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1. Introduction

While many developed countries are currently facing an
increase in both ethnic (Bickford and Massey, 1991; Cutler et al.,
2008) and partisan segregation (Bishop, 2009; Brown and Enos,
2021; Brown et al., 2022), these two dynamics are thought to stem
from distinct mechanisms. Ethnic segregation is often explained by
social interaction models (Schelling, 2006; Card et al., 2008), and
partisan segregation, by Tiebout sorting where people ‘vote with
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their feet’ into jurisdictions offering their preferred bundle of pub-
lic goods (Banzhaf and Walsh, 2008). However, if local policies
impact the attractiveness of local jurisdictions in a way that varies
along both ethnic and partisan lines, both dimensions of segrega-
tion may feed off of one another.

In this paper, using data from French municipalities over three
decades (1982-2014), we provide evidence that elections influence
the share of immigrants in the population and that the main chan-
nel through which these changes operate is local public housing
policies. The existence of a large public housing sector, with sub-
stantial turnover, and where municipalities can influence construc-
tion and admission policies is a major difference between the US
and many European or Asian countries. By design, public housing
can be targeted to specific constituents and is inherently linked
with a residence. Using detailed information on beneficiaries, we
show that election results influence the construction of new units
and the share of immigrants within both newly constructed and
preexisting public housing units. To a large extent, these partisan
differences appear specific to municipalities that already had a
high share of immigrants in 1982, and, as such, received the bulk
of immigrant inflows during the following decades.

To motivate the analysis, we discuss the various mechanisms
that might explain why mayors would implement partisan policies
that attract or repel immigrants. We highlight that if voters are
partisan, mayors might target immigrants if doing so reshapes
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the electorate directly or indirectly in a favorable direction. Rela-
tive to natives, immigrants are overwhelmingly in favor of left-
wing parties (Martiniello, 2006; Simmons et al., 2018; Brouard
and Tiberj, 2011) and more than half of immigrants are allowed
to vote as they have acquired French citizenship or originate from
the European Union.! In addition, implementing specific immigra-
tion policies might mobilize native supporters or affect their share
in the population. If those effects are large, targeting immigrants will
help mayors get reelected and even build political strongholds in the
long run.

To identify the effects of elections on local policies and the com-
position of the population, we follow Ferreira and Gyourko (2009)
and use a regression discontinuity analysis (RDD) that exploits
quasi-random variations in the political affiliation of the mayor
as a consequence of close elections. Our empirical investigation
draws from a sample of 829 municipalities with more than 9,000
inhabitants in urban areas with more than 30000 inhabitants.
We observe these municipalities over six local elections that
occurred approximately every six years from 1983 to 2014. Thus,
our data allow us to investigate the effects of elections on the com-
position of the population in the year of the next election, after
6 years, and also in the longer run, from 12 up to 18 years after
the initial election, which corresponds to the time at the second
and third election after the initial election, respectively.

We find that, after six years (by the time of the next election),
the share of immigrants in the population has grown 1.5 p.p. faster
in municipalities where a left- relative to a right-wing mayor has
won. This effect is large, as it corresponds to two-thirds of the aver-
age change in the share of immigrants between two elections in
our sample of municipalities. We can rule out that this increase
reflects general socioeconomic changes in the population, as the
share of immigrants increases across all occupation groups. New
residents with immigrant origins have socioeconomic characteris-
tics similar to those of the natives they replace, even if immigrants
are less likely to be in high-income occupations. We also find that
these differences in the share of immigrants in the municipality
increase over time, at least over two election cycles, albeit the esti-
mates are more imprecise in the long run.

We then investigate how this large demographic effect might
translate into the political leaning of the electorate. The direct
short-run effect on the electorate is initially attenuated by the fact
that the increase in immigration is only driven by non-European
immigrants, half of whom cannot vote as they are not citizens.
However, the share of immigrants who can vote increases over
time, and most of the long-run effects are driven by immigrants
with voting rights. This result is suggestive of a direct impact of
local elections on partisan segregation through immigration.

We then explore which systematic policy differences might
explain the effects of elections on the share of immigrants across
municipalities. Consistent with Ferreira and Gyourko (2009), we
find small and imprecise effects of elections on the two sources
of municipal funding: the housing tax and the property tax. This
rules out the hypothesis that differences in immigrant inflows
might be driven by a differential increase in spending or taxes after
the elections. In contrast, differences in public housing construc-
tion and inflows of immigrants into existing and newly constructed
municipal public housing explain much of the increase in the share
of immigrants.

In practice, the election of a left-wing mayor is associated with a
2.0 p.p. larger increase in the share of households living in public
housing in the short run, 6 years after the elections, and effects
after 12 years are, once again, twice as large. Overall, units

! Immigrants are defined by following the official international definition, whereby
an immigrant is a foreign-born person who was not a French citizen at birth.
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constructed after the elections account for a third of the increase
in the share of immigrants in public housing in the municipality
in the short run. On top of this extensive margin, the election of
a left-wing mayor is also associated with larger inflows of immi-
grants into existing public housing. Even if public housing only
accounts, on average, for 25% of total housing in our sample, the
increase in the share of immigrants who live in public housing
accounts for half of the total effect of elections on the share of
immigrants in the population.

To understand the mechanism underlying our results, we inves-
tigate whether the effects of elections vary with municipalities’ ini-
tial attractiveness to immigrants. Indeed, opening more public
housing to immigrants would be useless in towns where few
immigrants are likely to move. Using the fact that immigrants tend
to locate in places where the share of immigrants is already high
(see, e.g., Bartel, 1989; Jaeger et al., 2018), we proxy for a munici-
pality’s attractiveness to immigrants using its share of immigrants
in the population in 1982 (12%), which is strongly correlated with
future immigrant inflows. Separate estimates for municipalities
above and below this median show that our results are driven by
municipalities that were already attractive to immigrants.

Finally, using the fact that the results are driven by municipal-
ities that were more likely to attract immigrants, we assess
whether these demographic changes are related to the incumbency
advantage, defined here as the future electoral margin of the left
following the close election of a left-wing mayor. We find substan-
tial differences in incumbency advantage depending on the initial
share of immigrants. When the initial share of immigrants is high,
the incumbency advantage is equal to 10 p.p. at the next election
and 13 p.p. at the next-but-one election. In contrast, in municipal-
ities with a low initial share of immigrants and for which we find
little evidence of partisanship of local policies, the incumbency
advantage is smaller and not statistically significant after one elec-
tion. While these results are imprecise and should be interpreted
with caution, they are compatible with a model in which mayors
facing immigrant inflows are more likely to secure future electoral
wins through partisan immigration policies.

Related literature — Our work first contributes to a large liter-
ature on the determinants of local policies. Building on Tiebout’s
(1956) seminal work, many theoretical analyses have emphasized
that residential mobility and competition across local jurisdictions
should prevent partisan behavior at the local level (Epple and
Zelenitz, 1981; Calabrese et al., 2011). In contrast, recent empirical
studies find substantial evidence of partisanship of local policies
(Pettersson-Lidbom, 2008; Gerber and Hopkins, 2011; Meyersson,
2014; Dippel, 2019). In particular, our evidence of partisan differ-
ences in local housing policy is closely related to Solé-Ollé and
Viladecans-Marsal (2013), who find that left-wing parties in Span-
ish municipalities convert less land from rural to urban uses. Our
findings suggest that, in France, left-wing municipalities tend to
increase housing supply through public housing while we find no
effect on private housing.?

The second strand of the literature to which this paper relates is
the effects of public housing on immigrants’ location choice (see,
among others, Verdugo, 2016). In many European and Asian coun-
tries, the public housing sector remains a key component of the
housing market (Scanlon et al., 2014; Battiston et al., 2014; Chen
et al., 2013; Chiu, 2013; Xu and Zhou, 2019) and recent European
studies have shown that the concentration of immigrants in public
housing has influenced their spatial segregation (Quillian and
Lagrange, 2016; Verdugo and Toma, 2018; Musterd and Deurloo,
1997). Our results are consistent with many qualitative studies

2 Spain has very little public housing compared to France (2.5% against 20%), which
explains why Solé-Ollé and Viladecans-Marsal (2013) do not explore this policy.



B. Schmutz and G. Verdugo

that have described the discrimination of ethnic minorities by pub-
lic housing programs across Europe.?

Finally, this paper is also related to the growing literature
exploring the relationship between immigration and elections.
While a large body of work has shown that a local increase in
the share of immigrants increases support for anti-immigration
parties,” we focus on the reverse mechanism, whereby local election
results affect immigration inflows. Our results are consistent with
Bracco et al. (2018), who show that the election of a Lega Nord mayor
in Italy discourages immigrants from moving into the municipality,
and Slotwinski and Stutzer (2019), who highlight how local results
of an anti-minaret referendum affected the location choice of for-
eigners in Switzerland. We complement those two papers by provid-
ing evidence that, in a context where public housing allows mayors
to target immigrants, local partisan policies explain part of the
effects of elections on the location choice immigrants.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. To guide the
empirical analysis, Section 1 discusses the theoretical conditions
under which local elections may affect immigration. In Section 2,
we describe the context of the study and the data. In Section 3,
we detail our empirical strategy. Section 4 presents the results
and Section 5 concludes.

2. Conceptual framework

Several mechanisms could explain why local elections influence
the share of immigrants in a local jurisdiction. Firstly, election
results might impact immigration because, independently of the
policies implemented, they reveal the population’s attitudes and
indicate a more or less welcoming environment for immigrants
(Bracco et al., 2018; Slotwinski and Stutzer, 2019). Such differences
in attitudes might discourage immigrants from settling in munici-
palities where the population is hostile. However, if elections
merely play a signaling role, we should not observe a strong dis-
continuity following a close election associated with the victory
of a given party.

If a discontinuity is observed as in our case, the changes in pop-
ulation are likely driven by systematic partisan differences in local
policies. Admittedly, these policies need not be targeted toward
immigrants to have a larger effect on their location choice. Borjas
(1999) argues that in contrast to natives, immigrants might be
more responsive to local policy differences as they have already
paid the fixed cost of migration into the host country and might
not have strong local ties. This hypothesis implies, for example,
that a policy change preferred by low-income residents from all
origins might induce more substantial inflows of low-income
immigrants relative to natives. However, if some low-income
natives are mobile, we should observe at least some of them
respond to the policy, which is not the case in our data.

In contrast to most local policies, a large literature discussed
below suggests that the municipal provision of public housing
units, for which we report strong evidence of partisanship, is tar-
getable to specific subgroups in the population. In addition, immi-
grants (and, more specifically, non-European immigrants) are
particularly attracted to public housing, to a large extent in

3 For France, see, among others, Bourgeois (2018, 2013),Bonnal et al. (2012), Sala
Pala (2007)Masclet (2005), and Tissot (2005). Early evidence of discrimination
against minorities in access to public housing in the UK dates back to the 1980s (Karn
and Henderson, 1987; Jacobs, 1985; Henderson and Karn, 1984; Bowes et al., 1990),
and Battiston et al. (2014) argue such discrimination has declined in recent years. In
the Netherlands, where public housing is prevalent, Bolt and Van Kempen (2002)
emphasize that local housing associations have long reserved the best-quality units
for Dutch natives.

