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A Note on Terminology

The commonplace expression ‘I’immigration algérienne’ has two insep-
arable meanings. It refers, that is, at once to thg process of emigration
from Algeria and to a population of Algerian immigrants reS}dcnt in
France. The journal Actualités de P'immigration, for instance, is about
and addressed to that population. Standard English usage Yvould of
course speak of ‘the Algerian community in I?rance’. The term ‘commu-
nity’ offends, however, the classic French notion ofa secular and univer-

salist republic which simply does not recognize the existence of
‘communities’ defined by ethnicity, culture, languag'e or even gcx}de,r.
Although it departs from normal English usage, ‘Algerianimmigration’,
and sometimes even ‘the Algerian immigration’, has therefore been

adopted here to reflect the double meaning of immigration.
David Macey

Preface

It was a long time ago that Abdelmalek Sayad conceived the project of
bringing together in a synthetic work all the analyses he had pre-
sented, in lectures or scattered articles, of emigration and immigration
— two words which, as he never ceased to recall, refer to two sets of
things that are completely different but indissociable, and which must
at all costs be considered together. He wished me to be associated
with his project from the outset. In one of the most difficult moments
of his difficult life — we had lost count of the number of days he had
spent in hospital and of the operations he had undergone — and on the
eve of a very dangerous surgical intervention, he reminded me of this
project in a serious tone we rarely used between ourselves. A few
months earlier, he had entrusted me with a set of texts, some already
published and some unpublished, together with suggestions — a plan,
outline questions and notes — so that I could, as I had already done so
many times before, read and revise them with a view to publication. I
should have set to work at once — and I often regretted that I did not
do so when I found myself having to justify, alone, certain difficult
choices. But Abdelmalek Sayad had survived so many ordeals in the
past that it seemed to us that he would live for ever. I was, however,
able to discuss with him certain basic courses of action, and especially
the decision to produce a coherent book centred on the essential texts,
rather than to publish everything as it stood. In the course of our last
meetings (and nothing cheered him up more than our working con-
versations), [ was also able to show him several of the texts I had
reworked, and which I had sometimes changed considerably, mainly
in order to cut the repetitions involved in bringing them together and
integrating them into the logic of the whole, and also to rid them of
those stylistic infelicities and complexities which, whilst necessary or
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tolerable in publications intended for the academic world, were no
longer appropriate in a book that had to be made as accessible as
possible, especially to those it talked about, fgr whom it was primarily
intended and to whom it was in a sense dedicated.

As I pursued my reading of these texts, some of. which I knew well
and some of which I was discovering for the first time, I c.oulc.i see the
emergence of the exemplary figure of the committed scientist who,
although weakened and hindered by illness, could .Stl“ find the cour-
age and strength needed to meet, to the end and in such a difficult
domain, all the demands of the sociologist’s profession. He was able
to do so only because of his absolute commitment t0 l}ls mission (not
that he would have liked that big word) to investigate apd bgar
witness. His commitment was based upon his active sohdanty with
those he was taking as his object. What may have lqoked like an
obsession with work — even during his stays In hospital, he never
stopped investigating and writing — was in fact a humble am_i _total
commitment to a career in public service, which he saw as a.prmlege
and a duty (so much so that, in putting the final touches to this booll<, I
had the feeling that I was not only fulfilling a duty toa friend but a }SIO
making a small contribution to a lifetime’s work devoted to the
understanding of a tragically difficult and urgent problem). .

This commitment, which was much deeper than any profession of
political faith, was, I think, rooted in both a personal and an affective
involvement in the existence and experience of immigrants. Hal:'lﬁg
himself experienced both emigration and immigration, In \:vhxc he
was still involved thanks to a thousand ties of kmshlp_and friendship,
Abdelmalek Sayad was inspired by an impassioned desire to know and
to understand. This was no doubt primarily a wish to understand and
know himself, to understand where he himself stood, because he wasin
the impossible position of a foreigner who was bogh perfecFly inte-
grated and often completely inassimilable. As a fo.rmgner,.or in other
words a member of that privileged category to which real immigrants
will never have access and which can, in the best o{ cases, enjoy all the
advantages that come from having two nationalities, two languages,
two homelands and two cultures, and being driven by both emotional
and intellectual concerns, he constantly sought to draw closer to the
true immigrants, and to find, in the explanations that science allowed
him to discover, the principle of a solidarity of the heart that became
ever more complete as the years went by.

This solidarity with the most disadvantaged, which explains his
formidable epistemological lucidity, allowed him to demolish and
destroy in passing, and without seeming to touch upon them, many
discourses and representations — both commonplace and learned -

Preface Xxiii

concerning immigrants. It allowed him to enter fully into the most
complex of problems: that of the lies orchestrated by a collective bad
faith, or that of the real illnesses of patients who have been cured in
the medical sense, in the same way that he could enter a family or
house he did not know as though he were a regular and considerate
visitor who was immediately loved and respected. It allowed him to
find the words, and the right tone, to speak of experiences that are as
contradictory as the social conditions that produced them, and to
analyse them by mobilizing both the theoretical resources of trad-
itional Kabyle culture, as redefined by ethnological work (thanks to
notions such as elghorba, or the opposition between thaymats and
thadjjaddith), and the conceptual resources of an integrated research
team from which he was able to obtain the most extraordinary
findings about the most unexpected objects.
All these virtues, which the textbooks on methodology never discuss,
his incomparable theoretical and technical sophistication, and his
intimate knowledge of the Berber tradition and language, proved
indispensable when it came to dealing with objects which, like the so-
called problems of ‘immigration’, cannot be left to the first person who
comes along. Epistemological principles and methodological precepts
are, in this case, of little help unless they can be based upon more
profound discourses that are, to some extent, bound up with both
experience and a social trajectory. And it is clear that there were
many reasons why Abdelmalek Sayad could see from the outset what
had escaped all other observers before him. Because analysts approach
‘immigration’ — the word says it all - from the point of view of the host
society, which looks at the ‘immigrant’ problem only insofar as ‘immi-
grants’ cause it problems, they in effect fail to ask themselves about the
diversity of causes and reasons that may have determined the depart-
ures and oriented the diversity of the trajectories. As a first step towards
breaking with this unconscious ethnocentrism, he restores to ‘immi-
grants’, who are also ‘emigrants’, their origin and all the particularities
that are associated with it. It is those particularities that explain many
of the differences that can be seen in their later destinies. In an article
published in 1975, in other words long before ‘immigration’ became
part of the public debate, he tore apart the veil of illusions that con-
cealed the ‘immigrant’ condition and dispelled the reassuring myth of
the imported worker who, once he has accumulated his nest egg, will
go back to his own country to make way for another worker. But above
all, by looking closely at the tiniest and most intimate details of the
condition of ‘immigrants’, by taking us into the heart of the constituent
contradictions of an impossible and inevitable life by evoking the
innocent lies that help to reproduce illusions about the land of exile,
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he paints with small touches a striking portrait of these ‘displaced
no appropriate place in social space and no set
Geations. In the hands of such an analyst, the
dinary tool for analysing the most

persons’ who have
place in social classi
immigrant functions as an extraor

obscure regions of the unconscious. _
Like Socrates as described by Plato, the immigrant is atopos, has no

place, and is displaced and unclassifiable. The comparison is not
simply intended to ennoble the immigrant by virtue of the reference.
Neither citizen nor foreigner, not truly on the side of the Same nor
really on the side of the Other, he exists within that ‘bastard’ place, of
which Plato also speaks, on the frontier between being and social non-
being. Displaced, in the sense of being incongruous and inopportune,
he is a source of embarrassment. The difficulty we have in thinking
about him — even in science, which often reproduces, without realiz-
ing it, the presuppositions and omissions of the official vision - simply
recreates the embarrassment created by his burdensome non-
existence. Always in the wrong place, and now as out of place in his
society of origin as he is in the host society, the immigrant obliges us
to rethink completely the question of the legitimate foundations of
citizenship and of relations between citizen and state, nation or

his place of origin and his place

nationality. Being absent both from in a s plé
hink not only the instinctive rejection

of arrival, he forces us to ret
expression of the nation,

which, because it regards the state as an t the n
justifies itself by claiming to base citizenship on a linguistic and

cultural community (if not a racial community), but also the false
ced that the state, armed

assimilationist ‘generosity’ which, convin

with education, can produce the nation, may conceal a chauvinism
of the universal. The physical and moral sufferings he endures reveal
to the attentive observer everything that native insertion into a nation
and a state buries in the innermost depths of minds and bodies, in a
quasi-natural state, or in other words far beyond the reach of con-
sciousness. Thanks to experiences, which, for those who can observe,
describe and decipher them, are like so many experiments, he forces
us to discover what Thomas Bernard calls the ‘state-controlled’
thoughts and bodies that a very particular history has bequeathed us
and which, despite all the humanist professions of faith, very often
continue to prevent us from recognizing and respecting all the forms

of the human condition.
Pierre Bourdieu

Salah Bouhedja, Eliane Dupuy and Rebecca Sayad helped to finalize
the manuscript, and to compile the bibliography and index of names.
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Introduction

One cannot write on the sociology of immigration without, at the
same time and by that very fact, outlining a sociology of emigration.
One country’s immigration is another country’s emigration. The two
are indissociable aspects of a single reality, and one cannot be ex-
plained without reference to the other. The two dimensions of the
phenomenon can be separated out and made autonomous only as a
result of some arbitrary decision. The caesura is introduced by a
division of competences, interests and political stakes between polit-
ical partners who are situated, with respect to one another, in a
fundamentally asymmetrical relationship. On the one hand, we have
emigration, just as there are countries, societies and economies
of emigration and just as there is, or should be, a (political) power,
a state and an emigration policy (on the part of the state), and also —
why not? — a science of emigration. On the other, we have immigra-
tion, just as there are societies and economies of immigration, very
definite immigration policies and, bound up with all that, a science of
immigration. As an object that has been divided between political
powers rather than disciplines, and between divergent social and
political interests on continents that have been separated by a frontier
that divides emigration and immigration, the migratory phenomenon
cannot be fully understood unless science mends the broken threads
and puts together the shattered fragments. This must be done by
science and not by politics. Science may even have to resist stubborn
political attempts to maintain the division.

In this domain (perhaps more so than in any other) science is
objectively subordinated to politics' because of the imposition of a
problematic that belongs to the social order (in all its forms: demo-
graphic, economic, social, cultural and, above all, political). As a
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result we are obliged to investigate the sgcial preconditions for the
possibility of a comprehensive science (a science that can borrow from
all the disciplines of social science) of thg migratory p.heno_menon by
looking at its twin components: emigration and immigration. Tg be
more specific, we are obliged to investigate thf: social p}'econdxtlons
for the emergence of certain questions that exist as social problems
only because they are constituted first as objects of discourse and qnly
then as objects of science. One of the peculiar features of sociological
thinking about emigration and immigration is that it must glso, and
necessarily, be self-reflexive. In no other social context is socx'ology $O
closely bound up with its own sociology as it is here. The spcxology of
emigration and immigration is inseparable from the reflexive attitude
that consists in investigating, in connection with every aspect that is
being studied, the social conditions that made it possible to study it,
or in other words the constitution of the object under consideration as
an object of study and the effects this has on the aspect of the study
that is being made. The first conclusion to emerge from this reflexive
attempt to truly construct the social object known as immigration
(and/or emigration) as a true object of science is that any project
undertaken on this basis is at once a social history of the double
phenomenon of emigration and immigration, and a social history of
the discourse on the phenomenon in question — here, as with many
social objects, the discourse on the object is itself part of the object
and must be integrated into the object of study or must itself become
an object of study. The discourse on emigration or immigration can be
pronounced in turn from the immigration point of view and in the
society of immigration, and from the emigration point of view and in
the society of emigration. Any attempt to construct immigration as a
true object of science must, finally, be a social history of the reciprocal
relations between these societies, of the society of emigration and the
society of immigration, of relations between emigrants and immi-
grants, and of relations between each of those two societies.

Without going into details about the conditions that now make it
possible to ask a number of new questions about, and to arrive at a
new understanding of — which remains to be communicated - the
migratory phenomenon, one can only note the emergence of previ-
ously repressed questions about emigration and immigration. The
many new themes, discourses and studies include, for example, the
problematic that goes by the name of the ‘cost-benefit theory of
immigration’. This is the product of the extension to ‘cultural’ matters
of a problematic that was originally constructed just for the study of
the economic aspects of immigration (and, to a lesser degree, emigra-
tion). It may have the beneficial effect of contributing to the elabor-
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ation of a ‘total economics’ of the migratory phenomenon which
would also include the economics of the non-economic and particu-
larly those aspects that are conventionally described as ‘cultural’.

Because in many ways it is so reassuring, one has to be deliberately

myopic to accept and reproduce the reductive definition of the migra-
tory phenomenon that implicitly describes it as being nothing more
than the mere displacement of a labour force. It is as though we had,
on the one hand, a (relatively) surplus labour force — with no ques-
tions asked as to the reasons for that surplus, or about the genesis of
the process that made this surplus available (for emigration) — and, on
the other hand, jobs that are available — with no questions asked
about the mechanisms that make these jobs available to immigrants.
No doubt we will have to wait for the removal of the determinations
which, in practice, mean that all we can see of such a vast object is its
immediate or phenomenal function, which is also an instrumental
function, in order to bring out the many other functions and qualities
the ‘instrumentalist’ vision helps to mask. This operation of dissimu-
lation is the very precondition for the constitution and perpetuation
of the phenomenon.

But once they outlive certain social conditions, emigration and
immigration eventually betray their other dimensions, and especially
their political and cultural dimensions, which were initially concealed.
No doubt the initial function of immigration has to become blurred, or
to cease to appear to be the only function that, in both practice and
theory, devolves upon immigration, before its other implications — and
there are all kinds of them ~ can be revealed. This appears to occur
when immigration ceases to be exclusively about labour, or in other
words something that affects workers alone - assuming that there can
be such a thing as the exclusive immigration of labour — and is trans-
formed into immigration of families (or of settlers). We thus establish
an artificial divorce between, on the one hand, the immigration of
labour, which appears to concern only workers (who represent no
more than an input of labour power) and which poses only labour
problems, and, on the other, an immigration of settlers, whose meaning
and effects are of a different order, whose implications are much more
far-reaching, and which creates multiple problems on such a scale as to
affect all spheres of society, and especially what we might call the
cultural and political spheres.

To that extent, to immigrate means to immigrate together with
one’s history (immigration itself being an integral part of that history),
with one’s traditions, ways of living, feeling, acting and thinking, with
one’s language, one’s religion and all the other social, political and
mental structures of one’s society — structures characteristic of the
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individual and also of society, since the former is no more than th.e
embodiment of the latter — or, in a word, with one’s culture. This is
what we are discovering today, and we are surprised (not to say
scandalized) by it, even though it was predictable as soon as the
first act of immigration took place — in other words as soon as the first
immigrant arrived. But although we might in theory have predicted it,
we refused to do so because, if we had, immigration would not haye
come into being and gone on existing in the form that we know it.
This is, in part, the meaning of the contemporary d_lscourse on the
cultural contribution or cultural effects of immigration, whether or
not we delight in them or deplore them, praise them or denounpe
them ~ which is another way of recognizing them, a form of admis-
sion as well as a way of including these contributions, sometimes as
‘costs’ and sometimes as ‘benefits’, in the great bookkeeping exercise
inspired by the presence of immigrants, which now includes things
that do not come within the remit of accountancy itself (i.e. of the
economy in the strict sense).
Reaching this point requires, however, more than changes within the
phenomenon of immigration, within the immigrant population, and
the correlative transformations that have occurred in connection to
immigration. There must also be a sort of general cultural disposition
(in other words, a disposition that can be transposed by the individuals
or groups of individuals who possess it, to all spheres of existence) that
is broadly shared, at least as an assertion of principle from which there
is no reason to draw any practical implications. This disposition goes
by the name of cultural relativism. It is a cultivated attitude — on the
part of people with a cultivated relationship with their own culture -
towards the culture of the others whom they thus constitute as an
object of culture which they can then appropriate and which can enrich
their own culture. The relativist profession of faith states that ‘one
culture is as good as another’, just as one language is as good as another
or even just as one religion is as good as another (but with more
reservations, except on the part of the odd sceptic or agnostic, who
tends to view them all with the same indifference or to subject them to
the same negation). It applies, however, only to some pure and ethereal
realm of cultures (or languages or religions). Now that relativism has
been generalized and vulgarized o, to a certain extent, secularized (or
in other words now that it has left its own territory or the territory for
which it was designed, namely the epistemological sphere), it has,
sociological realism notwithstanding, been turned into a sort of abso-
lute (or dogma) that tolerates no relativization.
One could write a whole social history of cultural relativism. One
could write a history of the social conditions of its invention, its
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diffusion and the effects it produces, or in other words a history of
stakes and struggles that were and are struggles over the legitimate
definition of the notion of culture. Every social class that is also a
cultural class claims to define culture by appeal to its own standard or
to contest, at least in the case of culturally dominant classes, the
definition that the hegemonic culture (i.e. those who are culturally
dominant) imposes. But in this struggle between unequal cultural
partners, is not the insistence with which a culture that claims to be
‘popular’ tries to negotiate on equal terms with the culture it object-
ively recognizes as the culture of reference a way of paying homage to
that culture? That is the whole meaning of the quarrel, which is never
entirely lost, between ‘popular culture’ and ‘cultured culture’ (i.e.
academic, dominant culture), which is ‘culture’ tout court, without
any further qualification. The implicit confrontation between en-
dogenous ‘French’ culture and ‘immigrant’ culture — the ‘cultures of
origin’ which are complacently redefined as ‘cultural contributions’,
(Berque 1985) or the ‘culture in creation’, which grafts onto the
imported substratum borrowings imposed by the context of immigra-
tion and already in part adopted prior to immigration — is turned into
an issue not so much by the immigrants themselves as by the society of
immigration as it asks itself about its own cultural components. The
confrontation is, it would appear and subject to all the distinctions
that characterize the sui generis situation that immigration creates in
this respect, no more than a paradigmatic variant on the old and still
ongoing conflict between competing cultures.

Nor is emigration what we want it to be, or what we believe or
pretend it to be so that it can occur and continue in such a way that
we can accept it without a bad conscience and, ultimately, in the
mode of the obvious. Emigration is not simply the export of labour
power. It is not the export of a sort of labour force that is available for
use, and that is available for use because it is not being used at home.
Yet that is how emigrants are defined, first as unemployed men, and
then as unemployed men who emigrate so as to cease being un-
employed: nothing more and nothing else. Emigration and immigra-
tion are social mechanisms that must fail to recognize themselves for
what they are in order to become what they must be. But, with the
passage of time, immigration finally admits, and admits to itself, what
it really is, namely something more than and different from the mere
emigration {or defection) of a certain quantity of labour power; it
eventually reveals all its other dimensions, all the other aspects it had
to conceal in order to perpetuate itself. Even though, mutatis mutan-
dis, the same causes always produce the same effects, the unmasking
that occurs with respect to immigration in the society of immigration
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helps to provoke or accelerate the correlative unmasking of emigra-
tion within the society of emigration. A copy of a discourse about the
object and theme of immigration is thus gradually installed in all
spheres of society and even in scientific discourse about the phenom-
enon of emigration.2 The two discourses, which echo one another, are
homologous because, ultimately, they are both products of the same
schemata of thought and the same categories (applied to symmetrical
objects) of perception, appreciation and evaluation of the social world
and in this case, to be more specific, the respective worlds of emigra-
tion and immigration.

Ty

1
The Original Sin and the Collective Lie

The text we are about to read is a translation, which is as literal as
possible, of the discourse of a Kabyle emigrant recorded in France in
1975 on two different occasions: before and after a holiday in Kabylia.
The commentary that is offered on it is not there to attenuate, thanks
to linguistic or ethnographic notes, the opacity of an authentic dis-
course that mobilizes all the resources of an original language and
culture in order to express and explain experiences of which that cul-
ture and language know nothing, or which they reject. The opacity of
a language that is not immediately comprehensible is perhaps the
most important piece of information - or at least the rarest kind of
information ~ we could hope for at a time when so many well-
intentioned spokesmen are speaking on behalf of emigrants.

‘l was orphaned at a very young age. In reality, | am the son of an old
man-or, as the saying goes, a‘’son of awidow"." it was my motherwho
brought me up, that's nothing to be ashamed of. My father “left”" me
when | was eight ~so | am the last of the brood - Even then, before my
father died - he was very old - it was my mother who took care of
everything; she was already 'the man of the house1 In any case, an old
man’swife is always an old woman! I don'tknow how old my mother s,
but she is much younger than my father, she’s younger even than my
elder sisters [who are in fact his half-sisters); my father was married
three times, 1 think, or at least had children by two different women.’

‘l am the son of a widow’

‘As far back as | can remember, |'ve always seen my mother working
both inside and outside the house — and that's the way it is to this
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very day: she never stops. | remember my father only as an old man
who never went any further than the doorstep.

