syria 

(39 000), Iraq (14 000) and Turkey (11 000) (OECD, 2020). The decrease mainly corresponds to 

the group of Syrian applicants. Generally speaking, 45.6% of decisions taken in Germany were 

positive (OECD, 2020). 

Despite these figures, Germany is still struggling to integrate newcomers into the labour markets 

(David et al., 2018). In that line, the so-called Long Summer of Migration in 2015 (Yurdakul et al., 

2017) and the related challenges of, e.g. integration (David et al., 2019a; Knuth, 2016) have in 

general revived the discourse on migrant entrepreneurship in Germany. Distinct from other coun-

tries such as the UK and the Netherlands (Ram, 2019), this discussion has largely been neglected 

in Germany. In the course of the reignited debate, again, the characteristics of the so-called target 

group of migrant entrepreneurs came into focus (David & Coenen, 2017). The COVID-19 crises 

reinforced the discussion by examining the ‘characteristics’ of migrant entrepreneurs as being 

possible assets in challenging (economic) times. For instance, arguing that target groups’ em-

beddedness in different (trans-)national settings (also referred to as mixed embeddedness, 

Klostermann & Rath, 2003) could positively impact their endurance and acting as entrepreneurs, 

brings potential new/additional resources of migrant entrepreneurs into play. Such resources 

might be valuable for the entire local entrepreneurial ecosystem (Schäfer and Mayer, 2019) in 

terms of job creation, business endurance, innovation and in addition to that general social inte-

gration (David et al., 2019b). Reinforced through the current COVID-19 crises based on earlier 

findings, the ongoing debate on migrant entrepreneurship raises the following question:  

Are migrant entrepreneurs’ characteristics (e.g. behaviours, mindsets, 

values, norms, attitudes, habits) an asset in crises? 

The underlying assumption is that migrants are willing to take risks and are characterised by 

perseverance and creativity, which not only prompts them to set up a business faster (Metzer, 

2016; Balaz & Williams, 2011) but better cope with exogenous shocks and resulting uncertainty. 

Risk-taking attitude and embeddedness in (trans-)national environments and multi-scale pro-

cesses (i.e. multi-scale processes) are typical to refugee and migrant companies (David et al., 

2020). The latter possibly gives leeway to access further supplementary resources beyond the 

funding programs established at the various governance levels (EU, national, regional). Thus, they 

may enable more flexible management of crisis and the resulting economic consequences. 
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In the following, we draw on the IQ Network’s definition of migrant entrepreneurship which re-

fers to: 

“[t]he entirety of companies founded by people with a migration back-

ground, including those who have lived in Germany for several decades 

(with or without a German passport), their descendants and recently 

immigrants - this includes groups of people from EU countries, non-EU 

countries and new arrivals of refugees”. 

The remainder paper is organised as follows. We depart from an overview of migration and mi-

grant entrepreneurship in Germany (section 2). A step forward in answering the research ques-

tion appears from the complementary theoretical approaches of ecosystems, mixed embed-

dedness and Bourdieu’s capital forms we introduce in section 3. Migrant entrepreneurs’ charac-

teristics identified from the conducted literature review and secondary analysis of earlier studies 

are presented in section 4. We conclude with a discussion of our findings and an outlook of future 

research.  

2 Migrant Entrepreneurship in Germany – An Overview 

The boom in migrant entrepreneurship in the mid-1980s was related to several factors. One can 

be identified as the post phase of the so-called ‘German economic miracle’ of the 1950s and 60s, 

followed by the economic crisis in the late 1970s and 1980s. The developments during these 

years led to considerable rationalisation measures in the coal and steel industry. A high proportion 

of migrants as dependent employees marked these industries (David et al., 2019a; Yildiz, 2017; 

Hillmann & Sommer; 2011). This period’s main characteristic was the massive reduction in jobs 

and the German labour market restructuring. As a side effect, the emergence of irregular and 

often precarious employment relationships was observed (David et al., 2019a; Yildiz, 2017; 

Wilpert, 2000). Migrants’ low education levels accelerated these developments at the time (Hill-

mann & Sommer, 2011). As a result of these transition processes, self-employment among mi-

grants in Germany reached a share of almost 9.5% and approached the start-up rate (10%) of 

the German entrepreneurs (Wilpert, 2000). The parallel increase in start-up rates and unemploy-

ment rates among migrants left the impression that migrant entrepreneurship emerges primarily 

due to a lack of economic alternatives. However, recent developments show that migrant entre-

preneurship is rather opportunity-driven than necessity-driven (David et al., 2019a). 

