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Abstract Building on emerging research into intergenerational contextual mobility, I use
longitudinal data from France (1990–2008) to investigate the extent to which second-
generation immigrants and the French majority continue to live in similar neighborhood
environments during childhood and adulthood. To explore the persistence of ethnoracial
segregation and spatial disadvantage, I draw on twomeasures of neighborhood composition:
the immigrant share and the unemployment rate. The analysis explores the individual and
contextual factors underpinning intergenerational contextual mobility and variation across
immigrant-origin groups. The results document a strong stability of neighborhood environ-
ments from childhood to adulthood, especially with regard to the ethnoracial composition of
the neighborhood. Individual-level factors are quite weak in accounting for these patterns
compared with the characteristics of the city of origin. Moreover, the degree of contextual
mobility between childhood and adulthood varies across groups. I find that neighborhood
environments are more stable over time for non-European second-generation immigrants.
The findings offer important new empirical contributions to the French literature on the
residential segregation of immigrants and will more broadly be of interest to scholars of
intergenerational spatial and social mobility.

Keywords Intergenerational contextual mobility . Spatial disadvantage . Ethnoracial
segregation . Immigrant assimilation . Neighborhoods

Introduction

With socioeconomic inequalities on the rise in most Western societies, intergenerational
social mobility has garnered renewed attention. The latest research from the United
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States indicates that upward social mobility is stagnating and that contemporary adults
are less likely to achieve the income levels of their parents compared with previous
generations (Chetty et al. 2014b, 2016a). Despite country variation, earnings and
educational levels are also strongly persistent between parents and their children in
Europe (Causa et al. 2009). These findings have triggered concern that contrary to the
promise of meritocratic societies, social advantage is largely inherited from the previ-
ous generation rather than achieved by individuals over the life course.

Although the focus of intergenerational mobility studies has typically been placed on
class (Blau and Duncan 1967; Grusky 2014), substantial research has suggested that
social mobility between parents and their children is highly contingent on residential
environments and race/ethnicity. Residential segregation and spatial disadvantage,
affecting primarily blacks and black Hispanics in the United States (Crowder et al.
2012; Iceland 2009; Massey 2007; Pais et al. 2012; Quillian 2002; South et al. 2005,
2008), have important consequences for life chances. A growing body of evidence has
indicated that growing up or living for long periods of time in poor segregated spaces
negatively affects a wide range of socioeconomic, health, and residential outcomes,
with the potential of perpetuating inequalities over long periods of time, notably along
ethnoracial lines (Ellen and Turner 1997; Massey 2007; Sampson 2012; Sharkey and
Faber 2014). Opportunities for intergenerational social mobility, moreover, vary sub-
stantially across geographical contexts in the United States and according to local
characteristics (Chetty et al. 2014a). The insight that social and spatial mobility
processes are interrelated—in ways that disadvantage minorities in particular—has
pushed scholars in recent years to investigate whether spatial disadvantage, like the
intergenerational transmission of socioeconomic positions, is inherited from the previ-
ous generation (Sharkey 2008; Van Ham et al. 2014; Vartanian et al. 2007).

These questions have yet to be empirically examined in the context of France, even
while research has pointed to reduced social and spatial mobility prospects for immi-
grants and their offspring. This is particularly true for immigrants from north and sub-
Saharan Africa: geographically concentrated within a few major metropolitan areas
predominately within the public housing sector, these groups experience the greatest
degree of residential segregation with respect to French natives (Pan Ké Shon and
Verdugo 2015; Préteceille 2009; Safi 2009; Verdugo 2011) and hold the most disad-
vantaged positions on the labor market (Safi 2006). Despite the predominance of
France’s republican tradition, which emphasizes sociocultural integration through
citizenship, this crystallization of social and spatial inequalities does not appear to
decline substantially among French-born second-generation immigrants. Evidence has
shown that African-origin French are more likely to be unemployed (Aeberhardt et al.
2010; Meurs et al. 2006; Silberman et al. 2007; Simon 2003), reside in disadvantaged
neighborhoods (Pan Ké Shon 2010), and face discrimination on labor and housing
markets (Bunel et al. 2017; Jacquemet 2013). Such findings suggest that sociospatial
outcomes might indeed be quite stable over time and across generations.

Using panel data from the L’échantillon démographique permanent (INSEE 1990–
2008) matched with contextual variables from the French census, this article has three
broad aims. The first is to describe intergenerational contextual mobility in France, or
following the definition used by Sharkey (2008:931), the extent to which “inequalities
in neighborhood environments persist across generations.” Unlike extant studies, which
focus only on spatial disadvantage, this study uses two indicators of neighborhood
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environments: ethnoracial composition (the immigrant share) and socioeconomic com-
position (the unemployment rate). The second aim is to identify the individual and
contextual factors that account for why neighborhood environments might be stable.
For example, is contextual mobility over the life course attributable to social class
alone? To what extent does it depend on contextual factors linked to the broader urban
area? And what role does immigrant origin play? Distinguishing between four groups
(the French majority, Europeans, Africans, Asians/Turks), I pay particular attention to
whether second-generation immigrants experience a comparable degree of intergener-
ational contextual mobility as the French majority.

Why Would Inequalities in Neighborhood Environments Persist
(or Decline) Across Generations?

Although the empirical effort to investigate intergenerational contextual mobility is
recent, intergenerational dynamics have played a central role in theoretical approaches
to spatial inequalities since the First Chicago School. The earliest model of residential
segregation—the spatial assimilation theory—describes the process by which immi-
grants living in poor segregated areas will gradually improve housing and neighbor-
hood quality as they become socioeconomically and culturally integrated into the host
society (Alba and Logan 1993; Alba and Nee 2003; Massey and Denton 1985; Park
and Burgess 1921). Inherent in this theory is the idea that with the successful upward
social and residential mobility of their parents, children of immigrants will live in
similar neighborhood environments as the majority, such that any differences in
residential outcomes between groups will dissipate across generations.

This straight-line narrative—the assumption of a gradual process of integration—
has, however, been challenged by subsequent theoretical models that highlight the role
of race/ethnicity in shaping spatial inequalities. With the theory of segmented assimi-
lation, Portes and Zhou (1993) worked with the assumption that the success of
immigrant integration is dependent not only on time and acculturation but also on
structural factors that affect ethnic/racial groups differently. If racial stratification is
strong in the host society, ethnoracial groups may experience disparate assimilation
trajectories: some groups quickly achieve similar social and residential positions to the
majority, while others experience downward mobility into the lower ranks of society
(Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Zhou 1993). In this case, second-generation immi-
grants belonging to ethnoracial minorities may confront a comparable or even greater
level of spatial disadvantage than their parents.

Segmented assimilation also highlights the role of ethnic enclaves. Living in
proximity to coethnics has been shown to affect immigrants’ socioeconomic integra-
tion, even though debate exists as to whether these effects are positive or negative (Xie
and Gough 2011). Regardless, the continued presence of immigrants and their offspring
in enclaves contributes to enduring spatial disparities between groups.

The importance of race/ethnicity is also the linchpin of the place stratification
perspective. This model highlights how two central processes—namely, racial discrim-
ination and race-based residential preferences—obstruct opportunities for upward
residential mobility by channeling minorities toward the least-valued segments of the
housing market (Charles 2003; Massey and Denton 1993). Decades of research in the
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United States have revealed a wide range of discriminatory practices by landlords, real
estate agents, and banks. In addition to direct refusals for housing, racial steering and
redlining have contributed to enduring segregation. Place stratification further high-
lights the role of race-based residential preferences or preferences for living in prox-
imity to members of one’s own group. Ethnoracial minorities may choose to remain in
ethnic enclaves, as segmented assimilation posits, but whites tend to cluster in neigh-
borhoods where minorities are not present in large numbers. Evidence of white flight or
white avoidance strategies is widespread in the United States (Quillian 2002; Crowder
2000; Pais et al. 2009, Crowder et al. 2011). Hence, by emphasizing race/ethnicity, the
segmented assimilation and place stratification models challenge the assumption of
upward contextual mobility between generations for all groups, insisting instead on the
persistence of inequalities as children inherit the residential outcomes of their parents
based on their position in the racial hierarchy.

