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Abstract

In response to rising immigration fiows and flic fear of Islamic raciicalizat ion. several
Western countries have enacted policies to restrict religions expression and emphasize
secnlarism and western values. Despitc intense public dehate. there is litrie system—
atic evidence on how such policies influence the bchavior of the religious minorities
thev target. In fuis paper. we use rich ouantitative and qualitativc data to evalu—
ate the effects of the 2001 French headscarf ban on tue socioeconotnic integration
of French I\Iuslim woinen. We find that the law reduces the secondarv educational
attaimnent of Muslini girls. and impacts their trajcctory in the lahor market and
faniily composition in the long run. We provide evidence that the han operates
through increased perceptions of discrimination and that it reduces assimilation by
casting religion and national identities as incompatible.
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1. Introduction

Concerns about rising immigration and honiegrovu radicahzation have dominated hoth

European and US politics in recent vears. fueling pbpulist far-right parties and driving

policv choices J electeci political leaders. At tlw confluence of these two issues lies the

large amI groxving group of Muslim immigrants which has heen increasinglv perceived

as less desirable tlian other cultural and religions groups (Bansak. HainnuteHer. and

Hangartner 2016), difficiiit to assimilate (Bisin et aL 2008), and a threat to Western

values (Sniderman. Hagendoorn. and Prior 2004). Either as a direct responsc to ter—

rorisni. or as a ntoans of rcafiinmng t IiesecMur (hara(ter il tue st ate and So( u’tv iii

view of a new and salient religions minorit\-. severai governments have enacted policies

that regulate Islamic dress. especiallv the various types of liead and face covering worn

hv Muslim vomen. As cmi he seen in Figure 1. about one third of European countries

have eitlier a local or national ban on some forni of x-ci ing. The type of veiliiig banned

ranges from full-face covers. like the niqah or burqa. to partial ones that cover hair and

sometimes neck. like the headscarf. The scope of application also varies. from bans on

veiling in ail public spaces. to restrictions in specific state or state—funded institutions

onlv (like public services, courts or sehools).

1 about liere.j

Such pohcies have on various occasions heen uphelci by the European Court of Jus

tice and survev data indicates that thcv are supported lw a majoritv of the public iii

countries xvhere dev are debated or enacted.1 Wl,ile their intended goal often is to

‘A poil by Pew Research Center in 2010 showed that 62% of people in the UR.

82% in Franee. 71% in Cerman ami 59% in Spain support a ban on full—face veiling.

europe
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reduce the visibilitv of religion in the publie sphere. policies of secularitv mav inadver—

tently have otiier effects on the behavior and choices of the religious ininorities they

target. Despite the increasing prevalence of these laws iii Europe and the xvidespread

public dehate 011 their normative implications. there bas been littie systematic investiga

tion on their broader etfècts. AncI yet this question should be of paramount importance,

not only to social scientists. but also to policvmakers and Western societies that grapple

with achieving both immigrant integration and the preservation of Western culture. To

vliat extent arc religicus bans contrihuting tovards these goals?

Rccenr research suggesrs reasons to doubt the effic auv of hans. Despite approval

froiti native populations. veihiig bans targeting Muslim women are perceivecl as dis—

crirninatorv hv Muslims and manv non-\luslinis a].ike.2 A growing theoretical liter—

ature snggests that both discrimination and cu]tural prohibitions eau intensifv a mi—

iiority’s sense of identity and. uncler certain conditions, encourage radicalization (Bisin

et aL’2011; Battu. Mn-ale, auJ Zenou 2007: Battu ancl Zenou 2010). Empiri’cally, it

bas been shown that perceptions of discriminatorv treatinent ainong Musliins in the

US positivelv correlate ;vith feelings of svinpathv for radical Islam (Lvons-Paclilla et

al. 2015) auJ European coiintries like Belgium or France. \vbicli have enacted national

veilirig bans, have ainong the greatest flous of foreign flghters to ISIS (Benrnelech auJ

KIor 2016). \Vlne sucli correlations do not necessarilv iinplv a causal relationship. thev

(10 sllgg(st tliat thu dflccts of cultural auJ r(ligious hatis n)av not lw innociiolis.

This paper is the first attempt to empirically iclentifv thc effect of veiling hans n a

large range of behavioral anci attitudinal outcomes of Muslinis. We do so ht the coutext

of the most famous of veiling laws. the 2004 French la;v on secularitv and conspicuous

religious svmhols. Thc laxv hanned the use of religions sigus in primarv auJ secondarv

public schools in France. and though II djcI not explicitlv single ont anv part icnlar svm—

2lnstiuit Moiitaignc (2016) snrvey a represcntative sample of Frencb ?‘Iuslims. They ii]]d that 60%
support wearing the headscarf in schools and in other public institutions.
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bol or religion (large Christian crosses. as wefl as Sikh turbans and Jewish kippahs were

included in the han), it aimed to and de facto mostly a.ffected ve1ed )duslim school—

girls. Using ricli individual—level data froni the French Lahor Force Survev. the French

census. and a representative survev of immigrants in Franuc. \ emplov a difference—in—

differences strategv to isolate the impact of the iaw on eclucational and labor market

outcomes. -as well as on attitudes of Muslim ;voinen. ‘Xc ineasure educationai and

socioecononiic outcomes of French—born wonien with parents froni )dusiiin—niajoritv

countries who xvere jusr old enough w have heen at school vlien the law vas cnacted,

and compare them to older cohorts w-ho chd not experience the ban. and to a varietv

of control groups. including non—Muslim immigrants ancl Xluslim mcii.

0cc first finding R that exposure to the ban significantlv rectrices the likelihood of

completing sec-ondarv eclucation. Part of this etlcct appears to be driveii by a negative

impact on enroliinent rates in secondary school for Muslim xvomen aged 16 and aboya

— t-lie cohorts that. bv Freùch compulsorv schoolmg law. vere iegaliv allowed to drop

ont. ‘Xc aiso find that Muslim women afferted bv the ban took longer to compiete

sec( n larv edurat O un ((1111 lit joual ou t lien pre—exist 111g age—cd u-ai n niai prohle Tiec

higher dropont rates and longer completion times indic-ate that the ban disrupted rhe

ediacational progress of Muslim girls. Tins negative educationai shock carnes over 10 a

number of longer term outeomes. such as iabor force participation. empiovuient rates.

anci fertihtv pat-tenus.

\Ve show that these longer mn affects of the han work through two hvpothesized

pathways: a discrirni-naton cliannel. and an ide-ntity channel. First, women affected by

the han report increascd perceptions of discrimination at school ami a iower trust in

the French school svstem. A set of interviews conducted bi Paris ;vitli religions Muslim

women w-ho shared their personai expenience5 011 the 2004 ban corrohorares tue role of

discrimination. As the accounts of interviewees suggest. cliscniminator treatment in

the public schooi. as well as outside of it. uegativelv impactecl educational performance.

and sometimes even lcd girls to leave the public school, Second. both survev and
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interview evidence lnghlight the importance of identitv channels as potential drivers of

our findings. \Iuslim ;vonwn were f rccd tu choose betveen a sec1ar French klentitv

aiicl it t arllnlent t Ç) tiicir rvhgioiis pra t ni s. n (onflwt that oftcn lcd t o alienation hi an

the French society. In the data. Mushm women affected b’.’ the han increase their

identification with the uationa]ity of their father relarivelv more than their identification

with Frauce. Interestinglv however. identification inc-reases both for French and for

foreign identities on average. This latter resu]1 indicates rhat the salience of idenritv

and helonging in general iitcreased for affected cohorts. h also points to a potential

polanzation of identities. as the incompatihihtv of French and foreign identifies ‘.vas

highlighted hy the han.

The rest of the paper is organizcd as follows. In Section 2. we review the tension

hetwecn increasing Musliin presence and secular vaLues in France. vhic1i lcd to tlte

passage of the 2001 han against colispicuous religious svmhols. \Ve then svnthesize a

lodv of theoretical work on the effects of assimilationist pohcies and discrimination on

minoritv ideixtitv. anti highlight two distinct mechanisms through ‘.vhich hans on vefling

can negatively hnpact the hehavior and attitudes of \Iuslini women: discrimination

and identity (Section 3). In Section 4 we out].ine the empirical strategy and data that

we use to evaluate the impact of the headscarf ban on French—horn women of Maghrehi

and Middle Easrern origin. In Sections S and 6 we investigate the short and long—term

dfivcts of tin’ ban 011 sc(onclarv ediieatioiial attainilient and othcr oiitcoixics. and prcs(llt

evidence that the effects are clrivctt h’.’ die hvpothesized discrimination and ideiititv

channels. In Section T we present additional qualitative support for these niechanïsrns

through n set of interviews with French Muslim won en. Section 8 concludes with a

discussion of the broader significance of our findings for integration pohcies and of

avenues for future rcsearch.
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2 Context

2.1 Islam arid laicité in France

Approximatelv 6 million Musiims bye iii Franco (Mattei and Aguilar 2016). The bis—

tory of their integration lias been fraught ;vith clifficulties.3 Current tensions over the

assimilahility of Musliins eau he traced to the 1980s. A religions consciousness arose

among third generation French of )Juslim origins. Their increased religiositv xvas a

radical deviation froin prior generations that maintained onlv a cultural connection to

their Islamie heritage. The reorie:itation of tiurd generatioli Muslinis to Islam per—

cipitated public anxiet For two reasons. First, Islam vas associated with fanaticism

and retrogradeness.4 In the 1980s. fundarnentalist Islam ;vas on tue risc globally. \vitli

restrictions on womens dress iii theocratic Iran. religions war against the Soviets in

Afghanistan. ami Islannst terrorisni iii Algerias civil var (Piscatoi 1990: AppignaHesi

and Maitland 1989: Bowen 2007).

Public anxietv over Islam was also rooted iii tue Freuch approach to religion. French

laws, cnacted in the Lite 1800s as part of the anti-clericalism of post-Revolutionary

France. relcgate faith to the privatc sphere and stronglv regulate organized religion to

maintain public order (Mattei and .-\gtHlar 2016). The states policies are enshrined in

rhe principle of laicité (loosely translated as ). Emhodied hv several laws.

laicité is incant to ensure freedoin of conscience. equalitv of religions expression. and

religious neutrahtv of government institutions (Messner et al. 2003) — to avoid rehgious

(onflict and maintain social order.

Laicité xvas importantlv enacted through the education svstern, Public schools were

esiablished to combat the influence of the church. replacing; religions fealtv with na—

tionalisin (Kepel 2012). Schools ;vere and rcmaiii an important vehicle through which

3For more information. consnlt Fredette (2014) ami Cesari (2009).

‘For more 011 French media represeritation of Islam, sec Bow’ei, (2007).
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the state creates citizens. instillhig in ail children republican values (Lorcerie 2012) As

Fredette (2014) explains. Part of Frai&ces jus sofl hirtliriglit citizenshipl tradition is

tue helief that one is not boni French: one hecomes French, That process of hecoming

French is carried ont in public schools. It is there that stndents learn what if means to

he Frencli and how to he a good French citizen.” \Vithin this context, the increasing

religiositv of Mushms — translated into pupiis in headscarves. praving in Public settings.

requests for halai food (meals prepared as prescrihed hy \luslim law). and refusai to

engage in certain activities (like sxviniining in uixed gender enviroHinents or studving

classical art tvith pictures of nudes) — vas perceived as an assault on tbe verv institution

instifling republican values (Boven 2007).

2.2 The headscarf ban

Latent anxieties culminated in public crisis. In 1989. three veiled girls attended Gabriel

Havez .\Iiddle School. The pr icipiil asked them to unveil because headscarves infringed

on the ncutraiitv of public schools. \Vlieu the girls refusecl. flic school expelled them.

