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ABSTRACT

Public Housing Magnets: .
Public Housing Supply and Immigrants’ Location Choices

This paper investigates how a reform allowing immigrants with children in France access to
public housing during the 1970s influenced their initial location choices across local labour
markets. We find that cities with higher public housing supplies have a large ‘magnetic effect’
on the location choice. The estimated effect is substantial and quantitatively similar to the
effect of the size of the ethnic group in the urban area. In cities with higher public housing
supply, these immigrants tend to benefit from better housing conditions, but non-European
immigrants are also more likely to be unemployed.
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Introduction

The economic outcomes of immigrants in their hagintries depend in large part on their
location. New immigrants are more likely to succeednomically if they are located in cities
with a higher labour demand. For these reasongnsexte research has been conducted on
whether the settlement patterns of new immigraespand to differences in local economic
conditionst The evidence from the literature is mixed and sstgthat other factors, such as
the availability of local ethnic networks, have agder influence on immigrants’ location

decisions.

Recently, a growing stream of literature has ingestd whether differences in
welfare availability also influence the location ioimigrants. It has been noted by Borjas
(1999) and others that unlike natives, recent imnamts might be disproportionately attracted
to places with more generous welfare policies bseaitially, they do not have any local ties
to a particular regionLocalised differences in welfare benefits miglteatt large numbers of
immigrants to relatively generous regions, andehefows might be more difficult to absorb
by the local labour market.

In this paper, we examine the impact on the looatizoice of a welfare program that
is quite important for immigrants: public housiRublic housing is currently a major policy
issue in many countries, particularly in Europel896, public housing accounted for more
than 40% of the total housing stock in the Nethmlta 20% in Austria, the United Kingdom,
Sweden, and Denmark; and more than 10% in Germimelnd, France, and Belgium

(Priemus and Dieleman, 2002).

1 See, for example, Jaeger (2001,2008), Borjas (2@zLier et al. (2005), and Bartel (1989)
for the U.S., Pischke and Velling (1997) for Gerpddesplanques and Tabard (1991),
and Jayet and Ukrayinchuk (2007) for France.

2 For the U.S., Borjas (1999) finds evidence ofriatéions between welfare and the location
choices of immigrants, while Kaushal (2005) repadsmpact. Giorgi and Pellizzari
(2009) report a positive effect of differences ielfare benefits across European states.
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In most of these countries, immigrants are dispribmaately represented in public
housing. In Amsterdam, more than 80% of Turkish Bladoccan immigrants lived in public
housing in 1990 (Musterd and Deurloo, 1997), antddndon, 40% of foreign-born residents
were social tenants (Rutter and Latorre, 2008)France, these rates are particularly high
among non-European immigrants; 50% of immigrantenfrAlgeria and Morocco lived in
public housing in 1999 (Verdugo, 2011b).

These figures suggest that public housing polic@s an important issue for
immigration policymakers. However, there has bedatively little systematic research to
date on the consequences of public housing polforesnmigrant outcomesin light of the
recent welfare magnet literature, an important jaress whether public housing influences
the spatial distribution of immigrantcrosslocal labour markets, leading them to live in
regions with better access to public housing buemally less favourable labour market
prospects.

This risk is not negligible because, in practiqegtel variations in the public housing
supply across localities may be quite dramatid989, in France, public housing rates ranged
from 13% of households in the urban area of Niced®%6 in Rouen. If public housing
influences location choices, cities with large kbmight receive a disproportionate share of
immigrants. Such a spatial mismatch might explaipart the high unemployment rates of
low-skilled immigrants observed in some Europeamtides, notably in France.

However, empirically identifying the effect of déffences in the public housing supply

on immigrants’ location choices and outcomes idialift because cities might differ

3 Previous important papers on public housing fodusainly on the U.S., where the supply
of public housing is very low and declining, wittslaare of only 3% of occupied rental
units in 2000 (Baum-Snow and Marion, 2009). Mangeya focused on the consequences
of living in public housing: see e.g., Jacob (20@Wrrie and Yelowitz (2000).

4+In France, the unemployment rate of immigrantsnfidaghreb or Africa was 16
points higher than that of natives in 2005 (VerdzfaD9).
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systematically in unobserved ways that affect tioation decision and are correlated with the
availability of public housing.

To overcome these difficulties, we exploit a poladyange in France that allowed the
access to public housing to new immigrants withdehn during the 1970s, while this group
was completely excluded during the 1960s. In agldjtive use immigrants without children
that are much less likely to be eligible to pulllmusing as a comparison group. We identify
the impact of public housing using a differencedifierences approach, where we compare
changesin the location choice of new immigrants with dnédn with respect to immigrants
without children before and after the implementatod the new policy. Under the hypothesis
that the two groups would have reacted similarlyptieer unobserved factors influencing the
location choice, a comparison of the changes inldation choices before and after the
policy can identify the causal effect of public kg on the location choices.

We find that a one-standard-deviation increase r(aqmately 9%) in the number of
public housing units per household in the urbam amereases the probability of choosing an
urban area with ‘average’ characteristics by apipnaiely 40%. As the probability of
choosing the average urban area is 3% in our saiti@enodel thus predicts that increasing
the public housing supply per household by 9 p.l.imcrease the probability of choosing
such an urban area to 4.2%. This effect is subataass it is quantitatively similar to the
estimated effect of the size of the ethnic grouimgj in the urban area.

These results are consistent with additional exademe provide that new immigrants
are less likely to live in overcrowded housing ities with a larger supply of public housing.
On the other hand, we also find that non-Europeam mmigrants are more likely to be
unemployed in these cities. Taken together, thesalts provide new evidence that public
housing might negatively affect the labour markedspects of immigrants while having a

positive impact on their housing conditions.



These results provide an important contributioth® debates on how best to provide
housing assistance for low-income families. Oneartgnt implication of our results is that
public housing policies might have important disatbages relative to programs such as
person-based vouchers, which can be more easilgtad;. In particular, our results suggest
that persistent spatial differences in the publicuding supply might influence the
composition of cities by attracting low-skill imnmants, which may be detrimental for the
labour market outcomes of these individuals.

These results notwithstanding, two caveats arerdero First, we do not investigate
the factors underlying the negative correlationensd between employment outcomes and
location in a city with a larger public housing plp This negative correlation could reflect
alternative mechanisms such as spatial mismatdghibeurhood effects or the negative
selection of individuals attracted by public hogsifurther research is needed to disentangle
the respective importance of each factor. Secopdptusing on the period just before and
after a policy change, we mainly capture the diedtetct of public housing on the location
choice. However, as public housing increases tlagesbf immigrants in some locations, it
will also have an indirect effect through the ci@abf new ethnic networks. The direct effect
of public housing that we estimate is thus a loweund of its total impact on immigrant
location.

The remainder of this paper is organised as foll&estion | discusses the theoretical
framework. Section Il discusses the data that we, asd Section Il provides relevant
institutional details about public housing and irgration in France. Section IV presents the
empirical model. Section V discusses the main edton results. Section VI provides
evidence on the effect of public housing on housiogditions. The final section provides

conclusions.



I.  How Public Housing May Affect the Location Choiceof

Immigrants?

Consider a simple spatial equilibrium model (sep ®loretti, 2011). Unlike the baseline
model in which all workers are identical, assumea ihdividuals differ only with respect to
their family size: there are households with antheut children. Two types of housing are
available in each city: private and public housifyivate housing is accessible to all
households, but public housing can only be usetiduseholds with children, and housing
costs are always lower in public housing. Individuaith large households will prefer to live
in public housing if sufficiently low rents compexts for the differences in utility related to
housing consumption in the public and private hogisiectors.

