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ABSTRACT

Forty Years of Immigrant Segregation in France, 1968-2007:
How Different Is the New Immigration?

Analysing restricted access census data, this paper examines the long-term trends of
immigrant segregation in France from 1968 to 2007. Similar to other European countries,
France experienced a rise in the proportion of immigrants in its population that was
characterised by a new predominance of non-European immigration. Despite this, average
segregation levels remained moderate. While the number of immigrant enclaves increased,
particularly during the 2000s, the average concentration for most groups decreased because
of a reduction of heavily concentrated census tracts and census tracts with few immigrants.
Contradicting frequent assertions, neither mono-ethnic census tract nor ghettoes exist in
France. By contrast, many immigrants live in census tracts characterised by a low proportion
of immigrants from their own group and from all origins. A long residential period in France is
correlated with lower concentrations and proportion of immigrants in the census tract for most
groups, though these effects are sometimes modest.
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Introduction

Many observers believe that immigrant segregatiodfrrance and in Western Europe has
generally intensified during recent decades. Heylels of spatial segregation and even
ghettoisation could prevent the integration of igrant minorities into their host society,
thus causing them to live “separate lives” acroagrhented communities. In this view,
spatial segregation correlates with increased w$ksterethnic conflicts, thereby threatening
the social cohesion of Western societies. Thesativegassumptions have disseminated
throughout the political spectrum and have unssipgly influenced several European
researchers (for a critical analysis of these vimgs Wacquant, 1989, 2007; Peach, 1996,

2009; Simpson, 2007).

However, the focus of many ethnographic studiesiwhunrest in the most deprived
and segregated neighbourhoods, such as ClichyBoigde.g., Kepel, 2011 and to a lesser
extent Lagrange, 2006; Lapeyronnie, 2008), prodaadistorted image of segregation
compared with the realities of segregation, whiehansiderably less dramatic for most
immigrants. In practice, most recent research amée overlooks the silent integration of
many immigrants and their uneventful presence ightmurhoods where various ethnic

groups live near a majority of native-born peoplerdugo, 2011).

In addition, several dimensions of the spatial ipogation of immigrants in France
remain unexplored. Although recent research hasrdented the concentration of
immigrants across municipalities (Safi 2009) anass the neighbourhoods of Paris
(Préteceille 2009), other crucial aspects, sudh@groportion of the population groups
living in immigrant enclaves and the effect of taegth of stay in the host country, remain
imperfectly known. Moreover, there is no consisteng term measure of the evolution of
immigrant segregation at a geographical level belmmunicipality allowing us to analyse

how various dimensions of immigrant segregatiorehawolved over time.



In this paper, we extend the literature by docuingrthe evolution of immigrant
segregation in France using the most uniform péessiteasures of segregation at the census
tract level over 39 years, from 1968 to 2007. Téteospective examination of segregation
over a long period of time and across differenugeoof immigrants provides a broad
overview of segregation during a period of imporiamanges in the composition of
immigration. Similar to many European countrieg, pinoportion of immigrants from
southern Europe has decreased, and non-Europeagration has become predominant.
These compositional changes had important consegsen the relative proportion of each

group in the population and hence on segregatitiempa, which merit exploration.

We first describe the relationship between ouryautt the existing debates in
Europe or elsewhere on immigrant segregation (@24t and then describe the data and
methods used (Section 2). Economic circumstances ibeen considerably more
disadvantageous for Sub-Saharan and North Africemigrants who arrived since the mid-
1970s than for their predecessors. In additionfdhaer’s average length of residence in
France has been briefer compared with southerngearoimmigrants (Section 3). By
analysing restricted access data from the moshtede French censuses, we find that the
concentration of immigrants from Maghreb and soutt&irope across census tracts
decreased between 1968 and 1990 and that it hasneanbroadly constant or increased
slightly from 1990 to 2007. In an apparent paradb&,increased proportion in the population
of immigrants from Maghreb or Portugal accompamedpid reduction in the concentration

of these groups during the 1970s (Section 4).

A close examination of spatial concentration in2@so reveals that segregation in
France is not mono-ethnic, whether Arab or Afri¢8action 5). The overwhelming majority
of immigrants live in census tracts in which thegmwrtion of their national group in the

population is less than 5%.



Over the studied period, the average proportiamafigrants in the census tract tends
to increase, particularly during the 2000s, reftegtin part, their increase in the in the
population. However, most immigrants are livingensus tracts where immigrants from all
origins are not disproportionately overrepresentie@007, only one-fifth of immigrants lived
in census tracts comprised of more than 30% immtgrénat are often conventionally defined
as immigrant enclaves, whereas most immigrantsivensus tracts where immigrants are

considerably less concentrated (Section 6).