The students flled suit against the school. and the case reached the Conseil dEtat

(French Siiprenie Court of administrative law). Ultiniately. it ruled that the girls had

flic right to veil unless their headscarves were disrupti;-e. and it iustructed schools

to determine disruptiveness on a case 1w case hasis (\lattei and Aguilar 2016). The

government also created a ininisterial office to help rnedia:e hetween schools and pupils.

\Vheu cases of headscarf expulsion persisted. flic government convened a parlia—

inentarv imnnssn)u iii 2002 tu fiud ii (hhnitivc solution. TIic St asi Commission — R

group of public intellectuals and politicians — consulteci relevant stakeholders. Edu

cators reported that lieadscarves jeopardized flic liberating mission of schools to give

citizens—in—the—making flic means to free theniselves from social. cultural. erhnic or gen

dered determinisni (Boven 2007). Headscarves. the argued. iuipinged on the Iihertv

cf conscience of other piipiis, and represeutecl the triumph of comtuunit•arian pressures

(Bowen 2007). Ultimately. the Stasi Report (2001) advocated state intervention in
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cluding a school han.

In 2001. the National Assemblv passed a hill hanning conspicuous religions smhols

iii schools. Ihe hill hroadlv refers to ostentatious religious svmbols. inc]uc]ing large

crosses and kippahs. However, headscarves not only niotivated the enactment of the

law, but also, due to their prevalence among students as compared to ot.her religious

symbols. they xvere the main symbol affected hv the law in practice (Paul 2004). The

hill Vcut into (tt((t in Scpuitibcr 2004 iii prittiarv ami S((O1i(laV public scitouls. It

preserved the incubation infrastructure of die prior decades and instructeci schools to

put-sue mediation efforts beffore imposing penalties on students (Tebhakh 2007)

\Vhile no systernatic study of the han exists. there are a few lessons about its impact.

‘Plie Frcneh government spoHsored a studu of four public schools. culminating in flic

2005 Chérifi Report. It painted a PositIve picture of tEe bans irnph-inentation. citing a

decrease iii veiling and expulsions. M the start off the sclu ol car in 2004. onlv 639 out

of 10 million students showcd up wearing ostentatious religious symbols. 626 of whom

were \Iuslims (\lattei and Aguilar 2016). 0f tue 639. 143 stiidents switched from

public to private schools auJ .50 enrollcd in long—distance (-ourses (Mattei auJ Aguilar

2016). There is also evidence die han xvas applied broadlv. Castel and Sahv (2011) fincl

that soine schools used the ban to bar veileci parents from schools. university professors

sornetimes adoptcd the ban (though it onl applies to public primarv and seconclarv

sehools). and oung interns were expeeted not ta veil.

This compares ta 3000 cases of wearing religions symbols in 1991-1995. and 1-165 cases in 2003—2004

(Mattei and Aguilar 2016: Tehhakh 2007).



3 Conceptually linking religious bans to minority

outcomes

How would vie expect the 2004 ban on religions symbols to affect Hie bchavior anci out

cornes of French )vluslini wornen? We auticipate that the ba.n depresseci the educationat

performance and attainment of French \luslim girls cnroiled in seconclarv school durnig

and after its implernentation in 2004. W’e furthermore expect that titis had dowiistream

effects ou longer—term socloeconomic outcoines of affectcd coiiorts. \\‘e combine insights

from a rich interdisciplinarv literature to identifv two classes of mechanisms through

which cultural hans can impact a minoritv groups integration.

The first anci more direct one is the de facto discriininatory nature of the law. The

law vas hscriunmatorv in a specific sense: h singled out Muslim schoolgiris who chose

ta veil and subjected tiiem to differcuitial trearment hecause cf tiirir mode of dress.

During 1 lie ±irst piiis’ cf t 1W lavis iiiipi nt at u ni. girls Wul{ ) pcrsist e I iii wcari 1g 1 he

headscarf ;vere remo\-cd from their classes to disciiss alternatives to veiling with school

administrators (Mattei and Aguilar 2016). If tins failed. girls were expeiled. Girls then

had several options: they could leavc the education system (if 16 or older). svitch

to private school. opt into distance iearning. or leave the country.6 The process of

switching and the period of mediation avav from ciass conid have directiv impaired

school performance.

Besides the direct changes that girls experienceci in their evervdav scliool life. the

han’s passage was accompanied by- a national debate that singied ont veiled girls —

and predominantly cast their veihng as incompatible with French ideals. This broader

6There are rnanv reasons for lack of cojiipliance vith tbe la;v. Que conld be rnarriagc market
considerations (Blavdes and Linzer 2(3(38). Prior ta te ban. in communities tha: value pions brides.
girls could veil at school ‘vitttout eopardizing tlieir marnage prospects. If re:urns to marnage were
high enough cotnpared to ietiirns to eciucation. sanie girls iiuay have left die public school after te
ban to avoid renoving t ILe ril.

TEven the optimistic evaluation of the law in the Chénifi report expresserl coucerns that the tran—
sitional mediation peniod unay have been too long.

9



puhhc discussion, and the associated anti-Islamic sentiment expressed hy segments of

the French population. likely reinforced )iuslins difference À significant litcrature

deionstrates that perceived racism is ncgativelv associared with educational perfor

mance (Levy et al. 2016: Chavous et aI. 2008). \Vhile Islamophohia spurred Lv the han

might have broadly affectcd ah Muslims. we expect that this effect should he most acute

in school—age Muslims because thev were in tlieir forlnati\e and most impressionahie

vears ;vlicii the 1)411 ;vas nrlplelllente(1 (\Vong atid Saineroif 2003: Saixtlers—Piiiliips 2009:

Adam et aL 2015: Brondolo et al. 2009: Dahi 2001). School-agc Muslim boys mav have

also expericncecl a drop in educational outcomes, but we expect that the effect of the

ban was most felt by school-age Muslim girls hecause the 2001 law pertained directly

to thein.

The second potential mechauism linking the 2001 ban to lower educatioHal ont—

comes relates to social amI group identitv. Tue 2001 laxv dchned the Muslim headscarf

as a viôla.tion of French secularism. and bv nnphcation. a sign of tue inherent hon—

Frenehness of anvone vho practiced Islam. in whatever form’ (Seott 2009). French

Muslini girls that conld until that point readilv identifv as niembers hoth of their re

ligions communitv (bv vearing the headscarf) and of their country of hirth. received

the signal that their two identities were incompatible and that elle could not Le French

without embracing the principle of secularitv as enshrined in the law. BoUi theoretical

ami einpirical ;vork on the formation of oppositional identities( Bisin et al. 2011: Fouka

2018) indicate that assinnlationist attempts on the part of a majoritv mav strengthen

the identity of nnnorit.y meinhers. In (uiis case. ve contencl that tue headscarf han lcd

soine \iuslirn girls to resolve this identitv conflict by retreating into their religions and

ethnie coininunities. Practicallv. w? cxpect this retreat to alter behavior in the short

and long—nui, for example through reduced participation in the edneational svstem and

t.he lahor force.

In sum. we hvpothesize that the headscarf ban depressed educational performance

and attainment through two pathvays: a. discrimination channel. and an identity chari,—
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nel. Under the label discrimination xve hundie hoth the (lacet consequeiices of die

imp1ernentaton of the la;v iii the classrooins. and tEe a.ssociated differential treatment

either inside the schoo or outside of iL Discrimination of girls xvearjng the head—

sca.rf ma have disrupted their ahilitv or wiflingness to attend school thereby delaying

school coinpletion anci xvorsening eclucational performance. ‘Se also hypothesize that

the han inipaireci educational and labor narket outcoines iii the long unit This {ould

have ocuiired as a di rer t resnlr f tin’ bans Ilegativ(’ etfeet on \lnsini girls v(1:Ra—

tional attainment. Additionaflv. the einphasis the law placed on tEe incompatihiEtv

of a religions )duslini identit with heïng French could have increaseci some )1uslini

girls identification with Hie )duslim cornmunitv and recluced their participation in the

education system a.ncl tue lahor market, Finaflv. haseci on botE Hie discrimination and

the idcntity channel. xve expect Muslim girls from fanulies with tvo \luslim parents te

have been more acutelv affectcd Ev tEe han because these girls are doublv implieated

in thé public debate. ami being part of a familv vit li a unified Muiiin identifv likelv

intensifies the confhct berveen famil background and oelonging to tEe French society.

4 Data and empirical strategy

4.1 Data

\Ve utilize flvo datasets in 0m main emnirical analvsis off tEe bans effect on educational

attainment and long—term lahor and socia’ oulconies. \Ve describe tEe data in detail

below.

French Labor Force Survey. Our main data source is tEe French Lahor Force

Snrvey (Enquête Emploi, and henceforth LES). TEe LFS is a coniprehensive survev of

socioeeonomic and lahor inarket characteristics conchieted in a representative sample of

tEe Freneh population. It bas a rolling panel structure. wEb each household remaining

in tEe survev for six consecutive quarters. AU household menibers over 1.5 vears off

age are interviewed every quarter. For most of onr analsis, we ]eep onlv the first
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quarterlv observation of an individual. thu.s treating the survev as a repeatecl cross

section. We take advantage of the panel structure of the data in Section 3 in order

t o I )(‘ttcr tnidcrst all(I t lu niculianisixis belund n ir ( )l )servc d ctfn t s. \Vc restriut tue

saniple to die French born, so as to ensure that xve are oui examining the behavior

of peopie who went to school iii France. \Vc focus on respondents intervie.wed 2003

to 2012. die range of vears in which ve eau idcntifv tue country of birth of borh the

in(lividual and of the father. and thus the origin of second—generation immigrants. \Ve

also restrict attention to inclividuals who xvere 20 or oher in each survev year. 50 tilat

We can examine completed education and lahor inarket characteristies.

Que liniitation for otir exercise is laek of information on religion and veiling hehavior.

French statistirs do not coflert data on religion and religious practices. and dms we relv

on tlie fathers country of birtli to iclentifv Muslim women.’3 This information is highlv

aggregatecl in the LES. The variable coding fathers origin takes one ont of ten values

(ec1uding a code for inising values): France. Northeni Europe. Southeh Europe.

Eastern Europe. _\laglireb, Rest of Africa. Middle East. Laos/Vietnani/Camhodia Rest

of the World. We drop from the sample the categories Rcst of Africa and Rest of tue

W1)rld. which contain both countries w’ith and vithout a significant Muslim population.

\Ve then code die Maghreh ami the Middle East as Muslinf ami all otlicr countries

as our non—Muslim control group. Dur final cross—sectional sainpie consists of 32,201

observations. out of vhich 1.163 are Muslim. Our main resuits are based on the sampie

of womeu. but we use men as an adclitional control group for a number of mir analyses.

To verifv the rohustness of resuits prociuceci nsing die LES. ut use information

from tue 2011 1% sainple of the French census niicrodata. which is part of the In

ternational Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS International), collected

and distnhutcd hv thc Universitv of Minuesota. More details on this data source are

8We use tue father to identify sccond-gelleration \Iuslims beeause Islam is patrilineal, passed on

through the male une. If we use the rnother. LFS resuits are only shghtly atteuuated.
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provided iii the Appendix.

Survey Trajectories arid Origins. To assess tlte long-mn effects of the headscarf

han 011 the social attitudes of Muslin ‘vonien. ve take advantage of a survev uniquelv

designed to record the charaeteristics and attitudes of immigrant populations in France.

the survev Trajectories and Origins (Trajectoires et Origines. henceforth TeO). TeO was

conclucted iii 2008-2009 on a sample of 21.000 people and included representativesam

pIes of immigrants. descendants of immigrants. as iveli as French without an immigrant

I)ackgronnd. boni in France or in overseas departments The survev includes religions

adherence. whicl: alloxvs us to iniprove on our earlier idcntihcaton. bv focusing 011 self—

rcported \luslim ivoinen. ;vithont needing to indireetlv idcntifv them using the father’s

colnktnv of birth.9 \Xe restrict attention to vonien boni in France, or those who moved

ta Franee hefore age li. sa as to ensnre that everyone in the sample attended school in

France.

