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1 Introduction

The emergence of secessionist movements all over Europe and the world clearly shows how important

a common national identity is in developed and developing countries. The relative importance of

regional compared to national identity and their (missing) alignment fuels separatism in regions

as different as Catalonia, Belgium, and Scotland. Arbitrarily determined national borders and

the associated lack of common national identity frequently lead to violent struggles for autonomy

and deteriorates development in Africa or the Middle East (e.g., Michalopoulos and Papaioannou,

2016).1

At the same time, many other formerly autonomous duchies or kingdoms in, for example, Poland,

Germany or France, do not exhibit any such separatist movements. We argue that the homogeniza-

tion policies implemented when integrating new regions into existing nations can help to explain

these differences. Alesina and Reich (2014) model the homogenization policies that states implement

to build a national identity, understood as the set of common preferences, goals and values, which

has to be strong enough to allow the imposition of functioning common policies and institutions.2

States can decide to use benevolent policies that take the interests of the area to be integrated into

account or intrusive policies which simply impose the preferences of the central government. To the

best of our knowledge, our paper is the first to present a well-identified test of the long-run causal

effect of different sets of homogenization policies on establishing a common national identity.

The relevant literature (e.g., Thaler, 2001 and Carrol, 2013) emphasizes that border regions and

their populations are particularly well suited for the study of nation building and the creation of

group identities. It is however difficult to assess the causal impact of homogenization policies, as

the correct counterfactual is almost always impossible to identify due to a lack of variation in the

status of the respective regions. Almost all border regions have a long-run history that distinguishes

them from the rest of their respective nation in many dimensions. The Basque country, for example,

clearly differs from the rest of Spain in many respects (e.g. income, see Chaney, 2014), which makes

it difficult to identify specific causes and effects.

We exploit the division of the two border regions Alsace and Lorraine located between France

and Germany following the Franco-Prussian War in 1870-71 as a natural experiment to estimate

the causal effects of implementing more intrusive homogenization policies in the treated area.3 Our

approach uses a spatial regression discontinuity design (RDD) based on detailed municipal level

1 See, for example, Jega (2000) for the importance of identities in explaining the legitimacy problems many African
states face when trying to establish and maintain economic and political institutions.

2 Alesina and Reich (2014) p.1) argue that already “[in 1880,] policies of homogenization were, in part, motivated by
concerns of secession” and have the goal to develop a common identity. As an example, the historian Joseph Strayer
describes the (apparently successful) efforts of France’s soft homogenization policies. He notes that “the Languedoc
seemed very much like Catalonia and very unlike north France, yet it finally became thoroughly French” (Weber
1979, p.100). There are also many more recent examples which demonstrate the continued relevance of such policies
today. Demirtepe and Bozbey (2012) describes the Chinese rather intrusive assimilation policies towards the Uyghur
minority. The main argument brought forward to support these policies is that the Uyghur identity is a threat to the
social and political order in China.

3 Examples of different homogenization policies can be found in Aspachs-Bracons et al. (2008); Ortega and Tanger̊as
(2008) and Fouka (2014).
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data. The main proxy for common national identity builds on arguments in Chacha (2013) and

Jolly (2007). They argue that lower national identity makes more integration into the EU more

desirable, as it decreases the perceived costs of delegating competences from the nation state to a

superordinate institution.

We use a simple probabilistic voting model to formalize these arguments based on existing

politico-economic theory. Our theoretical framework demonstrates why voting in favor of more

EU integration reveals a lower common national identity. The two main channels are that regions

perceive themselves as gaining more autonomy in the EU (Van Houten, 2007; Jolly, 2007) and that

the additional costs of further delegation from the nation state to the EU are lower if regional

preferences deviate more strongly from national preferences. This view is supported by the fact

that “regionalist political parties are consistently pro-EU across time, space, and issue area” (Jolly,

2007 p.1).4 We use detailed data on voting outcomes for two crucial referenda about the European

Union in France in 1992 and 2005 to compare whether common national identity is lower in the

treated than in the untreated areas.

For the correct understanding and implementation of our approach it is important to distinguish

between nationalism or regionalism per se, and our definition of national identity as the set of

common preferences, goals and values. More specifically, while nationalism and regionalism can

each be weak or strong, our definition of common national identity is solely based on the degree to

which homogenization policies succeeded in aligning the preferences and values of citizens. We use

the vote share for the presidential candidate of the Front National (National Front), Jean-Marie Le

Pen, as a proxy for nationalist tendencies. Moreover, we use tests for discontinuities in voter turnout

to examine whether satisfaction with democracy and political participation differs between treated

and control area. Our preferred specification compares municipalities within a formerly homogenous

area, which assures a comparable treatment and control group. This is important as the literature

has shown that the extent to which intrusive policies foster regionalist tendencies depends on the

political and institutional circumstances (Besley and Reynal-Querol, 2014; Van Houten, 2007).

The region we consider is well-suited for this kind of analysis as both Alsace and Lorraine had

been integrated into France for more than a century in 1870. After the Franco-Prussian war (July

19, 1870 - May 10, 1871), the conclusion of the peace treaty (Frankfurt, May 10, 1871) included

the annexation of most of Alsace and parts of Lorraine by the victorious Germans. The annexed

part of the region, to which we refer as Alsace-Lorraine (AL) or the treated area in the rest of

the paper, remained German for nearly 50 years, until it became French again after World War

I (WWI). As we argue, this region was exposed to a much more intrusive set of homogenization

policies compared to the counterfactual non-annexed area. Historical evidence documents that both

Germany and France treated the regions markedly different than other regions in their respective

territory and each implemented harsh measures to homogenize.5

4 Note that for our interpretation to hold it is only important that the EU was perceived as fostering regional
autonomy, not necessarily whether this can be considered ex post be considered as a success. The latter is subject for
discussion.

5 Another interpretation is that the treated area became Germanized. While we will not be able to unequivocally
rule out an influence of the opposite directions of the two sets of homogenization policies, the evidence we present
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Figure 1: Map of treated and untreated region and surroundings
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Notes: The treated area is shaded in light grey, and the untreated control area in dark grey.

It is crucial to our identification strategy that historical evidence suggests that the exact location

of the border is exogenous to our outcome. This enables us to isolate the effects of the more intrusive

homogenization policies on common national identity from possible pre-existing differences. The

historical reasons for the rather arbitrary location of the border were the opposing interests concern-

ing the exact border location between the cautious German chancellor Bismarck on the one side and

his more aggressive military leaders and Kaiser Wilhelm I. on the other side. Bismarck wanted to

restrain territorial expansion to the German speaking parts of Alsace and Lorraine (Lipgens, 1964),

while the majority of the military lead by the influential General Helmuth von Moltke wanted to

extend the German territory as far beyond the German (Alemanic-dialect) speaking territories as

possible.6

These misaligned interests on the German side and the intense negotiations with the French

leader Adolphe Thiers resulted in the compromise to split Lorraine rather arbitrarily (Förster, 1990;

Lipgens, 1964; Messerschmidt, 1975 and Ziekursch, 1930). As an example of the complex nature

of these negotiations, Thiers succeeded in stretching the border a little further towards Germany

by allowing the German military to hold a “victory parade through the streets of Paris”.7 The

indicates that nationalism and general support for France in neutral dimensions do not differ. This speaks against the
interpretation that the treated area became Germanized. Rather, what we measure seems to be the relative strength
of regional compared to national identity, in line with the argumentation that the intrusiveness of the policies was the
most distinct difference between the treated and the control area.

6 The literature indicates that General von Moltke had from the onset of the war planned to march as far into France
as possible and capture decisive strategic positions (Förster 1990). The conflict continued when the conditions for the
French defeat were negotiated and documented in the peace treaty on February 26, 1871. In line with certain German
intellectuals the military leadership tried to legitimize territorial gains with social-Darwinistic theories which regarded
states as species struggling for space with other nations (Heffernan, 2001). Another reason from the perspective of
the military was to capture more ground to weaken the arch-enemy in anticipation of the plausible next conflict.
Bismarck on the other hand feared that excessive annexations might make a new conflict more likely.

7 After elections in both French and German-occupied parts of France lead to the anti-war conservative party
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most important implication from studying the complex historical background and the negotiation

process in detail is that the resulting border can plausibly be regarded as exogenous to our outcome

variables, in particular within Lorraine.

The main treatment consists of unambiguously more intrusive homogenization policies in Alsace-

Lorraine than in the control group (Carrol and Zanoun, 2011; Höpel, 2012; Rothenberger, 1975;

Vajta, 2013). Important pillars of these policies were, among others, the denial of full democratic

representation (Carrol, 2010), the continued use of an intrusive “dictatorship paragraph” (Carrol,

2010), the imposition of a Frenchness Commission after WWI (Harvey, 1999) and restrictions on

the use of local dialects (Callender, 1927). Following the intrusive policies implemented by both the

Germans and the French there was substantial support for autonomist parties after WWI, which

wanted to establish the region as neutral and independent. Support for these parties collapsed

when Hitler took power and during World War II (WWII), which united French citizens against a

common enemy. Our results demonstrate, however, that the more intrusive homogenization policies

did create a persistent change in preferences revealed in two referenda on the European Union.

The results show that support for the EU, proxying for less common national identity, is about 4

percentage points higher in the treated region compared to the counter-factual non-treated areas.

These differences are highly significant across different bandwidths for both referenda in 1992 and

2005, and remain virtually identical when we concentrate only on the within-Lorraine comparison

and omit Alsace. Moreover, we find no significant differences with regard to voter turnout and

nationalism, which indicates that we indeed capture differences in common national identity. We

further support this interpretation of less alignment between regional and national preferences, goals

and values with indicative survey data from the International Social Survey Program (ISSP).

The first obvious pitfall for a causal interpretation appears to be the possibility that Lorraine

simply profits more from integration due to its geographical proximity to Germany, for instance

concerning trade. This is unlikely, as our results hold when we reduce the bandwidth to 10km, i.e.

when comparing municipalities which are direct neighbors and only differ by the set of homoge-

nization policies they were exposed to. Moreover, we control for the distance to Germany and to

major cities in the region. Another issue are potential overlaps between the former border and the

historical language border which used to divide the German-dialect from the French speaking parts

of the region. We address this second concern by geocoding the historical language border at the

municipal level (Callender, 1927; Harp, 1998). Excluding all historically German-dialect speaking

areas does not affect the estimates in neither of the referenda.