4 See, e.g.,, Halla et al. (2017) for Austria, Dustmann et al. (2018) for Denmark, Otto
and Steinhardt (2014) for Germany, Mendez and Cutillas (2014) for Spain, Barone
et al. (2016) for Italy, and Edo et al. (2019) for France.
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response to discrimination in private housing (Acolin et al., 2016;
Verdugo, 2016; Combes et al., 2018). As we document below, over
the period, the share of non-European immigrant households
among public housing inhabitants increased dramatically, reflect-
ing both an increase in their share in the population and an
increase in their participation in public housing. Therefore, mayors
may try to influence the location of immigrants through partisan
public housing policies.

Why would mayors want to attract or repel immigrants? If we
abstract from ideological motives, a plausible explanation might
involve electoral incentives. First, immigrants, and Non-European
immigrants in particular, are overwhelmingly supportive of left-
wing parties: recent survey data from Brouard and Tiberj (2011)
reproduced in Figure S1 in the Supplementary Appendix show that
they are three times more likely than natives to prefer the left.
Unlike natives, their political preferences do not vary much with
their occupation. Second, natives’ attitudes toward immigrants
are strongly partisan. Figure S2 in the Supplementary Appendix,
reproduced from Piketty (2020), indicates that voters who believe
that there are too many immigrants in France are 30 p.p. more
likely to vote for the right. In contrast, voters favorable to immigra-
tion lean toward the left (see, also, Gethin et al., 2021). As a result,
targeting immigrants might be used to indirectly affect votes from
non-immigrant voters.

The first possible mechanism for these indirect effects on non-
immigrant voters would be ideological signaling from the mayor
to her supporters. As explained by Glaeser et al. (2005), targeting
immigrants may be used to send messages to native supporters
and increase their electoral mobilization. For example, if a mayor
knows that her supporters are hostile to immigrants, she may
opt for an immigrant-hostile policy in order to increase their elec-
toral mobilization and improve her reelection chances. A second
related mechanism would be that local partisan policies change
the composition of the local population. In a seminal paper,
Glaeser and Shleifer (2005) describe several instances where may-
ors of prominent US cities purposefully favored the group of voters
from whom they enjoyed innate appeal (in their case, along ethnic
lines) in order to push other groups to leave the city and secure a
loyal electorate as a result.

In the Supplementary Appendix Section S1, we provide an
extension of Glaeser and Shleifer’s (2005) model adapted to the
French situation where the targeted group, immigrants, will never
account for the majority of the electorate. In such a case, targeting
immigrants may still prove electorally rewarding if partisanship
within the native population is unobservable to the mayor, but cor-
related with the propensity to tolerate immigrant neighbors. For
example, suppose the supporters of the mayor are immigrant-
friendly. The mayor may then opt for an immigrant-friendly policy
that increases not only the share of immigrants but also the share
of partisan natives in the population. Indeed, a large literature has
shown that some groups of natives may be quite sensitive to
changes in the share of immigrants in their neighborhood (Saiz
and Wachter, 2011). Concerns for such compositional amenities
appear even more important toward immigrants from poorer
countries, who are more likely to live in public housing (Card
et al.,, 2012).

Close elections, which we use to identify a causal effect, may be
particularly relevant to study mayors’ incentives to adopt partisan
policies. Indeed, a close election signals lower reelection prospects,
which should encourage mayors to announce a policy that will
help them secure reelection. However, it may still be the case that
the effect of a local policy change is small compared to other deter-
minants of immigrants’ location choices. In particular, immigrants
may be quite unlikely to come and settle in municipalities that
stand outside their traditional choice set. If mayors are aware of
this impediment, they may not implement partisan immigration
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policies in municipalities that immigrants deem unattractive in the
first place.

Overall, even though we will not be able to quantify the respec-
tive role played by each of the channels listed above, we can still
test the following four predictions from models in which immi-
grants are strategically targeted: (i) election results will impact
the magnitude of immigrant inflows into (and/or outflows from)
the municipality; (ii) election results will trigger a shift toward
local policies that can be targeted toward immigrants; however,
(iii) the effect of elections may be restricted to municipalities that
are attractive enough to immigrants; and (iv) in the municipalities
where the effects of elections are observed, mayors will enjoy a
greater incumbency advantage.

3. Context and data

We combine several French data sources to investigate whether
municipal elections affect the composition of the population and
which systematic differences in municipal policies can explain
these effects. We describe here the electoral setting and the data
that we use.

3.1. Municipal elections

Municipal elections in France are held every 6 years to elect the
municipal council that will elect the mayor.” The elections are
based on lists, and voters can pick at most one list. If no list achieves
an absolute majority in the first round, a second round is organized.
Only lists obtaining more than 10% of the vote in the first round can
compete in this second round.

After the elections, the seats in the municipal council are allo-
cated using a majority premium that gives a large absolute major-
ity to the list that obtained the most votes in the final round. The
electoral system stipulates that half of the seats are attributed to
the list that obtained the most votes. The other half is distributed
according to their vote share across all competing lists, including
the list that obtained the most votes. Such an electoral system gen-
erates a large discontinuity between vote shares and the share of
seats in the municipal council. For example, a list just above 50%
of votes will get 75% of the seats. As a result, the list that obtained
the most votes is guaranteed to govern the municipality, as no
post-electoral coalitions among other lists could reach a majority
and overturn the results. We exploit this feature in our RDD
framework.

We use electoral data collected by the Center of Socio-Political
Data of Sciences Po from electoral authorities. We exploit five elec-
tions that occurred in 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 in municipalities
with more than 9000 inhabitants in the election year.® Even if their
administrative organization is different, the 20 districts
(‘arrondissements’) of Paris and the eight and seven electoral sectors
of Marseilles and Lyon are also included in the sample and consid-
ered as separate municipalities. Nevertheless, while districts control
the allocation of public housing, we cannot examine the effects of
elections on local taxes as districts are not fiscally independent from
each other, and we do not have specific information on their budget.
In the robustness section, we show that our main results are virtu-

5 An exception is the 2007 municipal elections, postponed to 2008 because of the
2007 presidential elections.

6 See Appendix A for details on the data. The results for previous elections were not
systematically collected. Results for smaller municipalities were not collected before
2008. We do not include the 1989 elections in the sample because the closest
subsequent census, which we use to assess changes in the composition of the
population, took place in 1990, which is too early, and 1999, which is too late, as the
1995 elections occurred between the two. Table 12 shows that including the 1989
elections matched with the 1999 outcomes does not qualitatively change the results.
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ally identical when these three municipalities are excluded from
the sample.

We exclude from the sample rural municipalities and munici-
palities in small urban areas with less than 30000 inhabitants,
because the population changes that we are interested in are more
likely to occur within a local labor market.” Using Census data,
Table S1 in the Supplementary Appendix shows that this sample of
municipalities includes more than 40% of the French population in
the recent decades, but more than 60% of immigrants and public
housing units. As a result, in 2014, the share of immigrants in the
population of municipalities of our sample was 14.3% against only
5.2% in other municipalities. Similarly, 22.2% of inhabitants lived in
public housing in these municipalities against only 8.6% in other
municipalities.

We categorize the lists in the final election round as either left-
or right-wing using the classifications of French electoral authori-
ties. Most of the time, this assignment is straightforward, as there
were no national or local bipartisan coalitions over the period.®

Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of municipal elections in
our sample. While the sample is unbalanced as the electoral data
was only collected for municipalities with a population above
9000 inhabitants, the number of municipalities is quite similar
across the elections, ranging from 608 to 805. Column 2 reveals
that a second round occurs in 40 to 60% of elections, except in
1983 when electoral competition mainly involved two competing
coalitions (Dupoirier et al., 1985). Column 3 shows that more than
two lists compete in the final round in more than 50% of elections.
Column 4 shows that the share of left-wing victories is below 50%
in most elections, except in 2008.

To assess how the proportion of close elections that we use to
identify a causal effect varies over time, Columns 5 to 7 of Table 1
report the share of elections with margins of victory inferior to 10,
5, and 2.5 p.p. Close elections are frequent: the margin of victory is
lower than 2.5 p.p. between 5% to 8% of elections. The share of
close elections is quite similar across electoral years, albeit slightly
higher in 1995.

3.2. Immigration

We assess the effects of elections on the population with the
1975, 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 French censuses. While
the ideal situation would be to observe the municipalities just
before each election, in practice, the census years fall very close
to the election years. At most, there is a one-year gap between
the 1989 election and the 1990 census, and a two-year gap
between the 2001 election and the 1999 census. For the 2008
and 2014 elections, we use the 2008 and 2014 redesigned cen-
suses, which capture 5-year averages around the census year.

We have access to individual-level data with a sampling rate of
25%, which allows us to precisely measure population changes,
even in small municipalities. Municipalities are identified using a
statistical identifier that is constant over time, and changes in
municipal boundaries are extremely rare.’ As is the case for most
local authorities, mayors cannot use gerrymandering to change the
border of municipalities.

To mitigate the possibility that differences in household size
might influence our measures, we use the head-of-household as

7 These municipalities represent only 20% of our electoral sample. We show in
Table 12 that the results are broadly similar, but more imprecise when these
municipalities are included.

8 Our sample only includes 52 elections (1.8% of our sample) in which an
independent or regionalist list is competing in the final round. We classify these lists
as right-wing, but, as shown in Table 12, our results are unchanged if we exclude
these elections.

9 Only three small municipalities of our sample merge with another municipality
over the period and they are excluded from the sample after their merge.
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Table 1
Municipal elections.
(1) (2) (3) (5) (6) (7)
Election Number of Share second Share number lists in final Share Left Share Margin Share Margin Share Margin
municipalities round round > 2 Victories Victory <10 Victory <5 Victory < 2.5
1983 608 179 439 48.3 24.8 123 5.6
1995 741 61.2 71.8 47.9 27.5 15.2 8.4
2001 760 49.6 52.5 45.1 25.1 13.8 55
2008 805 435 60.7 54.3 22.9 13.0 6.5

Source: CDSP election data. Note: The table reports descriptive statistics of municipal elections from our estimation sample. The sample is restricted to municipalities with
more than 9,000 inhabitants in urban areas with more than 30000 inhabitants. We include elections with at least two lists in competition, and with a list from the Left and the
Right ranked first and second. Column 2 shows the share of elections in which a second round occurred. Column 3 shows the share of elections with strictly more than two
lists in competition. Column 4 shows the share of elections followed by a victory of the Left. Columns 5 to 7 document the share of elections with a margin of victory inferior
to 10, 5, and 2.5 p.p. respectively. The margin of victory is defined as the difference between the share of the vote between the lists ranked first and second.

the unit of analysis. We estimate all characteristics of municipali-
ties, such as the share of immigrants or public housing inhabitants,
using the head-of-household level.'®

Information on the country of birth and citizenship, distinguish-
ing between native and naturalized citizens, is reported in the Cen-
sus. However, there is no information on the ethnicity of
descendants of immigrants. The Census data allow us to identify
immigrants who can vote in local elections. This group includes
immigrants with French citizenship and, since 1992, all immi-
grants from the European Union. We categorize a household as
an immigrant if the head of household is a foreign-born person
who was not a French citizen at birth.

In Table 2, we describe the evolution of immigration in the
municipalities that form our sample over the 1982-2014 period.
As shown in Panel A, between 1982 and 2014, the share of immi-
grants in the sample increased by 3.6 p.p. from 10.7% to 14.3%.
However, while some municipalities received large inflows, immi-
grants never make up the majority of households.'" An important
characteristic of immigration over that period is that most of the
increase in immigration was driven by non-European immigrants,
whose share in the population more than doubled, from 5% to 12%
at the end of the period.