Following Borjas (2001), now assume there are figedts of moving. Fixed costs
may be explained by the existence of family or otbmial ties, for example, which might
deter natives’ internal migration, as emphasise@dryas (2001). For sufficiently large fixed
costs, differences in the public housing supplyl witt influence the location choice of
natives. In contrast, newly arrived immigrants halready paid the fixed costs of migration.
This implies that they should be more responsivelitierences in welfare benefits across
localities, as argued by Borjas (1999).

These theoretical implications can be generalisexhy welfare program with localised
variations in benefits. However, two key aspectpudilic housing can be underlined. First,
the benefits associated with living in public hagsare relatively large. In France, rents for

public housing were 40% lower on average than tirofee private sector during the 2000s

S Bouvard et al. (2009) argue that public housinghmalso attract immigrants, particularly
non-Europeans, because of the existence of disaiion in the private sector housing
market. Immigrants will also prefer public housihthey have to bear higher housing costs
in the private market than do natives becausesaiigination. Algan et al. (2011) provide
evidence that immigrants are not discriminatedragjan public housing and that the
allocation of families follows a strictly delimiteastiministrative process.
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(Trevien, 2013) and the 1990s (Le Blanc et al99@nd 30% lower during the 1970s (Durif
and Marchand, 1975). Thus, public housing offeverg good test for the welfare-magnet
hypothesis by introducing potentially more spateiiation in the benefits of settling in
different areas than other welfare programs.

Second, given that public housing constructiondarable, the spatial differences in
the supply across cities will be costly to adjustratime. Differences in supply might persist
over a long period of time and trigger persistdranges in the composition of the population
if public housing attracts households with speaharacteristics, such as immigrant

households.
[I. The Data

A key feature of the French case is the availgbdithigh-quality data on public housing and
immigrants over a relatively long time period. @oain analysis draws on the French Census
of Population and Housing for the years 1962, 196885, and 1982, which we supplement
with data from 1990 and 1999. The sampling ratxtsemely high: 5% for the 1962 Census;
20% for the 1975 Census; and 25% for the 1968, 19820, and 1999 Censuses. Such high
sampling rates ensure that we can study the lotatiboices of relatively narrow
subpopulations of immigrants separately withoutrnfigdarge sampling errors (Aydemir and
Borjas, 2011).

As in the rest of the literature, the focus of study is the initial location choice of
male ‘new immigrants’, who are defined as immigsawho declared that they were living
abroad at the time of the previous cers&e focus on males because most female migration
during the sample period was family-based. A newnignant is defined as being in a

household with children if he lives with at leaseachild.

¢ Unlike U.S. Census data, there was no variableaticig the arrival year for each foreign-
born individual until the 1999 Census.



Panel A of Table 1 presents the main charactesistidmmigrant inflows to France
from 1962 to 1999. Annual immigrant inflows duritige 1990s were lower than those during
the period before 1975, but they remained largeetimiess. Panel B describes the
characteristics of male new immigrants with andhaitt children for those who arrived in
1962-1968 and 1975-1982. New immigrants with cleiditended to be older and more
educated. For all groups, the education level of memigrants increased during the 1970s.

To approximate local labour markets, we use thiafgest urban areas with more than
100,000 inhabitants in 1982. These urban areas weosen by more than 86% of new
immigrants in 1968 and 1982olumn 4 of Table 2 shows the spatial distributainnew
immigrants in France across the largest urban afe&am many countries, immigrants tend to
be spatially concentrated: cities such as Parisnland Marseille receive much larger flows
of immigrants than do other cities.

In the French context, public housing refers taedrhnousing units managed by local
public housing authorities. One data constrainthet the 1968 and 1975 censuses did not
collect information on public housing. For thosenrge we approximate the number of public
housing units per urban area using the indicatedtoaction year of each building from the
1982 census on dwellings.

While public housing availability depends on botlpgly and demand factors, the
existing evidence suggests that the number of pigusing units per household might offer
a reasonable proxy. Data from the 1996 and the Hifi&sing Condition surveys indicates
that the average waiting period is, with few exaa, proportional to the number of public

housing units per household at the regional lef/gjure 1 shows a clear negative relationship

7 Because there were basically no demolitions ofipliousing units from 1968 to
1982, this method provides a relatively accurafg@amation for those years.

¢ The average waiting period for new inhabitantpublic housing is not collected in the
Census. Waiting times are not available on earmusing Condition surveys. The small
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between the log average waiting times and the fogublic housing per household across
regions. However, the region lle-de-France (in WhRaris is located) stands out as an

obvious outlier.
[1l.  Institutional Background of Public Housing

To address an acute housing crisis, the first magsinstruction plan for public housing was
launched in 1958.Panel C of Table 1 indicates that more than hilhe existing public
housing stock in 1999 was constructed between 351975. Construction rates declined
thereafter, but they remained relatively largereasing the share of public housing per
household from 25% in 1975 to 30% in 1999.

Public housing construction projects were undenialktgough cooperation between
the central government and local authorities (nyamlunicipalities) through local public
housing agencies. Politically independent municipalities could, irraptice, veto any
construction project. As a result of this decergeal organisation, large spatial disparities in
the public housing supply arose across urban ameBsance, as documented in Table 2. For
example, the urban area of Antibes had a very lopply in 1990, with 10% of public
housing units per household, while the urban anéa tive largest supply in 1990 was Rouen,

with 41%.

sample size does not allow for the estimation et#m waiting times for immigrants. See
Appendix for details.

° War damage created severe housing shortagesiéusygs rent control
implemented in 1948 drastically reduced new corsitns despite very high
demand.

0 Qver the sample period, public housing constrastioave been highly durable:
through 1999, there has been essentially no daeorobiff public housing units; in
addition, there have been no policies convertingipuinousing apartments into
condominiums as there have been in the U.S. (g8 S2007).

11 There exist approximately 820 different public bimg agencies in France. The boards of
these organisations are composed of local politscfeom different levels of the French
local and national administrations.



These spatial disparities can be explained by sévactors. First, part of the
dispersion of the initial stock of public housirgyrelated to variations in war destruction. As
described by Voldman (1997), the government usdaligphousing to accelerate the pace of
reconstruction in bombed cities. Second, accorthreyidence from Verdugo (2011a), a large
share of public housing was constructed in placgs higher housing demand during the
1960s. Given that public housing is durable, papaachanges and differences in the initial
public housing stock explain a large share of theation in the public housing supply over
the period2

An important factor is that the initial public haog stock is not related to
immigration. In practice, initial construction wisger in urban areas with fewer immigrants:
Figure 2a shows that there is a negative correlatietween the immigrant share of the
population and the stock of public housing in 19688ure 2b shows this negative correlation
appears to be spurious and disappears once cofdraléferences in bombing intensity are
included. The fact that the initial stock is not related tamigration rules out a direct

relationship between the settlement patterns ofigrants and the public housing stock.
Public Housing and Immigration

Eligibility rules for public housing are set by tleentral government and are thus uniform
across France. Eligible families can apply in anyniaipality, regardless of their current
location or nationality. Currently, the only reqenanents are to be legally living in France (as a
French citizen or migrant with a valid residencenpm® and to be living under a certain

threshold of income per unit of consumption, whiket at a rather high level.

12 eft-wing politicians have also usually been moréavour of public housing in the recent
period. However, the effect of differences in pot partisanship on the evolution of the
supply at the urban area level appeared to begielglibefore the 1990s: see Verdugo
(2011a).

2 Currently, the number of eligible families is terémes as large as the available
supply of public housing, and the average waitiagqal varies widely at the local
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However, the accessibility of public housing to imgrants changed drastically
between the 1960s and the mid-1970s. During the0g9éhe government wanted to
discourage the family-based migration of immigrdmsn Maghreb and to provide incentives
for return migration during periods of economic ddwrn (Weil, 2005). As a result, strict
rules limited the eligibility of immigrants; crudig, public housing agencies required
immigrants to first maintain residency for 10 yeaefore applying (Schor, 1996, p. 214),
which rules out an effect of public housing on igrants who arrived during the 1968s.
These discriminatory policies, combined with largemigrant inflows during the 1960s,
resulted in many immigrants living in slums neagrkah cities (Lequin, 2006).

