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Abstract
This article shows that differences in the economic incorporation of Muslims and

other immigrant minorities in France and in Canada are mainly related to immigrant

selectivity, labor market structures, and welfare transfers. Differences in ethno-spe-

cific penalties due to national cultural frames — related to multiculturalism in

Canada and secular republicanism in France— are small, affect only the second gen-

eration, and are related both to minority household patterns and to treatment in

mainstream institutions. Using data on household incomes from two large-scale sur-

veys (Trajectories and Origins in France 2008–2009 and the Canadian National

Household Survey 2011) and taking account of cross-setting differences in Muslim

and other minority origins, we model cross-generational economic trajectories

reflecting the impact of immigrant selectivity, labor market structures, and welfare
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transfers. Within this framework, we examine four ways that cultural frames may

affect minority economic disadvantage: the significance of religion relative to race, cit-

izenship access, labormarket discrimination, andminority household patterns, includ-

ing employment of women in couples and intergenerational cohabitation. Across all

minorities, we find a striking cross-national difference in intergenerational economic

trajectories: flat in France and upward in Canada, plausibly reflecting institutional dif-

ferences. Net of sociodemographic controls, both religion and race matter in each

setting, and net Muslim disadvantage is similar in each. Citizenship differences have lit-

tle impact. Labor market earnings discrimination appears similar. A small potential

effect of cultural frames appears in second-generation Muslim households: in

France, lower female employment rates reduce household incomes, while in

English-speaking Canada, more frequent cohabitation with more affluent parents

increases household incomes. Yet even these findings do not necessarily diminish

the overriding significance of immigrant selectivity, labor market structure, and wel-

fare transfers.

Keywords
Muslims, economic integration, comparative

Introduction
Politicians across Europe have heralded the “retreat” of multiculturalism, but
multicultural policies there continue to gain ground (Banting and Kymlicka 2015),
albeit with substantial cross-national variations. Some scholars suggest that multicul-
tural policies, as opposed to assimilationist approaches, positively affect newcomers’
incorporation, indicated by rates of naturalization and interracial marriages
(Kymlicka 1998, 17–22). Others argue that such policies have limited significance
for minority incorporation (van Reekum, Duyvendak, and Bertossi 2012). A review
of data on a variety of immigrant outcomes in North America and Europe (Alba and
Foner 2015) indicates that more evidence is needed to fully assess multiculturalism’s
role.

The concept of national “cultural frames” (Small, Harding, and Lamont 2010,
esp. 14–20; Lamont et al. 2016) provides a useful approach to assessing multicultur-
alism’s impacts on incorporation. Adapted to issues of immigration and diversity,
cultural frames may be understood as encompassing countries’ distinct policy
models and the full array of institutional, representational, cultural, and political
underpinnings of approaches to migrant selection and settlement, including related
traditions, discourses, and ways of thinking about immigration and ethnoreligious
diversity in public and private institutions. Such cultural frames are shaped by histor-
ical experiences and national cultures and, in turn, may shape the social, political, and
economic aspects of minorities’ incorporation.
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This article compares a key indicator — minorities’ economic integration — in
two countries representing extreme contrasts in the cultural framing of immigration
and ethnocultural diversity: France and Canada. In such contrasting cases, the effects
of cultural framing might be expected to manifest themselves most clearly, yet our
previous work comparing France and Canada with respect to minority social inclu-
sion and political incorporation (Reitz, Simon, and Laxer 2017; Laxer, Reitz, and
Simon 2020) found only one such effect: that of citizenship law on naturalization
rates (see also Reitz, Simon, and Laxer 2017; Joly and Reitz 2018). Here, we ask
about the possible effects of cultural framing on the economic well-being of immi-
grant minorities.

Throughout its extensive immigration history, France has remained committed to
“republican universalism” and the equality of citizens, a tradition relegating cultural
differences tied tomigration to the private sphere and severely repressing public use of
regional languages (Laborde 2008; Hollifield 2014). The French approach to equality
is grounded in colorblindness, and references to race in public speeches or statistics
are prohibited (Simon 2008). France’s emphasis on secularism has been extensively
cited in recent debates on regulating religious (mainly Islamic) signs in public and
occupational settings (Bowen 2007; Hajjat and Mohammed 2013; Laxer 2018,
2019). By contrast, Canada defines itself as a nation of immigrants and, with other
settler societies such as the United States and Australia, prioritizes rapid progress to
citizenship (Reitz 2014). Legal rights of racial and religious minorities advanced
from the early post-war period in Canada, which is known for its early and steadfast
endorsement of multiculturalism and official recognition and support of minority cul-
tures (Kelley and Trebilcock 2010). Increased immigration from non-European
origins in the 1970s focused Canadian attention on racial disadvantage, with
impacts on policies for multiculturalism and employment equality (Kymlicka 1998).

The primarily French-speaking province of Québec differs from the rest of
Canada, which, for convenience (and acknowledging the inaccuracy), we call
“English Canada.” Although sharing Canada’s immigrant-settlement tradition,
Québec’s intercultural model of incorporation features a more limited promotion
of cultural and religious diversity (Bouchard 2011). The province’s social welfare
regime is also distinct and resembles that of France in many respects (van den
Berg et al. 2017). We suggest that Québec represents a hybrid cultural frame consist-
ing of elements from Canada and France.

The cultural framing of immigration in France and Canada extends beyond policy
levers of republicanism and multiculturalism to include the very different places
immigration and race occupy in their respective histories, political discourses, and
identities. In recent years, immigration politics, including regarding Muslim immi-
grants, have taken a more positive tone in Canada than France and most other immi-
gration countries (Reitz 2011, 2012; Bloemraad 2012). The 2018 Pew Research
Center’s (2019) Global Attitudes Survey found that 68 percent of Canadians believed
that immigrants “make our country stronger,” the highest percentage of 18 countries
surveyed; in France, the figure was 56 percent, about average. International surveys
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such as the World Values Survey consistently show that Quebec stands between
France and English Canada in such assessments. Canadians are more likely to
view minority cultures as capable of becoming “fully Canadian” than their French
comparators, and Canadians outside Québec are more multicultural in their
outlook, more frequently expressing a preference for minorities to maintain their cul-
tures (Reitz, Simon, and Laxer 2017, 30–1).