Years later, in 2014, 915 000 people became self-employed in Germany, including around 

179 000 migrants (Metzger, 2016). In 2018 the number of self-employed in Germany accounted 

for approximately 4 million, 300 000 below 2012, the year with the most self-employed people 

in the last two decades (Mikrozensus, 2019). ‘Migrant entrepreneurship’ in Germany today pre-

sents an umbrella term that grasps several groups of migrants: For example, (1) established mi-

grants from countries marked by chain migration over decades such as Poland and Turkey; (2) 

groups of EU migrants, who migrated in the course of the ‘freedom of movement’ anchored in 

the Treaty of the Functioning of the EU; (3) refugees who arrived in Germany in 1990s from 

former Yugoslavia or the Summer of 2015 from Syria.  
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The official figures also confirm this picture. In 2016, more than half of the 755 000 self-employed 

in Germany with a migration history came from the EU (Leicht et al., 2017). Between 2005 and 

2016, the number of self-employed from a European origin increased by 46% from 375 000 to 

548 000. In 2016, Polish migrants took the top position among the self-employed with a migration 

history with a share of around 14%. Their number almost doubled to 110 000 between 2005 and 

2016 (ibid). The sharp rise of the polish entrepreneurs can probably be attributed to the EU’s 

eastward expansion. 

Regarding the variety of ethnic groups among migrant entrepreneurs, the Polish and Turkish en-

trepreneurs were followed in 2016 by the Italian self-employed with 6% and the Greeks with 

3%, as the largest foreign groups among the self-employed. However, their total numbers de-

creased slightly between 2005 and 2016, while other countries of origin from Eastern Europe, 

such as Romania (+16 000), increased (Leicht et al., 2017). The number of Russian self-employed 

doubled up to 35 000 in the same period. The countries of origin that are less associated with 

migrant entrepreneurship in the public perception, such as France, the Netherlands, Great Britain, 

Austria and Switzerland, amounted to 71 000 self-employed in 2016 (ibid). 

Also, among the newcomer groups, e.g. refugees of 2015-2017, there exists an entrepreneurial 

potential. A survey of refugees shows that a significant proportion (27%) of those who immi-

grated from 2015 to 2017, especially from Syria, was already self-employed in their home country 

(Brücker et al., 2016). Besides, there is the division in the first and the second generation of 

migrants. While the first generation refers to people who experienced the migration process by 

themselves, the second-generation group are people born in Germany with migrant ancestors.  

On average, in 2013/2014, around 21% of new business start-ups took place by migrants (Metz-

ger, 2016). The evaluations of the IAB/ZEW start-up panel (2016) in cohorts from 2009 to 2015 

show that trade, with a share of around 24%, is one of the most relevant branches of the econ-

omy which migrants set up businesses: other consumer-related services and the construction 

sector with shares of 11.8% and 10% follow. These numbers are not surprising because migrant 

founders were also most frequently employed in percentage terms in these sectors (IAB/ZEW, 

2016).  

3 Theoretical Anchoring 

To advance understanding why specific characteristics of migrant entrepreneurs may function as 

assets in times of crises, we need to discuss their origins. Following Schäfer and Henn (2018), 

we assume that migrant entrepreneurs play a crucial role in linking local and distant ecosystems. 

Here migrant entrepreneurs’ mixed embeddedness is particularly important as it allows access 

to and the (re-)combine distinct forms of capital (social, cultural and economic). In the following, 

the three theoretical approaches are introduced. 

3.1 Migrants in Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 

Entrepreneurial ecosystems defined as ‘conceptual umbrella for the benefits and resources pro-

duced by a cohesive, typically regional, community of entrepreneurs and their supporters that 
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help new high growth ventures form, survive, and expand’ (Spigel & Harrison, 2018) have be-

come a popular concept in various disciplines dealing with entrepreneurial activities. The concept 

stresses that the foundation of new firms and the management of enterprises are embedded in 

a regional ecosystem that nurtures or limits entrepreneurial opportunities and resources. Migrant 

entrepreneurs belong to those entrepreneurial ecosystems. Due to their own migration experi-

ence and/or ethnic networks, they possess unique characteristics that influence access to entre-

preneurial opportunities and resources (see section 4). Although the current literature has given 

attention to the life cycles of those systems (Mack & Mayer, 2016), exogenous shocks like the 