Tables B.1 and B.2 iii the Appendix provide sunimary statistics on our ftiain outcome

variables for ‘.vomen and mcii. respectivelv A complete description of ail variables is

provicled ni Appemidix Section Q.

4.2 Identification strategy

Ta evaluate the effect.s of the school veihng ban. wc eniphw a. clifference—in—differences

ana] sis. Onr source of cross—sectional variation is Mnslim origin. Depending on the

outcome of interest. we use two sources of tinte variation: birth cohorts and snrvey

y-cars. Birth cohort variation (i.e. comparing onteomes of cohorts in school duning the

han ta those who eompleted school hefone the bail) allows us to examine tue long—mn

effect of the law. Yearlv variation (i.e. comparing outconies 0f evervone hefore and

after the haii’s passage in 2001) allows us to idenrifv its iminediate impact. XVe explain

°The TeO thus aise a]Ja;vs us ta verifv that our approach for identifying yluslirns in the LFS and
IPIJMS is valid: the corrclat.ion between self-reported Islamic religion and an indicator for fatiier born
in a Muslim-majority country in the TeO sample is 0.7103.
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cadi of these strategies in detail below.

Cohort variation. When examining tut’ bans effect on educational attainment.

as \vrll as alu r h)ng—t (liii SOCUWCOI H )1fli( cliarac-tcnst iCs W(’ asscss lH)w t liC (hfhr(L1ve

in outcomes hetween ;vomen of Muslim and non-Muslim origin changes for cohorts of

school age at the Urne of the law’s enaetment as eompared to cohorts just oM enongh to

have- left school at the urne of the han. Students in Rance attend secondary education

between the ages of 11 and 18. \Vhile attendance is compulsorv bv la.w only unti] the

age of 16. the second stage of seeondarv educatiori (lycée) winch prepares students for

a high school degree. or baccalauréat. lasts until the age of 18. Based on this structure

of the educational svstem. we assume that ;voinen boni in 1985 or earlier. who ;vere 19

years olcI in 2004. vere likely to have alreadv left secondarv education and would t.hus

be unaffected hy the law. Anv cohort born in 1986 or later would instead have had at

least one ear of education under the ne;v law. These voungcr cohorts of Muslim girls

constitute our treaniwit group. The distinction hctween treatment abri control group

is not sharp — some girls horn 1986 or later mav have tiot actuallv hecu iii .school vhen

the han was implernented
— but tlds onlv introcluces measurenent error which would

bias any estirnated effect towards zero. We alwavs rcstrict our focus to cohorts horn

1980 or later. to ensure a rouglilv equal ainotint of ohservatjons on eithcr side of tue

1986 cutoff.

Oui siitiplost sp(dihc-atioii rakcs riic fhriii:

Ycg = -i + a2T9 + Yg + c + tirq (1)

where i indexes individuals. e indexes birth cohorts. ancl g indexes groups hased

on the fathers region (LFS) or conntrv of birth (1P12\IS). or the individua1s religion

(TcO). Tcg is an indicator for inxlividuals ideutified as Muslini auJ who were 18 or

‘°FiLr:re 8.1 in the Appcudix shows t bat close b 100S4 of wornen horn 1986 or later w’erc cnrolled
in scconr[arv education in 2003. the vea[ before the iniplementation of tlw ban. This shsre drops to
less tlian 80 for those boni in 1985 amI to 109 or Iess for older cohorts.
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vounger in 2001 (horn 1986 or later). g and ç are gron) and hirth cohort fixed

effects. reiwet:veh ancl e is an idiosvncratic error terHl. The coefficient of intcrest

is a2 t 1m clifferential t reat ment effeet I il t lic I mn on si liooling age c liorts of Musliui

women. Wlien using tue LES, the repeated cross-section structure of the data allows

us to simultaneously control for birth vear, survev vear and age fixed effects. since we

observe die sanie birth cohorts at inultipe points in tiine. Ont preferreci specification

tiien iiw1ides a fr11 set cf fatiicrs region cf origin 1 age hxcd eftfets, Tifs is partieularly

importaHt. since most of mir educational and lahor force outconies 0f interest follow a

different age profile for Muslim vs non—Muslim women,

Yearly variation. Wlicn analvzing the immediate cffect of the han on secondarv

school enroilment, we lise an alternative time dimension as a source of variation. We

asscss 111)1v the differenec in the change cf student status between fali and spring quarter

of the saine vear for Muslims and non—Muslnns varies hefore and after die han. \Vc

exploit thc fact thht the LFS bas n panel structure. which a]Ioxvs us to observe the sanie

indix-idual in six consccntive cluarters. auj ve track the same person right before and

right after the implementation of the law. \Ve mn a rcgression of the form:

= 8 + d217 + 9g + s + isq (2)

where i and g index individuals and groups. as hefore. and s indexes survev vears.

T59 is an indicator that equals one for Muslim individuals ohserved iii a survev vear when

the iaw- is aireadv in place. The outcoine of interest }S9 in this case is the chaige in

student status (in secondar education) from the second to the fourtli quarter of survev

year s. As 1 )efore we are iiiterested iii t 1w (hreetioii uid niagnit mie cf the coefficient

.82, the differential treatment effeet 011 student enrollinent for Muslim ‘.vornen.

Threats to identification. The vaiid:tv of the differenee—in-dfterences approach

relies on t;vo ident.ifving assuinptions. First. outeoines of Musliiii and non—Mushm

vonen xvould have heen foilo;ving pataud trends in the absence of the law. XVhile this

assumption cannot be tested direct]. availahihty of data for older eohorts of women
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aljows us to dernonstrate the absence of anv clifforential pre-trends in outcomes prior to

the passage of the law. This mies ouf thc possibilitv thaf behavior \vas alreadv changing

for manger cohorts of Muslim womcn for reasons unrelated to flic headscarf ban, Sec

oixi. thcre can be no rime—variant unobservabie factors that coincide temporalh with

the headscarf han anci differentiafly affect vomen of )Juslim origin. This assumption is

also uulikely to be violated given the nature of the variation we are expiofting: flic time

dimension for most of mir analvsis is not vears, but hirth cohorts. It xvouid have to he

tire case that anv time—variant confounder tliat differenriallv affects Musiim girls (10es so

oniy. or disproportionatelv. for the younger cohorts. \Ve are not awarc of other changes

in legislation or rules relating to tire educationai svstem that could be correlated with

tire 2004 ban. It i plaisihIe tliat generai discrimination against \lusliins. particulariv

against veiled Muslim \vomcn. either preceded or vas a direct consequeilce off tire han

and the associated public discussion. W’e consider snch atiti—Muslini sentiment part off

tire bundile of fàctors that constituteci tire ‘cffect of tire lan’. ami not a confounder. To

tire extcnt that anfi—Muslim sentiment extendcd to older Musiim vomen auJ did not

oniy single ont voung Muslim women. this \vili hias downward onr estimatc of the dif—

ferential effecr of tire iav on the directlv affected group off school—ageci Muslini ;vomen.

We wifl present evidence off such spillovcrs of tire lan’ on \lusiim mcii in Section 5.

A more concrete threal to identification is n source of discrimination unrelated to

tire lav. such as Islamophohia. initiallv spurred hv tire 9/11 attacks in 2001 and stiil

prevalent in later vears. There are tu-o reasons whv such u concern is unhkelv to he

important. First even if sucir discrimination differentialiv affected schooi—age cohorts

- air inilikely irypothesis u priori — it \vouldl not have manifested xvith a sirarp break

in tire educational attainment of cohorts just nid cnough b bc in scliool in 2001. In

Appendix Section Al. xvc denronstrate xvith a set of placcho exerci.es thaf 110 cohort

boni heft)re 198G dispiavs a significant drop iii sccondarv educational attainnient, as

we would expcct if otiier sources of discrimination. and flot tire han. were tire drivers

of mir flndings. Second. part of our difference—in—differeuces ciesign exploits au entirely
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different source of tiine variation (survev vears iristead of birth cohorts). h ix nnlikely

that generalized Islamophohia can explain both educational attainment of cohorts horn

1986 and later and the change in rates of secondai-v enrolhnent of )iluslim women

hetween 2003 and 2001.

Finaily, if is worth ernphasizing at tus point that we lac-k information on who vas

wearing a heaclscarf iii 2004 atid vas thus treated hy the law in the strictest sense. What

we are identifvmg ix t lie ettect of the flXV 011 Woiliefl of xci u )oh ig age wlio (‘itlI(r report

being \luslirn (TeO) or xvhose father ;vas born iii an identifiable Musiim—niajoritv region

or country (LFS. IPU\IS). b the extent char schooling—age)luslini xvomen who did flot

xvear a headscarf did not respond at ail to flic 2004 ban. xve von1d expect an additional

(lownward hias in our estiinates. In short, hotu rho potetitiai spiilover eftects of the

law, as well as the lack of precise inforinition on veiling practices. should eontribute to

estirnated treatment effects heing a lower hound of actual effeets.”

5 Effects on educational attainment

As dixcussed in Section 3. rhe first order effect of die 2004 law should be traceable in

ecluc:ational attainment. Figure 2 separatelv plots the likelihooci of having conipleted

secondarv edncation for \Iuslini ami nou-Niuslim woinen in the LFS. conditioning on age

and survey vear flxed cffects. Secondarv attainment of Muslim women is generailv lower.

hnt fo11ovs a parallel treiid to non—)iluslini ;vomcn for older cohorts. thus providing

support to the main identifying assumption of the difference—in—differences strategy

Tins attcrii (nids ai )rllpt lv with t hi gri up horu in 1986. preriselv tin first ioliort

of wonien oM enough to lie affected 1w the ban whiic ut school. The gap hetveen

11j ix also worth pointicig out here that prior to ie law. regulation f heacscarves w’a (ledidedi school
h” school. A ininistry cf education circular had es:ahlished this çiiscre:ioiI prior ta 2001. Tlierefore.
not ail schools were afferted eqiiallv h’ hie km’: some implernented anew the regiilations against veihng
whereas others rnaintained the status quo. That. sanie schools nui flot necommodate veiling prior ta
2004 sliould ho an addituona) factor hiasing mir estiniated elfects dowinvards.
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v1us1im and non—i’ lus]in women niore than doubles with this cohort and remains ‘arge

thereafter.

ïFigure 2 about hcrc.1

Table 1 clarifies the magnitude and demonstrates the robustness cf luis resuit. (Dol—

urnn (1) reports the interaction coefficient froin equation 1 xvhich suggcsts that the

difference in the hkelihood of completing seeonçlarv education between \fushm and

non—Mushm vomen hecomes alinost three percentage points larger for school age co—

li’ )rts. TIn t ficct rciiiaiiïs inichaiigcd when (t int r )lling fi )r SUFV(’V v(ir 5XC( I (‘1J(( t s iii

colunm (2). In column (3) we control fiexiblv for age bv fathers birthplace fixed cE—

fects. effectivel allowing women fron different origins to have different age profiles in

ternis of when thev complete secondarv education. This incrcases the magnitude of

tue t’sti lOÏtcd coefficient. In coliiniii (-I). wc iwludc a liivar \litsliiti—spccific trciid iii

birth veÂr. The coefficient remains rohust ami further inurcases in magnitude. This

increase likely captures a fact that can he ohserved iii Figure 2: \luslim wonien horn

hefore 1986 were catching up with their non—Muslim counterparts in terms of secondarv

educational attaininent.