Given that the census does not report any measure of income,
we use occupations to capture changes in the socioeconomic com-
position of the municipality after the elections. We divide the pop-
ulation into three broad groups depending on the occupation of the
head of household using the one-digit level of the French occupa-
tional classification: high-income occupations, which include
highly-qualified workers such as managers and professionals,
low-income occupations, and retirees. Panel B in Table 2 reports
the evolution of the composition of the population across these
three occupation groups interacted with immigration status. Over
the period, the share of both high-income occupations and retirees
increased dramatically. At the same time, while the proportion of
immigrants increased across all occupation groups, their share
increased more rapidly among the low-income group.

3.3. Municipal policies

We focus on two main measures of municipal policies that can
be observed in available data sets.

Taxes — We use data from the Recensement des éléments d'impo-
sition, an administrative database collected by the French Ministry
of Finance that contains the total amount collected and the tax

10 Using the head-of-household is a standard practice to take into account the fact
that immigrants might have native-born children, which would lower their share of
the population (Bajari and Kahn, 2005; Cutler et al., 2008). Results using instead all
the adult population are reported in Table 12 and are virtually identical.

" Only six municipalities have a share of immigrants higher than 50% in our sample,
in either 2001 or 2008. Immigrants with voting rights are always below 40% of the
population.

base for each municipality and tax from 1982 to 2014. A limitation
of this dataset is that it does not contain any information on how
the budget is spent. We assess whether elections affect the rate
of the two main municipal taxes levied on households: the housing
tax and the property tax, both based on net rental value. Consistent
with Charlot et al. (2008), Panel C in Table 2 shows that these two
tax rates increased regularly over the period.

Public housing — The second crucial local policy that we exam-
ine concerns municipal public housing. The census reports
whether a dwelling belongs to the public or the private housing
sector, which allows us to investigate if elections influence the sup-
ply of public housing or the composition of the population in pub-
lic relative to private housing. The census also reports information
on each housing unit’s construction year, allowing us to isolate
public housing units constructed after the elections. Unfortunately,
the 1975 census does not contain information on public housing,
which limits the scope of some of the placebo tests designed to
assess the plausibility of our identification strategy.

When a municipality builds new public housing units, construc-
tion works do not directly affect the municipal budget, as they are
financed through state subsidies and long-term low-interest loans
(Driant, 2011). Public housing is easily accessible to a large share of
the population, as more than 55% of households are eligible,
including documented immigrants.'? After the construction, rent
proceeds are used to reimburse the loan and manage the properties.
Default risk is negligible: should a tenant become insolvent, rents
would be directly paid for to local public housing authorities by
social security in the form of housing benefits.

While eligibility rules are defined at the national level, public
housing units are constructed, managed, and allocated by munici-
palities through local housing authorities - see Appendix B for
details. Reflecting this discretionary power, the press frequently
reports local examples of nepotism and corruption.'>

The 2000 SRU law — The contested law on “solidarité et renou-
vellement urbain” (SRU) illustrates the possible conflict between
municipalities and higher levels of government over public hous-
ing. The law was implemented under socialist Prime Minister Lio-
nel Jospin (1997-2002) in December 2001. The law aims at
inducing municipalities with more than 3500 inhabitants to con-
struct public housing, in order to reach a share of 20% of public

12 This refers to standard public housing, which includes approximately 86% of
units. The eligibility thresholds are similar across France, albeit higher in the Paris
region, and they depend on household composition and income. The share of eligible
households increases up to 75% when ‘high-income’ public housing, which accounts
for 9% of the stock, is taken into account.

3 Among recent examples in the press, a mayor was condemned for allocating a
public housing unit to her daughter even though she was not eligible (Parisien, 2015);
a municipality was revealed to have half of its municipal council members living in
public housing in spite of their high incomes (Serafini, 2011); municipal employees
were discovered to collect bribes in exchange for public housing unit allocations
(Parisien, 2018; Parisien, 2019).
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Table 2
Characteristics of municipalities, 1982-2014.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1982 1999 2014 Average change between elections Standard deviation
A. Share immigrants in the population
Immigrants 10.7 11.2 14.3 23 3.0
Non-European Immigrants 53 7.7 12.0 23 2.7
Immigrants with voting rights 3.6 4.8 7.2 13 1.7
B. Socioeconomic Status
Low-income occupation 59.5 51.6 48.3 1.3 5.7
Natives & Low-income 51.4 43.7 38.5 0.2 5.0
Immigrants & Low-income 8.1 7.9 9.8 1.1 21
High-income occupation 103 119 14.5 2.1 29
Natives & High-income 9.7 10.9 12.9 1.7 2.7
Immigrants & High-income 0.6 0.9 1.6 0.4 0.4
Retirees 30.2 36.5 37.2 44 4.1
Natives & Retirees 26.7 323 31.8 3.6 4.0
Immigrants & Retirees 35 4.3 5.4 0.8 1.1
C. Municipal Taxes
Property tax rate 16.7 19.7 233 1.7 2.8
Housing tax rate 134 15.6 19.2 14 2.8
D. Share of the group living in public housing
Population 20.7 24.1 223 2.1 3.8
Natives 20.1 22.7 19.9 1.0 3.9
Immigrants 28.2 359 36.4 9.7 103
Non-European Immigrants 36.0 441 433 17.8 184
E. Turnover rate between municipal elections

Private housing 48.0 39.1 46.8 3.5 13.1
Public housing 56.3 41.0 439 4.5 35.1

Sources: 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2014 census. Notes: Municipalities with more than 9,000 inhabitants in urban areas with more than 30000 inhabitants. Panel A shows
the share of immigrants and non-European immigrants in the population. Panel B shows the share of each occupation group in the population, interacted with national origin.
Panel C shows the average rates of the property and housing tax rates. Panel D shows the probability of living in public housing for each group. Panel E reports differences in
turnover rates with respect to housing occupancy status. Turnover rates are defined as the share of current occupants arrived in their dwelling less than six years before. See
Appendix A for details on their computation. Column 4 shows the average change of the group relative to the initial population of the municipality. Column 5 shows the

associated standard deviation. All variables are measured at the household level.

housing among all housing units (this share was raised to 25% in
2013 under socialist president Francois Hollande).'# Municipalities
below the 20% threshold that do not construct enough social housing
have to pay fines proportional to their gap in percentages (Chapelle
et al,, 2022).

Such a law might have changed the behavior of municipalities
as the incentives to construct public housing are no longer purely
political but also financial. If anything, we thus expect to see less
partisanship in public housing construction after its implementa-
tion. As it was voted in 2000 and implemented in 2001, only the
two last elections in our sample, 2001 and 2008, are affected by
this law. Table S2 in the Supplementary Appendix shows that
about a third of the municipalities in our sample are below the
20% threshold of the SRU law. The table also documents that these
municipalities host much fewer immigrants, in particular non-
European immigrants. In contrast, the share of high-income occu-
pation workers is 50% higher. Strikingly, 80% of these municipali-
ties elected a right-wing mayor in 2001 or 2008, in contrast to
only 21% of the municipalities above the SRU threshold.

Characteristics of Public housing — Like many European and
Asian countries, a large share of the population lives in public
housing in France. Panel D of Table 2 shows that more than 21%
of households live in public housing in our sample over the period.
The table also shows that Non-European immigrants are twice as
likely as natives to live in public housing as more than 43% of them
live in public housing. Large concentrations of immigrants in pub-
lic housing are also observed in other Western-European countries
(Musterd and Deurloo, 1997; Verdugo and Toma, 2018).

14 As discussed by Tricaud (2021), the 2010 reform of the communauté de communes
that made inter-municipal cooperation mandatory did not directly influence public
housing policies, consistent with the fact that the SRU law was not reformed and
remained at the municipal level.

An important question is whether tenant mobility in public
housing is sufficient to influence the composition of the population
between elections. Panel E of Table 2 reports adjusted residential
turnover rates in public housing based on the share of households
who arrived in their housing unit between two municipal elections
(6 years). Consistent with Pan Ké Shon (2010), who also finds high
levels of mobility in deprived public housing estates, turnover rates
in public housing units are large, ranging between 41% and 57%
between elections.

3.4. Public housing, immigration and politics

Public housing, immigration, and the interplay between the two
have long been divisive topics in French public debate.'®> As shown
in panel A of Fig. 1, the election of a left-wing mayor is followed by
substantially higher growth rates of the immigrant population. This
difference increases over time, consistent with evidence that immi-
grants tend to locate in places where the share of immigrants is
already high.

Regarding public housing, Foucault and Nadeau (2018) recently
showed that the share of inhabitants in public housing is a strong
predictor of the electoral trajectories of French municipalities, with
a higher share of public housing being favorable to the left. In
accordance, Panel B in Fig. 1 shows that the construction of public
housing, as measured by the increase in the share of households
living in public housing, is higher after the election of a left-wing
mayor. The difference is larger after earlier elections, but it remains
statistically significant until 2008, after the passing of the SRU law.

15 Right-wing presidents such as Jacques Chirac (in 1991) or Nicolas Sarkozy (in
2005) were famous for their anti-immigrant discourse while visiting public housing.
In contrast, newly-elected socialist president Frangois Mitterrand voted a law in
October 1981 granting immigrants the possibility to be represented in local public
housing agencies.
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A. Immigrant growth
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2001 Election 2008 Election

B. Public housing construction
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Fig. 1. Left/right differences in immigrant growth and public housing construction after municipal elections: 1983-2014.

Note: Panel A: Differences in the growth rate (in %) of immigrant households between municipalities where the left has won more votes relative to municipalities where the
right has won more votes. Panel B: Difference in the growth rate (in %) of households living in public housing between municipalities where the left has won more votes
relative to municipalities where the right has won more votes. 95% confidence intervals are depicted by the black segments. Sample of municipalities described in Section 2.
The match between election and census data is described in Appendix A. Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census.

The rest of the paper investigates whether part of the relationships
depicted in Fig. 1 are causal.

4. Empirical model

To assess the causal effect of municipal elections, an ideal
experiment would be to randomly assign a left- or a right-wing
mayor to a sample of municipalities. We approximate such an
experiment with a regression discontinuity design that compares
municipalities in which a left-wing mayor was closely elected with
municipalities that closely elected a right-wing mayor. Differences
between the two identify the local treatment effect of electing a
left- instead of a right-wing mayor after a close election.

4.1. The RDD design

Following Lee (2008), our running variable X, is the vote margin
of the left. It is defined as the difference in the share of votes
between the better-ranked left-wing list and the better-ranked
right-wing list in municipality i in election year t in the final round.

It is thus positive when the left has won and negative otherwise.!®
With treatment defined as a left victory, the assignment variable D;
is a dummy equal to one when the election was won by the left, and
thus X > 0, and zero otherwise. Our empirical model is given by:

8irr = PBo + B1Die + BoXie + B3 XieDie + :B4Xi2t + ﬁSXiztDi[ + Ui (1)

where g;. . = (Giz — Git) /Ly measures the growth in households from
group G in municipality i between election year T > t and year ¢ rel-
ative to the initial population of the municipality L;. As the changes
in g;., are relative to the initial population L;, our dependent vari-
able is not affected by potentially endogenous changes in the total
population.