In response to the increasing pressure from thégtdeliminate immigrant slums,
housing policy changed drastically throughout tB&0s, particularly after a new government
was elected in 1974 and decided to end immigratrignination with regard to the access to
public housing (Schor, 1996). As a result, non-Besm immigrants settled
disproportionately in public housing in the subsatudecades. Table 3 shows that the share
of immigrants participating in public housing inased by 10-15 percentage points for
immigrants from Africa and Maghreb from 1982 to @98nother remarkable feature is that
in 1999, approximately half of the immigrants frétaghreb lived in public housing in 1999,
a difference of 34 p.p. compared to natives. Intre@mn, neither the share of natives nor the
share of European immigrants living in public hagschanged substantially over the period.

A final important feature is that the participaticate in public housing varies widely
with respect to family status because most pubbasing units are large dwellings

specifically designed for families. Panel B of Tald shows that the participation rates of

level. In the extreme case of the Paris area, geesaiting times are currently
longer than five years (Guillouet and Pauquet, 2011

14 The participation rate of immigrants in public Bowg was much lower than that of
natives during the 1960s: Pingon (1976) reportsithd968, only 5.5% of foreign
workers in the urban area of Paris lived in pubbasing, compared to 15.3% of
natives.
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households without children or with only one persoa quite lowThis low participation rate
reflects in a large part that some of them cohwaftit other larger households in the same

public housing dwelling.
IV.  Empirical Methods

With this background, we turn to a discussion af @onometric methods for estimating the
impact of public housing on the location choicesnefvly arrived immigrants. The main
challenge in estimating the impact of public hogsmthat differences in supply across cities
might be correlated with the unobserved charadiesi®f the urban area that also influence
location choices. In particular, public housing jpots might be constructed as a response to
immigrant inflows that were driven by other factors

To address this issue, we exploit the above-meadiofact that public housing
authorities during the 1960s required immigranthave at least 10 years of residency in
France and that this condition was relaxed durmggrhid-1970s. Our strategy is to compare
the location patterns of new immigrants that adileetween 1962-1968 (observed in the
1968 Census), who should not have reacted to pufdicsing, with those who arrived
between 1975-1982 (observed in the 1982 Censuspataahtially had full access to public
housing® Using changes over time, we non-parametrically trobnfor the effect of
unobservable or omitted urban area characterigtatsare constant over time, such as average
temperature and other various amenities.

However, a key concern is the existence of trehdsdre correlated both with public
housing supply and the location choice. Followings€o and Lewis (2011), we use male
new immigrants in households without children asoeparison group. This group should
react similarly to changes in other unobservedofacbut not to public housing because they

are much less likely to be eligible. By differengibetween groups, we eliminate the potential

15 We do not use the arrival period 1968-1975 becdwsas a transition period during which
the access to public housing was only partialdfamigrants (see Weil (2005) p. 52).
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bias from the correlation between public housing ame-varying unobserved factors at the
urban area level that influence the location cheice

We use a discrete choice model where the dependeiable is one of the 57 urban
areas included in our sample. To facilitate the potation of the standard errors and
inference, as we are interested in a variabledhbt varies at the very aggregated urban area
level, we follow the two-step method of Berry et @995), which has been used recently to
analyse location choices in Bayer et al. (2007) Bager and McMillan (2012.

In the first step, assuming an additive stochastility function, we estimate the

following conditional logit model separately for oba group, denotedg, of male new

immigrants with and without children who arrivedrrance in 1962-1968 or in 1975-1982:
Uik = Zi1218° + Vi + B 1)

whereU,,, denotes the level of utility for a new immigrainfrom ethnic groug provided
by locationk that arrived between (Census) yeatl andt was observed in France in year
t. The unobserved component of utilgy, captures unobserved factors affecting utility.

The set of control variableg, , , accounts for characteristics specific to eachiethn
group in the location and includes the percentagmdividuals from the observed ethnic
group in the urban area population, their averagaber of years of education and the share

of immigrants from the group who were married. Véemmalise all predictors iz, , , to have

16 Some members of the comparison group might readifferences in supply if
they live with households eligible to public houwgitf this effect is non negligible,
our estimates yield lower bounds. However, as dsed below, we do not find
evidence that members of the comparison group iméteenced by public
housing.

7 The model is simplified here with respect to Beztyal. (1995) or Bayer et al. (2007)
because there are no random coefficients in teediep. The two-step method produces
conservative estimates of the standard error bedaesnumber of observations
corresponds to the number of locations in the eheet (Donald and Lang, 2007), which
corresponds here to the level of variation of caniable of interest. In addition, using a
linear model facilitates the treatment of endoggnaecause standard 2SLS methods can
be used.
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means of zero and standard deviations of one athesshoice set of each individuaNote
that this model cannot directly include individusbcio-demographic variables such as

education level because they do not vary acroesdgee e.g., Train 2003, p. 25).

The parametersy] are specific urban-area-by-census-year fixed tffdor each
group. These parameters capture the ‘adjusted’ ghibty of choosing a given urban area
after the effect ofZ, , , has been taken into account. The logistic fornthefmodel and the
standardisation ofz, ., imply that each parameter can be directly intdgureas the

percentagéncreasein the probability of choosing the reference urbasa when the variable
of interest increases by one standard deviation.
In the second step, we use this adjusted probalaidita dependent varialsidJsing

arrivals during 1962-1968 and 1975-1982, we fissineate separately for each grogp

ykgt = 5g pk,75e82+lgg pk,t—1+ r gk+ Xk,t—g g+ ukg (2)
where the terng, is an indicator function equal to one if the imnaigts are observed in the

1982 Census and zero otherwise. We estimate thikeihseparately for male new immigrants

with and without children. Our main coefficientioterest isd,, which captures the effect of

lagged public housing per househaig,; on the utility of immigrants arrived after 1975 T

18 This implies we use the relative dispersion oktheariables within ethnic group and year
averages rather than using the absolute valueeX@mple, the average share in the
population across urban areas is 1% for immigraxota Algeria and 0.01% for
immigrants from Cameroon. Normalising allows thieetf of a one standard deviation
increase in the share of immigrants in both grdodse similar.

2 In a discrete choice model, individual attributas only be included if they are
specified in ways that create differences in ytiitross the choice set, such as by
using interactions. We experiment with more flegiblodels below.

20 More precisely, the parametgf can be interpreted as the log ratio of the prditplof
choosing urban arela in periodt for group g with respect to the urban area. See the
Appendix for details.

21 The estimates of this second-stage regressiotoaastent because the sample size used in
the first- stage regression is always greater tharsquare of the number of alternatives
(Berry et al. 2004 ).
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rule out the possibility that the potential cortela between public housing and location
decisions comes from new housing that was buitegponse to immigrant flows, we use the
lagged stock of public housing as evaluated froenpitevious census.

The public housing magnet hypothesis is truedjf is positive and significantly

different from zero. We expect to find a significa&ffect of public housing on the location of
male new immigrants with children but no effectaosmall effect on those without children.

Estimates of the paramet#}, provide a test of our identification strategy: sfeuld find that

new immigrants do not react to differences in pubiousing before the reform if our
empirical strategy is valid.

The model also includes a full set of lagged urbera-specific covariateX, ., that

control for the effect of local labour market camahs on the two groups: we include the local
unemployment rate, regional differences in wages laousing costs, and the share of the
labour force employed in the manufacturing secéw.a proxy for the socio-demographic

characteristics of the urban area, we include taesof immigrants in the population, the

share of university graduates and the log of the fwopulation.