Beyond race-based processes, residential locations themselves may be considered an
independent mechanism that inhibits or favors sociospatial mobility. The works of
Wilson (1987) and Massey and Denton (1993), at the origin of the neighborhood
effects literature, documented that growing up in severely disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods is decisive in shaping a wide range of individual outcomes later in life. Exposure
to poor neighborhoods (or cities and regions) during childhood has been found to be
negatively associated with cognitive development, educational outcomes, employment,
wages, physical and mental health, and residential outcomes during adulthood (Chetty
et al. 2016b; Diez Roux 2001; Ellen and Turner 1997; Mayer and Jencks 1989;
Sampson 2012; Sampson et al. 2008; Sharkey and Elwert 2011; Sharkey and Faber
2014).1 This research further underscores some mechanisms that explain why residen-
tial environments might have negative effects on individuals net of other factors. In
poor neighborhoods, individuals face greater barriers to accumulating, maintaining, and
transmitting material resources. This is because spaces that concentrate poverty also
tend to concentrate a wide range of negative social and economic characteristics, such
as crime, poor educational environments, limited access to jobs, low social trust, and a
dearth of local institutions and amenities, all of which have consequences on individ-
uals’ ability to move up the social ladder and leave behind disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods (Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013).

The effects of growing up in spaces with low resource endowment is compounded
by the stigma associated with living in neighborhoods that are perceived to be
disreputable, unattractive, or dangerous, forging status distinctions between individuals
that serve as a basis for discrimination (Sampson 2012). Finally, early neighborhood

1 Not all studies within this literature are able to make a causal claim about the negative effects of living in
poor neighborhoods. A number of unobserved factors influence where one lives while simultaneously shaping
individual outcomes, thus making it difficult to distinguish the effect of neighborhoods from the effect of other
characteristics that select individuals into neighborhoods. The most robust evidence comes from experimental
studies based on the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) and Gautreaux programs. These findings have shown that
moving out of poor neighborhoods improves residential outcomes and health later in life (Keels et al. 2005;
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn 2003) but has only a minor effect on economic and educational achievement
(Ludwig et al. 2008; Sanbonmatsu et al. 2006). The most recent research from MTO, however, documented
that moving out of a poor neighborhood does have consequences for education and earnings, but that these
effects are contingent on other factors, particularly the age at the time of the move and the duration of exposure
to concentrated disadvantage (Chetty et al. 2016a).
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environments shape residential preferences implemented later in life, such that spatial
inequalities can be largely self-perpetuating (Sharkey 2013).

Two extant studies of intergenerational contextual mobility have drawn on these
theoretical frameworks to explore whether living in poor neighborhoods in the first
generation is significantly linked to living in poor neighborhoods in the second
generation (Sharkey 2008; Van Ham et al. 2014). These studies concurred that neigh-
borhood environments are relatively stable across generations, even after controlling for
a wide range of factors. Sharkey (2008) showed that more than one-half of neighbor-
hood poverty is inherited from the previous generation and that family socioeconomic
background is quite weak in accounting for the transmission of residential context. In
Europe, Van Ham et al. (2014) used Swedish data to show that the correlation between
neighborhood poverty between parents and their children is quite durable over the long
term. They found a significant association between neighborhood poverty across
generations that continues up to 18 years after children leave the parental home.
Finally, both Sharkey (2008) and Van Ham et al. (2014) found that the degree of
intergenerational contextual mobility is stronger for ethnic/racial minorities than for
white or majority populations.

Mechanisms of Intergenerational Contextual Mobility in France

A number of European scholars have challenged the application of theories forged in
the United States to account for spatial inequalities affecting minorities on the other side
of the Atlantic (Finney and Simpson 2009; Peach 2009; Wacquant 1992, 2008). In
France, the predominance of the color-blind republican paradigm, which refuses to
acknowledge racial/ethnic distinctions, has hindered the development of research into
ethnoracial inequalities. Rather, class is emphasized as the legitimate lens through
which to apprehend social or spatial outcomes. Moreover, the diverging histories of
racial discrimination and urban development in the United States and Europe, as well as
the strong role of the welfare state in contemporary European societies, have
undermined claims that ethnoracial mechanisms are contributing to minority spatial
concentration or that neighborhoods have effects in the European context.

However, growing evidence of ethnoracial inequalities in France suggests otherwise.
Immigrants are strongly geographically concentrated within a few large urban areas:
specifically, the peripheries of Paris, Lyon, and Marseille. Although overall levels of
residential segregation are found to be lower than in the United States,2 non-Euro-
peans—and African immigrants in particular—are the most segregated groups (Pan Ké
Shon and Verdugo 2015; Préteceille 2009; Safi 2009; Verdugo 2011). Immigrants are
less likely to move out of areas with high coethnic concentrations, and French natives
tend to avoid spaces with immigrants (Rathelot and Safi 2014). Moreover, Africans are
less likely net of other factors to exit disadvantaged neighborhoods, and they have a

2 Nevertheless, comparing segregation levels in France and the United States is complicated by categorical
differences between ethnic/racial minorities and immigrants across contexts. Although U.S.–based measures
of segregation draw on ethnoracial categories declared in the census, research in France is generally confined
to first-generation immigrants distinguished by national origin. Segregation measures in France thus exclude
immigrant offspring from the second generation and beyond, likely resulting in an underestimation of minority
spatial concentration.
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greater probability of moving into them (Pan Ké Shon 2010). Similar patterns are found
in housing: net of other factors, Africans have greater chances of living in public
housing than other groups (Fougère et al. 2013; Verdugo 2011) and have low access to
homeownership (Gobillon and Solignac 2015). These findings coincide with evidence
of discrimination on housing markets. Audit studies have shown that Africans are less
likely to obtain an interview for housing than French native candidates with identical
characteristics (Bonnet et al. 2016; Bunel et al. 2017; HALDE 2006), a finding that is
corroborated by subjective declarations of discrimination in survey data (Safi and
Simon 2013).

The public housing market and school system are key for understanding these forms
of disparities in France and Europe more generally. State-funded public housing makes
up a sizable share of the total French housing stock (approximately 18 %) and
accommodates a large immigrant population. The concentration of immigrants in
public housing is a result of urban policies aimed at resettling slum residents into the
sector during the 1970s (Bernardot 1999) as well as the development of public housing
projects on the industrial outskirts of urban areas where immigrants largely found
employment. Hit hard by deindustrialization and rising unemployment, public housing
neighborhoods increasingly came to concentrate low-income immigrant households
and have become highly stigmatized, particularly following the urban riots of 2005
(Lagrange and Oberti 2006). Discrimination within the public housing sector—notably
through the informal use of ethnoracial criteria in housing assignments—further
contributes to the overrepresentation of non-European immigrants in the most
disadvantaged projects (Bourgeois 2013; Sala Pala 2013; Simon et al. 2001).
On the other hand, the presence of French natives in public housing projects
has declined for socioeconomic reasons and because of native flight and
avoidance strategies. The influx of large shares of immigrants in public housing
coincides with a perceived decline in neighborhood and housing quality, trig-
gering the departure of natives (Barou 2005).

Schools are also highly segregated on the basis of class and immigrant status
(Felouzis 2003; Merle 2011; Oberti 2007; Oberti et al. 2012; van Zanten 2001).
Children of non-European immigrants are concentrated in the most disadvantaged
schools with poor educational achievement. School segregation is partly a consequence
of districting policies that assign students to schools on the basis of place of residence,
and it is further exacerbated by school flight—that is, strategies implemented by upper-
middle class parents living in socieconomically or ethnoracially mixed areas to keep
their children out of poor-quality zones. As with public housing, the presence of
ethnoracial minorities is often perceived as a signal of an unfavorable school environ-
ment (Oberti et al. 2012).

This nexus of housing market segmentation and school segregation has resulted in
the spatial concentration of disadvantage that disproportionately affects ethnoracial
minorities. Initial quantitative research on neighborhood effects in France has indicated
that spatially concentrated disadvantage has consequences for social mobility. Unem-
ployed residents of immigrant neighborhoods have lower chances of finding a job, and
residents of France’s most deprived neighborhoods have an increased risk of being
unemployed (Aeberhardt et al. 2015; Gobillon et al. 2011; Rathelot 2014). Address-
based discrimination targeting residents of France’s peripheral urban areas is an
additional obstacle to jobs and housing (Bonnet et al. 2016; Bunel et al. 2017). These
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forms of disadvantage in turn likely restrict opportunities for contextual mobility over
the life course and across generations.

Hypotheses

Building on these frameworks, I work with the assumption that neighborhood envi-
ronments are in part inherited from the previous generation. I predict that neighborhood
composition in childhood and adulthood is tightly correlated and that this correlation
holds net of other factors (Hypothesis 1 (H1)). I further hypothesize about why
neighborhood environments might be stable over time. One explanation lies in the
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of individuals and their parents. Be-
cause these factors sort individuals into neighborhoods of varying quality, controlling
for such variables should strongly attenuate the correlation between neighborhood
composition in childhood and adulthood. Higher education, upper-class occupations,
and access to homeownership—all central to the spatial assimilation hypothesis—
should favor intergenerational contextual mobility (Hypothesis 2a (H2a)). On the other
hand, following the argument that context matters, structural constraints within the
broader urban areas in which children grow up may also explain why neighborhood
environments are transmitted. People may get mired in spaces with lower-quality
schools and job and housing markets that provide reduced possibilities for social and
residential mobility. In this case, controlling for contextual factors should weaken the
correlation between neighborhood composition in childhood and adulthood (Hypoth-
esis 2b (H2b)).