Our parameter of interest is §; which captures the local average
treatment effect (LATE) at the threshold X = 0 of electing a left-
instead of a right-wing mayor after a close election. As discussed

16 For municipalities with no left-right competition, we assign a zero share of votes
to the missing party. In this case, the margin is thus equal to the share of votes of the
list ranked first, with a positive sign for a left-wing list and a negative sign for a right-
wing list.
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in Section 1, these local treatment effects are of particular interest:
a close election might send a signal to mayors that the reelection
ahead will be difficult.

One limitation of g;;, is that if the population of the group
grows at the same rate as the population of the municipality, the
share of the group in the municipality will remain unchanged. To
take this issue into account, we also present results using changes
in shares defined as si;; = Gi;/Li: — Git/Li that adjust the size of
group G to the contemporaneous level of the population between
elections.

Following Cattaneo et al. (2020), we non-parametrically esti-
mate the model using a local linear function with a triangular ker-
nel, and inference is based on their robust-bias correction method.
To allow for comparability across outcomes, we use in our main
specification a bandwidth of 15% and a polynomial of order 2. Such
bandwidth is close to the optimal bandwidths proposed by
Calonico et al. (2014) and estimated for the change in the share
of immigrants or inhabitants in public housing. To assess the
robustness of the results to the bandwidth choice, we also report
results using smaller or larger bandwidth, in addition to results
obtained with the optimal bandwidth. We also report results using
alternative polynomial orders and global polynomials as robust-
ness checks.

4.2. Validity checks

Whether our RDD estimates capture a causal effect depends on
whether municipalities close to each side of the threshold are com-
parable and had similar characteristics before the elections.!” To
assess this hypothesis, Table 3 follows Fack and Grenet (2015) by
reporting several “placebo” RDD estimates that test whether the out-
come of close elections is associated with past levels or changes in
the characteristics of the municipality as measured before the elec-
tions of interest.

In Panel A, we consider differences in the origins of the popula-
tion using the share of European and non-European immigrants,
the share of workers in low-income occupations interacted with
national origins, the share of immigrants with voting rights, and
the share of immigrants living in public housing.'® For most out-
comes, we find little correlation between these variables’ past share
or growth and the results of future close elections. Two exceptions
are the past share of European immigrants and immigrants in low-
income occupations that appear to correlate with a future victory
of the left. Reassuringly, the corresponding estimates using the past
growth of these variables instead are statistically insignificant.

In Panel B, we consider the past population size and growth and
alternative measures of the housing status of inhabitants through
the share of homeowners and households in public housing, differ-
ences in the rates of property and housing taxes, and the share of
workers in the manufacturing sector. Overall, we find little correla-
tion between the outcome of close elections and these variables’
predetermined levels or changes except for the growth of home-
owners and property tax rates, which are significant at the 10%
level.

In Panel C, we test whether the outcomes of the close elections
are correlated with the characteristics of the same municipal elec-
tions, as measured by the share of registered voters, the abstention
rate, and the number of lists in competition. We find no evidence
that these characteristics are associated with the outcome of close
elections. In addition, Column 4 shows little association between

17 Formally, the LATE at X = 0 is identified under the hypothesis of continuity at the
cutoff of the conditional expectation of the outcome (Hahn et al., 2001).

18 Since we do not observe public housing in the 1975 census, we cannot relate
1982-1975 changes with the 1983 election for public housing outcomes.
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the outcome of close elections and the margin of the left in the pre-
vious municipal election.

If our identification hypothesis is valid, the outcome of close
elections should also not be correlated with local political atti-
tudes. To proxy these attitudes, we use the share of votes in the
first round of past presidential elections for the far-right and left-
wing candidates in columns 5 and 6, respectively.'® Once again,
we find no statistically significant correlation.

Following McCrary (2008) and Cattaneo et al. (2018), we inves-
tigate whether the forcing variable is continuous near the thresh-
old, which is a test for the manipulation of the forcing variable.
To check the smoothness of the density of the vote share near
the threshold visually, Figure S3 in the Supplementary Appendix
reports the histogram of the forcing variable. In addition, Figure S4
reports the outcomes of a local linear regression, estimated sepa-
rately on each side of the cutoff, to test the null hypothesis that
the discontinuity at the cutoff is zero. While the share of close vic-
tories for the left appears slightly larger, the difference is not sta-
tistically significant and we cannot reject the null of no density
jump around the threshold (p-value =0.18). These results are con-
sistent with earlier evidence from Eggers et al. (2015) and
Lippmann (2018) for France and other countries.

Finally, as the causal effects are identified from close elections,
an important question to interpret the results is whether close
elections occur in municipalities that are systematically different
from others. To investigate this issue, Table 4 compares the average
and standard deviation of various observable predetermined char-
acteristics in municipalities that experienced different margins of
victory. Remarkably, close elections occur in municipalities with
average characteristics similar to the whole sample, even when
considering increasingly close elections.

5. Results

We first present results on how elections influence the compo-
sition of the population in terms of national origins and socioeco-
nomic status. Then, to understand the mechanisms underlying the
observed changes, we turn to the effects of elections on municipal
policies, focusing on local taxes and the construction and allocation
of public housing. Finally, we estimate whether the effects of elec-
tions depend on the initial share of immigrants and study the
impact of elections on future electoral outcomes.

5.1. Effects on the population

Origins and socioeconomic status — In Table 5, we consider
‘short-run’ changes in the population, observed around the next
election year, six years after the election of interest. We begin in
Column 1 in Panel A by assessing whether elections influence the
growth of the population in the municipality and decompose this
growth in panel B and C into the contribution of immigrants and
natives, respectively. While the estimated effects for natives are
small and very imprecise, we find a large and statistically signifi-
cant effect of elections on the growth of immigrant households,
in line with the first prediction laid out in Section 1. Our estimates
indicate that six years after the elections, the number of immigrant
households grows by 1.5 p.p. more rapidly in municipalities that
closely elected a left-wing mayor than municipalities that closely
elected a right-wing mayor. Quantitatively, this effect corresponds
to more than 10% of the share of immigrants in our sample.

19 Appendix A describes the matching of presidential candidates to these two
categories. The sample size is smaller for estimates using the share of votes for far-
right candidates in 1981, as no far-right candidate competed in that year. In addition,
no results were collected for the districts of Paris, Lyon, and Marseilles.
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Table 3
RDD Estimates on predetermined municipality characteristics.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
A. Characteristics of the municipality in terms of origins and housing status
Dependent variable European Non-European Low-income Low-income Immigrants with Immigrants in
immigrants immigrants occupations & occupations & voting rights public housing
Immigrants Natives
1. Past change
Left victory 0.247 0.631 0.427 1.232 0.494 -0.080
(0.203) (0.468) (0.397) (1.224) (0.329) (0.255)
N Total 2914 2914 2914 2914 2914 2297
2. Past level
Left victory 1.148* 1.546 2.199* -1.310 0.648 0.155
(0.539) (1.107) (1.014) (1.508) (0.582) (0.706)
N Total 2914 2914 2914 2914 2914 2914
B. Characteristics of the municipality in terms of socio-economic status
Dependent variable Population Homeowners Public housing Property tax rate Housing tax rate Employees in
inhabitants Manufacturing
1. Past change
Left Victory 2.389 1.587 -1.441 -1.416 -0.918 0.319
(1.769) (0.891) (1.051) (0.841) (0.579) (0.643)
N Total 2914 2914 2297 2188 2188 2914
2. Past level
Left Victory 1848.5 2.565 -4.033 -0.075 -0.932 2.072
(3915.6) (2.555) (2.622) (1.697) (0.848) (1.173)
N Total 2914 2914 2914 2914 2914 2914

C. Characteristics of Elections

Dependent variable Share registered Abstention rate in  Number of lists in final ~ Margin of the left in  Share far-Right in Share left-wing in

voters in municipal municipal round in municipal past municipal past presidential past presidential
elections elections elections election elections election

Left Victory -2.997 0.912 -0.135 -0.061 -0.902 1.358
(3.961) (1.348) (0.112) (0.035) (1.203) (1.385)

N Total 2914 2914 2914 2200 2010 2589

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001 and 2008 municipal elections, 1981, 1988, 2002 and 2007 presidential elections, 1975, 1982, 1990, 1999 and 2008 census and 1982, 1988, 1994,
2000 and 2007 Recensement des Eléments d’'imposition. Notes: The table shows placebo RDD estimates on the indicated predetermined outcomes. Estimates are obtained
using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth and a quadratic polynomial. The predetermined outcomes are defined using the change of the
population from the group between elections divided by the initial population of the municipality in panels A1 and B1 or using the predetermined share of the group in the
municipality population in panels A2 and B2. Outcomes are measured at the household level. Panel A and B show results for predetermined characteristics of the population
using predetermined changes in panel 1 and levels in panel 2. Panel C uses as a dependent variable the characteristics of the municipal elections in the first three columns, the
previous margin of the left in the fourth column, and the past results in the municipality for the most recent presidential election. Estimates are obtained using local linear
regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth and a quadratic polynomial. We use changes between 1975 and 1982 for the 1983 elections, 1982 and 1990 for the
1995 elections, 1990 and 1999 for the 2001 elections and 1999 and 2008 for the 2008 elections. The sample size is lower in the last three columns as data on public housing is
missing from the 1975 census and we do not have data on the results of the 1977 elections. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**)
denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% level.

Table 4
Mean predetermined characteristics of municipalities in increasingly close elections.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Population Share immigrants Share low-income occupations Share high-income occupations Share public housing N Total
All cities 15,522 13.5 45.5 12.2 22.7 2914
(20,028) (8.7) (8.0) (7.8) (12.9)
Margin < 15 p.p. 17,419 13.6 46.3 11.7 23.6 992
(21,994) (8.2) (8.1) (6.9) (11.7)
Margin < 5 p.p. 17,234 13.8 46.1 12.0 235 392
(21,951) (8.4) (8.5) (7.4) (12.6)
Margin < 2.5 p.p. 16,771 14.3 46.9 11.9 24.6 186
(23,263) (8.8) (8.9) (7.2) (13.0)

Sources: 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2014 censuses. Notes: The table reports of averages of the share of immigrants, public housing inhabitants, blue-collar workers and
managers within municipalities in our sample. The first line reports these averages for the whole sample. Other lines use averages from elections with margin victories
inferior in absolute value to 10%, 5% and 2.5%. The margin of victory is the difference between the share of votes between the lists ranked first and second in the final round.
Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001 and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999 and 2008 census. Notes: The table reports the average values of the share of immigrants, public housing
inhabitants, low-income and high-income occupations in the population of municipalities in our sample. The first line reports these averages for the entire sample. Other lines
report averages from elections with margins of victory lower than 10%, 5% and 2.5%. The margin of victory is the difference between the share of votes between the list ranked
first and the list ranked second in the final round. Column 1 reports the total population but the share of each group in other columns is measured at the household level.

An important question is whether these effects are specific to
immigrants or reflect more general changes in the composition of
the population along socioeconomic lines. As immigrants are more
likely to work in low-income occupations, as suggested earlier in
Table 2, these results might reflect that left-wing municipalities
attract more low-income households from all origins, not specifi-
cally immigrants. To distinguish the effects on economic status
from the effects of origin, other columns in Table 5 decompose

the growth of the population into three broad occupation groups:
high- and low-income occupations and retirees. We interact these
groups with immigration status in panels B and C to assess the
specific role of origins.