‘My mother is difficult; that's what they say, that's t'he reputation
she has, but I think she needed to gain that reputation to defend
herself, so as not to be “’eaten” alive by others. A widow who remains
at the mercy of her brothers-in-law, who has to wait for her son to
grow up for there to be a man entering and leaving the house, is
definitely not in a good position. If she doesnt defend herself, they
eat her, rob her. For her part, she didn’t do anything to humour
them. | can say it now: which of my uncles hasn’t at the very least
insulted her? How many times has she been beaten? /_\nd always by
her closest relatives, not by strangers. If the man who is most closely
related to you doesn’t harm you, a perfect stranger is not going to
harm you. Where would someone who isn't a close _relatlve come
from? As for a complete stranger, it's not worth talking about; he
would be afraid, because she is still the Xs' woman. But what does a
relative have to fear? He can always say: she’s our woman; and it then
becomes something between relatives: the closer he is, the more he
can let himself go. A lad like El - and it has to be said that he’s calmed
down a lot — what's there to hold him back? Do you think that
“shame would eat his face,” that he would say to himself. "My
uncle [the immigrant’s father was still alive at this time] is old, he
has nothing, he has nothing, he can do nothing, he’s only got her
and, fortunately for us, she’s there, it's she who makes sure ‘his house
is full’? Not a bit of it... ) _

‘When | compare the earliest years of my childhood with a few
years later, | can even say that perhaps they §howgd _my'mother
greater respect after my father died than dur!ng his lifetime. It's
true, you'd think that “hearts” have changed since then.... That's
what the life of a “’son of a widow" is like! At a very early age, | had
my fair share of troubles, cares and worries. It’s not age that makes
men, it's what happens over their heads; a man makes himself
through his actions, and not because he’s received a name from his
ancestors. He may well be so and so ~ and yet, what if there is nothing
inside him, what if “his market is empty”'?’

‘You didn’t get up early, so why are
you going to the market?’

‘... Do you think that in their day [the allusion is to events going
back to the years 19424 and to people who died, one in 1954 and
the other in 1958] my uncles M.E. and N.L., who robbed my father of
the only bit of land he owned, and which he ceded to them as a
security against his debts, during the hard years of elboun [i.e. the
years during the Second World War, when the system of ration cards
was in force), so as to be able to buy, according to what people say -
it was before | was born - barley in order to survive; do you think that
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they would have done what their children are doing today? “You
want to build a house?” OK, here’s haif a plot of land, we'll give you
it, go and dig the foundations.” With them, such a thing would have
been impossible. Is it because hatred has left their hearts, or because
stomachs are fuller these days? First, now that you can find no one to
quarrel with, there is no more reason to quarrel. The insults, the
screams, the hatred, the blows of the past — what was it all about?
Someone walked through someone else’s field, broke down the
fence around his neighbour’s field or diverted water from the canal
when it was his turn to irrigate his own field. That was what fuelled
the quarrels “‘part already there, part added". All that, all the hatred,
all the ill feeling, those rages, those ancestral enmities handed down
from father to son, as they say - it was all about land. Now that there
is no one left to take care of the land, there are no longer any
pretexts for quarrels. Why hold anything against a woman these
days? Especially when you then have to go and ask her to take care
of land that no one wants any more. All those who, in the past,
couldn’t tolerate my mother going near their trees, the fences
around their fields, now beg her to work their land even though
she doesn’t even own a chicken. Peace has returned to earth; even
though there are still reasons for men to quarrel, the women are kept
out of it.

‘The mother of a “son of a widow"’ is forgotten only when he has
proved himself to be a man; otherwise, he will always be the son of
such and such a woman. Under those conditions, how do you expect
him not to be in a hurry? But when you are in a hurry, you can't do
anything: you don't know where you're going; it might be “light"
[success, happiness], just as it might be “darkness’ [failure, misfor-
tune]. It takes courage. How do you put an end to this situation? how
do you get out of it?

‘All1 could do was work. At the beginning, | worked a lot. | could see
that my mother never stopped working, and | started work as soon as |
could. I've worked everywhere, for everyone, done everything, for
money, for charity [without being paid]; I've ploughed, I've harvested
the fields for all my relatives; | didn’t even wait for them to come and
ask me, | offered my services myself. What could | lose? | was paid in
one way or another. Better do that than twiddle your thumbs. And |
really was paid for my trouble; I've been paid in money, in services
rendered, in kind, and especially in food. | could bring in the harvest
for all my relatives; they couldn’t refuse me that because | didn‘t spare
any effort. | was encouraged on all sides. On all sides, they used to say:
M. is a worker - he still takes care of the land.”

'l ' was a sharecropper - | even had a pair of oxen, and that had
never been seen before in the house; no one could remember ever
seeing an ox cross the threshold, and I'm not talking about the
door that is there now. | mean the door of our ancestors. So in the
space of a few years, | became a real fellah, But that did not last
long, only until | woke up and realized that even the condition of
a fellah [thafalahth] was my lot only because it had been neglected
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by all the rest of them. As the saying goes: “You didn't get up early,
so why are you going to the market?” So | said to myself: “Have a

rest!”’’

‘I became a “casual fellah”’

‘I was overcome by lassitude. Why should | make such an effort? I'm
just like everyone else. Am | any better than all those people who
own land, but who look at it only from afar, and entrust it to me to
work it? Their arms aren’t paralysed, after all. There are moments
when | catch myself saying: “You're the biggest fool of all; while you
are wearing yourself out, he [the owner of the field] is living a life of
ease, a comfortable life, doesn’t give a damn (‘a hundred come in and
a hundred go out’). And what do you get out of it?"

‘I was surprised to find myself behaving like everyone else. | became
a casual fellah, working just as a last resort, when | was forced to do
s0. Bit by bit [gradually], | found myself, in only a short time, in
trouble because of all the habits I'd got into, all the past commit-
ments, all the land I'd accepted. For her part, my mother started
following me around too; she was furious with me, and never
stopped complaining, day or night, to my face when we were to-
gether, behind my back when she could find a sympathetic ear. She
thought she could put pressure on me by giving up a lot of the
outside jobs she did. "If you don’t want to do anything any more,
I'm fed up with it too; it's no longer worthwhile working myself to
death all by myself. When you were little | made you a house, but
now that you are grown up, it's up to you; whether you want to have
a full house or an empty house; it's up to you. | don't want to do it
any more.” She actually got rid of all the patches of land she was
renting, keeping only the garden and a little patch of land close to
:,he house. That became her domain, and she looked after it by

erself,

‘Our country is fine for anyone who asks only to live [feed himself],
as long as they are willing to live ""according to the state of the land"’:
you work all the days without counting, all the days that God sends,
you bring in what you need to live on and what you bring in is all you
have to live on. Everything else is ruled out. If you are satisfied with
that, so much the better; if not, you have to start running. It's not as if
it was just a matter of a hungry belly. It's true that no one goes
hungry these days; but hunger is not just about what you need to
put in your belly; it is also a hungry back [which has to be clothed],
hungry feet [which need shoes], a pain in the stomach [which has to
be cured], a hungry roof [which has to be mended], a hungry head
[children who have to go to school). It's not just a matter of: if you
have no salt you eat tasteless food, or if you have no kerosene you go
to bed in the dark! So you mustn’t want anything, and above all you
mustn’t need money. But it is money that everyone needs; even in the
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village, you have to buy everything, like in the city. it’s become the
elfilaj village.’

‘France is the only door’

‘It wasn’t because I'd got rid of everything to do with agriculture,
sold the oxen and the donkey and handed back the land to its
owners, that it was all over and that | stopped work altogether. No,
| went on working, but in a different way - different things, any-
thing. if | have to work in someone else’s fields, it's either because |
want to do him a favour and work one, two or three days; or, it'sas a
day labourer and then, in the evening, he has to put down my day
[day’s wages) in front of me. It's obvious. Working on the land is like
any other kind of work, so long as it brings in some money. It's no
harder than working with the masons, or on a truck, and I've already
done that...What haven‘t | done to earn money? I've even gone so
far as to accept slaps® because it earned me 11,000 francs [he still
reckons in old francs, even when he is talking about dinars].

‘My mother also got involved; it's as though she wanted to follow
me in everything | did; she got out her sewing machine again, even
though she said she was sick of it; she went back to her prosperous
trade with the women, and started selling anything: eggs, the mater-
ial that her brother — another “real snake' -~ brought back for her
from France, jewellery, sometimes real, sometimes fake, but usually
“copper and lies”.3 We too began to “glean small change”; our only
problem was how to pick it up.

‘Despite all the effort my mother and | put into chasing after money,
we were always short of it. | never stopped working, t had calluses on
my back, but I still didn’t have any money, | didn‘t even have enough to
buy cigarettes. Why work when that’s all you get out of it? My head
was full of troubles, and not much money was coming in. | was
smoking more and more, | needed more and more money, and | had
less and less of it. In no time at all, and without knowing how, | found
myself with debts of 450,000 francs. 450,000! Just 50,000 more, and it’s
half a million! That's a lot of money. At that point, | became
frightened, 1 felt totally discouraged! What could | do? Where could
I find a place to lay my head? Where could | find the money to repay

my debts? There was no way out of this situation; no escape, the only
"door’’ that was left was France - it was the only solution left. All those
who have money, those who have done anything, bought anything,
or built anything, it's because they had money from France.’

‘France is all they talk about’

‘That is how France gets under your skin. Once you've got that into
your head, it's all over; you can’t work in the fields any more, you
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have no desire to do anything else: leaving is the only solution you
can think of. From that moment on, France is inside you, and it will
never go away. It's always before your eyes. It's as though we were
possessed. If someone said to you “If such and such a cheikh wrote
something for you, you could leave”,* of course you would go and
see him. It's madness! That's the way it is with the young people who
want to leave nowadays. As soon as one of them begins to "refuse"”
[to be disobedient], to cause a bit of trouble: he refuses to work,
gangs up with the rest of them, and is always in “places that are not
full” [outside the village]; you can be sure of it, he’s plotting to go
away. In the past, people used to do that so as to get married
when their parents were a bit too slow about making the arrange-
ments. Nowadays, if you are married and want to leave for France,
you sulk to the point of repudiating your wife. it's madness, there’s
no other word for it, it’s like drinking or gambling, it's a little
worm that “burrows tunnels inside us, like in the mine"”. When |
think now of all the running around I've done, all the things
| expected, all the journeys I've made, all the people I've begged,
you really have to be mad to put up with all that, just to be able to
get to France.

‘Like everyone else, I've said the same things about France, day in,
day out, night after night, year after year: "Would that God would
get me out of this country.” The country of ""narrowness”, the coun-
try of poverty, the country of wretchedness, the ‘“twisted”,
“inverted” country, the country of opposites, the country of decline,
the country that inspires scorn for its people, the country that is
incapable of keeping its own people, the country that has been
abandoned by God. And we swear, we promise; “The day | get out
of here [this country], I will never again speak your name; | will never
logk back at you; | will not come back to you.” I've said it too, when |
think about it, the number of times I've invoked, not good fortune
and all the good omens you wish upon someone who has to take to
the road, but the strength of demons. | was more likely to say: “'Let
me be taken away, kidnapped" than to use the expression used to
invoke blgssings: “May God open or ‘ease’ the way."” '

‘In reality, all that is just a lie, as the saying goes: “one lie after
anot.her". How bitter you can be, my country, when one dreams of
leaving you. And how desirable you are, oh France, before one knows
youl All because our village is full of France and nothing but France -
France is all people talk about.

_‘From our village, we have more people in France than in the
village. Much as | try to count and “keep a tally” [check], | always
find there are more men in France than in our village. When | was
back there in the village, there were moments when we [the men of
the village] were filled with ““wild solitude” [fear]. | was on the point
of leaving, and everyone would say to me: ""You are the only one
who has stayed, and now you are going to join them. You will leave
us ‘emptiness’.” There aren‘t many of us at home; all our people are
in France; we are "filling” France and emptying the village. But what
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is there in the village? All the ""broken’” men, “twisted’” men who are
good for nothing. That's all.

‘The only men in the village are French veterans {who have come
back from France]. They came back from France because they were
tired of it, or perhaps because it was France that was tired of them, if
it was up to them alone - they haven’t expelled it [France] from their
hearts. On the one hand, there are those men; on the other, there are
those who are getting ready to leave one day or another. And a small
number, there are a few - they are all young men of my age - would
get no one's approval if they too began to get the idea of leaving
"into their heads”. And in their heart of hearts, perhaps they too
would like to go: those are the ones who have jobs somewhere or
other in Algeria. So that is all - these are our men at home. There are
those they talk about, the way they talk about the guardian of the
hearth, the “cheikh of the kanoun’, ""his name is there, but you never
see him" [meaning that he is like a ghost]; there’'s a whole army of
them, the army of men - and | am one of them - who never stop
coming and going between here and France; going and coming,
that’s all they do. They are a category apart; when they get older,
some of them really do end up renouncing France, but those who
replace them, here in France, are in the majority; there are more who
come to France than there are who go back home. Some will end up
dying here in France, 1 don't know why, but in the village they are
counted as village men: the villagers count on them, their "*heads
are counted’ every time [they are enumerated whenever taxes have
to be paid or reimbursed according to how many men there are in
the family], they are not forgotten although they themselves have
forgotten their village, their relatives. Some of them have been in
France for at least twenty years. S. — he's a relative — did not know his
son until he had become a man; he left when his son was born, his
wife died in the meantime, and when he came home he found his
son, married, "with his house’' — he found a daughter-in-law. It's like

being in a fairy tale.

‘The men who do live in the village — you could say that almost all
of them have already worked in France. If you had to count the men
in the village who have never been to France in their lives, | don't
think you would find a dozen — | am not counting the young men of
today, those who are my age. Who in our house [kinship group]
hasn‘t been to France? One man! Because the machine [the train]
left him behind [he missed the bus]. All the others are men that
France has beaten up; they came home all “’shaken up”, all shaken
with a pole [like olive trees]. In any case, they can no longer work;
they are no longer either workers inside the house [in other words, at
home] or workers outside [meaning in France); all they are good for is
staying in the village and doing nothing else. You see them
wandering about, coming and going in the streets of the village, it
is they who are "filling” the village. You can’t understand what they
are, they are whatever you want them to be: if you like, they are
the village’s wise men, even though they are still young, they are the
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village's “idle men’ in their gandouras and turbans [the costume of
men who are generally out of work], they are in the village as though
they were on holiday all the time; at home, in their own houses, they
like to be [treated] like permanent guests. But they are also, if you
like, the labourers the village counts upon. .

'Fortunately, it's no longer the way it used to be, there is no reason
to fear the big brawis of the past because, if you were attacked, there
wouldn‘t be a man you could count on these days. They are good for
neither work nor fighting, they’ve all settled down, all they ar 9”9009
for is sleeping until “the warmest part of the middle of the day". This
country suits them, now that they have brought their carcasses ba'ck
from France; that’s all France has left them; a pile of bones thgy_ ve
preserved; that's all they have left, they've left the important, living
part of themselves behind in France. Besides, they’ve all come b'ack
[from France] with something: some have a retirement pension,
others an invalidity pension. They've brought back with them their
share of France”. France continues to “help” them and what France
gives them is enough. It's better than nothing, like “finding a piece
of fat in the bean soup”. It is said of them that [their affairs] are
“settled": they have no more major worries. o

‘The only thing all these French veterans don’t have now Is the
ability to leave when they like, when the path is clear; to leave just
like that - from time to time, as tourists, for a month, two months.
Each of them has a son, a brother, and a son-in-law or even a
daughter they would like to go and see, to spend some tlme with
them, to have a change of air and then come home, bringing back
money, things, presents. That’s what a tourist does! That's what
holidays are like. If it was always like that, there would never be an
end to it; it would be a circus, a perpetual coming and going: those in
France would go back on holiday, in the summer; those back there
would go to France on holiday, in the winter. Even in conversations,
what do all the men in the village talk about? France! The veterans of
France keep going on about their memories. Those “on leave” talk
about France, in the middle of their village; they believe they are still
in France; the young men who are waiting to leave dream of France.
France is all you hear them talk about: France is like this, France is like
that; so and so in France said this or that, did this, did that; bought a
taxi [meaning a car, the French term is used in contrast to camion or
truck], a motorbike and so on. Our village is a village that has been
“eaten” by France; no one escapes it.

‘In reality, no one knows anything [about France]. People talk
about it as though they were comfortable there, and France seems
to everyone to be lit up. That's the way it is. Everyone loves France,
and France is beautiful in everyone’s eyes. .. But what do you really
expect them to say about France? They know nothing about it. They
say - they say that it is ““the land of happiness”, that’s all.

‘Before | went there, | didn't think that France was foreign [a
foreign country]. | thought it was like going to one of the villages
in the area, except that it was further - as though you were going to
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a country you knew....It wasn't me who invented France, so many
went before me, since time immemorial, I'm not the first and | won't
be the last. Starting with my brother, he's now spent more than forty
years in France. In his day, my father had already been to France; he
worked in the coal mines of the Nord [département] and even in
Belgium; he could remember the days when there were horses down
the mines, he always talked about them....Me, I'd heard talk of
France since the day | was born, every day, ten times a day. That's
why | had a very different image of it. | didn't even think that it might
be like Algiers. Even though there were a lot [of men] from the
village in Algiers, | didn’t think I'd be left [to my own devices]. Even
fess so, | thought, in France, because the whole village was there; all
my relatives, my paternal uncles and maternal uncles were together
there. So | thought all | had to do was to get out of Algiers. As for the
rest, it was like going to your own house. Having so many men in
France and being afraid [to the point of] taking one step forward and
one step back, it wasn't worth it!
‘| thought that, even though it wouldn't be quite like the village,
I would find it a bit like being in a neighbourhood of Algiers, but a
neighbourhood where | would find all my relatives. It was no more
than going to a neighbouring village; anyone who goes there knows
where to go, and what has taken him there; when they see him,
everyone knows whose house he is going to; they expect him to
turn up and, after that, anyone can invite him. He is not one of
those men who expect to be brought something to eat, or to be
given directions to the mosque because they have no one on the
spot. | expected it to be the same for me in France, Of course, | would
start by going to my destination, to the home of my closest relative,
or in other words my brother, and then all my relatives would be
there. In fact, it did not turn out like that.’

‘To be able to leave without having to ask anything’

'...1 had great difficulty in getting to France. The formalities you
have to go through, the time you have to wait, is nothing;® the
hardest thing of all is hearing everything that is said about you
whenever you are seen to be doing something. "Who does he think
he is? | hope he doesn't succeed. He would do better to stay here; we
need him here. He does not lack for bread, what more does he want?
In any case, he hasn’t a hope. Look how many men before him have
asked to leave and who are still waiting years later. He's not going to
fly away all by himself; let him stay where he is.” | knew all that, and |
said to myself: ""if you do want to leave, the last thing you should do
is go through the ‘people here’ [the local authority].” They'd already
treated me the same way over something else - the things | heard
during all the time | was going through the formalities to leave. In
the village, everyone had an opinion to offer: they swore | was



16 The Original Sin and the Collective Lie

rushing around for no purpose, that | was just throwing money away.
“Stay calm", they advised me. | let them talk. Even my uncle, the one |
could count on to some extent, never stopped saying: “He’ll come a
cropper, and to no avail. He's just rushing all over the place. | tell_ you,
he really will wear himself out working L."? | wept so many times.
It sickened my heart to hear the mockery; people who have
nothing better to do with their time than poke their noses into
other people’s business. I'd have paid a lot to prove them wrong.
I prayed that | would not be dishonoured. | was spared that shame,
thank God. | waited a year before | could obtain all the permits
I needed, and | needed a lot of support. My great joy, my revenge,
was being able to leave without asking anything of the people in the
village. Every “paper’ | obtained was a real struggle in itself. '

‘Getting the passport was my first victory! When | had it in my
hand, | didn't know whether to wave it or hide it and wait for what
happened next. You never know what's going to happen later. Be
patient! But the news got around, despite everything.

‘I couldn’t do things by halves.... The second victory was when |
got my exit visa. Then | could hold my head up high. | said to myself:
"Now | can leave.” But, in my heart of hearts, | was not at peace, | was
more worried than ever: being able to leave Algeria isn’t everything
by any means; you still have to get over there, and not be sent back. It
a gamble; | took the risk. in my own mind, it was all settled: either |
would cross the sea, if only for a few days, see my brother and my
nephews, and | would be as satisfied as if that was the only reason |
had come; or | would be sent back from Algiers or France, and then
I would never set foot in the village again, come what may! Where
would I find the nerve to face everyone if, no sooner gone, than |
had to be back. They would say: “He’s brought back the provisions
he took with him for the journey”; and all I would hear would be
the rumours: "It seems that...It seems...” The worst of exiles is
bettgr than that shameful spectacle. God protected me from such a
scandal.

‘My mother was already spreading the news that | was leaving
wherever she went. | don’t know whether she told everybody about
it out of joy or sorrow, of if it was a challenge....In the meantime,
my debts began to pile up, all the money I'd had to spend to get the
papers, the cost of a return trip. In my haste, | bought my ticket
the very day | got my [exit] permit. A week later, | was in France.’

‘In our France, there is nothing but darkness’

‘And what a France | discovered! It wasn't at all what | expected
to find...to think I'd believed France wasn‘t exile [e/ghorba). You
really have to come here to France to know the truth. Here, you
hear things being said that they never say to us back home; you hear
everyone telling you: “This is no life for human beings, this is a life
you cannot love; in our country, dogs have a better life than this.” |
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will always remember this image of my arrival in France, it is the first
thing | saw, the first thing ! heard: you knock at a door, it opens on to
a little room that smells of a mixture of things, the damp, the closed
atmosphere, the sweat of sleeping men.® Such sadness! Such misery
in their eyes, in their voices — they spoke softly — in their words. That
gave me an insight into what loneliness is, what sadness is: the
darkness of the room, the darkness in the room...the darkness in
the streets — the darkness of the whole of France, because, in our
France, there is nothing but darkness.