As discussed previously, these simple estimatesitnig biased if public housing is
correlated with time varying unobserved charadies<f the city. Under the hypothesis that
immigrants without children do not react directty public housing supply but react in a
similar manner to unobserved factors correlatet witblic housing, we can use a difference-

in-differences analysis to get rid of these bia¥és.use the following differenced model:

Vo= Ve =0Purslia* BRa* Tt X 8+ U, 3
where the dependent variabjé -y, capturedifferencesin the probability of choosing the

urban are& for immigrants who are married with children relatto the comparison group
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of immigrants without childrerr. By definition, the effect of any unobserved urbamea
characteristics common to both groups is differdnaet, while urban area-fixed effecks
controls for the differential effect of these chaeaistics. Similarly, in the differenced

specification, the vector X, accounts for the potential differential effect oftyc

characteristics on the relative location choicéheftwo groups.

If public housing supply is correlated with unohsst city-specific trends, estimates
using the model of equation (2) and the differemediferences model of equation (3) should
differ in an important way. We should also findigngficant correlation between the location
of immigrant without children and public housinghieh will reflect the effect of the
correlation with unobserved factors.

For the models of equation (2) and (3), we weidpet $econd-step regression by the
precision with which we estimate the sets of patanséen the first step.

Construction of the Instrument

The fact that we use immigrants without children aasontrol group and estimate the
differential response of those with children aties the risk of bias. However, previous
estimates would still be biased if public housingrev constructed in response to flows of
immigrant families who are attracted by an unobséractor that does not attract immigrants
without children.

We address this problem by using in alternativecifigations an instrument for

equation (3), which predicts the dispersion of publousing in 1975 but should have no

22 Denote byPkt and R, the probability of an individual with average cheteristicsZ,,, to

choose urban arda and the reference urban area indexed by 0, regpciWe have (see

Appendix) InP— =y, - This implies thaty,, — v, = R‘; —Inist. The second term is

ot kt 0,t
invariant across cities and it thus absorbed byritezcept.

23 The appropriate weight is the inverse of the stathdieviation of an observation.
Assuming independent sampling, it is the inversiefsum of the standard errors of the
parameter estimates for the model of equation (3).
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direct impact on the location choices of immigram@sir instrument relies on the previously
discussed fact that large differences in the publaising stock result from the great
variations in war damage across cities.

We construct a ‘destruction index’ by using difieces in bombing intensity during
the Second World War, reported by Florentin (198@) Middlebrook and Everitt (1990)
which we have adjusted to account for the fact soate cities were destroyed in the first part
of the war in 1940. We calculate the sum of the neinof bombings across municipalities of
the urban area weighted by the share of the papaolat the municipality obtained from the
1936 Census. We take the square root of this suatide for a non-linear effect.

Figure 3 shows that there is a strong correlatietwben the share of public housing
per household in 1975 and the intensity of destvactiuring the Second World War. In
addition, cities affected by war destruction weoeated all over France. Many destroyed
cities were in Normandy, Brittany or the North, ligstructions were also great in the East
(Saint-Etienne, Strasbourg, and Colmar) and thehSoluFrance (Toulon and Marseille) and
in several cities in the West (Saint-Nazaire angidrg.

The validity of this instrument relies on the hypesis that war destruction is not
correlated with the unobservable determinants efltication choice of immigrants that are
also correlated with the public housing supplyw#r destruction had a persistent effect on the
characteristics of bombed cities, this might vielathe exclusion restriction of this
instrumene* However, the fact that the models use differemrmesy time controls for the
persistent effect of bombing on cities. Similartiie fact that we also use the difference
between the location choices of families with anithaut children removes the effect of

unobserved factors that influence both groups aityiin a given time period.

24 Most of the literature finds that even the modtdective bombings had little
impact on city size or the distribution of econoradativities (Davis and Weinstein,
2002, 2008), city growth (Brakman et al., 2004jra poverty rate (Miguel and
Roland, 2011).
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V. Estimating the Effect of Public Housing on the Loction Choices

Main Estimates

We begin by presenting the estimates from the ¢mmdil logit model of equation (1) in
Table 4. We estimate a separate model for theittahoices of immigrants who arrived
between 1962-1968 and 1975-1982 (and thereforeolaserved in the 1968 and the 1982
Census, respectively). For each Census year, thielsiare estimated separately for those in
households with children and other immigrants.

As in previous studies, the results indicate thatthare of the national group in the
population is strongly positively correlated withet location choice. The estimates are
between 0.42 and 0.48 and are quite similar aggomgps and periods. They predict that an
increase of one standard deviation of this variabteeases the probability to choose the
‘average’ urban area by between 42 to 47%, which 1s3 to 1.4 p.p. increase in the initial
probability of 3%.

The estimates of other variables introduced inntioelel are more difficult to interpret.
The effect of the average age of the group is umguolisly negative but varies across
groups. The effect related to the average yearsdoication of the group is also often
negative, with the noticeable exception of couphgth children, for which it is positive
during the 1960s.

Table 5 and 6 presents the article’s main reslitthese specifications, the dependent
variables are the group- and year-specific urbaga-fiked effects, which measure the
‘adjusted’ probability of choosing an urban areinested using the previous conditional logit
model. Notice that to estimate the model, one udraa has to be dropped.

We start in Columns 1, 2 and 3 in Table 5 by présgnthe baseline model of
equation (2) estimated on couples with childrenlu@m 1 presents estimates of a simple

model without additional controls: we find a posttieffect of public housing after the policy
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change but a large negative main effect of pubbasmg. This last negative coefficient
reflects mainly the fact, discussed before, thatdistribution of public housing is negatively
correlated with the share of immigrants in the tmga (Figure 2a). In Column 2 and 3, we
include a full set of controls for city charactéids and the coefficient of the main effect of
public housing becomes small and statisticallygnsgicant.

Results in Columns 2 and 3 suggest that after 18i&dispersion of public housing
influenced significantly the location choices ofsnenmigrants with children. Quantitatively,
the effects appear strong. The estimates in Colnmdlicate that an increase of one standard
deviation in the share of public housing units peusehold (approximately 9 p.p. over the
sample period) increases the probability of chapsthe ‘average’ urban area by
approximately 12%. In Column 3, we add to the madalll set of urban areas fixed effects
which absorb the effect of constant over time dharacteristics. If the regressions were
simply picking up something unobserved that isteslao the urban area, then the exclusion
or addition of city fixed effects should change toefficient on public housing considerably.
If anything, the estimated effect is larger in thpgecification.

Because immigrants who are single should not respgondifferences in the public
housing supply, a direct estimate of the modelhm group offers a simple test for how much
the previous results are biased by unobserved gadfog factors. Columns 4, 5 and 6 shows
that public housing is not correlated with the loma choices of immigrants without children
after the reform, with each respective coefficieging small and statistically insignificant.

In Columns 7 to 9, we turn to evidence based ordifierence-in-differences model
of equation (3), where the dependent variable captthedifferencesin settlement patterns
between new immigrants with and without childres.&pected, since we found basically no
effect of public housing on immigrants without clén, these coefficients are very close to

those obtained previously. In Column 9, the modeludes both fixed effects and urban areas

19



characteristics which accounts for the differengiffiécts of city characteristics on the relative
location of each groups. The estimates are baffdgtad.

Next, we repeat the same analysis with the diffegen-differences model separately
on European and non-European immigrants in Tabte I6terestingly, the estimated
coefficients are substantially larger for both greun these specifications. This indicates
there is a substantial heterogeneity of preferebedween groups which is confirmed by an
inspection of the coefficient of the main effectpaiblic housing in columns (1) and (4) which
varies widely. When we take into account theseesyatic differences, the estimated effect of
public housing is multiplied by two. With parame&stimates close to 0.37 for Europeans
and 0.50 for non-Europeans when a full set of adsitrs included in the model, these
coefficients imply that the relative probability afioosing a location increases by between 40
to 50% when the public housing supply increase®ry standard deviation; this translates
into an increase of between 1.2 to 1.5 p.p. inb&seline probability of 3% of choosing the
average urban area. Such estimated effects arditqtimaly comparable to the effects of
ethnic networks reported in Table 4.