What differences have these distinctions in national cultural frames made to
minority groups’ economic welfare? While this question concerns all minority
groups, it arguably has more salience for Muslims, who have been the focus of con-
temporary debates over multiculturalism and other approaches to immigrant integra-
tion (Modood 2013). In France, policymakers have responded to the presence of
Muslims by stressing secularism as a feature of republicanism, resulting in measures
such as banning headscarves in schools in 2004, prohibiting facial coverings in
public spaces in 2011, and establishing a principle of religious “neutrality” in work-
places in 2014 (Hennette-Vauchez 2017). Although Canadian public opinion on
immigration generally is far more favorable, there is widespread public concern
about Muslims’ cultural adaptability, and accommodation of their cultural differ-
ences has encountered obstacles (Reitz 2011; Kazemipur 2014). Still, Canada’s offi-
cial multiculturalism should promote greater acceptance of Muslims and Islamic
practices, although Québec is a distinct case, with its policies to limit Muslims’
public religious activity, including a 2019 ban on religious symbols in certain
public sector jobs (National Assembly of Québec 2019).

To probe the impact of distinct cultural framings of immigration and diversity on
Muslims’ economic incorporation in the three settings, we analyze two comparable
national surveys: the French Trajectories and Origins (TeO) survey (2008–2009; see
Beauchemin, Hamel, and Simon, 2018) and the 2011 Canadian National Household
Survey (NHS) (Statistics Canada, 2017). Our primary outcome of interest is
“individual-equivalized” household income (household income adjusted for house-
hold size) (OECD 2012). Often overlooked, this critical measure of economic well-
being includes the entire sampled population, not just those in the labor force, and all
sources of income: employment, welfare state redistribution, and extended family
contributions.

Our data sources enable us to address two conceptual and methodological chal-
lenges. First, to demarcate the effects of cultural frames, we control for differences
in the social and origins composition of Muslim and other minority populations.
Muslim immigration in France is largely a legacy of French colonialism in North
and West Africa (Blanchard, Bancel, and Lemaire 2005); in Canada, the skill selec-
tivity of immigration policy has produced a more diverse Muslim population
(Kazemipur 2014). The surveys enable detailed origins comparisons. Second, to dis-
tinguish the effects of cultural frames from those of other contextual differences, we
construct a model measuring minorities’ cross-generational economic trajectories,
considering education and other sociodemographic factors, which arguably reflect
the impact of immigrant selectivity, labor market structures, and welfare transfers
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on economic well-being. The remaining ethnoreligious effects may result from cul-
tural framing.

We distinguish four mechanisms whereby cultural frames might affect minorities’
economic well-being. First, we consider the general significance of religion, as
opposed to race, as a determinant of economic disadvantage, given the differing his-
tories of intergroup relations in North America and Europe. Second, we examine the
role of citizenship status, generally more accessible to immigrants in North America
than in Europe. Third, we consider labor market discrimination as a manifestation of
cultural framing, using earnings analysis to compare the conversion of human capital
into earnings. Finally, we probe the effects of two aspects of household patterns on
minority economic well-being: the labor force participation of women in couples and
patterns of intergenerational cohabitation. Our analysis encompasses diverse ways
that the cultural framing of immigration and diversity could impact minority eco-
nomic incorporation in Canada and France.

We begin by reviewing previous research relevant to the comparison of minority eco-
nomic well-being in France and Canada, indicating how these analyses require an exten-
sion to isolate ethnoreligious effects from immigrant characteristics and institutional
factors. We, then, offer theoretical rationales for each of the four cultural frame mecha-
nismsmentioned above, before explaining our methods and presenting descriptive infor-
mation on socioeconomic and cultural characteristics of minorities in France and
Canada. Findings are presented in four sections corresponding to the four mechanisms
of cultural framing. We end with a discussion of our main conclusions.

Previous Research on the Economic Well-Being
of Immigrant Minorities
Immigrants have a greater overall economic disadvantage in France than Canada.
OECD analysis of 28 countries revealed greater gaps in median individual–
equivalized household income between immigrants and the native born in France
than in Canada and relatively higher poverty rates for immigrants, with the disadvan-
tage especially acute among recent arrivals (OECD 2012, 51–57). In the French case,
many scholars emphasize discrimination faced by Muslim minorities (Adida, Laitin,
and Valfort 2016; Beauchemin, Hamel, and Simon 2018). However, comparing the
extent of ethnic and religious disadvantage in France and Canada requires consider-
ation of the composition of minority populations. France’s legacy of postcolonial
immigration and Canada’s skill-selective program create important differences in
immigrants’ socioeconomic profiles; thus, the analysis must consider the experiences
of comparable groups, appropriately matched in terms of human capital and cultural
origins.

This analytic task is further complicated by the differing labor market and welfare
regimes in each country (Esping-Anderson 1990; Bommes and Geddes 2000; Alba
and Foner 2015). Although immigrants generally experience disadvantage
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integrating into labor markets in many places, labor market theory suggests that
liberal labor market regimes, such as those in the United States and Canada, offer
easier employment access, though often at low wages, while continental Europe’s
more regulated labor markets offer better wages and greater job security but create
barriers to employment (Reitz et al. 1999; Kogan 2006; Simon and Steichen 2014;
Alba and Foner 2015, 11, 62). More generous European social welfare benefits
may also moderate poverty for immigrant families (Esping-Anderson 1990).

Taking account of differences in immigrant populations’ socioeconomic profile
and country-specific labor market structures and welfare state policies may isolate
the effects of cultural frames on economic incorporation. Based on comparable gov-
ernment data sources, scholars have identified the economic impacts on immigrants
of US-Canada differences in labor markets and related institutions (e.g., Reitz 1998;
Borjas 1999; Attewell, Kasinitz, and Dunn 2010). But, as Alba and Foner (2015)
show, data limitations preclude similarly detailed comparisons for individual
European countries versus either the United States or Canada (Heath and Cheung
2007). Alba and Foner’s data allowed them to compare overall household
incomes and risk of poverty aggregated across immigrant minorities in the
United States, France, and three other European countries, with no controls for
human capital or length of residence (Alba and Foner 2015, 62). Within Europe,
cross-national comparisons of Muslims’ economic disadvantage are limited to
labor force participation or employment, only one component of overall economic
well-being (e.g., van Tubergen, Maas, and Flap 2004; Koenig, Mieke, and Güveli
2016; Koopmans 2016).

