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1 Introduction

The importance of institutions in the development of countries has been accepted for some time now.
Countries’ institutions and policies do not come out of nowhere but are based on the convictions and
reasoning of the holders of the culture as it is passed along from one generation to the next. Therefore,
it is as important as it is interesting to put culture into the picture and to find the mechanisms through
which culture influences both the institutions and well-being of its holders. Even the terms culture
and institutions are intertwined. As we want to describe the influence of one on the other, we need
to distinguish between the two. Thus, we will define both relatively narrowly. Culture is defined as
personal or informal while institutions refer to formalized behaviour in line with North (1990) and
Olson (1996), i.a. This allows us to use Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Hofstede et al., 2010) as a
proxy for personal culture and the worldwide governance indicators of Kaufmann et al. (2011) as a
proxy for the quality of institutions. Our paper has the following two goals:

First, we propose two cultural measures based on Hofstede’s cultural dimensions which take into
account the heterogeneity of the culture within a country. By incorporating the culture of the mi-
grating populations into these measures, we mitigate some of the criticism of Hofstede’s cultural
dimensions. For each of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, we define the cultural level indicator as the
average of the cultural dimensions assigned to each citizen based on the country of origin. The inter-
actions of cultural minorities with the prevalent culture might have a distinct effect on governance
beyond the change in the average of the country’s cultural dimensions. Therefore, for each of Hofst-
ede’s cultural dimensions, we also determine the cultural diversity indicator defined as the standard
deviation of the cultural dimension over all citizens of a country with respect to their different origins.

Second, using the proposed indicators, we investigate the influence of culture and cultural diversity
on the quality of governance of countries. In this, we follow our previous research Holý and Evan
(2021) in which we study the dependence of the six worldwide governance indicators on Hofstede’s
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six cultural dimensions. In the current paper, we improve the regression model by relaxing the strong
assumption of homogeneity of culture in each country. We let the culture be heterogonous with
respect to the different countries of origin of the migrating populations. This allows us to better
describe the complex relationship between culture and the quality of institutions and fill the gap in
the literature on this difficult to measure subject.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we review the theoretical background
of the influence of migration, culture, and cultural diversity on quality of governance. In Section 3,
we describe the worldwide governance indicators and Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and propose our
novel measures of heterogeneous culture and cultural diversity. In Section 4, we use the proposed
measures to assess the impact of culture and cultural diversity on governance using a regression model.
We conclude the paper in Section 5.

2 Theoretical Background

2.1 Migration as a Source of Cultural Diversity

Since time immemorial large migrations were considered cataclysmic events. Neolithic tribes before
the discovery and proliferation of the institution of private property and thus agriculture (North and
Thomas, 1977) operated under common ownership, which led to the exhaustion of local resources.
This routine and arguably inevitable overhunting and overfishing was caused by the principle de-
scribed by William Forster Lloyd already in 1833 as the tragedy of the commons (Lloyd, 1980). The
tribe was forced to move in order to survive, which led to violent clashes with other tribes in its
path and very often with the annihilation or mass enslavement of the weaker side. There is only a
handful of examples in history where a quasi-peaceful solution was found between different “cultures”
sharing the same land. Eventually, migrations of entire tribes were replaced by migrations of specific
groups or individuals usually too aggressive or otherwise ill-fitting so as to be exiled or motivated
to leave. Instead of endangering entire domestic populations these smaller groups either expanded
“civilisation” on the frontiers or lost their lives in an attempt to do so. Anything from Athenian
Ostracism through the Crusades to the Spanish Conquistadores fit this usually very violent category.
An exceptional window of opportunity opened during the age of liberalism of the 19th century, which
created the first wave of globalisation with radically decreasing transportation costs, and an increas-
ing need for primary products and staple foods. This development allowed for relatively peaceful
but immense labour migration and large capital inflows into the near empty frontier lands of the
“areas of new settlement” in the USA, Canada, Australia, Argentina, Brazil and New Zealand. For
decadal migration from 1880 to 1914, please see Table 2 in Green and Urquhart (1976) or Table 16
in Baldwin and Martin (1999). The incredible increases in the number of people of European origin
in these countries very much changed the entire cultural, institutional, and socio-economic make up
of those countries in just a few decades. This window of opportunity resolutely shut during the First
World War symbolized by the (first) Red Scare in the USA after which the entire developed world
closed its borders and allowed in only small numbers of immigrants under “Skilled Immigration Points
Requirements” or similar systems. Nevertheless, this rather uniquely peaceful change of population
and culture of the 19th century imprinted on the minds of both sender and receiver countries the
idea of large migrations as something benign, even desirable, or worse, a sort of universal right. This
is unfortunate as there is hardly any empty frontier today, and the situation has changed radically,
including the possible motivation for migration (Borjas, 1999; Boeri, 2010), which suggests any large
migration will lead to cultural diversity.