TEe estimated effeets are large. The magnitudes iniplv that the ditference hetveen

)duslim ami non—Musiim xvomeii in secondarv attainnient more than doubles. Qur

preferred specification reportcd in column (3) implies that we con attrihute to tEe

veiling law a differential increase in tEe share of Mushm women xvho fail to finish

secondary education of 3.9 percent age points. which corresponds to 2O9 of the overafl

share of vomen xvithout secondarv educarion in our sample (1. 1%).

[Table 1 about here.]

Finallv, colunin (5) investigates one important source cf the effect s hetcrogeneitv:

the origins of tEe parents. TEe drop in sccondary eclucational attainment is double in

magnitude for w-onien with hoth parents born ïn ?duslim—majoritv regions. compared to

those with a Muslim fa.ther auJ a non—Musliui mother. Parental origin ma.v proxv for
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two things. The first is the intensitv of flic treatinent — gids born in Muslim farnilies

are pcrhaps more likelv ta wear the headscarf and thus to have becn dirccdv affecteci hy

the ban. The second relates to die strength of the identitv dhannel in driving responses

to the ban. Conditionai 011 having vorn the lwadscarf, xvomen froin Muslim families

would have faced more of a conffict hetween theh familv back round and French seciilar

identit compared to their counterparts xvith parents in nnxed marnages.

\Ve perforai a xvide set of rohustness checks ta verif rite va]iditv of the estimated

effect of the ban on die likelihood of completing scconclarv school. ‘Se show that the

eftect is not driven bv other changes conicid ng teinporaHv ;vitll the headscarf han. such

as gcncral xenophohia and Islaniophobia spurred bv the 9/11 attacks. or 1w imbaiances

across the sumple of Muslims anci non—Muslims. A cletaileci description of robustness

checks can ho found iii Section A. 1 of the Appendix.

5.1 How does the ban reduce educational outcomes?

Through which pathwa does the law have such a negative impact on tue cc]ucational

outconies off Muslini women? In what fohlow.s. ne fnrthcr uipack the process that leads

cohorts affected by the ban to attain lower levels 0f secondarv education, and idcntifv

two aciclitional effects 0f the 1av.

First. Muslim vomen in affecred calions are likelv ta require more time than their

counterpauts iii the control group to complete secondarv cducarion. Figure 3 plots

the differen:ial treatment cffcct of thc ban. estiiiated from a flexihie version off tlie

specificat H 11 lii (41 latloll 1. wInch iiiteracts \ I usina urigii nui ii tw( —vcar )irtll (f 1u ut

dununies. Thc dependcnt variable is the likelihood off heing enroHed in (but not having

completed) secondarv education. conditional on a full set 0f age by fathers hirthplacc

hxcd effects. The pattern suggcsts that cohorts bonn after 1986 are more likclv to be

studeiits in Ingli 5(11001 at i11V iVQ1l Conditional 011 (liffcrclltial age trcnds, Muslini

womcn are on avcrage somewhat more likely tu stav in secondary education longer than

non-Mnslirns. hnt this gap widens for affected cohorts. One reason this may happcn,
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which would he consistent with observations made in the officiai evaluations of the

bans effects, is the ban led girls to repeat a ciass. This could bc bccause of time lost

during the mediation period. switches from puhhc to private education. or simplv the

pernicious effeets of discrimination at scbool on girls effort ami grades.

Figure 3 about here.’

-

The increase in enroilment rates in secondarv education conditional on age is sub—

staitial in magnitude. Muslim wonwns enrollinent rates increase hv up to 4 percentage

points. Note that arnong 20 ear olci non—\Iuslims. onlv around 79 are stili attending

secondarv education. For Mus]ims this share is 13.3% — a difference that is largely

explained hy the estirnated effect of the vciling law.

Second, we find evidence that Mnshm girls drop ont of school in direct response to

the law’s impiementation. The panel nature of 11w French LFS alloxvs us tu examine

hov the student status of Muslim xvonien c}ianged after 200-l. W’e retrict aitention to

xvonicn enrolled in secondarv school in the spring quarter of each school vear and who

;vere o]xlcr than 16 (anci thus could have legallv droppeci ont of sehool if they wanted

to). We tben compute a proxv for droppi ig out of school. as tue diffcrence in student

status between spring quarter and fall quarter of tlie next school vear. This variable

takes on the vahie 1 for individuals vho vcre students in secondary cducation in the

spring quarter. but are not students anyntole (in any degree of education) in the fali of

the samc academic vear. Vc examine how this average differcnce changes for Mnslim

girls after 2004, 1w estimating the specification in eqnation 2. 11w resuits are plottecl

in Figure 4 for ail survev years in our sample. \Vhilc we onlv have information on one

calendar vear before 2004 (the change between spuing 2003 anci faR 2003). it is clear

that tins differeiicc is zero and increases In arounci 6 percentage points in 2001—2005.

With die exception of 2006 and 2009. all vears afrer 2001 see an increased dropout rate

for Muslim \voillen compared to their non—\Inshm counterparts.

[Figure 4 about Iiere.}
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Figure E.2 in the Appendix examines Hie cffects of the han 011 meuS Iikelihood of

dropping out of secondarv school. piotted alongside those of women. For men. as for

women. there is an increase in the ciropout rate in the two vears dircctlv foflowirig the

irnpementatiou of the ban. For rater x-cars. the difference in the dropout rate returns

to pre-2004 levels or even decreases for mcii. Tahe 2 demonstrates the robustness of

this resuit to a number of specifications ami successive inclusion of flxed effects,hoth

for men and for xvomen. Once again. estimated magnitudes for women are ‘arge. The

average rate of eaving secondary education in our data is 11.8 percent. Estiinates in

Talile 2 indicate an increase in dropout rates for Muslini women exposed to the law of

up to 60 percent of tins tong run average. a sizable effect.

[Table 2 about here.)

There are two possib]e explanations for the (lifferential drop ii: student status for

\1ushn1 women after 2004. One possibilitv is that thev compete secondarv education.

but do not follo;v their cbssmates to universitv. _kiteniatix-elv. thev drop ont earlier,

hetçwe eouiphtiiig se((m(Iarv (dUU4.I01I iii HIC hrst place. ArI>Itratiiig lWtwPCll TII(5(’

two scenarios allows us tu further test if the observeci effect indeed resuits from the

2001 law: since the ban (bd not legallv pertain to nniversities. we should not sec an

immecliate reduction in university attendance rates between 2003 and 2001. Instead.

tue short-mn effet stunild couic froni dmoii ut Its iii scc( iiiclarv cclucat u in.

Table 3 deinonstrates that tins is indeed the case. Colunins (1) and (2) disilay tlie

differential change iii the dropout rat froiti secondarv education kir \Iuslim \VOHIeli

in tue short (column 1) and tong mn (column 2). Specifically. colunm 1 presents the

estimated effect of Hie ban on clropout rates hetxveeii 2003 and 2004. i.e. during die

first x-car of implementation. Thongh imprecisely estimated. the effect is negative and

larger in the short—mu. Columns (3) amI (4) present the same (lifferential effect for

the ciropout rate ont of universitv. TJnlike ;vith those in high school. I\luslim women

enrofled in mnnversity are not more likelv to drop out in 2004. They do, however.

become more hkelv to drop ont in the longer run. Conditional on s fnll set of parent

2f



birthplace—specific age effects. this finding is consistent with 11w immediate effects of

the mw 011 high sciiool dropout rate carrving On to universitv in later ;fars. It is also

consistent witi accounts of Muslim wonien that discrimination against those vho veil

vas also present in the universitv in the vears folloving the bans impiementation. even

though the officiai law did not appiv to higher education.

[Table 3 about here.j

In sum, our resuits so far indicate that the 2001 headscarf han negativelv impacted

the secondarv edncational atta iment of Musiim vomen. It also had nvo additional

effeuts. h lcd affected cohorts of Mushni woniei to spenci more tinle coinpleting sec—

ondarv education As Tables 2 and 3 show. it also iiiade \luslini wonien more Likely to

drop ont of secondarv school upon iniplementation of t.he law, but also in subsequent

vears. The effect spiiiied over to Muslini men. though tins vas liniiteci in magnitude

and duration. -
-

b vhat extent wcie these facts the resuit ni discrimination faccd hv rhese cohorts in

s(-booi? XVhulc we cannot precisely test hoxv much of the effect is due to discrimination.

we can show thar affected cohort.s facecl more intense discrimination at school than the

control group. In this purpose. we applv our difference—in—differences specification to the

IcO survey. Figure 5 plots the interaction coefficient froni equation 1 in the sample of

Frencb—born wonwn horn 1980-199-1. Columns l—2 of Table B.3 in thc Appendix report

thc magnitudes associated ;vitlr these effccts. as weB as a comparison of the differential

effect between nien and women. in a triple difierences speuification . Affected cohorrs

are significanriv morc hkelv to sav that rhev have cxperienced racism (in the form of

insuits or ha.rassment) in sehooi. Thev are also more likeiv to report lover trust in

the French school. These results show that \Iuslim girls were differentiailv treated

in schoois, ancl thus work as evïdence for a discrimination channel ciriving results on

educational outeomes.

[Figure 5 about here.j



6 Effects on long-run sociocconornic integration

‘Se ncxt proccecl to eXaHHHe hcw the head.searf han affected a larger set cf longer term

outeomes. \\‘e are unable to preciselv distinguish vhat part cf these effects is the di

rect resuit cf 1over educaticual attainment . ami vhat part was independentlv produced

through the mechanisms highlighted in Section :3. Our aiialvsis cf the TeO does. hcv—

ever. provide suggestive quantitative evideuce for buth the role cf discrimination and

that cf ic1entit \Ve ccmplement and further strengthen tins evidence with qualitative

data from interviews in Section 7.

Our analvsis here mirrors that presented in Table 1. ilsing as clependent variables

a number cf different outccmes: lahor force participation. emplcvment, cc—habitation

with ones parents. the likellhcod cf heing married. ami numhcr cf chiidren. In Table

4. we estimate cur prcfcrred specificaticu cf equaticn 1, which includes a full set cf

siirvcv and age fixed efibets i iteraci cd with fatiiers reglou or coinitrv cf birth .Affectecl

coliort.s cf ?dusllm wcmcn are almost 3 perccntage points niore likelv tc he cut cf

tue labcr force and 3.7 percentage pcints less iikely tc he emplcved. They are also

2.4 percentage points more likely tc live xvith their parents. Finaih while we find ii

sniall (negative) difference in the llkeliliood cf nuarriage. affected cchcrts arc alunost 4

percentage points more likelv to have dhiidren.

Table 1 about here.l

Both the labor markct and social effects are substanriai. \Vhen comparing theni

to the cfference between Muslim and noi—MusIin vcmen amcng untreated cohcrts.

the estimated magnitudes iudicate that the veiling iaw ;videns the gap with respect

tu empiovment 1w more than a third (initial gap of 10.9X ) and thc gap xvith respect

to lahor force participation by more than haif (initiai gaf) cf 5.3?/c). The gal) between

I\Iusliins and non—\luslims in cohabitation with parents increases by a similar amount

(more than a third cf the initia.1 ga.p cf 6.9V ). Reassuringlv, we find simiiar patterns

when we repheate cur resuits in thc 2011 1% sample cf the F’rench census. These are
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discussed in Section A.2 of the Appendix.

Finallv. ve use the TeO data to provicle evidence that tue 2004 ban had ail inipact

nu wiai ideni.iI y. Figure 6 report s ciitferenl ial t1e N ou van’ uts self—report cd :easures

of identitv for school age eoiiofls of Muslini xvomen.12 Affeced cohorts are hss likelv

(though not significantlv so) to report higher levels of agreenient vith the statement

I am seen as French. but not less likely to sav that t.hey feel at home in France.