I also predict that ethnoracial neighborhood composition will be more persistent net
of other factors than socioeconomic neighborhood composition (Hypothesis 3 (H3)).
Ethnoracial-based processes, such as residential preferences and discrimination, could
result in a stronger propensity for immigrants to remain in immigrant neighborhoods. In
contrast, because spatial disadvantage is perhaps less rooted in preferences and/or
discrimination and is more sensitive to individual socioeconomic characteristics, the
correlation between socioeconomic neighborhood composition in childhood and adult-
hood may be less salient net of other factors.

The final hypothesis states that minorities may experience a lesser degree of
intergenerational contextual mobility, such that they remain in neighborhoods of similar
ethnoracial and socioeconomic composition over time. If certain neighborhoods offer
reduced possibilities for social and residential mobility that affect everyone equally,
mobility patterns should be similar for all groups regardless of origin (Hypothesis 4a
(H4a)). If, on the other hand, discrimination and ethnoracial-based residential prefer-
ences tie certain groups to certain neighborhoods, a stronger correlation of neighbor-
hood composition should be expected over time among the children of immigrants, and
non-Europeans in particular (Hypothesis 4b (H4b)).

Data and Methods

Data come from the French panel L’échantillon démographique permanent (EDP), an
ongoing panel conducted by the French National Institute of Statistics and Economic
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Studies (INSEE) approximately every seven to nine years since 1968 using a random
sampling design based on day of birth.3 Information is compiled over time from two
main sources: the French census and civil registries on vital events. Persons born on the
sampling days enter the panel when their birth is recorded in the civil registries or when
they are first observed in the French census. The panel is then updated with each new
census or as events in the lives of EDP individuals are recorded in the registries.4 EDP
can be merged with census data on neighborhoods (aggregated units for statistical
information, or IRIS) using a geographic ID code. Because IRIS are not available prior
to 1990 and are primarily used in municipalities (communes) of more than 10,000
inhabitants, I include only such municipalities in metropolitan France and the three
most recent dates of observation (1990, 1999, and 2008).

Sample Selection

EDP is a rich source for studying intergenerational dynamics. When an EDP individual
enters the panel at birth, she may be observed for one or several survey periods as a
child. Children in the panel are identified on the basis of a variable indicating the
position of the individual (father, mother, child, or other) within the household.5 For the
years during which individuals are observed as children, a number of variables are
provided referring to their parents. Consequently, I include in the sample only those
individuals who transitioned to adulthood: namely, persons who appear in the panel at
least once as children (in 1990 or 1999) and who are observed consecutively as an adult
in a new household (in 1999 or 2008). This approach makes it possible to compare
outcomes during childhood (the parental or childhood variables) with outcomes later in
life (the adulthood variables). These restrictions raise some selection issues that demand
caution when interpreting the contextual mobility patterns observed. First, because
individuals appear as children in the panel, the resulting sample of adults (N = 33,913)
is relatively young and observed over a short period (i.e., a period of nine years, from
1990 to 1999 or from 1999 to 2008). Summary statistics on age are provided in Table 1.
Approximately 75 % of the sample individuals were first observed as adults aged 32 or
younger, reflecting that most left the parental home in their late teens and early 20s.
Five percent were first observed as adults at age 39 or older, suggesting a delayed
transition to adulthood among some. I do not implement an age restriction so as to
avoid selection into the sample based on the age at which individuals left the parental
home.

3 From 1968 to 1999, individuals entered the panel if they were born on the first four days of October. Since
2006, the sample was broadened to integrate individuals who are born on 16 days of the year (four days
respectively in January, April, July, and October).
4 The periodicity of EDP follows that of the French census. From 1968 until 1999, the French census was
conducted on the entire population at an interval of every seven to nine years (1968, 1975, 1982, 1990, and
1999). EDP was enriched with new information from the census at this regularity. Since 2004, however, the
French census has been conducted every year on 20 % of the population. A cycle of five years is thus required
for the census to be completed. Likewise, although EDP data are now updated annually with each new census,
five years must be aggregated to obtain a complete wave. In addition to the five previous waves (1968, 1975,
1982, 1990, and 1999), I thus compile years 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 to form the sixth wave of the
panel. I control for year of observation in all models.
5 Noninstitutional, private households.
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However, this age-based heterogeneity likely has implications for contextual mobil-
ity. If residential choices are limited during the 20s—notably due to incomplete
education, professional instability, singlehood, or lower income—individuals’ neigh-
borhood environments may appear quite stable simply because they are observed early
in the life course. Patterns may be different among adults in their 30s. I address this
issue by testing the robustness of the main results on a subsample of adults older than
30 (N = 12,538). I also conduct an analysis on a subsample of individuals who were
observed three times in the panel: once as a child in 1990, and twice as an adult in 1999
and 2008 (N = 10,149). Drawing on the panel nature of the data in this way allows
better assessment of long-term patterns of contextual mobility—that is, up to 18 years
after leaving the parental home.

The issue of panel attrition also requires attention. Attrition concerns children whose
transition to adulthood is never observed because they disappeared from the panel over
time. In the appendix, I discuss this issue in further detail and provide summary
statistics (Table 9) on EDP children according to whether a transition to adulthood
was observed. Compositional differences between groups are minor, particularly with
regard to the neighborhood composition variables. Children who did not transition to
adulthood over the period originated in neighborhoods with comparable immigrant
shares and unemployment rates as compared with children who did.

Immigrant Origin Categories

As is typical in the majority of statistical sources in France, EDP does not collect
information on race or ethnicity (Simon 2008), nor is it possible to formally identify the
origin of French-born descendants of immigrants in these data. Yet, because of the
availability of parental variables among EDP individuals who were observed as
children, a national origin can be assigned to children of immigrants. Drawing on the
official definition used in France, immigrants are persons born outside of France
without French citizenship at birth.6 Taking parental country of birth as a proxy for
the origin of EDP children, I create three aggregated categories, representing the largest
immigrant groups in France: southern Europeans (Spain, Italy, and Portugal), Africans
(Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, and SSA), and Asians/Turks (Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia,
and Turkey).7 The latter are grouped because of small sample sizes. Collectively, these
groups are referred to as children of immigrants. By definition, children of immigrants
may have been born in France or migrated as children. To account for nativity, I use an
indicator of having been born in France in all models that include immigrant origin.
Finally, the French majority are individuals born with French citizenship whose parents
were also born with French citizenship. Table 2 displays the sample (N = 33,913). More

6 In France, two criteria are used to define immigrants: nationality at birth, and country of birth. French natives
are defined only on the basis of nationality at birth because of France’s colonial history: French citizens by
birth who were born in the former colonies and who returned to France following decolonization are
distinguished from immigrants.
7 The variables referring to the origin of the father are used first; when the latter are not available, the mother’s
origin is used. This choice is justified by the fact that the father transmits the last name, which can be a marker
of difference and source of discrimination. Even though the analysis does not use any dates prior to 1990, I
draw on all available years of observation to identify the immigrant origin of EDP individuals.
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Table 1 Summary statistics

Majority Children of Immigrants

Percentile Values of Age at First Adulthood Observation

5th percentile 20 21

25th percentile 25 25

50th percentile 28 28

75th percentile 31 32

95th percentile 41 39

Neighborhood Composition Variables (means)

Childhood immigrant share

<25th (<3 %) 0.29 0.06

25th–50th (3 % to 6 %) 0.27 0.16

50th–75th (6 % to 12 %) 0.25 0.27

>75th (>12 %) 0.20 0.50

Childhood unemployment rate

<25th (<7 %) 0.27 0.17

25th–50th (7 % to 10 %) 0.25 0.21

50th–75th (10 % to 16 %) 0.25 0.25

>75th (>16 %) 0.23 0.37

Adulthood immigrant share

<25th (<4 %) 0.28 0.10

25th–50th (4 % to 8 %) 0.26 0.20

50th–75th (8 % to 13 %) 0.25 0.27

>75th (>13 %) 0.21 0.43

Adulthood unemployment rate

<25th (<9 %) 0.26 0.21

25th–50th (9 % to 12 %) 0.26 0.22

50th–75th (12 % to 17 %) 0.25 0.24

>75th (>17 %) 0.23 0.33

Geographic mobility between childhood and adulthood 0.86 0.81

Adult Covariates (means)

Women 0.51 0.52

Education

No degree 0.17 0.26

Vocational degree 0.23 0.28

High school diploma 0.23 0.21

College 0.37 0.26

Occupation

Farmer/small business owner 0.02 0.03

Manager 0.11 0.06

Intermediary profession 0.20 0.16

White collar 0.23 0.23

Blue collar 0.16 0.20

Never worked 0.01 0.01
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Table 1 (continued)