A few comprehensive trans-Atlantic comparisons of immigrants’ economic status
are available. Model and Lin (2002), for example, used 1990s census and survey data
to determine whether the economic “cost of not being Christian” was greater in
Canada than in the United Kingdom. Based on Portes and Rumbaut’s (2006),
three “contexts of reception” (government policy, labor market conditions, and
ethnic community characteristics), they expected offsetting differences in employ-
ment opportunity and earnings, but after controls for human capital, the differences
were minimal. Connor and Koenig (2013) used the US General Social Survey,
European Social Survey, and Ethnic Diversity Survey to compare the impact of
minority (non-Christian) religious affiliation on occupational status in Europe, the
United States, and Canada, finding penalties only in Europe and Canada and only
for first-generation immigrants and, thus, suggesting that different minorities may
experience disadvantage in different contexts. Reitz et al. (1999) used the German
Socio-Economic Panel and the 1986 Canadian census to compare the employment
earnings of immigrants in Canada and Germany: German education and labor
market institutions resulted in higher incomes for low-skill immigrants. However,
earnings mobility appeared greater in Canada for immigrants across cohorts, and
minority-specific differences were reduced but more variable across origins groups.

We extend these analyses by distinguishing Muslims and other minorities in
France and Canada from the mainstream population, focusing on overall economic
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well-being and employment earnings, and including both first- and second-generation
immigrants. Our analysis sheds light on the impact of institutional differences on
the economic trajectories of Muslims and other minorities and then addresses the
significance of cultural framing.

Cultural Framing of Immigration and Diversity:
An Analytic Agenda
We consider four mechanisms through which the cultural framing of immigration
and diversity may affect Muslims’ economic well-being in France and Canada.

Salience of religion versus race. Research on Muslims’ incorporation in Europe
and North America increasingly emphasizes the interwoven impacts of racialization
and attitudes to religion (Meer 2013). The concept of “Islamophobia” captures this
joint construction of race and religion, and empirical evidence of its effects is mount-
ing (Lorcerie 2011; Amiraux 2012; Wilkins-Laflamme 2018). Although we concur
that race and religion cannot always be analytically separated, we follow others
(Zolberg and Woon 1999) in suggesting the two can generate different degrees of
hostility and inequality in differing national contexts.

In a qualitative comparison of minority relations in France and the United States,
Lamont (2002) concluded that, for historical reasons, race matters more to
Americans, while religion is a comparable social divide in France (see Alba and
Foner 2015, 117). In France, the reactivation of racist representations shaped
during colonial times infuses contemporary hostility to Muslims and to postcolonial
minorities more broadly (Blanchard, Bancel, and Lemaire 2005). Lamont’s compar-
ison has relevance for Canada as well: while slavery’s legacy is far less important in
Canada than in the United States, both were shaped by a British colonial system in
which slavery flourished (Winks 1997; Whitfield 2016). Contemporary comparisons
of the United States and Canada find comparable employment discrimination against
blacks and other racial minorities (e.g., Attewell, Kasinitz, and Dunn 2010).

Access to citizenship. Ease of access to citizenship is a feature of settler societies, a
symbol of inclusion conferring social and economic eligibility (Bauböck 2006). In
Canada, while the difference between citizens and permanent residents in formal eli-
gibility for social benefits has eroded, citizenship retains considerable symbolic sig-
nificance, possibly manifesting in social and economic outcomes (DeVoretz and
Pivenko 2005). In France, citizenship eligibility requirements are more stringent,
with a residence requirement of five years, but the status of “citizen” may not
carry more benefits than in Canada (Hollifield 2014). The citizenship requirement
in public employment in France certainly reduces newcomers’ employment opportu-
nities, especially since a quarter of the French labor market consists of public jobs
(GELD 2000; Slama 2014). Yet Connor and Koenig (2013, 29) found that citizenship
boosted occupational status to a similar extent across all immigrant groups in Europe
and Canada, net of other variables, and helped explain religious group disadvantage.
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Discrimination in employment. Both multiculturalism and assimilationism
disavow discrimination based on origins, religion, or race, but their prescribed sol-
utions for discrimination differ (Joppke 2007). Canadian multiculturalism tackles
discrimination through tolerance or celebration of difference, while other policies
proactively combat discrimination (Kymlicka 1998; Reitz 2014). French republican
universalism and secularism aim to attenuate discrimination by promoting the invis-
ibility of differences, leading to antidiscrimination policies that lack the proactive
element found in Canada (Simon 2008). Previously, we found similar degrees of
reported discrimination among Muslims in France and Canada (Reitz, Simon,
and Laxer 2017). Here, we ask whether national cultural frames produce variations
in actual employment opportunity by analyzing earnings separately by gender. Our
interest in the fate of Muslims is heightened by French legislation enforcing reli-
gious neutrality in the public sphere, including workplaces (Laxer 2018; Pauti
2019).

Analyses of discrimination must consider the possible effects of France’s institu-
tional environment on employer behavior. Discriminatory decisions might reflect the
social welfare regime’s influence on employment and social benefits (Algan et al.
2010). In a robust welfare state, more is at stake for employers making new hires,
and perceptions of newcomers as deserving or qualified may depend on the extent
to which they appear to belong to the national community (Brochmann 2015). In
France’s labor market system, employers may be more reluctant to hire immigrants
and undertake a longer commitment to them, especially if cultural conformity is
expected. Meanwhile, employers in Canada’s liberal market regime may make short-
term commitments to immigrants more easily if the expectation for cultural confor-
mity is less strong.

Household patterns. A final factor to consider is whether a minority group’s pat-
terns of household resource-sharing differ from those of the mainstream. A crucial
component of such resource-sharing is gender and dynamics between adult partners.
Addressing the impacts of cultural framing on gendered household arrangements,
some suggest that multiculturalism legitimizes traditional cultures that reinforce
patriarchal thinking (Okin 1999), while headscarf bans in France have been justified
as combatting such thinking (Hennette-Vauchez 2017). Household patterns also have
economic effects, either by encouraging women to focus on domestic tasks, rather
than entering the labor force, or by valuing their paid work at a lower rate (Meurs
and Pailhé 2008). We are interested in tracing the impacts of gendered differences
in labor force participation among married couples on minority groups’ relative
household incomes. Do such differences represent the impact of cultural framing?

Another component of resource sharing in households is intergenerational sharing
in the context of extended family. Research has found ethnic and racial differences in
the United States in extended family coresidence, with considerable disparities in the
economic contributions to household incomes (Reyes 2018; see also Baland et al.
2016). We are interested in possible differences across settings in the prevalence
of intergenerational coresidence among minority groups, as such differences may
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reflect the retention of cultural traits possibly impacted by national cultural frames,
with implications for economic well-being.