Surprisingly. treated cohonts are more likely tu identify both as French. and with their

fathers country of ongiii. though on average. identification tends to inerease more with

the iathers onigin than xvith France. Ihis indicates that icleutitv. whether French or

foreign. became a more salient issue for cohoris affected bv the law. Models of opposi—

tiouial identitv formation (Bisin et aI. 2011) would suggest that atteuipts at assimilation

have a polanizing eftect. by forcing individuals tu identifv witlt une of two incompatible

identities. Whule we find some indication of this effect here — siuce Muslim womeu

identifv relatie1v more with theïr fathers background on average — our resuits do not

fullv support tue predictons of such unodels. Tue headscarf han mav have cast Muslim

identitv as incompatible with French ideals. but the TeO resuits suggest thatMusliin

woiHcn respond tu this hv reaffirming their belonging to both France and their ethnie

ami religions coniinunities.

[Figure 6 about here.j

7 Qualitative evidence on mechanisrns

To coiuplenieiit mur ernpirical analvsis. as ve1l as provide eviclence particularly on the

rnechanisms dniving our long—terni estimated effects. we leverage qualitative interviews.

‘2Coiuinns 3—7 of Table 8.3 in tue Àppend:x re:ort the tiiagnitiides assocated virh these effecrs.

as \vell as a couipar:soui of tEe ditfcrcu:tial offert hetwrcii mcii anti woiiwn. iii a trip’e dLHer01100s

speri ficarion.

21



The experiences oF voung Muslim respondents show 1mw the discriininator environ—

ment present after the 2001 han inipaired xvomens educational and career trajectories.

Inter iexvs also reveal a sp]it in the attitudes and hehaviors of voittg Muslim wornen.

The incompatihilitv of tue \Iuslim aixi Frencli identities. signaled [w the han and re—

itiforced fyv tue media, drove some respoHdents to vithdraxv hotu French societ while

others reasserted their helonging b both F’renc’h and Muslini commimities.

This section draws on interviews with 20 Mushm women conducted by one of the

authors in Paris in Julv—August 2011. Information about sampling strategy and data

collection is provided in Appendix Section D. Importantly. the respondent pool is di

verse in terms of age. ranging from 18 to 17. as wcll as immigrant origins. including

sHb-Saharan Africa. Nortli Africa. Turkc’v. ami Pakistan. Because xve anticipate the

heaclscarf ban to have negat:velv affecteci vounger cohorrs who xvere in rho education

svstem in 2004. iii’ age distribution of responclents enahies us to cerroborates that

older cohorfs were unaffected bv the han, Summarv statistics on the characteristies ôf

inrervievees are provided in Table D.2 in the Appendixi3

7.1 Discrimination channel

Interviews indicate tliat the ban generated differential treatinent of \Iuslim vomen in

educational institutions and the labor market. t.herehv impeding Muslim women’s ad—

vancement. First the law instituteci a de facto discrinnnatorv regiine in primary and

secondarv education. ;vherein veiled girLs were tue primarv targets of the new regula—

nons. Twentv—eight—vear-old Naclia shared ber own experienc’e of expulsion.’1 Naclia

started veiling at 13. \Vhen sue veiled at scliool. lier teachers were disinaved but failed

ta convince lier to tiliveil. The school ultimate]v expelleci lier and engaged a govern—

3These interviews were approved by Yole Universitvs 1-lnman Subjeets Coiiiiiittee under IRB pro-
cotai 1005006869.

‘4Names have been changed ta preserve ananvmity. Her expulsion accurred priar ta the 2004 ban.
when an educatian circuiar enabied schaols ta adapt their awn reguiatians. She attencied a schoal
where veils were nat allawed.
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nient mediator to resoive the impasse. Her parents. conceriieri about lier education.

convinced lier to unveil in school.’5 Tliat process took a significeait amount of time

ami lcd lier te faH hehind relative to her peers. Her experience illustrates how die law

directlv altered the ].ives of veiled Muslini girls. with flic potential to undermine their

academic performance.

Even for girls who obeved school veiling regulations or (11(1 not x’eil at aiL the 200-1

law contributed to an environment more hostile to Muslim girls more broadly. An

anti—islamophohia lawver reported. ‘t’or tiiose who remained. there was an enormous

psvchological effect. They are niade to feel like cuiprits but they have donc nothing.

Despite that. thev are hurniliated. and [thei do not understancl whv they are insulted

or made te £eel hke outsiders.’ Interviewees vho vere iii die education svstem iii

2001 recall an environnient of scrutinv and suspicion after tlte passage of the han.

Respondents in scliools vitli predonnnantly French—origin peers vere asked to serve as

represenfatives of the Musliin communitv: thev were challenged to disprove the heifefits

of the bati: its preservation of secularism. ifs liheration of ?duslini woinen frorn religious

pressure. and ifs assuniation of a community that claimed to he French but preserves

its difference.’7 The stereotvpes and interrogations piaced \Iuslim girls. particnlarlv

highlv religions eues. under considerable stress. and flic more discussion [of the han].

the more 011e 15 alienated”

7.2 Identity channel

The la.’ also signaled that veihng was not compatible witli the French identity. The

narrative of the inconsistency of the Islamic and F’reuch identities xvas reinforced lw

the national media as well as enacted throngh the formai enforcement of the iaw in

t•tkuifior interview. Julv 2011.

ttÀui hor interview. JuIv 2011

‘TAut hor interview. JuIv 2011

8Author interview. Julv 2011
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schools and its unanthorized application in higher educarion. Responclents vere ail

keenlv aware of tue aileged incompatihilitv of tlieir Muslim and French identities. but

t 11cv ( Lrtcred iii t huir reactn 1115. nue rej cred t lic false c-In 11CC’ I )etweeuu jch’tit it les amI

reasserted their right to be hoth F’reneh ami Muslim. One respondent proclaimed

that she was born in France. she speaks the language. and she respects the laws. and

therefore she xvas as French as an other citizen. She. and others. insisted on integrating -

011 their terms. maintaining their veils auj French values .A few interviewees used

activisun at unjversitv or through civic associations to attirm their dual identities’9

One snch activist explaiuued. But for me. I think that h ietreating. giving up is not

the solution at ail. I think it is necessarv to c]ing on... when vou hang on. vou makc

advancenients.”2° In contrasr. other respondents chose to retreat into tlieir )Juslim

identitv. This retreat took nanv forrns. snch as attending a school where chiidren of

innnigrants predouninate. applying to work in )Jushun—owned businesses. anri noving

to iln±nigrant—donlillatecl suhûrhs.2’ Que woman interviewed left work a]together and

began vearing the hurqa. She explains heu decision, •vou eau (10 xvhat von vant ;vithout

limitations if von have bad intentions. But there is persecution E0f tixose who want to

do good - k is the hvpocrisv of Franec. Tluev teach in schools ihat xve are free but

then thev close off ail of vour options: thev do not ac(-ept vou at ail if von do not

conforuuu]. 2

The dvnamics described here were reported hy \1us1im women horn between 1983

and 1990. Respondents horn in the 1960s and 1970s were not personally impacted bv

the han, neitlier were those horn after 1990. Rokhava. a French-Senegalcse wotnan horn

in 1976. descrihes an adolescence without- a rclentless focus 011 Islam and veiling. \Vhen

sue started working in 1998 ,she experienced no pushback against ber religions practice

‘9A1[rluor interviews with rhrec responcienrs. Julv 2011.

20Àutlior nterviev. juIv 2011.
21 One respondent in particul-ar reported thai. the persecution she feit pushed her to becorne rnuch

more insular and closcr to her family. (Author interview. Julv 2011.)

22Author interview. Ju]v 2011.
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at xvork. including covering ber hair anci praving.23 These (:OhOrt clifferences provide

ev:deHce that \luslin’_ girls n school in 200-1 xvere. inost affected 5v the headscarf la;v

relative to okier cohorts.

8 Discussion and conclusion

Do bans on religions expression affect minoritv integration? In this paper ive svstem—

aticallv investigate the effects 0f the 2004 French headscarf ban and show that the

integration of Muslim vonien xvas negativelv inipacted hv the hnv along a nuniber of

(li IIWIIS1O1LS. Afl{( t (‘(1 cOIl( )rt S t )i ) Ii i—1iii Wt )1I1t’n art’ less lik( Iv t t complet e secommdarv

education. more likelv to drop ont of sec-ondarv school after tue laivs enactment. and

more likely to take longer to compete secondarv educaticm. Long-term socioeconomic

outcomes and attitudes are also affected. Treatecj cohorts have iower rates of lahor force

participation ami employntent anci are more likelv to have more chiidren. A combina—

tion of quantitative and qualitative evidence suggests that timese results are prinarliy

driven bv txvo inechanisms. The First one is tiiscrimination. eithcr through tlie po}icv

itself or through negative attitudes surrounding nid accompam-ing its implemnentation.

Tins znanifestcd in schoob with chrect consequences for educational performance and

enroliment. but also in universit3- anti in the labor niarket. The second mechanism is

flic strengtheiung of Muslim identity anci the xveakenillg of tics vith France. which lcd

vomcn affected 5v the ban to retreat into tiicir coznmunities amzd avozd interaction with

the broader societz

\\e emiinhiasizi’ t iiese tW’() i1i( ‘clInhiL—liis. aS I 1H miiec1:ators ut l )s’rv d t’ttect s must

supportcd hy ont evidence. They do not. however. cxhaust the set of potential channels

at work. The heaciscarf ban rnav affect outcomes bv interfering with other functions

flint veihng performs for women xvho use if. such as signahing adherence to the norrns

23 Author interview. Julv 2011
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of the religions community. Studies such as Carvaiho (2012), Patel (2012). and Aksoy

and Gambetta (2016) suggest that pions Is]amic dress is used hy Muslim womcn as a

cotuniitiilciit dcvicc whch. by afhrnnng their religiosity ta the coiniiiunity, allows thom

to work and otherwise participate iii the hroadcr society. Bv removing tins signaling

mechanism, veiling hans can thus have the perverse effect of increasing religiosit anci

decreasing integration. There are a few different reasons ta think that school-age girls

may suhstitute away from veihng ta other signais af religions conimitment. As the third

generation is mare religiaus than priar gelierations. signaling religious piety. in general

or ta peers. is mare important than in prior generations. Moreover. parents. who are

particularly religious couhi have played a raie in tliese substitution decisions. Some of

the documented effects of the law involved girls switching froin public to private schools

or ta distance learning sa that they would not have ta remove their head covers (Mattei

and Aguilar 2016). Far students or parents w-ho did not have the nieans to switch in

• that way. substitution côuld have manifested with increased monitoring af hehavior a.nd

increased emphasis on religions behavior outside the schoal. Such behaviors could have

a lasting impact on girls religiositv. and associated attitudes towards female education

or lahor force participation in the long mu» These behaviors would also be consistent

with the iclentitv channel we document ahove. thongh we lack the data to identify

whether signaling considerations plaved an addit.ional rob in Muslim women’s clecisions.