Finally, we quantify, for different cohorts of imgrants observed in 1999 and 2007,
how much the concentration and the proportion ahignants in the census tract improves
with how long they live in France (Section 7). Wifedfthat concentration and isolation
diminish with length of residence for non-Europ&amigrants but that these trends tend to

vary between groups and are sometime modest.
1 — The mechanics of immigrant segregation from algopean perspective

The segregation of immigrants partly reflects thet that their characteristics differ from
those of natives in various aspects. Many immigrémalve social traits that are less favourable
for employment (i.e., lower education level or laage ability) and tend to be more sensitive
to economic downturns. However, the matching ofshay costs and incomes is moderated
by many other forces (Farley, 1995). In particuterysing discrimination affects immigrants
by limiting the access to some neighbourhoods Isafithe systemic action of private
landlords or local public housing authorities (Kibaum, 2008; Tanter et Toubon, 1999).
Housing policies are also important in Europe, whaany immigrants live in social housing
(Musterd, 2005). In particular, the accessibilitysocial housing to immigrants and the
spatial distribution of social housing across arithiw urban agglomerations have been
shown to influence the concentration of immigrasgsveen and within cities (Bonnal et al.,

2012; Verdugo, 2012).



The segregation of immigrants must also be intéegras a dynamic phenomenon due
to the contrasting effects of immigrant inflowstfbaws and the progressive spatial
incorporation of the existing population of immigts. The length of stay in France varies
widely across groups of immigrants who arrived dgnnore and less favourable economic
periods. Newly arrived immigrants often live dispootionately in port-of-entry
neighbourhoods located in large cities, charaadrisy a large presence of immigrants
(Simpson, 2005; Simpson et,&008; Bolt et al., 2008; Zorlu and Mulder, 201BY.
contrast, as their economic and social outcomesavep immigrants already settled tend to
incorporate over time through positive residentiability, which usually implies greater

contact with majority members (Massey and Dentd#8).9

However, measuring the relationship between inaatmmn and years of residence is
complicated because complete trajectories areebgition, not observed for recent
immigrants, and researchers can only extrapolatéutiure evolution for more recently
arrived cohorts. These complications imply thatreestigation of incorporation patterns
using cross-section data can generate erroneogtusans if the data exhibit strong cohort

specificities (see e.g., Borjas 1985; Abramitzkple012).

In addition, neighbourhoods must be perceived asuyc environments where
residential mobility is permanent (Manley and vaant] 2011). Most neighbourhoods are far
from being completely homogenous, either ethnicatlgocially. Residential mobility and
spatial dispersion are major phenomena, even maahy concentrated neighbourhoods
(Simpson, 2004, 2005, 2007; Simpson et2408). In France, Sweden, Norway and the
Netherlands, considerable spatial mobility has lwkexumented, often into neighbourhoods
with better characteristics for immigrants of ailgins (Brama, 2008; Musterd and van
Kempen, 2009; Pan Ké Shon, 2010; Andersson,e2@10), thus suggesting an ongoing,

progressive incorporation process.



2 — Data and methods
2.1- Data

This study uses 25% sample extracts of the 1968,11982, 1990, 1999 and 2007 French
population censuses. In contrast to previous cesstise 2007 census was based on the
aggregation of five annual census surveys. Whiwipus longitudinal studies had to rely, for
confidentiality purposes, on large spatial divis@uch as municipality (Safi 2009), we were
able to use a restricted access version contadetajled information on location and

nationality at the census block level for all years

The estimates are calculated at the census traedf Bnd our aim was to use the most
homogenous units possible over time. For the 19@92807 censuses, we use tHets
Regroupés pour I'Information StatistiGu#RIS), a socio-spatial division equivalent to a
census tract introduced by the “Institut Nationalla Statistique et des Etudes Economiques”
(INSEE), the French statistical institute in 1988 municipalities of at least 10,000
inhabitants. It delineates geographic areas withwamage population of 2,500, as defined by
geographical criteria such as major streets, rgillvees and watercourses. However, the
IRISs are unavailable for censuses before 1999ndasure the evolution of segregation
using a homogeneous level from 1968 to 1990, wetoacted “pseudo-IRISS” using
information from the location of households at teasus block levélTo do so, we designed
an algorithm aggregating adjacent census blockset@ie a zone with a population of

approximately 2,500 inhabitants.

A comparison between indices of dissimilarity estied with IRISs or pseudo-IRISs

in 1999, where IRISs are available and pseudo-IR#8sbe constructed, indicates relatively

! A census block is the smallest geographic unitl lsethe INSEE. It is a spatial division
containing on average 500 individuals.



negligible differences between the two indicesjdad obtained with pseudo-IRISs were
between 1 and 2 percentage points lower than hiatséned using IRISs. These small
differences suggest that the use of pseudo IRI®big relatively innocuous for measuring

segregation patterns.