We also find no support for other alternative explanations like Germanization, a permanent

winning 500 out of 676 seats, their leader Adolphe Thiers negotiated with Bismarck for 5 days. The result was in its
details unpredictable and the planned border changed frequently during the negotiation process. For example, France
managed to keep Belfort by agreeing to the military parade and allowing the Germans to keep larger parts of Lorraine.
Moreover, Bismarck was willing “save Metz for France”, and considered keeping the French part of Lorraine altogether
a “folly of the first order” (Wawro, 2005 p.206). Moltke and the Kaiser Wilhelm I. refused to return it however, as
the military considered taking Metz one of their great achievements and a return a “national humiliation” (Wawro,
2005 p.206). The final result was a compromise between both positions and it is documented that, at least partly,
“Bismarck, [...], quite uncharacteristically wilted under the pressure” (Wawro 2005 p.305). The northern border thus
rather arbitrarily divides the former duchy of Lorraine in two parts.
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change in the socio-economic structure of the population, or specific laws in the treated area. Thus,

while other factors might have mattered to some extent, we conclude that the most crucial differences

between the treated and control area were the more intrusive homogenization policies. These policies

have persistently shaped preferences in the treated region in a way that is still identifiable more

than half a century later. Our findings provide important insights for the extensive literature on

the determinants and incentives for regions to unite and separate (Alesina et al., 2000; Bolton and

Roland, 1997; Goyal and Staal, 2004). Moreover, we relate to the economic literature on important

persistent differences caused by historical events (e.g., Dell, 2010; Yann Algan, 2010; Guiso et al.,

2014; Becker et al., 2015) and their transmission (Bisin and Verdier, 2000b; Algan et al., 2013). We

also relate to recent attempts to study nation building via the exposure to different foreign military

strategies in Vietnam (Dell and Querubin, 2016) and the introduction of compulsory schooling laws

in the US (Bandiera et al., 2016).

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 explains the historical background of Alsace

and Lorraine, puts the study in perspective to the existing literature, and presents our theoretical

framework. Section 3 presents the data and the empirical strategy, and in Section 4, the results are

presented. Section 5 will discuss potential threats to identification and alternative explanations for

our findings, and Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Historical background and theoretical considerations

2.1 History of Alsace and Lorraine

This section shortly describes the history of Alsace and Lorraine, starting from the early medieval

period up until the re-annexation by France. Both have been autonomous political entities as

far back as the early 7th century during the Merovingian dynasty, with the duke of Alsace being

appointed by the Merovingian kings. When the son of Charlemange, Louis the Pious, died, the

Treaty of Verdun divided the once vast Carolingian Empire into three kingdoms, where Lorraine

fell into the middle kingdom, named Middle Francia, while Alsace was assigned to East Francia.

Later, Lothair II. created the Kingdom of Lotharingia which included both Alsace and Lorraine.

However, Lothair’s inability to produce a legal heir set the stage for a complete takeover of the

Kingdom of Lotharingia by Charles the Bald, emperor of West Francia. All of modern Lorraine

became part of the Duchy of Lotharingia, which comprised all of modern Lorraine, while Alsace in

929 was incorporated into the Duchy of Swabia in East Francia.

After many treaties had divided Western Europe among sons of deceased kings, the separate

duchies of Alsace and Lorraine then held a more permanent position as direct, or in some cases

indirect, vassals to the Holy Roman Empire. From 1542 onwards the Duchy of Lorraine was con-

sidered a protectorate of the Holy Roman emperor and had to pay imperial taxes in return for

its independence. During this time, the Emperor enjoyed authority of the regions but the actual

administration was in the hands of dukes, counts or fiscal agents called nuntii camerce. It seems

plausible that over the centuries, the people in Alsace as well as those in Lorraine started to develop
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their respective common identity.

Later, all of Alsace was ceded to France after the Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648) in the Treaty of

Westphalia and became a French province, with Strasbourg remaining a free city until the late 17th

century. Within Lorraine, the cities of Metz, Verdun and Toul became French after the treaty, while

the rest was given to the French Crown through the Treaty of Vienna (1738) and finally integrated

after the duke of Lorraine, Stanislas Leczinski, died in 1767. At the time of the Franco-Prussian

War, Alsace and Lorraine had thus been parts of France for more than a century.

The peace treaty of Versailles (1871) put an end to the Franco-Prussian War and stipulated

that almost all of Alsace and the eastern part of Lorraine were ceded to the newly created German

Empire. The southern part of the new national border between France and Germany mostly followed

the western border of the former Duchy of Alsace, while the northern part divided Lorraine in two

parts. As described above, disagreements between Bismarck and his military leaders and the Kaiser,

and the complex negotiation process with France resulted in the decision to split Lorraine in an

arbitrary fashion.8

The annexed area was incorporated into the German Empire as the Reichsland Elsass-Lothringen.

In Alsace, the departements already in place during French rule were converted into the German

districts of Oberelsass and Unterelsass, corresponding to the former (and existing) departements

Haut-Rhin and Bas-Rhin, respectively. In Lorraine, the district Lothringen was created by parts of

the former départements Moselle and Meurthe, and corresponds to todays Moselle (see Figure 2).

The treated region was never recognized as an integrated part of the German Empire – instead it

was an imperial territory under the direct authority of Kaiser Wilhelm I. and had, for instance, no

representatives in the Bundesrat or the Reichstag (Vajta, 2013).

The inhabitants of the treated area were thus arguably exposed to a more intrusive set of ho-

mogenization policies by the Prussians than their neighbor regions in France. In order to stamp out

any attachments to France, political organizations and publications were banned in the Reichsland,

and the German central state reserved the right to conduct house searches and to expel agitators.

The intrusive policies also included compulsory education taught in German at all schools, while

French was strictly forbidden in elementary school. The university in Strasbourg was reinvented

as “Kaiser-Wilhelm-Universität”, with the aim of promoting and spreading a new common iden-

tity, and assimilating the annexed region into the state (Höpel, 2012). One potential threat to our

identification would be strong migratory movements, but the number of French leaving the treated

region is estimated to be rather low (Vajta, 2013).9

When France regained control of the lost provinces after the Treaty of Versailles (1919), it

implemented its own intrusive policies in an attempt to realign the preferences and values of the lost

citizens. The families of the about 200.000 Germans who had settled in the region after 1871 were

8 There were strategic considerations involved, mostly regarding certain fortresses or positions like Belfort. The
strategic importance of locations could be related to geological features, but, as we show, there are no indications
that they are linked to prior differences in national identity and no discontinuities in ruggedness or elevation.

9 While many people initially opted for French nationality, the numbers declined drastically when it became clear
that this would mean having to leave the region.Vajta (2013) estimates that initially about 130,000 in Alsace chose
French nationality. Thus the actual number who left is most likely much lower.
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Figure 2: Historical maps: before, during and after German occupation
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deported in order to “remove any trace of German influence” (Carrol and Zanoun, 2011 p.469). In

addition, the German language was no longer allowed to be taught in school, German was removed

as an official language with all journals written in a foreign language being banned (German as

a second language was not taught in schools until the early 1950s). A special commission, called

Commissions de Triage, was formed to ascertain the Frenchness of the population in the re-annexed

area (Carrol and Zanoun, 2011)). Thus the treated area was not only once, but twice subject to

more intrusive homogenization policies than the non-annexed parts of Alsace and Lorraine.

In general, the assimilation policies conducted by the French are by some historians consid-
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ered even harsher than those implemented by the Germans (Anderson, 1972).10 Both left a deep

impression on the region’s population. As the people of the annexed region felt alienated by the

German policies, local parties addressing the issue of autonomy emerged during German rule. After

re-annexation, these parties were still active, although in slightly different constellations, and when

again exposed to the French homogenization policies their strength increased rapidly. However, the

autonomist movement lost ground in the early 1930s due to their (unjustified) supposed association

with Germany. We thus have to look for other proxies for differences in common national identity.

2.2 Literature

John Stuart Mill already stated that some degree of homogeneity is necessary as “unassimilated

democratic states will tend to dissolve into as many democracies as there are nations within them”

(cited by Connor, 2004 p.35). Outside economics, a large literature on the importance of building

national identity for the rise of the modern nation state exists. In their seminal and contested work,

Gellner and Breuilly (2008) link the necessity for homogenization policies to industrialization. They

argue that in an industrial society, different ethnicities, cultures, and in particular languages act as

barriers that reduce efficiency, as they increase the costs of communication and reaching agreement.

There is thus the need of, and an economic benefit in establishing a national identity in terms of

homogenizing preferences, goals and values. In most cases, the only institution which was capable of

imposing this homogenization and executing these policies is the state, for instance via compulsory

education for the masses.

The use of homogenization policies is still a highly relevant topic in modern states, as Lott

(1999) shows in a cross-country and the specific South-African context. Gellner and Breuilly (2008)

emphasize the importance of establishing an official language, which is spoken by every member

of society. The idea of the central role of language in state formation in Europe can be traced

back to Johan Gottfried Herder (1724-1804), who argued that language forms people’s mind and is

essential to create a common national identity. Besides language, homogenization policies include

more benevolent measures like lowering the costs of travel and exchange through institutions and

improved infrastructure, but also the imposition of a state religion, the prohibition of regional

cultures, and most violently through genocide and the extermination of certain groups (see for

example Tilly, 1975).

Conversi (2008 p.1289) describes the process of nation building as one where “cultural en-

trepreneurs aim to unify, standardize and modernize popular culture so that the boundaries of the

governed unit can be defined by, and their constituencies identify with the ruling elite. Such a top-

down process entailed assimilation and the forced erosion of cultural differences.” Alesina and Reich

(2014) build on these ideas and systematize the incentives faced by democracies and dictatorships

when choosing such policies. The empirical challenge is to find a case where we can isolate the long

lasting impact of homogenization policies from the impact of differences deeply rooted in culture or

10 Anderson (1972) and Carrol and Zanoun (2011) provide more details on how both German and French assimilation
policies affected the population.
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social institutions.

France is a particularly well-suited place to study homogenization policies and national identity.

It is nearly universally recognized to be the birthplace of nationalism and the first attempts of

nation building (Conversi, 2008). Starting with French absolutism, the French revolution (see, e.g.,

Hobsbawm, 1990, 1994 and Connor, 2004) and Napoleon’s systematic attempts to enforce a national

identity, France is serves as a prime example to examine formation of national identity.

As in all papers that examine the long-term effects of historical events, we cannot completely rule

out that other events after the beginning of the imposition of different homogenization policies and

the measurement of our outcome are related to the outcome as well. When studying the historical

literature in detail, the most obvious and often cited difference between the areas is that the treated

municipalities were exposed to these more intrusive homogenization policies. This interpretation

is supported by the fact that France and Germany did not differ much in their choice of methods

and approaches to build national identity. Both used compulsory education and military service to

achieve vertical integration, which were interpreted as an alliance of “light and power” or “the mark

of true civilization” (Ferry, 2005 p.228). We will examine all plausible alternative explanations, and,

among others, check for discontinuities in other outcomes that should show visible differences if any

of the alternative explanations were crucial in shaping long term preferences. Thus, despite the

caveats common to any such study, the natural experiment at hand presents a unique opportunity

to isolate the long-run effects of more intrusive homogenization policies on national identity from

the long list of potentially confounding factors.