( )ur papor niakcs four main contributions. First xvc are the tirst to causallv asscss

the impact of veiling laws in general and of the French 200-1 law in particular. Given the

increasing prexralemice of these iaws. the support thev garner hoth from native popula—

tians and European courts. as well as the intense debate snrrounding thom. a systematic

positive evaluation of their effects xx-as prominentlv absent. Second, we contrihute ta a

2’The work of \Ieversson (2011) in Turkey provides an interesting test of a similar hypothesis in the
reverse setup. In Turkey. feinale educational outcomes irnproved in nmunicipalities with higher Islarnic
representation in the local gox-ernment. cansistent with the interpretation that an education more
aligned with religions narnis may increase educational investment of bath parents and schoolchildren.
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growing theoretical ami empirical literature on the effeuts of assimilationist policies on

minority outcornes and identity, which so far bas produced conflicting resuits. Thougb

some theoretical studies snggest the likelihood of u minoritv reaction to assimilationist

atteinpts (Bisin et al. 2011: Carvaiho 2012). others discount such n possibilitv (Alesina

and Reich 2013), a.nd empirical work bas produced conflicrtng evidence. Feir (2016) and

Gregg (2018) suggest that even the legacv of assimilationist Native Ainerican boarding

scbools in the US and Canada can be positive for individuals and communities in terms

of econonnc indicators. At the sanie tiine, Fouka (2018) flnds tliat forced nonolingual—

ism intensifies minority self—identification, but that such effects are cliaracterized by

substantial heterogeneity in responses depending on the initial degree of assimilation

and rninority identity. Our studv shows that religions bans eau have a siniilar negative

effect on integration. but makes substantial progress compared to existing literature in

identifving the mechanisms behind tIns affect -

Third. ve pr vide tiew evidence on die effert- thar discrimination lïas for immigrant

hehavior and ilitegration outeornes. lheoret ieallv. one potential effcct cf discrimination

is tliar ir induces ininoritv group members to disassociate tliemselves from the nnnor—

itv group and assiniilate into die in-ajoritv in order to avoid being singled ont. Fouka

(2017) fiuids evideuce for such effects in the behavior of German inunigrants in the US

during the period of heightened anti-Gernianism that fo]lowed \Vorld \Var I. At tue

sanie time. it is also theoreticallv possible that discrimination can lead to alienation or

radicalization. Adida. Laitin. and Valfort (2011) use hehavioral games to show tint dis

criminatibn against Mus]Ims and alienation cf tue latter coexist in n discriminatory

equilihrium in F’ranee. GouicI and Kior (2015) show that the integra.tion of Muslim

immigrants in the US ;vas substantialh- liindercd after 9/11. and more so in states that

saw a liigher rise in hate crime. \litts (2018) shows that online Islamic radicalization

correlates with patterns of right—\ving vuting in Europe. In rhe absence of exogenous

var:arion in discrimination none of these studies identifies a cansal effect of discrimi

nation on imnngrant heha\-ior. Our stndv contributes w this literature bv isolaring a
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causal effect of tue veihng ban on )‘luslim outcomes arid providing multiple piece J

evideiwe tliat iiidicate that the effect is driven hv discrimination of )dusliin wonien at

scho ol.

Finallv. ouï stnclv contri utes to a broader (lehate on the suceess of inulticuitur—

alist policies. \Vright auJ Bloemraad (2012) auJ Bloeinraad and Wright (2014) have

attempted to place countnes 011 a spectruin of multiculturalism and assessthe impact

of nulticu1tura1isr. j)olcies 011 immigrant iiircgrttioii. Ilicir findings suggcst that iniilti—

culturalism has mode.st positive effects for the first generarion auJ 110 discernihie effects

for the second gelleration. Bv movitig bevond cross—country correlations and focusing

011 file (‘valuation of a specifie policy. our studv informs 111e debate on the merits of

multiculturaiisrn hv providing causal evidence that polieies xvitli ail assimilationist char—

acter eau lnnder integration. Evaluating the impacts of specific mtegration pohcies can

he a useful complementarv approach to broader ovcrviews of country policy packages.

and a fruitfnl avefiue for future research on immigration and integration.

It is worth ernphasizmg at tins point. that important potential effects of the han are

not easv tu assess with existing data. Theoretical vork on cnltural transmission (Bisin

and Verdier 2001: Bisin et al. 2011) suggests that assimdatiomst policies. cultural bans

and native discrimuiation have long—run inulti—generatiotial implications for tue dv—

namies of nnnorit identitv. 011e of the potential impacts of veiling bans Iiighlighted

1w C’arvaliio (2(112) N tlwir pot(’nti?ii tu iiurvas- rvligio<itv l11d ininoritv idUIltihUatlOiI

among vounger generatins. To what extent policies like the headscarf ban affect 111e

incentives of second—generation immigrants to acetilturate their children. auJ the mi—

plications this mav have for minoritv identitv in die long—mn are important questions

that remain iinanswered. \Ve leave such questions ro future research.
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Figure 1. Prevalence of laws regulating veiling across Europe

Headscarf Ban Burqa Ban

missing

Source: European Commission (2017) and Open Societ.y Foundations (2018). Dii the left, the map
visualizes the status of headscarf bans. National or local laws refer to bans iinpleniented hroadly in
the public sphere or specific contexts such as schools or courts. On the right. the map visualizes the
status of national hans on the full—face veil (burqa or niqah).

no ban local national missing no ban local national
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Figure 2. Prohahility of having conipletecl secondarv education liv hirth cohort for
French—born women
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The figure plots residuals, aggregated over two-vear cohorts. from a regression of an indicator for
completed secondarv education on age ami siirvev ear fixed effects. The sam])1e consists of French—
born \vomen horn after 1980 and who were at least 20 vears oki at survev vear. Data is from the 2004

to 2012 waves of the LFS. Circle size is proportional to sample size. The vertical une corresponds to
1986. the flrst hirth cohort impacted bv the han.
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Figure 3. Likelihood of being a student in secondary education. conditional on age
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The figure plots estimates of the interaction coefficiej:t between Mijs]im engin antI 2—vear hirth cohonts

from a regression of an indicator for heing in secondarv school. that aditioixaIlv con:rols for sunev
\car and fathers birthulace bv age fixed effects. Vertical unes denote 90 confidence intenvals. Tue
salnple consïsts of French—born women horn af:er 1980 and wI]o were ar least 20 vears old at survev
year. Data is froni the 2001—2012 xvaves of the LFS.
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Figure 4. Change iii student status between spring and fali quarter, difference Muslim
women vs others

The figure plots estimates of the interaction coefficient between Musliin origin and survev year fixcd
effects from a regression of an indicator for changed student statits between fou and spring quarter

of the sarne schoou vear. that also controls for survev vear. hirth cohort and fathers birthplace hv

age fixed effcts. Vertical hues denote 00% (oIIhc]eulce intervals. Tue sample coiisists of French—bonu

woinen aged 16 or above at survey year. who ‘vere enrolied in secondarv educatiun in t]uc spring quarter

of the previons vear. Data is froua the 2004 -2012 LFS.
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Figure 5. Effects on self—reported attitudes related to sehool

[xperienced racism in school

Trust in French school -
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Estimated difference in differences

The figure plots coefficient estimates and 909 confidence intervals from the interaction between Maslim
religion and an indicator for inctividuals born after 1986. The regressl()n controls for birth cohort and
religion fixed effects, as well as for a linear \luslirn—specific age trend. The sample consists of French—
born women born after 1980. Oitcoies. are standardized and estimated effects can be interpreted in

terms of standard deviations. Data is From the Trajectories and Origins survey.
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Figure 6. Effects on self—reported attitudes reatec1 to ideiititv
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The Figure plots coefficient estimates and 907 confidence intervais from the interaction hetween )dllslim

religion and an indicator for individuals hotu after 1986. The regression controls for birtli cohort and
religion fi*ed effects, as weIl as for a linear ).[uslim-specific age trend. The sainple consists of Fiench
born xvonwn boni after 1980. Outcomes are standardized and estimated effects cnn be htterpreted in
terms of standard deviations. Data is from the Trajectories ami Origins survev.

42



Table 1. Effect on the probabilitv of having eonip].eted secondary education

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dep. Variable Complet ed secondar educat ion

i\Iuslim y Bora after 1986 -0.029.5 -0.0386 -0.0712

(0.00776) (0.00771) (0.00313) (0.0080.5)

Muslim father only x Dom after 1986 -0,0233
(0.00298)

lilusliin fat ber and mother y I3orn after 1986
(000776)

Observations 1.526.5 1.5265 1.5265 45265 45265

R-squared 0.00456 0.00548 0.00985 0.00994 0.0117

Birth year FE / / / / /
Fat bers hirthplace FE / / / / 4/

Survey year FE / / 4/ 4/

Age >< Fathers hirthplace FE / / /
I\ Itislim-specific lincar t rend V V

Notes: The sample coiisists of Fmeiich-born woiiieii boni after 1980 aud vlio wcrc at Ieast 20 ;cars old at siave; vear.
Data is froin tue 2001 2012 waves of tue LFS. Muslini refers in wosiicii wliose fatlwr ‘vas bora in the laglireb or Oie
\liddle East. Standard errors are clustered ai tlw fathers birtiiplace level, p< 0.01. p< 0.05. * p< 0.1.
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Table 2. Change in student statua between spring and fail quarter

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dep. Variable Change in student status

Panel A: Wonxen

Muslini x 2004 or later -0.0208 0.O7O1* O.O662* -0.0542 0.0561t**

(00278) (0.0365) (0.0302) (0.0163) (0.0178)

Observations 8667 8667 8667 8667 1387

R-squared 000383 0.0981 0.100 0.107 0.136

. - Panel B: )\len

Musihn x 2004 or later -0.00333 -0.00932 -0.00771 -0.0112 0.0315
(0.0313) (0.0329) (0.0332) (0.0171) (0.0303)

Observations 8162 8162 8162 8162 1479

R-squared 0.001.53 0.0913 0.0974 0.104 0.160

Survev year FE / / / / /
Fathef s hirthphce FE / / / / /
AgeFE / / / /
Birth year FE / / /
Age x Fathers hirtliplare FE / /
Sample 2003-2001 /

Notes: The depeLidelit variable is .sludent .status in quarter 4, rlifference from quarter 2. The sairiple

is restricted to Freue[i-born mdividuals 01(1er 0mo 16. w[io \vere in secondarv education 2 quarters
before. Data is frotu Oie 2003—2012 LFS. Standard errors clustered at the fatiiers hirthplace level.
p< 0.01. ** p< 0.05. * p< 0.1.
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Tahe 3. Like].iliood of being in secondarv or tertiary education, conditional on age

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Dep. Variable In secondarv In universitv

Musliin x 2001 or later -0.0196 -0.0111 0.00766 -0.0342
. (0.232) (00525) (Œ 209) (0.0410)

Observations 1387 8667 1387 8667
R-squared 0230 0.201 0.169 0.172

Survey year FE / / / /
Birth year FE / / / /
Age x Fathers birthplace FE / / / /
Sample 2003-2001 / /

Notes: Ihe sample is restricted to French-born worneri older than 16. who xvere iii secondary education
2 quarters before. Datais from the 2003—2012 LFS. Standard errors clustered a the father’s hirthplace
level. p< 0.01. p< 005, * p< 0.1.
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A Robustness checks

A.1 Ruling out alternative explanations for effects on educa

tional attainrnent

\V perform a wide set of checks to venfv thc validitv of the estiniated effect of the han

on the likelihood of completing secondarv schooL Figure A.1 is a replication of Figure

2 for a set of diffi-renI comparisons that constitute plausible placebo checks. If the

effert esthnated in the previous section is incleed residting froin thc veiling ban, ra.ther

ulian from general discrimination or other evenrs. then it should he niore proiioiinced

for \luslim ;vomen. as conipared to Muslini men. Tliis is indeed xvhat ve observe. The

upper panel of Figure 2 plots the conditiona likelihood of complering secondary educa—

tion in the sample of iiien. coniparing Muslims to non—Mus].ims. There is some;vhat of

a dijj in ediicational attainment for cohorts boni in 1986 or 1987. but die drop is not as

pronouuced as for ;voinen. Though die trend for Muslin mon is more of a continuation

of an earlier trend ami relmunds for vounger cohorts. it is stiil potentially reflective cf

an ii1irxt (‘tt(ct cl tin’ law.