Data and Methods
Our data come from the 2008–2009 French TeO survey and the 2011 Canadian NHS.
TeO comprised over 21,000 interviews, including oversampling of immigrants and
minority populations. The NHS, conducted on the scale of a 20 percent census but
still a voluntary survey like the TeO, had 6,719,000 respondents: 1,604,000 in
Québec and 5,115,000 in English Canada. Completed within three years of each
other, these surveys capture comparable economic conditions (as a robustness test,
we replicated our Canadian analysis in the 2001 census, with similar results). We
restrict the analysis to adults aged 25–60 to focus on those with completed education
and capable of independence, though not retired. To facilitate analysis of households,
we exclude same-sex couples and couples living with parents, about 1 percent in both
countries.

We compare the “mainstream” population, comprising respondents born in the
country to two native-born parents, to “minorities,” comprising immigrants born
outside the country, and to the second generation, comprising those born in the
country to at least one foreign-born parent. We further distinguish long-term immi-
grants, in the country 10 years or more, from more recent arrivals. In Québec, the
“mainstream” includes Francophones and Anglophones, and we focus on the
former, who are dominant demographically and politically (Laxer 2019).

Immigrant and second-generation minorities in our analysis include Muslims,
non-Muslims of non-European origins, and non-Muslims of European origins. The
religion question in both surveys taps religious identity (France: “do you currently
have a religion,” and if yes, “which one?”; Canada: where all household members’
responses are on one form, “what is this person’s religion?”). Non-Muslim includes
all other respondents, religiously affiliated or not. We base our assessment of origin
on birth region for immigrants and parents’ birth region for second-generation
respondents. For the few second-generation respondents with parents born in differ-
ent regions outside the country, we use the father’s birth region. European-origin
Muslims are few in both France and Canada and are excluded from the analysis.

The origins of Muslims and other minorities differ across settings. As Table 1
shows, most French Muslims have origins in North Africa, with significant numbers
from Turkey and sub-Saharan Africa. France’s non-Muslim non-European minorities
include many from overseas departments (DOMs), East and Southeast Asia, and
Sub-Saharan African (76 percent of West Africans define themselves as Muslims
versus 7 percent of Central Africans). In Canada, the main sources are Asia and
Europe; Muslims represent a small minority, mainly from Pakistan and the Middle
East, with small numbers from North Africa concentrated in Québec.

Table 2 contains descriptive information on other variables for France, English
Canada, and Québec, separately for mainstream and minority populations. Our
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main dependent variable is the “individual-equivalent” household income adjustment
(household income divided by the square root of family size) used in OECD studies
(2012). This measure, considered an individual characteristic, includes income from
all sources, capturing the impact of an individual’s own employment, employment of
others in the household, any applicable social benefits or income supports, and
extended family contributions. Although imperfect (it does not reflect unequal
sharing within households), its comprehensiveness makes it a better reflection of
overall economic well-being than individual incomes. Household size tends to be
higher among minorities, particularly Muslims. However, since differences are
similar across settings, household size adjustments have little impact on cross-setting
comparisons. We also analyze individual earnings by gender (for those with positive
earnings, defined as annual wages and salaries, reported in France as monthly, and
multiplied by 12 for equivalence to Canadian annual data) to test for employment
discrimination.

Overall, Muslims experienced considerable economic disadvantage relative to
mainstream populations in France and Canada, including Québec. Equivalized house-
hold incomes of Muslims averaged 36 percent below the mainstream in France,
37 percent in Québec, and 30 percent in English Canada. All “visible minorities”
(non-European origins) experienced disadvantage, particularly in Canada, but
Muslim disadvantage was most extreme. The degree of Muslim economic disadvan-
tage was also roughly consistent across origin groups in France, English Canada,
and Québec (Table 3). In France, the large Muslim groups from Maghreb and
sub-Saharan Africa had income levels 36 and 41 percent below those of the main-
stream, respectively. In English Canada, income levels of large Muslim groups from
South Asia and the Middle East/West Asia were 32 percent below the mainstream.
In Québec, those from the Middle East were 34 percent below, and the South Asian
gap was 42 percent.

Other visible minority groups experienced significant, though less pronounced,
disadvantages. In France, non-Muslims from Maghreb and sub-Saharan Africa had
incomes 5 and 13 percent below the mainstream, respectively. In English Canada,
non-Muslim South Asians had incomes 16 percent below mainstream levels, com-
pared to 32 percent for Muslim South Asians. Non-Muslims from the Middle East/
West Asia had incomes 8 percent below the mainstream, compared to 32 percent
for Muslims.

Additional variables (Table 2) include age, educational attainment, urban area of
residence (metropolitan areas with significant immigrant minority concentration:
Toronto and Vancouver in English Canada; Montreal in Québec; Paris, Lyon, and
Marseille in France), gender, labor force status (whether nonzero earnings were
reported), marital status (whether in a couple), other household composition varia-
bles, and citizenship status.

Educational attainment is measured in seven categories defined similarly in French
and Canadian data and with a similar relation to incomes: no qualifications, less than sec-
ondary school, secondary school, postsecondary vocational, postsecondary academic,

12 International Migration Review 0(0)
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bachelor’s degree, and higher degree. Because Canada’s immigration since the 1970s is
more selective on education (Hollifield 2014; Reitz 2014), many more Canadian immi-
grants of non-European background had university degrees. Among Muslims in France,
24 percent had university degrees, compared to 45 percent in English Canada and
44 percent in Québec. Correspondingly, more Muslims in France had less than a secon-
dary school diploma.

Visible minority immigrants acquired citizenship at a higher rate in Canada, a dif-
ference particularly significant for Muslims (Laxer, Reitz, and Simon 2020). The dif-
ference seems higher than we might expect based on longer residency requirements
in France. Immigrants of European origin in France, who likely had European Union
citizenship, had low rates of French citizenship. Marital status refers to whether a
respondent was living in the same household with a spouse. In both countries,
roughly 70 percent of the sample was in couples; 30 percent lived as singles. The
status of living with parents was significant for singles and relatively common
for second-generation adult respondents, particularly those of Muslim and
non-European origins.