We graphically present the variations underlyingstn results in Figure 4 for non-
European immigrants. While there is no observableetation between public housing and
the relative location choices for immigrants ardve the 1962-68 period, there is a strong
positive correlation between the two for thosevadiin 1975-82, which is not driven by any
particular outlier. In particular, La Rochelle frotine sample does not practically affect the
parameter estimates.

Examining the Robustness to Alternative Specifoeti

We investigate the robustness of our estimates geraes of alternative specifications in

Tables 7 and 8. To save space, we focus on thestridas of the difference-in-differences

» \We estimate separate first stage models for Earopad non-European using Eq.
(1) to obtain the location probabilities used ageselent variables.
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model including fixed effects, and, as conducteglvimusly, we report separate estimates for
European and non-European immigrants.

In Panel 1 of Table 7, we account for the possibilhat some endogeneity may
remain in the public housing supply using the westdiction index previously described as
an instrumental variable. The results from the Bfireates confirm the positive effect of
public housing on the location choices of new immaings that are married with children. The
estimates tend to be quite similar to the corredpmn OLS estimate for non-Europeans,
while they are slightly lower for non-European ingnaints. The first-stage Fisher test statistic
indicates that the instrument is reasonably stromgh F-statistics close to 10 in all
specifications, they pass the weak instrument test.

The model presented so far ignored any heterogeimethe impact of public housing
across immigrants with respect to characteristicshsas education or ageHowever, we
have observed in Table 1 that the characterisfiogew immigrants with and without children
tend to differ and have evolved over time. New imants with children tend to be older and
more educated on average than those without childre addition, the share of educated
immigrants increases over time. If the responseptblic housing varies with the
characteristics of immigrants, immigrants withohildren might be an invalid control group.
Similarly, if immigrants that arrived in the 1968 very different from those that arrived in
the 1970s, our estimates might be affected by tbesgositional changes.

To address this issue, we adopt an approach inkspyréhe synthetic control method
of Abadie et al. (2010) that we adapt to our contéa discrete choice model. Our method is
to control for differences in characteristics asr@goups and over time by reweighting

individual observations such that the weightedrifigtion of education and age is similar in

26 As mentioned before, we cannot directly controlthe effect of education or any other
individual characteristics in the model becauseetthgcation of an individual is invariant
across cities and therefore cannot be identifigdi(if 2003).
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both the control and treated groups and also duroth periods of time. By keeping constant
the composition over time and across groups, otimates of the effect of public housing
between and after the policy change are by dedmithot affected by changes in the
distribution of immigrant characteristics over timebetween groups.

In Panel 2, we use reference weights based onistrébdtion of the education and a
of non-European immigrants in 1968. We use 24 diifned by the interaction between six
age groups and four education groeip3he results indicate that keeping constant the
distribution of education and age does not chahgecbefficient in an important way with
respect to the baseline specification. In Paned&,follow the same approach but use the
distribution of the education and age of non-Euamgein 1982 as a reference instead. As
observed in Panel C of Table 1, this group is neshgécated, which tends to put more weight
on more educated immigrants. We obtain broadlylamnesults.

In Panels 4 and 5, we directly investigate the logieneity of the response to public
housing for new immigrants with different educatlemels. In Panel 4, we restrict the sample
to individuals with an education level strictly @mfor to high school. We also observe positive
and statistically significant coefficients for boginoups with significantly larger coefficients
for European immigrants. In contrast, estimate$ Wigh school and university graduates in
Panel 5 are smaller and measured very impreci€algrall, there is much less evidence that
the public housing supply influenced the locatiboices of the most educated immigrants.

To probe the possibility of reverse causality, Pdnef Table 8 reports the estimates
of models that also include future measures ofpihlelic housing supply in 1990 using a

dynamic version of equation (2):

27 The groups of education are primary educatiomrséary education, high school
and university graduates. The age groups are youhge 25, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39,
40-44, and older than 45. Notice that we also rghtethe distribution of the
characteristics of European immigrants using tls&ridution of non-European
characteristics to derive whether differences betwgroups are due to differences
in characteristics.
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J7I::t _ylft = 582 pk,75e82+ Jlead pk,90682+ﬁ nq— 1+ r k+ uki'
Including the lead terms in the model enables actlitest of endogenous shifts in the public

housing supply following immigration. If the estititm of the lead coefficients,

lead iS
significant and positive, this can be interpretadeaidence of reverse causality, while an
estimate close to zero is consistent with the atesefh such an effect. Reassuringly, for non-
European immigrants, the results indicate thaggedd public housing supply appears to have
the highest impact on the location choice. For peam immigrants, the results are more
difficult to interpret: the coefficients on the teéerms are large and negative but statistically
insignificant. While these tests are not definititkey do provide some evidence that the
relationship between changes in the public housupply per capita and immigrant inflows is
not primarily driven by reverse causality.

Next, we investigate how much our results dependheninclusion of large cities,
which attract a disproportionate share of immigsamt the sample. In Panel 2, we find that
excluding the 10 largest cities from the samplesdo& change the results much. In Panel 3,
we repeat the same analysis by using an unweiglegession, while in Panel 4, we use
weights obtained from a feasible GLS procedure ragsy a heteroskedastic error structure
across cities with no cross-sectional correlatlarthese specifications, we find that the main
results are barely affected.

Next, we examine the potential bias that couldeaifishe family status of immigrants
responds to differences in the public housing supphe important issue is that that fertility
decisions might be influenced by the public housiogply. For instance, individuals without
children might respond in anticipation to differesdn public housing if they plan to have
children in the future. We can test whether endogsrfertility responses to public housing

drive the previous results by estimating the masligh the subsample of immigrants with
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children born before the arrival of the immigramid=rancez The results in Panel 5 present a
reassuring picture: the parameter estimates ate gumilar to those obtained previously for
non-European immigrants while they are substamtiatiger for European immigrants.

In Panels 6 and 7, we test the robustness of caultseto the use of different
definitions of the control group. In Panel 6, welyomclude immigrants without children
living as a couple in the control group. While taesimigrants might be more similar than
couples with children, they might react to publmuking in anticipation. However, even if
these estimates are a little more imprecise, theyansistent the previous results. In Panel 7,
we only include singles in the control group. Sesgare much less likely to be affected by
public housing; however, they might not be attrddtg the same factors as immigrants with
children. Once again, our main conclusions remaichanged even if the coefficients tend to
be significantly larger in Panel 7.

Finally, in Panel 8, we include more recent datthensample from the 1990 and 1999
Censuses. While we prefer evidence from a moregduonperiod of time where unobserved
urban area-level factors might not have changedrtooh before and after the policy change,
these estimates are informative of whether thentedata also indicate a correlation between
public housing supply and the location choice. W&o dind a positive impact of public
housing on immigrants who arrived during the 1980sl the 1990s. For non-European
immigrants, the coefficients on the more receniqgoeare lower, especially in the 1990s
where they are not statistically significant.

Taken together, these robustness checks suggeghehaasic results are not driven by

omitted variables. Although we cannot completelle rmut the possibility of bias, the precise

28 Because we have no information on the exact dryear, the sample contains households
where the age of the oldest child is superior éopt@riod of time elapsed since the previous
census in which the immigrant reported that he madiving in France.
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pattern observed in the data is difficult to regtenwith an explanation unrelated to the effect

of public housing.