Majority Children of Immigrants

Student 0.12 0.08

Not working 0.06 0.09

Unemployed 0.10 0.15

Marital status

Single 0.76 0.60

Married 0.24 0.40

Number of children

No children 0.69 0.60

One child 0.19 0.24

Two children 0.09 0.12

Three or more children 0.02 0.03

Housing tenure

Homeowner 0.25 0.24

Renter 0.53 0.40

Public housing 0.22 0.36

Period of observation

1990–1999 0.68 0.60

1999–2004 0.04 0.05

1999–2005 0.05 0.07

1999–2006 0.06 0.08

1999–2007 0.07 0.09

1999–2008 0.08 0.10

City size

<100,000 0.26 0.23

>100,000 0.51 0.47

Paris 0.22 0.30

Parent Covariates (means)

Age 48.05 50.97

Education

No education 0.18 0.61

Primary school level 0.25 0.17

Vocational degree 0.27 0.13

High school diploma 0.17 0.06

College 0.13 0.02

Occupation

Other 0.09 0.07

Manager 0.19 0.04

Intermediary profession 0.20 0.06

White collar 0.16 0.09

Blue collar 0.25 0.51

Not working 0.05 0.12

Unemployed 0.06 0.11
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than four-fifths (83 %) belong to the French majority. The largest immigrant origin
groups are Europeans and Africans.

Neighborhood Composition Variables

To explore intergenerational contextual mobility in terms of both ethnoracial segrega-
tion and spatial disadvantage, I use two indicators of neighborhood (IRIS8) composi-
tion pulled from the French census: the neighborhood immigrant share and the
neighborhood unemployment rate. The neighborhood immigrant share is the proportion
of immigrants (persons born outside of France without French citizenship at birth) of
the entire IRIS population.9 The unemployment rate refers to the proportion of unem-
ployed individuals of the working population of the IRIS.

The neighborhood composition variables measured during adulthood are used as
dependent variables in the models, and the main independent variables of interest are
the respective neighborhood composition variables measured during childhood.10 The
correlation between these variables is interpreted as the degree of intergenerational
contextual mobility, with higher values indicating greater stability within similar
neighborhood environments. In some analyses, I divide these variables into quartiles
to examine childhood/adulthood transitions between low-concentration (the first quar-
tile) and high-concentration (the fourth quartile) neighborhoods. Table 1 shows the

8 IRIS are inframunicipality units of between 1,800 and 5,000 inhabitants, somewhat smaller than U.S. census
tracts, on average. All French municipalities of more than 10,000 inhabitants, and the majority of those with
more than 5,000 inhabitants, are broken down into IRIS. IRIS were not implemented until 1999. Prior to this
date, the inframunicipality division used was the îlot. I use the îlot/IRIS correspondence table provided by
INSEE to match the 1990 îlots with the 1999 IRIS code. The poor quality of the geographic ID codes in EDP
before 1990 makes a neighborhood-level spatial analysis difficult.
9 Because they are not formally identified in the census, second-generation immigrants are not included in the
calculation of the immigrant share.
10 For EDP individuals who were observed more than once in childhood or adulthood, the childhood variables
correspond to the last observation in childhood, and the adulthood variables correspond to the first observation
during adulthood. The same is true of the covariates.

Table 1 (continued)

Majority Children of Immigrants

Marital status

Single parent 0.23 0.17

Couple 0.77 0.83

Number of children

One 0.32 0.17

Two 0.39 0.24

Three or more 0.29 0.59

Housing tenure

Homeowner 0.60 0.36

Renter 0.19 0.20

Public housing 0.21 0.44

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).
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quartile distributions. The French majority are quite evenly spread out in quartiles of
the childhood and adulthood immigrant share and unemployment rate, with a some-
what greater proportion residing in low-concentration areas. Children of immigrants, on
the other hand, are overrepresented in high-concentration immigrant and unemploy-
ment areas.

Covariates

A number of variables collected during childhood and adulthood are included as
covariates. Those measured during childhood describe the characteristics of parents11

and include age and age squared, occupation, education, marital status, number of
children in the household, and housing tenure. To capture heterogeneity linked to the
broader urban area, some models control for municipality fixed effects for the munic-
ipality where individuals lived as children. The attributes of individuals collected
during adulthood and used as controls include age and age squared, gender, occupation,
education,12 marital status, number of children, housing tenure, city size, and year of
observation. Immigrant origin and nativity are included in some models. Summary
statistics for all covariates are included in Table 1.

Modeling Strategy

I apply ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions predicting neighborhood composition
during adulthood. Models 1 and 2 use, respectively, the immigrant share and unem-
ployment rate as the dependent variable. I first estimate three specifications of these
models to explore intergenerational contextual mobility and its correlates. The first
includes only the respective neighborhood composition variable measured during
childhood as a covariate (specification a). The second integrates all individual-level
controls relating to individuals and their parents (specification b). The third adds

11 As with parental country of birth and nationality at birth, the variables referring to the father are used first;
when the latter are not available, the variables referring to the mother are used.
12 Occupation and education are used to measure social class in the absence of income and wealth in EDP.
These are typical measures of social class used in empirical research in France, notably on intergenerational
social mobility (Lemel 1991; Vallet 1999), and are in line with the salience of the cultural dimensions of class
inequalities in France (Bourdieu 1984).

Table 2 The sample

N %

Majority 28,241 83

Children of Immigrants 5,672 17

Europeans 2,453

Africans 2,733

Asians/Turks 486

Total 33,913 100

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).
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municipality fixed effects (specification c).13 Introducing these controls incrementally
makes it possible to break down the original correlation observed in the a specifications
and identify their relative importance. As a robustness check, the models are replicated
on the subsample older than 30 (N = 12,538).14

I run additional model specifications with the aim of identifying whether patterns
differ for children of immigrants and the French majority. The fourth specification
introduces immigrant origin and nativity as covariates (specification d). I use this
specification to test an interaction between immigrant origin and childhood neighbor-
hood composition on the full sample and on a subsample of individuals who originated
in the Paris region15 (N = 7,489).16

Finally, Models 3 and 4 are random-effects OLS regressions predicting the immi-
grant share and the unemployment rate in the neighborhood during adulthood, drawing
on the subsample observed twice during adulthood (N = 10,149). I focus on the effect
of the respective neighborhood composition variable during childhood and its interac-
tion with year of observation during adulthood to determine whether neighborhood
environments are stable up to 18 years after leaving the parental home (1990 to 2008).
The models include the same controls as those used in the previous models.

Results

Table 3 displays mobility between quartiles of the neighborhood immigrant share and
unemployment rate from childhood to adulthood. The first finding of note is that the
chances of remaining within the same types of neighborhoods are quite high. Regard-
less of the origin group, 41 % or more remain in the same immigrant share quartile
between childhood and adulthood. Stability is somewhat lower when measured by the
unemployment rate, with approximately one-third staying in the same quartile, sug-
gesting greater intergenerational contextual mobility in terms of socioeconomic neigh-
borhood composition.

Yet, substantial disparities are found across origin groups in the likelihood of
remaining in similar spaces over time. Nearly one-half of the majority (42 %)
and Europeans (48 %) who originated in high-concentration immigrant areas
(>75th percentile) remain in similar neighborhoods as adults. The story for
children of non-European immigrants is much different. Africans and Asians/
Turks who grew up in neighborhoods with the highest shares of immigrants
have, respectively, a 63 % and a 69 % chance of living in those types of
spaces as adults—an increase of approximately 20 points. Similarly, the French
majority and Europeans have the lowest risk of staying in high-concentration
unemployment areas (39 % for the former and 33 % for the latter); at 54 %,
Africans have the highest chances, followed by Asians/Turks (47 %).

13 Because municipality fixed-effects models require multiple individual observations within the same
municipality, the models are restricted to individuals living in municipalities in which at least another
observation is available. This results in a small reduction of the sample size.
14 For concision, the age-restricted models are not included but are available from the author upon request.
15 The Paris region (Ile-de-France) consists of municipalities in eight departments: Paris, Essonne, Hauts-de-
Seine, Seine-Saint-Denis, Seine-et-Marne, Val-de-Marne, Val-d’Oise, and Yvelines.
16 For concision, the interaction models are not included but are available from the author upon request.
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The trend is reversed in low-concentration immigrant areas (<25th percentile).
French and Europeans remain in these spaces at the greatest rates (54 % for the former
and 43 % for the latter). On the other hand, non-Europeans—especially Asians/Turks—
have considerably lower chances of originating in these neighborhoods and staying in
them over time. The same pattern by origin group is found in low-concentration
unemployment neighborhoods.