A limitation of the French census data is thatalréval year in France was not
collected in censuses prior to 1999. Consequentign we analyse how the spatial
incorporation of immigrants varies with their lehgtf stay in France across cohorts, we must

rely exclusively on 1999 and 2007 census data.
2.2- Measurement of segregation

Because immigrants are concentrated in large wabeas and rarely reside in rural areas and
small cities, the sample is restricted to urbanstebntaining at least 50,000 inhabitants. We
focus on two indices of residential segregatiossidhnilarity and isolation, which are related
to two crucial dimensions of segregation, evenaasksexposure, respectively (Massey and
Denton, 1988). The index of dissimilarity (hencéfioiD) estimates the proportion of
individuals from a particular group who would ndgedhange the census tract for their group
and the rest of the population to be distributemiémtical proportions in all census tracts (or

other socio-spatial divisions). The index is givmsn
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where for each urban unit, the IDs are calculated at the IRIS levelsing immigrants of a
given national origin or geocultural region witlspect to the rest of the population. The term

G, denotes the number of immigrants living in cersast i , and G, is the total number of

2 An urban unit is defined by the INSEE as a senohicipalities consisting of a continuous
built-up area and a population of at least 2,00@lnitants.



immigrants in the urban unit. The terms and N, refer to the number of inhabitants in the

census tract and in the urban area, respectivetydemot belong to the immigrant group,

which by definition includes immigrants from othgroups.

To calculate the “average” dissimilarity for theiiempopulation of the immigrant
group, we follow Cutler et a(2008) and report the weighted average indexsighilarity
ID across urban units, weighted by the proportiothefimmigrant group in each urban unit:

ID :z%xlou

u

whereG is the total number of immigrants from a groupoasrall urban units in the
population. We exclude urban units with fewer tb80 individuals in the immigrant group

from the weighted averag&( >500).

We measure isolation following Bell (1954) by usthg percentage of the immigrant

group in the area occupied by the average immidrant the group. The index is given by:

G,
population,

_Z G, G

U

where population, refers to the total population of tract u. As floe dissimilarity index, we

calculate a weighted average across urban areas th& proportion of immigrants in each

urban unit as the weight.

One difficulty in interpreting the dissimilarity dexes is that they might differ from
zero even if the group is allocated randomly acuwsts (Carrington and Trostke, 1997). In
practice, the risks of obtaining non-zero indexethe case of a random allocation are
substantially larger for small groups. The isolatindex is also, by definition, sensitive to the
overall size of the immigrant group under consitera Consequently, longitudinal and

cross-sectional comparisons of segregation indioeslifficult to interpret unless the groups



are of equal size in a given year and over timeaddress this issue, we estimate the
dissimilarity and isolation index that would haweeh observed for each group in each urban
area if the allocation across census tracts hadl taelom. Specifically, we simulateahdom
indexes10 times to obtain an average random dissimjlaitd isolation indeX.Then, we
calculate an adjusted index using the differen¢edsen the observed and the random index
for each group. This index can be interpreted aisgfdahe standard index, which cannot be

explained by the random allocation of the groumssicensus tracts.

The segregation indices, such as those considematpare useful to describe the
average evolution of segregation across group®aedtime. However, as shown by Bell
and Machin (2013) in the case of the UK, theseceslimight conceal important changes in
the distribution of immigration across areas. Irtipalar, Bell and Machin (2013) found that
it is possible to observe a decrease in averagega&ipn indices and an increase in the
proportion of mildly segregated neighbourhoods #iameously. This can happen if a
decrease in the proportion of heavily segregatéghbeurhoods outweighs the effect of an
increase in the proportion of immigrants in mildggregated neighbourhoods. To document
more clearly how segregation patterns have chaogedtime, we report, in addition to the
indices, the distribution of immigrants across eensacts with different proportions of

immigrants from their own group and from all groupsheir population.

2.3 — Limitation of the study

3 Because of the large sample size of the censas tiatestimates of the average random
dissimilarity indexes for all groups require appgmately 30 hours per census year. In
practice, these simulations exhibited extremelylsst@andard deviations (less than 0.01 for
most groups). We also experimented with 50 simaatifor certain groups and found the
results qualitatively identical.

“ By definition, the ‘random’ isolation index appimately equals the share of the immigrant
group in the urban area population. Consequentiyapproach is equivalent to subtracting
the percentage of the group in the total populdtiom the original isolation index, as
performed by Cutler et al. (2008). Empirically, bhabhethods yield similar results.



A limitation of our study is that we cannot inclutd&cond-generation immigrants” in the
analysis because of data limitations and thus dazapiure how the overall concentration of
broadly defined minority groups has evolved overetf Considering second generations
might have an important effect, particularly onlagimn indexes, if they tend to live in the
same census tract. In 2007, the proportion of dekods in the population was 12%, whereas

the proportion of immigrants was 10%.