VI.  Mechanisms behind the Causal Relationship: HousinQuality,

Labour Market Outcomes and Public Housing

The focus of our empirical effort thus far has béerestablish an important and previously
unrecognised pattern: that public housing influenttes location choices of immigrants. We
argued that this causal relationship may be exgthiy the fact that public housing is more
attractive to immigrants than the available altéwes in the private housing market. We
provide some evidence in this section that thishraesm is at work by first investigating
whether new immigrants enjoy higher housing quallityocations with a higher supply of
public housing.

Specifically, we compute urban area-level measaféle share of households living
in an overcrowded home for new immigrants usingii82 Census. Overcrowding indexes
are calculated by the French statistical institutedividing the number of individuals by the
number of rooms in the house (see Appendix). Foh ggoup of immigrants and each urban
area, we compute the share of immigrants livingrirovercrowded and severely overcrowded
home that we adjust to take into account the diffees in group characteristics across cities.
Overcrowding was quite frequent for non-Europeamigmants: 46% of non-European male
new immigrants married with children lived in aneosrowded home, as compared to only
16% of natives.

Panel A of Table 9 shows the results of a regressfamur overcrowding indexes on

the supply of public housing in the urban area. Roshows that there is a strong negative

2 The shares are adjusted by using the estimatetuets from a regression of the
probability that a new immigrant lives in an oveneded home on a quadratic
function of age, years of education, the numbeahdtiren and four dummies
capturing the employment level.
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correlation between the share of the group livimgpvercrowded homes and the supply of
public housing for both non-European and Europeamigrants. Our estimate suggests that
an increase of one standard deviation in the pinglicsing supply decreases the probability of
living in an overcrowded home by approximately 4% hon-Europeans and 3% for
Europeans.

In Row 2, we perform a simple placebo test by regjrg the share of non-European
immigrants in overcrowded housing in 1968 on thbligthousing supply in 1982. Recall that
new immigrants did not have access to public hausiaring the 1960s. If we were just
picking up urban area-specific factors unrelatecotiblic housing that are persistent over
time, then we should also find a positive relatlopsetween the housing quality in 1968 and
the public housing supply in 1982. The resultsatejkis hypothesis and indicate that there is
no significant correlation between the housing uah 1968 and the future public housing
supply in 1982: the coefficients are negative leldtively small and statistically insignificant.

In Row 3, we use the differences in the share o$¢Hiving in overcrowded housing
between 1982 and 1968 as a dependent variableifi@yedcing, we eliminate all common
urban area-level factors that similarly influente thousing quality of European and non-
European new immigrants in both periods. We obt@igative coefficients that are relatively
large but are measured imprecisely.

An important question is whether these improvedsirgiconditions were obtained at
the price of inferior labour market outcomes. Inn&aB, we use the same methods to
investigate the correlation between the (adjusedployment outcomes of new immigrants
and the public housing supply. We find some evidemc Row 1 that non-European new
immigrants are more likely to be unemployed inestwith a larger share of public housing.
The estimates indicate that an increase of onelatdrdeviation in the public housing supply

decreases the adjusted employment rate by apprtetym8% for non-Europeans. For
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European immigrants, the estimates are more inaeive, with a positive parameter
measured rather imprecisely. Row 2 indicates tbhaéconomically significant relationship is
found between employment outcomes and the publisihg supply in 1968 for both groups.
In Row 3, using the difference between both periodsfind a negative coefficient for non-
European immigrant which is statistically signifitavhile we find no effect on European
immigrants.

In sum, the patterns in Table 9 provide compelkwglence that new immigrants are
less likely to live in overcrowded housing in c#tieffering a larger supply of public housing.
We also find some evidence of a negative correldtetween employment outcomes and the
public housing supply across cities for non-Eur@pmamigrants, which is suggestive of the
fact that these immigrants might face a trade-effiMeen housing quality and employment

outcomes.
VIl.  Concluding Remarks

Our study has examined the effect of public housinghe location choices of immigrants
across urban areas in France. The unique featdresirodataset, which contains precise
information on public housing and the location desi of approximately one-fourth of the
new immigrants who arrived in France from 1962 899, have allowed us to present new
evidence regarding the determinants of the locatimices of immigrants. The novelty of our
analysis lies in part in our empirical strategy,iahhexploits differences in the location
patterns across groups of immigrants over timeovalig a policy change in public housing
accessibility. Doing so enables us to more effetyixcontrol for unobserved urban area-
specific factors that might be correlated with elifinces in the public housing supply.

Our results reveal relatively robust evidence ttiffierences in the availability of
public housing have influenced the location choicksiew immigrants with children, who

disproportionately live in public housing. We esti@ that an increase of one standard
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deviation in the number of public housing units peusehold (approximately 9%) increases
the probability of choosing the average urban dmgapproximately 1.2 p.p., from 3% to

4.2%. We also find that there is a correlation le&tmv housing quality and the supply of
public housing at the urban area level: new imnmmtgavho are married with children are
much less likely to live in an overcrowded homdaaoations with a higher supply of public

housing.

Although there are key advantages to our empirgjabroach, there are some
important caveats. First, we only capture the eftéqublic housing on theitial location
choice. The subsequent location choices or moldégisions of immigrants might also be
influenced by public housing availability.

Second, the impact of public housing on the initeadation choice is an important
concern only if the initial location choice is pistent. If immigrants are subsequently mobile
once they assimilate into their host society, tetedninants of their initial location choices
are not very important. However, public housingabitants and immigrants in particular are
much less mobile than average (Gobillon, 2001)adidition, the share of non-European
immigrants living in public housing does not desganuch with the time spent in France
(Verdugo, 2011b). These elements suggest thersigndicant risk that immigrants in public
housing may be trapped in cities with unfavourdal®mur market prospects. This mismatch
between labour demand and the location choice®miesimmigrant groups at the regional
level might help explain a significant share of thgh unemployment rate of immigrants in

France (Decreuse and Schmutz, 2012).

Appendix

1. Additional details on the construction of the data
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Immigrants:As is conventional, an immigrant is defined asr@ign-born individual who is a
non-citizen or a naturalised French citizen. Wdingglish among 54 different countries of
birth, which are always reported separately actessuses.

Urban areas The boundaries of urban areas are kept constaioss censuses by matching
municipalities with the national municipality codéach municipality has a unique
administrative identifier held constant over timghwery few exceptions, which have been
accounted for. Arbitrarily, the main municipality the urban area is defined as the most
populated municipality of the area.

Public housing supplyWe use the exhaustive dwelling files (100% exjrdom the 1982,

1990 and 1999 Censuses to compute the number bt walising units per urban area.

Urban areas wages and housing cosihe Population Census does not contain any

information on income, wages or housing costs. @lg on alternative sources to compute
two control variables for housing costs and wadé®se data are not available at the urban
area level but only at the regional level. There 22 regions in Franc&egional wagesre
estimated by using the residuals of a regressiologfwages on education, a quadratic of
potential experience, and 10 variables for indastriThe data used to compute the average
wage across regions come from the 1970 and 1977 dt@fRy and from the French labour
force survey (LFS) of 1982 and 19%ousing Costsre estimated by using the 1973, 1978
1984, and 1992 housing surveys and are matched Wi, 1975, 1982 and 1990 Census

data, respectively. We use the average rent fovadlidg with two bedrooms.

Overcrowded housingThe definition follows the French Statistical tihste. For each
household, there should be a living room, a bedrémmeach couple, a room for each single
older than 19 years, a room for 2 children if tlaeg of the same sex or a room for each child

if they are of different sexes. If one room is nmgs the dwelling is defined as moderately
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overcrowded. If more than one room is missing, tiwelling is defined as severely
overcrowded.