2.3 Theoretical framework

The next challenge we face is the measurement of differences in common national identity. First, we

need to distinguish nationalism from a common national identity understood as a set of shared values

and preferences. These two concepts are not completely orthogonal to each other and certainly have

some overlap, but they are far from capturing the same underlying concepts as well. Nationalism

is necessarily based on the dissociation from other people and a feeling of superiority towards other

nations or groups. A common national identity involves developing a feeling of empathy towards

citizens in the other regions of the nation and to some degree internalizing their utility. This

understanding of national identity relates both to the way Alesina and Reich (2014) model it and to

the ideas of John Stuart Mill (1865, chapter XVI), who stated that “a portion of mankind may be

said to constitute a nationality if they are united among themselves by common sympathies which

do not exist between them and any others – which make them cooperate with each other more

willingly than with other people, desire to be under the same government, and desire that it should

be government by themselves.”11

Second, as economists, we would prefer a measure of revealed preferences to one of stated

preferences, which might only be a biased proxy for the actual preferences we want to capture. In

11 We cannot give the extensive literature on nationalism and national identity full credit here. Comprehensive
overviews are, for example, provided in the books authored by Ozkirimli (2010), Smith (2003), and Smith (1999).
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addition, the available surveys have not been conducted at a level disaggregated enough to make

regression discontinuity design and thus causal inference feasible. For these reasons, we will only

rely on survey evidence as support for our main results and their interpretation.

Thus, we turn to related literature for plausible and measurable proxies. Our main measure

of a (lack of) common national identity is inspired by the literature in political science, in partic-

ular Chacha (2013) and Jolly (2007). The argument here is that support for integration into the

European Union is related to the strength of regional compared to national identity. Citizens in a

region with lower national identity are more likely to support EU integration. We formalize and

extend the arguments put forth by the authors below in a framework based on Alesina et al. (2000).

The probabilistic voting model derives how we can use agreement in two referenda about further

EU integration in 1992 and 2005 in France as a measure of lower common national identity. These

referenda results are available at the municipal level and as, we argue below, offer a measure of

revealed preferences.

Assume that the utility of the representative citizen of a region R ∈ R contains benefits and

costs of integration in the nation state and the European Union. Benefits BR(IEU , IN ) depend on

the level of national and EU integration from, for instance, trade, economies of scale, or enhanced

public good provision. The level of EU integration is indicated by IEU ∈ [0, 1) and the level of

national integration by IN ∈ (0, 1], with B′(·) ≥ 0 in both arguments. As in the framework of

Alesina and Spolaore (1997), citizens also bear heterogeneity costs of integrating into a larger unit.

As we analyze integration into two superordinate levels of government, these costs originate from

two sources:

hR = hR(hRN , IEU , IN ) = ρhRN +H(IEU , h
R
N ),

First, heterogeneity costs exist due to a deviation of R’s preferences from the national majority,

and, second, from preference heterogeneity within the EU. The first term in the equation captures

our definition of the (lack of) common national identity, and can be expressed as the Euclidean

distance

hRN = ||pR − pN ||,

where pR is a vector representing the preferences and values of the average citizen in area R, and

pN represents the preferences of the majority in the nation (or, possibly, the preferences of the

ruling elite). As described in Alesina and Reich (2014), national governments have (had) the choice

between benevolent and intrusive policies to reduce the (perceived) heterogeneity of preferences.

The type of homogenization policies is given by PR ∈ [0, 1], which ranges from 0 for benevolent

to 1 for completely intrusive policies. The hypothesis we want to test is whether more intrusive

policies are less successful in building a common national identity, i.e. results in no or less alignment

towards the preferences and values of the national majority. Thus, we except a positive effect of PR
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on hRN .12

Obviously, the costs arising from misaligned preferences depend on the decision-making compe-

tences of the national compared to the regional government. The parameter ρ = ρ(IEU , IN ) ∈ (0, 1]

captures this relation: a ρ close to 0 represents high regional autonomy, which means heterogeneity

results in lower costs due to more possibilities to adjust policies. ρ is influenced by both IEU and

IN , with national integration (IN ) increasing ρ by transferring decision-making competences to the

central government.

We assume, however, that ρ decreases in IEU , ρIEU (IEU , IN ) < 0. Chacha (2012 p.207) recog-

nizes that individuals whose regional identity is stronger compared to their national identity “are

more likely to support European integration because the EU has facilitated regional autonomy and

input in EU policies [...] individuals at the regional level more directly experience EU policies that

economically and politically strengthen subnational authorities”. This is, for example, evident in

the representative offices of several European regions directly in Brussels and visible in the favorable

attitude of regionalist parties towards the EU. Jolly (2007 p.124) states that “regionalist parties,

such as the Scottish National Party, favor European integration because it creates a more favorable

political opportunity structure for their subnational autonomy movements.” Thanks to the EU,

regions are to a larger degree perceived as autonomous actors and acquired new possibilities to di-

rectly influence central decision-making (Hooghe and Marks, 1996; Marks et al., 1996; Paasi, 2009).

EU integration is perceived as “a roof or a home within which to assert ’regional/national identities’

that had been undervalued or trapped inside existing national states.” (Laffan, 1990 p.90).

The second term in the cost function hR reflects heterogeneity costs due to EU integration,

which increases the probability of implementing policies not in line with regional preferences:

HIEU (·, hRN ) > 0. The additional costs of more integration depend on the initial difference be-

tween regional and national preferences: ∂2H
∂IEU∂h

R
N

< 0, for all values of IEU and hRN , and with H
twice continuously differentiable. The intuition is that if in the status quo preferences in region R

are well aligned with national preferences, the costs from giving up national competences in favor

of the EU are high, since future EU policies will deviate to a larger extent from these common

preferences. If, due to a lack of common national identity, the initial hRN is already rather high,

the additional costs for citizens in region R stemming from more heterogeneity due to more EU

integration are relatively lower.

To summarize, heterogeneity costs are (i) increasing in the difference between preferences in

region R and the national majority (hRN ), (ii) decreasing in the level of regional autonomy (1− ρ),

and (iii) increasing in EU integration, but with the slope decreasing in hRN . For a given level of

integration, citizens optimize in terms of consumption, leisure etc. The indirect utility for the

12 Another interpretation in line with the model in Shayo (2009) would be that the vector consists of attributes
which might each be more or less similar to the national majority. In Shayo’s model, the attributes are in addition
weighted by their perceived importance, or in his words by “attention weights”. Even if the actual average distance
between two regions and the majority is identical, the perceived distance could be larger for one if the citizens put
more weight on those attributes distinguishing it from the majority rather than on those which offer common ground.
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representative citizen in region R is then given by

WR = WR(hRN , IEU , IN ) = BR(IEU , IN )− hR. (1)

Increasing EU integration

For an initial level of EU integration ĪEU the benefit of increasing integration is given byBR
IEU

(ĪEU , IN ).

The increase in preference heterogeneity from more EU integration is

hRIEU (hRN , ĪEU , IN ) = ρIEU (ĪEU , IN )hRN +HIEU (ĪEU , h
R
N ) (2)

where ρIEU (ĪEU , IN ) ≤ 0 is the partial derivative of regional policy-competences with respect to

IEU , evaluated at ĪEU and IN . HIEU (ĪEU , h
R
N ) > 0 is the derivative of heterogeneity costs due to

EU integration with respect to IEU , evaluated at ĪEU and hRN .

More EU integration decreases ρ and increasesH(IEU , h
R
N ), but the overall change in hR depends

on the initial value of hRN . It is clearly more negative if the initial hRN is higher, since the gains from

more autonomy, ρIEU (ĪEU , IN )hRN , are larger and the additional heterogeneity costs HIEU (ĪEU , h
R
N ),

are smaller. This gives us the following result:

Proposition 2.1 For T,U ∈ R with hTN > hUN , we have

1. ρIEU (IEU , IN )hTN < ρIEU (IEU , IN )hUN , and

2. HIEU (IEU , h
T
N ) < HIEU (IEU , h

U
N ),

for all IEU ∈ [0, 1). This implies hTIEU (hTN , IEU , IN ) < hUIEU (hUN , IEU , IN ).

Increasing EU integration from the initial ĪEU to ÎEU increases heterogeneity cost to ĥR =

hR(hRN , ÎEU , IN ). There is also a benefit, hence BR(ÎEU , IN ) ≥ BR(ĪEU , IN ). Using the expression

for the indirect utility from (1), the difference in utility due to more EU integration is given by

ŴR − W̄R = WR(hRN , ÎEU , IN )−WR(hRN , ĪEU , IN )

= BR(ÎEU , IN )− ĥR −
(
BR(ĪEU , IN )− h̄R

)
,

(3)

with ŴR = WR(hRN , ÎEU , IN ) and W̄R = WR(hRN , ĪEU , IN ).

Approval of more EU integration reveals preferences

We are interested in the degree to which more intrusive homogenization policies have succeeded to

a lesser degree in achieving a common national identity, defined as lowering the heterogeneity in

preferences and values hRN .

This section shows why we can use the approval to the referenda in 1992 and 2005 about further

EU integration to reveal hRN . Assume citizens can vote to either keep the same amount of EU

integration, ĪEU , or increase it to ÎEU . A citizen from region R will agree to ÎEU if
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ŴR > W̄R + σiR ⇔ σiR < ŴR − W̄R, (4)

where σiR is the citizens’ idiosyncratic reluctance towards EU integration, following a uniform

distribution on −λR/φ and (1 − λR)/φR, with 0 < φR ≤ 1. λR ∈ (0, 1) can be understood as the

baseline approval of EU integration or as the absence of nationalistic tendencies. The importance

of λR depends on the importance of the benefits and costs of integration relative to other policy

dimensions, which is captured by the density φJ . A high density (φJ close to 1) represents a region

where citizens are strongly concerned with the effects of EU integration on their indirect utility (for

details on the probabilistic voting model see Persson and Tabellini, 2002). Due to the idiosyncratic

nature of σiR, nationalist sentiment can thus coincide with a strong common national identity, but

does not necessarily need to. We use the strength of the extreme right-wing populist Front National

(National Front), which exploits the concept of the nation as a distinction that signals superiority

over others, as a proxy variable to test for differences in the level of nationalism.

In each region there is a value of σiR that makes citizens indifferent between more integration

and the status quo:

σR = ŴR − W̄R.

Citizens agree to more integration if σiR < σR , and the share of yes votes is given by

πRY ES = Pr
[
σiR < ŴR − W̄R

]
= λR + φ

(
ŴR − W̄R

)
. (5)

Given that we are interested in the approval rate in the whole electorate, we will test for differences

in voter turnout, which could bias our results as the strength of common national identity or some

of the other parameters in the model could affect the likelihood to vote.