However, throughout Europe, many studies have esigpdd that second-generation
immigrants are better incorporated socially andiafpathan are their parents. Second-
generation immigrants, particularly those with oraéive-born parent (Zorlu and Mulder,
2010), frequently live in census tracts betteragid on the socio-spatial scale (Friedrichs,
1998; Musterd and Ostendorf, 2009; Zorlu and Lat2©@9). In France, children of
immigrants tend to live in census tracts with lowages of social housing and lower

unemployment compared with those of their pardpé (Ké Shon and Scodellaro, 2011).
3 — The composition of immigration has changed

Similar to other European countries, immigratios baanged widely during the last decades.
From 1968 to 2007, the proportion of immigrantshiea population of urban units of more
than 50,000 inhabitants increased from 8.6% to%1& gross increase of 35% in 40 years.
This change has been gradual, and the total Iéveldroigration in France is near the Western
European average. Over this period, the geograpdricgns of immigrants have also shifted
from European to non-European, specifically fromteern European to North and Sub-
Saharan African immigrants. The proportion of namdpean immigrants in the population

has increased in gross terms by 190%, from 2.7%9&8 to 7.8% in 2007.

> Data on second-generation immigrants are notateliein French censuses.
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Consequently, the arrival period of immigrants a@j@8eb5 years currently residing in
France varies widely according to their origins2007, Italians and Spaniards were the most
senior group of immigrants. The median year ofvairior these immigrants is 1966, 1973 for
the Portuguese, 1986 for Moroccans and Tunisiad<.889 for Algerians and Turks. Sub-

Saharan Africans are the most recently arrivedgueith a median arrival year of 1993.

The relationship between length of stay in Framzrasidential integration is
therefore currently more unfavourable for North &udb-Saharan Africans than for southern
European immigrants. The period of stay in Frainse eoincides with contrasting economic
periods. Most non-European migrants, particuladp-Saharan Africans, arrived during
periods of high unemployment. Recent studies basathtural experiments have
demonstrated that better economic conditions winemanigrant arrives have a lasting effect
on the immigrant’s subsequent income and correléteresidence in less immigrant-dense

areas (Aslund and Rooth, 2007).
4 — Overall reduction in concentration from 1968 td2007

From 1968 to 1990, despite an increase in the nuariea change in the characteristics of
immigrants, the concentration across census tressliminished for most immigrant groups
(Table 1A). It decreased rapidly from a relativkeigh level for Algerian and Portuguese
immigrants and slightly more moderately for TunisaMoroccans, Italians and Spaniards.
This decrease is observed using both traditiondlaalusted indices. Interestingly, the
decrease in concentration occurred between 1968 @it a period when the proportion of

North African in the total population increased 58%m 1.85% in 1968 to 2.81% in 1975).

After 1982, the level of concentration has decréadightly for southern European
immigrants and Algerians and has remained broaatgtant for all other non-European
immigrants, except Turkish immigrants. Notably, thiggerence in concentration between

European and non-European immigrants has remaimgthnged over the period studied;
11



adjusted levels of concentrations were approximaelpoints higher in 1968 and 2007 for

Algerians and Moroccans compared with Spanishatiait immigrants.

Turkish immigrants are an important exception &sthpatterns. Adjusted indices
indicate a rapid increase from 1968 to 1982, foddiy more moderate increases. These
changes are correlated with the large increadeeiin proportion in the population, a
proportion that has quadrupled over the periodistuffrom 0.14% in 1968 to 0.53% in

2007).

The reduction of segregation from 1968 to 2007se abserved at the geocultural
level for immigrants from North Africa and southdtorope (Table 1B). The change during
the 1970s is notably different for other non-Eupgroups, which were rare in the
population until the 1980s. Partly reflecting the@oge in their proportion in the population, a
large difference exists between observed and adjudssimilarity indexes for immigrants
from Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and the MiddistEThese differences illustrate the
importance of correcting the indices when group$ wapidly changing populations are
considered. Whereas the adjusted indices incraa@gel 882, the traditional dissimilarity

indexes decrease over the same period by 4 toih8po
[Insert Table 1 here]

The rapid decrease in dissimilarity indexes fror68.& 1990 for immigrants from
southern Europe and Maghreb is consistent with ngjblic policy changes that affected
immigrant housing conditions during this decaderimthe 1970s, the government granted
immigrants access to recently built public housmgn attempt to eradicate immigrant slums
located around major French cities. Our resultgssithat a considerable spatial diffusion
occurred during a relatively brief period when ghems(bidonvilles) where a large

proportion of immigrants from Maghreb and Portugate living, were replaced by more

12



varied types of housing, including immigrant workdrostels, first allocations in social

housing (Verdugo 2013) and private-sector accomutimua
5 — A relatively moderate level of isolation from 268 to 2007

For the ageing and shrinking groups of immigrarasnfsouthern Europe, isolation indices at
the national and the geocultural level are low emlstantly declining between 1968 to 2007
(Table 2). For non-European groups, isolation ieslicave increased moderately by less than
2 points for groups with a growing population, sashMorocco or Turkey, have declined for
groups from southern Europe and for Algeria andaiesd stable for Tunisia. These
differences partly reflect the effect of changethie proportion of the groups in the
population; corrected indices indicate a slighttyafier increase for Morocco and a more

substantial decrease for Algeria.