Mobility into neighborhoods with higher and lower shares of immigrants or the unem-
ployed can also be discerned in Table 3. Because mobility to a higher quartile is not possible
for those who grew up in the fourth quartile, nor is mobility to a lower quartile possible for
those who grew up in the first quartile, these cells are empty. Generally speaking, the
probability of moving up quartiles from low-concentration areas—that is, toward neighbor-
hoodswith greater shares of immigrants or the unemployed—is stronger than the probability
of moving down quartiles from high-concentration areas. The French majority is the only
exception.More than one-half (58%) of those originating in a high-concentration immigrant
area move to a lower quartile over time. This is true of 52 % of Europeans but only about
one-third of non-Europeans. On the other hand, among those who originated in the bottom
quartile of the immigrant share, the risk of entering a higher quartile in adulthood is lowest
among the French majority (46 %) and highest among Africans (64 %) and Asians/Turks
(95%). Similar disparities are observed inmobility patterns with regard to the neighborhood
unemployment rate. Once again, non-Europeans have the lowest likelihood of leaving high-
concentration areas for a lower quartile and the greatest chances of entering a higher quartile
from low-concentration areas.

These trajectories between neighborhood quartiles reflect not only individual moves
to different neighborhoods, but they also capture neighborhood change. If the original
neighborhood underwent an increase or decrease in the immigrant share or unemploy-
ment rate, changes in neighborhood quartiles may be observed for individuals who
stayed in the same IRIS over time. As shown earlier in Table 1, geographic mobility—
defined as moving to a different IRIS between childhood and adulthood17—is strong
(between 81 % and 86 %), indicating that individual moves contribute substantially to
the patterns in Table 3.

Table 4 helps shed light on the role of neighborhood change by indicating, among
individuals who are not geographically mobile, the share remaining in the same
neighborhood quartile between childhood and adulthood. Neighborhood change is
not predominant in terms of ethnoracial composition: 66 % of nonmovers remained
in the same quartile of the immigrant share. Greater change is observed on the
socioeconomic indicator, with 45 % of nonmovers remaining in the same quartile of
the unemployment rate. Moreover, the majority and Europeans live in neighborhoods
that are more likely to undergo change. This finding suggests that in addition to
geographic mobility, a lower degree of neighborhood change also contributes to the
lower levels of contextual mobility observed among non-Europeans.

Hence, these descriptive patterns emphasize a strong continuity between the types of
neighborhoods where individuals live as children and adults. Ethnoracial segregation
appears to be particularly persistent relative to spatial disadvantage, especially for
children of non-Europeans immigrants. I next use OLS regressions to model the

17 Of a total 12,387 unique IRIS codes of individuals observed during childhood, 1,781 IRIS were observed
again for individuals during adulthood. The individuals living in these IRIS form the sample of nonmovers.
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Table 3 Mobility between quartiles of the neighborhood composition variables from childhood to adulthood

Immigrant Share in Adulthood Unemployment Rate in Adulthood

Same
Quartile

Higher
Quartile

Lower
Quartile Total

Same
Quartile

Higher
Quartile

Lower
Quartile Total

French Majority

Childhood quartile

<25th 4,364
(54)

3,755
(46)

0 8,119
(100)

2,587
(34)

4,941
(66)

0 7,528
(100)

25th–50th 2,578
(34)

3,095
(41)

1,899
(25)

7,572
(100)

1,978
(27)

3,180
(44)

2,149
(29)

7,307
(100)

50th–75th 2,353
(34)

1,673
(24)

2,900
(42)

6,926
(100)

1,885
(27)

1,751
(25)

3,396
(48)

7,032
(100)

>75th 2,347
(42)

0 3,277
(58)

5,624
(100)

2,468
(39)

0 3,906
(61)

6,374
(100)

Total 11,642
(41)

8,523
(30)

8,076
(29)

28,241
(100)

8,918
(32)

9,872
(35)

9,451
(33)

28,241
(100)

Europeans

Childhood quartile

<25th 95
(43)

128
(57)

0 223
(100)

207
(37)

348
(63)

0 555
(100)

25th–50th 197
(39)

219
(43)

90
(18)

506
(100)

192
(29)

252
(38)

224
(34)

668
(100)

50th–75th 300
(39)

199
(26)

272
(35)

771
(100)

166
(26)

135
(21)

345
(53)

646
(100)

>75th 457
(48)

0 496
(52)

953
(100)

191
(33)

0 393
(67)

584
(100)

Total 1,049
(43)

546
(22)

858
(35)

2,453
(100)

756
(31)

735
(30)

962
(39)

2,453
(100)

Africans

Childhood quartile

<25th 42
(36)

76
(64)

0 118
(100)

74
(24)

237
(76)

0 311
(100)

25th–50th 102
(30)

192
(56)

51
(15)

345
(100)

105
(25)

249
(58)

73
(17)

427
(100)

50th–75th 215
(32)

258
(38)

203
(30)

676
(100)

200
(29)

227
(33)

255
(37)

682
(100)

>75th 1,008
(63)

0 586
(37)

1,594
(100)

706
(54)

0 607
(46)

1,313
(100)

Total 1,367
(50)

526
(19)

840
(31)

2,733
(100

1,085
(40)

713
(26)

935
(34)

2,733
(100)

Asians/Turks

Childhood quartile

<25th ––

(5)
––

(95)
0 21

(100)
21
(25)

64
(75)

0 85
(100)

25th–50th 9
(16)

34
(62)

12
(22)

55
(100)

25
(33)

32
(42)

19
(25)

76
(100)
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correlation between childhood and adulthood neighborhood composition as an indica-
tor of the stability of neighborhood environments. Results for the coefficients of interest
are reported in Table 5.

I begin by exploring the correlation between neighborhood composition in child-
hood and adulthood in the models not including controls (Models 1a and 2a). Both
coefficients are positive and significant: higher shares of immigrants and the unem-
ployed in the neighborhood during childhood are correlated with higher shares of
immigrants and the unemployed in the neighborhood during adulthood. Yet, the
magnitude of this correlation varies across indicators and appears to be most intense
in immigrant neighborhoods (Model 1a). A 1 % increase in the childhood neighbor-
hood immigrant share translates into a 0.38 % increase in the neighborhood immigrant
share during adulthood. The coefficient from the model predicting the unemployment
rate (Model 2a) is comparatively somewhat lower. As the child neighborhood unem-
ployment rate increases by 1 %, the unemployment rate in the neighborhood during
adulthood rises by 0.25 %. Results are similar for the subsample of adults older than
age 30.

Next, I examine whether individuals remain in certain neighborhoods over time as a
result of their own demographic and socioeconomic characteristics or those of their
parents. Models 1b and 2b report the coefficients of interest when all individual-level
factors are added to the estimation. Adding these controls results in a reduction of the
coefficients by approximately 8 % for the immigrant share coefficient (0.347 / 0.377)
and approximately 15 % for the unemployment rate coefficient (0.211 / 0.248). Again,
findings are confirmed in the age-restricted subsample. Individual-level factors relating
to individuals and their families thus at least partially account for why neighborhood
composition is stable over time. Nonetheless, these factors appear more decisive in
accounting for neighborhood stability in terms of socioeconomic composition than
ethnoracial composition.

The last specifications in Table 5 report the coefficients for the child neighborhood
variables after controlling for municipality fixed effects (Models 1c and 2c). The aim
here is to determine whether remaining in neighborhoods with similar ethnoracial and
socioeconomic composition can be attributed to the broader context in which children

Table 3 (continued)

Immigrant Share in Adulthood Unemployment Rate in Adulthood

Same
Quartile

Higher
Quartile

Lower
Quartile Total

Same
Quartile

Higher
Quartile

Lower
Quartile Total

50th–75th 37
(35)

44
(42)

25
(24)

106
(100)

25
(21)

41
(35)

52
(44)

118
(100)

>75th 210
(69)

0 94
(31)

304
(100)

97
(47)

0 110
(53)

207
(100)

Total 257
(53)

98
(20)

131
(27)

486
(100)

168
(35)

137
(28)

181
(37)

486
(100)

Notes: Table shows row percentages (shown in parentheses). Due to data privacy requirements, cell frequen-
cies are not reported when these are less than four.

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).
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of immigrants and the French majority grew up. Compared with the empty models, the
correlations between the childhood and adulthood neighborhood immigrant share and
unemployment rate are reduced substantially, by approximately 75 % (0.102 / 0.377
and 0.063 / 0.248, respectively). Thus, the continuity of neighborhood environments
over the life course appears to have a lot to do with geographic location during
childhood.

As the full model results in Table 6 show, socioeconomic status in both generations
matters to neighborhood environments experienced in adulthood. Individuals with
higher education, and whose parents have higher occupational status and education,
show decreased unemployment rates and immigrant shares in their neighborhoods as
adults, although these factors show lower significance in the age-restricted models.
Accessing homeownership is linked to lower shares of immigrants and the unemployed
in the neighborhood, whereas public housing occupancy in both generations is posi-
tively correlated with ethnoracial segregation and spatial disadvantage in adulthood.