When we do not consider the national origin, as in Panel A, the
coefficients are very imprecise, and there is no evidence that elec-
tions affect any occupation group except for the high-income
group, which increases in response to the election of a left-wing
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Table 5
RDD estimates — Growth in immigrant and occupation groups in the population.
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Change relative to initial population between two elections (6 years)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
A. All population
Dependent variable All population High-income Low-income Retirees
Left victory 1.796 0.951* 0.927 -0.081
(1.592) (0.477) (1.061) (0.716)

B. Immigrant households

Immigrants (all occupations)
1.515**
(0.568)

0.239*
(0.076)

Left victory

Immigrants & high-income

Immigrants & low-income
0.873*
(0.432)

Immigrant & retirees
0.402*
(0.185)

C. Native households

Natives (all occupations)

Left victory 0.282 0.712
(1.553) (0.437)

N effective 1016 1016

N Total 2914 2914

Natives & high-income

Natives & low-income Native & retirees

0.054 -0.484
(0.962) (0.711)
1016 1016
2914 2914

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census. The sample includes municipalities with more than 9,000 inhabitants in urban
areas with more than 30000 inhabitants. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left- relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election.
Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth and a quadratic polynomial. Panel A: in column 1, the dependent variable is
the change in log total population. In columns 2 to 4, the dependent variable is the change in the indicated occupation group relative to the initial population (columns 2 to 4)
- Panel B: in column 1, the dependent variable is the change in immigrants relative to the initial population. In columns 2 to 4, the dependent variable is the change in
households that are in the occupation group and are also immigrants - Panel C: in column 1, the dependent variable is the change in natives relative to the initial population.
In columns 2 to 4, the dependent variable is the change in households that are in the occupation group and are also natives. Changes are measured over a six-year period using
the closest census to the municipal elections. Outcomes are measured at the household level. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**)

denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% levels.

mayor. In contrast, in Panel B where immigrant status and occupa-
tions are interacted, we find a higher growth of immigrants from
each occupation group. This growth can be observed not only in
the low- but also in the high-income occupation group, albeit to
a lower extent. For natives, Panel C suggests the effects of a left-
wing mayor on low-income natives is close to zero while there is
some evidence of a decrease in the number of retirees and an
increase in native workers in high-income occupations. However,
the estimated coefficients for any subgroup of natives are not sta-
tistically significant. Overall, an essential lesson from Table 2 is
that the effects of elections on the population appear specific to
immigrants and not associated with more general changes along
socio-economic lines. In particular, we find no evidence that they
are related to an increase in the share of low-income households
in left-wing municipalities.

The role of inflows and outflows — For any group G, the
growth g;., between elections 7 and t is given by the difference
between the inflow rate of new inhabitants from the group,
denoted I.:/L;, and the outflow rate of former inhabitants, O./L;,
such that g;,, = I;;/L; — O;./L:. This simple decomposition implies
that the larger growth of immigrants into left-wing municipalities
can result from two mechanisms: first, larger inflows of immi-
grants into left-wing municipalities, reflecting that left-wing
municipalities are more attractive to immigrants; second, larger
outflows from right-wing municipalities, reflecting that more
immigrants are leaving right-wing municipalities.

To assess their contribution, Panel A in Table 6 reports esti-
mates of the effects of elections on inflows and outflows of immi-
grants from the municipality. The results suggest that most of the
larger growth of immigrants in left-wing municipalities is
explained by their larger inflows into these municipalities relative
to right-wing municipalities. In contrast, there is little evidence of
larger outflows of immigrants from right-wing municipalities. On
the contrary, the estimated coefficient for outflows is positive,
albeit not statistically significant, which indicates that immigrant
outflows from left-wing municipalities also tend to be larger. In
sum, our results are not explained by more immigrants leaving
right-wing municipalities but instead by left-wing municipalities
attracting larger inflows of immigrants.

10

Panel B reports the corresponding decomposition for natives.
Overall, there is no strong evidence that elections lead to large
native outflows from left-wing municipalities. If anything, electing
a left-wing mayor is associated with a small positive effect on
natives’ inflow and a small negative effect on natives’ outflow.
However, both coefficients are close to zero, and the estimates
are very imprecise. As previously, most of the population responses
are specific to immigrants.

Changes in population share — So far, we have defined our
dependent variable using changes in the population from each
group divided by the initial total population to circumvent the pos-
sible impact of overall population growth. However, the change in
the relative share of a group in the population is also an important
outcome. This change captures the overall changes in composition
associated with the election. To investigate this issue, column 4 in
Table 6 reports results using changes in the share of the group
Asyi: = Gi/Liz — Gi¢ /L instead of using the growth relative to the
initial population. The estimated effects are also statistically signif-
icant but lower by a third relative to column 1. These results sug-
gest that larger overall population growth in left-wing
municipalities attenuates the impact of immigrant inflows on their
share in the population.

Long-run effects — Are the effects of elections on immigrants
persistent over time? In practice, because of ethnic networks,
immigrants locate where the share of immigrants is already high.
If the initial effects of elections are large enough, they may further
increase municipalities’ relative attractiveness to immigrants in
the long run.

To investigate this issue, we report in panel A of Table 7 esti-
mates on the relative growth of immigrants in the municipality
after two and three terms, which correspond to 12 and 18 years
after the initial election. We find that the effects of the initial elec-
tions appear not only to persist after two elections but also to
increase over time. After 12 years, the close election of a left-
wing mayor is associated with a 3 p.p. larger increase in the share
of immigrants relative to a right-wing municipality. Overall, the
coefficient is twice as large after 12 relative to 6 years. After
18 years, the coefficient remains as large as after 12 years but it
is imprecise and not statistically significant.
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Table 6
RDD estimates — The role of inflows and outflows in population changes.
(1) (2) (3) (4)
A. Immigrant households
Dependent Change in immigrants over initial Immigrant inflow Immigrant outflow Change in share of immigrants in current
variable: population rate rate population
Left victory 1.515** 2.446™* 0.931 0.926*
(0.568) (0.860) (0.540) (0.443)

B. Native households

Dependent Change in natives over initial population Native inflow rate
variable:
Left victory 0.282 0.083
(1.553) (2.006)
N effective 1016 1016
N Total 2914 2914

Native outflow rate Change in share of natives in current population

-0.198 -0.926*
(1.500) (0.443)
1016 1016
2914 2914

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left-
relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election. Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth, and a quadratic
polynomial. Column 1 uses as a dependent variable the growth of immigrants and natives relative to the initial population. This growth is decomposed by the inflow and
outflow rates in columns 2 and 3. Column 4 uses as a dependent variable the changes in the share of immigrants (panel A) and natives (panel B) in the population. Robust-bias
corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**) denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% level.

Table 7
RDD estimates — Growth in immigrants, short- and long-run effects.

Q)]

At next election (6 years)

(2)

At next-but-one election (12 years)

(3)

At next-but-two election (18 years)

A. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households relative to initial population

Left victory 1.515** 2.886* 2.619

(0.568) (1.128) (2.082)
B. Dependent variable: Growth in non-European immigrant households relative to initial population

Left victory 1.327* 2.828™* 2.781

(0.522) (1.083) (1.961)
C. Dependent variable: Growth in immigrant households with voting right relative to initial population

Left victory 0.741* 1.785* 2.327
(0.299) (0.651) (1.246)

N effective 1016 774 496

N Total 2914 2104 1342

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left-
relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election on the changes in the number of immigrant households relative to the initial municipality population. Estimates are
obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth, and a quadratic polynomial. Estimates are reported using changes over 1, 2, and 3 elections
in columns 1, 2, and 3, respectively. In Panel A, the dependent variable is the changes in the number of immigrant households relative to the initial population. In Panel B, the
dependent variable is the changes in the number of non-European immigrants relative to the initial population. In Panel C, the dependent variable is the changes in the
number of immigrant households with voting rights relative to the initial population. Changes are measured over 6 years after the elections in column 1, 12 years in column 2,
and 18 years in column 3. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**) denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% levels.

Separate estimates by election — To assess whether the effects
of elections vary over time, we report in Table S3 in the Supple-
mentary Appendix separate election-by-election estimates for all
possible time horizons permitted by the data. Overall, except for
the 1995 election, the estimated coefficients all point toward an
increase in the number of immigrants after the close election of a
left-wing mayor. Over longer horizons, the effects also appear
stronger and more persistent for the 1983 election, but the coeffi-
cients are also positive and large for the 2001 election after two
terms.

Effects by origins and voting rights — As immigrants might
not be not allowed to vote, an important question is how much
the previous changes affect the composition of the electorate in
the short and longer run. To investigate this issue, we report in
Panel B of Table 7 separate estimates for immigrants from non-
European origins who need to become citizens to vote in local elec-
tions, in contrast with most immigrants from European origins.
The estimates clearly indicate that our results are driven by immi-
grants from non-European origins as there are few differences
between the estimates on overall immigrants relative to non-
European immigrants.

11

Yet, as most immigrants in France acquire citizenship over time
(Fougere and Safi, 2009), the longer-run effect of these inflows on
the electorate might still not be negligible. We assess this hypoth-
esis in Panel C by showing estimates using the growth in the share
of immigrants with voting rights as a dependent variable. The
results suggest that, over the period, about half of the growth in
the share of immigrants is driven by immigrants with voting rights.
As discussed earlier, these changes are directly politically favorable
to elected mayors given that immigrants are much more likely to
have a strong preference for the left.

Graphical evidence — We graphically illustrate our main
results in Fig. 2.%° Consistent with the aforementioned evidence on
the relationship between political orientation, origin and attitudes
toward immigration, Graph A shows that the evolution of the share
of immigrants is positively correlated with the relative margin of the
left. However, after the election, a discontinuity at the threshold is

20 To reflect the support of the running variable, the graphs report quantile-spaced
bins that capture averages from the same number of observations for each treatment
group (Calonico et al., 2015). For visual clarity, we restrict the sample to margins of
victory lower than 50% (95% of our sample) and use a first-order polynomial.
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B. At next election (6 years)
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Fig. 2. RDD plots - Effects on the share of immigrants in the population.

Sources: 1983, 1989, 1995, 2001 and 2008 elections and 1975, 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2014 census. Note: the graphs report quantile-spaced bins that capture averages
from the same number of observations for each treatment group (Calonico et al., 2015). The solid lines represent a first-order polynomial. The vertical lines capture the
discontinuity point at zero. Panel A represents changes in the share of immigrants in the population using changes observed before the election over 6 years and Panels B to D
represent changes in the share of immigrants 6, 12 and 18 years after the election. Outcomes are measured at the household level.

visually clear (Graph B). Graphs depicting the evolution over more
than one election show the same pattern, albeit with higher variabil-
ity (Graphs C and D). In contrast, there is no visible discontinuity in
‘placebo estimates’ of the effect of elections on the evolution of the
share of immigrants before the election (Graph A).

5.2. Municipal policies

Next, we turn to the effects of elections on municipal policies to
understand which systematic differences in policies may explain
the larger immigrant inflows in left- relative to right-wing
municipalities.

