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Abstract: International migration has become one of the most debated topics in many developed
and developing countries. Host countries are concerned about the socioeconomic consequences of
international migration, while sending countries—from a developing country’s perspective—are
concerned about the brain drain and loss of their younger population. This paper presents a concise
literature review on existing theories of international migration, and long-run effects of international
migration on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). The empirical studies reviewed in this paper indicate
a positive and statistically significant relationship between international migration and FDI.
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1. Introduction

One of the most important issues that has affected our world in recent decades is globalization, in
the form of free trade and open borders for people, capital, and ideas. People’s movements from one
country—or even continent—to another have had a significant impact on the flow of ideas, innovation,
economic development, trade, and investments. This spread of ideas and knowledge is vital for
the new economic landscape of the world. However, the recent rapid increase in the number of
foreign-born people and the massive waves of migrants have led to heated debates in many developed
countries regarding the impact of immigrants and the subsequent social and economic shocks in host
countries (see also the comprehensive study of Nijkamp et al. 2012, on migration impact assessment).
Migrant sending countries are also concerned about the loss of their working population, and on the
effect of brain drain.

Nowadays, on the global scale—due to political unrest in many developing countries—there has
been an increase in the number of sending and receiving countries (see also Figure 1). For example,
in Europe, some countries (e.g., Italy, Spain, Portugal) which for centuries were characterized as
migrant sending countries, suddenly changed into major migrant-receiving countries. The receiving
countries experience not only specific forms of migration (e.g., asylum seekers, temporary and
permanent resettlers, economic migrants, labor migrants, knowledge migrants, tourists who became
permanent residents, social migrants, international students, etc.), but also many different types of
immigration at the same time. This has presented series challenges for policymakers aiming to develop
a balanced form of migration policy, but has also fueled heated political debates on the desirability or
acceptability of migrants. In light of the current situation, some scholars argue that we are living in an
‘age of migration’ (Nijkamp et al. 2011; Goldin et al. 2011).
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The UN Population Division has reported that as of the year 2013, 3.2% of the world’s population
lives outside their country of origin, which is an increase of 33% compared to the year 2000. European
countries host a large number of such migrants, reaching a total of 72 million (United Nations 2013).

The composition of migrants by personal characteristics (gender, age, education, skill), culture,
and socioeconomic characteristics differ substantially from the population in the country of residence.
They concentrate more in metropolitan areas with higher agglomeration advantages, tend to be
in the most active working ages (24–49), and have often a higher education, while in some cases
the proportion of women in the migration flow has also increased (Widmaier and Dumont 2011).
Furthermore, recent migration policy shows that changes in the immigration points system, for
which Australia and Canada are well-known, are designed to facilitate the flow of highly educated
and skilled migrants, and to increase the legal barriers for low-skilled migrants. According to
Docquier and Marfouk (2004), the number of highly skilled immigrants (foreign-born individuals
with tertiary education) living in an OECD country increased by 70% between 1990 and 2000, while
the number of low-skilled immigrants increased at a slower pace of 28% for the same period.
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Figure 1. World Bank figures on international migration. Data source: The Wrold Bank (2016),
International Migrant Stock.

Migrant sending countries are more concerned about the brain drain effect, and the loss
of their talented and young workforce. However, studies of the economic impact on sending
countries (developing countries) have shown that increasing emigration may be used to develop
diasporas, thus giving the countries of origin inter alia the opportunity to foster economic
development through different channels such as: remittances, FDI, bilateral and international trade,
etc. (De Haas and Plug 2006; Gamlen 2006). This holds especially true for those countries that allow
their diasporas to obtain dual citizenship.

In receiving countries, public opinion has sometimes turned against migration, and most
developed countries are concerned about the economic externalities of migrants on native capital, labor
markets, wages, and public finance (social benefits). Many policymakers in these developed countries
believe that immigration is an economic burden, because immigrants may create social tension and
increase criminality (UNDP 2009). However, international immigration has had a substantial impact
on the cultural diversity and socioeconomic enrichment in many developed countries in terms of
an increase of social capital, the diasporas’ contribution to innovation, and the intensification of
international linkages through trade and foreign direct investment, so that the host societies can benefit
from the stock of diasporas in their societies.

To recognize the socioeconomic impact of migrants in a country, we need rational and scientific
evidence-based studies to monitor and to identify the economic elements of international migration that
play a significant role. The paper aims to present a concise overview of international migration motives
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and impacts, with specific reference to FDI. International migration is a very complex phenomenon.
We will zoom in here on the socioeconomic impacts; an examination of all cultural, environmental,
and political issues goes beyond the scope of this paper.