In Panel B, when measured at the more aggregatenligeral level, the isolation
indices tend to increase but, again, correctect@indicate that this increase largely reflects
the increase in the population of the groups. @beckindices are relatively stable over time,
except for East Asia and the Middle East duringlt®e0s, a period when these groups were

rare in the French population.
[Insert Table 2 here]

Overall, a major insight of these findings is ttie isolation indices for non-
Europeans are relatively low during the entire gurthey never exceed 5%, when groups are
defined at the national level, and 10%, when defiaiethe geocultural level. In addition, the
indices are sometimes declining, and more impdstand dramatic change was observed in
observed or corrected isolation during the perardhiost groups despite the fact that the

proportion of non-European immigrants in the popatamultiplied by 2 during the period.

13



A detailed analysis of the proportion of immigrgnbups across census tracts in 2007
debunks certain myths, such as the existence obratimic census tracts leading to the
existence of ghettos in France. Sixty percent giefihns live in census tracts, where they
account for less than 5% of the population (FigFEwer than 10% of Algerian immigrants
live in census tracts, where their group represerate than 10% of the population. Similar
patterns are observed for immigrants of other natiorigins, who are even less concentrated
with members of their own group. Overall, no imnaigir group defined by national origin
forms a majority in any census tract in metropalikance. Approximately 90% of
Algerians, Moroccans, Tunisians and Turks liveengsus tracts where they represent fewer

than 10% of residents.
[Insert Fig. 1 here]

In addition, we also found no evidence of ethnithdiawal at the geocultural level
(Fig. 2). More than 90% of North African immigrartshe most concentrated group along
with Asians—Ilive in census tracts, where they repnt less than 20% of the population.
Ninety percent of Sub-Saharan Africans and immiggrémom the Middle East live in census
tracts, where they represent less than 10% ofdpelption. No other group forms a majority
in the population. These findings confirm the olsagons of other European studies for the
United Kingdom (Finney and Simpson, 2007; Simp&a©5), Belgium (Kesteloot, 1986),

and Germany (Munch, 2009).
[Insert Fig. 2 here]
6 — An increased proportion of immigrants in the casus tracts from 1968 to 2007

Even if the proportion of individuals from the samaional or geocultural origin in the
census tract has remained relatively low, thisiktymight hide the fact that immigrants

from all originshave clustered increasingly in the same censatstoger time. To

14



investigate this possibility, in this section, wecdment the changes in the proportion of
immigrantsfrom all originsacross different groups of immigrants by focusingnon-

European immigrants.

In 1968, 80% of non-European immigrants in Framngsdlin neighbourhoods with
between 0% and 20% immigrants (Fig. 3). Forty yéstes, only 53% of immigrants lived in
neighbourhoods with less than 20% immigrants. Thies that, in a paradoxical way, the
large increase in the proportion of non-Europeamignants in the population from 1968 to
2007 was followed by a decrease in the proportiamoa-European immigrants living in
census tracts composed of between 0% and 15% imm#mBy contrast, we observe a large
increase in the proportion living in census tractsnposed of between 20% and 40%
immigrants. However, more than half of non-Europgamigrants live in census tracts
composed of less than 20% immigrants, and onlyfifttelive in census tracts that could be

characterised as “immigrant enclaves”, with moentB0% of immigrants in the population.
[Insert Fig. 3 here]

Across different groups, in 2007, the distributairthe proportion of immigrants in
census tracts is similar for all non-European inmamgs (Fig. 4). Only ten percent of North
Africans, Sub-Saharan Africans and Asians liveansus tracts with more than 35% of
immigrants. Less than 5% of these immigrants liveensus tracts with more than 40%
immigrants. Moreover, less than 1% of individuats1i these three groups of non-European
immigrants live in census tracts where immigraotsifa majority of the population, and no

census tract is comprised of more than 55% immtgran
[Insert Fig. 4 here]

At the extreme end of the distribution, among tBecénsus tracts with the highest

proportion of immigrants in France in 2007, 9 cenacts are located in the Paris region,

15



with 7 of these in thdépartemenof Seine-Saint-Denis (the so-called “9-3” aren)tHese
census tracts located in Clichy-sous-Bois, La Ceuve, Aubervilliers, Saint-Denis, Paris®13
(the so-called “Chinatown” census tract), Creil &mohtpellier in the south of France,
immigrants represent a majority (between 50% arid)adf the population. They polarise
much of the media attention and are often usedfeér the current state of segregation in
France. However, far from representing the situmatibmany immigrants, these census tracts
appear to be extreme and atypical examples. Thgogion of non-European immigrants
living in census tracts comprised of more than 30f#igrants has declined over this period,

from 1.3% in 1975 to 0.6% in 2007.