In the mainstream population, the dual-earner pattern was more frequent across
Canada (about 80 percent) than France (64 percent), accompanied by lower labor
force participation of women than men in France (OECD 2019). Recent immi-
grants generally had lower-than-mainstream dual-earner rates; Muslims had the
lowest rates everywhere but with a significant cross-setting difference. The propor-
tion of Muslims in couples with the woman employed was 10 percent lower than
the mainstream in English Canada, 14 percent lower in Quebec, and 18 percent
lower in France (Table 2). Reitz, Phan, and Banerjee (2015) found that lower
labor force participation among Muslim women in Canada is only partly related
to education and reflects cultural differences as well, including greater childcare
responsibilities.

Muslim women’s greater labor market integration in Canada, particularly in the
second generation, is likely not related to childcare availability, which is more sub-
sidized in France. Instead, we suggest the significance of cultural difference across
settings, as indicated by mainstream attitudes to Muslim women wearing head-
scarves in public spaces. In a survey of 16 nations by PEW Research Center
(2005, 5), 78 percent of French respondents regarded banning headscarves as a
“good idea,” more than 20 percent higher than respondents in other Western
European countries surveyed and in marked contrast to Canada. Within Canada,
55 percent in Québec favored a ban and 32 percent in English Canada (authors’ tab-
ulation of PEW’s Canadian data, from Environics Institute 2007). In France, Muslim
women wearing headscarves are the main target of Islamophobia, according to the
CCIF (Collectif Contre l’Islamophobie en France 2019), an organization working
against Islamophobia. Of the 676 complaints received in 2018, 70 percent involved
women.

Differences in public hostility to the hijab appear to affect the likelihood that
Muslim women will wear it and that those who do will be employed. TeO data
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may be compared to a 2006 Environics survey of Muslims in Canada (Environics
Institute 2007). In France, Muslim women less often wore hijabs and showed a
sharper decline across generations. About 26 percent of those in France less than 10
years wore headscarves, compared to 23 percent of women in the country longer
and 11 percent of the second generation. In Canada, the figures were 42, 33, and 28
percent, respectively (authors’ tabulation; see also Environics Institute 2016).

Wearing the hijab had a stronger negative impact on women’s employment in
France, where 25 percent of Muslim women wearing headscarves were active in
the labor market, compared to 56 percent of those who did not. In Canada,
38 percent of Muslim women wearing headscarves were active in the labor
market, compared to 60 percent of those who did not (authors’ tabulation of 2006
Environics survey). Interestingly, despite more strongly negative views on the head-
scarf in Québec, patterns there mirrored the rest of Canada.

These differences across settings in Muslim women’s cultural practices and labor
force participation may reflect the impacts of French republican secularism versus
Canadian multiculturalism on Muslim economic well-being. Assimilative pressures
in France may reduce the hijab’s prevalence, while serving as a barrier to labor force
participation for women wearing it, thus lowering household incomes. Multicultural
tolerance in English Canada may encourage women to wear the hijab and lower bar-
riers to labor force participation, thus raising household incomes. The French sce-
nario seems a textbook case of how assimilation pressures bring minorities into
the mainstream but impose a hefty price on the noncompliant, whether such noncom-
pliance arises from religious commitments or “reactive ethnicity” (Portes and
Rumbaut 2006; Nagra 2011). The stigmatization of hijab-wearing reduces its preva-
lence while discouraging economic participation among those who continue the
practice.

Adult singles cohabiting with parents, reflecting intergenerational resource-sharing,
were more frequent among all immigrant minorities in France and Canada, including
among Muslims, compared to the mainstream population (Table 2). Cohabitation with
parents was most pronounced for the second generation (Ferrari and Pailhé 2017), and
we find that among Muslims, higher proportions of the second generation lived with
parents in English Canada and Québec than in France (even after demographic
adjustment).

To identify the effects of cultural frames on economic incorporation, we model the
economic trajectories of Muslim and other minorities across immigrant cohorts and
into the second generation in France and Canada, comparing them to the mainstream
in each setting and taking account of group differences in age, education, and urban
residence. Trajectories common to all groups were presumed to derive from broad
institutional forces, including labor markets and the welfare state, and their accessi-
bility to immigrants. We focused on the distinctive positions of Muslims and other
minorities, net of human capital controls.

We specify the regression in a manner analogous to human capital analyses of
employment earnings (e.g., Borjas 1999), which normally include educational
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attainment, age, and urban area of residence as independent variables:

EHHI =
∑

αij(Minorityi
∗Cohortj)+ β(Age)+ γk (Educationk)+ δ(Urban),

where EHHI is equivalized household income, Minorityi’s (i = 1,2,3) are dummy
variables for three minorities (Muslim, non-Muslim non-European, and European),
and Cohortj ( j = 1,2,3) are dummy variables for recent immigrants, earlier immi-
grants, and the second generation (reference category is mainstream population).
Age is actual age minus 25 (the minimum age in the sample), Educationk
(k= 1,…, 6) is a series of dummy variables for education levels, with the reference
category a middle-level secondary school diploma (“high school” in Canada,
“lower secondary education vocational training, CAP-BEP,” in France), and Urban
is residence in one of the urban areas designated above.

Human capital factors are included as independent variables because they affect
individual employment earnings and many other determinants of household
income. Higher educational attainments lead to higher individual earnings and to a
residence in households with other highly educated members, with greater employ-
ment opportunity. Urban residence is likely to affect the earnings of all employed
household members. Finally, in human capital analyses, men and women are consid-
ered separately because earnings determinants differ significantly by gender. Because
gender plays a different role in household incomes, the model is similar for men and
women.

Findings
Race, Religion, and Minority Economic Well-Being Across Cohorts
and Generations
In the analysis of immigrant minorities’ economic well-being by origins and across
cohorts and generations, our data show a markedly different pattern in France than in
English Canada and Québec (Table 4, Model 1; Figure 1). The overall higher relative
incomes in Canada (as seen in OECD data cited above) constitute a complex compo-
sitional effect, reflecting the larger size of disadvantaged Muslim minorities in France,
particularly those with longer periods of residence, and the smaller proportions there of
other non-Europeans and Europeans. In each setting, the relative position of origins
groups varies by a period of residence and generation.