As some form of assimilation, albeit very slow, is continuously taking place, in order for cultural
diversity to exist, the level of immigration to a country must be over a long period and significant in
numbers. Therefore, it is a deliberate policy decision.

Culture is a very persistent phenomenon rarely changes dramatically in the lifetime of a human
being (Hofstede et al., 2010; Matei and Abrudan, 2018). In contrast, the creation of institutions,
while a lengthy process, which can be blocked or reversed in adverse conditions, is a much more
rapid development (North, 1992, 1994; Olson, 1996). As such, it is reasonable to hypothesize that
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the culture of newcomers will change the institutions of the host country rather than the other way
around, provided the newcomers have the possibility to do so. This seems to be particularly the case
in democratic societies, which do not promote but limit the assimilation process (cultural pluralism,
or multiculturalism).

As culture does not change easily, so even migrants do not change their culture irrespective of
where they are. This means that the overall culture of the host country will change. Our paper aims
to find out how much and what impact this change will have on the environment surrounding people
in host countries. We focus on arguably the most important part of the environment, which is the
quality of surrounding governance.

The impact of those changes is larger than what the size of the foreign-born population would
suggest. Clearly the whole population reacts to newcomers in a way which causes interaction and
creates significant changes in the culture of the host country. We cannot, however, specify to what
extent the changes are due to the presence of the foreign-born population directly and to what extent
the changes in the host country’s culture come about due to the majority population’s, or rather
both cultures’, interaction. The nature of the data suggests the reaction by the majority population
supersedes the change stemming from the mere presence of the foreign-born population.

There are three routes to decreasing cultural diversity. Cultural assimilation is the one naturally
preferred by the majority culture creating a society where all important values and institutions are
unified and people of different race, ethnicity, even religion, culturally distinct at first are ultimately
holders of the same culture. The second option is cultural divergence where to the extent of their
numbers and abilities in particular fields, each distinct cultural group contributes some values of
their own to the constantly changing culture. These blended institutions have been called a melting
pot. Finally, there is the theoretical concept of cultural pluralism, or a cultural salad, where each
culture lives in its own space next to another one, both remaining clearly identifiable. While some
level of economic integration is likely to exist (common language, rudimentary social norms), cultural
diversity diminishes very slowly, if at all. Even from the point of view of a large vocal minority this
is not a good solution to the cultural diversity problem. Many of the negative issues (see below) such
as the poor distribution of public goods are problematic in this case. The former two options mean
surrendering much of cultural identity while the latter does not remove any of the struggles, indeed,
it would lead to the Balkanization of society (Brooks, 2012).

2.2 Impact of Cultural Diversity on Governance

The debate on cultural diversity is very old, indeed, recorded at least from the time of classical
liberalism. John Stuart Mill declared the following in 1862 regarding the need of nationalism and
liberalism for democracy: ‘Free institutions are next to impossible in a country made up of different
nationalities. Among a people without fellow-feeling, especially if they read and speak different
languages, the united public opinion necessary to the working of representative government cannot
exist. The influences which form opinions and decide political acts are different in the different
sections of the country’ (Mill, 1862, p. 310). And further, Mill declares the reasoning why under
duress such society will not hold on to their free institutions: ‘Even if all are aggrieved, none feel
that they can rely on the others for fidelity in a joint resistance; the strength of none is sufficient to
resist alone, and each may reasonably think that it consults its own advantage most by binding for
the favour of the government against the rest’ (Mill, 1862, p. 311). After one and a half centuries,
researchers empowered by statistical analysis seem to consider Mill right. He correctly identified that
cultural diversity causes political instability and internal conflict (Fearon and Laitin, 1996; Easterly
and Levine, 1997; Easterly, 2001; Nettle et al., 2007, i.a.), diminishes trust among different groups
and the formation of social capital (Montgomery, 1991; Taylor, 2000; Zak and Knack, 2001; Greve
and Salaff, 2003; Putnam, 2007, i.a.) while increasing the role of government at the same time as
it decreases the provision of public goods (Alesina et al., 1999; Miguel et al., 2004). As for Mill’s
concern about free institutions and what we call citizens’ rights today, it is safe to say that various
diversities make maintaining those institutions and rights significantly more difficult (Krain, 1998;
Walker and Poe, 2002).
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More to the point, some cultures are better at productive enterprises and economic creativity,
than others (Williams and McGuire, 2010), or as Landes (1998, p. 276) put it: ‘institutions and
culture first; money next’. An especially debilitating result can be met across cultures with an
anti-capitalist cultural bias (Chakraborty et al., 2015). Mixing cultures does not seem to be good
for business either, as there is also proven negative correlation between cultural heterogeneity and
economic performance measured by either GDP, growth or productivity (Pool, 1972; Lian and Oneal,
1997; Nettle, 2000; Grafton et al., 2002; Alesina et al., 2003, i.a.). Finally, international investment
can be significantly affected when actors from several countries meet, as culture seems to define
much of these encounters. Rejchrt and Higgs (2015) suggest that with high power distance in their
home countries, non-domestic companies will likely not be compliant with host countries’ corporate
governance codes. Barkema and Vermeulen (1997) claim differences in cultural dimensions do lead
to untimely dissolutions of international joint ventures. Governance, and property protection in
particular, seems to be a decisive factor for direct or portfolio foreign investment (FDI versus FPI)
with the former dominating in countries with low protection and vice versa (Wu et al., 2012).