‘... They were talking about me to my uncle, who had brought me
here: "Why've you lured him into this trap, why've you deceived him
like this, why've you set this trap for him?” What was | hearing?
| didn’t understand a thing. So where am I? Am | in France, or is this
just an intermediate stage, one more ordeal before | arrive in France?
And yet the aéroplane [avion] did bring me to France. And then there
are these men, | know them all; | know that they're in France,
| remember them well: I've seen them in the village, not long ago;
they were back from France, they were happy. Are these the same
men? At the time, they seemed to me to be big, very big, and now
they are little, little, hiding in their beds. What is all this? Can you
deceive yourself to this extent? Deep in my heart, | was clinging on to
something else, | preferred to put it down to jealousy, to the selfish-
ness of men. | said to myself: “'It's the same old story, just like home;
as soon as someone gets out of a tight spot, he wants to be the only
winner.” I'm not even in France yet, and here they are doing all they
can to make me sick of it, to predict the very worst. Why did you
come? | don’t know what stopped me from replying: “And what
about you, what are you doing here? Have you forgotten? Do you
think you're going to be the only winners?”’ The reason why | said
nothing is that my head was all in a muddle, ! still didn’t know where
[ was, | wasn't “’stabilized” yet, not settled.

‘Afterwards, it all went very quickly. When you have seen this one
and that one, been to this house and that house, you realize that it's
the same every time; what one man has said to you is repeated by the
other; what you've seen in one man's home, you find in the next
man's home, and finally you reconcile yourself to the obvious. That’s
the truth. | discovered what exile [elghorba] is. When they go back
home, they might well joke about “‘their homeland that has become
a foreign land [elghorba]”, but exile is always exile. Of course they
say, “Home has become exile [elghorba] to me”, when they are

"caught in the darkness”, but basically no one believes them.’

‘Every word we say is a lie’

‘No, they never explained to us what France was really like before we
got to know it. We see them coming home, they are well dressed,
they bring back full suitcases, with money in their pockets, we see
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them spending that money without even thinking about it; they are
handsome, they are fat. And when they talk, what do they say? They
talk about their work. When they say “I do a difficult job”, we admire
them. If we suspect them of lying, it's because they boast of doing a
difficult job, a hard job; work is always hard, you have to be strong to
do it, and that means that they are making a lot of money. That is
what you believe when you haven‘t seen with your own eyes. No one
talks about all the rest of it.

'When they come back on holiday, it's summer, with big crowds in
the village, joy everywhere, parties. Before | knew, | thought it was
always like that in France too, that they were bringing ali that joy
back with them. No, what do you expect from desolate faces?
1 realized that it was not their joy ~ quite the opposite — that they
came back home to find, no matter what they said. ... When | go back
to the village, I'm like them too, what do you expect me to say? Even
if 1 did talk about my work and told them the truth: “’I do a dirty job,
the poison gets into my stomach; I'm working myself to death, be-
tween the French | work with and us, it’s like cat and dog.”® It is as
though | told them nothing about all that. Telling them that | am
working is all that matters to them, and that is all they will hear. So
why plunge them into the “‘darkness”? In any case, nothing will
shake their faith. In order to understand anything about France,
you have to have been there first...a man who has seen nothing
[of France] listens and remains convinced that his happiness is in the
“future”, that it is waiting there for him, and that all he has to do is

to forge ahead. If you have to come here to France in order to know
the truth, it's a bit late - too late.
‘...1too will answer the questions | am asked. What else can | do?
It's not lying. But what | mustn‘t do is exaggerate out of pride or
boasting. So, I'd rather keep quiet than say just anything — that is
lying! We are to blame, we emigrants, as they call us: when we come
back from France, everything we do and every word we say is a lie; it's
our fault. If we attached any value to our money, it wouldn’t be like
that. We are too free with our money, it's as though it jumped out of
our pockets all by itself: we throw it away as though it was pouring in
through the doors and windows. Everyone is free to imagine that we
earned it effortlessly. And now, the story they told you before comes
true: it seems that over there, you have only to bend down to pick up
notes of 10,000 francs. In fact, if they saw how we earn that money,
the squalor we live in order to save money, it's enough to make you
hate that money, it's too bitter, it really is oleander.'® We are here,
we remember nothing. When you have eaten, you forget that you
were hungry, you spend “like someone who has come back from
France”, as they so aptly put it. When you need something, it's as
though the need made you forget everything you have been
through. If it weren't for that, why return to France, when you
already know what France is like? It really must be a question of
need. We are all the same; it's as though God had ““struck’ us; no
sooner do we find ourselves in one place than God immediately
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makes the other place softer for us. No sooner have we got off
[disembarked, in the sense of arriving back home]}, than we forget
it all. We start all over again and go back to France as though nothing
had happened.

‘After what I've seen, | swear that | will never deceive anyone
again! This summer, for the first time I've been back to the village -
it hasn't even been a year - | saw them all arriving, | was back there
long before them, | was back there in August. They found me in the
village, as in previous years, | was in working clothes, I'd been har-
vesting, as in the past. Nothing had changed; it was the village's old
Mohand, that's all. When it so happens that you all meet up as a
group like that, those who have come back and those who have not
yet gone away: just listen to them! Boasts, lies: ""I've done this, I've
done that; I've got this, I've got that”, and so it goes on. | let him talk
and when he has nothing left to add, | nettle him and make him
jump: “I've come back too.” A lot of people still don’t know I'm in
France; here in Paris, there aren‘t many of them [immigrants from his
village] and in Lyon [where most of the emigrant population from
the village is concentrated] only those who are close to me know. in
my own mind, | tell all the rest of them: “Right, I'll ‘bring out’ all your
lies; it’s no good dressing things up and using fancy words.” And the
more wretched they are, the more they exaggerate. “’Look, you, |
know what goes on, | know what you've been up to, and how you
live - I've seen you over there.” “You're joking, how could you see
me, have you got binoculars that can see from here to there?”’
"Because |'ve been there too, and you know it. I've just come back,
I've only been here for a few days, that's all. So, don't tell lies, lie to
the others, but not to me because I've seen it. Or do you think I'm
going to cover up for you and take your side? Now, since that's what
you want, we're going to tell the truth to those who are listening to
us, who haven't seen. You boast about how much you earn - the
truth is that you don’t even earn half that. You don't even manage to
make "two shares’* of what | earn. Your room, which isn’t yours, but
B.'s, he took you in, didn't he? Are you denying it? How many times

have you not had enough to pay for it? Either he or D. had to pay for
you, otherwise you’d have found your suitcase in the street; you eat
on credit in the café, I'm sure that even today, now that you are here
among us, you still have debts: you haven't paid for what you ate last
month. | take you all as my witnesses, go and ask Ch. at Y. if he paid
for the journey that brought him here with his own money. If he
paid, I'm the liar, and not him.” Because, both over there and back
here, your hair’s always all over the place. He lets his hair grow long,
and he goes to the barber’s when he gets to Algiers. Two days after
he gets his wages, he still has a little money in his pocket; but after
two days, you mustn’t ask anything more of him. After that, when he
wants anything, even a cigarette, unless he can beg it from someone,
he won't get it. That's the “little man’” we have in France, that man
there who is deafening everyone with his din. Back there, when
monsieur has money, off he goes, because I've seen him go off like
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that and people have told me about his exploits, he is here and there,
going from café to café, and the first guy he meets can get him to go
anywhere. And so it goes on until his pockets are empty. Shake them,
turn them inside out, and not a centime will fall out. And then you
see our man coming back to the neighbourhood where everyone
lives, head down, not a word to say, hugging the walls; he goes
back to his room and never comes out — because he hasn’t a bean
in his pockets. And now he's like an “ascetic believer’”. And now that
he's at leisure, now that “the situation is easy for him” he begins to
ramble on and on.’

A spontaneous theory of reproduction

Mohand A. is a young immigrant aged 21 who came to France little
more than a year ago. Originally from a village which, as he himself
says, has ‘many more people in France than at home’, he belongs to
that generation of young countrymen who, in a region with a very old
and very strong tradition of emigration (the mountains of Kabylia),
have no other future prospects and, initially, no ambition but to leave.
Indeed, because, on the one hand, he was not of the right age to
benefit from the recent education campaigns in rural areas (to use his
own words, he did little more than “slip furtively’ into ‘the makeshift
school’ that was opened in the premises where the djemad or local
assembly met), he could not, unlike those young men with a minimal
level of education (a primary education certificate or a vocational
training certificate), hope to find a stable job either in the city, in
neighbouring villages or even at home, that might prevent him from
having to emigrate. And because, on the other hand, he did not belong
to any of the traditional great peasant families who owned fields, trees
and livestock, he could not, quite apart from the general disaffection
that has hit traditional agriculture, and which not even members of
land-owning families escape, resign himself to his condition as a
sharecropper, or in other words a fellabh working someone else’s
land for their benefit.

Being acutely aware of the peculiar position he occupies amongst all
the other men of the village, and because he refuses to do anything that
could be seen as a challenge, or to make any response that might look
like a challenge, Mohand A. will, in the space of a few years, experience
in a surprisingly short space of time and very directly all the upheavals
that have overtaken the old peasant social order. The rural community
is completely disintegrating and, as a result of various factors (primar-
ily emigration and all its implications, which are not solely economic),
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it is not only traditional agricultural tasks that are being neglected
because their archaism and futility are becoming obvious. The entire
peasant spirit has been seriously damaged and all the old values are
being undermined. To go on believing (or pretending to believe), if only
for a while, in the peasant condition, and to go on clinging (or pretend-
ing to cling) to the land with all the strength of the neophyte, can in the
circumstances only be a defiant attitude.

Indeed, attempting the impossible by working what he himself
recognizes to be ‘fields that, not so long ago, he was forbidden to
cross’, acquiring a pair of oxen ‘in a house which, for as long as
anyone can remember, has never seen an ox cross the threshold’ -
these are not the result of some desire to make himself stand out. Still
less do they constitute some archaic desire to rejoin the clan of the
‘farmers of the past’ — survivors from another era who struggle to
work the land as though nothing had changed, the naive bou-niya,
‘men of a different time’ — and of all the old widows who are incon-
solable as they see the lands of their house lying fallow or being
farmed so carelessly.

For this ‘son of a widow’, as he likes to call himself, who is from a
‘family which has never owned a field or an ox’, who boasts of having
‘become a man by himself, through his actions and not through his
name’ (which was handed down to him like the rest of his heritage),
making an entry into adult life and making a name for himself in
accordance with the traditional norms that define peasant excellence
(thafallahth) is, in a certain manner, his way of taking revenge on the
old landed “aristocracy’. The aristocracy, whose own sons are turning
away from the land, are now, just like all the other men in the village,
either local wage-earners or emigrants, or quite simply ‘idlers’
(marthah) of a new kind. Unlike those men (usually heads of families)
whose social position ensured them the status of ‘men who have the
leisure to be at rest’ and who were liberated from working on the land
(or at least from the most onerous tasks) and could therefore devote
themselves to prestigious functions that might be said to be ‘represen-
tative’, today’s ‘idlers’ in fact tend to regard themselves as ‘un-
employed’, when, in order not to have to admit to what they are,
they do their utmost to come up with all sorts of alibi: illness, or the
ambiguous status of being a former or future emigrant.

If he is not to lapse too quickly and too readily into this widely
shared disaffection with traditional activities, he must first convince
himself, and then others, that he can and will conform to the old ideal
of the man of honour and the accomplished peasant. Proving to
himself and others that he can, even though he started out with
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nothing, build a “full house’ in the old sense of the term — meaning a
house with land, animals and produce - is of course still an eminently
praiseworthy accomplishment that just has to be admired; but he has
to do so at an inopportune moment, and that inevitably leads to
disillusionment, especially because he has invested too late in a
market that has lost its value. Indeed, because of the demonstrative
value that has been assigned it, it is in the very nature of the task he
has undertaken that, as soon as it has been successful and because it
has been successful, its very function should disappear. There then
follows a whole process which, as one thing after another is aban-
doned, leads to an awareness of the futility of trying to perpetuate
agriculture in its old form. It leads to the accumulation of debts and,
in the same way that one challenge leads to another, to emigration
being seen as the only resort, as the final solution that can break the
infernal circle of rural proletarianization, and as the ‘emancipatory’
act par excellence. ‘Let he who wants to be a man go to France.” There
is now no point in proving that one can work the landowners’ lands
‘better than they could do it’, or that ‘you can live off it as well as they
did in the past’; that, like them you can own your flock, when what
matters if you want recognition is ‘showing what you are made of’ in
a different domain, outside the village and, in accordance with a
different logic, other than by working the land.

The village from which Mohand A., together with the entire group
of his patrilineal relatives, originates has been strongly influenced by
emigration. Like other emigrants, A. likes to count how many men
from his village are in France and how many have remained in or
returned to the village: he says that his village has seen 92 families and
197 men leave for France. As a result of this, only 146 men are now at
home, 105 of whom are former emigrants. If we exclude those men
who have, with their families, emigrated to towns in Algeria itself, the
agnatic group to which A. belongs has 33 men in France (13 of whom
have emigrated with their families), leaving only 18 in the village.
Within the minority that guarantees the group’s presence in the vil-
lage, only 10 men have never lived in France, and if we exclude the
youngest of them, there is only one, now in his fifties, who has, for
health reasons, never emigrated. Of the others, who are all under 30,
only two can be considered possible candidates for emigration be-
cause, unlike the others, they have been unable to find relatively stable
waged jobs at home.

The village has a long tradition of emigration. Of the total of 51
men who now constitute the same kinship group (adhrumy), 38 have a
father who either emigrated to France (when he was still capable of
working there) or who was, at some stage, a worker there (or even in
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Belgium, as was the case with Mohand A.’s father), and 11 have a
grandfather who emigrated. That this migratory movement has a long
history emerges even more clearly if we attempt to reconstruct the
evolution of the number of men who left successively from 1913
onwards — that, it seems, being the date of the first emigrant’s depart-
ure from the village (it goes without saying that account is taken only
of those emigrants who, for one reason or another, are remembered):
between 1913 and 1920 (in other words during the whole of the First
World War), 11 men emigrated to France; between 1921 and 1928,
10 more followed; there was no further emigration until 1936, when
7 men emigrated between then and 1939. The Second World War
interrupted the process, but it is from 1946 onwards that we find the
greatest number of departures: in the space of three years, 15 men, all
under the age of 20, emigrated; and in 1952-62 and 1963-73,
respectively, 15 and 10 cases of emigration are recorded.

It is not simply that the length of stay outside the home country
increases as time goes by (in some cases they might last more than ten
years) and that they are now almost continuous (there are many
emigrants who, over a period of some twenty years, have returned
to the village only once or twice, and only for the duration of their
annual holidays). The emigrant condition itself is becoming perman-
ent, and the status of the emigrants is in a sense becoming more stable.
Indeed, taking only the category of the youngest emigrants who
arrived in France from 1946 onwards (their average age when they
first emigrated was very young, the oldest of them being under 24), of
a total of 34 men (excluding those who had died in the meantime, all
the deaths having occurred in France), only 5 returned to the village
for good and 3 settled in towns after their return to Algeria.

Of the emigrants of long standing who are still in France — they are
also the oldest — some have spent almost their entire active lives in
France; some of them are even beyond retirement age (two brothers
who emigrated in 1919 and 1937 and who are now 73 and 61 years
old respectively; two other emigrants aged 67 and 59, who came to
France in 1928 and 1938 respectively, etc.).

It is not surprising that the entire life of the village should eventu-
ally become closely dependent upon the life of the emigrants; the
entire local community ‘hangs on’ its emigration, which it calls
‘France’. The village is constantly on the alert and listening to that
part of itself from which it has been separated. It is responsible for
amplifying in its own way the gossip that gets home. It adopts the
rhythms of emigration as they are forced upon it by the news — letters
and postal orders —~ that comes from France, as well as by the return of
its emigrants, which occurs periodically.
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At a more basic level, it is the very position of each family or group
of families within the structure of the village that is determined by the
age and size of its emigration. The first families to have ‘delegated’
emigrants to France were also the first to have monetary capital at
their disposal. Those families that are sufficiently rich in men to be
present both in the village and abroad are now in a good position to
combine the advantages and signs of both kinds of capital on which
the social hierarchy is based: economic capital (which is increasingly
supplied by emigration) and symbolic capital (which depends upon
the ‘good use’ the men who have stayed at home can make of that
economic capital).

Ultimately, each individual’s status is defined only in relation to
emigration. The village men stand out only when, in very rare cases,
they can avoid having to emigrate (or can, at the very least, find a
relatively stable waged job) or when, on the contrary and in the
majority of cases, they are forced to emigrate or experience their
repeated emigration as having been forced on them. The latter are
further divided into those who, because they can meet the demands
made of anyone entering and remaining in France, have the institu-
tional possibility of emigrating at a date and for a time that suits them
and, on the other hand, those who, because they cannot conform to the
regulations, can only sustain the illusory hope of becoming possible
emigrants one day. Both groups (with the exception of those who have
deliberately excluded themselves from the pool of potential emigrants)
in fact live in the village only on a ‘temporary’ basis, rather as though
‘they only spent their holidays there’, because their day-to-day practice
is largely determined by the emigration project. They are called ‘stop-
gap men’ or ‘men of the moment’, as opposed to the life force that has
deserted the village; or ‘men of the house’, ‘inside men’, i.e., those who
perform the thankless and lowly task of working the land, as opposed
to the ‘outside men’ who are involved in public relations, relations with
the outside world, the market and, of course, work outside - in other
words, in France. As they count only because they are physically
present in the village, they are ‘emigrants at home’. Having been
freed from the need to emigrate, the youngest of them are inclined to
break with, or have already broken with, the traditional peasant con-
dition, precisely because of the stable and sufficiently prestigious jobs
they have. Even if they returned from France a very long time ago, the
others continue to behave as ‘emigrants’, or in other words as ‘guests in
their own house’ or as ‘masters of the house who have returned home
only in order to leave sooner or later’, but who insist on perpetuating a

situation and making it look as comfortable as they can for ‘as long as
the money from France lasts’.
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When asked to describe his experience as an emigrant, and espe-
cially the contradiction he discovers between the reality of his emi-
grant condition and the enchanted image he previously had of France
(because that was the picture his group painted for him), the inform-
ant reveals the social conditions that produce that contradiction.
Because he is constantly moving between one world and the other,
his whole vision of emigration — what he calls ‘France’ - and
the discourse through which he communicates that vision are both
condemned to borrowing from the two worlds in which all emigrants
are involved. Being an expression of this awkward situation, language
itself ‘plays on’ the possibility of having recourse to both the registers
available to it. Quite apart from the many borrowings, some used in
their original sense and others reinterpreted, it makes from French
(which are emphasized in the text), the very structure of the language
appears to be the result of ‘strange’ combinations of form and content
that, apparently, do not seem to be in perfect harmony.

At times, it is by using new expressions, borrowed from the French
and then reinterpreted, that the informant best succeeds in describing
an experience which, even when it appears to be new, still relates to
the traditional mode. Thus, thajarnat (day) refers to a day of waged
work, or the day’s wage, as opposed to a day of work performed as an
act of charity or barter (ass urattal). At other times, and conversely,
traditional forms of discourse — sayings, proverbs, ways of speaking
and turns of phrase — are used to express a new content: elghith (help),
which is part of the rain ritual in which one ‘begs pity (from heaven)
by sacrificing a victim’, is used to refer to small incomes paid to
former emigrants (they are homologous with the rain which, in peas-
ant tradition, assured prosperity throughout the year).

The experience of emigration itself is both organized and described
in accordance with traditional schemata: the informant describes
‘France’ by resorting to the vocabulary of the mythico-ritual system.
Descriptions of emigrants’ conditions of existence borrow from the
great traditional oppositions: inside-outside, full-empty, light-dark,
etc. No matter whether it is described as the direct opposite of
the homeland (in which case it is credited with having qualities
that are denied the homeland, or, conversely, it is blamed for many
ills that are unknown at home) or, on the contrary, as its equivalent, at
least in some respects (the presence of many relatives), France is always
characterized by a series of attributes which constitute the series anti-
thetical to that applied to the homeland, a set of homologous oppos-
itions (see table 1). All that is needed to make the same series express
the converse experience is a change of sign or, more directly, an invo-
cation of the vocabulary of reversal which, as is well known,
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Table 1

Kabylia France Kabylia France
Narrow Broad Weak Strong
Twisted Straight Evil Good
Wrong Right Poor Rich
Inverted  Upright Dark Light
Backward Forward Accursed  Blessed
Contrary  Favourable Loneliness Company
Difficult  Easy Fear Confidence
Fall Rise Sadness Joy

Scorn Value Etc. Etc.

plays its role in ritual practices of inversion (aglab); hence the use of a
whole vocabulary with mythical connotations (abdel, ‘change’; a’waj,
‘twisting’, ‘inversion’; aqul, ‘turn inside out’, etc.) and the inversions
to which the opposition between the land of exile (elghorba) and the
native land (elghorba becomes le pays) is subjected: ‘the land of our
birth has become elghorba’.