For Muslims, relative equivalized household incomes for the most recent immi-
grants are at roughly the same low level across settings: 36 percent below mainstream
levels in France, 40 percent below in English Canada, and 44 percent below in
Quebec. The low incomes in Canada are surprising, given immigrants’ much
higher education levels. At the same time, more generous social benefits in France
could set a higher floor for household incomes, regardless of education. In any case,
in France, the extent of disadvantage for immigrants in the country longer is much
the same (−37 percent); corresponding groups in English Canada and Québec
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Figure 1. Relative Equivalized Household Incomes by Origins, Immigrant Cohort,

Generation, and National Setting (From Table 4, Model 1).



showed substantially better economic outcomes (−25 and −28 percent, respectively).
Second-generation Muslims’ relative position becomes even more favorable in English
Canada (+3 percent) and Québec (−3 percent) than in France (−31 percent).

Disadvantage of other non-European minorities is significant, though somewhat
less than for Muslims, indicating race and religion matter in all three settings. The
contrasting France-Canada progression across cohorts and generations seen for
Muslims holds to a degree for non-European non-Muslims and is clear for
European-origin minorities. The most notable observation is the relatively better
position of non-Muslim visible minority immigrants in France, both recent and
longer term. In this sense, Muslim religion matters after race is taken into account.
Meanwhile, both Québec and English Canada show the greater importance of race
than religion.

The Canada-France contrast in economic patterns across cohorts and generations
underscores the importance of time-related variables in comparative research on
immigrant integration. And the extent to which this contrast applies similarly to all
origin groups suggests the significance of broader institutional structures in determin-
ing their economic well-being. Whether to interpret the results as deriving from con-
textual differences in mobility or progress for minority groups over time (“upward
mobility” in Canada versus economic “stagnation” in France) requires further anal-
ysis, considering variations in the social composition of the respective populations.

Immigrants to Canada had higher education levels overall, but recent immigrants
in both countries had more education than earlier arrivals. This shift likely resulted
from rising education levels in source countries and, in the case of Canada, the
move to increase immigration selection standards in the 1990s. Second-generation
Muslims in both Canada and France had higher education levels than immigrants.
In France, relatively few had less than secondary qualifications, most had attained
postsecondary qualifications, often vocational rather than academic, and many had
acquired bachelor’s degrees. In Canada, educational mobility meant that more
second-generation Muslims had university qualifications.

Analysis of incomes net of adjustments for differences in education, age, and
urban residence (Table 4, Model 2; Figure 2) finds setting-distinctive patterns
across cohorts and generations for all origin groups, suggesting institutionally gener-
ated differences in immigrant experience by country. Race and religion created per-
vasive disadvantages across settings, with interesting variations.

Economic trajectories of all minorities across cohorts and generations show a
steep slope for English Canada and Québec but are relatively flat in France. When
human capital and other individual characteristics are controlled for, the equivalized
household incomes of recent immigrant Muslims and other minorities in Canada
were substantially less than the corresponding groups in France. New Muslim immi-
grants’ economic position in France was 29 percent below that of the mainstream; in
English Canada, 55 percent below, and in Québec, 62 percent below. Corresponding
differences apply to other origins groups. However, whereas in France, penalties in
equivalized household income were roughly the same for recent immigrants, earlier
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Figure 2. Relative Equivalized Household Incomes by Origins, Immigrant Cohort,

Generation, and National Setting, After Controls for Education, Age, and Urban Area (From

Table 4, Model 2).
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immigrants, and the second generation, in Canada, economic penalties were 60
percent for recent immigrants compared to 40 percent for earlier ones. By the
second generation, outcomes in Canada were more favorable, with
second-generation Muslims in France reporting household incomes 21 percent
below the mainstream, compared to 17 percent in Québec and 4 percent in English
Canada. In other words, Muslims in Canada enjoyed much better outcomes, the
longer they were in the country, particularly outside Québec.

These differences — a stable economic disadvantage for Muslims in France
versus more extreme initial inequality followed by a pattern of improved economic
integration in Canada — may be related to institutional differences: the more regu-
lated labor markets and robust social redistribution in France than in Canada. In
Canada, the immigrant selection system recruits the highly educated, but most immi-
grants enter the country without prearranged employment, and employers’ lack of
recognition of foreign-acquired qualifications causes a prolonged economic struggle
for many (Statistics Canada 2005). France’s regulatory framework seems to benefit
new arrivals, arguably by providing better employment and standard pay levels and
offsetting social supports, whereas Canada’s more open labor markets provide an
opportunity for improvement over time.

Our analysis of French/Canadian differences in economic trajectories reveals
broad similarity in the impact of race and religion but with an interesting difference.
The relative disadvantages of origins groups were the same in all three settings.
Non-European origins minorities encountered more obstacles translating education
into economic well-being than European-origin minorities. Among the former,
Muslims encountered even more obstacles, suggesting a racial factor and a
Muslim religious factor in all three settings.

Notably, the religious penalty encountered by second-generation Muslims was
much reduced in English Canada, where Muslim status faded to near insignificance.
The more positive economic outcomes for second-generation Muslims in Canada
than in France were partly explained by higher educational levels, arguably attributable
to the influence of their more highly educated immigrant parents (Chen and Hou 2019).
Nowwe see that for English Canada, there is an important additional difference beyond
what is explained by education levels or other demographic variables. To explain this
interesting finding, we consider the impact of cultural frames, examining differences in
citizenship access, labor market discrimination, and household patterns.

Economic Impact of Citizenship Access
In France, about one in six recent immigrants in our sample had acquired citizenship
versus one in three in Canada. Between half and two-thirds of longer term immi-
grants in France had citizenship, compared to nearly all longer term immigrants in
Canada. Rates were somewhat lower for Muslims in France than for other visible
minorities and higher in Canada (immigrants of European origins had low rates of
acquiring French citizenship and most likely had EU citizenship). We find that
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citizenship was significantly related to household incomes in both France and
Canada, somewhat more so in Canada. Net of other variables, citizenship boosted
incomes by 6 percent in France, 8 percent in English Canada, and 13 percent in
Québec (results on citizenship not shown). The extent to which this empirical relation
is causal is unclear, as citizenship acquisition may serve as a proxy for characteristics
promoting economic success.

We find little economic relevance for differences in citizenship across settings.
Citizenship’s impact on economic well-being was most significant for recent immi-
grants; for Muslims, low rates of citizenship acquisition in France accounted for
about 5 percent of their income disadvantage, compared to 3 percent for Muslims
in English Canada. Hence, after taking account of citizenship differences, the relative
earnings of recent arrivals were higher in France than in English Canada. In other
words, high rates of citizenship acquisition in English Canada are one reason why
recent immigrants’ initial incomes were not lower. Québec showed a large income
boost associated with citizenship, more than 50 percent higher than in English
Canada and more than double the rate in France; lack of citizenship accounted for
7 percent of the relatively low incomes of recent Muslim immigrants in Québec.