However, the literature also defines two areas where cultural diversity might be helpful to society.
Both cases fit the economic concept of increased consumer choice where even countries producing the
same product, say motorcycles, can trade profitably, so that American consumers can enjoy variety
enhanced by German brands of motorcycles and vice versa. One of these areas where cultural diversity
can be helpful is innovation. It has been accepted that highly individualistic cultures with low power
distance as well as low uncertainty avoidance and long-term orientation are better in innovation
(Gorodnichenko and Roland, 2011; Taylor and Wilson, 2012, i.a.). As there are many other factors
that play a part in the process of innovation such as educational levels, levels of infrastructure or
spatial concentration and social milieus (Grözinger et al., 2017), it is not easy to separate out the
effects of diversity. Moreover, studies on the relationship between innovation and diversity are not
common. Different cognitive models and the experience of a diverse pool of researchers can bring about
better creative outcomes (Niebuhr, 2010; Stahl et al., 2010) while it can also lead to disagreements
and a lack of organization (Østergaard et al., 2011; Harvey and Kou, 2013). Zhan et al. (2015)
suggest that those opposing results are because of researchers using race, ethnicity, nationality and
culture interchangeably in their specifications. They claim that ethnic diversity dampens innovation
input thus impairing innovation output but if ethnic diversity is sufficiently low, cultural diversity
can increase innovation output. If the results of this paper can be replicated on a larger sample size
it might change HR and admission policies for universities and research facilities alike.

The second area where the impact of cultural diversity is not clearly negative and has thus been
the subject of hundreds of studies, is the functioning of work groups and labour market workings
in general. The ways in which diversity influences the workplace are well described. On one hand,
higher diversity increases the effectiveness of tasks that call for a variety of viewpoints and experiences,
which has been the main finding of many lab and academic setting type studies (Buller and Bell, 1986;
Cox and Blake, 1991; Watson et al., 1993). However, after years of glorification of diversity penned
particularly by American researchers advising that managers should increase workforce diversity to
enhance work group effectiveness, a more balanced and critical approach has been chosen by the
majority of authors. The field studies which were not based on value-in-diversity but rather social-
identity perspectives suggested that increased cultural diversity caused a lack of trust and more
barriers to social interaction, which in turn instigated low organization and the inhibited productivity
of diverse groups (Williams and O’Reilly III, 1998; Pelled et al., 1999; Earley and Mosakowski, 2000;
Richard et al., 2004). Some authors (Ely and Thomas, 2001) try to resolve the issue by setting
conditions under which cultural diversity would enhance work group functioning and productivity,
but the issue remains unresolved with researchers being mostly sceptical about the prospects of some
general recommendations.

Based on the economic rule noted above, the fractionalization of some western societies does not
have the same impact on every area or group of those societies. Awaworyi Churchill (2017) for example
claims that despite the fact that ‘the very fundamentals of building of good institutions are impaired
by diversity’ (p. 593) and ‘ethnic and linguistic fractionalization negatively influences entrepreneurship
(new business density), and the institutional environment affecting entrepreneurship’ (p. 590), there
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might be groups to benefit; as they might be accustomed to it. These are ethnic groups where business
ownership and self-employment are more pronounced as some entrepreneurs and investors choose to do
business in highly fractionalized areas Khayesi et al. (2014). Also, Ottaviano and Peri (2006) suggests
there is a silver lining to the increased levels of diversity in the United States. While immigration
caused lower wages particularly for the low-skilled workforce, labour market fractionalization and
possibly endangered cultural values for the “natives”, US metropolitan areas with an increased cultural
diversity experienced higher wages and rental prices of their housing, as well as an increased variety
of consumption.

3 Measuring Governance, Culture, and Cultural Diversity

3.1 Worldwide Governance Indicators

Governance, or the way authority in a country is exercised, is among the most important institutions
for one’s well-being. The way how governments are selected and monitored and how efficiently
and transparently they formulate and implement their policies is crucial for much of the country’s
development.