Hence, both individual and contextual factors are prominent in accounting for the
types of neighborhoods in which people live. Nonetheless, the characteristics of
individuals and their parents seem to be relatively weak compared with the salience
of the broader geographic context in which one grew up. Still, net of controls,
childhood neighborhood composition continues to exert an influence on where indi-
viduals live as adults.

I now shift the analysis to explore whether contextual mobility is restricted among
children of non-European immigrants. To do so, I add the immigrant origin and nativity
covariates (Models 1d and 2d). Origin-based disparities in neighborhood composition
during adulthood emerge from both models. As shown in Table 7, net of controls,
children of immigrants live in neighborhoods with significantly higher shares of
immigrants compared with the majority (Model 1d). Disparities between non-
Europeans and the majority are the most pronounced: Africans and Asians/Turks live
in neighborhoods with higher average immigrant shares of 2 to 5 percentage points.

Table 4 Neighborhood stability among nonmovers

% Same Quartile

Neighborhood Immigrant Share

Total 66

Majority 65

Europeans 65

Africans 74

Asians/Turks 74

Neighborhood Unemployment Rate

Total 45

Majority 43

Europeans 38

Africans 61

Asians/Turks 58

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).
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Likewise, the greatest levels of disadvantage are found in non-European neighbor-
hoods, and no significant differences are found between Europeans and the majority
(Model 2d). Nativity is significantly negatively correlated with higher shares of
immigrants in the neighborhood during adulthood.

To confirm whether patterns differ between non-Europeans and the majority net of
other factors, I useModels 1d and 2d to test an interaction between immigrant origin and
childhood neighborhood composition on the full sample as well as on a subsample of
individuals who grew up in the Paris region. Results are displayed in Fig. 1. The slope
for each group indicates the effect of the childhood immigrant share or unemployment
rate on the respective neighborhood composition variable during adulthood. Findings on
the full sample show a weak slope for the majority on both indicators, pointing to a
relatively low stability of neighborhood environments over time. For all immigrant
origin groups, and particularly non-Europeans, the effect of childhood neighborhood
composition is significantly stronger. As the local immigrant share in childhood in-
creases, the local immigrant share in adulthood rises sharply. The same is true for the
neighborhood unemployment rate. However, in this case, Europeans do not significantly
differ from the majority. Non-Europeans stand out from the pattern, showing a distinctly
stronger effect of the unemployment rate in the original neighborhood.

Table 5 Correlations between neighborhood composition variables in childhood and adulthood from Models
1 and 2

Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Model 1a Model 1b Model 1c Model 2a Model 2b Model 2c

Full Sample

Childhood neighborhood
immigrant share

.377***
(.005)

.347***
(.005)

.102***
(.006)

Childhood neighborhood
unemployment rate

.248***
(.004)

.211***
(.005)

.063***
(.005)

Individual controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Municipality fixed effects No No Yes No No Yes

Number of observations 33,913 32,393 31,995 33,913 32,393 31,995

R2 .170 .191 .459 .084 .231 .380

Subsample >30 years old

Childhood neighborhood
immigrant share

.397***
(.007)

.357***
(.008)

.107***
(.010)

Childhood neighborhood
unemployment rate

.265***
(.007)

.231***
(.007)

.077***
(.009)

Individual controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Municipality fixed effects No No Yes No No Yes

Number of observations 12,538 11,638 11,513 12,538 11,638 11,513

R2 .195 .217 .528 .100 .234 .454

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).

***p < .001
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Table 6 OLS regression coefficients for Models 1c and 2c

Model 1c:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2c:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Child Neighborhood Composition

Immigrant share 0.102***

(0.006)

Unemployment rate 0.063***

(0.005)

Adult Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)

Farmer/small business owner –0.005* –0.005

(0.002) (0.003)

Manager 0.001 0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Intermediary profession 0.000 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

White collar –0.001 –0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Unemployed (never worked) 0.009** 0.025***

(0.003) (0.004)

Student 0.008*** 0.005**

(0.002) (0.002)

Not working 0.010*** 0.016***

(0.002) (0.002)

Currently unemployed 0.008*** 0.017***

(0.001) (0.001)

Education (ref. = no education)

Vocational degree –0.003** –0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)

High school diploma –0.004*** –0.010***

(0.001) (0.001)

University –0.004** –0.009***

(0.001) (0.001)

Women (ref. = men) 0.001 0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Age –0.001*** –0.001***

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000*** 0.000***

(0.000) (0.000)

Marital status (ref. = single)

Married 0.002* –0.002*

(0.001) (0.001)
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Table 6 (continued)

Model 1c:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2c:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Number of children (ref. = no children)

One child –0.004*** –0.003*

(0.001) (0.001)

Two children –0.005*** –0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children –0.002 0.005*

(0.002) (0.002)

Housing tenure (ref. = private market renter)

Homeowner –0.007*** –0.008***

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing occupant 0.019*** 0.034***

(0.001) (0.001)

Period of observation (ref. = 1990–1999)

1999–2008 (2004) 0.004* –0.026***

(0.002) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2005) 0.007*** –0.025***

(0.002) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2006) 0.008*** –0.024***

(0.001) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2007) 0.008*** –0.028***

(0.001) (0.001)

1999–2008 (2008) 0.009*** –0.032***

(0.001) (0.001)

Parent Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)

Other –0.001 –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Manager –0.002 –0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Intermediary profession –0.003* –0.003*

(0.001) (0.001)

White collar –0.002* –0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Not working –0.000 0.003*

(0.001) (0.002)

Unemployed –0.001 0.003

(0.001) (0.002)

Education (ref. = no education)

Primary school level –0.006*** –0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)
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Table 6 (continued)

Model 1c:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2c:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Vocational degree –0.008*** –0.008***

(0.001) (0.001)

High school diploma –0.005*** –0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)

University –0.003* –0.007***

(0.001) (0.002)

Age 0.000 –0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

Single parent (ref. = couple) 0.000 0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Number of children (ref. = one child)

Two children 0.001 0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children 0.005*** 0.007***

(0.001) (0.001)

Housing tenure
(ref. = private market renter)

Homeowner 0.001 –0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing 0.003** 0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Contextual Variables

City size (adulthood)
(ref. = <100,000 inhabitants)

>100,000 inhabitants 0.014*** 0.010***

(0.001) (0.001)

Paris region 0.093*** –0.026***

(0.001) (0.001)

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes

Constant 0.078*** 0.175***

(0.013) (0.014)

Number of Observations 31,995 31,995

R2 .459 .380

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Table 7 OLS regression coefficients for Models 1d and 2d, including immigrant origin

Model 1d:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2d:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Child Neighborhood Composition

Immigrant share 0.085***

(0.006)

Unemployment rate 0.059***

(0.005)

Origin (ref. = majority)

Europeans 0.004** –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Africans 0.024*** 0.020***

(0.001) (0.002)

Asians/Turks 0.045*** 0.028***

(0.003) (0.004)

Born in France (dummy variable) –0.004* –0.003

(0.002) (0.002)

Adult Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)

Farmer/small business owner –0.006** –0.006*

(0.002) (0.003)

Manager 0.001 –0.000

(0.001) (0.002)

Intermediary profession –0.000 0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

White collar –0.002 –0.002

(0.001) (0.001)

Unemployed (never worked) 0.007* 0.023***

(0.003) (0.004)

Student 0.006*** 0.004*

(0.001) (0.002)

Not working 0.008*** 0.015***

(0.002) (0.002)

Currently unemployed 0.006*** 0.016***

(0.001) (0.001)

Education (ref. = no education)

Vocational degree –0.002* –0.006***

(0.001) (0.001)

High school diploma –0.005*** –0.011***

(0.001) (0.001)

University –0.004*** –0.010***

(0.001) (0.001)
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Table 7 (continued)

Model 1d:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2d:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Women (ref. = men) 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Age –0.001*** –0.001***

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000*** 0.000**

(0.000) (0.000)

Marital status (ref. = single)

Married –0.000 –0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Number of children (ref. = no children)

One child –0.004*** –0.002*

(0.001) (0.001)

Two children –0.004*** –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children –0.002 0.005*

(0.002) (0.002)

Housing tenure
(ref. = private market renter)

Homeowner –0.007*** –0.008***

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing occupant 0.018*** 0.033***

(0.001) (0.001)

Period of observation (ref. = 1990–1999)

1999–2008 (2004) 0.004* –0.026***

(0.002) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2005) 0.007*** –0.025***

(0.002) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2006) 0.008*** –0.024***

(0.001) (0.002)

1999–2008 (2007) 0.007*** –0.028***

(0.001) (0.001)