2. Reasons to Migrate: Existing Theories of Migration

In the history of economic thinking on why people migrate, a wide variety of approaches have
been developed. Here we provide a concise and selective review of some theoretical/empirical theories.

Neoclassical macroeconomic and microeconomic theories attempt to explain inter alia the mechanism of
labor migration. The first (neoclassical macroeconomic) framework indicates that migration happens
as a result of a process of economic development (see, for example, Harris and Todaro 1970) and wage
differences. According to this theory, individuals try to maximize their income; therefore, they migrate
to regions with higher wages. The country of origin also enjoys benefits: firstly, migrants reduce the
ratio of labor to capital; and, secondly, migrants make up for their absence by sending remittances to
their home country. In the long run, the decline in the labor-capital ratio would remove the incentives
for migration. Next, neoclassical microeconomic theory assumes that labor migration happens not
only because of wage differences, but also because migrants take a rational cost-benefit decision. This
cost-benefit estimation relates to the personal intention and personal characteristics1—such as age,
gender, etc.—deciding whether to migrate or not, while it also relates to the choice of alternative
destinations. Apart from wage differences and employment opportunities, migration behavior also
includes financial costs such as: travel cost; the period of unemployment in the destination country;
and psychological costs (leaving family and friends) (Bauer and Zimmermann 1998). Thus, the greater
the differences in expected returns to migration between the country of origin and the country of
destination, the larger the dimension of migration flows will be.

Mass migration not only occurs due to wage differences, as neoclassical economists tend to
believe—as a mechanism of international price equalization between rich and poor regions or
countries—but also due to other numerous factors that sociologists identify in the form of push and pull
factors. Push factors, such as natural disasters, civil wars, conflict, etc., have forced millions of people
to move from their country of origin to other countries. Pull factors include higher standards of living,
better employment opportunities, a better educational system etc., all of which attract people from their
country of origin to the host country. This model has become the dominant model in the migration
literature, because it incorporates not only the important factors that have any impact on migration
decision-making, but is also able to integrate other theoretical insights (De Haas 2010). However, there
are certain migration issues that this theory cannot explain; for example, why some regions produce
more migrants than others, and why the direction of migration flows is often inconclusive.

The new economics of migration theory indicates that migration is a family-based decision, and
people migrate not only to maximize their income, but also to minimize their migration risks
(Stark and Bloom 1985; Stark 1991). Unlike individuals, families are in a position to control the risk
inside their households by diversifying the allocation of household resources. For example, a family
will probably send the physically-able members of their family abroad for work, and invest in higher
education of the others. If the higher education inside the country does not pay off, they can rely on
the remittances from the others who are working abroad. Therefore, families in developing and less
developed countries tend to be large, because they are able to manage their risks by having many
children. Moreover, in contrast to the neoclassical theory of migration where return migration is
considered as a ‘failure’ factor, in the new economics of migration theory the returnees are considered
a ‘success’ factor, because those who achieved a maximum benefit from his/her migration behavior
return home with accumulated savings or knowledge (Cassarino 2004). This theory is not without

1 The likelihood of migration decreases with age, and increases with higher education. Therefore, personal characteristics also
play a significant role in migration.
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criticism, as there are three major weak points in this theory: first, this theory focuses very much on
the supply side of the labor migration, and ignores the demand side; second, from an operational
perspective, it fits better in poor and underdeveloped regions than wealthy and urban areas; and, third,
it is unable to explain why an entire family decides to migrate.

Apart from the abovementioned theories, several decades ago Piore (1979) introduced the dual
labor market theory. This theory argues that it is not the push factors (low wages) that cause people
to migrate, but the pull factors that cause internal and international migration. Nowadays, various
developed countries are in desperate need of unskilled and cheap migrants, because of labor market
changes (the high participation of women in full-time and part-time jobs, higher education, etc.) and
demographic changes (concerning single parents, divorced, elderly people, etc.). These jobs are located
at the bottom of the social hierarchy and are low-paying jobs in which natives are not interested.
Therefore, low-skilled (and mostly undocumented) migrants have often filled such vacant positions.