In sum, the most striking feature of the previaunsgihgs is the high level of socio-
spatial dispersion of immigrants of all origins.iFimplies that most non-European
immigrants in France have been residentially inoafed. Incidentally, such an inclusion
into the French social fabric might have made inramgs more visible and exposed them to
xenophobia. Had their spatial isolation been &y would have disappeared from the

notice of native-born citizens and from public discse (Wacquant, 2007).

7 — Both the concentration and the proportion of inmigrants in the census tract

diminishes over time

As discussed earlier, the residential incorporatibimmigrants in the host society might
increase with the length of residence. To quanhify process, we investigate the relationship
between spatial segregation and length of stayande using data from 1999 and 2007

Censuses in which information concerning the afgear is available.

As the size of the sub-groups varies widely, foapaect interpretation, it is
particularly important to focus on the correctediees because observed indices depend
strongly on the size of the subgroups. For mostB@mpean groups, we found that corrected

dissimilarity indexes tend to decrease with leraftetay (Table 3). In particular, for Sub-
16



Saharan African immigrants or immigrants from Easi, there is a 10 point gap in 2007
and in 1999 between immigrants who had arrived rttae 30 years prior and those who had
arrived in the past five years. However, differenaee smaller for immigrants from North
Africa. After a decrease for the first 20 yearsadidence in 2007, the index increases by 3
point again. For immigrants from southern Europecliear changes over time are observed,

but their concentration levels are very low ands@sdependent of their length of residence.
[Insert Table 3 here]

Next, we investigate how the characteristics ofdiesus tract vary with length of
stay in France while controlling for the effectdifferences in observable characteristics
across immigrants groups over time (Table 4). Tiwedr regressions estimate the likelihood
that in 1999 and 2007, immigrants from differendbgdtural groups live in a segregated
census tract. The dependent variables are the pi@p@ the census tract of immigrants
eitherfrom the same geocultural origor from all origins We estimate a different intercept
for each geocultural group and length of residetiues implying that these estimates can be
interpreted as the average of the group conditionaither characteristics. Control variables
included in the model are age and age squarednairigin, qualifications, socio-
occupational category correlated with employmeatiust and size of household (i.e., number
of children). Fixed effects for each urban unit afso introduced to absorb the systematic
differences in the proportion of migrants in thgplation across urban areas. To save space,
we only report the coefficients concerning the @Seof the length of residence in France and

age.
[Insert Table 4 here]
These results reveal a clear general trend: whetetigth of residence in France

increases, immigrants tend live in census tractis aiower proportion of immigrants from

their own group and from all origins. For the pradpmm of immigrants from their own group,
17



the effects are between 1% for subs-Saharan ABigaB007 to 0.2% in 1999. The pattern is
similar in 1999 and 2007 for North Africans and igrants from the Middle East, but
incorporation seems more extensive for immigrammfEast Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa

in 2007.

In Columns 3 and 4, we obtain a larger effect efléngth of residence in the
proportion of immigrantérom all originsin the census tract, with a 2% difference for Nort
Africa and East Asia after 30 years in France.regngly, in 1999, we observe broadly
similar incorporation patterns across groups tha20i07 but we tend to find a lower effect of
the length of residence for Sub-Saharan Africanver@ll, the evidence suggests that length
of residence affects both the concentration (T@8pkend the census tract characteristics
(Table 4). While the estimated effect on concernafior some groups is important
(approximately 10 point decrease for Asia and Sabagan Africa), we find a U-shape
pattern for North Africans in 2007 which probabéflects important changes in composition
of this group over time. By contrast, the effeatstioe share of immigrants in the census tract
controlling for characteristics observed (Table® modest but real and observed for all

groups with broadly similar intensities.

Obviously, a major limitation of these resultshattthey potentially confound the
effect of changes in the composition of individuatsoss cohorts with the true effect of
length of residence on spatial incorporation. Ferrtiesearch on this point, in particular

studies using panel data, would be needed to disgla the respective role of each factor.
8 —Conclusion

The growth in the proportion of immigrants in thepplation between 1968 and 2007 has
increased the proportion of immigrants in certansus tracts but has had a limited effect on
their segregation. The transformation of immignatio France (from southern European to

African and Asian) has accompanied a decreasingertration for most immigrants across
18



census tracts since 1968. The large decrease imgnaumh concentration that occurred
between 1968 and 1975 reflects, among other ththgampact of slum eradication and the
increased access to social housing for immigradésiaut, 2004). By contrast, the slight
increase in segregation or its stagnation sinc® $8ggests the presence of other less
favourable factors, particularly unfavourable eaoroconditions and the impact of unequal
immigrant inflows across national groups (Pan Kérgt2013). The increase in the number of
migrants has also increased the proportion of aunated census tracts containing between
25% and 40% immigrants in the population. Theseradictory trends of the two main

dimensions of immigrant segregation are often okeskin the rest of Europe.