Labor Market Discrimination and Disadvantage
To determine the extent to which cross-setting differences in Muslims’ household
incomes derived from differences in labor market discrimination, we analyzed
employment earnings for men and women reporting any positive earnings. For
each setting, we presented human capital regressions for minorities relative to the
mainstream, by immigration cohort and generation and by gender, controlling for
age, education, and urban residence (Table 5; Figure 3). Findings show pervasive
racial and religious disadvantage in employment earnings across settings, in many
respects mirroring those for equivalized household income. The earnings of recent
immigrants, after considering education, age, and urban area, were low in English
Canada and Québec, compared to France, a difference affecting all origin groups
for both men and women (each compared to the respective mainstream gender).
Results were similar for longer term visible minority immigrants, especially
Muslims. Citizenship acquisition was significantly related to earnings in each
setting (results not shown). The relation was stronger in Canada, particularly in
Québec, and relatively greater for women. After adjustment for cross-national differ-
ences in citizenship acquisition, recent immigrants showed an even greater disadvan-
tage in Canada, with little difference by origin.

The second generation is of specific interest, given the relatively higher level of
household incomes for Muslims in English Canada than France or Québec.
Second-generation Muslims’ comparative earnings disadvantage was remarkably
similar across settings, with the exception of women in Québec. Among men, the
Muslim earnings penalty relative to human capital was somewhat greater in
France and Québec than in English Canada (−16, −21, and −11 percent,
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respectively). For women, it was slightly less in France (−7 percent) than in English
Canada (−9 percent) and much greater in Québec (−40 percent; a surprising figure
but with a higher standard error). The presence of somewhat less religious discrim-
ination for second-generation Muslim men in English Canada could account for
some of their higher household incomes compared to France and Québec, albeit
offset by the contrary results for women. Overall, the cross-setting difference in
equivalized household income disadvantage for second-generation Muslims (−21
percent in France, −4 percent in English Canada; Table 4, Model 2) is likely only
slightly (if at all) due to these groups’ respective labor market earnings or differences
in employment discrimination. Across Québec and English Canada,
second-generation Muslims’ earnings disadvantage appeared greater than the

Figure 3. Relative Employment Earnings by Gender, Origins, Immigrant Cohort,

Generation, and National Setting, After Controls for Education, Age, and Urban Area

(From Table 5).
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overall equivalized household income disadvantage, suggesting that other sources of
household income might be relevant.

Household Pattern Effects
We examine two aspects of household composition: for persons in couples, whether
the woman was doing paid work outside the home, and for singles, whether the
person was living with parents. Table 6 extends Table 4 (to save space, we show
effects only as proportions of mainstream incomes). Variables are added in sequence,
first a dummy variable for couples (Model 3), then a variable for women working,
with minority-group interactions (Model 4), and finally, a variable for singles
living with parents, again with minority-group interactions.

Across settings, couple status boosted equivalized household incomes. Much of
this boost reflects female labor market participation (the couples’ coefficient was dra-
matically reduced when “women working” was entered), but effects for Muslims and
other visible minorities were weaker (interactions with “women working” are nega-
tive). The impact of female labor market participation on second-generation
Muslims’ relative equivalized household incomes in the cross-setting comparison
is negligible (comparing Models 3 and 4). Before controls for women working,
the second-generation Muslim disadvantage was 19 percent in France and 2
percent in English Canada. After controls, the cross-setting difference remained 17
percent (15 percent disadvantage in France, 2 percent advantage in English
Canada). The difference between France and Québec was less before the control
(8 percent) and not at all reduced afterward (10 percent).

Regression results clarify this lack of effect. Although second-generation Muslim
women’s relative labor force participation in France is significantly lower than in
English Canada, by roughly 10 percent (after adjustments for demographics), the
impact is less because of minority disadvantage. Muslim women’s contribution to
household incomes in France was 12 percent, compared to 17 percent for mainstream
women (the direct effect). Consequently, raising second-generation Muslim
women’s labor force participation in France to the English-Canada level would
raise household incomes only by 1.2 percent (a 12 percent addition in earnings
applied to an increase of 10 percent in women working). Yet other couple-status
factors offset even this small effect. France showed a relatively large couple-status
effect unrelated to women’s employment. Specifically, being in a couple boosted
equivalized household incomes by 8 percent whether the woman worked or not. In
Québec, the bonus was 7 percent, but in English Canada, it was only 4 percent.
This boost may be a product of family benefits and income supports raising
Muslim households’ relative incomes, suggesting that France’s welfare state could
offset the impact of traditional cultural patterns and thereby possibly encourage them.

Singles living with parents had dramatically higher equivalized household
incomes (Table 6, Model 5) in all three settings. However, in France, the effects
for visible minorities, including Muslims (reflected in the coefficients for interaction
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terms), were much less positive, while in Canada, the effects for Muslims were actu-
ally more positive than for the mainstream (indicated by the minority interaction
terms). A more positive impact of parental cohabitation in Canada may reflect the
better economic position of those parents. Our data (Table 4) show that immigrants
in Canada long enough to have adult children were comparatively well off, mainly
because of their better education. In effect, Canada’s selective immigration policy
impacted the second generation by boosting economic resources available for inter-
generational sharing.

After considering the differences in patterns of living with parents, net of individ-
ual characteristics, the second-generation Muslim disadvantage was less, as was the
difference across settings. Notably, the difference between France and English
Canada, previously 17 percent overall, dropped to 8 percent after controlling for
singles living with parents. Therefore, the trend toward equity in Muslim household
incomes for the second generation in English Canada was strongly affected by the
greater prevalence of living with parents. Net of this family contribution,
second-generation Muslims’ economic position in Québec appeared more negative
and much closer to France. Additional data from the surveys indicate that parents
made financial contributions to second-generation households where there was no
cohabitation; such contributions were more common in Canada than in France.
We cannot compare the amounts, however, which are not in the French data.