COVID-19 pandemic have not been considered systematically for ecosystem development. Cur-

rent studies, however, indicate that especially financial resources will dramatically decrease in 

entrepreneurial ecosystems making it difficult for entrepreneurs to access capital for the estab-

lishment of firms and to maintain financial liquidity (Mason, 2020). Under these circumstances, 

migrant entrepreneurs may have an asset in dealing with such external shocks due to their trans-

national linkages to other entrepreneurial ecosystems (Schäfer & Henn, 2018) or transnational 

diaspora networks enabling them to access distant resources (see section 4). A precondition for 

this to happen is that migrant entrepreneurs have access to and are embedded in the local en-

trepreneurial ecosystem. In so doing, migrant entrepreneurs can engage in co-creation and co-

production processes in the local economy (Krüger & David, 2019). Also, it is to be acknowledged 

that the reaction of migrant entrepreneurs in ecosystems cannot be generalized across sectors. 

3.2 Mixed Embeddedness 

To better comprehend the relations of migrant entrepreneurs, Kloosterman et al. (1998) devel-

oped the ‘mixed embeddedness’ concept. The concept emphasises the interaction between the 

social, economic and institutional contexts in which migrants are embedded. In this view, the 

rise of migrant entrepreneurship is, theoretically, primarily located at the intersection of changes 

in socio-cultural frameworks on the one side and transformation processes in (urban) economies 

on the other (ibid). The authors argue that the interchange between these two different sets of 

changes occurs within a larger, dynamic framework of institutions, neighbourhoods, cities, na-

tions, or economic sectors (ibid). 

Regarding migrant entrepreneurship, the mixed embeddedness approach explicitly acknowl-

edges that opportunity structures embedded and implemented in wider national institutionalised 

regulatory and socio-cultural contexts (Kloosterman & Rath, 2018) intervene with international or 

even transnational multi-scalar processes. This interlinkage of diverse power dynamics, ecosys-

tems, habitus and milieus may be creative space of the ‘new’ and a resource that differs in capital 

forms (see section 2.3) from the mainstream. Forasmuch, the mixed embeddedness concept 

considers migrant entrepreneurship as a mutually constitutive interaction between the individual, 

the local and further outer social contexts. In this respect, a close connection to the work of 

Granovetter (1985 & 2005) and Polanyi (1957) becomes apparent. Both Granovetter and Polanyi 

posit that all forms of economic action and actors’ behaviours do not occur in a socio-cultural and 

institutional vacuum but are embedded in concrete systems of social relations (Granovetter, 

1985: 487). More precisely, Granovetter (ibid) argues that economic transactions necessarily 
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have to be embedded in social ties of trust, mutual obligation, personal sentiment and face-to-

face communication rather than formal, contractual and official bureaucratic procedures. 

It follows that transnational mixed embeddedness of migrant entrepreneurs is likely to be an 

explanatory factor for their ability to better cope with exogenous shocks. Being embedded and 

acting in various transnational and socio-cultural settings allows entrepreneurs to access addi-

tional resources, including specific knowledge, experiences, and cultures, to use for business 

stabilisation. Migrant entrepreneurs’ multi-scalar settings can provide all sorts of capital, such as 

human or economic capital (see next section).  

3.3 Bourdieu’s Forms of Capital 

Drawing on Bourdieu’s (1986) writing on ‘forms of capital’, more recently, scholars apply trans-

national forms of capital to the mixed embeddedness approach (Omrahne, 2015; Solano, 2016). 

Given that we live in a globalised world with extensive transnational interactions, such endeavour 

makes much sense. Many migrant entrepreneurs are progressively embedded in social networks 

reaching out to different countries and often different continents simultaneously. Bourdieu (1986) 

refers to capital as the sum of assets put to productive use. The materialisation of these assets, 

he understands as forms of capital. Based on his criticism of the main viewpoint, that everything 

should be exclusively materialised on economic capital, Bourdieu points out that priceless things 

also come at a price and that this price cannot be fixed by economic values (ibid). Thus, next to 

economic capital, which he considers as being immediately and directly convertible into money 

and mundane consider financial capital, he also identifies cultural, social and symbolic capital. 

Here symbolic capital is not merely a different form of capital but is viewed as the legitimated, 

recognised form of the other capitals (Lawler, 2011).  

Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) and Bourdieu (1983) define social capital as a sum of actual and 

potential resources that accrue to an individual or a group by possessing a durable network of 

more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition. In the case 

of migrant entrepreneurs, this may be the transnational networks of friends and family. David 

(2015) argues that being defined as individual-focused, (bringing advantages for individuals) and 

group-focused (common benefits within and throughout a network) both definitions of social cap-

ital are understood as a network resource. Putnam (1993) argues that a specific regional stock of 

social capital can be essential for economic development. He (ibid: 36) posits that ‘[s]ocial capital 

enhances the benefits of investments in physical and human capital’. In that line, human capital 

can usually be defined as the skills, knowledge, and experience possessed by an individual or 

population, viewed in terms of their value or cost to an organisation or country (Crook et al., 

2011). It is the stock of habits, social and personal attributes, including creativity which lay the 

ground to perform labour. Thus, human capital is inherent to social and cultural capital. Applied 

to the field of (migrant) entrepreneurship research, above arguments are crucial for potential (ad-

ditional) resources informally sourced by migrant entrepreneurs from family, friends, community, 

and other personal relationships be they local or transnational (Ram et al., 2008). In that sense, 

migrant entrepreneurs can use these additional resources to create innovative hybrid business 

plans (Rabadjieva & Terstriep, 2017), different leadership concepts, scale their business faster 
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etc. However, the simple assumption that social capital is necessarily a positive force in all cir-

cumstances would fall short to account for the divisive nature of social capital when it takes the 

form of ‘bonding’ to similar people, groups or communities while excluding other (Cheonget al., 

2007; Li et al., 2003; Smith, 2007). In this line, Ram (2008: 430) claims that ‘[i]nternal exclusive-

ness can actually exclude entrepreneurs from external possibilities.’ 

Cultural capital, according to Bourdieu (1986) exist in three forms, as (1) the embodied state 

(mind-body disposition), (2) the objectified state (cultural goods) and (3) the institutionalised state 

(educational qualifications for instance). Cultural capital is closely linked to a person or even to 

entire groups such as family in the embodied state. First theorised by Nowotny (1981) emotional 

capital is part of embodied cultural capital and is defined as knowledge, contacts, and relations 

and access to emotionally valued skills and assets. Embodied cultural capital emerges from the 

mindful body’s cultural socialisation (Scheper-Hughes & Lock, 1987) – where bodily capacities 

and cultural requirements meet (Scheer, 2012: 202). Arguing that these forms of capital are es-

sential assets for each human being, we assume that they could be even more critical for entre-

preneurs. Based on market competition, factors such as employees (human capital), liquidity 

(economic and financial capital in forms of remittances), innovation and flexibility (social and cul-

tural capital), leadership (emotional capital) can be decisive for success or failure of a business.  

Relating the ecosystems approach to the debate on mixed embeddedness allows us to advance 

our understanding of what migrant entrepreneurs specific characteristics are. It can be assumed 

that these characteristics not only serve migrant entrepreneurs’ performance but also affect the 

local ecosystem by, for example, acting as network facilitators (Kenny et al., 2013) or agents of 

(cultural) change (Msabah, 2019; Grabowska et al., 2017; Feakins, 2017). Next, we argue, that 

based on concrete experiences of crises at the time of flight or migration specific behaviours and 

virtues emerge that may have a lasting impact on understanding and dealing with wicked situa-

tions such as the COVID-19 crisis. 

4 Migrant Entrepreneurs Characteristics 

Based on the outlined theoretical consideration, a secondary analysis of existing studies (cf. Da-

vid et al., 2020; Dienes & Schlepphorst, 2019; Metzger, 2016), allowed us to identify three major 

characteristics of migrant entrepreneurs at the individual and organisational level: risk-taking and 

bricolage attitude, making extensive use of social and cultural capital, and transnational embed-

dedness. 