In addition, our findings clearly suggest that gggtion in France is not mono-ethnic.
No census tract exists in which Arab, African, @iak immigrants represent most of the
population. The length of residence in the cougtegerally favours the spatial incorporation
of migrants, with lower concentrations and lowesgmrtions of immigrants in the census
tract over time, but the process is lengthy (Mukterd Ostendorf, 1998), and sometimes, the

differences are modest.

The stereotypes of “ghettos” and “failed immigrartegration” of thebanlieuesn
France contradict our empirical findings. A portiinFrench elites, who retain a biased
image of the residential situation of immigranigluenced to some extent by the image of
the American “ghetto”, seem unaware of the extémh® spatial incorporation that has
occurred silently. The focus of public discoursetloe most segregated and most deprived
census tracts conceals that most immigrants arglim census tracts that are ethnically

varied.

Demonstrating the residential integration of mastnigrants does not mean
concealing that concentrated neighbourhoods éiatever, it is necessary to impartially

report how deeply migrants are segregated. Thewruexcessive dramatisation of

19



immigrants’ segregation causes the public to peecenmigration as a problem at a time

when moderation and clarification are necessary.
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Table 1 — Indices of dissimilarity %

A - ...by national origin

Observed Indices Diff. (Observed - Random Indices)
Year 1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007|1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007
Algeria 53 44 41 40 40 40 41 33 31 29 29 31
Morocco 54 47 44 42 43 41 33 29 30 29 30 30
Tunisia 43 41 38 38 40 40 26 24 24 23 24 25
Turkey 52 56 56 55 58 55 25 27 34 35 37 38
Italy 27 25 24 24 27 27 18 14 13 12 12 12
Spain 31 29 26 25 28 28 20 17 13 11 11 10
Portugal 51 37 32 28 30 30 35 26 22 17 18 18

B - ...by “geocultural” origin

Observed Indices Diff. (Observed - Random Indices)

Year 1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007|1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007

Sub. Africa 47 51 46 41 38 37 |25 29 31 27 26 28
North Africa 43 38 37 36 38 38 |33 29 29 28 30 31
East Asia 60 57 51 44 4138 |20 24 33 30 27 26
Middle East 47 50 45 40 45 42 |24 26 28 25 28 28
South-Europe 25 24 21 20 2222 |18 16 14 12 13 13
Other European26 27 27 26 27 27 |16 16 16 15 14 16

Sources: French censuses.
Reference population: Urban units of more than @Dj@habitants.

Notes: The left panel displays the weighted avedaggmilarity indexes across urban units.
The right panel displays the difference betweerothseerved and a random index weighted
average. A break in series occurred in 2007 wighiitiplementation of the redesigned
Census.
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Table 2 — Indices of isolation %

A - ...by national origin

Observed Indices Diff. (Observed - Random Indices)
Year 1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007|1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007
Algeria 58 6.0 55 43 4250 42 39 32 23 22 27
Morocco 33 35 35 37 4651 28 26 23 24 30 31
Tunisia 22 25 26 24 2323 1.3 15 15 13 13 14
Turkey 16 23 25 29 3737 12 19 19 22 29 238
Italy 53 44 35 29 2321 1.2 11 08 0.7 07 0.6
Spain 38 34 25 20 1613 12 11 07 05 04 04
Portugal 48 45 38 31 3129 37 22 15 11 11 11

B - ...by “geocultural” origin

Observed Indices Diff. (Observed - Random Indices)
Year 1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007|1968 1975 1982 1990 1999 2007
Sub. Africa 25 27 33 33 3649 20 22 23 20 18 23
North Africa 68 79 81 74 79091 43 44 41 35 40 46
East Asia 09 10 4.0 42 4445 07 07 33 30 29 28
Middle East 16 22 23 26 3234 11 17 15 16 22 22
South-Europe 7.4 7.2 59 49 4340 1.8 18 13 10 10 1.0
Other European4.2 3.8 32 28 26 3.1 1.2 13 11 09 09 1.0

Sources: French censuses.

Reference population: Urban units of more than @Dj@habitants.