In order to allow for cross-country comparisons, Kaufmann et al. (2011) propose six governance
indicators defined in the following way:

• Voice and Accountability (VA) captures perceptions of the extent to which a country’s citizens
are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom
of association, and a free media.

• Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism (PV) captures perceptions of the like-
lihood that the government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent
means, including politically-motivated violence and terrorism.

• Government Effectiveness (GE) captures perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality
of the civil service and the degree of its independence from political pressures, the quality of
policy formulation and implementation, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to
such policies.

• Regulatory Quality (RQ) captures perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and
implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector development.

• Rule of Law (RL) captures perceptions of the extent to which agents have confidence in and
abide by the rules of society, and in particular the quality of contract enforcement, property
rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence.

• Control of Corruption (CC) captures perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised
for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as “capture” of the
state by elites and private interests.

There is a strong correlation among the six governance indicators suggesting they measure the
same broad concept (Langbein and Knack, 2010). Consequently, some studies average the six indica-
tors into a single index (Al-Marhubi, 2004; Bjørnskov, 2006). Figure 1 shows the average worldwide
governance indicator in 2019. In our study, we distinguish between the six indicators but analyse
them within a single model which takes into account a correlation between them.

3.2 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions

Culture has a profound impact on a great variety of institutions and realities around us starting from
diverse political and socio-economic development to particularities such as homicide levels (Lappi-
Seppälä and Lehti, 2014), economic systems (Pryor, 2007), tax structures (Koenig et al., 2012),
proclivity to insurance coverage (Outreville, 2018), or level of terrorist activity (Meierrieks and Gries,
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Figure 1: The average world governance indicator in the analysed countries in 2019.

2013); please see Evan and Bolotov (2021); Holý and Evan (2021) for more references. Personal
culture as defined by Hofstede et al. (2010) has an important advantage of being a rather general
phenomenon, espousing quite a lot of salient divisions, and is thus a meaningful tool to measure the
variety of socio-economic differentiation as its popularity attests.

Hofstede et al. (2010) define the six cultural dimensions in the following way:

• Power Distance (PDI) is the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and
organizations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally.

• Individualism (IDV) pertains to societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: ev-
eryone is expected to look after him- or herself and his or her immediate family. Collectivism as
its opposite pertains to societies in which people from birth onward are integrated into strong,
cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s lifetime continue to protect them in exchange for
unquestioning loyalty.

• Masculinity (MAS) refers to society where emotional gender roles are clearly distinct: men are
supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on material success, whereas women are supposed
to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life. A society is called feminine
when emotional gender roles overlap: both men and women are supposed to be modest, tender,
and concerned with the quality of life.

• Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) is the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened
by ambiguous or unknown situations.

• Long-Term Orientation (LTO) stands for the fostering of virtues oriented toward future rewards
– in particular, perseverance and thrift. Its opposite pole, short-term orientation, stands for
the fostering of virtues related to the past and present – in particular, respect for tradition,
preservation of “face”, and fulfilling social obligations.

• Indulgence (IVR) stands for a tendency to allow relatively free gratification of basic and natural
human desires related to enjoying life and having fun. Its opposite pole, restraint, reflects a
conviction that such gratification needs to be curbed and regulated by strict social norms.

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have attracted criticism (Dorfman and Howell, 1988; Schwartz,
1999; McSweeney, 2002; Jones, 2007; Taras et al., 2016, i.a.) as among other things they suppose
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that within a state, there is a uniform national culture. This is rather paradoxical as Hofstede himself
started his research about cultural differences not only within one country but within one corporation.
Many of his well-known quotes are painfully aware of the dangers of the close proximity of different
cultures: ‘Culture is more often a source of conflict than of synergy. Cultural differences are a nuisance
at best and often a disaster’1. This nuisance or disaster is clearly present within countries, as few
of them are completely culturally uniform. There are several ways how to deal with the problem.
House et al. (2004) and Taras et al. (2016) suggest doing away with countries, as their borders are
not good boundaries of culture, in favour of professions or socio-economic classes. Others think the
boundaries of states are useful when measuring culture: ‘Moreover, nations matter because they have
governments who establish policies on trade, factor mobility, and the like (which policies, it can be
argued, are shaped by the national culture)’ (Williams and McGuire, 2010, p. 408).

