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International Immigration Inflow Imports of Intermediate Goods
and the Improvement of Host Countries” Productivity
WEI Hao DENG Linlin

Abstract: Using the data of 121 countries ( regions) in the world from 1990 to 2015
this paper investigates the effects of the scale and diversity of international immigration in—
flow on host countries” productivity and the mechanism of action. The results show that:
Overall both the scale and diversity of international immigration inflow have a significant
positive impact on host countries” productivity. Specifically compared with low-skilled im—
migrants the inflow of high-skilled immigrants exhibits a more significant positive effect on
host countries” productivity. The scale of international immigration inflow significantly in—
creases host countries” productivity by affecting the import scale of intermediate goods
while the diversity of international immigration inflow has a significant positive impact on
host countries” productivity by affecting the import scale and quality of intermediate goods.
International immigration inflow increases host countries” productivity by affecting imports
of differentiated intermediate goods. The greater the cultural or genetic difference between
the two countries the more significant the positive impact of international immigration
inflow on the host country’s productivity.

Keywords: International Immigration Inflow; Immigration Scale; Immigration Diver—

sity; Imports of Intermediate Goods; Host Countries” Productivity

50