Thus, πRY ES is increasing in the difference between ŴR and W̄R, and in the baseline approval

λR. Substituting (3) into (5), we get

πRY ES = λR + φ
(
BR(ÎEU , IN )− ĥR −

(
BR(ĪEU , IN )− h̄R

))
. (6)

Now consider a region which is arbitrarily divided by a natural experiment in two different areas

T and U . Area T is treated with a set of more intrusive homogenization policies. In our empirical

application, we argue and test that λT = λU , and φT = φU , i.e. no differences in nationalism or

the perceived importance of the policy choice. Further assume that BT (IEU , IN ) = BU (IEU , IN ),

which is plausible in our setting where we compare municipalities very close to each other. πRY ES

will hence only differ if hTN 6= hUN , i.e. if the more intrusive policies in T resulted in a lower common

national identity. Following Proposition 2.1, we see that hTN > hUN implies h̄T − ĥT > h̄U − ĥU .
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for outcome variables and treatment.

Variable Mean Std. dev. Min. Max.

Treatment 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00
Yes 92 53.91 11.39 0.00 86.25
Yes 05 45.51 9.96 6.67 81.01
Le Pen 07 15.98 5.36 0.00 55.56
Turnout 92 74.40 6.04 52.44 100.00
Turnout 05 73.28 6.40 50.79 100.00
Turnout 07 86.29 4.16 63.38 100.00

Notes: Descriptive statistics for the binary treatment variable, Share Yes 1992 and Share Yes 2005, in the respective
referenda, and Share Le Pen 2007 is the share of voters voting in favour of Jean-Marie Le Pen in the 2007 presidential
election (first round), whereas Turnout 1992, 2005, and 2007, refers to turnout in the respective year.

Based on (6) we test whether

πTY ES > πUY ES ⇔ h̄T − ĥT > h̄U − ĥU

As mentioned above, other differences between the two areas exist due to different exposure to

historical events during the time they were split up. If the reader assesses other explanations as

more likely to have a long lasting influence, our results can still be understood as a test whether

the historical shock had long-run persistent effects on values and preferences. Nonetheless, we will

provide evidence in line with our model and the embedded interpretation of what constitutes the

treatment.

3 Data and empirical strategy

3.1 Data

In this section, we describe the empirical strategy and the data used to test the hypotheses derived

above. We focus mostly on communal level data, but also use surveys at the départmental level

to carve out channels and further details. France is divided into 22 regions, which consist of 96

départments. The départments are further divided into 323 arrondisements and 1995 cantons. These

two sub-units are of lesser importance, however, and do not possess the status of a legal entity. We

focus on the smallest unit, which is the municipality level. Out of the 3320 municipalities in Alsace

and Lorraine, we have data on 3143 obtained from www.data.gouv.fr . From the National Institute

of Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE), we use data on municipality characteristics like the

age composition and education. Electoral data, such as voter turnout and referenda results, are

obtained from the Center for Socio-Political Data (CDSP). Table 1 shows summary statistics for

our variables of interest in the full sample of municipalities in Alsace and Lorraine. Table A1 in the

Online Appendix shows definitions and sources, as well as descriptive statistics for all variables.
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3.2 Empirical strategy

We consider a municipality as treated if it is located in the region that was exposed to the more

intrusive homogenization policies. This treatment variable is a deterministic function of the ge-

ographical location of a municipality, with a discontinuity in treatment at the threshold defined

by the former border dividing Alsace and Lorraine. The causal interpretation draws on studying

municipalities close to the former border using a regression discontinuity approach. Formally, we

estimate the coefficients from the following regression model:

yc = α+ βTreatmentc + p(distance to borderc) + z′cγ + εc, (7)

where yi is the outcome variable of interest for municipality c, Treatmentc is a dummy taking

the value 1 for municipalities in the formerly occupied region, and zc is a vector comprising the

distances from municipality c to the city of Metz, city of Strasbourg, city of Nancy, and to the

current French-German border. The linear term measures the direct distance from the municipality

centroid to the former national border. However, given the two-dimensional nature of the spatial

data, two municipalities could be on the same side and have the same distance to the border, while

being on different latitudinal lines. We include the three distances to the most important cities

in the region, and the distance to the French-German border to take these spatial differences into

account.13

The function p(·) adds a function of the distance to the border for each municipality. As

suggested by Gelman and Imbens (2014), we include a linear term for the distance, allowing its

coefficient to vary on either side of the border. In practice, this means that we estimate a local

linear regression model according to (7) close to the former border, using a uniform kernel density

function, for different bandwidths. Online Appendix Figures A4 through A8 present estimates

across different bandwidths with higher order polynomials and other alternative specifications. 14

All results are in line with those presented here.

13 Large agglomeration might also be more open towards European integration for various reasons. Historically,
these cities were imperial or free cities. One argument is that the associated enhanced trade opportunities leads to
citizens becoming generally more open towards outgroup members. Another argument is that these cities exhibited
more democratic features like (in some cases) electing the guild leaderships or governing council. This could affect the
outcome, albeit it is not clear in which direction. We find no discontinuities at the threshold for any of these distance
measures, suggesting that they are orthogonal to our treatment variable. Excluding them from the regression model
does not change our estimates notably, but decreases estimation efficiency (see Figure A3 in the Online Appendix).
Dell (2010) also includes a function of the geographical location of the unit of observation, combined with latitude
and longitude as main effects and their interaction. Including these in our specification does not change our estimates
(Figures A5 and A6 in the Online Appendix.

14 Dell (2010) discusses why a semiparametric approach could be beneficial when the geospatial data is not precise
in terms of geographical location. In our case, we do not have data on individuals and, for instance, their addresses.
Instead, out outcome variables measure the municipality level aggregate of individual actions, and we approximate
their location in relation to the former border by the distance from the municipality centroid.
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Table 2: Pretreatment variables balance test

Ruggedness Elevation
Variable (1) (2)a (3) (4)a

Treatment -0.063 0.001 -31.008 -12.694
(0.174) (0.149) (24.888) (20.052)

Obs. 604 899 604 1071
Dist. 10 km 15.21 km 10 km 18.37 km

Potato Wheat
Variable (1) (2)a (3) (4)a

Treatment 39.470 0.743 57.079 7.260
(72.005) (52.593) (110.804) (77.642)

Obs. 604 1394 604 1450
Dist. 10 km 24.64 km 10 km 25.68 km

Notes: Tests for discontinuities in pre-treatment variables for the whole border. Ruggedness is the mean index of the
variation in elevation, while Elevation is the mean elevation. Potato and Wheat refer to the soil suitability for potato
and wheat production, respectively. Controls included are: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to
Strasbourg, and distance to Nancy. ***, ** and * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on
Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.

The treatment effect in (7), β is given by

β = lim
xc→0+

E [yc |xc ]− lim
xc→0−

E [yc |xc ] , (8)

where xc is the distance to the border normalized at 0, meaning that the distance for municipalities

in the treated region is equal to the actual distance, while it is equal to the actual distance multiplied

by minus one for municipalities in the untreated region. Under the assumption of the conditional

expectation function, E [yc |xc ], being continuous, the treatment effect is equal to the difference

in outcome at the border between municipalities in the treated and untreated region. Assuming

that all other factors relevant in explaining the outcome are continuous at the historical French-

German border, the untreated municipalities reasonably close to the border can be treated as

counterfactuals for the treated municipalities. We address this potential concern by formally testing

for discontinuities in covariates at the border.

In addition, causal identification of the treatment effect assumes that the treatment is orthogonal

to potential outcomes. In our framework, this translates into the assumption of the former French-

German border being exogenously given, or more precisely exogenous to our outcomes. As explained

above, the historical evidence strongly suggests so. Furthermore, we show that geographical pre-

treatment variables do not differ on either side of the border. The choice of pre-treatment variables

available at such a disaggregated level is obviously limited, but we test this using geographical

data on terrain ruggedness, elevation and soil suitability for the production of wheat and potatoes

(compare Dell, 2010). Table 2 shows that there are no discontinuities in any of these variables. We

discuss other potential concerns later in this and the next section, and argue why none of them

seem to be seriously problematic for identification.

We begin by estimating differences in our outcomes between the whole treated and untreated
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Table 3: OLS estimates using whole sample of municipalities in all départements in former Alsace
and Lorraine. Controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to Strasbourg,
distance to Nancy.

A: Share Le Pen 2007 B: Turnout 2007
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)
Treatment -0.691** -0.969** -1.412*** 0.223

(0.236) (0.450) (0.175) (0.313)
Controls No Yes No Yes
Obs. 3142 3142 3142 3142

C: Share Yes 1992 D: Turnout 1992
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)
Treatment 11.941*** 4.865*** -0.652** 2.081***

(0.473) (0.789) (0.262) (0.470)
Controls No Yes No Yes
Obs. 3137 3137 3137 3137

E: Share Yes 2005 F: Turnout 2005
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)
Treatment 6.990*** 6.185*** -3.115*** -0.023

(0.434) (0.855) (0.276) (0.470)
Controls No Yes No Yes
Obs. 3141 3141 3141 3141

Notes: OLS estimates using whole sample of municipalities in all départements in former Alsace and Lorraine. Controls:
distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to Strasbourg, distance to Nancy. ***, ** and * indicates statistical
significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

region. This is useful to get a first feel for the data, to compare the coefficients with the causal

RD specifications, and to assess the external validity of RD estimates. Table 3 shows ordinary

least squares estimates of β from (7), without and with controls. For Share Le Pen 2007, and

Share Yes 1992 and Share Yes 2005, the coefficients indicate both lower levels of nationalism and

less (common) national identity. Although the interpretation of the regression coefficient for the

treatment variable is the average difference in percentage points between treated and untreated

municipalities, it is important to relate them to the average vote share of the whole region. To put

things into perspective, the coefficient of Share Yes 1992 is 4.865 percentage points, which relates

to almost 10 percent of the average share of yes votes in the whole region (Panel C, specification

(2)). At the same time, the corresponding number for the Share Yes 2005 is approximately 15

percent (Panel C, specification (2)). Share Le Pen 2007 is 6 percent lower in the treated region

than the average vote share, according to Panel A, specification 2.The small differences in turnout

in 2005 and 2007 become insignificant when we add controls (Panel B, D, and E). The coefficient

for Turnout 1992 changes signs when controls are added.
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Figure 3: Maps of outcomes, 2007 presidential election.
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(a) Share Le Pen 2007

"

0 25 5012,5 Kilometers

Legend

Former French-German border

" City of Metz

Turnout 2007

0.00 - 75.00

75.01 - 85.00

85.01 - 95.00

95.01 - 100.00

(b) Turnout 2007

Notes: Municipal level averages for share of votes for Le Pen and turnout in 2007. The red-dotted line indicates the former
border dividing the region. Darker colors reflect higher values in the outcomes.

Figure 4: Maps of outcomes, 1992 referendum.
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(b) Turnout 1992

Notes: Municipal level averages for share of yes votes and turnout in 1992 and 2005. The red-dotted line indicates the former
border dividing the region. Darker colors reflect higher values in the outcomes, and indicate a lower common national identity.
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Figure 5: Maps of outcomes, 2005 referendum.
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(b) Turnout 2005

Notes: Municipal level averages for share of yes votes and turnout in 1992 and 2005. The red-dotted line indicates the former
border dividing the region. Darker colors reflect higher values in the outcomes, and indicate a lower common national identity.