Notes: The left panel displays the weighted aversgation indexes across urban units. The

right panel displays the difference between theeplesi and a random index weighted
average. A break in series occurred in 2007 wighiitiplementation of the redesigned

Census.
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Table 3 — Effect of years of residence on segregati Indices of dissimilarity %

o Difference
Observed indices )
(Observed - Random Indices)

Years of residence in 11- 16-
France 0-5 06-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 >30|0-5 6-10 15 20 21-30>30

Sub. Africa 2007 41 43 47 45 41 44 26 23 19 20 20 16
1999 55 62 64 63 60 67 27 26 22 18 15 10
North Africa 2007 41 45 47 44 41 37 29 26 22 21 24 25
1999 40 53 54 52 45 46 27 30 22 28 28 32
East Asia 200746 53 54 52 45 46 26 25 23 21 24 18
1999 62 75 75 67 71 66 36 25 28 20 11 12
Middle East 200750 59 62 56 48 51 27 22 19 22 20 17
1999 60 74 78 77 69 57 21 19 14 13 12 10
South-Europe 200732 53 50 48 39 24 14 12 13 13 9 13
1999 25 57 64 67 34 2 9 17 12 9 9 7

Sources: French censuses.

Reference population: Urban units of more than @Dj@habitants.

Notes: The left panel displays the weighted avedaggmilarity indexes across urban units.
The right panel displays the difference betweerothserved and a random index weighted
average.
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Table 4 — The effect of length of residence in Frae on the share of immigrants in the
census tract in 2007 and 1999 for non-Europeans. &act, OLS estimates.

Share of immigrants
. from thesame Share of immigrants
Dependent variable o s
geocultural originin | from all originsin the
the census tract census tract
Length of residence in France| 2007 1999 2007 1999
> 30 years 8.11 7.23 10.7 9.5
(2.17) (2.49) (2.51) (2.57)
21-30 years 8.13 7.83 11.13 10.31
North (2.17) (2.49) (2.52) (2.56)
Africa |11 - 20 years 8.43 7.84 11.76 10.68
(2.17) (2.49) (2.51) (2.56)
<10 years 8.83 8.02 12.74 11.01
(2.16) (2.49) (2.50) (2.56)
> 30 years 4.00 3.56 11.05 10.12
(2.17) (2.49) (2.52) (2.57)
Sub 21-30 years 4.39 3.55 11.57 10.18
Sah“aran (2.18) (2.49) (2.51) (2.57)
Africa |11 -20 years 4,72 3.80 12.23 10.79
(2.17) (2.49) (2.51) (2.57)
< 10 years 5.04 3.76 12.55 10.70
(2.17) (2.49) (2.51) (2.56)
> 30 years 4.37 3.76 10.21 10.06
(2.25) (2.49) (2.55) (2.57)
21-30 years 4.27 4.60 11.57 10.27
. (2.25) (2.53) (2.54) (2.59)
East-Asla 1720 years 455 4.44 13.09 11.48
(2.20) (2.53) (2.52) (2.59)
< 10 years 4,72 4.18 12.54 11.62
(2.18) (2.50) (2.51) (2.58)
> 30 years 2.65 3.02 10.81 9.89
(2.18) (2.49) (2.52) (2.57)
21-30 years 2.57 3.21 10.28 10.57
Middle (2.18) (2.50) (2.52) (2.57)
East |11 - 20 years 2.76 3.24 11.26 10.65
(2.18) (2.50) (2.51) (2.57)
<10 years 3.53 3.49 12.58 11.35
(2.17) (2.49) (2.50) (2.57)
Age 0.140 0.067 0.192 0.089
(0.020) (0.012) (0.025) (0.014
Age? /100 -0.156 -0.063 -0.169 -0.069
(0.022) (0.014) (0.027) (0.016
N 234572 | 178 379 234 572 178 379
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Reference population: Immigrants aged 20-65, haldaieference persons, Urban Unit>50,000 inhaldtant
arrived in France at 20 years old or more.

Source: French 2007 and 1999 census.

Interpretation: OLS estimates of a regression wiiegadependent variable is the share of immigrianiise
neighbourhood from the same geocultural origin (@oi 1 & 2) or from all origins (Column 3 & 4). Othe
variables included in the model control for ages aquared, type of household (5 categories), educgi
categories), SOC plus labour market activity (&gaties) and fixed effects for each urban unit (Glate
results are available upon request from the authBabust standard errors clustered at the cenacislével in
parenthesis.
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Fig. 1 — Distribution of immigrants groups by shareof immigrants from the same
national origin in the census tract in 2007
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Fig. 2 — Cumulative distribution of the immigrant group by share of immigrants from
the same region in the census tract in 2007
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Fig. 3 — Distribution of non-European immigrants byshare of immigrants from all
origins in the census tract from 1968-2007
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Fig. 4 — Distribution of immigrant groups and natives by share of immigrants from all
origins in the census tract in 2007
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