3.3 Various Cultural Diversity Measures

The existing body of literature on cultural diversity is also large but it is less compact, given the variety
of different approaches. Firstly, different diversities were used in terms of (i) race and ethnicity, (ii)
religion, (iii) language, (iv) or their combinations, and (v) culture. In order to distinguish the impact
of culture on institutions using secondary data, researchers used comparison of the diversities named
above largely with major socio-economic variables. However, geographic variables (Laitin et al., 2012),
changes in institutions stemming from changed migration patterns or levels of assimilation (Algan
and Cahuc, 2010; Luttmer and Singhal, 2011), or new epidemiological approaches (Fernández, 2010;
Maseland, 2013) were also used.

There are two measurements of cultural diversity used most often. Both have attracted significant
criticism. The cultural polarisation concept has been criticised for being vague as Bramson et al.
(2017) summarizes: ‘A range of very different social configurations and very different social dynamics
have been lumped together under the term “polarization”.’ (p. 117). And the Ethno-Linguistic
Fractionalisation index, or ELF – the likelihood that two people chosen at random will be from
different ethnic groups – has been criticized for having at least four major problems (Laitin and
Posner, 2001). While we accept and cite from findings based on those methods in the theoretical
part, we have chosen a different approach in our empirical study. We define our cultural diversity
measure based on Hofstede’s cultural dimensions and the international migrant stock with the tools
of basic statistical analysis.

3.4 Cultural Level and Diversity Indicators

A disadvantage of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory is that it assumes that the culture is homoge-
neous in each country. We relax this assumption and let the culture be heterogenous with respect to
the different countries of origin of the citizens. We define two measures to capture the heterogeneity
of the culture.

First, we assign each citizen of a country Hofstede’s cultural dimensions of the country he or she
was born in. Let POPi,t denote the population of country i as of year t and BICi,t,o the number
of citizens in country i born in country o as of year t. Furthermore, let HCDi,k denote the k-th
Hofstede’s cultural dimension of country i. The k-th cultural level indicator CLIi,t,k of country i as
of year t is defined as the average of the k-th Hofstede’s cultural dimension over all citizens of the
country, i.e.

CLIi,t,k =
N∑
o=1

BICi,t,o

POPi,t
HCDo,k. (1)

Note that Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are constant over time while our proposed indicators are
dynamic due to the changing structure of citizens.

1As quoted by Vance and Paik (2014, p. 37).
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Figure 2: The average cultural diversity measure in the analysed countries in 2019.

The k-th cultural diversity indicator CDIi,t,k of country i as of year t is defined as the standard
deviation of the k-th Hofstede’s cultural dimension over all citizens of the country, i.e.

CDIi,t,k =

√√√√ N∑
o=1

BICi,t,o

POPi,t
(HCDo,k − CLIi,t,k)2. (2)

Values close to zero indicate that all citizens have similar Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (given by
the cultural level indicator) while larger values indicate that Hofstede’s cultural dimensions of citizens
are dispersed (some are lower and some higher than the cultural level indicator). Figure 2 shows the
cultural diversity indicator averaged over the six dimensions in 2019.

Naturally, there are limitations mainly due to a lack of data, allowing us only to study migration
patterns over the last few decades. An admixture of earlier migrations or even centuries-old minorities
in the countries of our sample are taken simply as part of the original culture of the host country.
Thus, the heterogeneity relates only to recent migrations. We are also unable to identify holders of
what culture migrated from one country to another, due to a lack of data. In another words, if a
French citizen of German ethnicity from Alsace managed to hold to German culture and has migrated
to the Netherlands, our model will nevertheless consider him a Frenchman in the Netherlands.

4 Estimating Dependence of Governance on Cultural Diversity

4.1 Analysed Data Sample

As noted above, the construction of the proposed cultural level and diversity indicators is limited
due to data availability. Our source of Hofstede’s six cultural dimensions is Hofstede Insights (2021),
which offers data for 118 countries. The data on international migrant stock are obtained from the
United Nations (2019) and are available for 232 countries and regions in 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010,
2015, and 20192. The data also include some immigrants with unspecified countries of origin.

2The United Nations (2019) source of our data uses the following explanatory note (p. 3): ‘International migrants
have been equated with the foreign-born population whenever this information is available, which is the case in most
countries or areas. In most countries lacking data on place of birth, information on the country of citizenship of those
enumerated was available and was used as the basis for the identification of international migrants, thus effectively
equating, in these cases, international migrants with foreign citizens.’

8



To construct the proposed cultural level and diversity indicators, we would need to know Hofst-
ede’s cultural dimensions of all the countries of origin of all immigrants. Unfortunately, not all are
available. For the purposes of our indicators, we resort to the spatial imputations of Hofstede’s cul-
tural dimensions. Each unknown value is interpolated as the average of the five nearest neighbours3.
We stress that we use this approach only for the construction of the proposed indicators with foreign
countries of origin. When a country has unknown Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, we do not compute
the proposed indicators for it and exclude it from the regression model. Concerning the portion of
immigrants with an unknown country of origin, we assign them individual countries proportionally
to the total number of emigrants from the individual countries. These two data imputation steps are
not ideal, but are necessary.