Taxes — A first possibility is that these population changes
result from differences in local taxes and spending between left-
and right-wing municipalities. If immigrants prefer higher levels
of public spending, which might be more likely in left-wing munic-
ipalities, systematic differences in local fiscal policies might have
attracted them into left-wing municipalities. To test this hypothe-
sis, we report in Table 8 estimates of the effects of elections on the
two main municipal taxes: the housing tax in Panel A, which
affects all residents, including renters, and the property tax in
Panel B, which only affects home-owners, who tend to be more
affluent.?’

21 Housing and property taxes account for about 80% (35% and 45%, respectively) of
the total amount of taxes collected from households. We cannot include the districts
of Paris, Lyon, and Marseilles in this sample as they are not fiscally independent from
each other and we do not have data on them.

12

We find no significant effect of elections on local tax rates: all
estimates are small (below 1 p.p.) and statistically insignificant.
In the long run, point estimates even turn negative for the housing

Table 8
RDD estimates — Effect of elections on municipal taxes.
(M (2) (3)
At next election At next-but- At next-but-
(6 years) one election two election
(12 years) (18 years)
A. Dependent variable: Change in housing tax rate
Left victory 0.390 -0.323 -0.615
(0.560) (0.852) (1.261)
B. Dependent variable: Change in property tax rate
Left victory 0.300 -0.033 0.427
(0.660) (0.978) (1.439)
N effective 961 729 469
N Total 2769 1997 1274
Elections in the sample 1983, 1995, 1983, 1995,2001 1983, 1995
2001, 2008

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, 2008, and 2014 elections and 1982, 1988, 1994, 2000,
2007, and 2013 Recensement des Eléments d’Imposition. Notes: The table shows RDD
estimates of the effect of the victory of a left- relative to a right-wing mayor.
Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15%
bandwidth, and a quadratic polynomial. Panel A uses as a dependent variable the
changes in the housing tax rate. Panel B uses as a dependent variable the changes in
the property tax rate. Changes are measured over six years after the elections in
column 1, 12 years in column 2, and 18 years in column 3. Robust-bias corrected
standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**) denote statistical signifi-
cance at 5% and 1% levels.
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Table 9

RDD estimates — Effects of elections on public housing.

(1) (2) (3)

At next election (6 years) At next-but-one election (12 years)

A. Dependent variable: Change in households in public housing relative to initial population
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At next-but-two election (18 years)

Left victory 2.051™ 4.126™ 4.252
(0.796) (1.554) (2.409)
B. Dependent variable: Changes in households in private housing relative to initial population
Left victory -0.255 -2.804 -1.645
(1.383) (2.522) (4.814)
C. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households in public housing relative to initial population
Left victory 0.691* 1.437** 0.843
(0.275) (0.624) (1.022)
D. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households in public housing constructed after the elections relative to initial population
Left victory 0.234** 0.613** 0.666
(0.070) (0.233) (0.718)
E. Dependent variable: Change in Non-European immigrant households in public housing relative to initial population
Left victory 0.545* 1.284* 0.799
(0.252) (0.616) (1.033)
N effective 1016 774 496
N Total 2914 2104 1342
Elections in sample 1983, 1995, 2001, 2008 1983, 1995, 2001 1983, 1995

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left-
relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election. Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth, and a quadratic
polynomial. Panel A: the dependent variable is the change in the number of households in public housing relative to the initial municipality population. Panel B: the
dependent variable is the change in the number of households in private housing relative to the initial municipality population. Panel C: the dependent variable is the change
in the number of immigrants in public housing relative to the initial population. Panel D: the dependent variable is the share of immigrants in recent public housing,
constructed after the indicated election relative to the initial municipality population. Panel E: the dependent variable is the change in the number of non-European
immigrant households in public housing relative to the initial municipality population. Changes are measured over 6 years after the elections in column 1, 12 years in column
2, and 18 years in column 3. Outcomes are measured at the household level. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**) denote statistical

significance at 5% and 1% levels.

tax rate. Overall, these results are inconsistent with the hypothesis
that left-wing municipalities might increase taxes. An important
limitation of these results is that we do not have detailed data on
how the municipal budget is spent. As a result, while it is clear that
taxes and spending did not increase systematically in left- relative
to right-wing municipalities after a close election, we cannot rule
out a reallocation of the budget toward policies preferred by
immigrants.

Public housing — As discussed in Section 1, by design, public
housing can be used to directly target future voters, and public
housing disproportionately attracted non-European immigrants
over the period. We investigate in Table 9 whether elections influ-
ence the construction of public housing and the composition of the
population in public housing units.

We first examine the effects of elections on the supply of public
housing as measured by the growth in the number of households
in public housing relative to the initial population. The results in
Panel A reveal important partisan differences as, after 6 years,
the election of a left-wing mayor is associated with a 2 p.p. higher
growth in the number of households living in public housing. Con-
sistent with the fact that construction of public housing units
might take time and cannot easily be adjusted downward
(Glaeser and Gyourko, 2005), long-run effects 12 years after the
initial election are twice as large and also statistically significant.
In contrast, Panel B shows that elections do not affect private hous-
ing constructions.?” This finding implies that the increase in public
housing supply is not a byproduct of an increase in building permits,
contrary to existing evidence on Spanish municipalities (Solé-Ollé
and Viladecans-Marsal, 2013).

22 Qver 12 and 18 years after the initial elections, the coefficients, albeit statistically
insignificant, become negative, consistent with a possible crowding-out effect
(Chapelle, 2018).
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Separate estimates by elections are reported in Panel B of
Table S3 in the Supplementary Appendix. The effects of elections
on public housing are broadly consistent across elections, albeit
dramatically larger for the 1983 election relative to other elections,
in particular the 1995 election.

In panel C, we assess how changes in the population in public
housing contributed to the relative increase in the share of immi-
grants in left-wing municipalities. If differences in inflows of immi-
grants into public housing are a key driver of our results, they
should account for a substantial share of the overall growth iden-
tified earlier. Consistent with this hypothesis, we find that, even
though public housing only accounts for 25% of total housing units
on average, about half of the overall increase in the share of immi-
grants reflects an increase in the share of immigrants living in pub-
lic housing.

Panel D isolates the contribution of inflows into recently con-
structed public housing in the overall growth in immigrants living
in public housing. Even if most of the growth of immigrants in pub-
lic housing is driven by an increase in existing units, the contribu-
tion of inflows into units constructed following the elections is not
negligible. Overall, immigrants living in public housing units con-
structed after the elections account for about one-third of the total
increase in the short run and close to half after twelve years.
Finally, Panel E confirms that most of the effect of elections is con-
centrated on non-European immigrants, who are much more likely
to live in public housing.

Fig. 3 represents graphically the impact of elections on the share
of households living in public housing. There is a clear discontinu-
ity associated with the victory of a left-wing mayor, both in the
short and long run. As shown in Figure S5 in the Supplementary
Appendix, a large fraction of this discontinuity reflects the effects
of close elections on the share of immigrants living in public hous-
ing. Overall, the effects of elections on public housing are consis-
tent with the second prediction laid out in Section 1.
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Fig. 3. RDD plots - Effects on the share of households living in public housing in the population.

Sources: 1983, 1989, 1995, 2001 and 2008 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2014 census. Note: the graphs report quantile-spaced bins that capture averages from
the same number of observations for each treatment group (Calonico et al., 2015). The solid lines represent a first-order polynomial. The vertical lines capture the
discontinuity point at zero. Panel A represents changes in the share of households living in public housing in the population using changes observed before the election over
6 years and Panels B to D represent changes in the share of households living in public housing 6, 12 and 18 years after the election.

Effects of the SRU Law — In Table S5 in the Supplementary
Appendix, we investigate whether the SRU law implemented after
2001 influenced the effects of elections on public housing con-
structions. We estimate the model separately for municipalities
facing financial penalties if they do not construct more public
housing and other municipalities. Consistent with the hypothesis
that the SRU law made construction decisions less political, point
estimates of the effects of elections on public housing are twice
as low in municipalities affected by the SRU law. However, these
results must be interpreted with caution as our estimates are not
significantly different from zero, nor from each other.

5.3. Heterogeneity by initial immigration share

An important question is whether the effects of elections vary
with the initial attractiveness of the municipality to immigrants.
Indeed, in line with the extensive literature on the determinants
of immigrants’ location choice showing that immigrants tend to
locate where many immigrants are already living, local immigrant
growth is strongly autocorrelated at the municipal level.?® As a
result, in France, as in other countries, immigrants concentrated in
a subset of municipalities that received disproportionately larger
immigrant inflows in recent decades (Ortega and Verdugo, 2021).

23 Qver the period, the autocorrelation between censuses is equal to 0.53, spanning
between 0.43 in 1975-1982/1982-1990 and 0.68 in 1990-1999/1999-2008.
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Given that immigrants are much more likely to live in public
housing, mayors of municipalities with already many immigrants
might anticipate that new public housing construction will dra-
matically increase immigrant inflows. This effect might exacerbate
partisan behavior, as it should incentivize right-wing mayors to
avoid constructing public housing and, conversely, left-wing may-
ors to launch new construction programs.

To investigate this issue, we approximate municipalities’ initial
attractiveness to immigrants with their median share of immi-
grants in 1982 (12%). Over the 1982-2014 period, the initial share
of immigrants is a strong predictor of future immigrant inflows:
the share of immigrants increases on average by 5 p.p. in munici-
palities above the median, but only by 3 p.p. in the other munici-
palities. In our empirical analysis, we make use of this feature to
explore the potentially heterogeneous effects of elections on
immigration.

Table 10 reports separate estimates between these municipali-
ties. The results suggest that elections affect mostly the share of
immigrants in municipalities with already many immigrants. Panel
A shows that the election of a left-wing mayor increases the share
of immigrants with respect to the initial population by 2.3 p.p. in
high-immigration municipalities. In contrast, the corresponding
estimate is only 0.2 p.p. in low-immigration municipalities and is
statistically insignificant. Overall, this result suggests that differ-
ences in the party of the elected mayor do not affect immigrant
inflows if few immigrants want to settle in the municipality.
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Table 10
RDD estimates — Effect of elections on immigration and public housing depending on the median share of immigrants in 1982.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
At next election (6 years) At next election (6 years) At next-but-one election (12 years)
A. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households relative to initial population
Left victory 2.309* 0.226 3.820 0.769 1.410 0.151
(0.979) (0.457) (2.049) (0.997) (3.871) (1.689)
N effective 486 530 373 401 243 253
N Total 1458 1456 1062 1042 679 663
B. Dependent variable: Change in households in public housing relative to initial population
Left victory 2.570* 1.457 5.727* 2.419 6.394 2.615
(1.148) (1.021) (2.639) (1.466) (3.761) (1.987)
N effective 486 530 373 401 243 253
N Total 1458 1456 1062 1042 679 663
Share immigrants in 1982 Above median Below median Above median Below median Above median Below median
Elections in the sample 1983, 1995, 2001, 2008 1983, 1995, 2001 1983, 1995

Sources: 1983, 1995, 2001, 2008, and 2014 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008, and 2014 census. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left-
relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election. Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth, and a quadratic
polynomial. Panel A: the dependent variable is the change in the number of immigrants relative to the initial municipality population. Panel B: the dependent variable is the
change in the number of households in public housing relative to the initial municipality population. Columns 1, 3, and 5 report estimates of the model on municipalities with
an above-median share of immigrants in the population in 1982 (12%). Columns 2, 4, and 6 report estimates of the model using municipalities below the median. Changes are
measured over 6 years after the elections in column 1, 12 years in column 2, and 18 years in column 3. Outcomes are measured at the household level. Robust-bias corrected
standard errors are reported in parenthesis. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**) denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% levels.