An important aspect of international migration is the direction of migration flows (Tranos et al. 2015).
Factors such as postcolonial ties, language, cultural similarity, etc. can cause considerable migration
flows. Migrants from countries that were colonized by a host society can adapt to the host society
very rapidly, because of their common language and the possibility of having friends and relatives
in the host society. Moreover, once migrants establish their network—a set of interpersonal ties that
connect migrants—in the host society, their network acts as a pull factor for families and relatives
from the same ethnic group, encouraging them to migrate to this particular host country rather than
to pursue alternative options. Through their established network, migrants are able to increase the
expected return to migration by accessing the experience and social capital of their former ethnic
group members. However, strong push and pull factors (e.g., high transportation costs, environmental
conditions, political conditions, etc.) may also have an impact on the decision to move to a new place.

Migration systems theory incorporates many of the characteristics of the causation and effectuation
of international migration indicated above, and suggests that migration flows acquire a measure of
stability and structure over space and time, allowing for the identification of stable international
migration systems. The word “systems” in this theory refers to the exchange of goods, capital,
people, services, and information between countries (Boyd 1989; Fawcett 1989). This theory
integrates the macroeconomic and microeconomic processes, and considers migration as a dynamic
process where regions and countries are connected by numerous types of linkages. Therefore,
migration research involves a broader intellectual discussion that includes: individuals and
households (related to the migration decision), and economic, social, environmental, and political
circumstances. Massey et al. (1993, p. 454) group the hypotheses and propositions of this theory as
follows: “1. Countries within a system need not be geographically close since flows reflect political
and economic relationships rather than physical ones. Although proximity obviously facilitates the
formation of exchange relationships, it does not guarantee them nor does distance preclude them;
2. Multipolar systems are possible, whereby a set of dispersed core countries receive immigrants from
a set of overlapping sending nations; 3. Nations may belong to more than one migration system,
but multiple membership is more common among sending than receiving nations; 4. As political
and economic conditions change, systems evolve, so that stability does not imply a fixed structure.
Countries may join or drop out of a system in response to social change, economic fluctuations, or
political upheaval.” In general, this theory helps us to understand how migration evolves over time
and changes in magnitude, destinations, and selectivity (De Haas 2010).

The theoretical discussion on human mobility expands rapidly, but there is not a single theory
that can cover the full complexity of migration flows. The increase in the diversity of migration in our
expanding global economy has made the nature of migration more complex in all aspects—motivation
for migration, and types of migrants (students, workers, tourists, etc.).

Two new theoretical approaches were presented by Castles (2010), Faist (2010), and Portes (2010).
The first approach studies migration from the perspective of social change and social transformation,
and presents a theory that migration is not only affected by the dynamics of national and global
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transformation, but is in fact a part of these changes. A clear contrast between the opinion
of Castles and Portes can be observed. For Castles (2010), migration is a part of a social and
institutional transformation, and of the global economy, and he pushes migration studies towards
an interdisciplinary approach where it should cover wider social theories and social science
disciplines. On the other hand, Portes (2010) observes that the impacts of migration on receiving
societies are significant, but not deep, and suggests that migrants leave the existing social order
somehow untouched.

The second approach has been widely “influenced by qualitative sociology, anthropology, human
geography and culture studies, and many of these new insights reflect the widespread ‘cultural turn’ in
social sciences” (King 2012, p. 24). This new insight however, could not bring about a new perspective
on the causes of migration, though it increased our understanding of migrants’ experiences.

3. Social and Economic Impacts of Migrants

There is also a large body of literature (with different methodological approaches) on the socioeconomic
impact of immigrants in host societies, which continues to grow. Nijkamp et al. (2011, p. 361) sum up the
main findings from the vast number of studies, as “ . . . migrants tend to have a neutral or modest
positive effect on local labor markets, regional development, and spatial distribution”. Furthermore,
immigrants also have a significant impact on the socioeconomic condition of their country of origin.
For example, the positive impact of remittances on the socioeconomic development of the country
of origin is a well-studied subject in migration literature. The evidence indicates that remittances
have raised internal consumption, increased local investment, and prolonged education attainment
(Page and Plaza 2006).

Migration can be a self-selected or non-self-selected movement. However, self-selected movement
plays a dominant role in migration flows (Borjas 1988). Therefore, migrants are not evenly distributed
across countries, and even inside a host country. From a residential perspective, migrants tend to
concentrate more in urban, agglomerated areas, and places where they have already established a
strong network (often called ethnic precincts or ethnic enclaves) (Edin et al. 2003), and, through their
network connections, they reduce migration costs. These not only hold for labor migrants; such
a clustering effect can also be observed in other types of immigration, such as: business migrants,
international students, lifestyle migrants, etc. This leads to the need to measure the socioeconomic
impact of immigration at different geographical levels (e.g., local, regional, national, and global).
Among the different geographical dimensions, the national level has received considerable attention
compared to local and regional levels. From a global perspective, it is indicated that completely
opening up borders could add more to the global output than trade liberalization (Goldin et al. 2011).