Figures 3, 4 and 5 illustrates the election and referenda results as well as turnout in 1992, 2005,

and 2007. There is no clear pattern for either turnout in the 2007 presidential election (Figure 3b)

or support for Front National in 2007 (Figure 3a). In Figure 4a and 5a, it is however clearly visible

that Share Yes 1992 and Share Yes 2005 seem to be higher in the treated region, which is to the

right side of the former French-German border. For turnout in these two referenda, there does not

seem to be much of a difference (Figures 4b and 5b).

The next section presents these estimates from the RD specifications to allow a causal interpre-

tation, together with tests for differences in potential confounders. We start out by considering the

whole former border dividing Alsace and Lorraine, and then focus on the border segment within

Lorraine.

4 Results

Our baseline RD estimation shows estimated treatment effects on all six outcome variables for

bandwidths at 10, 15 and 20 kilometers from the former French-German border. In addition, we

include one specification using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth, as explained by Imbens and

Kalyanaraman (2011). For all outcomes, this is still larger than 20 kilometers, suggesting that

smaller bandwidths are rather conservative. The closest choice of 10 kilometers basically compares

only municipalities directly at the border with their direct neighbors on the other side of the former

border. This should eliminate all concerns regarding comparability, as for example distance to a
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specific country or city is virtually identical.

Table 4 shows that the estimated treatment effect is positive and statistically significant for

Share Yes 1992 and Share Yes 2005 across all bandwidths (Panel C and E). It ranges from 4.4

percentage points to 5.4 percentage points in 1992, and 3 to 3.9 percentage points in 2005. Thus,

being exposed to more intrusive homogenization policies has resulted in persistently lower common

national identity. Figure 6 (a, b) shows the discontinuities graphically when fitting a second order

polynomial for the whole border. The jump at the border is clearly visible. It is also interesting

to observe that the coefficient in 1992 is very similar to the OLS estimation, while the one in 2005

is somehow smaller but in both cases positive and significant. The OLS estimation thus seems to

have slightly overestimated the actual effect, but not by much.

We find no evidence for differences in nationalism. While there is a significant coefficient at

half the optimal IK bandwidth, the difference in the vote share of Jean-Marie Le Pen in the 2007

presidential election disappears both in magnitude and significance as we move closer to the border

(Panel A). As the bandwidth choice always balances bias vs. efficiency, this shows how important it

is to also consider the results closer to the border as we do with the 10-20 km bandwidths. This non-

finding is re-assuring, as it supports our assumption in the model of no differences in nationalism, so

that we are confident to really measure differences in national identity. Equally re-assuring, we find

no differences in the turnout variables (Panel B, D and F). This demonstrates that the significant

differences for Share Yes 1992 and 2005 are not caused by voters systematically abstaining from

voting. For the rest of the paper, we concentrate on the support for the two referenda as our proxy

for lower national identity in the treated regions.

Finding these results more than nearly a century after this border separating France and Ger-

many ceased to exist is a strong indication of persistence in preferences. The fact that preferences

are still shaped by historical circumstances is in line with findings by Yann Algan (2010); Becker

et al. (2015) and Guiso et al. (2014). While it is intuitive that homogenization policies shape the

attitudes and preferences of the generation directly experiencing them, it is less obvious why the

consequences should persist until today.

Currently, there exists a limited, but helpful set of economic models about the intergenerational

transmission of ethnic and cultural traits (e.g., Bisin and Verdier (2000b), Besley and Reynal-

Querol (2014); Nunn and Wantchekon (2011)) show how historical conflicts influence factors like

trust, ethnic and national identity today. Closely related is also Fouka (2014), who documents

negative effects of forced assimilation on volunteering for the army and on inter-ethnic marriage.

Algan et al. (2013) examine how economic incentives influence the cultural transmission of values,

where they identify cultural background via the origin of names. We cannot clearly distinguish

whether it mostly captures voters who directly experienced the homogenization policies, or the

descendants of these voters who were raised with a different set of preferences and values than those

in the untreated regions. Given that the differences in both referenda are comparable in percent of

the approval rates and naturally those with direct experiences were further marginalized in 2005,

this is suggestive evidence of passing preferences across generations as discussed in Bisin and Verdier
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Table 4: RD results: whole border

Panel A: Share Le Pen 2007 Panel B: Turnout 2007.
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment -0.236 -0.232 -0.288 -0.267 0.446 0.089 0.232 0.481
(0.852) (0.692) (0.644) (0.686) (0.701) (0.611) (0.544) (0.453)

Obs. 603 886 1149 897 603 886 1149 1637
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 15.18 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 29.17 km

Panel C: Share Yes 1992 Panel D: Turnout 1992
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 4.353** 5.546*** 5.384*** 4.794*** -0.529 -0.288 -0.458 -0.243
(1.748) (1.506) (1.322) (1.098) (1.077) (0.889) (0.793) (0.981)

Obs. 604 887 1150 1706 604 887 1150 719
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 30.44 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 12.13 km

Panel E: Share Yes 2005 Panel F: Turnout 2005
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 2.957* 2.956** 3.895*** 2.796* 0.219 -0.573 -1.238 -0.475
(1.742) (1.478) (1.348) (1.438) (0.994) (0.874) (0.801) (0.732)

Obs. 603 886 1149 970 603 886 1149 1368
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 16.69 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 24.33 km

Notes: RD estimates using bandwidths of 10, 15, and 20 kilometers from the former French-German border. Controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz,
distance to Strasbourg, and distance to Nancy. ***, ** and * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.

21



(2000b) and Tabellini et al. (2008).

As mentioned above, the causal interpretation of the coefficients rests on the assumption that

untreated municipalities can be viewed as counterfactuals for the treated communes. One potential

concern is that Alsace is, for historical reasons, different from Vosges. In addition, the border

between Alsace and Vosges mostly coincides with the historical language border dividing French-

from German-dialect speakers. Based on the literature on the determinants of voter preferences and

turnout (e.g., Franklin, 2004), we examine potential discontinuities in income, age, education, and

occupation, which could plausibly be related to these differences and our outcomes. Note that this

is not a test of pre-treatment differences. All variables might be affected by the treatment, and act

as channels via which the treatment affects the outcome. Nonetheless, we could rule out potential

channels in case of non-significant differences.

Figure 6: RD plots, whole border and within Lorraine
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Notes: RD plots, a) and b) using all municipalities in Alsace and Lorraine, c) and d) using only municipalities within Lorraine.
Fitted line based on 2nd degree polynomial. Black dots represent mean using 5km bins.
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Table 5: Covariate balance test

A: Alsace vs. Vosges
Median income 2008 Mean age 2006 Education 1999 Occupation 2006

Variable (1) (2)a (3) (4)a (5) (6)a (7) (8)a

Treatment 4.627*** 4.009*** -1.414* -0.932* 0.010 0.018*** 0.016 0.013
(1.135) (0.910) (0.841) (0.561) (0.008) (0.005) (0.026) (0.020)

Obs. 196 374 210 504 210 796 210 332
Dist. 10 km 19.3 km 10 km 24.77 km 10 km 36.03 km 10 km 16.59 km

B: Within Lorraine
Median income 2008 Mean age 2006 Education 1999 Occupation 2006

Variable (1) (2)a (3) (4)a (5) (6)a (7) (8)a

Treatment 0.236 0.086 0.059 0.022 0.002 0.004 0.009 0.002
(1.015) (0.990) (0.641) (0.486) (0.006) (0.004) (0.016) (0.014)

Obs. 311 387 394 752 394 1044 394 576
Dist. 10 km 12.56 km 10 km 20.23 km 10 km 30.04 km 10 km 14.8 km

Notes: Panel A tests for discontinuities in covariates using municipalities in Bas-Rhin, Haut-Rhin, and Vosges, and B using municipalities in Moselle, Meurthe et Moselle,
and Meuse. Education refers to the share of people above 18 with a high school degree and occupation to the share of blue-collar workers in the total population (the Online
Appendix provides alternative operationalizations). Controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to Strasbourg, and distance to Nancy. ***, ** and
* indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.
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Table 5 shows results for yearly median income, mean age, as well as differences in education and

occupation. For the latter two, we display the results for the most plausible proxy variables, but the

Online Appendix demonstrates that alternative measures yield very similar insights. We use two

main comparisons: one focusing on the southern border between Haut-Rhin and Bas-Rhin as parts

of Alsace, and Vosges (Panel A), and one for the within-Lorraine comparison with Moselle on one

side, and Meurthe et Moselle and Meuse on the other (Panel B). None of the measures exhibits a

discontinuity when using the whole border (Online Appendix A4). However, when comparing Alsace

with Vosges (Panel A) there are large and statistically significant differences in median income, and

relatively small, but statistically significant differences for mean age. Since these factors could

potentially affect voting, this gives rise to the concern that the conditional expectation of our

outcomes as a function of distance to the former French-German border might not be continuous

at the border.

Thus we focus on the comparisons within Lorraine for the remaining part of the analysis. In

this case, there are no discontinuities at the border for other variables for any bandwidths as can be

seen from Panel B in Table 5. This means that any effects we measure are not driven by a different

composition of the electorate, possibly due to the treatment, but rather by a direct persistent effect

of the more intrusive policies on attitudes and preferences.15 As we can see from Figure 6 (c, d)

the RD plot suggests a clear discontinuity when applying a linear or second-order polynomial and

looking only at within-Lorraine.

Panel A in Table 6 presents the estimated treatment effects on Share Yes 1992 and Share Yes

2005 when focusing only on the within-Lorraine comparison. It is interesting to observe that the

coefficient estimates do not change much in size compared to Table 4. For 1992 it changes for the

10km bandwidth from 4.353 to 3.752 , and for 2005 from 2.957 to 3.810 . In both cases they remain

significant at the five, respectively ten-percent level. Note that when using the still conservative

half IK-bandwidth the null-hypotheses of no differences is rejected more clearly at the one and five

percent level. Putting this into relation to the average share of yes votes in the whole country, this

refers to an increase of about 7 and 8 percent in the yes votes. Thus, this is strong support for

the persistent negative effect of intrusive homogenization policies on national identity. The effect

can still be found nearly a century after legally integrating the department into France, and exists

within a formerly united region which shares a common history and culture.

Figure 7 depicts the individual coefficients and confidence intervals across bandwidths ranging

from 10 to 50kms. What is important here is that the effect size varies rather little and is always

positive. As we would expect, the estimation becomes more precise as we increase the bandwidth,

and the coefficient also becomes larger in size. While we do not want to stretch this too far, it is

an indication that we need not be too concerned about the local nature of the estimated average

treatment effect.