Waiting times from the 1996 and 2002 Housing CanwliSurveys (Figure 1We focus on

new public housing inhabitants living in urban are@ath more than 100,000 inhabitants from
the housing Census. For reasons of confidentidlityse surveys do not contain information
on the urban areas. Four sparsely populated regwitis fewer than 15 individual

observations have been aggregated with the neigimgotegions. The final sample size is

2,490 observations.

2. Interpretation of parameters of conditional logiitvstandardised

variables

We show that the parameters of a conditional logitere the predictors have been
standardised have a simple interpretation. Supgbsetrue model isU; =x, 3+ g for

k _ <k

X =X
individual i and location j. Denote bij =1 the standardised variable of the predictor
o

k

k for alternative j; X* and o, indicate the average and the standard deviatiothef

predictor k over the initial choice set, respectively. Becaoisly differences in utility matter

(see Train, 2003, p. 23), the model can be rewritte ZU; = z y+ ¢, where the relation

between g and y is given by ,Bk=;/—" for all predictors k. Let us consider the

Xk

counterfactual probability of choosing two altemeas not included in the initial choice set.
The first is the ‘average’ urban area for which tharacteristics are equal to the average of
the J pre-existing alternatives. The second is identicdhe ‘average’ urban area except that
the characteristi¢ is equal to the average plus one standard denidiithen the predictors
have been standardised, the characteristics ohtbeage urban area are a vector of zero,
whereas the vector of characteristics of the otlelitional alternativez is zZ =1 and 2 =0
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for Ok#l. The probabilty P of the average alternative is equal to

P= lJ whereas the probabilityR for the other alternative is
L+exp(y )+ Y. exg 7)
j
P= exmj) . This implies %:exp(yl) and logR -logP=y. The

1+ exp(y|)+z ext z)

parametery, is equal to the log difference between the prdliglof choosing the average

urban area when the predictbris higher by one standard deviation and the pntibalbf

choosing the ‘average’ urban area.
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Figure 1: Waiting Times and Public Housing Supply aross Regions
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Notes:the Figure plots the relationship between pulticging per household and waiting times for
public housing across French regioBsurcesWaiting times for public housing from the 1996 and
the 2002 Housing Condition surveys. Public Hougiaghousehold from the 1999 Census.

Figure 2: Public Housing Supply and Initial Immigrant Stock in 1968
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Figure 3: Public Housing Supply in 1975 and War Ddsuctions
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Figure 4: Public Housing Supply and the differentidlocation choice for non-European
immigrants with and without children
A —Arrival 1962-1968
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Notes: the Figure plots the relationship betweemnared differences in location choice of non-
European new immigrants married with and withoditdcbn and public housing per household.
Location probabilities are estimated using the @bl logit model of equation (1). Panel A uses
arrivals during the period 1962-1968 while paneldgs arrival during the period 1975-1982. Public
Housing per Household is normalized to have anamesof zero and a standard deviation of one in
each year.
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Table 1: New Immigrants and Public Housing Supplyn France 1968-1999

A. New Immigrants Inflows in France 1968-1999

Arrival Period 1962-68 1968-75 1975-82  1982-90  1990-99
Total Number 915 1053 707 663 689
(in thousands)
Number per year 152 150 101 95 77
B. Male new immigrant characteristics
Non-Europeans Europeans
with children without with children without children
children
Arrivals 1962-1968
Share High-School 14.5 12.9 7.8 5.5
graduates
Average age 39,2 31.2 36.7 32.2
Arrivals 1975-1982
Share High-School 27.2 20.2 27.5 29.5
graduates
Average age 374 32.7 35.4 33.2
C. Estimated Changes in Public Housing 1968-1999
Year PH Unitg Nb per Pct Change PH
Stock (in years per Household
thousands

1945 275
1968 1 395 400% 17%
1975 2 239 121 60 25
1982 2 72" 69 22 27
1990 3 093 46 14 30

Notes New immigrants are immigrants who declared toehla@en abroad during the previous census
year. In panel C, only primary residences are uhetlin the calculation®H per householdeports
respectively the average of the public housing supgr household across the 57 cities with more
than 100 000 inhabitants in 1990. Author’s tabolagifrom 1999 Census of Housing and the 1968,
1975, 1982, 1990 and 1999 Censuses of Population.
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Table 2: Major Urban Areas Characteristics in 1990

Urban area Total_ Public Housing Immigran_ts tq Share_: of New Sha_re

Populationn per Household Population | Immigrants | of Natives
Paris 9316 28% 19.3% 51.8% 25.5%
Lyon 1262 21.9 14.7 3.5 3.5
Aix-Marseille 1230 27.6 11.6 25 3.4
Lille 959 31.9 9.8 1.7 2.6
Bordeaux 696 23.7 7.6 1.4 2
Toulouse 649 21.2 10.1 1.6 1.9
Nice 517 125 13.8 1.6 1.4
Nantes 49% 25.0 3.8 0.6 15
Toulon 437 16.0 8.9 0.5 1.2
Grenoble 404 18.9 15.8 11 11
Strasbourg 38 29.2 14.4 1.6 1.1
Rouen 38( 41.4 6.7 0.6 1.1
Valenciennesg 338 28.6 6.5 0.3 0.9
Antibes 335 10.2 155 1.3 0.9
Nancy 329 28.6 7.7 0.6 0.9
Lens 323 22.0 4.2 0.1 0.9

Notes Only primary residence and inhabited housingrackided in the calculations. In other
columns, the population is restricted to men antham between 16 and 60 not in school and not in
the military.Sources1990 Census. Author’s calculation.
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Table 3: Share Living in Public Housing among Diffeent Groups

A. Patrticipation rates per Nationality

1982 1990 1999
Natives 13.6% 14.0% 15.7%
Immigrants 22.9 25.8 30.6
New Immigrants 27.6 22.2 24.6
Share of Immigrants in Public Housing from
Europe 16.0% 15.8% 16.3%
Africa 33.1 39.1 46.4
Algeria 34.8 42.5 49.7
Morocco 37.3 43.1 48.3
Tunisia 27.6 43.1 39.2

B. Participation Rates of Male New Immigrants
per Education and Household Status in 1982

Inferior to High- | At least High-School

Education School Graduates
Married with children

Non-European 43.1 26.8
European 204 9.7
Other immigrants

Non-European 10.6 13.3
European 8.7 6.4

Source: 1982, 1990 and 1999 Censuses. Author’atadns.
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Table 4: Conditional Logit Estimation Results:
Location choice of new immigrants across 57 cities

Arrivals 1962-1968 Arrival 1975-1982
Couples with | Other Couples with | Other
Children households | Children households
Share national group 0.430*** 0.420*** 0.446*** 0.481***
in urban area population (0.010) (0.006) (0.013) 0.0Q9)
Average age of -0.256%** -0.434*** -0.164*** -0. 8x**
national group (0.018) (0.010) (0.020) (0.015)
Years of education of the | 0.040** -0.049*** -0.181*** -0.254***
national group (0.020) (0.014) (0.021) (0.017)
Share national group 0.178%*+ -0.376%** -0.002 -0.147%**
in household with children(0.016) (0.009) (0.021) (0.016)
N Individuals 15 379 49 829 11 848 20 848
Urban area Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes:Within each panel, each column presents estinudteseparate conditional logit model on the
indicated variable. The dependant variable is ti@oe of one of 57 cities. Each model includes nrba
area fixed effects. Only male new immigrants actuded in the sample. For each arrival period, the
model is estimated separately for individuals lgvas couples with children and other individuals.
Robust heteroscedastic standard errors are regarpegtenthesis.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** ¢te .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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Table 5: The Effect of Public Housing on the Locatin Choice of Immigrants