The socioeconomic impact of migrants can be divided into two types of effects: direct effects
(e.g., tax payment, unemployment benefits, increase in consumption, etc.); and indirect effects
(international trade, foreign direct investment, etc.). The impacts can have short-run or long-run effects
on the countries of origin and destination. Nijkamp et al. (2011) present a detailed classification of these
short-run or long-run impacts, and divide them into two major classes: the micro-effects on the country
of origin/destination/both, and the meso/macro-effects on the country of origin/destination/both.
As migration is a complicated phenomenon, these classifications can help us to form a two-by-two
way of economic analysis of migration, even if they are unable to present an obvious division, because
some short-run impacts can have a permanent effect, such as path-dependency (Nijkamp et al. 2011).

Nowadays, migration has a deeply-rooted impact on both sending and receiving countries. It has
not only changed the social and cultural structure of many migrant-receiving societies, but it has
also had a significant impact on wider economic activities. These impacts can be observed from two
perspectives; first, the impact of migrants on host societies; and second, the impact of diasporas on the
social and economic development of their countries of origin. From the receiving societies’ perspective,
nowadays significant shares of migrant-receiving societies’ economic activities—especially low-cost
sectors such as food processing, elderly care, domestic work, etc.—depend on migrants. The net
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gain in migrant transfers can wipe-out low-skilled natives from the low-skilled sectors. Furthermore,
migrants can also act as a bridge of information between their countries of origin and host countries.
By observing this effect, one can easily assume that an increase in the number of migrants can incite
flows of capital in the form of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), tourist flows, and international trade.
In the next section, we discuss some of the long-run impact factors of international migration on
sending and host areas.

Agglomeration: In contrast to previous theories of international trade, New economic geography
theories explain that regions with specific characteristics—e.g., low trade barriers, high-tech industries,
etc.—may induce agglomeration, and as a consequence may attract both capital and labor flows.
If we accept that the flow of migrants complements the flow of capital, and that the impact of
higher educated and skilled migrants would be higher, then agglomeration increases the brain drain
effect from poor countries to richer ones. Meanwhile, for receiving countries, it may create more
skill-intensive technologies and may boost employment and economic growth.

Networking: Migrants may be strongly involved in trading and investing in their home country;
this factor can have a significant impact on boosting international trade and foreign capital inflows,
thanks to their inside knowledge or their social ties. Gould’s (1994) work, amongst others, brought the
network effect of migrants into play, and indicated that migrants affect trade through two channels: first,
the demand for home-country products—assuming this is based on the assumption that a rise in the
number of migrants leads to more imports—and, second, the effect of a migrants’ network in lowering
the trade costs between their countries of origin and destination. Therefore, the costs of international
trade and foreign direct investment cannot be simply explained by the factors of geographical
distance and socioeconomic development, but also by costs related to the lack of information. In this
regard, migrants with their indigenous knowledge of their countries of origin—language, trust level,
knowledge on institutional structures, contracts, etc.—may reduce the information costs and boost
international trade and foreign direct investment (see also Genc et al. 2012).

Education and skill level: Selective migration policies in many developed countries have increased
the ability—the race for talent—to attract highly educated (skilled) migrants. These selective migration
programs serve as tools to gain a competitive advantage in the global economy. Estimates from
developing countries show that 41% of tertiary educated workers from Caribbean countries live in
OECD countries (Docquier and Marfouk 2005). Given the impact of immigrants on FDI, it is assumed
that highly educated (skilled) migrants would have a particularly large impact on the flow of capital
between the country of origin and destination, since educated migrants have accurate knowledge of
the chances and risks of investment in their country of origin. This is very crucial market information
for foreign investors, and skilled migrants also have the talent to work for foreign investors in their
countries of origin—evidence from China and India shows that multinational firms have recruited
knowledge diasporas as senior personnel in those countries. However, it is also important to note that
a reverse causality effect exists between migration, trade, and FDI, as migrants can have an impact
on the inward and outward flows of FDI, while the inward flow of FDI can also have an impact on
international migration. Empirical studies have mostly tackled this double-causality issue through an
instrumental variables (IV) model (see for example, Javorcik et al. 2011).