Risk-taking and bricolage attitude 

As outlined in section 2, the frequency of migrant start-up activities exceeds the level of all start-

ups in Germany, indicating a lower risk aversion compared to all founders. Migration requires 

courage and prepares people for other uncertain events such as job search and start-up activities 

in receiving countries. In this vein, Klostermann and Rath (2003) find that migrants are less risk-

averse in entrepreneurship, especially when their migration process is not far away. Williams and 
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Krasniqi (2018) underpin this observation and illustrate that migration experience positively im-

pacts the likelihood of starting a business in the country of arrival. Viewing the step into self-

employment as a risky undertaking associated with uncertainties and the possibility of failure, 

the higher propensity to start a business can be interpreted as an indicator of a greater willingness 

to take risks. Also, migrants are said to often differ from the Western European workforce in that 

they exhibit a more vital entrepreneurial spirit. This spirit may be attributed to the migration deci-

sion itself as well as the general conditions of the migration or refuge history (David & Coenen, 

2017). Cassarino (2004), for example, confirms the power of migration experience on subsequent 

(labour market) integration or business start-up, both of which are directly linked to the success 

stories or the failures of migrants’ histories. Metzger (2016) and Leicht et al., (2017) show that 

although general numbers of those who seek advice on start-up opportunities are declining 

(DIHK, 2019), it is mainly people with a migration history who take the risk of starting a business. 

Same studies (Metzger, 2016; Leicht et al., 2017) argue that people with a migration history are 

younger than non-migrants when starting a business. A look at both founders' age structure and 

established self-employed shows differences between people with and without a migration his-

tory. Migrants who have been self-employed since 2009 are on average 36 years old (Metzger, 

2016) and thus one and a half years younger than German founders. Evaluations of the start-up 

cohorts from 2009 to 2015 unveil that migrants start a business at an average age of 39. In 

contrast, founders of German origin are around four years older on average at approximately 43 

years (IAB/ZEW, 2016). The age of founders is a possible indicator that migrant entrepreneurs 

are more confident in the start-up context.  

Bijedić et al. (2017) find that migrant companies often enter into price competition to establish 

their business in highly competitive markets. Kloosterman et al. (1999) indicate something similar 

and address the informal structures of migrant companies, which are often attributed to their 

risk-taking attitude.  

These findings suggest a certain degree of bricolage attitude, i.e., migrant entrepreneurs' capa-

bility to use the resources at hand to make do and recombine them to create something new or 

make use of new opportunities (Baker & Nelson, 2005). As highlighted by Baier et al. (2020: 23), 

‘[t]he concept of bricolage is directly linked to resource constraints and can therein influence the 

entrepreneurial process in two ways – internal and external’. For migrant entrepreneurs, it is 

often viewed as necessary as they experience difficulties in entering labour markets (David et 

al., 2019a; Rabadjieva & Terstriep, 2017; Knuth, 2016) and to counter the impact of the highly 

competitive sectors in which they operate (Kloosterman, 2010; see also section 2).  

To conclude, in addition to their ability to access distant resources in other entrepreneurial eco-

systems, migrant entrepreneurs might benefit from different entrepreneurial mindsets and risk-

taking attitude compared to non-migrant entrepreneurs.  

Making extensive use of social and cultural capital  

A Bertelsmann Stiftung (2016) survey indicates that migrant entrepreneurs rely less on public 

funding when planning a business. In the IAT interviews with self-employed migrants, 8 out of 
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11 interviewees confirmed that they either used their savings or family financial resources for 

their start-up projects. This observation identified a similar tendency among migrant founders of 

the second generation in Germany. Some of the respondents indicated that they are more likely 

to resort to family-based financing sources than borrowed capital.  

Metzger (2016) also points out that migrants set up businesses in teams more often than non-

migrant founders. Conducting interviews with migrant entrepreneurs David et al. (2020) find that 

migrants are often co-founders and start businesses in their familiar environment (family, friends, 

good acquaintances, usually belonging to the same ethnic group). Leicht and Berwing (2017) 

report that team start-ups show a greater propensity for innovation than individual start-ups. The 

authors claim that this is partly due to the group start-ups' better resource endowment, be it 

financial or personal. With a view to activities in the area of research and development and the 

introduction of market innovations, the Leicht and Berwig (2017) revealed that it is primarily na-

tionally mixed teams bearing the most significant innovation potential. It can be concluded that 

diversity seems to have positive effects on the innovative strength of start-ups. Both the financial 

situation and the team start-ups suggest that friends and family networks could be an additive 

resource for migrant entrepreneurs, especially in challenging times.  