The entire discourse of the emigrant is organized around the triple
truth of elghorba. In traditional logic, elghorba is associated with
‘sunset’ and ‘darkness’, with going away and isolation (amongst
foreigners, and therefore exposed to their hostility and scorn), with
exile and fear (the fear inspired by night and the fact of getting lost in
a forest or a hostile natural environment), with being lost (because
you have lost your sense of direction), or with misfortune, etc. In the
idealized vision of emigration as a source of wealth and a decisive act
of emancipation, elghorba, intentionally and violently denied in its
traditional meaning, tends (without completely succeeding in doing
s0) to bear another truth which identifies it, rather, with happiness,
light, joy, confidence, etc. The experience of the reality of emigration
dispels the illusion and re-establishes elghorba in its original truth. It
is the entire experience of the emigrant that oscillates between these
two contradictory images of elghorba. Being unable to resolve the
contradiction in which he is trapped, because he would have to
abandon emigration, his only option is to mask it.

It is by using the resources of the mythical tradition that the inform-
ant produces an actual model of the mechanism by which emigration
is reproduced, and in which the alienated and mystified experience of
emigration fulfils an essential function. The collective misrecognition
of the objective truth of emigration is the necessary mediation that
allows economic necessity to exercise its power. And the misrecogni-
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tion is sustained by the entire group, by emigrants who select the
information they bring back when they spend time in their country, by
former emigrants who ‘enchant’ the memories they retain of France,
and by candidates for emigration who project their most unrealistic
aspirations onto ‘France’.




2

To stay or to gO...
To go or to stay...

Refrain;
And yet my heart wonders
Whether it should stay or go,
hether it shoulq 80 or stay;
rif it has gone or stayed
Or if it has stayed or gone,
Its illness took hold long ago
And its life, poor thing, hangs by 4 thread,
My heart asked me for advi
€reas it wanted to go;
So I told it to go,
ereas it wanted to stay,
I'told it to 80, it wanted to stay;
I'told it to stay, it wanted to go.
Itif had 4 guide it would stay or would go,

I wait for it ¢ change its ming
ether to stay or to go,
So I'told it to stay,

It replied that it w.
When I tell it ¢o 80, it wants to stay;
When I tell it o stay, it wants to go.

en I give it advice, whether [ speak or
It doesn’t know whether to stay or to go.

N its thoughts
had gone

ttled nor decided anything

ce. I told it to stay

as up to you to go.

remain silent,

One day it went, but
It came back before it
Our law hag neither se
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Our luck is poor
I go, it wants to stay
I'stay, it wants to go
ile I remain perplexed
My heart bleeds from its wounds

. emigration
Sliman Azzem Kabyle singer and teller of stories of emig
3

. s
ks the emlgranFS
Any Study of migratory phenomena that v?:::lt?lzt is at once partial
Conditiong of origin is bound only togivea ly the immigrant — angi not
and ethnocentric. On the one hand, it is only rather as though his life
Cemigrant - who is taken into conSIderanOl}?e other hand, the prob-
€g8an the moment he came to Erapce. Onstthat of adaptation to tﬁe
fmatic, both explicit and implicit, is alwéily may be, analyses of tlle
‘host’ society. As a result, and useful ast i};mselves into two equally
CMigrants’ world are in danger of trapping t mpared with the b?hav-
dstract apq reductive diSCOurSCS-_ Whenhcos ociety of immigra_tlon._
ioura] Modes of the dominant society — t }f iour of emigrants inevit-
ichare ghyg constituted as norms, the behav in order to explain it, is
ably Seems deviant, All that remains to be (}On;:i’stence, which are thus
0 impyge ¢ either to their COndmf’n‘s ° fenctional’ modes pf behav-
Tegarded o being responsible for their dysf uri in, seen genenca,l y a;a
iour, or ¢, their socio-cultural corldmon‘s y Eesg’ OI’I or ‘obstacles’ to the
Mere cultura} heritage and described as br a'ronmem- _ f
Process of adaptation to the new social envi laining the Situfmon ©
ather thap devoting our efforts to CXLzely and simply in terrﬁs
*Migrants (who are in fact immlgrag“s) puust take as our object t (;
of the history of their stay in France,” we m f dispositions and the se
l‘elationship between the emigrants’ Sy§temdo by the very fact of‘ their
Mechanismg 1o which they are subj ecr?[ Jnderstood only if we
Migration, That relationship can be fuhy e brought them to thel.r
MVestigate the differential processes that ba‘;ound outside their emi-
Present Situation, and their origins must enstruction of emigrants
8ration, |y j only through the total reco lete system of determin-
Majectopie that we can understand the Con?pration and continuing t(;
Ationg which, having acted prior to their em.lgrants in the process o
A, in modified form, has t?rought e-mllg If in short, they are lt)o
E‘mgration, to their current point 0(5 :‘;rg;: .poi, nt of arrival :iHUStch
¢ fully explained, differences note itions in France, and to
Telated both to living and working Condlgoﬁdependemly of emigra-
Hferenceg that initially ~ i.e., prior to an tlor group of emigrants.
1 = already distinguished the emigran of variables have been
Broadly Speaking, two interrelated systems jectories, of which the
Onstrycteq in the course of each of these traj
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period of emigration is no more than one phase. On tl_le one hand, we
have variables that might be said to be of origin — in other wqrds,
precisely that set of social characteristics and soc1ally. determqu
dispositions and aptitudes the emigrants displayed_ prior to their
entry into France (characteristics that make it possx.b!e to evaluat.e
the position the emigrant occupied in his group of origin, such as his
geographical and/or social origin, the economic anc'i so.c1.al charac.ter-
istics of the group, the attitude of the group or the individual subject
towards the migratory phenomenon, as established by the loc;al trad-
ition of emigration, etc.). On the other hand, we also have yana.bles at
the point of arrival — in other words, differences between immigrants
in France itself (in terms of their working conditions, housing, etc.) By
comparing the two series of variables, which we can do once we have
reconstructed and analysed a certain number of emigrant 'l)lggraphles
chosen because of the exemplary nature of their itinerary in immigra-
tion, we can establish how the one series is retranslated. into the other,
and break with the all too readily accepted representation of a homo-
genous and undifferentiated immigration that is always subject to the
same actions and the same mechanisms. o
Reintroducing complete trajectories is also a way of bre:.kag with
an ‘eternalized’ image of immigration which, at best, was 1n the past
adequate for a different state of immigration. Thus, the .stere.otypxcal
image of the ‘noria’ continues to be applied to all immigrants.
Because the immigrant has been identified once and for all W.lth the
image of a man from a rural background (a peasant) wh'o eml.gra'ted
alone (i.e. without his family) and for what was, of necessity, limited
period of time, immigration is seen as a perpetual process of replen-
ishment that brings into France — and removes from France — men
who are always new (even if this is neither the first time they have
emigrated nor their first stay in France) and always identical. .
This representation was, at least in part, correct when Algerian
emigration to France began (and probably remained accurate until
the period 1949-50), provided that we overlook the differences that
may have arisen between regions or between groups from the same
region that had been driven apart by their recent history), but it no
longer corresponds — with some exceptions — to contemporary immi-
gration. The reason it survives even though reality gives it the lie is
that it has the advantage of reassuring everyone: the host society, the
country (or group) of origin and the emigrants themselves. It is in fact
in everyone’s interest to sustain the retrospective illusion of a rela-
tively inoffensive immigration that does not disturb any order. It does
not disturb the peasant order of the society of origin which, in order
to guarantee its salvation and perpetuation, is forced to ‘delegate’ the
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function of emigration to certain of its members; it does not disturb
the moral, political and social order of the host country, which can
accept and use emigrants all the more easily and in greater numbers
when it can allow itself to treat them as though they were simply ‘in
transit’; nor does it disturb the order of the emigrants themselves who,
being torn between two countries, two social worlds and two condi-
tions that differ in every respect, try to conceal — and to conceal from
themselves — the contradictions of their situation by convincing them-
selves of its ‘temporary’ nature, even though it is very likely to be
permanent or coextensive with their active lives. Because it conceals
the indirect and undifferentiated effects of the migratory phenomenon
(in other words its frequently negative aspects) and sees only the
immediate benefits, the “continual rotation’ image of emigration con-
tinues to have a highly seductive appeal for all sides. The host society
is convinced that it will always have at its disposal workers (single
men who are of an age and in a physical condition to begin work at
once) without having to pay the price (or too high a price) in terms of
social problems. The society of origin thinks that it will always be
able to obtain the monetary resources it needs without suffering
the slightest change for the worse as a result. And the emigrants
are convinced that they are fulfilling their obligations towards their
group (even though they are separated from it), their land (even
though they are working in factories) and their peasant status
(even though they are becoming wage-earners) without necessarily
feeling that they are being untrue to themselves.

Three generations, three modes of generation

A combined analysis of the differential conditions that have produced
different ‘generations’ of emigrants (in the true sense of sets of emi-
grants produced in accordance with the same mode of generation), and
of the diversified classes of trajectories {or itineraries) followed by
different types of emigrant in the course of their emigration, reveals the
extreme diversity of the immigrant population. Emigrants who belong
in chronological terms to the same phase of emigration (i.e. who are of
approximately the same age and the same period) but whose mode of
generation was different, may differ in all their modes of behaviour.
Conversely, those who emigrated at different times may be relatively
similar, rather as though the oldest had been precursors in terms of both
the genesis of their emigration and the trajectory of their immigration.
Because the history of one retranslates the history of the other, phases of
immigration basically correspond to phases that can be distinguished
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within processes of transformation internal to the rpral communities
that produce emigrants. Thus, each of the great periods of the recent
history of rural Algerian society, each successive state of the most basic
structures of the peasant economy and peasant thought, and the entire
social structure of the rural world, corresponds to a distinct ‘age’ of
emigration — in other words to a different mode of generation of
emigration and a different ‘generation’ of emigrants. During the first
age, or until (approximately) the period immediately after the Second
World War, the history of Algerian emigration to France corregponded
to the history of a peasant society that was fighting for survival and
which expected emigration to provide it with the means to perpetuate
itself as it was. In the second age, emigration offered a mass of peasants
who had been not only impoverished but also totally pro‘letarxamzed, a
privileged opportunity — and perhaps the only opportunity they wquld
ever have — to fulfil ambitions that their new condition bo'th a'uthonzed
and prohibited. More recently (and especially since Algerian independ-
ence), a process that began almost three-quarters of a century ago hasat
last been completed: emigration has finally determined the implant-
ation in France of an Algerian community that is relatively autonomous
from both the French society with which it coexists and the Algerian

society in which it originated.

The first ‘age’: an orderly emigration

Being both an effect and an index of the collapse of the old Cq}llllb-
rium in which the traditional peasant society and economy persisted,
the primary function of emigration to France was to provide peasant
communities whose agricultural activities no longer made .them' sglf—
sufficient with the means to perpetuate themselves in their existing
state. So the emigrant of the day, who was divorced from his people,
his land and his activities only in physical terms and on a temporary
basis, was mandated by his family and, more generally, the peasant
society to undertake a very specific mission that was of hm!ted dur-
ation because it had limited objectives. There was no difference
between the emigrant, who was an accomplished peasant, and other
peasants; he may have been chosen from amongst the ‘best’ of them
because of the seriousness of the responsibility with which he was
being entrusted. Even before the sharing out of tasks between the
various able-bodied men of the family or group had gradually led to a
quasi-specialization, and before any distinction had been made be-
tween the ‘worker inside the house’ (i.e. the peasant who, being
‘good’ for nothing but for working on the land, did not emigrate)
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and the ‘outside’ worker (i.e. the man whose essential — and before
long exclusive — function was to emigrate in order to provide hard
cash), the worker or peasant who cultivated the land was also the
worker or peasant who emigrated. Being good at working o# the land
and in the house (an accomplished peasant), he was also good at
working for the land and the house (a good emigrant).* Those who
were delegated to emigrate were therefore chosen on the basis of the
criteria that defined peasant excellence: they enjoyed the trust of their
group, but could be neither young (nor too young) nor single, even
though the peasant tradition, which placed an extremely high value
on working the land - to which it subordinated all other activities —
insisted that tasks ‘outside’ agriculture (i.e. those accorded least re-
spect by the peasant world) were, as a priority, reserved for the
youngest. As the seasonal emigration of agricultural workers was
the ‘test bench’, it was often an opportunity for emigrants to France
to prove that they could maintain their ties with their group, and
remain true to their peasant status and their peasant honour.

‘Who do you send to market to buy or sell? You send the man you
trust. You do not send a child who might be “had”, who might be
fooled into being cheated; you make sure that someone reliable goes
with him. Nor do you send someone who might cheat you: he’d come
back empty-handed...France is like the market, it's a different
market, a bigger market that is further way than the [local] weekly
market, a market that lasts longer, not for a day, but for months and
years...The further away the market — and this is important - the
more precautions you have to take. That was the way we went to
France. Anyone “in whom there was no trust”, either because he was
too young or because he wasn’t used to it, had to be entrusted to
someone else, someone older and more experienced, someone who
would teach him.” (Former emigrant, aged 73, who spent eleven
years in France between 1934 and 1957)

Because emigration served the needs of the peasant world and was
subordinate to the agricultural activity for which it provided extra
income, it selected its agents in accordance with the principles of
the peasant habitus. That was not all. Stays in France fitted in with the
peasant tradition in terms of their duration (or, which comes to the same
thing, the duration of absences from home), their frequency, the peri-
odicity of departures and returns and so on. The rhythm of the latter
followed the calendar of agricultural labour and the high points of the
social life of the countryside rather than the demands of the industries
that employed the emigrants. Departures usually took place after the
ploughing had been done, or at the end of autumn and the beginning of
winter. Returns coincided with harvest time and that period of the year
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when social relations were at their most intense (the season for mar-
riages and all the transactions that took place after the hgrvest). The
mission constituted by emigration had to be accomplished in as shorta
time as possible: neither the emigrants nor their group liked theu: stays
in France to last too long. If, in exceptional circumstances, thfa emigrant
was away for longer than was permissible, he attracted the disapproval
that was directed against all those who were lacking in self—contr_ol and
who did not know how to conform to the peasant ethic: the emigrant,
because he seemed to be developing a taste for the city and his emigrant
status; his family, because it had proved itself incapable of ‘recuper-
ating’ him or because, being too ‘greedy’ (rather than too poor), it
forced him to remain absent for longer (i.e. to make more and more
money and never to be satisfied with what he had).

When the same emigrant had to return repeatedly to France (as few
times as possible), he and his group experienced thpsc stays as So
many single acts that were unrelated to either the previous or the next
stay (an eventuality that became increasingly common as 1t 'became
more and more inevitable). The same experience of emigration was
perpetually repeated, with the same search for work and }}ousmg, the
same apprenticeship in the life of the immigrant: “We are like fleas. As
soon as we have warmed up our place, we hop out of it.”

Now that he had to come to terms with urban life and to submit to all
its mechanisms (especially in terms of consumption and spending), the
‘good’ emigrant, or the emigrant who was praised because he had
succeeded in remaining the authentic peasant (bou-niya) he once was,
owed it to himself to prove that he could tolerate his new emigrant
condition and could, despite his exile, continue to live ar!d think as an
authentic peasant. That was the precondition for being able, for
example, to adopt the behaviour of a hard and thrifty worker, yvhxch
was so highly praised (amongst peasants). Rather as though it was
feared that contact with the city would blunt their peasant virtues,
emigrants were advised above all to be careful not to imitate the city
dweller, not to eat, dress or spend like him, and not to work like
someone who is ‘too fond of himself’, ‘who works only for his stomagh’.
Anyone who imitated the city dweller inevitably ‘put on greed’, ‘avid-
ity’, ‘insatiability’ — that unquenchable thirst for money once one has
begun to earn some — and ‘immoderation’ — ‘the pretensions of those
who want to take hold of the world in one hand and in a single day’.

As one demand leads to another (and, at bottom, they are perhaps
one and the same), the emigrant who owed it to himself to be attached
to peasant values also owed it to himself not to renounce the values of
the group. Because le pays, or thamourth (the family, the agnatic
group, the village and the community as a whole) occupied their
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every thought and inspired all their preoccupations and modes of
behaviour, emigrants found it especially comforting to be able, in
France, to live together in accordance with the schema of social
structures and of the network of social relations with which they
were familiar. By living amongst his own people, the emigrant could
derive from his group of companions the strength he needed to resist
the temptations and debilitating effects of urban life.’

Confronted, thanks to his exile, with (urban) ways of being and
acting, feeling, perceiving and spending, living and consuming that
are all rejected as being incompatible with his peasant status, the
emigrant takes refuge in this sort of little country that has been
reconstructed in France as an extension of the great country of his
birth, and thus demonstrates his generalized refusal to become part of
a world (that of immigration) which he finds decidedly foreign.

‘Emigration is a clan. He [the emigrant] only goes where those from
home [de son pays] are....They are all there together....50 you go
there, because that's where the people you rely on, the children of
your country, are to be found....For us, our misfortune, our sickness
is....that we live together, that we are always living amongst our-
selves. When you are all alone, there is fear in your life; not many are
brave enough to expatriate themselves on their own. He cannot keep
away, distance himself from the other, move away from people from
home; this one emigrates to his brother’s, and that one to his uncie’s,
his brother-in-law's, and they call that emigration: this is e/lghorba
[exile] around the kanoun [the domestic hearth]. We always stay in
familiar territory; like back there [au pays], like the way we came, the
way we live here.’ (5.B.)

Keeping their distance from what, objectively, they were kept dis-
tant from, making use of the psychological and cultural estrangement
that kept them apart from French society and its practices (or at least
those that were accessible to them): these were sacrifices they had to
agree to make to an activity whose rationale was not always percep-
tible to them (a temporary ‘lying’ activity, a social status that was
artificial because it was culturally and socially ‘foreign’ to peasant
activity), and to a condition (wage-earning) that was still unfamiliar
and often accompanied by a feeling of having broken the rules.

A hidden act

Being a peasant with a mandate to emigrate, and a peasant who tried
to survive the ordeal of emigration without ever betraying himself as a
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peasant, the emigrant — now more of a peasant than ever - woylg
go back to his community and his emigrant condition. As thougy
nothing had happened, he would once more take up the position thy,
was rightfully his, and which he should never have left, amongst hj
own people. Rather as though they wanted to eradicate every trace of
emigration, the emigrant and his group agreed to join in a celebratioy
of peasant virtues whenever they gathered together; when he wen;
back to his village, the emigrant was the object of an almost ritua|
‘reintegration’. In order to ‘exorcise’ the urban temptations he migh
have brought back with him, he rejected the clothes he had won
in the city, watched his language and censored all borrowings from
‘city talk’ and from French; for its part, the group was attentive tq
the slightest perceptible indices of changes in the behaviour and
intentions of the emigrant, and was not slow to note and appropris
ately sanction any breach of peasant decorum. As though that vigi:
lance were not enough, the emigrant’s actions were designed to pay
tribute to the peasant order: his first attentions were for the land
(which he visited and ‘cultivated’ by tracing a few symbolic furrows,
even though it was the wrong season), the livestock (especially the
pair of oxen, which had to be ‘taken out’ especially) and the village
community (showing his face in the village assembly and in the
mosque). In short, so long as emigration remained subordinate to
the traditional order and continued to serve the peasant condition,
so long as the group could control it and bend it to its own values and
imperatives, emigrants (with a few rare exceptions) approached their
departure as peasants and endured their stay in France as peasants;
and it was as peasants that they went back to their old activities and

existence.

Being designed to preserve the peasant order, the emigration ‘fo
order’ of the first ‘age’ was therefore an orderly emigration. Multiple
control mechanisms were implemented at every moment of the pro-
cess (before departure, during the stay in France and on returning
home) so as to neutralize its potentially harmful effects and to ensure
that it led to no permanent or profound change for the worse either
for the emigrants or, because of them, their society. The most success-
ful of all the mediations used to implement these various controls
was still loyalty to the group of origin and, one thing being the
precondition for the other, one of the essential functions of emigrant
communities was precisely to ‘keep order’ in emigration and, by
keeping alive the memory of home [le pays] thanks to constant
contacts with people from home [les pays], to perpetuate and support
the peasant order.

The Three Ages of Emigration 37

A 'mission’

'...In the past, it was the healthiest of emigrations: they were
peasants, and it was a peasants’ France. The poor man left his plough
and went to France; he left for France as though he were leaving for
the grave. He didn‘t go with joy in his heart. ... In the past, they used
to walk backwards as they left home. If it hadn’t been for need
snapping at their heels, they wouldn’t have gone on....And the
reason why these wretches lived so badly, lived on so little, was that
there was one goal and only one goal: it was because they had got
into their heads that they wanted their brother to marry, or to
rebuild the old house. Those men had a goal to attain, and they
sacrificed themselves to it: their cousin was going to sell the land
back home, they couldn’t let it go, it had to stay in the family, you get
into debt and you send someone to France to pay your debts. That
was how they came in the past. In the past, it was in order to buy
a piece of land, to have a big house: a house with its land, its pair
of oxen, its mule, its big men and its little men, a lot of
people....It was a question of nif [honour]: staying big [big peasant
houses], still having the oxen, the mule, even if they had to buy all
the fodder for them....1 know that there used to be houses that, at
the beginning of summer, were already starting to buy straw,
forage and barley...for their animals, for the oxen and the mule.
And you need money to do that.... That's why they left for France.
But in France, it was double-quick time; all they wanted was to
run away....It was temporary emigration; it was episodic: | came
[to France] because 1 was forced to, | work, the constraints are
removed, | go back home and if | do have to come back [to France],
| come back three or four years later. Emigration was a
commitment. When you devote yourself, you commit yourself for a
definite time: for two years, for three years, as short a time as possible
is best....’