The detailed analysis of all social and economic impacts of migrants is a very broad topic and
falls outside the scope of this paper. Therefore, among the complex and broad socioeconomic impacts
of migration, we focus on a specific impact category, viz the impact of migrants on FDI. Below, we
present some empirical findings on the abovementioned link.

4. Empirical Findings on Foreign Direct Investment

In our globalized world, where two crucial factors of production—capital and labor—are mobile,
immigrants play a crucial role in reducing information asymmetries between a country of origin and
destination. This is in contrast to the neoclassical theory of trade and growth, which suggests an inverse
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relationship between capital and labor. Based on the neoclassical theory, regions or countries where
the labor cost is lower attract more investments, while places with higher wages receive more workers.

Given the statistical figures from many developed countries that indicate that the flow of both
labor and capital is higher in developed countries in comparison with poor countries, Lucas (1990)
tried to explain the reason for a higher concentration of both capital and labor in rich countries by skill
differences. He found that differences in skill levels of labor could generate different returns to capital
across countries. However, investment can be a risky business, which highly depends on a number
of factors such as security, political stability, good governance, rule of law, institutions, corruption,
etc. Therefore, it generally requires a long-term focus and interaction with different groups of people
(e.g., workers, government employees), and detailed knowledge of legal and regulatory regimes,
business culture, consumers, etc. Taking into account the information costs and risks mentioned above,
one could assume a positive association between the stock of migrants and inward and outward FDI.
In this regard, highly educated and skilled migrants bring with them not only more knowledge about
the social, legal, and economic structure of their countries of origin, but also their social network which
incorporates important information for investors.

A growing body of literature on the impact of migrants on FDI has addressed the complementarity
and substitution effect of migration with FDI. Table 1 below presents a list of publications and the
impact of migration on FDI. In general, there is a positive and statistically significant impact of
migration on FDI; however, there are some differences regarding the education and skill level of
migrants. Some authors found a positive and significant impact of highly educated migrants on FDI
(Foley and Kerr 2008; Kugler and Rapoport 2007; Gheasi et al. 2011), while others found a negative and
significant impact (Aroca and Maloney 2005; Foad 2011). However, Foad (2011) relates his negative
and statistically significant finding for college migrants to the nationality of those migrants. It seems
that skilled and educated migrants have a significant impact on the facilitation of FDI, and unskilled
and poorly educated migrants substitute FDI flows.

Table 1. The effect of immigration on FDI in various empirical studies.

Study Sample Outward FDI (Elasticity) Inward FDI (Elasticity)

Tong (2005)
Ethnic Chinese and FDI

position between 70 countries,
1990

0.19 *** 0.19 ***

Buch et al. (2005) 16 German states; 1990–2000 0.01 (net stocks)
0.48 ** (gross stocks)

0.06 ** (net stocks)
−0.10 (gross stocks)

Kugler and Rapoport (2007) US outflows; 1990 and 2000
0.22 * (primary 1)

−0.56 (secondary 2)
0.44 *** (tertiary 3)

NA

Bhattacharya and Groznik (2008)

Model A: US with 33 countries;
1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000 0.33** NA

Model B: US with 36 countries;
1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000 0.42** NA

Javorcik et al. (2011) US with 56 countries;
1990 and 2000

0.35 *** & 0.42 *** (stock)
0.41 *** & 0.52 *** (tertiary 3) NA

Nijkamp et al. (2011)
Meta-analysis on nine research
articles (three published, and

six unpublished)

0.076 (tertiary 3)
−1.172 *** (primary 1)

0.136 (skilled)
−0.342 *** (low-skilled)

1.467 *** (tertiary 3)
−0.901 *** (primary 1)

0.717 *** (skilled)
−0.520 ** (low-skilled)

Foad (2011) 50 US states with 10 source
countries; 1990 and 2000

Affiliates
0.06 **

78.462 ** (diaspora stock)
−0.833 ** (college)

−0.584 **(diaspora college)

Gross property
0.010

10.877 ** (diaspora stock)
−0.004 (college)

0.017 (diaspora college)
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Table 1. Cont.