Siniilarlv. if the estiinated effec: is resuhing from a general increase in xenophobia.

potentia1v targeting women more threctlv. we should observe a similar drop in cdii

cational attainnient of cohorts boni 1956 or later for all inimigrallt groups. This is

not vhat ve find The iniridie ami lower paneL of Figure .-\.1 focus on îLe saniple cf

vomen. but dchnc as treated two groups of second—generatiun in:migrant women that

shonlcl not have boen aftcctcd hv die han: Southern Europeans (the largest group of

second generation immigrants in France aftcr those from the Maghreb) anci those horn

in Laos. Vietnam or Cainhodia. Despite sinaller sample sizes. there is no pattern that

mirrors that for Musliin ivoiHen anti that would indicate that confounding factors are

affecting the edncational profiles of vounger cohorts of second generation imnngrants

in general.
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Figure A. 1. Paceho resuits for men and non—Muslim second generation immigrant
wonien

o
Q,
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I • . •

960 ‘955 1990 ‘995
Ya’ ut birh

• Muslim o Non—usIi

‘no

190 1 95 990 19195

Year vi birih

H Born in Souihern Europe O Orhers

X

C
D

D
t)
D—
D

r,
D
C

19O 1965 1990 1995
Ver o’ b 1h
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Tlw figure plots residisals. aggregated over two—year cc)]morrs. from a regression of an indirator for
completed .secondary education on age and survev year f,xed effects. The sample consists of French
born ulen (upper panel) or women (middle and lower pane]) boni after 1980 and who were at least 20
years old at snrvev year. Data is from the 2001 to 2012 waves of the LFS. Circle size is proportiona]
to sample size.
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To address any concerus that the drop in completed secondary education for younger

cohorts refleets discrimination spurred h’’ 9/11. xve run additional placebo regressions.

Table _A.1 reports 1.1w ijiterartiol (ce1hei(nt of otir prefcrred speeihcatjoii (tliat rcporl.ed

in Colurnn (3) cf Table 1) ;xiien using each cohort in our sarnple as an alternative cutoif

for treatrnent. Onlv 1986 corresponds to a large and significant negative effect on

educational attainnient, Irnportantlv. ainost ail coefficients for cohorts born before

1986 arc! near zero. nidn’ating tliat nnr hlnlil1gs are flot I rcrev tue voitiiniation cf s

trend that. started in 2001.

Our difference-in-differences design docs not require that Muslims sud non—Muslims

are halanced in terms of their eharaeteristics in order to deliver estiniates of causal

effects. The validitv of the design only requires that anv differenee between the two

groups would have remained constant in the absence of the headsearf ban. Figure 2 antI

the robustness cf our results to controlling for pre—trends and alternative eutoffs mdi—

cate the’absencc off differential pre—trends in secondarv edueational attainnient betkvcen

\Iuslhns and non—\Iuslims. Nonerheless. to further ensure ihar aiiv (liflerential effeet is

not driven bv a timevarving change in other cliaracteristics of the sample. -e combine

difference—in—differences ;vith a halaneing exercise in the spirit of Ladd ami Lenz (2009).

\Ve use eutropv balancmg (Hainmueller 2012) to balance Muslims and non—Muslims in

terms of pre-treatment covariates. The iuethod geiierates a set off veights, that. when

applied to the original sample, balance sclcct.ed moments cf the trcatment and control

group. We match the means of the following pre—treatment charaeteristics available

in the LFS: a full set of age duninfies, s set of indicators for different categories of

urbamzation. anti an mndieator for individuals living in sensitive u.r&wn zones (Zones

urbaines sensibles. ZUS). urban areas ;vith high imcmplovment. a low percentage of

high school graduates antI a high pereentage cf public housiug. wiiich are specifically

targets for state polie;’ in Franee. Table A.2 in the Appendix presents eharaeteristics of

the balanced and unbalanced samples. and Table A..3 replieates our main results afrer

applving entropv balance ;veights. Botiï the size and the sigrufleanee of the coefficients
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reniain la.rgely unaffected.

Table A.2. Covariate balance hefore ami afrer applving entropv balance xveights

.ariaNes Muslim Non—Niuslim (unveigbted ) Non—Muslim (weighred)

Age 21 0.102 0.120 0.102

Age 22 0.092 0.118 0.093

Age 23 0.098 0.112 0.098

Age 21 0.089 0.091 0.089

Age 25 0.097 0.076 0.097

Age 26 0.081 0.067 0.084

Age 27 0.075 0.058 0.075

Age 28 0.063 0.018 0.063

Age 29 0.017 0.010 0.017

Age 30 0.037 0.031 0.037

Age 31 0.023 0.022 0.023

Age 32 0.012 0.010 0.012

Rural 0.033 0.045 0.033

Less than 15.000 inhabitants 0.007 0.014 0.007

15.000 — 19.999 inhahitants 0.004 0.008 0.004

20.000 — 21.999 inhahitaiits 0.010 0.022 0.010

2.5.000 — 31.999 inhabjtants 0.011 0.022 0.011

35.000 — 11.999 inhahitants 0.011 0.024 0.011

.50.000 — 99.999 inhahitains 0.060 0.073 0.060

100,000 199,999 inhabitants 0.087 0.097 0.087

200,000 — 499,999 inhabitants 0.145 0.191 0.145

500,000 9.999.999 inhabitants 0.339 0.253 0.339

Paris 0.266 0.1.58 0.266

lUS 0.22.5 0.061 0.225

Notes: The sa1npe cousists 0f Freneh—born won’en boni after 1980 and who were at Ieast 20

old at survev year. Data is from the 2001—2012 waves cf the LFS. Muslini refers to women \vlicse

father was bora in the Maghreb or the lidJie East.
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Table Al. Robustness: Ettect oiT flic probabilitv of compicting secondarv education,
entropv balance weighrs

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Dep. Variable Compteted secondarv educ.at ion

Musliin / Bora afrer 1986 0.0276** 0.0250* 0.0429* -O.0662
(0.00882) (0008.32) (000209) (0.0111)

Obserxations 45255 45255 45255 45255
R-squared 0.0102 0.0115 0.0197 0.0199

Birth year LE / / / /
Father’s birthplace LE / / / /
Survey year LE / / /
Age x Fathers hirthplaee LE / /
)duslim-specific linear trend V’

Notes: 11w sarap[c consists of French—horu womeii bora after 1980 and who were at least 20 years
old at survcv -ear. Entropv balance weighrs applied. matching the mean of a set of age indicators.
eleven indicators for levels of urbanizations anti an iliflicator for residence in ZIJS areas. Data is from
the 2001—2012 vaxes of the LFS. )1uslini refers:o vomen whose father w-as l’arn in te Maghreb
or te ?diddle East. Standard errors are clustered M te fa:hers birthplace levet. p< 0.01. **

p< 0.05. * p< 0.1.



A.2 Replicating LFS resuits using census microdata

TU verifv the robustness of the resnlts in LES. we use information from the 2011 1

sample cf the French census microdata. which is part of the International Integrated

Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS International). collected and distrihuted bv the

Universitv of Minnesota.23 Tins dataset records parents country of origin onlv for in

dividuals \vhose parents are ohservecl to live with t.hem in the sanie household. \VIiiIe

this is an unrepresentative saiiiple of ail individuals in our age range of interest, dif—

fereuces hetween tItis siibsample aucl the broacler population are not very large.26 In

any case, our empiricai estimates of the hans effect remain internailv vahd viihin

this subsample. As in the LFS. \VC retrict our attention to the native boni and code

a.sMushni vomen whosc father was boni in Algeria. Morocco. Tunisia. or Turkev

and as non—Muslim those vith fathers born in Italv. Portugal. Spain. France. or the

European Union. We drop from the sarnple those with fathers boru in non—specified

parts of Europe. of Africa. or the rest of tin world, which cannot be identifieci as pre—

dominantlv Mushm. Figure A.2 shows the distribution of second—geueration i\Iuslim

women iw fathers country of origin (upper panel), and plots (hf}erences in kev vari

ables between Muslim ami non—Mushm French—born wornen (loxver panel) in the IPUMS

dataset. Second generation Muslim women are about 2 percentage points less likelv to

have conipleted secondarv education than otlker French—horn wonieii. and about 6 per—

centage points less likelv to he emploved. Our enipirical analvsis demoustrates that

these cross—sectional differences were aniphfied for cohorts affecrud bv the 200-1 ban.

20The 2011 1% Freneh IPTJMS sa1nple conibines data fro1n 2009 to 2013. The 2006 sample combines
data from 2004 to 2008. Sirice the precise year 0f data collectioll is not specified, ve cannot identify

ami excinilc tiiose observations tliat werc collected before thc passage cf t]ic 2004 ban (the first liaif

cf 2004). Ve thus chose aol to use t]ie 2006 sample.

21’Coiripared to the full sample of ‘.onien aged 20—33 in 2011. those ilving with their parents vere 2

percentage points Iess Iikely to have cornple:ed secondarv educa:ion alkd 1 perceiitage point Iess likelv

to be in die [ahor force.
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Figure A.2. Second generation French ;vonien vith father [rom MusliHl—tnajority coun—

trv

E

t

0

E

o

E

o

Fathers birthplace

Gompleled secondary UnR’ersfty degree In labor force Elorployed

Source: 2011 IPUMS France. The sample consists of women aged 20—33 at census time. “?‘Iuslini”
refers to wonien whose father vas born in Algeria. Morocco. Tunisia or Turkev. The upper panel shows
the distribution of second—generation Muslim won[erl b father’s country of origiri. The lower panel
plots differences iu kev variables between Musliin aud uon—Muslirn Frenhu—boun \vomen.

Table À.1 replirates tIn spccificatioii in eqllarinu 1 iii tl:r IPUMS saniplo. Rcsults

are consistent with those fr0111 the LFS not iust in direction. but aLso in niagnitucle.

Column (1) replicates our main finding in the LFS on secondarv educational attaiment.

The estiniated (negative) impact of the Iaw on seconclarv educatioii completion for

atfccrcd coliorts is 29 wrceiitagu points. (ss(iItialIv itlt’ittical tu tlnit (stiIilatecl in tut’

LFS. Women are 0.5 p.p. more likelv to he ont of the lahor force and 2.1 p.p. less hkelv

to be emploved. As before, w’e estinlate ucar zero effects for the ].ikelihood of marnage,

MuslilIr—majorfly Algenia Merocco Tunisia

Education and labor force participation

Turkey

-- --p
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but wc do find a near—significant positive effect on the like]ihood of marrying sorneone

from tue same country of origin as the father for those xvomen vho are married. \Ve

estimate an identical increase in the likelihood of having chiidren as in the LES.

Given that in the IPUMS analvsis we eau onlv use data from une census vear. we

are unable tu control for (jifferent)a age prohuL’s of women b rheir fathers birthphice.

fle comparabHity of the estimates tu those of the LES suggests this matters utile.

In anv case. to icrease coi ihc lence iii unr fin Iings. iii Panel B (f Table A .4 we re )eat

our analysis with a sample of Muslim men in the saine age range. As iw the LES. we

find s sniall negative effeet of the law on secondarv attainnient of school age cubons of

Niuslim ruen. This is additiunal eviclence J the presence of a spillover effect of the law un

Mushm school aged boys. Hovever. with the exception of a lower likeiihood J marnage

for vounger cohorts of Muslim men, no otiier outcome responds tu the law. There are

tw’o. non—niutualiv exclusive vavs ru inrerpret this finding. Firsi. lower educarional

attainment is ‘more likelv tu affect later outeonies for wumen, rather than for mea.

especiailv given the langer magnitude of the estimated effect. Second. while the law

impacted Muslini boys through mechanisrns related tu school and school performance.

the efl’ect on wornen also vorked through additional chainiels related tu identit ehuiees.

as discussed in Section 3
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B Additional Figures and Tables

980 1982 984 1986
Bir1I year

Data k ftom the 2003 wave 0f the LF’S. The sarnpe consists of Freneh-born woinen.
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Figure Bi. Share off girls enrolled in s(Condarv edueatioH by birth cohort
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__.IIIiIIi
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Figure P2. Change in student status between spring and fali quarter. differenee\Iuslirn
vs others

tnd11 Women

_________

Men

Tue figurc plots estiniates of tUe interaction coefficient between Musliin origin and survev year hxed

effects froin a regression of an indicator for changed student status between fali and spring quarter

of the saine sehool year. that a]so controls for surver vear. birtit cohort anti fatilers hirthplace bv

age fixed effects. \ertiat Unes clenote 901 confidence intervais. The sample consists of Freneh—horn

individuals aged 16 or above at sur-ev vear. wiio ‘vere enrolled in seeondarv education in tUe spriitg

quarter of tUe previous year. Data is from tUe 200 1—2012 LFS.