The source of the worldwide governance indicators is the World Bank (2021). The governance
indicators are compiled biannually from 1996 to 2002 and annually since 2002. They are available for
214 countries and territories, with some missing values.

As we merge data from various sources with different samples of countries and time frames, some
observations are lost. Our final data sample consists of K = 6 cultural dimensions and M = 6 world
governance indicators observed for N = 116 countries in T = 5 time periods covering the years 2000,
2005, 2010, 2015, and 2019.

4.2 Regression Model

Our aim is to model dependence of the worldwide governance indicators on the proposed cultural
level and diversity indicators. We let each governance indicator have its own equation, but we use a
single model as we allow for correlations between the governance indicators.

Let WGIi,t,j denote the j-th worldwide governance indicator of country i as of year t. The
regression equations are then given by

WGIi,t,j = αj +
K∑
k=1

βj,kCLIi,t,k +
K∑
k=1

γj,kCDIi,t,k + ui,t,j , (3)

where αi are intercepts, βj,k are coefficients for the cultural level indicators, γj,k are coefficients for
the cultural diversity indicators, and ui,t,j is the error term. We let the error term have quite a rich
dependence structure allowing for correlations in all three dimensions. First, we assume a spatial
dependence in the form of a spatial error model (SEM) with the weight matrix given by the portions
of immigrants from the individual countries. Second, we assume a temporal dependence in the form
of an autoregressive process (AR) of the first order. Third, we assume a dependence between the
equations in the form of seemingly unrelated regressions (SUR). All put together, the error term has
the structure

ui,t,j = λj
∑
o 6=i

BICi,t,o

POPi,t −BICi,t,i
uo,t,j + ϕjui,t−1,j + ei,t,j , (4)

where λj are spatial coefficients, ϕj are serial coefficients, and ei,t,j is a normally distributed random
variable with zero mean and covariance given by

E [ei1,t1,j1ei2,t2,j2 ] =

{
0 for i1 6= i2 or t1 6= t2,

σj1,j2 for i1 = i2 and t1 = t2.
(5)

We estimate the model by the maximum likelihood method. Note that modelling the governance
indicators together in the SUR fashion increases the efficiency of the estimator in contrast to modelling
each equation separately.

3Other methods, such as those using weights based on inverse distance, inverse square distance, or different numbers
of neighbours, lead to very similar results suggesting the robustness of our approach.
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Table 1: The log-likelihood for various explanatory variables (in rows) and error structures (in
columns).

Indep. Spatial Serial SUR All

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions -3311.34 -3281.95 -1323.93 -1583.42 -319.28
Heterogeneous Level -3239.00 -3215.67 -1282.34 -1553.37 -303.50
Heterogeneous Level and Diversity -2729.37 -2703.67 -1020.44 -1333.74 -183.07

Table 2: The coefficient of determination for various explanatory variables (in rows) and equations
(in columns).

VA PV GE RQ RL CC Pooled

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 0.61 0.35 0.59 0.53 0.60 0.60 0.55
Heterogeneous Level 0.61 0.37 0.61 0.55 0.62 0.62 0.57
Heterogeneous Level and Diversity 0.62 0.47 0.73 0.66 0.75 0.75 0.67

4.3 Results and Implications

As the first step, we check whether the assumed error structure in our model is reasonable. Table
1 reports the log-likelihood of the model with uncorrelated errors, the model with only spatially
correlated errors, the model with only serially correlated errors, the model with only SUR errors, and
the model described in Section 4.2 with all three error structures. According to Table 3, the spatial
parameter λj is positive for all six governance indicators and significant for five. Table 1 shows a
small increase of log-likelihood when assuming spatially correlated errors rather than uncorrelated
errors. Spatial dependence is therefore present in the error term but appears to be rather weak. Serial
correlation, on the other hand, is quite strong. According to Table 3, the serial parameter ϕj ranges
between 0.77 and 0.87 for the individual governance indicators and is significant in all cases. The
increase of log-likelihood in Table 1 is quite substantial when assuming serially correlated errors rather
than uncorrelated errors. A similarly high increase is observed when assuming correlation between
the individual indicators rather than uncorrelated errors. According to Table 4, the correlations of
inter-equation residuals range between 0.31 and 0.72. We therefore proceed with the model that
assumes all three error structures, as described in Section 4.2.

