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Figure 5: Maps of outcomes, 1992 referendum
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Notes: Municipal level averages for share of yes votes and turnout in 1992 and 2005. The white solid line indicates the former
border dividing the region. Darker shades reflect higher values in the outcomes, and indicate a lower common national identity.

Figure 6: Maps of outcomes, 2005 referendum
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Notes: Municipal level averages for share of yes votes and turnout in 1992 and 2005. The white solid line 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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4 Main 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 distance to a specific country

or city is virtually identical.

Table 5 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 temporarily subjected to more intrusive homogenization policies that try to suppress regional

culture has resulted in persistently higher regional and European identity. Figure 7 (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 somewhat smaller but in both cases

positive and significant. The OLS estimation thus seems to have overestimated the actual effect,

but not by much.

We find no evidence for differences in national identity. 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 reassuring, as it supports our assumption in the model of no differences in the

strength of national identity, so that we are confident to really measure differences in European

and regional identity. Moreover, 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 in the two referenda as our proxy for an increase in the strength of regional identity in the

treated areas.

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
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Table 5: 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. Included controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to
Metz, distance to Strasbourg, and distance to Nancy. ***, ** and * indicate 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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as channels via which the treatment affects the outcome. Nonetheless, we could rule out potential

channels in case of non-significant differences.

Table 6 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

exhibit a discontinuity when using the entire border (Online Appendix A12). 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 potentially affect voting, the concern is whether 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 in Panel B, Table 6. 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.16 As we can see from Figure 7 (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 7 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 5. 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 10% level. Note that when using the still conservative

half IK-bandwidth the null-hypotheses of no differences is rejected more clearly at the 1% and 5%

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

to an increase of about 7 % and 8 % in the yes votes. This would have been sufficient to change the

average vote from disapproval to approval in the area close to the border.17 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.

16 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 A13.)

17 The average percent of yes votes in 1992 in the non-treated area within 10 kilometers from the border is approx.
49 . This means the estimated treatment effect would have shifted the balance in favor of more EU integration.
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Table 6: 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 relative to the share of blue-collar workers in the total population
(the Online Appendix provides alternative operationalizations). Included controls: distance to Germany (border), distance to Metz, distance to Strasbourg, and distance to
Nancy. ***, ** and * indicate 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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Figure 7: RD plots, whole border and within Lorraine
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(b) Share Yes 2005
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(c) Share Yes 1992
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(d) Share Yes 2005

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.

Figure 8 depicts the individual coefficients and confidence intervals across bandwidths ranging

from 10 to 50 km. 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.

Figure 8: Treatment effect plots across varying bandwidths (within Lorraine)
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(b) Referendum 2005

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% confidence intervals (based on Conley standard errors).
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