2003 20b4 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Survey year
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TaMe Bi. Surnmary statistics \\omeii

Variables

LFS Repeated cross-section

Age

Muslini origin

Conipleted secondary

O ut oC labor force

Eniploved

Lives \VItIi parents

Hoiisework

N1irried

Has ehuilrei:

IPUMS

Age

)iuslini origin

Completed secondarv

Out oC lahor force

Emp loveJ

Housew’ork

fa une4

Endogaiuous niarriage

Fias children

TeO

Age

\fi.isiiiii

Expenienced racisn’ in school

Trust in French school

Seen as French

Feel at home in Fiance

F’i’I Freneh

FeeI [fathers flationality]

32 52201

1 52201

1 52155

52201

1 52201

1 52201

1 48357

1 5219g

1 52201

20 33 203724

o i 203721

0 1 203724

0 1 203724

o 1 203724

0 1 203724

0 1 20372-1

1 572

0 1 20372-1

29 2642

1 2608

1 2642

4 2626

4 2566

4 2622

4 262-1

-1 664

Notes: Data consists 0f French—born women born after 1980 who were agetl 20 or older at si’ nov

Mean S.D. Min Mac N

2372 3.225 20

0.080 0.271 0

0.855 0.352 0

0.374 0.484 0

0.511 0.500 0

0.355 0.478 0

0.050 0.215 0

0.095 0.297 0

0.195 0.396 0

22.896 2.704

0.159 0.366

0.899 0.300

0.0398 0.195

0.190 0.500

0.00641 0.080

0.0167 0.128

0.720 0.1-19

0.0268 0.161

22.376 3.181 17

0,332 0.471 0

0.210 0.407 0

3.225 0.683 1

3.0620 1.046 1

3.630 0.650 1

3.559 0.743

2.40 1.136 1

year. The LFS data pools survev years 2004-2012. IPL’MS data is froin the 2011 1% Frencl, cousus
mrcrosample. ‘i\ luslim” refers to vomen whose fat ber was born in tue laghrel, or t 6e \l ii hile East
(LFS), in Algeria, Tt,nisie, Moror’co or Tnrkev (IPUMS) and ta religinus hientifirat ion (‘fr0).
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Table B.2. Sinninary statistics len

Variables ?‘lean S.D. Min Max N’

LFS

Age

\ins[in oligin

(,onipicrcd secondarv

Ont of labor force

Ernploved

J.ivcs with parents

uscwork

Marrird

Has chiidren

IPIZ\lS

Age

itislini origiil

Completed sccondary

Ont of labor force

Eip1oved

Housework

Married

Age

Expericiiced racislil in sc6oo

Trust n Frencli school

Scen as French

Ecel at home in Fiance

Feci Freiwh

Feel father’s iia:ionalitv

1 1878

1 310370

17 29 2397

0 1 2336

o 1 2597

1 4 2579

1 1 2106

1 4 2564

1 4 2367

1 4 656

Notes: Data corissts of French- bora ineit boni aft er 1980 vho were aged 20 or n*Ier at sui’vev

20 32 50852

0 1 50852

0 1 50768

0 1 50852

o i 50852

o i 30852

0 1 16640

o 1 50851

o i 50852

20 33 3W370

o i 310370

0 1 310370

0 1 310370

0 1 :310370

0 1 310370

0 1 310370

o

o

2371

0.077

0809

0291

0.587

0.4 75

0. 00 161

00569

0.09 8

23.371

0.140

0.835

0.043

0.557

0 .00035 1

0.0136

0.711

I) .00762

22.281

o 282

0.236

3.111

:3.064

3.593

3.595

2.466

3.226

0.207

0.393

0.45-1

0.492

0.499

0.0405

11.232

0.297

2.896

0.347

0.37 1

0.202

0.497

0.0187

0.116

0.436

0.0869

3.265

0.150

0.42 1

0.753

1.056

0.668

0.716

1.148

Endoganious marnage

Has chiidren

‘kO

vear. The LFS data pools slirvey vears 201)4.21)12. IPUNIS data is froin tEe 2011 1’ Frein-li censis
rrosample. “Mulin: refeis In met] n-iiim’ fa: l:er ‘vas bonn n t lie )t Iaghreb or t h \ lidrile East

IFS r 1 gr1’t luni n \1r an ni 1iiike 1F), \IS n (I I rel p tic di-iti 9’ nu 1eO
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C Variable description

Variable Description

LFS

Muslim Indicator for father born in Maghreb or Middle East. Fa—
ther s country of hirth based on variable PATPFB.C.

Completed secondary Indicator for having at lcast a professional secondary degree

education (CAP, BEP, or equivalent). Coded hased on variable DIP11.

Enrolled in secondary Indicator for currently enrofled in secondary professional
(CAP. BEP) or gcneral/technological secondary education.
Coded based on variable FORNIV.

In nniversitv Indicator for eiirrcntlv studving for Bachelor’s degrec or
higher (inc.luding Grande École. Masters. PhD). Coded
hased on variable FORNIV.

Change in student status Student status coded based 011 the variables ACTEU6 and
FORNIV. taking on the value one for those who are cm
rentlv students cnrolled in secondarv education. Change
computeci between quarter 1 (falI quarter) ancl quarter 2
(spring quarter of previous year), for individuals who were
enrolled in secotidary education iii quarter 2.

Out of labor force Indicator for individuals coded as inactive, based on vari
able ACTEU.

Employed Indicator for individuals coded as actively employed
based on variah]e ACTEU.

Lives vith parents Indicator for individuals eoded as child of reference person
iii the household. hased on varahie LPR.

Has chiklren Indicator for individuals with children present in the bouse—
hold. based on variable EM1.

Married Indicator for marricd individnals. hascd on variable ?UATRI.

IPUMS

Cornpleted secondary Indicator based on variable EDATTAIN.

Ont of labor force Indicator for inactive, based on variable EMPSTATD.

Ernployed Indicator hased on variable E\IPSTAT.

Married Indicator based on variable ‘\IABST.

Endogainous marnage Indicator for individuals xvhose spoitse (present in the honse—
hold) vas boni iii the same country as tlicir father.

Has ehildren Indieator hased on variable NCHILD.
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Variable Description

TeO

Experienced racism in school Indicator for individuals x’ho nientioned thev expericnced
insufts or racist attitudes at school. Variable D_OURACI_C.

Trust in French school Trust of the respondent in the French school. Variable
LECOLE. Coded on a 4-point Likert scafe (1=Trust verv
niuch. 4=Do not trust at ail). and recoded. so that higlier
values indicate iriore t ritsr

Seen as French Opinion of respondent on the statement 1 ain scen as
French.’ Variable XVUFRI. Codcd on a 4-point Likert
scaic (1=Completelv agree, 4=Cotnpletelv disagrec) and re
coded. su that higher values indicate higher agreement.

RoI at home in France Opinion of respondent on the stateinent: ‘1 feel at home
in France.” Variable XMOIFR. Coded on a 4-point Lik
ert scaie (1=Completelv agrec. 4=Completely disagree) amI
recoded. so that higlier values indicate higher agreement.

Feel French Opinion of respondent on the statement: T feet French.
Variable XÂPPARF. Coded on a 4-point Likert scale
(1=Comletelv agree. 1=Completely disagree) and rccoded.
so that lngher values indicate higher agreement.

Feel [father’s nationality] Opinion of respondent on the statement: T feel [father’s na—
tionalitv].” Variable XÀPPARP. Coded on a 4-point Likcrt
scale (1=Cornpletelv agrec, 4=Completeh’ disagree) and re
coded. 50 that higher values indicate higher agreement.

Feel more [fatllers Difhrence hetween Feci /fnther s natiovolityJ and Fe’i
nationalit than French Freich.
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D Interview protocol

D.1 Sampling

Suhjects were identified tIirouh snowhall sainplmg. The author visited Muslim institu

tions (e.g. civic associations and religious classes) to recruit practicnig Muslim women:

in tiirn. thev provided aceess to other vomen in their social network. The benefit of

this sampling strategv is that h enables recruitment of rhe population most likeh- to be

aFfcctccl by gov(rlltLletIt religions hans —
Mi tstiin wonien wln s lf—id iitified as Muslini

ancl enact tins identit through tlicir public hehavior.27 At the sanie time. the results

are not representative of the experiences of ail Muslim women. particularly those who

identify as cultural Muslims or practice their religions iclentity privatel However. in—

sights provided hv this non—representative sample are consistent with the quantitative

eviclence provided, and can help interpret our einpirical findings for t 1w broader saniple

of ail Muslim vomen.

D.2 Mode of data collection

The mode of data collection was semi—structured interviews. with prepared questions

regarding several categories: hackgronnd. religions practice. evolution of (religions)

identity, effects of die heaclscarf ban. effects of the burqa ban, and Muslim experience

in Fiance. A list of structnrcd questions is provicled below. Interviews took place

in cafes. restaurants, or homes of respondents. as per respondent preferences. Five

interviews occurred with another person present. often a friend who also came to be

interviewed and once a significant other. Interviews lasted hetween thirtv minutes to

27The objective of tue studv in 2011 xvas to identifv the effert of the burqa han. which ;vent fluo

eflèrt in 2010. As a rcsuh . womcn who stronglv identified as Muslini won selertcd in order tu botter

undersrauu Iiow the ban ;vould affect their lives. \Vhi]e the project sought to understand tue effect of

the burqa ban. respondel1ts vere also asked about the 2001 ban. their experience in France as Mushnis.

and the evolution of their religions and po]i:ical idenrities. The expansiveness of the interviews enables

us to use rheni for this stucv.
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two hours.

List of Relevant Questions

Q.1 In youi opinion. what unleashed the public cliscourse on the idcutity of Muslims?
Q.2 What were the general consequences of the 2004 headscarf han on the Muslim com

muuity?
Q3 Vhat were the specific consequences of the 2004 law for your life, in terms of school.

ernployment, housing. and personal interactions?
Q.4 How do you think the 2004 law affected the rcligious pracices of Muslim womcu?
Q.5 Descrihe vour own religions trajectorv. When did von start veilnîg and why? How

xvas vour decision to veil reccived bv educators. eniplovers. friends. and familv?
Q.6 XVhat were the religious practices of vour parents arid faniilv? Hov did these shape

our 0w-n religious practices?
Q.7 W’hcrc clid vou groxv up and go tu school? \Vhat was thc deitiographv of those in

vour school and neighhorhood?
Q.8 \Vhat does Islam signify in your life?
Q-9 Have you experienced discrinnnation clircctly? In what doniain?
Q.10 Describc your family’s cultural/natioual hackground.
Q.11 Describe your parents’ professional and educatiorial backgronnd.
Q.12 Age.
Q.13 Einplovinent -

Q14 Ed ucat ïonal attainnient -

Q.15 Civic involverncnt and involvernent in Muslini urganizations.

Table D.2. Interviewec characteristics

Variable Mean SD Min Max Ohs

Age 27-3 6.9 18 1? 20

Born before 1986 0.52 0.-51 0 1 19

Attained BA 06-5 0.51 0 1 20

Attained MA 0.35 0.48 0 1 20

Attained Bac O-95 0.22 0 1 20

Snb-Saharan Africa origin 0.25 0.44 O 1 20

Maghreh origin O-65 0.42 O 1 20

Turkey origin 0.05 0.22 0 1 20
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