Next, we consider Hofstede’s cultural dimensions to be the explanatory variables in our model,
similarly to our previous work in Holý and Evan (2021)4. We compare the fit of this base model
with the model in which Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are replaced by the proposed cultural level
indicators and the model in which cultural diversity indicators are further added. Table 1 shows the
log-likelihood while Table 2 shows the coefficient of determination (i.e. the R2 statistic) for the model
as a whole but also for the individual governance indicators. The proposed heterogeneous indicators
are superior in all these aspects. Namely, using Hofstede’s cultural dimensions results in R2 of 0.55
while the cultural level indicators result in slightly higher R2 of 0.57. By adding cultural diversity
indicators, R2 is further increased to 0.67. In the sequel, we work only with the model containing
both the cultural level and diversity indicators.

The estimated coefficients of the final model are presented in Table 3, and, for better readability,
also in Figures 3 and 4.

Concerning the cultural level indicators, Power Distance has a strong negative impact on the
quality of institutions across the board. Individualism has the opposite effect. Masculinity has a
mild negative effect with low significance levels apart from Rule of Law and Control of Corruption.
We found Uncertainty Avoidance to have a significantly positive effect on Voice and Accountability,
significantly negative effect on Control of Corruption, and an insignificant effect on other governance

4Note that the model of Holý and Evan (2021) is different as it contains an additional error term representing
inefficiency of the individual countries in the sense of the stochastic frontier analysis and, on the other hand, assumes
that the errors are uncorrelated.
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Table 3: The estimated coefficients and their standard errors (in parentheses) in the model with
heterogeneous level and diversity.

VA PV GE RQ RL CC

Constant αj −0.62∗ −0.22 −0.23 −0.06 0.16 0.09
(0.27) (0.35) (0.24) (0.27) (0.24) (0.25)

PDI Level βj,1 −1.78∗∗∗ −1.36∗∗∗ −1.63∗∗∗ −1.91∗∗∗ −1.97∗∗∗ −1.88∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.31) (0.21) (0.24) (0.21) (0.22)

IDV Level βj,2 1.41∗∗∗ 1.00∗∗ 1.52∗∗∗ 0.76∗∗ 1.46∗∗∗ 1.62∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.31) (0.21) (0.24) (0.21) (0.22)

MAS Level βj,3 −0.27 −0.31 −0.26 −0.02 −0.45∗∗ −0.67∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.24) (0.16) (0.19) (0.16) (0.17)

UAI Level βj,4 0.72∗∗∗ 0.07 −0.23 0.03 0.05 −0.33∗

(0.15) (0.21) (0.14) (0.16) (0.14) (0.15)

LTO Level βj,5 0.81∗∗∗ 0.85∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.13∗∗∗ 0.75∗∗∗ 1.07∗∗∗

(0.17) (0.24) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17)

IND Level βj,6 1.39∗∗∗ 0.55∗ 1.03∗∗∗ 1.03∗∗∗ 0.59∗∗∗ 1.04∗∗∗

(0.17) (0.24) (0.16) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17)

PDI Diversity γj,1 −1.20 −7.08∗∗∗ −1.43 −0.39 −2.43∗ −2.26∗

(1.17) (1.55) (1.05) (1.19) (1.04) (1.11)

IDV Diversity γj,2 1.50 −0.65 −2.72∗ 0.11 −2.47 −3.31∗

(1.47) (1.96) (1.33) (1.51) (1.32) (1.40)

MAS Diversity γj,3 0.47 3.86 0.15 −1.72 1.21 0.79
(1.72) (2.24) (1.52) (1.73) (1.52) (1.61)

UAI Diversity γj,4 0.13 8.20∗∗∗ 3.05∗ 3.32∗ 2.91∗ 2.35
(1.45) (1.91) (1.30) (1.47) (1.29) (1.37)

LTO Diversity γj,5 0.97 1.90 7.55∗∗∗ 5.45∗∗∗ 6.30∗∗∗ 8.04∗∗∗

(1.55) (2.07) (1.41) (1.59) (1.39) (1.48)

IND Diversity γj,6 1.06 3.14 0.65 0.20 3.16 3.05
(1.93) (2.60) (1.77) (1.99) (1.73) (1.86)

Spatial Parameter λj 0.06 0.15∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)

Serial Parameter ϕj 0.87∗∗∗ 0.77∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗ 0.80∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.79∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Note: ∗∗∗p < 0.001; ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05

Table 4: The variance (diagonal), covariance (lower triangle), and correlation (upper triangle) of
inter-equation residuals in the model with heterogeneous level and diversity.

VA PV GE RQ RL CC

VA 0.10 0.31 0.44 0.48 0.55 0.46
PV 0.04 0.19 0.44 0.37 0.50 0.44
GE 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.69 0.72 0.67
RQ 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.11 0.64 0.55
RL 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.69
CC 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.10
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Figure 3: The estimated coefficients for cultural level variables in the model with heterogeneous level
and diversity.
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Figure 4: The estimated coefficients for cultural diversity variables in the model with heterogeneous
level and diversity.
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indicators. Both Long-Term Orientation and Indulgence have statistically significant positive effects
on all the governance indicators.