15 Note that when the sample is restricted to include municipalities only in Moselle, Meurthe et Moselle and Meuse,
we do still not find any statistically significant effects on the vote share for Jean-Marie Le Pen or turnout in 1992,
2005, and 2007 (see Online Appendix Table A5.)
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Figure 7: Estimation plots, 1st degree polynomial (within Lorraine)
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Notes: Estimates of treatment effect, bandwidth of 10 to 50 kilometres, within Lorraine. 1st degree polynomial. Dashed vertical
line at one half of the IK bandwidth. Solid vertical lines represent 90 percent confidence intervals (based on Conley standard
errors).
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Table 6: RD results: within Lorraine

A: Former border
Share Yes 1992 Share Yes 2005

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 3.752** 5.026*** 4.346*** 4.742*** 3.810* 3.757** 4.892*** 3.664**
(1.841) (1.611) (1.440) (1.340) (2.092) (1.775) (1.646) (1.763)

Obs. 394 583 744 947 394 583 744 627
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 26.61 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 16.43 km

B: Language border (within Moselle)
Share Yes 1992 Share Yes 2005

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 2.636* 4.371*** 5.858*** 4.619*** 3.950*** 5.338*** 5.474*** 3.984***
(1.512) (1.236) (1.114) (1.223) (1.285) (1.152) (1.081) (1.330)

Obs. 584 809 1044 837 587 812 1047 490
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 15.6 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 7.94 km

C: Former border (exl. German-speaking communes)
Share Yes 1992 Share Yes 2005

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 4.126** 5.279*** 4.574*** 4.430*** 3.830* 3.774** 4.817*** 3.453*
(1.850) (1.617) (1.436) (1.298) (2.117) (1.774) (1.644) (2.018)

Obs. 385 553 684 886 385 553 684 410
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 30.98 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 10.74 km

Notes: Panel A: discontinuity at former French-German border using municipalities in Moselle, Meurthe et Moselle, and Meuse. Panel B: discontinuity at language border
within Moselle, Panel C: discontinuity at former French-German border using municipalities in Moselle, Meurthe et Moselle, and Meuse, excluding German-dialect speaking
communes. ***, ** and * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.
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5 Alternative explanations

So far, we have found a clear causal link between residing in the treated area and higher support

for the European Union in two crucial referenda. Based on our model and the existing political and

historical literature, our interpretation is that a more intrusive set of homogenization policies has

led to an alienation and a lower common identity compared to the counterfactual non-treated area

of the same region. Nonetheless, it is important to be aware of potential caveats and problems. This

section discusses alternative explanations to this interpretation, including threats to identification,

the interpretation of the treatment, as well as whether the outcome really reveals a lower common

national identity.

5.1 Systematic pre-existing differences along the border

The identification using RD rests on the assumption of the border location being exogenous to the

outcome. The historical evidence concerning the decision-process in defining the border between the

France and the newly created German Empire following the Franco-Prussian war gives us reason to

believe that this assumption is justified. However, it is desirable to actually empirically test whether

the determination of the border coincides with pre-treatment characteristics, which would signal

potential problems. Similar to Dell (2010) and citet dell2015vietnam, we test for discontinuities in

geographic factors, which are plausibly not affected by the treatment and thus capture potential

pre-treatment imbalances. Specifically, we use the mean of terrain ruggedness, elevation, and soil

suitability for production of potatoes and wheat. The data on terrain ruggedness is the same that

was used in Nunn and Puga (2012), although we use it on a more disaggregated level.16 For every

municipality we calculate the average ruggedness index. While ruggedness refers to the variance in

elevation, we also use raw elevation data from the NASA Shuttle Radat Topography Mission (SRTM)

data set.17 Data on potato and soil suitability, which we choose as the two crops which are likely

to be the most important ones, comes from the Global Agro-Ecological Zones database (GAEZ),

provided by the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA) in collaboration with

the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) (IIASA/FAO, 2012). To best

approximate pre-“Green Revolution” growing conditions in 19th and early 20th-century Europe we

choose a medium input intensity and irrigation.18 There is no discontinuity for any of these variables

at the former French-German border, as shown in Table 2. These results give further evidence of

the exogeneity of the border.

5.2 Historical differences within Lorraine prior to the treatment

While we have shown above that there are no discontinuities in important covariates like elevation,

ruggedness and soil suitability, there might have been systematic differences in national and regional

identity within the region prior to 1870. Given the random nature of the division and the fact that

16 The data set and a detailed documentation are available at http://diegopuga.org/data/rugged/.
17 These data may be accessed at the web page of ESRI.
18 These data can be accessed at http://www.fao.org/nr/gaez/en/.
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our most conservative specification compares municipalities very close to each other, this is unlikely

to be problematic for causal identification in the RD setting. Still, to assess external validity, i.e.

whether we are able to interpret our coefficients for the whole departments, it would be interesting

to get an indication of prior differences.

Luckily, Louis XVI., shortly before the French revolution, felt the need to assess the loyalty of

his citizens. While the results came too late to react and potentially prevent revolutionary unrest,

they have recently been used to assess the effect of state capacity on identity formation (Johnson,

2015). We use the same data and approach to have a look at the differences within Lorraine. Note

that this is mostly a descriptive exercise, but it would still tell us something, in particular if there

were obvious differences. Following Johnson, we exclude the clergy, which was more driven by

religious policy, and include the second (nobility), third (other citizens) estate and the category

unified orders. It can be seen that the average for all four departments within Lorraine is exactly

or very close to 2, and that there is no statistically significant difference between Moselle and the

rest of Lorraine. The Online Appendix (Table A9) shows the exact values for each city in Lorraine.

Hence, this is yet another indication that the comparison within Lorraine is meaningful and really

does reveal a causal effect.

5.3 Results are due to linguistic differences

As outlined above we argue that the exact location of the former border was exogenous to our

outcome. One concern is whether the former border simply picks up differences between German

and French dialect-speaking voters. German-dialect (Alsatian and Moselle Franconian) speakers

might for example be exposed to a larger extent to the potentially more EU-friendly German media

than their French-speaking compatriots in the non-treated region. Firstly, it is fair to say that

the use of the German Alemannic dialect has steadily decreased and is now mostly used by older

generations (Vajta, 2013). Still, it would be reassuring if we could separate the treatment effect

from the language difference.

For that matter, we traced back the historical language border, which separates Romance speak-

ing and Germanic speaking people. It has been formed in the 8th century and was barely moved

until well into the 19th century.

We begin by checking for significant differences at the language border within Lorraine. Panel

B in Table 6 indeed shows a significant discontinuity in both 1992 and 2005, with voters in the

German-dialect region being more EU friendly.19 This would speak in favor of a correlation between

the spoken (or formerly spoken) dialect and EU support, which could contaminate the measured

differences in national identity. To address this issue, we exclude all German-dialect speaking

municipalities and re-estimate the treatment effect at the former border. These estimates of the

treatment effect in Panel C of Table 6 reinforce our hypothesis of persistently lower national identity

due to more intrusive homogenization policies. In 1992 the effect remains significant at the five-

19 The estimated coefficient is not necessarily an estimate of the treatment effect of belonging to the German-dialect
region, since other relevant factors could potentially be discontinuous at the language border.
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Figure 8: Linguistic frontier
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Notes: Map of Alsace and Lorraine with former French-German border and language border.

and one-percent level for the 10 and 20km bandwidth, in 2005 at the ten- and one-percent level,

respectively. This demonstrates the robustness of the results even when comparing only directly

neighboring municipalities, which are in the same historical region, and have historically spoken the

same dialect.

5.4 Support for EU integration driven by urban agglomerations

Another potential concern is, whether the treatment effect that we measure is driven by only few

outliers, more specifically the result of more urban agglomerations which might exhibit a more EU

friendly climate. Figures 4a and 5a show outcomes on municipal level, together with the former

French-German border. A visual inspection of these maps suggests, besides the clear discontinuity

of the outcomes at the former border, that many municipalities with a high share of yes votes are

clustered close to the city of Metz. If citizens in large cities, or close to large cities, show a higher

support for the European Union for reasons unrelated to our treatment variable, our estimates of a

positive treatment effect might be driven by these communes. To test for this possibility we exclude

municipalities belonging to the Metz agglomeration, according to INSEE. Depending on bandwidth

length, this means that between 30 and 38 municipalities are excluded. Table 7 presents the results

for the analysis within Lorraine including German-dialect speaking municipalities (Panel A), and

excluding them (Panel B). Compared to the results in Table 6, the estimated treatment effects are

very similar and still statistically significant at least at the five-percent level (Panel B).20

20 Our Online Appendix Table A7 also shows results when all municipalities within 5 kilometers from Metz are
excluded, with similar results. We also exclude all municipalities within 10 kilometers from Metz, with slightly
smaller estimates but still statistically significant.
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Table 7: Excluding Metz.

Panel A: Within Lorraine
Share Yes 1992 Share Yes 2005

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 3.594* 4.623*** 3.697** 3.765** 4.152** 3.387** 4.452*** 4.181**
(1.921) (1.663) (1.483) (1.464) (2.058) (1.724) (1.599) (1.642)

Obs. 364 546 706 753 364 546 706 671
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 21.32 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 18.7 km
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Panel B: Within Lorraine (exl. German-speaking communes)
Share Yes 1992 Share Yes 2005

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a (5) (6) (7) (8)a

Treatment 4.082** 4.928*** 3.953*** 3.458** 4.283** 3.455** 4.409*** 3.461*
(1.940) (1.672) (1.481) (1.372) (2.087) (1.723) (1.596) (1.811)

Obs. 355 516 646 789 355 516 646 453
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 26.89 km 10 km 15 km 20 km 13.11 km
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: Excluding all municipalities in Metz agglomeration. Panel A uses municipalities in Moselle, Meurthe et Moselle, and Meuse, while Panel B excludes German-dialect
speaking communes. ***, ** and * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.
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Table 8: Border between Alsace and Lorraine, and rest of France

Panel A: Share Yes 1992
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a

Treatment -3.168 -0.649 0.058 -0.591
(2.040) (1.728) (1.465) (0.777)

Obs. 404 606 814 5340
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 109.34 km

Panel B: Share Yes 2005
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)a

Treatment 0.208 1.045 1.496 -1.103
(2.006) (1.666) (1.453) (0.788)

Obs. 405 608 816 5117
Dist. 10 km 15 km 20 km 104.85 km

Notes: RD estimates using bandwidths of 10, 15, and 20 kilometers from the border between Alsace and Lorraine, and rest
of France. Controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to Strasbourg, and distance to Nancy. ***,
** and * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% levels, based on Conley standard errors.

a Estimates from using one half of the optimal IK bandwidth.

5.5 The whole region was exposed to intrusive policies

Our argumentation rests on an interpretation of the historical facts and the literature, which suggests

strongly that the treated area was subject to more intrusive homogenization policies. While we

distinguish between benevolent and intrusive policies on a linear scale including fully benevolent

policies in the model, it is plausible that all homogenization policies contain some intrusive elements.