1999–2008 (2008) 0.009*** –0.032***

(0.001) (0.001)

Parent Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)

Other 0.000 –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Manager –0.000 –0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Intermediary profession –0.001 –0.002

(0.001) (0.001)
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Table 7 (continued)

Model 1d:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2d:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

White collar –0.001 –0.003**

(0.001) (0.001)

Not working –0.001 0.003

(0.001) (0.002)

Unemployed –0.002 0.002

(0.001) (0.002)

Education (ref. = no education)

Primary school level –0.002* –0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Vocational degree –0.004*** –0.005***

(0.001) (0.001)

High school diploma –0.001 –0.004**

(0.001) (0.001)

University –0.000 –0.005**

(0.001) (0.002)

Age 0.000 –0.000

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000 0.000*

(0.000) (0.000)

Single parent (ref. = couple) 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Number of children (ref. = one child)

Two children 0.001 –0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children 0.002 0.004***

(0.001) (0.001)

Housing tenure
(ref. = private market renter)

Homeowner 0.001 0.000

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing 0.002 0.003**

(0.001) (0.001)

Contextual Variables

City size (adulthood)
(ref. = <100,000 inhabitants)

>100,000 inhabitants 0.014*** 0.010***

(0.001) (0.001)

Paris region 0.091*** –0.027***

(0.001) (0.001)

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes
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Among the subsample of the Paris region, the slopes are stronger overall, suggesting
a greater degree of stability in neighborhoods over time. The same disparities across
immigrant origin groups are found on the immigrant share indicator, with significant
differences between the French majority and children of immigrants. However, in terms
of neighborhood socioeconomic disadvantage, only Africans are distinct from the
French majority, with greater stability on the unemployment rate indicator. Differences
between other groups and the majority are not significant.

Finally, Table 8 displays Models 3 and 4. These models are run on the subsample of
individuals observed as children in 1990 for whom two observations during adulthood
are available, in 1999 and 2008 (N = 10,149). The models again predict adulthood
neighborhood composition, this time with an interaction between childhood neighbor-
hood composition and the year of observation in adulthood (1999 and 2008) in order to
test the stability of the correlation over time. The first part of the interaction term shows
the positive and significant effect of the respective childhood neighborhood composi-
tion variable at the first adult observation in 1999. At this point in time, a stronger
coefficient is found for the neighborhood unemployment rate than for the neighborhood
immigrant share. The second part of the interaction term shows the difference in the
effect of the childhood neighborhood between 1999 and 2008. The correlation between
neighborhood unemployment in childhood and adulthood drops significantly, by
approximately 9 percentage points in 2008. The difference in the effect of the childhood
neighborhood immigrant share, however, is not significant. These patterns suggest that
individuals may access neighborhoods with a lower degree of disadvantage later in life.
Ethnoracial segregation, on the other hand, remains strong up to 18 years after
transitioning to adulthood.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study used recent longitudinal data to investigate intergenerational contextual mobility
in France. The analysis had three broad aims: (1) identify the extent to which individuals
live in similar neighborhood environments over the life course as measured by ethnoracial
and socioeconomic composition; (2) determine how well individual and contextual

Table 7 (continued)

Model 1d:
Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Model 2d:
Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Constant 0.085*** 0.180***

(0.013) (0.014)

Number of Observations 31,995 31,995

R2 .468 .385

Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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characteristics account for these patterns; and (3) assess whether neighborhood environ-
ments are more stable for the children of immigrants compared with the French majority.

Fig. 1 Interactions between childhood neighborhood composition and immigrant origin. Graphs show
estimates with 95 % confidence intervals from a variation on Models 1d and 2d, including an interaction
between immigrant origin and childhood neighborhood composition (N = 31,995 for the full sample; N =
7,489 for the Paris region). Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE)
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The findings are in line with prior research on the topic (Sharkey 2008; Van Ham
et al. 2014; Vartanian et al. 2007) and indicate that in France, neighborhood environ-
ments are partially inherited from the previous generation (H1). Both neighborhood
composition variables remain significantly correlated between childhood and adulthood
net of other factors. Neighborhood ethnoracial composition, in comparison with neigh-
borhood socioeconomic composition, was particularly stable over time (H3). Although
these patterns must be considered with regard to the young age of the sample and
limited time frame of observation, additional analysis showed that the findings are
robust among older adults and hold, in the case of neighborhood ethnoracial compo-
sition, up to 18 years after children leave the parental home.

The results further shed light on the weight of individual and contextual factors in
explaining contextual mobility. The demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of
individuals and their parents only somewhat contribute to these patterns, undermining
H2a. Socioeconomic characteristics in both generations were found to affect adult
ethnoracial segregation and disadvantage yet only weakly accounted for the correlation
between neighborhood composition over the life course. Of course, variables omitted
from this analysis because of data restrictions, such as income and wealth, influence
where people live and may explain why individual factors appear to have limited
importance in these models. Yet it seems that socioeconomic factors alone do not explain
why neighborhood environments are transmitted between parents and their children.

On the other hand, introducing contextual controls in the models resulted in a sharp
decrease in the effect of neighborhood composition during childhood. Moreover,
stability within similar neighborhoods was markedly stronger for children of immi-
grants from the Paris region. Given that previous studies of intergenerational contextual
mobility focused primarily on individual mechanisms, this finding offers a new
contribution about the role of the broader geographical environments where individuals
grow up (H2b). The municipality fixed effects included in the models capture unob-
served characteristics of cities, such as housing prices, the size of the public housing
stock, and the quality of local education and employment. Growing up in areas with
tight housing markets and large shares of public housing may greatly reduce neigh-
borhood choice, and social mobility may be inhibited among individuals who are
embedded within low-quality school and job environments. These findings are in line
with theoretical arguments within the neighborhood effects literature, according to
which residential contexts (neighborhoods, but also cities and regions) bolster or restrict
opportunities for social and residential mobility (Chetty et al. 2014a; Sharkey and Faber
2014).

Immigrant origin also emerged as a salient predictor of intergenerational contextual
mobility (H4b). Net of other factors, the effect of childhood neighborhood composition
was significantly stronger for non-Europeans. This conclusion joins the findings of
Sharkey (2008) in the United States and Van Ham et al. (2014) in Sweden, who
documented a pronounced risk of remaining in poor neighborhoods among racial
minorities. The children of Europeans, on the other hand, like the French majority,
are less exposed to segregated and disadvantaged spaces over time.

These origin-based disparities, as well as the relatively stronger persistence of
ethnoracial neighborhood composition over generations and over time, point to the
salience of race/ethnicity in spatial patterns in France. Several mechanisms help
account for why non-Europeans in particular experience reduced contextual mobility.
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Table 8 Random-effects OLS regression coefficients for Models 3 and 4, including an interaction between
year and childhood neighborhood composition

Model 3: Model 4:

Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Year (ref. = 1999)

2008 0.007*** –0.012***

(0.001) (0.001)

Interaction Year/Childhood Neighborhood Composition

Childhood neighborhood immigrant share, 1999 0.057***

(0.009)

Childhood neighborhood unemployment rate, 1999 0.094***

(0.009)

Childhood neighborhood immigrant share, 2008 –0.004

(0.007)

Childhood neighborhood unemployment rate, 2008 –0.085***

(0.008)

Origin (ref. = majority)

European 0.001 –0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

African 0.029*** 0.021***

(0.003) (0.003)

Asian/Turk 0.046*** 0.018**

(0.005) (0.006)

Born in France (dummy variable) –0.003 –0.004

(0.003) (0.003)

Adult Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)

Farmer/small business owner –0.003 –0.004

(0.002) (0.003)

Manager –0.003 –0.004

(0.002) (0.002)

Intermediary profession –0.002 –0.002

(0.001) (0.002)

White collar 0.001 –0.002

(0.001) (0.002)

Unemployed (never worked) 0.004 0.009

(0.005) (0.005)

Student 0.002 0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

Not working 0.005** 0.011***

(0.002) (0.002)

Currently unemployed 0.003* 0.013***

(0.002) (0.002)
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Table 8 (continued)

Model 3: Model 4:

Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Education (ref. = no education)

Vocational degree –0.002 –0.004**

(0.001) (0.001)

High school diploma –0.005*** –0.011***

(0.001) (0.002)

University –0.004** –0.010***

(0.002) (0.002)

Women (ref. = men) 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Age –0.001** –0.002***

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000* 0.000**

(0.000) (0.000)

Martial status (ref. = single)

Married –0.003*** –0.003**

(0.001) (0.001)

Number of children (ref. = no children)

One child –0.002* –0.003**

(0.001) (0.001)

Two children –0.005*** –0.005***

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children –0.004* –0.003

(0.002) (0.002)

Housing tenure (ref. = renter)

Homeowner –0.007*** –0.008***

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing occupant 0.017*** 0.029***