Arrival 1962-68 and 1975-1982, 57 cities
W | @] ® @ | o] ©| o 8) )
. . Difference (Couples with
Couples with Children Other Households Children — Others Immigrants
Public 0.136*  [0.119* | 0.183**|0.082 0.000 | -0.023 | 0.112| 0.147* | 0.206%
Housing(75)
x Arrival 75-82 | (0.063) (0.070) | (0.068) (0.101)| @O7) | (0.102) | (0.081] (0.079) | (0.091)
(F:f‘lt;"c HousINg | 5 294+ |.0.035 | 0.098 | -0.319%*| 0.067 | 0085 | 0.012-0.049 | 0.042
(0.104) (0.127) | (0.177)| (0.094) | (0.111) (0.294) OWR)| (0.071) | (0.324)
Share Immigrants 0.633** |0.516* 0.654%* | 1.212%* 0.018 -0.626*
(0.201) | (0.241) 0.171) | (0.397) (0.066) | (0.329)
Share = -0.311* | 0.073 -0.082 | -0.045 -0.166*** | 0.17
Manufacturing
(0.127) | (0.261) (0.118) | (0.535) (0.061) | (0.472)
Log population 0.006** |0.116* 0.006** |0.179* 0.000 -0.056
(0.001) | (0.054) (0.001) | (0.070) (0.000) | (0.047)
Average wage 0.021 -0.113 0.068 -0.150 -0.082 0.048
(0.140) | (0.124) (0.130) | (0.215) (0.057) | (0.175)
Average rent -0.047 -0.010 -0.116 -0.011 0.075 0.009
(0.122) | (0.104) (0.114) | (0.184) (0.060) | (0.119)
gt‘gmp'oymem 0.128 | 0.120 0.250* | 0.150 -0.073* | -0.027
(0.104) | (0.082) (0.104) | (0.125) (0.044) | (0.124)
Urban area Fixeq \, No Yes No No Yes No No Yes
Effects
N 112 112 112 112 112 112 112 | 112 112

Notes:In columns 1-6, the dependant variable is theofatpe adjusted location probability of
choosing one of the 56 urban areas with respdbitoeference urban area. This probability was
estimated using a separate conditional logit méatedach group and year. In columns 7-9, the
dependent variable is the difference between thestdl probability for new immigrants with children
and other new immigrants. Each regression is weghbsing the inverse of the standard deviation of
the estimates of the dependant variable. Seedexietails. Standard errors clustered at the uabbaea
level are reported in parenthesis.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** #te .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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Table 6: European and non-European immigrants

Arrival 1962-68 and 1975-1982, 57 cities

Dependent variable: Difference (Couples with Chifd# Others Immigrants)

W @] © @ | 6 | @

Non-European Immigrants European Immigrants
Public Housing(75) 0.465** | 0.489** | 0.496** 0.347*** | 0.384** | (0.369***
x Arrival 75-82 (0.222) | (0.243)| (0.211) (0.088) (0.110) (0.101)
Public Housing(t-1)  |-0.051 | 0.027 | -0.342 -0.242** -0.009 -0.186

(0.088) | (0.130)| (0.610) (0.051) (0.098) (0.462)

Additional covariates No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Urban area Fixed No No Yes No No Yes
Effects
N 112 112 112 112 112 112

Notes: In each column, the dependent variablecislifierence in the log adjusted location probapili

between new immigrants with children and other memigrants. This probability was estimated

using a separate conditional logit model for eaciug and year. Each regression is weighted using

the inverse of the standard deviation of the esamaf the dependant variable. Standard errors

clustered at the urban area level are reportedrienphesis.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** ¢ie .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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Table 7: Further Evidence on the Effect of Public kusing
on the Location Choice of Immigrants
Dependant variable:
Difference Location Choice (Children — Others)

1. IV regressions

non-European European
Public Housing(75) |0.473* 0.250*
x Arrival 75-82 (0.251) (0.143)
First-stage Ficher 9.8 10.6

2. Constant Distribution Education and Age
Reference group: Non-Europeans with children in8.96

Public Housing(75) | 0.522*** 0.358***
x Arrival 75-82 (0.193) (0.119)
3. Constant Distribution Education and Age
Reference group: Non-European with children in 1982
Public Housing(75) | 0.529*** 0.353***
x Arrival 75-82 (0.191) (0.113)
4. Education < High School
Public Housing(75) |0.519** 0.617***
x Arrival 75-82 (0.228) (0.224)
5. Educatior» High School
Public Housing(75) 0.189 0.233
x Arrival 75-82 (0.668) (0.725)
Additional Controls Yes Yes
Urban area FE Yes Yes
N 112 112

Notes: In each column, the dependent variablecislifierence in the log adjusted location probapili
between new immigrants with children and other memigrants. This probability was estimated
using a separate conditional logit model for eaciug and year. Each regression is weighted using
the inverse of the standard deviation of the esémaf the dependant variable. Standard errors
clustered at the urban area level are reportedrienphesis.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** ¢ie .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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Table 8: Further Evidence on the Effect of Public kusing
on the Location Choice of Immigrants

Eur;g;;ean European N
1. Lead test
Public Housing 75 |0.676 0.867 112
x Arrival 75-82 (0.631) (0.861)
Public Housing 90 |-0.159 -0.867

x Arrival 75-82 (0.462) (0.874)
2. Excluding 10 Largest Cities from the Sample

Public Housing(75) | 0.633** 0.390*** 92
X Arrival 75-82 (0.273) (0.133)

3. Un-weighted regressions

Public Housing(75) | 0.655** 0.429%** 112
X Arrival 75-82 (0.262) (0.154)

4. Feasible GLS estimates

Public Housing(75) | 0.577*** |0.568*** 112

x Arrival 75-82 (0.029) (0.056)

5. Household with an old child

Public Housing(75) | 0.528* 0.987** 112

x Arrival 75-82 (0.276) (0.464)
6. Only couples without children in the control gpo

Public Housing(75) | 0.444 0.889* 112

x Arrival 75-82 (0.339) (0.484)

7. Only singles in the control group

Public Housing(75) | 0.772** 0.957** 112

X Arrival 75-82 (0.313) (0.426)

8. Effect on 1990 & 1999

Public Housing(75) | 0.569** 0.371*** 224
X Arrival 75-82 (0.267) (0.098)

Public Housing(82) | 0.201* 0.451%**

x Arrival 82-90 (0.118) (0.124)

Public Housing(90) | 0.126 0.267*

x Arrival 90-99 (0.096) (0.151)

Additional Controls Yes Yes

Urban area FE Yes Yes

Notes: In each column, the dependent variablegiglitierence in the log adjusted location probapili
between new immigrants with children and other memigrants. This probability was estimated
using a separate conditional logit model for eadug and year. Each regression is weighted using
the inverse of the standard deviation of the esémaf the dependant variable. Standard errors
clustered at the urban area level are reportedrienphesis.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** gte .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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Table 9: Housing Quality and Employment Outcomes
of New Immigrants and Public Housing Supply in 1982

Dependent variable
A. Adjusted Share Living in a Moderately or Severelyet@rowded Home
Non-European European

1. New Immigrants in 1982 -0.037** -0.029*
(0.017) (0.017)

2. New Immigrant in 1968 -0.010 -0.014
(0.025) (0.020)

3. Difference (1982 -1968) -0.021 -0.018
(0.024) (0.020)

Adjusted Employment Rate

1. New Immigrants in 1982 -0.029** 0.010
(0.013) (0.015)

2. New Immigrant in 1968 -0.001 0.008
(0.013) (0.004)

3. Difference (1982 -1968) -0.041* 0.008
(0.022) (0.013)

N 57 57

Notes: Each entry represents the coefficient frasa@arate regression of the adjusted share liming i
overcrowded housing (panel A) or the adjusted eympémt rate in a given urban area (Panel B) on the
public housing per household in 1982. The poputadibnew immigrants include male new

immigrants living in a household with children. &dard errors clustered at the urban area levehare
parentheses.

Statistically significant * at the .10 level; ** #te .05 level; *** at the .01 level.
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