Table 11
RDD estimates — Effect of elections on the subsequent margin of the left - Average effect and heterogeneity depending on the median share of immigrants in 1982.
(1) 2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
At next election (6 years) At next-but-one election (12 years) At next-but-two election (18 years)
A. Full Sample
Left victory 7.709* 6.790 5.325
(3.540) (4.441) (6.550)
N effective 1016 770 496
N Total 2906 2100 1336
B. Heterogeneity by initial share of immigrants in 1982
Left victory 10317* 5.774 13.409* 0.622 7.443 2.943
(4.752) (5.261) (6.510) (6.065) (9.516) (8.332)
N effective 486 530 370 400 243 253
N Total 1453 1452 1057 1043 674 662
Share immigrants in 1982 Above median Below median Above median Below median Above median Below median
Elections in the sample 1983, 1995, 2001, 2008 1983, 1995, 2001 1983, 1995

Sources: 1983, 1989, 1995, 2001, 2008, and 2014 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, and 2008 census. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left-
relative to a right-wing mayor in the municipal election. The dependent variable is the difference in percentage points between the total number of votes won by the left and
the total number of votes won by the right. Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth, and a quadratic polynomial. Panel
A reports estimates of the model in the full sample. Panel B reports estimates of the model on municipalities with an above or below-median share of immigrants in the
population in 1982 (12%). Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis. (*) and (**)
denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% levels.

Panel B shows that the effect of elections on public housing con- 5.4. Population changes and incumbency advantage
struction also tends to be larger in high-immigration municipali-
ties. However, the differences are much less dramatic than for Do larger immigrant inflows and public housing construction
immigrants. Our estimates suggest that elections increase by 2.6 affect future electoral outcomes? On the one hand, to the extent
p.p. the share of households in public housing in high- that they are associated with partisan behavior, larger population
immigration municipalities, against 1.5 p.p. in low-immigration changes after the elections might lead non-partisan voters to pun-
municipalities. Interestingly, the estimates are also more precise ish the incumbent mayor in the next election (Ferejohn, 1986;
for high-immigration municipalities as the coefficient is not statis- Ashworth, 2012). On the other hand, such a policy might yield elec-
tically significant for low-immigration municipalities. toral gains if it reflects strategic partisan behavior from the mayor.
Overall, differences in immigrant inflows associated with the As discussed earlier, the policy differences could mobilize voters to

party elected appear specific to municipalities that were already support the incumbent mayor in addition to producing electorally
attractive to immigrants at the beginning of the period, in line with favorable population changes.

the third prediction laid out in Section 1. This finding suggests that To investigate which effect dominates, we report in Table 11 the
our results reflect partisan differences between mayors who were effects of the close election of a left-wing mayor on the vote margin
facing larger potential immigrant inflows in their municipalities.** of the left in future municipal elections. In Panel B, we allow the

effects to vary with the share of immigrants in 1982, which is

24 The two groups of municipalities also vary along other dimensions. Indeed, strongly associated with partisan behavior, as argued in the previ-

municipalities above the median tend to be larger, have fewer workers in high- ous section.
income occupations, a higher unemployment rate, and a higher share of households We find important differences in incumbency advantage
in public housing. In Table S4 of the Supplementary Appendix, we report estimates between these two groups of municipalities. In municipalities with

where we include the predetermined values of all these characteristics as control

) : ) - an above-median immigrant share in 1982, the estimated incum-
variables. These estimates are very similar to our baseline results.

15
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Fig. 4. RDD plots - Effects on future vote margin of the left: heterogeneity.

Sources: 1983, 1989, 1995, 2001, 2008 and 2014 elections and 1982 census. Note: the graphs report quantile-spaced bins that capture averages from the same number of
observations for each treatment group (Calonico et al., 2015). The solid lines represent a first-order polynomial. The vertical lines capture the discontinuity point at zero. Panel
A represents the vote margin of the left during the next election after 6 years. Panel B represents the vote margin of the left during the next-but-one election after 12 years. In
Graphs A1 and B1, the sample is restricted to municipalities with an above-median share of immigrants in 1982. In Graphs A2 and B2, the sample is restricted to
municipalities with a below-median share of immigrants in 1982. For visual clarity, we restrict the range of the forcing variable between —20 and 20 percentage points.

bency advantage for the next election is 10 p.p. In contrast, the
incumbency advantage in other municipalities is twice as low
and not statistically significant. The difference is even larger after
two elections: in municipalities with an above-median immigrant
share, we obtain an even higher incumbency advantage of 13 p.p.
At the same time, the point estimate drops to 0.6 and is very
imprecise for municipalities with few immigrants. This discrep-
ancy suggests that the close election of a left-wing mayor in a
municipality with a large initial immigrant population might trig-
ger the creation of a political stronghold, consistent with the last
prediction laid out in Section 1. However, as suggested by Columns
5 and 6, differences between the two groups of municipalities
dampen after two electoral cycles, even if the point estimate
appears higher in high-immigration municipalities.

Fig. 4 represents graphically these results. In municipalities
with an above-median share of immigrants, there is a clear discon-
tinuity in the future vote margin of the left associated with the pre-
vious close victory of a left-wing mayor, both at the next and the
next-but-one elections. In contrast, in the other municipalities,
the incumbency advantage appears smaller and more imprecise
at the next election. The estimate is virtually zero at the next-
but-one election.

5.5. Robustness

Other samples and specifications — We document in Table 12
the robustness of our main results using alternatively as a depen-
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dent variable the growth of immigrant-headed households in
Panels A1 and B1 and of households in public housing in Panels
A2 and B2.

First, we assess in Panel A the sensitivity of our estimates to
alternative samples. In Column 2, we include in our sample the
1989 election, which was not included previously as the Census
data do not allow us to observe the outcomes 6 years after this
election, unlike other elections. In Column 3, we include munici-
palities in smaller urban areas with less than 30000 inhabitants
where few immigrants live and which contain little public housing.
In Column 4, we exclude the districts of Paris, Lyon, and Marseilles,
which are not fiscally independent from the central municipality.
In Column 5, we exclude elections in which a regionalist or inde-
pendent list, which we somewhat arbitrarily classified as right-
wing, competed in the final round. In Column 6, we exclude the
5% smallest and 5% largest municipalities. In Column 7, we exclude
municipalities that are not observed at each election in our base-
line sample. Overall, the results are in line with previous estimates,
albeit more imprecise with the 1989 election and quantitatively
lower when smaller urban areas are included in the sample.

Panel B of Table 12 investigates the robustness of our results to
alternative construction of the data or specifications of the statisti-
cal model. In column 1, instead of constructing our dependent vari-
ables at the household level, the number of immigrants and
inhabitants in public housing is measured using the population
of all adults of more than 18 years of age. In practice, the estimates
are unaffected.



B. Schmutz and G. Verdugo Journal of Public Economics 218 (2023) 104803

Table 12
Robustness of the RDD estimates.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
A. Alternative composition of the sample
Baseline result Include 1989 Include smaller Exclude Paris, Exclude Exclude top 5%, Balanced
election urban areas Lyon & Marseille regional lists bottom 5% population
1. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households relative to initial population
Left victory 1.514** 1.176* 1.035* 1.548** 1.571** 1.568** 1.986**
(0.567) (0.539) (0.450) (0.575) (0.574) (0.589) (0.629)
2. Dependent variable: Change in households in public housing relative to initial population
Left victory 2.051* 1.254 1.549* 1.981* 2.060** 1.870* 2.508**
(0.796) (0.736) (0.653) (0.814) (0.653) (0.847) (0.885)
N Effective 1016 1233 1330 980 1011 913 807
N Total 2914 3620 3680 2810 2862 2622 2336
B. Alternative specification of the model & heterogeneity
Outcomes Results Control for Elections with 2 Elections with > 2 Elections with Elections with
calculated with in levels predetermined lists in final round lists in final round a single round two rounds
all adults covariates
1. Dependent variable: Change in immigrant households relative to initial population
Left victory 1.575** 3.619* 1.391** 1.413* 1.688* 1.964 1.587*
(0.540) (1.602) (0.509) (0.742) (0.834) (1.290) (0.630)
2. Dependent variable: Change in households in public housing relative to initial population
Left victory 2.386™ 0.767* 1.669* 2.307* 1.801 1.582 2.243**
(0.826) (0.394) (0.778) (1.059) (1.171) (1.936) (2.572)
N Effective 1016 1016 1016 566 450 276 740
N Total 2914 2914 2914 1195 1719 1624 1290

Sources: 1983, 1989, 1995, 2001, 2008 and 2014 elections and 1982, 1990, 1999, 2008 and 2014 census. Unless otherwise specified, the sample includes municipalities with
more than 9,000 inhabitants in urban areas with more than 30000 inhabitants. Notes: The table shows RDD estimates of the effect of the victory of a left- relative to a right-
wing mayor. Estimates are obtained using local linear regressions with a triangular kernel, a 15% bandwidth and a quadratic polynomial. In Panels A1 and A2, the dependent
variable is the changes in the number of immigrants relative to the initial population. In Panels B1 and B2, the dependent variable is the change in the number of households
in public housing relative to the initial population. Panel A: Column 1 reproduces our baseline estimates. Column 2 shows estimates on a sample including the 1989 elections.
Column 3 shows estimates on a sample including municipalities located in small urban areas. Column 4 shows estimates on a sample excluding the municipalities (but not
the urban areas) of Paris, Lyon and Marseilles. Column 5 excludes elections where regionalist lists were competing. Column 6 excludes municipalities among the 5% smallest
or largest in terms of population. Column 7 excludes municipalities that are not observed for every election in our baseline sample. Panel B: Column 1 redefines the outcome
variables using all adult individuals in the population instead of using the head-of-household. Column 2 presents the results of a specification where the dependent variables
are defined in levels, using the share of immigrants and of households in public housing after the elections as a dependent variable. Column 3 includes additional control
variables: the log of the initial population, the share of high-income occupations, the share of unemployed workers and the share of households in public housing in 1982, the
number of lists in competition, the registration rate and the participation rate. Columns 4 and 5 estimate separate models for elections with 2 and 3 lists or more in
competition. Columns 6 and 7 estimate separate models for elections with a single round and two rounds. Robust-bias corrected standard errors are reported in parenthesis.
(*) and (**) denote statistical significance at 5% and 1% level.