We explained that prior to the Franco-Prussian War all of Lorraine was comparably integrated

into France, the untreated region was then integrated more smoothly after 1870 due to the more

benevolent nature of the homogenization policies implemented there. If our argumentation holds,

we would expect no or at least a much smaller difference in common national identity at the border

between the untreated area of the region and the rest of France.

Table 8 shows the results for this important test. There are no significant differences at any

bandwidth. In addition, the size of the coefficients is much smaller and the signs change between

different bandwidths, indicating no stable relationship. This is strong support that homogeniza-

tion policies were really more intrusive in the treated area and that the more benevolent policies

succeeded in integrating the untreated parts of the region into France.

5.6 Differences in benefits from trade

One of the main benefits of more integration that is usually mentioned is increased gains from trade

stemming from lower trade costs. We argue that in our comparison these benefits are comparable

in the treated area and the counterfactual. Clearly, distance to the respective neighboring states

correlates with trades costs, and municipalities which are very close to the borders could benefit

more from increased trade and thus exhibit higher agreement to more EU integration. There are

two ways to evaluate whether this is problematic in our cases.

Firstly, our smallest bandwidth is 10kms only, so that it seems implausible that the relatively
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small additional distance contributes enough to differences in benefits from trade to explain the

results. In addition, our estimates are robust to controlling for distance to the German border.

Secondly, we can look at the changes in the coefficient as we increase the bandwidth. If distance to

the border has a large impact, we would expect that the coefficient shrinks strongly as we include

more municipalities closer to the border. In our case, however, the coefficient increases as we enlarge

the sample. Thirdly, Table 8 also serves as a placebo check. If distance to the border has a significant

effect, we would expect to see a significant, or at least positive difference between former Lorraine

and the rest of France as well. As we discussed, the differences are neither always positive, nor

significant. Thus, we are fairly confident that in our specific case differences in trade benefits are

not affecting our estimates.

5.7 Faithful Christians more like to support EU integration

Alsace and to some degree Lorraine had experienced a more religious environment compared to the

untreated parts, which had been secularized along with the rest of France. The church played a

larger role in the average citizens life in the treated region until after WWI, and continued to do so

after re-integration into France. In contrast to the rest of France, pupils in the area are still subject

to compulsory religious classes at school. If being more religious is also related to a more positive

attitude towards the EU, we might only observe a spurious correlation whereas the actual reason is

higher religiosity in the treated area.

However, the literature documents that there is no direct relationship between religious attach-

ments and European integration (Boomgaarden and Freire, 2009 p.1) and “even indirect effects of

religion on Euroscepticism are small or appear to cancel each other out”. To the opposite, find

that, albeit minimally, “actors such as religious parties and the churches have strayed from the

integrationist path and contributed to Euroscepticism” (Minkenberg, 2009).

In the specific French context, there are no municipal level variables on religious affiliation and

the share of people who consider themselves secular, due to the specific secular constitution and

approach in France. Nonetheless, we can use outcomes aggregated at the department level for all

of France to assess the relationship between religion and voting in the EU referendum. The Online

Appendix (Table A8) shows results for two variables that measure the intensity of religiousness and

religious denomination. Attendance measures how often subjects attend religious services, both as

a continuous variable and coded as a set of dummies with never attending as the reference category.

Denomination relates to the share of people who perceive themselves as Roman Catholic, Protestant,

Christian Orthodox, Jewish, Moslem or of other faiths, with No Religion as the reference category.

The results show no difference for Attendance in both 1992 and 2005. With Attendance coded

as individual dummies, there is also no stable relationship. Only very enthusiastic churchgoers have

a marginally significant positive correlation compared to those who never attend in 2005, but not in

1992. The pattern is similar for denomination. The only positive correlation which is significant at

the ten percent level is with Protestant in 1992, but it also disappears in 2005. Overall, this supports

the existing literature that religion does not play a major role for attitudes towards the EU. Thus,
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the worry that religious differences would contaminate our main results seems unfounded.

5.8 EU support does not capture differences in identity

This section tries to shed light on two questions which are to some degree inherent to the nature of

our study. First, how well does support for the European Union, or lack thereof, proxy for national

identity? Do the differences in share of yes votes in the two referenda reveal a lack of national

identity in the formerly annexed region, or simply express differences in support for a supranational

entity? Second, the time lag between the treatment and the outcome we measure obviously gives

rise to the possibility that other historical events unevenly affected our treated and untreated group

and are also partly responsible for the persistent differences that we measure. Third, was the main

treatment, i.e. the main difference between the areas really the more intrusive homogenization

policies or are other explanations more likely? What we do not want to claim in this section is that

no such events took place, that our interpretation is the only viable one or that we succeeded in fully

disentangling nationalism and common identity. What we will present is survey based indicative

evidence in line with our argumentation and interpretation of the treatment and outcome.

Clearly, a geo-located survey conducted in municipalities closely to the border would be ideal for

our purpose. Unfortunately, surveys with detailed geographical information about the respondents

and sufficient participants that would allow a research design equivalent to the main RDD approach

do not exist for our region of interest. However, the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP)

conducts surveys for all of France, with respondent location information on department level. Using

the survey results from ISSP, National Identity II (for 2003), we compare mean responses of all ques-

tions related to national identity, EU support and nationalism for respondents in all départements

within Lorraine. The results are presented in Table 9, with questions related to national identity in

Panel A and those related to EU support in Panel B.

For most questions, the respondents were asked to agree or disagree with a statement, with

the highest number corresponding to strongly agree and the lowest number corresponds to strongly

agree.21 The first column displays the mean in the untreated area, and the second column the

estimated difference of the treated area compared to the untreated, conditional on age, income,

employment status and sex. Thus, positive differences refer to higher rates of agreement in the

treated area. Due to the small number of observations, we are interested in significance levels but

also in the size of the difference.

Panel A contains questions that relate to the existence of a sub-national identity and its strength

relative to a common national identity. On the one hand, it shows that citizens in the treated area

feel closer to their city and region, with the differences both being large (0.49 and 0.89 on a 5-

point scale) and statistically significant. The question of feeling close plausibly relates to sharing

preferences and values. On the other hand, when it comes to stating whether they feel close to

21 The original coding was in most cases the reverse. We changed it to ease the understandability for the reader and
the clarity of the table. In addition, we reframed the questions in a way to make them comparable and short enough
to display in one coherent table. The Online Appendix shows the original text of the questions and the options that
were available to the respondents.
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the nation, we observe less agreement from the treated citizens regarding the importance of feeling

French, remaining one joint nation and the willingness to support France, although the difference

is statistically insignificant. Most directly related to what we are interested in is the strength of

regional relative to national identity. We would expect that the more intrusivehomogenization

policies in the treated area were less successful in aligning regional and national identity. The

results show that in fact the agreement rate of respondents in the treated area is 0.81 higher on a

five-point scale, and significant at the five-percent level. We take this is as an indication that the

considerations in our theoretical model how to use EU support as revealing preferences about the

nation state and national identity are feasible. More agreement in the EU referenda is also a signal

of a stronger regional compared to national identity.

Panel B first supports the notion that the citizens in the treated area experience and expect

more benefits from the EU, a difference that is large at 0.92 and statistically significant at the

one-percent level. This supports our notion in the model that the perceived benefits partly consist

of more room for regional autonomy and expressing regional identity. On the other hand, it does

not seem to be the case that the treatment resulted in unequivocally agreement or faith in the EU

per se. The differences in agreement whether the EU should have more power and whether states

should always follow EU decisions are smaller and insignificant. This is further supported by a

placebo check which uses the question whether the UN as another large international organization

should have more power. We find no large difference here and the coefficient even indicates less

support for the UN. Note that this should be regarded as suggestive evidence. Nonetheless, it

is in line with the assumptions and argumentation in our model that we observe a difference in

regional compared to national identity and that this is not generally driven by higher support for

international organizations per se, but that the benefits from the EU for the region are perceived

differently.

5.9 The influence of World War II and other events prior to 1992

Another crucial event is obviously WWII. Hitler reintegrated the three departments in Alsace-

Lorraine into the German Reich and one could argue that this phase constituted another period of

“intrusive” policies. Due to the short time period we do not deem this to be likely. It would also

not change the interpretation of our results. In WWII, the untreated departments in our control

group were equally occupied by the Germans, and none of them belonged to the Vichy-regime.

Thus, all departments and citizens had in common that they were occupied by a foreign power for

a limited time, and had to endure the Nazi policies. It would have been problematic if the border

distinguishing the Vichy-regime from the German part had crossed the departments, as differences

during that time, e.g., in resistance activities (Ferwerda and Miller, 2014) could also have affected

common identity. Overall, the events during WWII could be interpreted as another set of intrusive

homogenization policies. For example, while this period was much shorter, some birth cohorts were

still subject to German schooling under the Nazi leadership. This is unlikely to be directly related

to higher EU support, but other differences could potentially relate to our outcome.
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Table 9: Survey results: ISSP 2003, National Identity (II)

Panel A: Common (national) identity

Survey question Mean,
control

∆ P-value No. obs.

Feel close to City 2.91 0.36 0.102 64
Feel close to Province 3.10 0.68 0.002 61
Feel close to Country 3.33 -0.33 0.058 61
Important to remain one nation 1.81 -0.24 0.014 58
More regional than national identity 2.46 1.10 <0.001 63

Panel B: Attitudes towards EU
Survey question Mean,

control
∆ P-value No. obs.

We benefit from EU 3.54 0.65 0.009 56
Vote to remain member of EU 0.88 0.25 0.014 57
More power to EU 2.95 0.30 0.270 59
Always follow EU decisions 3.16 0.31 0.295 63

Panel C: Nationalist sentiments
Survey question Mean,

control
∆ P-value No. obs.

Proud being French 3.16 -0.01 0.954 62
Proud of French history 3.22 -0.06 0.661 59
Proud of French sport achievements 2.74 0.09 0.660 53
Proud of French science/technology 2.86 0.04 0.803 58
Important to feel French 3.54 -0.18 0.350 63

Panel D: Other
Survey question Mean,

control
∆ P-value No. obs.

More power to UN 2.33 -0.22 0.286 66
Intervention of the UN 1.85 0.07 0.478 67

Notes: Source is the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 2003, National Identity (II) using all of Alsance and Lorraine. The
parameter ∆ comes from the equation: yi = π + ∆Treatmenti + Γ′

iλ + ηi, where Treatmenti = 1[individual in treated region] and Γ
comprises of controls for (reported) age, income, employment status and sex. A positive ∆ indicates that people in the treated region agree
more with the statement.
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Some citizens, particularly young men, were drafted into the German military and were exposed

to different and potentially more intense war experiences. After the war, the French central gov-

ernment sentenced some of the so-called malgré-nous who were part of the Waffen-SS to death

in the famous Bordeaux Trial for their involvement in war crimes, which caused a massive public

outrage and protest in Alsace.22 The actions were regarded as an unfair punishment that did not

take the historical circumstances into account, and nearly all mayors of towns in Alsace attended

a public protest walk in Strasbourg. Again, this can be regarded as contributing to the feeling of

alienation and as part of a set of policies which was imposed by the national majority in disregard

of the local preferences and opinions. By 1964, all French citizens who had collaborated with the

Nazis including the convicts from the Bordeaux trials had benefited from a general amnesty, which

helped to calm down the tensions.