In this regard, Dienes and Schlepphorst (2019) point out that the family seems to have a special 

place within their network in migrant-led businesses. Not only are family members employed 

more than average in their own company (human capital), but they utilise transnational familial 

networks when resources of all kinds are required (David & Terstriep, 2018; Kloosterman & Rath, 

2003). In addition to the personal and financial resources made available by the family and the 

transnational settings, it is foremost the exchange of knowledge and experiences that constitutes 

cultural capital. Hence, mixed embeddedness is accompanied by a continuous influx of new 

knowledge that ideally diffuses into the local settings (David & Coenen, 2019; Schmiz, 2014; 

Pries, 2011; Stockhorst, 2011). Having a necessary level of absorptive capacities (Terstriep, 2019; 

Rabadjieva & Butzin, 2019), migrant entrepreneurs combine diverse sources of knowledge and 

translate them into innovative solutions which spread in the local ecosystem. Transnationality 

may become a regional resource (David & Coenen, 2017; Schmiz, 2014; Asheim & Gertler, 2005) 

and an element of possible regional crisis management for businesses companies. 

For example, the embedding in transnational corporate ecosystems, which are characterised by 

national and regional regulations, customer relationships, market requirements and country-spe-

cific understanding of an entrepreneur's status, could enable migrant businesses in times of cri-

sis to combine informal with formal business structures/models. 

Transnational embeddedness 

Integration in global networks and the use of knowledge generated in an international context is 

viewed as a prerequisite for the innovativeness of migrant companies (David et al., 2019a). Leicht 

und Berwing (2017) consider these characteristics to be advantageous for migrants in the start-

up phase. The authors observe that the business models of migrant companies are based more 

than average on international networks (ibid). Founders who have acquired their knowledge and 

skills abroad are more likely to develop innovative products and market innovations (ibid; see also 
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David et al., 2019). Metzger (2016) also confirms that migrants offer market innovations some-

what more frequently (20% compared to 18% of Germans). As an explanation for this, the author 

regards the stronger tendency of migrant entrepreneurs to start a retail sector business. Among 

the market innovations, Metzger (ibid) identifies products and services new to the relevant mar-

ket. He considers it irrelevant whether the offers are technologically innovative. The evaluation 

of the IAB/ZEW start-up panel (2016) with the cohorts 2009 to 2015 confirms that entrepreneurs 

with a migration history, compared to entrepreneurs without a migration history, introduce fewer 

national and global market innovations. They instead introduce regional market innovations with 

a share of 5%. 

5 Discussion and Outlook 

Based on the assumption that migrant entrepreneurs are willing to take risks and are character-

ised by perseverance and creativity, in this article we conceptually addressed the research ques-

tion: Are migrant entrepreneurs’ characteristics an asset in crises? In so doing, we combined 

Kloosterman’s and colleagues mixed embeddedness approach with Bourdieu’s forms of capital 

and the entrepreneurial ecosystem approach to identify characteristics of migrant entrepreneurs. 

Assuming that migrant entrepreneurs are not only anchored in the local entrepreneurial ecosys-

tem but act simultaneously in several social, cultural and economic settings, the following con-

siderations arise: 

Mixed embeddedness brings in additional resources. As illustrated in previous sections, these 

resources are essential for migrant entrepreneurs when dealing with unstable situations charac-

terised by uncertainty, human capital shortage, financial constraints, such as slumps in sales and 

other exogenous factors. As yet, migrant entrepreneurs’ characteristics are mainly discussed 

from an individual or organisational level. Although these characteristics are considered positive, 

distinguishing migrant entrepreneurs from other entrepreneurial groups may perpetuate (posi-

tive) discrimination and unintended labelling. In addition, migrant entrepreneurs’ characteristics 

are likely to not only be beneficial at the individual and entrepreneurial level. The fact that migrant 

entrepreneurs operate in transnational socio-cultural settings and are exposed to transnational 

change processes is likely to affect their local ecosystems. In this sense, migrant entrepreneurs 

can be ascribed a bridging function regarding continuous capital inflows (cultural, social, eco-

nomic). 

However, the identified characteristics are to be validated considering their uniqueness for mi-

grant entrepreneurs. In a globalised world, they might also increasingly apply to all internationally 

active entrepreneurs – an aspect which concerns the mixed embeddedness concept in general. 

It will also be a task for future research to consider whether migrant entrepreneurs possess an 

asset in these critical times and whether they contribute to the evolution of entrepreneurial eco-

systems. To further advance our understanding of discussed issues, the joint project ReCOVery 

– Resilience of Migrant Entrepreneurs during the COVID-19 crises centres on the ability of mi-

grant entrepreneurs to cope with the current crisis. Specifically, the project strives to capture 

characteristics that likewise constitute vulnerability and success in the course of migrants’ busi-

ness activities.  
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