Conclusions
Muslim minorities’ economic struggles in France’s banlieues are well known and
highly visible (Lorcerie 2011; Amiraux 2012). In contrast, Muslims who arrive in
Canada as part of a skill-selected immigrant population are often included in the dis-
course of “Canadian exceptionalism” as exemplars of successful incorporation
(Kazemipur 2014, chapter 7). Yet our comparative analysis suggests that these coun-
tries’ differing models of immigration and cultural framings of immigration and
diversity do not matter much, if at all, in producing differing economic outcomes
for Muslims in France versus Canada. In fact, we find substantial religious and
ethnoracial disadvantages for minorities, including Muslims, in both countries.
Most cross-national differences that we do observe are related to minorities’ differ-
ing socioeconomic profiles and country-specific labor market structures and
welfare state policies. Differences in cultural framing of immigration are poten-
tially relevant only for the second generation, and they are likely quite small, as often
related to social patterns within minority households as to treatment by mainstream
institutions.

Immigrant minorities’ economic trajectories followed distinct patterns in each
country and differed by origin group, race, and religion. In Canada, where immi-
grants’ educational levels are comparatively high, recent arrivals struggled econom-
ically, and longer term immigrants did better. The children of immigrants obtained
considerable educational and economic success in Canada, a pattern observed
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across minority groups and stemming indirectly from immigrant selectivity and
immigrant parents’ higher educational levels (Chen and Hou 2019). In France, the
immigrant economic disadvantage was moderated for all origins among recent arriv-
als and longer term immigrants, regardless of low education levels, and the experi-
ence of the second generation was similar. The French welfare state likely
contributed to this lack of cohort variation, but our data on employment earnings
suggest that the differences in labor market processes were equally important. In
each setting, race and Muslim status both mattered, imposing additional economic
disadvantages within the country-specific pattern.

Alba and Foner (2015, 47–67) argue that poverty wage levels for low-status immi-
grants in liberal market settings represent “some degree of integration.” Presumably,
integration of those earning poverty wages depends on the potential for their upward
mobility, and our findings for Canada support the hypothesis that liberal markets
create opportunities, despite low initial earnings. Still, the hypothesis might not
apply equally in the United States, where greater overall inequality — a result of
weaker union influence, among other institutional factors — implies less mobility
(Bradbury et al. 2015).

Our analysis of cultural framing considered all minority groups and cohorts, but most
attention focused on second-generation Muslims, since in France, this group had poorer
relative economic outcomes than their counterparts in Canada. Among the four potential
implications of cultural framing, we considered, we find little indication that any of the
first three matter much forMuslims. First, while race and religion mattered in both coun-
tries, religion mattered somewhat more in France and race more in Canada, arguably
reflecting the differing composition of immigrant minorities in each country. In the
end, however, overall Muslim disadvantage — combining the race and religion
effects — was similar across settings. Second, greater access to citizenship in Canada
versus France did not seem to be a major factor affecting relative economic outcomes
for minorities. Even if the correlation between citizenship acquisition and economic out-
comes is causal, greater ease of citizenship access in Canadawas relevant mainly for new
arrivals, for whom economic outcomes were particularly poor. For longer term immi-
grants, citizenship acquisition could have benefitted Muslim immigrants in Canada
but would be irrelevant for the second generation where the main cross-national differ-
ences in economic outcomes occurred. Third, our analysis produced little evidence of a
meaningful France–Canada difference in earnings discrimination based on race or reli-
gion, as earnings disadvantages net of human capital seemed comparable across settings.
For second-generation minorities, we note a small positive difference for Muslim men,
but not women, in English Canada and a larger negative difference forMuslimwomen in
Québec. Discrimination in the labor market, in a context of increasing Islamophobia,
appeared pervasive across settings.

Fourth, our concluding analysis of household patterns— manifested by women’s
employment and intergenerational cohabitation — produced perhaps the most inter-
esting findings. Among second-generation Muslim households, couples with women
in paid employment were more often the exception in France, and household incomes

28 International Migration Review 0(0)



were lower as a result. The impact that fewer dual-earner households in France had
on the overall France–Canada difference in Muslims’ household incomes was quite
small and entirely offset by contributions to household income in France from other
sources, possibly government income supports or other social benefits. However, the
difference in women’s employment may have significance, as evidence of a cultural
framing effect. In France, pressures to enforce republican secularism in the public
sphere have been manifested in headscarf bans that sometimes fail, or induce “reac-
tive ethnicity,” and Muslim women who wear headscarves are very unlikely to be
employed. In Canada, multicultural tolerance, as expressed in more widespread
wearing of the headscarf, might favor economic incorporation as evidenced by the
weaker negative association between headscarf wearing and employment. In both
countries, Muslim economic integration involved women’s entry into the labor
market with associated economic pressures and household issues. Still, the economic
impact of this France–Canada difference is small, and since it is offset by other
sources of income, possibly government income supports, it ultimately contributes
nothing to explaining the poorer economic position of second-generation Muslim
households in France than in English Canada.

Higher rates of parental cohabitation and parents’ financial contributions made an
important contribution to the more positive economic well-being for second-generation
Muslim singles in Canada than in France. If this Canadian pattern reflects the stronger
retention of cultural traditions for intergenerational support and if it could be attributed
to Canadian multicultural policy or related popular attitudes, this finding would be the
most persuasive demonstration of a cultural framing effect in our results. However,
other interpretations are quite plausible. The large positive size of the effect of living
with parents in Canada is almost certainly related to the parental generation’s greater
affluence, which, in turn, is related to Canada’s immigrant selectivity. Still, the cultural
interpretation, possibly in interaction with the impact of immigrant selectivity, remains
a significant possibility.

Even though the different economic trajectories of immigrant minorities in France
and Canada are shaped primarily by differences in the composition of immigrant
groups and respective national institutional contexts, the small effects of cultural
framing on minorities’ economic incorporation command interest because of the
large role cultural frames play in national political discourses on immigration. Yet
cultural frames for immigration and diversity have their own political dynamic,
and based on our findings, that political dynamic would appear to intersect with pro-
cesses of minorities’ economic integration only in very specific aspects, such as when
legislation is passed, for example, regarding headscarves. Our analysis provides a
meaningful context for further exploration of cultural frames and raises important
questions about the mechanisms of their economic effects. For Muslims, these ques-
tions go beyond discrimination in employment and include analysis of gender rela-
tions and, in households, intergenerational support. Future studies should, thus, be
mindful of the nature and significance of these effects and their interpretation in
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terms of cultural framing, as opposed to matters of immigrant socioeconomic char-
acteristics, labor market structures, or social welfare regimes.
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