'...The emigrant knows why [he has emigrated] and he tightens
his belt. He says: “I'll sacrifice myself’ — "l will get the money |
need; to do so, I'll tighten my belt....It's a dog's life.” ... He says to
himself: “I’ve come to work"’, and he would work day and night if he
could. Hurry up, get on with it, that’s so much put away, money set
aside, less time to be spent in France. If you could see how they eat,
the conditions they live in, the way they live...you have to under-
stand them. All that to save money and to get back home quickly, to
live like everyone else. There isn’t anyone who doesn’t love himself,
but a man [of honour] is a man who forgets about himself, that's
what they keep telling themselves. That is so that they can put up
with all the privations...amongst us, it's more than thrift.... The
poor men go without: boiled potatoes, so as to be able to save

money.
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‘... Thamourth! Thamourth! ["“country

"] When they leave, they are
still thinking about home. That

is what allows him [the emigrant] to
hold out, everyone thinks of home and of what he has come here to

do....The country, the house are always there before our eyes; they
don't disappear even when we are asleep, in a waking state or in our
dreams; their shadow is always there in front of us, that is what

noble-fgearted men [emigrants) with a heart never stop telling them-
selves.’

The second ‘age’: loss of control

Despite all the efforts the peasant community put into controlling.the
emigration of its members, it could not always master all its implica-
tions, and nor could it protect itself forever against its disintegrative
effects. Even if the peasant spirit on which emigration was based had
not suffered other ‘aggressions’, starting with those resulting from
contact with the colonial society and especially the generalization 0
monetary exchanges, emigration would have been enough to bring
about its destruction, Indeed, being inseparable from attachment t0
the land and from the Peasant community, and therefore being unable
to survive a prolonged separation, the peasant attitude towards the
world and towards others, which constitutes the traditional peasant,
could not resist deracination for long. What is more, because emigra-
tion was the principal, if not exclusive, source of monetary revenuc
that was circulating in the rural milieu, it helped to spread more
widely the spirit of calculation that is correlative with the use of
money and, thanks to all its other economic and social effects, t0
transform peasant life. Emigration modified a whole lifestyle PY
modifying dispositions towards the economy in particular. As 1S
own effects combined with those of other upheavals, including those
that lay at its origin and which, because of its backlash effect, it
tended to exacerbate, emigration finally destroyed the peasant spirit

that inspired it and had sustained the first emigrants. It thus acceler-
ated and exacerbated

a process of ‘depeasantification’ (Bourdieu and
Sayad 1996: 15-60) that was already under way (in varying degrees,
depending on which regions, social groups and individuals were
involved). ‘Depeasantification’ wag the result of all the economi¢
and social transformations that had occurred within peasant society
(partly as a result of emigration itself), and jts necessary effect was to
modify totally the initia] preconditions for emigration. To the extent

disillusionment with working on the
land and with the old conditions of existence, and because they led t0
a systematic modification of patterns of behaviour and the peasant
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€thos, the new conditions experienced by the rural world Wer?r}tl:
Benerate a new form of emigration and a new type of emigrant. f
. c : the emigrant o
“Migrant of the first ‘generation’ was as different from > peasant (who
¢ second ‘generation’ as the bou-niya or ‘amhe?niy e ant who
Was INcreasingly rare), or at least the “still peasant,lﬁe peasnt in the,
espite being impoverished, was striving to remain a p ea§g 4’ peas-
ace of everything and everyone, was from the depeasamtlxl e anout
b He only appeared to be a peasant, because everyfi m%n—agri-
‘M negated traditional peasant values (aspirations towards F but
Cultura], full-time waged labour, and economic mdlvndfu{a) 1:121‘:i0ur
4150 social individualism, urbanization and its system ot be ratior;
®Specially in terms of consumption). Whereas the ﬁrst-gen(tahough
EMigrant coyld go on thinking of himself as a peasant, evenant s
E}'e Was no possibility of his real]y behaving as a peas ) ,both
TIigrant of the next generation had ceased to be a peasant ion and
'S OWn mind and his intentions, independently of his emigrati iled
O_ften long before he had emigrated. Whilst the ﬁrst emigrant €x <
mself from the world he was familiar with only in orc.ler o pefrpF e
ate himgelf 4 4 peasant, and made only minimal sagnﬁces (o tlcrintc;
Mterest apnd attention) to his emigration, the new emigrant s¢ emte his
®Xpect hig emigrant condition to give a meaning and a function to
eXlstel}cc and his activity. ) . rovide
nlike Grst. age’ emigration, ‘second-age’ emigration was to P‘b din
the break wigh the peasant community that was objectively 1nﬁcr1 e in
¢ Social characteristics of the emigrants of the day with the ogfage
tnity ¢, become a reality. Several factors could, no doubst, enC(t)_on of
e{:‘{grants to reject one thing after another, b“t.a,toml.reonemaolssible
thejr Practices towards a more pronounced individualism was p loast
~asone break leads to another — only if they refused, at the Vef.}t’ ’
' Sustaip 4 Privileged relationship with the emigrant community.
‘Hello, 9oodbye, I'm polite to everyone [other emigr?nts]: but Lp;elf'er!':
t0 live alone. Each to his own idea; they have their habfrs;e buetter
Nt I've drifted away from them, and th.at's all forb t! refe;
ay there is no trouble. ... It's not that | reject them, but1p
live with them, all on top of one another’ (S.B.)

Tere
at w,
Not to

. e and
0rf r}r: €15, but the act of an individual acting on his ;wrcli lzitﬁﬁ ?ak-
in + OWn behalf, emigration was becoming an Indivi utirl dertal
log that ha lost its initial collective objective. Emlg;a g vas 1o
¢ o a Way of helping the group, but a way of escaping

Onstraims.

: nitarian
It was no longer a way of serving the commu

. ne of its
mAst:t Was no longer a mission entrusted by the group to o

.
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objective — and still less
hallowed customs. Ther
longer to live, as in the

Was it a way of living in accordance wl;g
¢ was only one objective, which was the
past, amongst other emigrants ?nd mThiS
same way as them, but to have an original individual exper 13“;:,6; ‘ad-
form of emigration proved to be a fundamentally individualis
venture’,

' I ad-
‘Nowadays, there is also émigration as adventure; you have an
enture, you have the guy w

is all
ho goes on an adventure; that gur{a'ts he
alone, even if “adventurer” is not quite the word. It means t
looks after himself, all alon

relying on anyone....You

ke
myself: when You want to do that, you have to be able to ta
responsibility for your own actions.’ (S.B.)

at
Provided that the old attachment to the group and to the Val_‘:lcs t
nded the group had broken down, emigration also provi ed o5 0
opportunity for a long and laborioys apprenticeship in new mod¢
behaviour, which i

. . society
were de rigueur in the earlier state of rural
and emigration,

Being more deeply affected
and by th

by the transformations of the rural
the new conditiong of
who w

)
existence in the rural milieu, the yﬁﬁ?g,
ere also less attached to the land and the peasant comﬂzrange
were more likely to display dispositions that might further €s
them from traditio

. t
‘Benerations’, There was very httfk;,:bitﬂs
second generation emigrants ~ for lack o erag®
rather than lack of land, as it happens - and they were, on alV to
younger when they came o France.” They were also moreshke 4
single - and that was not simply because they were young.

, e
‘Most of these emigrants [those of the second "ge"eraﬂon’-] Ct?\r:if
when they were young.... Because they had other ideas lnc|ver1'
heads, they didn‘t get married. Oh yes, if you're looking for ahin95
ture, when if yoy'ye decided to do what you like, to just do t
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rs, for your
your own way, to work for yourself and_r_lo_t fgrf:rﬂi‘f— then you
Stomach, for your head -~ and you are criticize
Must not get married.’ (5.8.)

. : age, but
Perhaps because they emigrated at an mcreaf;in%l’y )t’}(::;‘gwegre’ less
inkore probably because they were ‘depeasantified’,
ikel

o ore they
Y to have been farmers or, a fortiori, shepherds bef f
CMmigrated, i T the origin o
s the process of ‘depeasantification’, WhIiChl:;Sesatof emigration
*¢cond-generation emigration, continues, tl y untryside and, more
€Xpand until they affect (unevenly) the _who ellc 0ble-bodied men (and
ecently, a fraction of the urban population. Alla he rural groups on
~ot only those in a determinate age cohort) in t ally affected by
Which it haq already had a marked effec-t-arev:ictlﬁin the family or
®Migration, quite irrespective of their position o eneral rule, these
their attityde towards the peasant condition (aswhgo sustain, as best
3¢ 1o longer bou-niya peasants, but peasants ’). Similarly, none of
they €an, an outward semblance of ‘peasantness ). n avoid doing so
the familjeg that were once reluctant to emigrate c:s families which
1ow. Emigration now affects even mam.bqut.tqu thing of the past)
pride themselves on their ‘prestige” (even if it 115 l?as destroyed it) for
1d their social ‘vocation’ (even if the rea! wor ot manual labour-
Pl‘Oducing ‘clerics’ (who might be bou-niya, but rllves to ‘break the
ers), and which therefore will not allow t'hems.e. themselves up
fules’, and especially not by emigrating — i.e. glVlnsgt rofane of all
t0 an activity that borders on the illicit, to the m.?-es pWho were the
Profane activities, It also affects the old laflded fa.ﬂ:l(;f l;onour ‘not to
35t to be contaminated, and who made it a pomto others or in the
Work on others’ land, either on land belonging avone, emigration
YCTVice of others’, Now that it no longer spares a }i’t of men, if not
ﬁs become the common condition of the vast majority
all mep ? ions (espe-
. What i more, because a major exodus of rural P 03:222 to F(rarlzce
Clally frqn, those regions that were won over to irz;l%rance to towns
N8 ago) hag transferred potential emigrants mpletely reversed.
Within Algeria itself,! the earlier trend is being co fhe family of an
anization of the future emigrant (in other c'ases, by going to an
arigrant who, is already in France is urbamzestagey before actual
err% e C17) now tends t© takehplace ?gtr;?sn was almost excluci
18ration as when em . ide an
Sively matttoerF:)?nr;%v‘:mh:; between the Algerlanei?eudmi;ytsoldsrban
1ance, jt wag quite exceptional for it to be conv
Migration within Algeria itself.
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This new form of emigration, which. mi
provide the basis for a “forced’ urbang
in the reality of the rural world and i o It is one
contains within it the very mechanisms that perpetuat§bie- way - 0
way ~ and in some cases the easiest, or the only accc;Sl Fave been
satisfying the new economic and social demands that

to
ght have been ex[.)ectei(:) !
tion that is both mscx;) o
mpossible for that w

ous basis. Some of the first e

. unti
migrants saved money in France
they had the nest egg they

needed and then brought it bacrli(v:lﬂgﬂ
them (having borrowed from emigrant relatives on their alrx ey ha
France, they spent their time there repaying the debts ltxe were
contracted). Others, who lef; later or at'a time when they

ond-phase emigrant,
current expenses —

ne
by contrast, is solely concer
those of the family he has left

n

both his expenses in Fran(;:vstes
behind at home - andhe postal

himself to Providing the latter only with help with food: t

coves
orders become regular, usually monthly, and are calculated to €
identifiable anq Predictable needs, 11

with meeting

‘My whole life is in there’

my
- IY's all together in there: there's my toil, my s vyeraeta.
lood - yes, my blood, €cause my blood flowed, | was inju

took an effort to collect aj that,

that they wer i

bed;
| thought I was going to be rob
e gOIng to eat al

-three
; | my work....There's tWe"t);ttfour
In there; ang €ven then they've stolen at lea '
years from me,

idn’t
ly years there was none of all that, wee(:' get
know ali those things: ne your work, here’s your money,

ni
- ever since I've been [a "ﬁieL
tmy papers - ang 50 does the mine, because theysingIe
everything too, they remember everything, you don't lose a ou
day [of work] if jy's Written down in the records. Otherwise, it ‘clvork]
ave vanished into thin air; that's how the first years [of
vanished into thin air, My Fran '

noth'
¢ would have been reduced to
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though I'd
. Id have been as th did
ing 1 ing out of it! It wou d my toil. He
never e Sﬁﬁeﬁ"vtvﬁ'iid. toiled, God has pfeserve papyer s, good or
ot w it to be lost.... Its good to keep all 1 keep, so you keep
gd'w ao'L :wev:r know, .you don’t know Whl‘ctr"s : precaution...; you
er”nyall It's a good idea to keep thi:)'v\', The paper you .thr?]\iv
iy ight happen tomorrow. The paper 3 emigrant,
gj’v’; ttlgazw ;’,:2:2 tT,:egone ygu'll need tomf’f:‘ov;'o: his pension to be
ageé’ 63 tgr’nporarily resident in France ‘f"a':;' vf',;hen he was a worker
settled, staying in the hotel e puts . ‘perhaps ot e because
. , as he puts it, eople, be
gggg;reh irse i:et:f mzdbut the children of those p

the
. s, the owners,
things have remained as they were: the wall

clients)

e e changed, _it has
As the meaning and function of emlgfa“%‘;o}::vone generation 3f
ead o be v, anized from top to 'bOtt(?rtlileir stays in France and,
Migrants to the next, the modall_tles o itself, with the emlgrarcllt
) crefore, their relations with Srgratior hav,e all been modl‘ge )
condition and with their country of origin, almost permanent,? or
uays have become so long as to bécor'rcll?ng with annual ho,hdays.
interIUpted only by short periods comclthat trips home, which ari
Orrelatively, It is increasingly the o dustrial activity, occur a
oW subordinated to the calendar of in

\ liday.
oli 2y times and for the full duration of the holi

ough you were here
You come to France for a while, you act fafl;'; ea?S, then ten years,
Or a while, byt year after year, then_ltls v|vhen you add it up, 't;
o twen{y ye;rs, and then you retlrf.;.they retire, how much 0||
your whole life. I they stay here unti have they spent what | ca_
e thirty vears, or the twenty-five_ e n months to live for on-ih
living - one month in twelve, working elE_V(;-“ their own people, wi
Mean living amongst their families, wit

nths
of twelve mo
CIr children, their wives? With an average

h a
. ived one mon? )
o1 twelve years, he [the emigrant] will ha;/eoltlzvshould be saying.
Year at home: th'e twelfth month! That's whaty

(s.B)

‘peasant’ withput
By giving the emigrant, who is no (liolnog;r_;mf: job, emigration
aecessarily being 5 ‘worker’, a stable an gains, but it also gives
0%, of course, provide him with moqetaryoiomic significance, the
im o definite status. Quite apart from its ec es, means emigration) is
ambitiog 1o learn a trade (which, in many casd and that can wrest th_e
N, e t0 have a status that can be rl'an(rileterminate nature of his
‘ CPeasantifie’ peasant away from th‘? n 1efellah nor a wage-earner
et Hon, Being neither a full time tradmonat even really unemployed,
efined by the activity he performs, and no
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but combining something of all those things, he experiences with an
immense feeling of unease the ambiguity of a status that has no
legitimate definition. Not having (and knowing that they do not
have) the aptitudes needed to make their mark in Algeria, where the
labour market is extremely restricted and dominated by competition
from urban workers (or the urban unemployed), second-generation
rural emigrants in France know - not from direct experience, but
from habit and almost a social sense of what is accessible to them -~
that their only chance of finding a real job is synonymous with their
emigration to France.

Amongst ‘depeasantified’ peasants who are candidates for emigra-
tion, the conviction that they will not be able to find in Algeria the
work they so badly want is so strong that it discourages them from
looking for work there or, to be more accurate, prevents them
from even thinking of looking for work at home before they emigrate.
None of the emigrants interviewed had attempted or had been
tempted to try to find work in an Algerian town. Even when they
did go back to their own country both more regularly and more
frequently (at most, every two years) only a few of them — 6 out
of 280 - had, at least once, made a real job application either in
person or by writing to a potential employer: only 19 other emi-
grants had tried to do so to set their minds at rest — in other words,
they had made it known to those around them that they wished ‘to
be able to find a job so as to stay and not to have to leave for
France again’, or had turned to an intermediary, ‘a relative, a friend,
someone born and bred there who is in a good position to procure
them a job’.

‘Algeria, land of unemployment. Algeria, no work, no factories.
Algeria, where there are lots of hands, so many hands that there is
no work for them. When you have nothing in your hands, no trade
and don’t know how to do anything, you're not going to turn up in
Algiers looking for work...you come to France....There is work in
France, everyone knows that; you never hear it said that so and so,
this one or that one has left, and isn’t working, is unemployed. It just
doesn’t happen. ... So you come to France: your brother, your cousin,
all the men in your village, all the men of your age - you're just like
them, and they're just like you - they all find work in France, so you
come to France too and you are sure to find work....In Algiers, you
are not sure to. How can you be sure, when no one [no one he knows])
has found work there: [someone] like me, of course; if he is a ‘son of
the towry’, if he is educated, if he has a trade, of course, he will
find...’ (Emigrant of rural origin, but educated at a French school
for five consecutive years; came to France aged 21 in 1954, joined by
his family — his wife and daughter - in 1957. Has been back to his own
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country on no more than four occasions, twice on his own, before
and after his family emigrated, and twice with his family)

The increase in and the continuity of the time these emigrants spend
in France, the periodicity of their trips back home and the quality of
the time they spend in the pays, prove, if proof were needed, that the
economic and social life of their rural communities of origin has been
subordinated to the industrial activity of the country that uses the
emigrants’ services. The economic integration of emigrants into the
host country’s market is manifested in thousands of ways, the most
significant being, on the one hand, the emigrants’ attitude towards
their work, their trade and everything to do with it and, on the other
hand, the efforts by which they betray their awareness of having
a new social identity — or at least of being in search of that new
identity — defined, this time, more by their position as workers (and
therefore immigrants) than by their position as peasants who have
emigrated.

The identity of the emigrant

‘Wage slips, wage slips, nothing but wage slips! No matter where you
apply for a job, that's all they want!...You'd think they were afraid
you were going to eat their bread, bread that you haven’t earned. 50
much for trust. It's incredible how much trust there is in this societ.y,
how much trust there is in the workers! Let’s say no more about it.
But when it comes to us, to the immigrants, it's unbelievable: when it
comes to us, they’'re immediately suspicious, and it's not just the
regulations. It's not just regulations. When it comes to us, you ha\_/e
to prove that you've earned your money, otherwise you've stolen it,
and you become suspect. You have to show them that you have
enough to live on, otherwise you're a thief or a beggar, and it’s th_e
same in both cases; it's not allowed, especially when you’re an immi-
grant. A foreigner, an immigrant is meant to be working; if an
immigrant isn't working, why not? What use is he? What is he
doing here?...You go to the post office to send your money home,
you have to prove that you earned it, in other words that you haven’t
stolen it; at the social security, you have to prove that you're in work.
1think that even before you can die in France, you have to prove that
you worked, that you worked yourself to death.. .. If you don’t die in
an accident, they have to find your pay slips on you, otherwise you
don't have the right to die. So what are you here? Nothing but a
monthly pay slip. Without a pay slip, they don't accept you; they
don't trust you; that's what wage slips are for; you have to prove to
them that you're working, that you've worked for them, otherwise
you're suspected of living off them.’ (Emigrant aged 28; living in
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against racism (at least in its most manifest form), the (social) auda-
city of the second-age emigrants predisposes them to a sharper and
more frequent experience of racism.

Segregation and self-segregation

‘Act stupid, act more stupid than you are, like everyone else: s_hut
your eyes, see nothing; block your ears, hear nothing. There is a
remedy for that sort of racism: you stay at home, withi.n our own
limits, stay on your guard, that's all; we’re used to it. Time passes,
nothing lasts, you're just passing through. ... Remember that you are
not at home, don’t forget that, you are a foreigner in a foreign
country....That's the truth, and the truth is your salvation....Don't
be provocative; besides, that’s what good behaviour means: watch
yourself, take precautions, and whatever you do, never put yourself
in a situation where you might feel you're being scorned. If you're
not careful, that's your problem.... If anything happens to you, it's
your own fault, you were asking for it! ... Keep your distance, don't
be hostile towards them — as if we were hostile when it's always us
that's gets the hostility. So why mix with them [the French]? What
reason do you have you to mix with them? As little as possiblg is
best. ... Stay amongst us, and you'll see: racism and racists don’t exist!
That's what you hear, that's what the old men used to tell you, when
you complained about racism. There's a lot of talk of racism now, but
it wasn't talked about in those days. Racism has always existed, but it
does not exist when we are amongst ourselves. Stay in your room,
amongst your brothers, they're all like you so there’s nothing to be
afraid of, no one knows you, you don’t know anyone. Where is the
racism going to come from, how can it get in? Through the door or
the window? It won’t jump on you from across the kanoun [hearth].
Your poverty, your hunger, your worries, that's your racism. That's
enough, you don’t need to go looking for the racism of others: that
of the French, leave it to them, leave it where it is, keep away from
it....Come and live amongst us, with everyone you can see here, and
can | promise you that you won't know what racism is. ... Amongst
us, the word does not exist, it’s a word we never pronounce, and you
will never hear it. Personally, | don‘t know what it is.. .. But if you go
looking for it, you'll find it every day and you mustn‘t complain....
When you don’t want to have any dealings with them [the French],
you will never come up against racism: [nobody suffers from] racism if
they don‘t want to.