Nevertheless, some of the soldiers might have developed a sense of pacifism based on their

war experiences. As the EU is also seen as a peace project that over-comes century-old conflict

lines within Europe, this could also contribute to the outcome we observe. The results in Vlachos

(2016) based on variation within Alsace indicate that the only outcome to which a higher share

of war veterans is significantly related is more support for right-wing candidates. As we found no

difference in support for the right-wing candidate Le Pen there are no indications that there is a

problematic discontinuity with regard to WW2 exposure at the border we use for identification.

Moreover, Panel D shows the answers in the treated and untreated regions to the question whether

the subjects support military intervention by the UN. We would expect that higher pacifism in

the treated region should be visible in the answers, and more people should be opposed to military

interventions. This is not the case as the estimated difference of 0.07 is small and far from significant.

It is also possible that events between WWII and 1992 have shaped the preferences of the citizens

in the treated area differently due to the pre-existing historical differences. While this would not

necessarily mean that the effect we measure is not causal, it would make it more difficult to argue

that homogenization policies are the main explanation of the lower national identity. There are

no earlier municipal-level data that allow us to draw causal inference, but Figure A9 in the Online

Appendix depict départmental level results for the 1972 referendum on the European Economic

Community enlargement. It is re-assuring the differences we observe in our municipal-level data is

already clearly visible in 1972.

5.10 Germanization instead of alienation

A different story regarding the treatment would be that what we observe is partly the result of a

Germanization of citizens in the treated area. Conceptually, an important target of homogenization

policies is to replace a regional identity with national shared identity. German and French homoge-

nization policies at the time had many overlapping goals and used similar approaches, but the aim

to instill German or French patriotic feelings in the people could work in opposite directions. Thus,

22 For different version and views of the actions and historical circumstances see http://www.scrapbookpages.com/

Oradour-sur-Glane/Story/index.html.
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if Germanization was the most important factor that distinguished the experiences of the treated

and the untreated we would also expect to see persistent differences in nationalism. Being exposed

to German ideas, newspapers and institutions for nearly fifty years certainly has some impact in

many respects. It is less clear what this impact is, and whether the impact of Germanization is also

still measurable today and contributes to explaining the differences in common national identity we

observe.23

There are two answers, one based on the respective literature and one based on the survey data.

Neither can fully rule out an impact Germanization, but they are in line with the argumentation that

the intrusiveness of the respective homogenization policies and the resulting alienation can explain

the persistent differences in common national identity. In our model and theoretical considerations,

we were interested in the effect of homogenization policies on common national identity. Remember

that national identity was defined as the alignment of national and regional preferences and values.

This can be separated from nationalist feelings that are assumed to be comparable within former

Lorraine by using the same λR.

This is not only a plausible assumption in our opinion, there were also no indications in the data

that suggest otherwise. Support for the nationalistic Front National did not differ at the border with

voter turnout being comparable. If you accept FN vote share as a proxy, there is thus no causal

difference. Nonetheless, there might be other aspects of nationalism which it does not capture.

In particular, Front National votes might not capture non-violent nationalist feelings. Hence, we

turn to the survey, for questions that help to distinguish between common identity and a general

skepticism towards nationalism that might stem from particular experiences which only the treated

experienced.

Panel C thus uses questions which relate to nationalism in a more neutral sense. Specifically, we

use the questions asking whether the respondents are proud of being French, French history, French

sport achievement and science or technology. One question asks whether it is important to support

France in sports. All these have in common that they capture a nationalist tendency, which we want

to distinguish from common preferences and values, but in a more neutral way to complement the

results on Le Pen. In none of the questions do we find a difference that is noteworthy in terms of

size or statistical significance. This provides support that the more rigorous analysis using Le Pen

votes was a meaningful comparison and is in favor of homogenization in opposition to alternative

hypotheses. If the treatment consisted mostly of being Germanized, we would expect systematic

23 Note that we cannot fully rule out that migration contributes to explaining a share of the differences that we
observe. As we explained above, problems with identification could occur if in 1871 people chose their treatment
status by moving from a municipality directly on the Eastern side of the former border to one directly on the French
Western side. Moreover, there were people fleeing the treated region to other parts of France in 1871, and there were
Germans moving in the region prior to WWI. The problem is to some degree mitigated by the fact that a share of
those (or their descendants) leaving in 1871 returned after WWI. Moreover, with regard to the Germans who moved
into the treated region prior to WWI, many of them left. The French made sure that in particular those working
in categories deemed influential like administrators, professionals and politicians were ordered to leave the region, by
force if necessary (Harvey, 1999). Still, we acknowledge that migration occurred, which could influence the outcome
in both directions. People with a higher national identity could have been more likely to leave in 1871, but also
more likely to move in after WWI. It is reassuring that we find no differences in the socio-economic structure of the
population today.
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differences also for nationalist tendencies, or even stronger differences for those. However, the

survey indicates that people in the treated and untreated area exhibit a comparably strong sense

of patriotism.

Finally, the historical literature strongly speaks against a successful Germanization. While

violent resistance declined in the late 19th century and citizens accepted their legal belonging to

Germany, they did so “without feeling German themselves” (Höpel, 2012 p.37). De La Valette

(1925) cites a German journalist as being disillusioned about German feeling in Alsace “Alsace does

not want us; the Alsatians are lost to us”. Rose (1915) even speaks of hate against the Germans.

Moreover, it would be a misunderstanding to frame the regionalist parties in the 1920s and 30s as

pro-German. The “Landespartei” is described as “referring in its manifesto to the right of peoples

to self-determination and looked forward to the day when a free Alsace- Lorraine would be the

mediator between France and Germany in a United States of Europe” (Anderson, 1972). Similarly,

the UPR called for “administrative decentralization, a regional elected council and the recognition

of bilingualism” rather than for a return to Germany. Important figures of German origin or alleged

to Germany (administrators, professionals and politicians) had to leave the region to reduce any

potential influence over the local population (Harvey, 1999). To sum up, while we do not claim to

rule it out completely, the likelihood that Germanization explains the results is relatively low.

6 Concluding remarks

We document persistent differences in common national identity in the French region Alsace-

Lorraine, which we trace back to more intrusive homogenization policies by the German and French

state in the treated area than those in the non-affected areas of the same region. Our model shows

how preferences for more EU integration reveal differences in the alignment of regional and national

identity. We then use geo-localized results from the two referenda on the European Union in France

to compute a causal negative long-run effect of the more “intrusive” homogenization policies. As

hypothesized, municipalities in the treated area exhibit significantly higher support for the Euro-

pean Union of between 3 and 4 percentage points, which indicates a persistently lower common

national identity.

These results are comparable in size when using OLS to estimate the regression model for the

whole region, as well as with a regression discontinuity design which plausibly identifies the causal

effects due to the exogenous nature of the border. To the best of our knowledge, this paper thus

is the first to disentangle pre-existing regional differences from differing homogenization policies.

We demonstrate that there are no discontinuities in pre-treatment variables, that the difference is

robust to the bandwidth choice and alternative specifications. Most importantly, the coefficient

estimates remain highly significant and nearly unchanged in size when focusing on a comparison

within the region of Lorraine.

We discuss and test a series of alternative explanations, but find no evidence for violations of

the RDD assumptions or indications that other historical events can plausibly explain the results.
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Most alternative explanations should have led to visible differences today, but we find no systematic

differences in any variables related to these alternative explanations. While it seems plausible that

other historical events also had an impact in one way or the other, we are confident that the most

likely explanation for the lack of common identity is the more intrusive nature of homogenization

policies. We thus conclude that there is a negative causal effect on common identity due to more

intrusive homogenization policies that still persists almost a century after the treated area became

French again.

What can we learn from these results for policies and future research? Firstly, while the impor-

tance of having a common identity was recognized and documented before, the origins of identity

were mostly traced back to the existing ethnic heterogeneity in a specific region. Our paper pro-

vides a complementary extension to other current attempts to study external influences on nation

building (Dell and Querubin, 2016), the use of compulsory schooling laws for creating a common

identity (Bandiera et al., 2016), and the backlash against intrusive language prohibition policies

(Fouka, 2014). We show that the homogenization policies conducted by a state are important to

achieve a common identity, supporting the value of the theoretical framework in Alesina and Reich

(2014). More specifically, intrusive policies that ignore the needs and preferences of the area that is

to be integrated do not seem to be the best strategy for a successful alignment of preferences and

values. When looking at the historical events more carefully, this is a lesson that both the Germans

and French had to learn the hard way.

The central government in each case tried to forcefully homogenize the local population by all

means, without grating them full citizen rights and taking their demands into account. In both

cases, this backfired strongly. Regionalist candidates dominated the “Reichstag” elections in Alsace-

Lorraine between 1870 and 1890, and there were periods of civil unrest and protests. Only after the

German government revoked intrusive regulations, invested in public good provision and engaged

with the mostly Catholic population and the clergy did the hostility slowly diminish (Höpel, 2012).

The French government faced similar challenges. Their “intrusive” policies fueled separatist

concerns and independence movements in the 1920s (Anderson, 1972). It took more than ten years,

the relaxation of several particularly intrusive measures, improved public good provision and the

unifying effect of WWII to finally dampen these regionalist movements (Carrol and Zanoun, 2011).

In some regards, there might even be something to be learned from the French policies. While

they had to give in to demands to allow teaching the local language in school, the French central

government consistently implemented secular schools and established a common first language,

which resulted in a nearly universal use of French in the current generations. In the light of

prior evidence which indicates that a common language is crucial for successful identity formation

(Aspachs-Bracons et al., 2008), this might be one explanation why despite the persisting differences

there are no relevant autonomist movements in the region today. It is most likely also the explanation

as to why we do not observe strong differences in objective outcomes like economic development or

democratic participation.

Our results contribute to the literature on the persistence of differences in preferences following
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historical shocks (e.g., Becker et al., 2015; Bisin and Verdier, 2000a; Bleakley and Lin, 2012; Guiso

et al., 2014). We document the active role of the state in forming a common identity, which can be

interpreted as a note of caution that these policies need to take the preferences of all citizens into

account to maximize their effect. Future research should examine additional cases to verify and

replicate these findings. Moreover, the impact of lacking common identity needs to be examined

in more detail. Michalopoulos and Papaioannou (2016, 2014) and Fouka (2014) provide some

indications that there can be dire consequences, but there is much we need to learn about the

channels and effect mechanisms. Lastly, while there is some evidence about the importance of

implementing a common language as part of a homogenization strategy, future research should also

more closely examine the specific impact and success of different policies.
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