When comparing the previous model of Holý and Evan (2021) with our newly proposed model
allowing for admixing of the foreign born population and a more general correlation structure, we can
say that the direction of the effects remains the same but significance differs. Notably, the previous
model finds Masculinity and Uncertainty Avoidance mostly significant while the proposed model does
not. We believe the proposed model to be more reliable due to the better handling of correlations in
the error term.

The proposed model also has a better fit as it takes into account the effects of cultural hetero-
geneity. Typical migration patterns involve people moving from less developed countries to more
developed ones. The less developed countries tend to have governance of considerably inferior quality
connected to particular cultural roadblocks as identified in Holý and Evan (2021) and confirmed here.
Namely, the positive effect of Individualism, and to some extent Long-Term Orientation and Indul-
gence with the negative effect of Power Distance, and to a lesser extent Masculinity and Uncertainty
Avoidance.

Therefore, the admixture of holders of cultures from less developed countries should cause the
deterioration of governance even in developed countries across the board. Surprisingly enough, it does
not. In any case by incorporating information on migration patterns, the cultural level indicators are
a more faithful measure of culture in comparison to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions.

Heterogeneity of culture is also captured by the cultural diversity indicators. Overall, the effects
of diversity are not as pronounced as in the case of the cultural level indicators. Nevertheless, there
are some interesting results. Power Distance and Individualism have a partly significant negative
effect on governance and a partly insignificant effect. Specifically, a large variation in Power Distance
among the citizens leads to low Political Stability, Rule of Law, and Control of Corruption. Similarly,
a large variation in Individualism leads to low Government Effectiveness and Control of Corruption.
The positive effects of diversity, on the other hand, can be found for Uncertainty Avoidance and Long-
Term Orientation. Specifically, a large variation in Uncertainty Avoidance among citizens leads to
high Political Stability, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, and Rule of Law. Similarly, a
large variation in Long-Term Orientation leads to high Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality,
Rule of Law, and Control of Corruption. Finally, the effects of diversity on Masculinity and Indulgence
are statistically insignificant for each governance indicator.

Tang and Koveos (2008) argue that dramatic changes in economic conditions can be the source
of cultural dynamics even within tens of years. They have found that some of Hofstede’s cultural
dimensions are less permanent than others. These are Individualism, Long-Term Orientation, and
Power Distance, while Uncertainty Avoidance and Masculinity are more stable as they seem to rep-
resent traditional institutions such as language, religion, or surrounding conditions. Their results
were confirmed over a longer timeframe by Zhao et al. (2016) while the connection of cultural change
to (socio-) economic development has also been verified by Matei and Abrudan (2018). These find-
ings can be relevant for both our results of cultural influence and cultural diversity. Notably, the
negative effects of cultural diversity are mainly in “changeable” Power Distance and Individualism.
This means that given favourable economic conditions and significant time, the impact of those two
cultural roadblocks to good governance should ease.

We summarize our findings in Table 5.

5 Conclusion

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are open to criticism by defining and measuring culture as a “national
culture” and thus not reflecting cultural diversity within a country. We have improved on this national
culture concept by measuring the culture of immigrants into every country and defined the cultural
change and the current cultural diversity. However, as we use migratory data of only the last few
decades, we are unable to define the pre-existing minorities.

We have determined the influence of culture and cultural diversity on the quality of governance
of countries by admixing the foreign-born populations into Hofstede’s cultural dimensions as these
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Table 5: Summary of the effects in the model with heterogeneous level and diversity.
Effect of Level Effect of Diversity

Power Distance Negative Partly Negative
Individualism Positive Partly Negative
Masculinity Partly Negative Insignificant
Uncertainty Avoidance Mixed Partly Positive
Long-Term Orientation Positive Partly Positive
Indulgence Positive Insignificant

citizens are also part of the “national culture”. These amended cultural dimensions significantly
improved our model measuring the impact of culture on governance – the coefficient of determination
increased from 0.55 to 0.67. We have found Power Distance to have a significant negative impact
while Individualism, Long-Term Orientation, and Indulgence have a significant positive impact on
the quality of institutions across the board.

Contrary to expectations, increased cultural diversity, which we defined as the standard deviation
of the individual Hofstede’s cultural dimensions over all citizens of the country, did not have an
overarching negative impact on governance, but split by pairs. Cultural diversity in Power Distance
and Individualism has a partly negative effect on world governance indicators, Uncertainty Avoidance
and Long-Term Orientation have a partly positive effect while Masculinity and Indulgence have no
significant effect.
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