‘*...We are careful. You see them [the French] dressed up on
Sundays, and you say to yourself: after all, I'm like them too, | earn
the same pay as them, | ought to be like them too....The ones who
think like that are the most disappointed. You notice that you are not
dressed like them, you see that you are not fashionable; there's
always a frontier, you're not the same as them.... He [the emigrant]
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begins to take an interest in girls: he goes to a dance, and that is
where he discovers racism: you discover that there is always a barrier.
The worst racism is the racism of the dance hall. Especially when you
try to mix with French people that way...it's not just at dances that
you encounter racism. Even at work, you can’t be anything but a
labourer; they're not used to that. If they see you trying to geton a
bit, they tell you: “You’re not like the rest.” Afterwards, it depends: if
you don’t get in their way, they think it's funny too; they laugh at
you, and you become a general laughing stock...now, if you do
begin to get in their way, they imagine that you're treading on
their toes, and then they turn against you. "“Get back to your own
country, get back to where you came from, you're just an Arab!’’ That
means, go back to your brothers, go home; “home’” might mean the
bled, but it could also be Barbeés....'® Of course you have to work,
but there's always a certain racism, and there always will be. That's
the way it is: either they don't give a damn about you, or they put
you down. They’'ve never seen a Kabyle foreman, an Algerian or an
Arab boss. It's unheard of where they come from. So they do all they
can to put a spoke in your wheel; they can go as far as to refuse to
speak to you. It does happen. ... Before | became a foreman, 1 used to
be a team leader, and even that irked them: they don’t like having an
Arab giving them orders. The only thing is, when that's the way it is,
it always gets sorted out; the boss, it's in his interest: that's because
they need you, that's all, and because you cost them less. Otherwise,
a foreigner is a foreigner; skilled or unskilled, you are always a
foreigner....There aren't many of us {ouvriers qualifiés: skilled
workers], but there are still too many of us as it is: our place is in
the immigrant jobs, as they put it, all the filthy jobs where you lose
your health and perhaps even your life.’ (5.B.)

Because he stands out from other emigrants of his era, even in his
attitude towards French society, the ‘marginal’ emigrant who is de-
scribed as (socially) audacious uses his own categories of perception
(in the dance hall, at work, especially if he is an ouvrier qualifié [OQ])
to compare his experience of racism with the experience of the emi-

“grants he has abandoned and who, as they remind him, prefer to

exclude themselves rather than run the risk of segregation.

When he returns to his family, to his village, to his peasant commu-
nity, the emigrant goes home as a ‘holiday-maker’. He is virtually a
“foreigner’ in a world that seems increasingly foreign to him.'” Every-
thing about the way he behaves - his use of time, the hours he keeps,
his activities, his movements, his leisure activities, his spending habits,
his eating habits (the number of meals he eats, the time he eats them,
the things he eats), his clothes ~ is designed to remind everyone of his
emigrant status (i.e. a city dweller), of his position as ‘a guest in his
own house’. In other words, his behaviour is designed to show how
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Pense rather than as a guarantee of security. Even a}monfgst
ations (brothers who are placed under the authquty of a
“er who s still alive and who are therefore necessarily living
under an arrangement of joint ownership, between father sfmd som,
€tc.), caleulations and the calculating spirit introduced by emigration,
cndermine the foundations of the solidarity of old and destroy the
teling of fraternity which once knit the family together.
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SeparatiOn

Al this [the quarrel with his father] came about because he [his

father) Wanted us to stay the same for ever....He'd alreafiy t”dt“ig
¢ over MY marriage, he tricked me at a time when | didn’t wan °

ot Maried; he tricked me when | was twenty-one. You have tO_QS!
Artied. My mother was on his side too: get married, get marrie
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They did it to keep me quiet; they were frightened of | don't know
what; that | would run off, that | would sleep around, that | would
bring them back a French girl....But once | was married, leaving the
house was out of the question, we all had to live together on top of
one another, even though the house was small....| had to bring my
pay home and leave it over there on the mantelpiece until monsieur
saw fit to give me something.... It's no life, my wife suffered martyr-
dom for two years; going out was out of the question for
her....Then 1 found a two-roomed apartment; okay, it's expensive;
it was in a filthy state when | found it, | had it done up, too bad if it
cost me money, | borrowed it and repaid it.... We left with just the
clothes we stood up in, with nothing, absolutely nothing, not even
underwear, not a plate; we ran away. Fortunately, afterwards, grad-
ually, my mother and sisters brought us something every day....

Fortunately, my mother and my wife have always got on, have always
been on good terms; the quarrel is between my father and me. As he
himselif used to say, it used to be the daughter-in-law and the mother
who quarrelled, it was the mother-in-law who drove out the daugh-
ter-in-law. Now, it's between father and son, it's the father who
drives out the son. | think he’s understood. He wanted to keep me
at home by marrying me off, but it was marriage that made me leave

home.’ (30-year old emigrant who came to France in 1951 at the age

of 11. Holds a CAP [certificat d'aptitude professionnelle] in account-

ancy, has followed courses in law (basic qualification in law) and

other management disciplines at the Conservatoire national des arts

et des métiers. Eldest boy in the family, married in France to a girl
from his village (marriage arranged by mother), who also has a CAP
and is an office worker. Both employed by the same employer, a
small bonded forwarding agency)

The rejection of the community and solidarity of old that results
from emigration is now becoming more widespread, and it is resented
all the more strongly because everyone ~ and emigrants more so than
anyone else because, ultimately, only their paid work is regarded as
real work — is convinced that they are working on behalf of someone
else. We thus find a total modification, within the family, of relations
between different generations. Because emigration was in many cases
an opportunity for young men to emancipate themselves from the
authority of their families and to escape for ever from the servitude of
devalorized agricultural work, it ensured their promotion and led to a
reinterpretation of family roles and an inversion of the old hierarch-
ies. Because they alone could supply the monetary needs of their
families, emigrants tended, even though they were young and absent
from home, to take on the functions and authority of the head of the
family, which used to be the prerogative of its oldest members. They
are no longer accountable? to the head of the family for their work or
for how they make use of the product of their labour, as they were in
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the past. On the contrary, they now demand an explanation, based
on the accounts they keep, of what has happened to their remittances,
to the share of their money they send to their families.

And yet, no matter how great the emigrant’s contribution to the
domestic economy, no one — neither the emigrant himself nor his
family - is easily reconciled to these totally disenchanted relation-

ships:

'He sent me money, but not a single word to go with it...}| know it's
him because | know | have a son in France....He hasn't "left” us
when it comes to money, but as for anything else, nothing....He's a
complete miser: no letters, not a word, no greetings, no sign...we
never have the joy of seeing him come home.’ (Mother of an emi-
grant, speaking to someone who asked for news of her son)

‘You tell him: ““France is not just money. If the money is there, so
much the better; if it’s not there today, it will be there tomorrow. In
any case, it will never be enough, work as you may, persevere, so
you'd best come back like everyone else, and at the same time as
everyone else.” You tell him: “Your mother, your mother tells you
to come back empty-handed, I'll take care of everything else [gifts
for relatives, or in exchange for those that have been received].” All
he has to do is come back, go out and come in [the door of the
house]: everyone will see that we have a man too. The day he
comes home means more to me than all he will earn in a month,
more than the cost of the journey: a hundred thousand, two hundred
thousand, that's all. Too bad for them [the sums of money].’ (Mother
using a go-between to insist that her son should make up his mind to
come home at the same time as everyone else, i.e. during the holi-
days)

'Anyone who has a worker in France obviously expects more than just
money from him. They also need a host of those little things we call
tsafakour, remembrances; it’s nothing, just little things, a greeting, a
word.’ (Father of an emigrant who says he has been ‘abandoned’ by
his son in his heart but not in his pocket [money))

Just as relationships within the family have been transformed, so
the entire system of economic (and symbolic) exchanges between the
generations is being modified.

‘In the past, the paths were clearly marked out: children worked for
their parents, and that’s all there was to it. They rose [grew up] in the
house amongst those who worked, and they worked with them; the
ones who did not work were the “grown ups” in the house. When
the ““grown ups” left, others came to take their place, and so on;
perhaps their turn will come one day [the turn of today’s youngsters],
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and it will come. Why not? At least that is what they tell themselves.
In the meantime, all they have to do is work, inside the house and
outside, at home and abroad. In those days, everyone had their place,
and everyone knew their place; everyone worked for all, for the
house, and the house worked for all; there were no “little houses
inside the house” ...Everything was in order, because no one had
anywhere to go. Where could they go? Where could they run to? The
house wasn’t going anywhere.’

This description by an old man of how it used to be has been replaced
by a different state of relations between the generations in which the
young have set themselves up as their parents’ ‘protectors’. Whilst we
know what young men (emigrants) contribute to the new structure of
the distribution of tasks when they still fulfil their obligations - to
provide essentially monetary resources ~ one might wonder what the
old give in return. In order to re-establish the equilibrium, they
obviously have to ‘pay’ a high price in praise and symbolic gratifica-
tions — or at least to refrain from showering abuse on the emigrant
when he fails in his duty — ‘when you undress your own, you undress
yourself’ — but, increasingly, that is not enough. They are therefore
often obliged to give in to the emigrant’s demands because he is the
family’s primary support. Indeed, it is no longer sufficient merely to
earmark some of the family heritage for him (a traditional, if excep-
tional, solution) or to reserve for him some of the purchases that have
been made thanks to his subsidies. Increasingly, he must be recognized
to have the right to dispose of some of his money as he sees fit, to save
on the spot, even in France, and to build up a nest egg for his own use,
as distinct from the domestic economy. Whereas ‘good children’ were
traditionally praised for ‘carrying their parents’ or ‘carrying the
house’, today’s talk of ‘good parents’ is not merely mockery. The
old formulae that enjoined children to ‘work for their parents’ are
now replicated by symmetrical formulae that speak of parents’ (i.e.
welfare recipients) duties towards their children (their ‘protectors’).
Parents themselves recognize that ‘new’ duties are now incumbent on
them, and promise and swear not to ‘eat the work’ of their emigrant
sons: ‘just as there are good sons, there are bad parents’; ‘there is also
a curse on parents who “eat” their children’s toil’; ‘parents too make
their children’s houses,” ‘it is wrong for one person to work so that
others can take advantage afterwards’ (i.e. after the breakdown of
joint ownership).

In a word, it is the dialectic between family structures and the
structures of emigration, first in Algeria and then in France, that lies
at the heart of the process of the transformation of emigrants’ condi-
tions and positions.
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The third ‘age’: an Algerian ‘colony’ in France

Once the process of transformation gets under way, the characteristics
of the second ‘generation’ of emigrants inevitably become more pro-
nounced. Tendencies that were already present in the emigrés’ previ-
ous state are now inevitably taken to the limit by the continuous
extension of their stays in France, by the ‘quasi-professionalization’
of their emigrant status,”! and above all by the increased volume of
emigration and its spread to every region of Algeria, to all the men in
the group ~ peasants and non-peasants, the young and the not so
young, families and children etc.??
Now one of the basic properties of Algerian emigration is that it has
always tended to establish itself as a permanent structure within
France. Every new wave of emigrants that came to France found an
established community made up of earlier emigrants into which it
could incorporate itself. Because the tradition of emigration allowed
it to weave an internal network of links of solidarity, without which it
could have been impossible for it to perpetuate itself,?> the emigrant
community was in a sense guaranteed to be able to find within itself
the preconditions for its own cohesion. All the mechanisms of soli-
darity — the search for work, welfare during periods of unemployment
or illness, in the face of death or accidents, and in the face of not only
material but above all moral difficulties — acted in their turn as
powerfully cohesive factors. Like little societies of compatriots, even
though they were no more than pale copies of the social structures of
their communities of origin, the groups formed by emigrants therefore
served as a constant reminder to ‘first-generation’ emigrants of their
obligations to the land and the peasant condition, and of reminding
those of the second ‘generation’ of their more limited duties towards
their families. Being both pressure groups and intermediaries between
the society of origin and those of its members who had left it, the
groups acted as factors that regulated and controlled emigrants who,
once they had banded together in this way, sustained the ties that bind
them to their country in a less destructible and fragmentary way.
Ultimately, the very nature of the emigrant’s relationship with the
society of immigration and his country of origin are closely deter-
mined by the form and intensity of the relations that bind him to the
group of emigrants around him; his whole attitude towards both
societies (the society in which the immigrant is living and the society
from which he came) seems to be mediated by his relations with the
community of his compatriots. Being a sort of projection on to France
of the ‘big country’ from which the emigrant originates, the ‘little
country’ that has been established in France fulfils ambivalent
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Someone like me, for example, | don’t know anyone any more; you
have to start from scratch, start all over again. You see them gett!ng
married at 55, at 60, like a young isli [a young man who is marrying
for the first time]; they start having children when they are old, build
a house, all the things you do when you are 20, 25, it’s not natural. |
now have a son who is three, at my age.. . our whole emigration, all
emigrants are like that, that's the way it is.... The emigrant is aman
who is in two places at once, in two countries; he has to hav_e one
foot here, and the other foot there. If he doesn’t do that, it's as
though he has done nothing, he is nothing. Everything within them
[emigrants] is divided: their ideas, what they think, their proje.cts.
They are divided between here and back there [le pays). As the saying
goes, “They neither profit from this world [on earth] nor hold to
[place their trust in] God”, they lose in every way, all their calcula-
tions are false. ... Their bodies are here, and their thoughts are here -
they have to be because their sweat is here — but everythmg else,
their spirit, their bodies, their gaze, is back there... .That is the
situation of emigration: it is “'tight’’ [oppressive] for them.’

The some 900,000 Algerians in France — 550,000 men and 71,000
adult women (over sixteen), or one woman for every seven adult mfile
immigrants — form the largest foreign community.>* This community,
which initially consisted mainly of adult men, has evolved very
quickly. Indeed, as the second stage of emigration came about, all
the preconditions were in place for the migratory movement of fam-
ilies to begin and develop: although the first signs appeared as early as
1938, family emigration didn’t really get going until after 1952. Here,
as elsewhere, the struggle for independence provided rural society
with the alibi it needed to admit to the existence of a process that
had, in effect, already started, mainly because of the accelerated
transformations and catastrophic chain reactions it determined. And
today, with a total of almost 100,000 families with some 270,000
children under sixteen between them (30 per cent of the whole of the
Algerian population in France), Algerian emigration has ceased to be

the emigration of adult male labour. The morphological transform-
ations experienced by the community reveal its tendency to compen-
sate for the structural imbalances (more adults than children, more
men than women, more single men than men living with their fam-
ilies, etc.) that resulted from the initial conditions of its formation. It
can find within itself the resources needed to meet the expenses
essential to its workings; similarly, it supplies the means required for
its own reproduction. It has, that is, its own artisans and shopkeepers,
and their function is to cater for certain needs: catering, hotels,
hygiene, entertainment and leisure, food and clothing, and even fu-
neral parlours. It has its notables, who are comparable to the wise
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men of traditional society ~ they have religious or ‘maraboutiques’
responsibilities, and function as mediators and conciliators, and may
even have magico-ritual powers (therapeutic or divinatory practices,
etc.). It has its executives and its members of the liberal professions,
such as doctors and lawyers (especially in Paris). Because it constitutes
a far from negligible clientele and is therefore the object of certain
attentions, the Algerian community has had to produce for itself the
many intermediaries who are responsible for maintaining as best they
can the few essential contacts that it has to have with French society.
This is particularly true of the many canvassers whose role is to win
over Algerian customers for insurance companies (car insurance,
insurance for business ~ especially bars and cafés), haberdashers,
dealers in domestic appliances, jewellers, second-hand car dealers,
travel agencies, etc. Not even the female clientele of the temporary
hostels and council flats of the Paris suburbs, especially when women
are excluded from the market,?® escapes the attentions of ‘visitors’
(other more ‘urbanized’ Algerian women who are more familiar with
commercial circuits) who, without the knowledge of their husbands,
come to their homes to sell them - often at very high prices — material
and jewellery (which is sometimes said to have come from Mecca!). A
mediating role is also played by the ‘gangers’ whose only qualification
and function in certain industries (and especially the building indus-
try) is to guarantee, as cheaply as possible, the discipline and control
of gangs made up exclusively of Algerian workers.

As a result of these morphological transformations, the emigrant
community developed a veritable marriage market that clearly dem-
onstrates the relative autonomy it has acquired with respect to French
society. Whatever type of marriage is envisaged — a traditional mar-
riage within the context of kin or village endogamy, or a more
‘modern’ marriage — it is no longer necessary for a young emigrant
to go home in order to be able to marry. In 1973, a total of 2,298
Algerian men and 1,172 Algerian women celebrated their marriages
in France, and 827 of those marriages (36 per cent of men and 70.5
per cent of women) took place within the Algerian community;
more than half the Algerian men (52.7 per cent) and 15 per cent of
Algerian women married French partners.

All these factors help to allow the community of Algerian emigrants
to find the principles of its cohesion within itself, and not, as was the
case in the past, in its relationship with its groups of origin. At the
same time, and as a result of these new inputs, the community has a
tendency to expand. The birth in France of almost 20,000 Algerian
children per year; the arrival on the labour market of children who
have been brought up and educated in France, as well as the arrival of
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recent immigrants who are, in relative terms, better educated and
better equipped than their predecessors to take vocational courses
or to improve their vocational training; the slight tendency on the
part of young people of both sexes (of urban origin, and with more
educational capital, or even professional qualifications, who come
from Algeria for intellectual rather than directly productive activities),
whose modes of behaviour are similar to those of the children of
immigrant families, to leave, not for strictly ‘work’ reasons, but for
reasons of a cultural order — all this will lead to a greater diversifi-
cation of the social composition of the Algerian colony in France.
Even though it is still scarcely perceptible (in statistical terms) and has
no profound effect on the structure of the jobs they do, a process that
involves some form of internal hierarchy and stratification does seem
to be evolving within the Algerian immigrant population.

3

An Exemplary Immigration

In speaking of an ‘exemplary immigration’, I do not wish to suggest
that Algerian immigration is, as it were, an ‘example’ for all other
immigrations, past, present and future. On the contrary, the term has
to be understood as meaning that we are speaking of an immigration
without parallel. This is an immigration that is exceptional in every
respect, both in the overall terms of its entire history and in terms of
each of its detailed characteristics — and the two aspects are not
unrelated. Because it is extraordinary, this immigration seems to
contain the truth of all other immigrations and of immigration in
general, and it appears to display, as clearly as possible and with the
highest degree of ‘exemplariness’, attributes that we find dispersed
and diffused in other emigrations.

Without wishing to analyse in detail the past and present character-
istics of Algerian immigration in order to demonstrate the sense in
which it is ‘exemplary’, we will take only a succinct and purely
indicative inventory of what seem to be its most significant aspects.
Given that the migratory itinerary — the individual itinerary of each of
these emigrant-immigrants and the collective itinerary ~ that makes
up the very history of the process of emigration and immigration is
also an epistemological itinerary, it too reveals an order that is both
logical and chronological. It has both a main theme and an overall
framework or background for all the questions that can be asked
about the migratory phenomenon in its totality (emigration and im-
migration). It proves to be an excellent mnemo-mechanical support or
a means of raising and organizing the various questions that make up,
broadly speaking, an analysis of the conditions that led the future
emigrant first to break with his condition of origin, and with a whole
world in which there was no distinction between the social, the
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economic and the cultural (his ways of living and working, his mody
of social being) and, then, to immerse himself in a different sociy)
economic, cultural and political world which also has an internai
logic of its own — which is quite the opposite of that of the originy)
order - a spirit and style of its own, and a fundamentally distiny,
intention.