Study Sample Outward FDI (Elasticity) Inward FDI (Elasticity)

Flisi and Murat (2011)

France 1990, 1999
0.069 (low-skilled)

0.610 (skilled OECD)
0.647 (skilled non-OECD)

−0.615 (low-skilled)
1.754 *** (skilled OECD)

1.277 *** (skilled non-OECD)

Germany 1991–2006
0.002 (low-skilled)

0.368 (skilled OECD)
0.452 ** (skilled non-OECD)

−0.484 * (low-skilled)
1.243 *** (skilled OECD)

0.776 * (skilled non-OECD)

Italy 2002–2005
0.163 (low-skilled)

−0.253 (skilled OECD)
0.063 (skilled non-OECD)

−0.228 (low-skilled)
0.017 (skilled OECD

0.201 (skilled non-OECD)

Spain 2003–2006
−0.669 (low-skilled)

1.232 * (skilled OECD)
0.979 (skilled non-OECD)

−1.453 *** (low-skilled)
1.598 ** (skilled OECD)

1.414 * (skilled non-OECD)

UK 1990, 1995, 2001
−0.769 * (low-skilled)

1.703 ** (skilled OECD)
1.648 *** (skilled non-OECD)

−0.630 (low-skilled)
0.780 (skilled OECD)

2.603 ** (skilled non-OECD)

Gheasi et al. (2013)

UK with 22 countries for
inward FDI; 2001–2007

UK with 27 countries for
outward FDI; 2001–2007

0.609*** & 0.330** (stock)
1.263 *** & 1.1003*** (higher education 3)
−0.431 *** & −0.410 ** (lower education 1)

−0.114 & −0.110 (stock)
1.235 *** & 2.937 (higher education 3)

−0.706 *** & −1.607 (lower education 1)

Aubry et al. (2016)
Average FDI position for

pair of countries from
2001 to 2006.

0.190 *** (total migration)
0.243 *** (high-skilled migration)
0.195 *** (low-skilled migration)

*** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5% and * significant at 10%. 1 migrants with primary education; 2 migrants
with secondary education; 3 migrants with tertiary education.

For poorly educated migrants, a different mechanism seems to play a role; the empirical
evidence indicates that poorly educated (low-skilled) migrants partially substitute for FDI
(Kugler and Rapoport 2007; Gheasi et al. 2013). Moreover, Kugler et al. (2017) investigated the role of
migrants in alleviating informational asymmetries to financial investments and international financial
flows. They found that migration has a positive and statistically significant impact on international
bank lending and this effect is stronger in the case of skilled migrants. Aubry et al. (2016) estimated
the relationship between trade, migration, and FDI in the context of firms’ heterogeneity, and they
found that migration and in particular skilled migrants have a positive impact on trade and FDI, but
the effect is more pronounced on FDI.

5. Conclusions

Globalization and free movement among developed countries have had a significant impact on
cross-border migration, capital mobility, innovation, and economic development. The recent mass
migration has created heated debates, and has generated both supporters and opponents inside host
societies. There is no doubt that migration has affected host and sending economies in different ways.
This study has tried to observe the long-term impact of immigration on FDI. As indicated above,
migrants are heterogeneous groups and their personal characteristics such as age, education, and
gender differ significantly from the population of the host society. Therefore, their impact on FDI can
have different forms. We have demonstrated in particular the economic externalities of immigrants
with different education and skill levels on FDI.

The newly arrived migrants in Europe are mostly educated people, and their education costs have
usually been financed by the country of origin. This is a huge economic benefit to receiving countries
and this flow may bring long-term economic benefits, if they are given a chance to serve as workers.
The literature on the innovation and productivity of firms indicates that firms with culturally diverse
employees are more innovative compared to firms with homogeneous employees. As a consequence
of recent massive waves of refuges and migrants in Europe, a cultural revolution is foreseeable that
may change the entire social structure of European societies.

It is important to indicate that the long-term effects of migration on FDI is positive and significant.
This means that careful empirical research results obtained from one European country has a potential
for generalization with other European countries. For example, we have demonstrated through a
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concise literature review that a different education level of migrants has a different impact on inward
and outward flows of FDI.

Migration has become a very sensitive political topic. However, it is important to convince
policymakers in receiving countries that migration is in fact not a policy goal per se; it is meaningful to
make a difference between the (objective) real impact of immigration and its (subjective) perceived
impact. A number of scientific studies that have been conducted on the socioeconomic impact of
migrants in host societies have revealed a positive correlation between the stock of immigrants and
various economic activities (e.g., international trade and FDI).

Summing up, the links between migration and FDI flows are complex and difficult to understand.
Therefore, there is a need further the understanding of this phenomenon in greater detail through solid,
evidence-based research; policies that are targeted at only one type of migration flow also affect the
others. A comprehensive migration impact assessment is therefore needed in our ‘age of migration’.

Author Contributions: Masood Gheasi was responsible for conceptualizing the paper, framing its research
objectives, and interpretation of migration theories; while Peter Nijkamp contributed mainly into the ensuring
overall quality control of the paper.
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