In column 2, instead of using our dependent variables in width choice. We also report results for bandwidths of 5 p.p., 10
changes, we use the levels of these variables as observed 6 years p.p., and 20 p.p. Overall, our estimates are not very sensitive to

after the election. Column 3 reports estimates including predeter- the choice of a specific bandwidth. If anything, point estimates
mined characteristics of the population of the municipalities and of obtained using the largest 20 p.p. bandwidth are lower than our
the election as control variables. We include the log of the popula- baseline estimates. However, the results remain broadly similar
tion before the election, the share of high-income occupations, the and statistically significant in all three specifications.

share of unemployed workers, and the share of households in pub- We also report in Table S6 estimates using alternative polyno-
lic housing in 1982. For elections, we include the number of lists in mial orders. Instead of order 2 as in the rest of the paper, we exper-

competition, the registration rate, and the participation rate. If the iment with polynomials of order 0, 1, and 3, as robustness checks.
outcomes of close elections are random, the results should not be The estimates obtained using higher-order polynomials tend to be
affected by controlling for these variables or estimating the model larger but are qualitatively similar.

in levels. Reassuringly, the results are very close to the ones with- Global polynomial estimates — In Table S7 in the Supplemen-
out control variables or with variables expressed in changes albeit tary Appendix, we report estimates obtained using global instead
the estimates in levels are larger for immigration and smaller for of local polynomials as in the rest of the paper. While local estima-

public housing. tors and low-order polynomials might be preferable (Gelman and

In other columns, we allow the estimates to vary with the char- Imbens, 2019), our results are not very sensitive to using this
acteristics of the election. Columns 4 and 5 test whether the results method with different polynomial orders. If anything, the point
differ between elections with only 2 lists in the final round and estimates tend to be smaller with that method. The reported
elections with at least 3 lists in competition. Alternatively, columns Akaike information criterion indicates that zero is the preferred
6 and 7 test whether the results depend on whether a second polynomial order when the dependent variable is public housing
round had to be organized. Across these estimates, the results and two for immigration. However, the results are statistically
are very similar to our baseline results even if estimates are more insignificant in the quadratic specification for the changes in the
precise when a second round is organized. number of immigrants.

Alternative bandwidth choice and polynomial order — In
Table S6 in the Supplementary Appendix, we document how our
results depend on the choice of bandwidth. While we used a fixed
15 p.p. bandwidth in the paper, we provide results using the data- An important question is the external validity of our results out-
driven procedure of Calonico et al. (2014), which automatically  gjde the context of close elections. For left-wing municipalities,
selects the bandwidth using a mean square error optimal band-  pjs 5 shows that the partisan differences in immigration growth
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appear to be fairly local and specific to close elections. Far from the
threshold, immigrant growth appears lower not only in municipal-
ities that received higher right-wing votes but also in those receiv-
ing the largest left-wing votes. The fact that close elections might
trigger partisan behavior is consistent with a mechanism involving
electoral incentives, because closely-elected mayors may be more
concerned by their future prospects, and more likely to engage in
strategic behavior to maximize their reelection chances.

In addition, elections further away from the cutoff may also lead
to different policies because they involve different campaigning
strategies. Bernhardt et al. (2020) have recently shown that candi-
dates having a large popularity advantage may not adopt extreme
positions favored by their core supporters, but, instead, target their
opponents’ moderate supporters. This pattern is consistent with a
form of ‘policy reversal’, whereby better-elected mayors become
more moderate (Cukierman and Tommasi, 1998; Moen and Riis,
2010).

Differences in local context might also explain why the effect of
close elections appears local. In practice, municipalities in which
the left or the right have a sizable electoral advantage are quite
specific. The largest margins of the left correlate with a high share
of low-income households and unemployed inhabitants, which
could diminish the attractiveness of the municipality to immi-
grants. In contrast, and as illustrated earlier in Table 4, municipal-
ities in which close elections occur are similar to the average
municipality in our sample. This similarity suggests that our
results may be deemed relevant for the entire population of
municipalities.

6. Conclusion

This paper shows that the results of French municipal elections
have influenced the share of immigrants across municipalities in
the short and long run. We highlight that the main municipal pol-
icy associated with these changes is public housing, and we
uncover systematic partisan differences in how mayors used public
housing. Relative to a right-wing mayor, the close election of a left-
wing mayor resulted in more construction of public housing and
more public housing tenants of immigrant origin. Even though
we cannot formally establish the reason for these partisan differ-
ences, we find suggestive evidence that electoral incentives may
have played a role and that, as a result, immigration contributed
to building local political strongholds. Our findings open a fruitful
avenue for future research by shedding light on a possible feedback
loop between ethnic and partisan segregation.

An important limitation of this study is that we cannot observe
all dimensions of local policies. As a result, we cannot rule out that
other unobserved systematic policy differences between left- and
right-wing mayors also increased demand from immigrants to live
in public housing in left-wing municipalities and discouraged
immigrants from locating in right-wing municipalities. In particu-
lar, given that we lack information on applications to public hous-
ing, we cannot disentangle the effects of elections on the local
demand for public housing from their identified effects on supply.

Outside the French context, our results are relevant for design-
ing housing programs that aim to improve the housing conditions
of the poorest part of the population. While out of favor in North
America, public housing remains popular in Europe (Scanlon
et al., 2014), Asia (Chen et al., 2013; Chiu, 2013; Xu and Zhou,
2019) and, increasingly, South America (Krause et al., 2013). Public
housing may be an efficient policy tool against high levels of
market-driven residential segregation, be it income-based or
origin-based (Quillian and Lagrange, 2016; Verdugo and Toma,
2018). However, the influence of local authorities suggests that
local political considerations may hinder their effectiveness.
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In light of our results, one might want to advocate a stricter sep-
aration between local authorities and public housing agencies. One
way to achieve such a separation is to delegate control over larger
jurisdictions, such as inter-municipal cooperation units, and push
for a higher level of concentration in the public housing sector.
However, larger public housing agencies may also be more discon-
nected from the specificity of local housing supply and demand. In
France, recent legislation seems to indicate that the government is
trying to meet this double challenge.”®
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Appendix A. Data

Municipal election data — The data come from the Center of
Socio-Political Data (Centre de Données Socio-Politiques), which is
a research center from Sciences-Po.”® The data include elections
results in 1983, 1989, and 1995 for municipalities with more than
9,000 inhabitants and results from the 2001 and 2008 elections for
municipalities with more than 3,500 inhabitants. We drop Corsica,
French Guyana, and Overseas territories from the sample because
these regions host many candidates who are affiliated with a region-
alist and independentist party that cannot easily be categorized as
right-wing or left-wing. We classify as left-wing lists the lists affili-
ated with the Socialist Party, Communist Party, Ecologist party,
Green Party, Union of the Left, or Far-Left lists. All other lists, includ-
ing lists without affiliations or regionalist lists that received less than
5% of votes over the period, are classified as right-wing lists. We do
not include the sectors of Marseilles in the 1983 elections, as their
boundaries have changed in 1987. The municipalities of Octeville,
Lomme, and St-Pol-Sur-Mer, which merged with other municipali-
ties over the period are excluded from the sample.

Census data — We use restricted access data obtained from the
Centre d’Accés Sécurisé Distant (CASD) which is a secure access data
center. We have access to confidential individual files for a very
large sample extract (25%). For all years, we use the supplement
files (exploitation complémentaire), which contain detailed variables
on occupations and education.

Before the 2000s, the French census was based on a complete
enumeration. Since 2002, the annual census releases have been
based on a rolling sample in which municipalities with more than
10,000 inhabitants are divided into five rotation groups surveyed
every five years. As a result, the new census reflects 5-year aver-
ages around the census year (Durr, 2005; Desplanques and
Rogers, 2008). For municipalities with populations between 9000

25 The ALUR law, voted in 2015, gave inter-municipal cooperation units authority
over local housing policy. In addition, it created the National Agency for Public
Housing Control (ANCOLS), which implements random audits of public housing
agencies to ensure that the most deserving applicants are served first, regardless of
their other characteristics. As stipulated by the ELAN Law, voted in 2018, small public
housing agencies (managing less than 12,000 dwellings) have been compelled to join
a consortium since January 2021.

25 It can be accessed by researchers through the French data archive (Réseau
Quetelet) by applying to https://quetelet.casd.eu/en/utilisateur/connexion.
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and 10000, the data are only collected once every five years. These
municipalities account for less than 5% of our sample.

We use the occupational classification at the one-digit level and
the labor force status from the census to decompose the share of
natives and immigrants in the population into three groups: (1)
high-income occupations, which correspond to managers and pro-
fessionals; (2) low-income occupations, which include blue-collar
and service sector employees; (3) retirees.

Match between election results and outcomes in census
data— For predetermined effects, we match the 1983 elections with
the 1982 census, the 1995 elections with the 1990 census, the 2001
elections with the 1999 census, and the 2008 elections with the
2008 census. This is denoted ‘before current election’ in the tables
and figures. For the short-run effects ‘at next election’, we match the
1983 elections with the 1990 census, the 1995 elections with the
1999 census, the 2001 elections with the 2008 census, and the
2008 elections with the 2014 census. For the medium-run effects
‘at next-but-one election’, we match the 1983 elections with the
1999 census, the 1995 elections with the 2008 census, and the
2001 elections with the 2014 census. For the long-run effects ‘at
next-but-two election’, we match the 1983 elections with the
2008 census and the 1995 elections with the 2014 census. We lose
approximately two observations per year in longer-run effects rel-
ative to short-run effects because of municipal mergers.

Presidential election data — We use the following classifica-
tions to estimate the total vote of the left and far-right in each

presidential election. 1981 election: Left: Mitterrand, Marchais,
Laguiller, Crépeau, Bouchardeau. No Far Right. 1988 election: Left:
Laguiller, Lajoinie, Mitterrand, Juquin, Far right: Le Pen. 2002 elec-
tion: Left: Gluckstein, Taubira, Mamére, Jospin, Hue, Chevenement,

Laguiller. Far right: Le Pen, Mégret. 2007 election: Besancenot, Buf-
fet, Schivardi, Bove, Royal, Laguiller. Far right: Le Pen, de Villiers.

Software — All RDD estimates and graphs have been obtained
using the Rdrobust package on Stata (Calonico et al., 2017).

Appendix B. Mayors and public housing in France

From the beginning of public housing programs in the late
XIXth Century to the late 1970s, the housing market in France
was managed in a very centralized manner. Local authorities had
limited oversight and their power was restricted to situations of
emergency, for instance when dilapidated buildings posed an
immediate threat to security. However, the situation changed rad-
ically during the following three decades, which make up the per-
iod under study in this paper. Between the decentralization law of
1982 and the law on inter-municipal cooperation of 2010, mayors
played an essential role in local real estate policies, ranging from
long-term urban planning to daily decisions on the delivery of
building permits.?’

In particular, mayors had the power to initiate new public hous-
ing programs (and, in some particular situations, to engage the pri-
vatization of some public housing units). They were also co-
responsible for the management of the local public housing stock,
alongside local public housing agencies (the “organismes HLM”).
Local elected officials were de jure board members of these
agencies.

The distribution of public housing was decided by a committee
in charge of allocating vacant dwellings (the “commission d’attribu-

27 This situation has changed again with the rise of inter-municipal cooperation
units (EPCI), which are meant to address the challenges raised by the very large
number of municipalities in France (Tricaud, 2021). As of today, EPCIs are in charge of
private and public housing policies, both in terms of the development of future
programs and the management of existing ones. Mayors elect a president of the EPCI,
who is often, in practice, the mayor of the largest municipality.
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tion”). This committee was composed of representatives from the
agency, the municipal council, and the ministry of housing and
was supposed to discuss the merits of the different applicants
and propose a ranking. In practice, the list of applicants was not
public and the committee was not required to justify its decisions.
In addition, the committee was often chaired by the mayor or one
of her delegates in small municipalities. Finally, as is still the case
today, a fraction (up to 20%) of the stock of public housing was con-
sidered “reserved” for the municipality, and exempt from the scru-
tiny of the committee.

Appendix C. Supplementary material

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2022.
104803.
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