A singular genesis

It is increasingly widely accepted that emigration-immigration is the
product of underdevelopment, that it is underdevelopment’s moy
obvious expression, that it can be explained only as one of the effect
of the relationship of domination of ‘rich’ countries (countries of
immigration) over ‘poor’ countries (countries of emigration). It i
also widely accepted, thanks to its backlash effect, that emigration.
immigration is a factor in underdevelopment that helps to perpetuate
the relationship of domination of which it is a product. If, howeves,
we go further back and beyond this first causality, the entire history of
the colonization of Algeria, of the colonized Algerian peasantry and,
correlatively, of Algerian emigration are exemplary illustrations of the
fact that emigration-immigration is the direct ‘child’ of the very
colonization that generated the underdevelopment in the first place,
Being a veritable ‘laboratory experiment’, or a sort of ‘social surgery’,
which was itself the result or the cumulative outcome of an infinite
number of other interventions that were just as brutal and had equally
catastrophic consequences, Algerian emigration was, in its genesis,
just as ‘exemplary’ as the colonization of Algeria itself. Algeria was
colonized first in the literal sense of the term (the land was occupied
and appropriated by newcomers) and then in the historical sense that
a new system of social relations and a new mode of production made
a violent intrusion. And because this conflict between radically differ-
ent orders was inscribed within an extremely unequal balance of
power, it resulted in a total upheaval that the old order could survive
only in a fragmented, exhausted and anachronistic form. Because the
entire (social) history of emigration fuses completely with that of the
Algerian peasantry, or in other words with the history of land seizures
(and, more specifically, with the history of the property laws which,
by allowing those seizures, destroyed the foundations of the trad-
itional economy and shattered the whole armature of the original
society), it is not really until the fifth and sixth decades of coloniza-
tion, and in the aftermath of the great insurrection of 1871, that we
see the beginning of the era of emigration to France (which has yet to
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end) and into French factories (into industrial waged labour). Prior to
this, emigration, both seasonal and permanent, had taken the form of
a local movement to the farms of the colonists. Being interdependent,
the ‘exemplariness’ of the cause and the ‘exemplariness’ of the effects
reinforced one another. The ‘exemplariness’ of Algerian emigration,
both old and ‘young’, results largely from the ‘exemplariness’ of the
colonization experienced by Algeria. Correlatively, one of the inevit-
able and major effects of this ‘exemplary’ colonization (which out-
lived it) was an exemplary emigration. The colonization of Algeria
was total, systematic and intensive. This was a colonization not only
of property and wealth, but also of men and ‘bodies and souls’, as the
saying went, and a colonization that was, above all, relatively early.
One of its effects was an emigration that was exceptional or ‘exem-
plary’ both in terms of its numerical scale, its continuity and systema-
ticity, and its particular organizational form, its particular mode of
presence bere (in immigration) and its mode of absence there (in
emigration), etc., and, especially, in terms of its precocity. In retro-
spect, Algerian emigration proves to be the first (at least to France) to
have originated in a country belonging to what we now call the Third
World. This is the only way of understanding the contemporary
nature of Algerian immigration in France or, above all, the fact that
it is at once already an ‘old’ immigration (which has a long history
behind it) and yet still a ‘young’ immigration (in the specific sense that
it originates from a ‘young’ country in the sense that the countries of
the Third World are said to be ‘young’ in terms of either their national
existence and their cultural products, or in terms of the ‘ground they
have to make up’). If we overlook this major characteristic (and we
will return later to both these points), we cannot understand the
nature of the relations which use emigration on the one hand and
immigration on the other to bind together the countries concerned.
Without wishing to subscribe at all costs to the schema that describes
all immigration as the result of the conjunction of two forces, namely a
‘repulsive’ force which drives emigrants out of their own country (and
which supposedly explains emigration) and an ‘attractive’ force (which
supposedly explains immigration), there is one particular feature of
Algerian immigration (and not simply emigration) in France that adds
to the ‘experimental’ (as though deliberately provoked) character of
the undertaking. When we begin to look for eyewitness accounts of the
arrival in France of the first Algerian immigrants — who were not called
‘Algerians’ at the time — we find that their migration was, in a context
which explains this innovation, something that was undertaken delib-
erately, knowingly and with almost full knowledge of the facts. If we
also take into consideration the effects of conscription and incitements
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to enlist for service in the French army, or of the requisition of worke,
for the war industries or to dig trenches during the First World Wy,
(240,000 Algerians, more than one third of the male population agey
between twenty and forty, were mobilized or requisitioned (Agera,
1962)), we can evaluate the extent to which the Algerian immigratioy
was, from the outset, deliberately encouraged. In this case, and perhap
only in this case, history allows us to resolve the following dilemmy,
was it immigration’ that created ‘jobs for immigrants’, or was it the
reverse? Similarly, history allows us to break the circle, or the intey.
action between objective discrimination and those who were or couly
be discriminated against. Algerian immigration was, from the very
beginning, engineered. But before it could be engineered, Algeriang
had to have already been made available for emigration. They had ty
be transformed into either potential emigrants who were waiting ty
become actual emigrants (i.e. waiting to immigrate), or into virtua]
immigrants who were waiting for immigration to call them and turn
them into real immigrants. Colonization achieved this, intentionally oy
otherwise, and it did so very quickly and even before immigration (in
France) had need of a supplement of future emigrants and immigrants,
Once the preconditions for emigration had been created, the temp.
tation to use these available immigrants made itself felt in both France
and Algeria. Indeed, the temptation was all the greater in that thig
immigration had the advantage or the attraction of seeming ‘innocent’
of any experience (or any idea) of the social condition of the working
class. This was an appreciable benefit, even if the employers chose not
to mention it (which was fair enough) or tried to minimize it, and
preferred to complain long and loud about this new or untried labour
force’s lack of technical experience. All that was needed for the
movement of emigration-immigration of Algerians to France (and,
to this very day, only to France) to begin and to expand of its own
accord was proof that this additional work force was being put to
good use.

‘Labour immigration’

For the sake of convenience rather than any concern for scientific
truth, it is thought necessary to make a distinction between ‘labour
immigration’ (and nothing but labour), which supposedly affects
only, or mainly, adult male workers, and ‘settler immigration’
(which is in addition to the former, because it is implicitly recognized
that it also comprises labour immigration) in which the proportion of
families (men and women, adults and children, active and inactive
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persons) is noticeably greater. Supported by a whole series of objective
indices and morphological and behavioural observations, the distinc-
tion is built up into a systematic opposition which is assumed to
produce two radically antithetical forms of immigration. The propor-
tion of adults, of masculinity, of activity and, correlatively, the indices
of nuptuality, natality, mortality and morbidity, in the length and,
more important, the modalities of their stays in France and in their
countries of origin, etc., are all different. What is open to challenge in
this construction is not the differences that are noted, but the use that
is made of them, as it borders on the nonsensical. The two immigra-
tions that have been identified in this way become autonomous real-
ities. They are divorced, as though they were different from the outset
and for ever, as though they were by their very nature separable, or in
other words existed outside all social or historical determinations
and, above all, as though one could choose to have one without the
other, or choose to have one without provoking the other. As neither
is anything more than we wish to see in it, both are destined to be and
remain what we would like them to be and to remain (at least in our
mental categories, in our habits), namely labour immigration on the
one hand and settler immigration on the other. ‘Labour immigration’
is and will always be labour immigration, and ‘settler immigration’ has
always, from its beginnings and from the outset, been settler immi-
gration. As the distinction is established a priori, there can be no
suggestion that the forms that have been so identified might be united
by some relation of continuity, or even descent, with one extending or
deriving from the other. No matter how obvious it might look, any
necessary evolution of one into the other can only be described as a
scandal. The scandalous thing about Algerian immigration is that
what was once a ‘labour immigration’ (we continue to think of it
and take decisions about it as though it were still what it was in its
beginnings) has, contrary to all expectations, become a “settler immi-
gration’. This is something that none of the parties concerned dares to
fully recognize. They are therefore unable to draw the appropriate
conclusions. Of course everyone knows how simplistic, how arbitrary
and how false the distinction is; and if it continues despite that to
find a certain audience, we also know the assumptions that underpin
its popularity. The whole history of migrations bears witness to the
fact that — except, truth to tell, in the case of the exodus of the
population of one country to another (a case far removed from
vyhat we now call immigration, that is, the displacement, for essen-
!:lally economic reasons, of a labour force that is available here, to
job vacancies there) — there has never been a so-called settler immi-
gration that did not begin as a ‘labour immigration’ that took place
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over a longer or shorter period of time.? Conversely, perhaps there iy
no such thing as a so-called labour immigration that does not soone,
or later end up, provided that it continues, by becoming a ‘settle,
immigration’, even though everyone (the emigrant-immigrants them,
selves, their country of origin of course, and the country of immigra,
tion) would like it to remain what it once was. This is certainly thy
case with Algerian immigration, which proves to be exemplary in thiy
respect too.
Being the first instance of immigration from the underdeveloped
world, it has had to struggle hardest against the ‘individualism’ (and
the morality that goes with it) which, in a certain way, lay at its origing
and which, moreover, it continues to reinforce and to implant in every
domain of life. The reason why we have to stress this characteristic of
origin, which is a novel characteristic in the case of Algerian immigra:
tion, is that we are talking about the emigration-immigration of men
who remain, or who for a long time remained, deep inside themselves
‘communitarian’ men. Strongly marked by the communitarian habi-
tus, they were men who (ideally) existed only as members of the group.
Peasant labour is, of course, the explanation for the mass identification
of each individual with the group to which he belongs and for the high
degree of their integration into the group itself. To be more specific, itis
the peasant state, together with a whole art of living, a way of being,
thinking and acting, a way of perceiving the world, or in short a whole
ethos, which meant that belonging to one’s community and one’s land
(which were one and the same thing) was the only way an individual
had of being — and of being excellently.

Because it presumably does no more than put the finishing touches
to the disruptive action of many factors (transformations of all kinds
— demographic, economic, social and moral — which might all be said
to lead, grosso modo, to individuation), emigration-immigration
completes the break with the group, its spatio-temporal rhythms, its
activities and, in a word, the system of values and the system of
communitarian dispositions that are the group’s foundations. We
can therefore understand that emigrating cannot, as is believed so
complacently, be an easy thing to do. In order to understand why the
emigrant comes to — and tolerates — the ‘hell’ of immigration, we have
assume that, when he emigrated, he believed he was running away to
some ‘heaven’ created from fantasies and the series of ‘social lies’
concocted by immigrants to justify their condition.

We can thus understand why emigration is inconceivable, why it
cannot take place, cannot be tolerated and cannot be perpetuated
unless it goes hand in hand with a real effort to justify it or, in other
words, to legitimate it in the eyes of the emigrant himself and in the eyes
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of his whole entourage. Given that it is, in itself, already and from the
outset, the product of an initial upheaval within the group, emigration
certainly constitutes a serious threat —~ once merely potential, but now
very real — to the integrity and survival of both the group and the
emigrant himself (in terms of his being true to himself, his position as
a member of the group and his position as peasant, which are all one
and the same thing). We can thus understand why emigrants still, in a
very anachronistic way, insist on proving by their every act and their
every word that emigration to them is not just a matter of ‘defection’,
total ‘bankruptcy’ or a singular, individualist and egotistical act but, on
the contrary, an ‘altruistic’ act, a collective way of demonstrating their
devotion to the group, an act performed for the good of all, and a
willing sacrifice to the cause and service of the group.

Towards ‘family immigration’

It is not easy to emigrate, even for a single man. It is not easy for his
group to allow him to emigrate. A fortiori, it is infinitely more diffi-
cult for a woman or an entire family to emigrate. Above all, as one
can imagine, this is especially difficult for the group which, as it is
gradually sapped of its substance as it allows whole families to
emigrate, witnesses its own decomposition without being able to
stop it. It is when the group finds it most difficult to control or
organize the emigration of its men that it allows itself to indulge in
family emigration. Before emigration can reach the final phase of
taking away whole families, the insidious process that destructures
the group by destroying the bonds that once tied its members to one
another and to the group itself has to be dangerously far advanced.
The initial causes responsible for the first form of emigration — that of
single men — must have been considerably (almost catastrophically)
exacerbated, usually as a result of emigration itself, before the second
movement — the emigration of families ~ could get under way. Whilst
the first signs of the latter form of emigration were visible even before
the Second World War, at least in those regions that were first and
most strongly marked by the emigration of their men and by the
effects imputable to that emigration, it took a further twenty years
for family emigration to become established as a real trend.

Once again, the war years (1955-9 [the Algerian war]), because of
Fheir direct effect (insecurity) and indirect consequences (the regroup-
ing of the rural population, especially from the mountain regions, in
purpose-built centres under the control of the French army, which was
a way of destroying the last bonds and the last forms of family or
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village solidarity), were to the emigration of women and, more geng,.
ally, families what the years of the Great War were to the emigratjy,
of men. Now that all the essential conditions for the actualization .
both forms of emigration had — each in their own time ~ been virtualy
met, the war and its constraints — an example of force majeure _
provided the necessary alibi for the completion of something that w;
already ready to be completed, and served as a pretext for admitting
what people could not even admit to themselves. For a long time
family emigration was undertaken, and above all experienced, as’
though it were a shameful act. It was an act that people were g,
anxious to conceal that they left their villages by night despite {or
because of) the fact that it was a deliberate individual decision taken
by the emigrant and his wife (by the couple instituted by emigratioy),
who, by acting in this way, knew that they were infringing the
communitarian rule and offending the morality of the group. The
fragmentation of families had to become widespread and reach y
extreme limits with the conjugal-type family (the family we find i
immigration), and the rural exodus into the towns of Algeria {for
which emigration to France was largely responsible) had to depopy.
late whole villages before the emigration of families to France could
take place in broad daylight, openly and without any restraint.

Even though the emigration of families seems always to have been 3
sort of permanent temptation which no doubt haunted all emigrants
and was always on the minds of emigrant men, it nevertheless took
almost half a century of uninterrupted emigration on the part of single
men before this ‘labour emigration’ was boosted by family emigration
and became ‘settler emigration’. Without wishing to underestimate
possible opposition from the society of immigration, it does seem to
be second (in chronological order) and secondary (in order of import-
ance) compared to the resistances and taboos specific to the society of
emigration. It is as though the work of censorship (which is also a work
of prevention and preservation) had been done, and well done, in the
realm of emigration, and that there was therefore no need for it to be
done in the realm of immigration. We know that this task of control
and regulation, i.e. the adaptation of emigration to the needs of immi-
gration, was, whenever necessary, done during the emigration-
immigration of the men. Even today, and quite independently of the
technical difficulties raised by family reunification, many emigrants
decide — unless there are exceptional circumstances, when excuses will
be made for acting in this way — not to do what they regard as the
extreme solution: to emigrate with their families. They sense, in vary-
ing degrees, that this would not be without its risks. Indeed, whilst it
does seem to provide a remedy to the emigrant’s absence vis-d-vis
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members of his (conjugal) family and does indeed guarantee that they
are present ‘for one another’ (albeit in immigration), there is always the
danger that family emigration will, first, complete the break inaugur-
ated by the man’s emigration and, second, further commit him to the
society into which he is now ‘immigrating’ his wife and children (and
he fears that this commitment will be irreversible. So does his group,
which disapproves of family emigration, regarding it as superfluous
and something that cannot be justified given the disastrous cost that
has to be paid). There is also, finally, a danger that it will create more,
and more serious, problems and will exacerbate or worsen, in quanti-
tative and above all qualitative terms, a contradiction that had hitherto
been experienced only by men (male emigrants). Although it is in-
scribed within the first emigration - i.e. in the conduct of the first
emigrant ~ family emigration therefore introduces a difference of
nature. The emigrant who once worked amongst others and for others
(even though the migratory phenomenon’s constituent illusion strives
to establish a different equilibrium: by working for others, the emi-
grant-immigrant is also working for himself, for his family, for his
group and for his pays) now becomes a progenitor living amongst
others and (whether he wishes to or not) for others.

When we speak of the emigration of families, we are therefore
dealing with assimilation, no matter what terms or euphemistic vari-
ants (adaptation, integration, insertion, etc.) are used to designate
that social reality. No one has any illusions about this: neither those
who fear the emigration of families because it concerns the dissolution
of those families and their fusion into the society that absorbs them,
and because they will, to a greater or lesser extent and over a longer or
shorter space of time, identify with that society, nor those who disap-
prove of the immigration of families which are judged (pre-judged) to
!)e difficult to ‘assimilate’. And the classic distinction between ‘labour
immigration’ and ‘settler immigration’ is, ultimately, no more than a
disguised way of making, with a semblance of (ethical) neutrality and
by using a supposedly objective vocabulary, a distinction between an
‘assimilable’ immigration (it can be assimilated because it initially
concerns individuals who are almost similar to ‘us’, even though the
fact is that this similarity is no more than relative) which will be
rapidly (and if need be, with our help) transformed into a ‘settler
immigration’, and an inassimilable immigration (which is character-
ized from the outset by its radical alterity and heterogeneity) that can
only be and remain (and if need be, we will make sure that it is) a
‘labour immigration’.3

_ To speak of ‘settler immigration’ is to give a name to the immigra-
tion of those who, in their family and social life, behave like ‘us’. They
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have adopted the same social and family structures as ‘us’ and, alo,
with those structures, the same family habitus as ‘us’, or in othe,
words a set of shared representations and practices. These inﬂuence
relations between different members of the family, as defined by ),
position they occupy, age, gender, the sexual division of labous, t,
education of children, budget management and leisure practices, o, j
a word, a whole practice of living, a whole domestic atmospher,
imbued with ‘intimism’ and marked by the family’s withdrawal ing,
itself (this, no doubt, is what is designated by the term ‘culture’),
These immigrants do not tolerate being separated for a long time,
and certainly for no longer than is necessary, from their wives ang
children, and cannot wait for their families to join them (they have the
same domestic morality as ‘us’, and that is a mark of civilization). 4|
this demonstrates the trust they place in the people to whose country
they are immigrating. They even go so far as to approach thep
without any reservations, and to entrust them with what they holq
most dear and most important (their wives and children, or in other
words their entire future). They are, in a word, good immigrants.
‘Labour immigration’, on the other hand, is another way of giving 3
name to those who, in their family and social lives, behave in 4
completely different way from ‘us’, and who have adopted completely
different social and family structures, and a domestic morality in
which ‘we’ cannot recognize ourselves. Witness the primacy of the
group and of the communitarian spirit which, because it is opposed to
the triumph of individualism, becomes a gregarious instinct. A family
that lives in a system of joint ownership or an extended family
becomes a sort of magma with indefinable limits. Its pertinent units
- collectivities of men, women and children — merge to such a degree
as to be unidentifiable. Its domestic practices are quite alien to our
traditions. Kinship endogamy, for example, always looks suspiciously
like incest to us, whilst polygamy is quite alien to our ‘manners and
customs’. (It offends against public order, in the sense in which civil or
international private law understand that term; it offends our sens-
ibilities and social morality. Because it is a factor that militates against
assimilation, it is incompatible with naturalization — see article 69 of
the Code de la nationalité.) Relations within the family are ruled by a
different morality, governed by different principles and conform to
other values such as, for example, the highly discriminatory hierarchy
of genders and different age groups, and so on. These are all so many
indices of a different ‘culture’ (to use contemporary language, or
‘race’, to use the vocabulary of the past). These immigrants readily
tolerate being separated from their wife (or wives) and children, for
whom they do not, besides, display the feelings we have for our wives
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and children (which is another way of saying that they have no
feelings because, as everyone knows, one’s own feelings — which are
legitimate or worthy of being described as such ~ are the only real
feelings, just as there is no culture but our culture). They insist on
emigrating alone, and in order to do so, they mobilize every element
that might prevent the emigration of their wives and children (patri-
otism, ‘communitarianism’, and everything that this national, patri-
otic fundamentalism feeds upon: language, religion, cultural
traditions and the entire series of other signs whereby they recognize
one another and distinguish themselves from ‘us’). In these condi-
tions, immigrating without one’s family is, in our view, equivalent to
an attitude of defiance.

When we speak of labour immigration, we are not talking about a
purely demographic phenomenon, but about a broader set of consid-
erations relating to different orders (social, cultural, political and
ethnic). In that sense, the exemplariness of Algerian immigration is
not only what it once was and what it still is — even today, now that
we have to recognize that it has been (‘illegitimately’) transformed
into settler immigration — namely, the prime example of labour immi-
gration, but also, and above all, all the other aspects and all the other
dimensions of all the other meanings that are concealed by the dis-
tinction between ‘labour’ and ‘settlement’.

Shared illusions and dissimulations

If it is to be able to remain what it is, Algerian immigration, more so
than any other, must sustain, and then dispel, the series of illusions,
simulations and dissimulations that explain the generation and per-
petuation of the migratory phenomenon. We in fact know that many
sustained collective illusions are necessary, first, for emigration to be
conceivable in the first place and, secondly, for it to be able to
reproduce and perpetuate itself, initially through the rapid replace-
ment of its numbers (‘noria-immigration’), and then by counting on
the same men as they spend more and more time in immigration
(‘stabilized’ immigration). We have noted elsewhere the degree to
which the ‘temporary’ illusion and, correlatively, the alibi of work,
are integral to emigration and immigration. On the one hand - and
this is the very definition of the immigrant — a foreigner resides
temporarily (at least in theory) in a different country and exclusively
for reasons of work. He is therefore excluded from the political
sphere, which is the reserve of natives or nationals. His exclusion
from the political is also a matter of politeness. On the other hand —
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and this is the very definition of the emigrant — we have a native g,
national who is absent temporarily (at least in theory) and essentially
(not to say exclusively) for work reasons. He therefore continues t
enjoy (at least in theory) all the political attributes and competence o
the nation to which he still belongs (to compensate for the politicy]
exclusion that affects him to the extent that he is resident in a foreigy,
country). These are the dominant (or official) definitions that consti.
tute the same individual as, respectively, an immigrant and an em.
grant, and they are at once interdependent and complementary. Thig
double definition cannot produce all its effects unless it remaing
masked. For that to happen, a whole collective effort must be made
to conceal the truth of emigration and immigration — and all parties,
in other words both the society of emigration and the society of
immigration, collude in it. And, as though in accordance with a sor
of historical necessity (a necessity that is constitutive of emigration
itself, from the conditions of its genesis to its present form), Algerian
immigration really does seem to have cultivated the illusions typica)
of all immigration, and to have truly perfected the work of dissimu.
lation that is required to sustain them. This historical necessity weighs
more heavily upon Algerian immigration than upon other immigra.
tions, and more so than on contemporary immigrations, which are
dissimilar because they are intra-European. Algerian immigration is
also more deeply affected than equivalent immigrations that are
similar in terms of their origins and social conditions, but which
occurred later, This is, no doubt, because of the origins of Algerian
immigration, its long-standing nature (which was, as it happens,
possible only because this huge effort to deceive could be sustained)
and, as a result of all that, its insistence on remaining, or pretending to
remain, what it always had been. This work of dissimulation is not
simply an abstract mechanism that analysis owes it to itself to reveal.
Being lived and experienced in the most intense manner by the emi-
grant-immigrants themselves, it constitutes their attempt — and it is
sometimes a desperate attempt — to overcome all the contradictions
inherent in the emigrant-immigrant’s condition. The basic contradic-
tion of the ‘temporary that lasts’ (an emigration-immigration which is
neither a temporary state nor a permanent state) is transposed from
the temporal order to the spatial order and it becomes an impossible
‘ubiquity’. The emigrant is fated to go on being present even when he
is absent and, correlatively, to not be totally present where he is
present. The paradox of the immigrant is that he is partly absent
from the communitarian order from which he comes (there is a
contradiction between, on the one hand, the communitarian order
of origin and the habitus that goes with it and, on the other, the
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‘individualist’ order the emigrant discovers, submits to and learns in
immigration). Confronted with all the harsh contradictions that con-
stitute his social world, the emigrant-immigrant is forced to exacer-
bate them because he cannot resolve them, and this is sometimes
detrimental to his own social or psychical equilibrium.