(0.001) (0.001)

Year of observation (ref. = 2004)

2005 0.000 0.001

(0.002) (0.002)

2006 0.002 0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

2007 0.001 0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

2008 0.002 –0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Parent Covariates

Occupation (ref. = blue collar)
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Table 8 (continued)

Model 3: Model 4:

Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

Other 0.002 –0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Manager –0.001 –0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Intermediary profession –0.001 –0.001

(0.002) (0.002)

White collar –0.002 –0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Not working –0.000 0.003

(0.002) (0.002)

Unemployed –0.001 0.001

(0.002) (0.002)

Education (ref. = no education)

Primary school level 0.000 –0.002

(0.001) (0.002)

Vocational degree –0.003 –0.003

(0.002) (0.002)

High school diploma –0.000 –0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

University 0.004 0.000

(0.002) (0.002)

Age 0.000 –0.001

(0.000) (0.000)

Age squared 0.000 0.000*

(0.000) (0.000)

Single parent (ref. = couple) –0.001 –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Number of children (ref. = one child)

Two children 0.000 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Three or more children 0.003* 0.005**

(0.001) (0.001)

Housing tenure (ref. = renter)

Homeowner –0.000 –0.001

(0.001) (0.001)

Public housing occupant 0.002 0.001

(0.002) (0.002)

Contextual Variables

City size (adulthood) (ref. = <100,000 inhabitants)

>100,000 inhabitants 0.015*** 0.012***
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The first may be related to residential preferences. The segmented assimilation litera-
ture (Logan et al. 2002) emphasizes that living in proximity to coethnics provides
networks that may be useful to integration on job and housing markets. Toma (2016)
found evidence of ethnic enclave returns to job market integration in France among
immigrants. Furthermore, preferences to remain in coethnic neighborhoods may be
heightened in France, where anti-immigrant sentiment and racism are not negligible
(Mayer et al. 2014). The residential segregation of non-Europeans in previous gener-
ations could also be reproduced among their children because the latter, having been
socialized in specific neighborhoods, form preferences for the residential environments
experienced during childhood (Sharkey 2013).

If neighborhood choice is indeed driven by preferences for coethnic neighborhoods,
this could explain the lower degree of contextual mobility among non-Europeans, even
when upward social mobility has occurred. On the other hand, the residential prefer-
ences of the French majority could also be contributing to these patterns. Research in
the United States has provided substantial evidence of the role of white flight in
maintaining segregated neighborhoods, and quantitative findings from France
(Rathelot and Safi 2014) and Europe (Bolt et al. 2008; Bråmå 2006; Van Ham and
Clark 2009) align with this hypothesis. Native flight and avoidance processes are linked
to ethnoracial concentration in public housing projects and disadvantaged schools.
Middle- and upper-class French natives can more easily buy into attractive neighbor-
hoods on open housing markets, with the consequence of reducing the range of
neighborhoods available to minorities, confining them to similar spaces over time.

The restricted contextual mobility among non-Europeans may also be linked to their
presence in public housing. Verdugo (2011) found that the concentration of non-
Europeans in public housing accounts for increased residential segregation among
these groups. Preferences may again be a driving factor of this outcome: prior research
has documented that entering the public housing sector can be a veritable residential
strategy among immigrants to improve housing quality and access to homeownership,
especially in expensive urban housing markets areas where the public sector is

Table 8 (continued)

Model 3: Model 4:

Adult Neighborhood
Immigrant Share

Adult Neighborhood
Unemployment Rate

(0.001) (0.001)

Paris region 0.091*** –0.017***

(0.002) (0.002)

Municipality fixed effects Yes Yes

Constant 0.093*** 0.185***

(0.013) (0.014)

Number of Observations 20,288 20,288

Number of ID 10,147 10,147

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

Source: EDP 1990–2008 (INSEE).

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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particularly financially attractive (Dietrich-Ragon 2011; Goffette-Nagot and Sidibé
2016). Second-generation immigrants who grew up in public housing may choose to
remain in the sector or may have greater access to information about housing oppor-
tunities there. Yet, beyond preferences, discrimination in both public and private
housing markets, widely documented in France (Bonnet et al. 2016; Bourgeois 2013;
Bunel et al. 2017; Sala Pala 2013; Simon et al. 2001), durably restricts opportunities for
contextual and social mobility among non-European minorities. Direct refusals for
housing by real estate agents and landlords, as well as racial steering, undoubtedly play
a key role. Little is known in France about redlining, but evidence of banks denying
loans to geographical areas with large immigrant populations has been documented in
other European countries (Aalbers 2005).

This article presents some analytical limits that invite avenues of future research. As
new EDP waves become available, intergenerational contextual mobility may be
assessed over the long term. This will overcome the present limit of observing young
adults over a short period of time and help grasp mobility dynamics as a process that
unfolds over multiple decades. Moreover, given the importance of context highlighted
in these analyses, further analysis is needed to explore how geographic mobility
(between urban areas, departments, or regions) specifically contributes to intergenera-
tional contextual mobility. Finally, future studies could explore the articulations be-
tween intergenerational social mobility and contextual mobility across ethnoracial
groups. Research into these questions are of particular importance in France, where
scholarly assessments of ethnoracial stratification are undermined by the statistical
invisibility of race/ethnicity (Safi 2013; Simon 2008), even while segregation, spatial
disadvantage, and social mobility among immigrants are politically salient topics.
Much would be gained by using the lens of intergenerational inequalities to continue
this investigation of the interconnectedness of space, social mobility, and ethnoracial
inequalities in France and other national contexts.
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Appendix

Restricting the sample to children who transition to adulthood raises issues of attrition
and censoring. Attrition concerns individuals who are observed as children in t but
leave the panel before they can be observed as adults. As Table 9 shows, 18 % of
children observed in t disappeared from the panel in t + 1. Another 26 % were observed
twice as children but then left the panel in t + 2. Thus, the transition to adulthood is not
observable for approximately 44 % of all children because of attrition. Although this
rate is high, sample attrition must be put into perspective with fact that after 2004, the
French census and EDP switched from collecting data on the entire population to only
20 % of the population. As a result, not all EDP individuals were relocated after 1999,

Intergenerational Contextual Mobility in France 1539

D
o
w

n
lo

a
d
e
d
 fro

m
 h

ttp
://re

a
d
.d

u
k
e
u
p
re

s
s
.e

d
u
/d

e
m

o
g
ra

p
h
y
/a

rtic
le

-p
d
f/5

5
/4

/1
5
0
7
/8

4
1
8
8
2
/1

5
0
7
m

c
a
v
a
y
.p

d
f b

y
 g

u
e
s
t o

n
 2

0
 A

u
g
u
s
t 2

0
2
2



increasing the attrition rate after this period. However, the loss of EDP individuals
because of this change can be considered random.

Censoring, on the other hand, concerns individuals whose outcomes cannot be
observed because they have not yet occurred. This analysis presents two cases. The
first, concerning 31 % of the sample, comprises children who entered the panel at the
last available date of observation (2008). These are presumably young children whose
births were recently recorded in the civil registries. The second, 6 % of the sample,
concerns individuals who remained children at all three dates. Such persons may also
have been young at the first date of observation or left the parental home at a later age.
In both cases, the transition to adulthood cannot be observed until a future EDP date is
available.

To get a sense of how attrition and censoring may affect the analysis, Table 9
provides descriptive statistics on the sample of EDP children according to whether a
transition to adulthood was observed. The most substantial differences between the
samples concern immigrant origin and housing tenure. Lower rates of non-European
children of immigrants and greater rates of homeowners are found in the transition to
adulthood sample, which may suggest that the analysis sample is somewhat positively
selected on socioeconomic characteristics. The higher attrition of immigrant popula-
tions may be due to remigration patterns. Nonetheless, the similar composition of the
samples suggests that the analyses are not severely biased by these differences.

Table 9 Summary statistics on sample of EDP children

No Transition to
Adulthood

Transition to
Adulthood

Observed as Child in t and Not Observed in t + 1 0.18

Observed as Child in t (= 2008) 0.31

Observed as Child in t and t + 1 and Not Observed in t + 2 0.26

Observed as Child in t, t + 1, and t + 2 0.06

Observed as Child in t and as Adult in t + 1 0.07

Observed as Child in t and as Adult in t + 1 and t + 2 0.05

Observed as Child in t and t + 1 and as Adult in t + 2 0.05

Neighborhood Composition Variables

Childhood immigrant share 0.09 0.09

Childhood unemployment rate 0.12 0.12

Immigrant Origin

French majority 0.77 0.83

Europeans 0.06 0.07

Africans 0.14 0.08

Asians and Turks 0.03 0.01

Parent Covariates

Education

No education 0.25 0.25

Primary school level 0.17 0.24

Vocational degree 0.27 0.25
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