It is not only at the individual level that each of the three partners
involved in the migratory phenomenon - the country of emigration,
the country of immigration and those who are most closely con-
cerned, namely the emigrant-immigrants themselves — has to sustain
the series of illusions needed for the perpetuation of the process. They
must also collaborate in this indispensable exercise in dissimulation in
a complicit, and objectively complicit, manner (which means that
there is no need for any prior consultation). The complicity is all the
greater that this deception is in everyone’s interests. The stakes are all
the higher in that both emigration and immigration are long-standing
and contradict their theoretical definitions.

When it became independent, Algeria ‘inherited’ from its colonial
past a tradition of emigration that was already more than half a
century old — in those regions with a strong and very old tradition
of emigration, almost all the men in any given village already had
some experience, in either the long or the short term and on one or
more occasions, of living and working in France. It also inherited an
emigrant population numbering some 350,000 people (it already
certainly included more than 5,000 families; by the end of 1954,
some 6,000 families, with 15,000 children, had already emigrated to
France). This no doubt made it necessary to enter into a ‘contract’
with the country of immigration (the former colonizing country) in
order to determine the new status of this emigrant-immigrant popu-
lation and, if need be, to regulate the emigration-immigration of new
contingents. But in all logic, the fact that it was necessary did not give
either of the partners, on either side, the authority to sign, so to speak,

a contract for the definitive or quasi-definitive transfer (to the extent
of being politically sanctioned by the granting of French nationality to
the French-born children of the transferred families) of those Algeria
saw as part of its population or its emigrants, whereas France saw
them as part of its future population or as some of its immigrants.
Thgt cannot be done because it affects the national order of both the
nation of emigration and the nation of immigration (and the latter
had been established very recently, and at a very high cost). We can
thu's unc'ierstand why it is that the two countries that have, in terms of
emigration and immigration respectively, the most loaded history,
have.managed to sustain {and have the greatest interest in sustaining),
despite all the evidence and even despite the laws of social change, all
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the illusions and all the dissimulations that ensure that emigration and
immigration continue to be experienced, thought of and discussey ,
though they were still what they were in the beginning. To be m,
accurate, they are experienced, thought of and discussed as tho .
they actually were what they are in ideal and abstract terms (outy;Je
all social determinations and outside history, i.e. eternally and uniy,,.
sally). It is also true that this loaded history rebounds upon emiy,.
tion/immigration, which is ultimately no more than the outcomy
that history. This collective work of dissimulation is indispensabl, ;f
we wish, on the one hand, the emigrant (i.e. another country’s
tional) to remain an emigrant for ever even though, strictly speaking,
he is not an emigrant from the country that claims him as its ‘y,.
tional’, and has been born in France of emigrant parents. The sap,
dissimulation is necessary if we wish the immigrant to remain ,,
immigrant for ever, no matter how permanent and continuous hjs
presence, no matter how great his involvement in the economc
social, cultural and even political life of the nation, and no matye,
how ‘integrated’ he may be. There is on both sides a sort of nationg)
‘fundamentalism’ (sustained by many other distinctive characteristigg.
cultural, social, linguistic, religious, political and even ethnic), whicp
ensures that emigration cannot correspond to the exclusion or evep
the self-exclusion from the nation of emigrants or, correlatively, o
their full identification (i.e., even and especially their political iden;.
fication) with the nation and especially the national population of
people to whom they are foreign (in terms of their history and ethnjc
origins rather than the nationality they already have or acquirg),
Despite the objectively antithetical divergences and interests of the
country of emigration and the country of immigration, and precisely
because of those same divergences of all kinds and those very oppos-
itions, an objective complicity therefore still necessarily binds to-
gether the two partners in the migratory phenomenon.

The costs and benefits of immigration

What do immigrants cost and what do they bring in? This question
seems to run through all that can be said about the presence of
immigrants, rather as though it were contained within the implicit
definition of immigration. Immigration is meaningful, and intelligible
to the political understanding, only if it is a source of ‘benefits’ or, at
the very least, only if the ‘costs’ imputable to it do not outweigh the
‘benefits’ it may procure. This presupposition is the starting point for
the constitution of a whole method of analysis that consists in calcu-
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lating the effects, some positive (‘benefits’) and others negative
(‘costs’), of immigration.* But because it is not simply just an investi-
gation into the effects of all kinds that immigration may have, the
usual way in which economists and especially econometricians ‘dis-
cuss the problems of migration in complimentary or antithetical terms
of benefits and costs’ (Scott 1966) is possible only if there is no
investigation either into the way what are conventionally termed
‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ are defined respectively, or into the political
meaning of what is presented as being, ultimately, no more than an
‘accounting’ technique, an administrative technique of the ‘rational-
ization of budgetary choices’ type or even preparatory material for
planning commissions.
In this domain, economic practice and econometric calculation
assume that their definition of ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ has an absolute
value ~ i.e. one that is invariable and universally applicable — and that
the arbitrary dividing line between the two is necessary and immut-
able. As the distinction has been established once and for all, nothing
remains to be done except to refine the investigation of the elements to
be taken into consideration so as to establish a balance sheet for each
column and, finally, an overall balance sheet for immigration and to
specify the basis on which it has been drawn up. This is usually done
by introducing a certain number of distinctions such as, for example,
between short-term effects and long-term effects, or concealed effects
that are slow to emerge, or even, in the best of cases, between
quantitative effects (essentially economic effects, and even then
those that are easiest to quantify) and qualitative effects. In other
words, and broadly speaking, this implies the introduction of a whole
series of social, political, cultural, etc. presuppositions (or prejudices)
that the economy, in the strict sense of the term, cannot grasp, still
less measure, and therefore simply mentions or suggests.” Each of the
elements taken into consideration in order to draw up this account-
ant’s balance sheet of the ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ of immigration in fact
constitutes something of a struggle. This not simply a struggle be-
tween theoreticians of the economics of immigration or even special-
ists in the social management of immigrants: it is also a matter of
social struggle. The struggle to represent immigration and immigrants
in economic terms of ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ is in reality the classic
example of political work being disguised as a purely economic
measure. Using the language of economics to rationalize a problem
that is not (or not only) economic is tantamount to converting ethical
or political arguments into purely technical arguments.
We ask ourselves about and quarrel over what immigration ‘costs’
and what it ‘brings in’ as though these questions pertained to its very
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‘nature’, This problematic is so dominant as to appear to be ¢.if.
evident, to be the only possible problematic. Not only doeg ypis
remove the need for any other questions; it also means thy; e
problematic itself is immune to any critical reflection. The exerqise
in accounting that retranslates it cannot be reduced to what it v, c
and believes itself to be, namely a mere technique designed to ‘ray;on.
alize the choice’ of the decisions to be taken. Because it is applieq v, 5
population enjoying a particular status, it has nothmg.m COmmon
with analogous exercises dealing with other groups. In discussiopg of
children, the young or the elderly, the only question that arises is how
to calculate and identify the resources required to treat the popy]s-
tions concerned in the way we wish to treat them. In the case of ¢he
immigrant population, it is a question of establis_hmg.the ben.eﬁts and
costs of the policy of having recourse to immigration, or in gther
words the costs and benefits of the existence or ‘disapgearance’ of the
immigrant population. Thanks to an apparently techmcal question, jt
is the whole problem of the legitimacy of immigration that is object-
ively being raised, and that problem haunts all discoqrscs of this kind.
Almost nothing else is said about immigrants, especially when, a5 jn
the case of the ‘economic theory of the comparative costs a.mfi benefits
of immigration’ the discourse deals, knowingly anc.i exphcxtly, with
the function of immigration, and consists solely in either legitimizing
it or denouncing its (basic) illegitimacy.6
The struggle around the ‘immigration’s social balance sheet’ may
well, like many struggles around political issues, be an endless
struggle because of the many constructions and reconstructions gen-
erated by the multiple — countless — effects of immigration, and
because they can all be counted either as ‘costs’ or ‘benefits’. Because
‘the economic theory of the comparative costs and benefits of immi-
gration’ has, to date, given rise only to disagreements as to which
elements should be taken into account, we have to agree from the
outset to accept what it is that the theory demands we accept without
any prior discussion. We have to accept the principle that differenti-
ates between ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’, or the principle that establishes a
positive or negative balance for immigration. This masks a whole
series of other questions which now become unthinkable. They in-
clude, for example, the question of who pays the ‘cost’ of immigration
and who ‘benefits’ from it. At a more basic level, describing, exclu-
sively, discernible and arbitrarily divorced elements of a whole as
‘costs’ or ‘benefits’ when they have no (economic and political) reality
except as a totality is, however, tantamount to giving an a priori
definition of the meaning that is to be given to each of those elements.
We impose that meaning all the more imperatively in that we do not
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realize what is going on. The best examples of this attempt to ‘tech-
nicalize’ the political are provided by Anicet Le Pors’s (1977) study of
the monetary flows for which immigration is responsible, and the
discrepancies between his findings and those reached by Fernand
Icart on the basis of much the same data.’

If there are ‘costs’ that have to be imputed to immigration, the first
that comes to mind is, of course, the monetary cost borne by any
country that has recourse to immigration as a result of the transfers
made, on the one hand, by immigrants themselves ‘from their savings’
and by social agencies on the other (family allowances, social security
payments, retirement pensions, various other pensions, etc.). But
what might be seen as an obvious and indisputable ‘cost’ is not
without ‘benefits’ of other kinds:

We might, in particular, raise the question of the incidence of the
transferring abroad of savings.... Now, it transpires that a fall of
one million francs in the amount transferred abroad means that the
balance of payment falls by only some 38,000 francs. An ex ante fall in
transfers abroad in fact leads to a rise in domestic consumption; much
of that rise is accounted for not by a rise in domestic production, but by
rising imports or falling exports. What is more, a fall in the transfer of
savings to foreign countries restricts the purchasing power of those
countries’ currencies and therefore their imports, including imports
from France. (Le Pors 1977: 185)

Conversely, if countries of immigration do enjoy one immediate and
initial ‘benefit’ that appears to be net of any corresponding cost, it is
that of ‘importing’ adult men who are still young and therefore ‘useful’
and productive on the first day that they arrive. This ‘benefit’, which
consists in the savings made on what Alfred Sauvy calls ‘breeding
costs’, is considerably underestimated in Fernand Icart’s report, or
even transformed into a ‘cost’. The ‘quality’ of these men, who have
been brought up in poor underdeveloped countries, and therefore at a
‘cost’ lower than the average French rate, means that they are more
‘expensive’ (or at least more ‘expensive’ than one thinks) because of the
‘cost’ of adapting them to the society and the labour that use them.

By these criteria, anything can be both a ‘cost’ and a ‘benefit’. What
one vision of the phenomenon of immigration sees as a ‘cost’ can be
seen as a ‘benefit’ by another, and conversely. One could spend a long
time enumerating ‘contradictions’ of this kind, as each of the criteria
that is retained can be classed either as a ‘cost’ or a ‘benefit’, or at least
as having a ‘cost’ element and a ‘benefit’ element. And the further we
move away from those factors that are traditionally or primarily
within the economic domain or, in other words, the closer we come
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to factors that are overlooked by economic techniques because th

are resistant to (quantitative) ‘measurement’, the greater the indeter_
minacy. It becomes increasingly apparent that the facts we are analy_
ing and interpreting as purely economic data are also, and perhaps
primarily, political, social and cultural facts and realities. Take, .
example, the birth rate of immigrant families in general, and ¢
families originating from North African countries in particular. 4,
times, there are official rejoicings over the demographic surplus thy,
these families bring to a population that is in decline and ageing; 4
other times, we deplore (just as officially) the same rise in what we
still call the ‘immigrant population’ (even though the younger gene,.
ations born in France have not emigrated from anywhere) because it g
‘expensive’, because it demands too much of family welfare agencies _
which is not to say that it is a burden. This is because ‘economic’
arguments, or the reformulation in economic terms of arguments of 5
different nature, are more easily or more innocently admissible. And
what is said about the ambiguity of the immigrant population’s birth
rate or, in other words and basically, about family immigration ang
about the old immigrant’s — a single isolated worker without hig
family - transition to being a progenitor, now applies, because of
the difficult labour market, to another characteristic of the immigran,
even though it constitutes and defines him, namely his status as 3
worker. The ‘benefit’ represented by the labour-power he supplies —
and for which he is compensated by the wage he is paid, and which he
can transfer — tends to be redefined as a ‘cost’.? It is redefined as 3
direct ‘cost’” when the immigrant is unemployed and thus no longer
has any personal justification for his existence, and as an indirect
‘cost’ when the immigrant is employed, rather as though the job he
holds represented a sort of loss of income, or a virtual wound inflicted
on the national labour force.

Being the product of a constructive operation whose objectively
political genesis and significance may escape its authors, the parallel
established between what immigration ‘costs’ and ‘what it brings i’
inevitably contrasts different groups which, because they have an
unequal or different ‘interest’ in immigration, are inclined to produce
antagonistic definitions of it. Whilst it is easier and more agreeable to
speak of these ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ — and especially the ‘costs’ - in the
technical and relatively neutral language of economics (or what is
intended to be or is perceived as neutral language), it is still the case
that this language cannot conceal the fact that it is in reality a matter
of ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’ relating to value systems that have nothing to
do with the economic sphere in the strict sense of that term. In order
to be acceptable, this sort of ‘economics of immigration’ would have
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to be a total economics; it would, in other words, have to include all
the other ‘costs’ and all the other ‘benefits’ that are overlooked or
totally ignored by a strictly economic theory.”
Things become more complicated still when we recall that, because
it too is a product of the same logic and is vulnerable to the same
criticisms, ‘the cost-benefit economic theory of immigration’ can be
transposed to the country of immigration and give rise to the consti-
tution of 2 homologous theory. This ‘cost-benefit economic theory of
emigration’ is, as it happens, beginning to produce its first findings.
They are products of the same analytic schema, and of the same
combination of simulations and dissimulations, of the partial disclos-
ure and partial concealment of the real meaning of the criteria which it
derives from struggles in which it is itself an issue. These accountancy
descriptions of immigration on the one hand and emigration on the
other finally produce a sort of accountancy description of the entire
migratory phenomenon. That description is itself an issue in the
struggle between the two partners — the country of immigration and
the country of emigration — who meet and come into conflict over this
issue. By making explicit the interests of each of the contracting parties,
the treaties they sign, the ‘bilateral agreements on labour and social
security’ and the negotiations they conduct to that end, establish the
ground for the objectification of struggles over the simultaneously
economic and political definition of the respective costs and benefits.

The truth of power relations

The problem of the ‘theory of the comparative costs and benefits of
immigration’ (and emigration), which intrinsically haunts the entire
migratory phenomenon (and emigration), is also present, implicitly
and as a schema that generates forms of behaviour and discourses,
within emigration and in the country of emigration. It affects its ways
of thinking about emigration, its overall attitudes towards it (in other
words the relationship between emigrants as a whole on the one hand,
and the society of emigration on the other) and, in addition to all that,
the system of relations that binds it to the country of immigration.
Relations between France and Algeria with regard to emigration
are in that respect ‘exemplary’, and provide the best illustration one
could hope to find of the relationship between dominant and domin-
ated, which is objectively inscribed in the relationship between coun-
tries of emigration and countries of immigration. This lack of
symmetry emerges all the more clearly, and is therefore all the greater
and all the more conflict-ridden, in that both partners agree and strive
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to mask ~ to mask from themselves and to mask from one anothg, _
the truth of their relationship. Both partners pretend to believe ~ 4
this is an implicit precondition for any possible contract ~ in 1},
bilateral and even reciprocal character of the contractual relationship
they establish, even though that relationship is contractual only ;y
form and only for the duration of the contract, and even though j
reciprocal only in theory (there is no way that the ‘immigrant’ y )
receive in the host country the treatment reserved for the ‘cooperay,’
in his native country). The dominated country (the country of ep-
gration) tries to the best of its political, economic and even technjc,]
and intellectual ability (its potential understanding of its emigratjon
and of its partner’s immigration) to reduce the gap or distortion of
which it is the victim. The dominant country (the country of imyy;-
gration) ignores the intrinsic advantages it derives from its domingpt
position, and can agree to concessions, either out of condescension or
because they procure for it advantages of a different kind (econom;c,
political or diplomatic) — and usually both at the same time -
designed, apparently, to reduce the gap, or even to deny the inequaljty
of the relationship and, by that very fact, its inherent violence.

At this level, the exchange is intrinsically and incontestably jn
favour of the country that supplies the surplus jobs and, no legs
incontestably, to the disadvantage of the country that exports a laboyr
force that becomes available for emigration once it has discovered and
realized that it is not being used (see Sayad 1979b). The thesis, which
is frequently and all too readily accepted, that emigration constitutes,
for countries of emigration, a ‘safety valve’ on the social or even the
political level, or that it allows them to get rid of a surplus of
unemployed men, which is always dangerous, etc., influences 3]l
negotiations relating to the transfer of labour. Should any difficulties
arise (periods of crisis in the labour market, crises in relations between
the two countries), the same thesis comes close to providing the
opportunity and the means to blackmail the country of emigration,
Both partners know this, even when one or both of them pretends
(which is a reasonable strategy) that the bilateral confrontation takes
place on equal terms.

Both the inherent advantage that accrues to the country of immi-
gration and its corollary — the intrinsic weakness of the country of
emigration — can also (provided we leave the strictly economic sphere)
be expressed in terms of presence and absence. The country of immi-
gration has the ‘advantage’ of having present in its territory, under its
sovereignty and under its authority (the authority of its law, its insti-
tutions, its courts, its police, its rules, etc.) immigrants, i.e. nationals
(emigrants), from some other country. This can also, and a contrario,
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be described in terms of the ‘weakness’ of the country of emigration,
or the original ‘tare’ of emigration. Its emigrant nationals (who are
immigrants in another country, or the other country’s immigrants) are
absent, outside its territory, its sovereignty, its authority and, more
generally, beyond the action of the integrating mechanisms and iden-
tificatory processes typical of any society. They are, in short, outside
its common culture {and, correlatively, in the territory and under the
sovereignty and authority and, more generally, subject to the integrat-
ing action and culture of some other nation).

The combined history of colonization and emigration-immigration
also means, and will do so for a long time to come, that part of that
community, namely the young people born in France after 1 January
1963 (or, paradoxically, after Algerians in France became real immi-
grants in the juridico-political sense of the term), is divided and will
remain divided. These young people have a twofold status (that of the
emigrant and that of the immigrant), but they are also divided be-
tween two countries, two societies and two nations. They are also
divided by their dual nationalities. They are of Algerian nationality by
descent (they are children born of Algerian fathers) but they were
automatically granted French nationality. That fact cannot be chal-
lenged by either the French government, should it wish to deny them
that nationality (unless it infringes its own law and the provisions of
the French code of nationality), themselves (should they wish to avoid
this obligation and the effects of their possession of that nationality,
and especially military service), or, a fortiori, Algeria — because
of what French nationality law terms the fact of ‘dual birth’. One of
the effects of this ‘division’ is that if they are still ‘emigrants’ (i.e.
Algerians, or in possession of Algerian nationality), even though they
have never actually emigrated from Algeria, they disappear as ‘immi-
grants’ (at least in legal terms). The French nationality they have been
granted denies their existence: they are but foreign immigrants in
France. They are now ‘divided’ between the nation of their immigra-
tion (and its nationality) and the nation of their emigration or their
parents’ emigration, just as the whole of Algeria was ‘divided’ be-
tween the conquering nation (and its imposed nationality) and the
conquered ‘nation’ (and its negated or forbidden nationality). Both
products and victims of this double history, they are also a living

reminder of it. They are its anachronistic actualization. The conflict
of nationalities they generate is all the more acute in that it relates
basically to the definition that is given of the territorial competence of
French sovereignty (articles 6 and 8 of the Code de la nationalité).
France refuses (for the moment) to ‘infringe’ (or revise) its own
legislation, and refuses to discuss, even implicitly and retrospectively,
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the state of affairs that prevailed until the independence of Algy,
(i.e. under colonization). Algeria, for its part and leaving aside ¢y
siderations of pride or what might be called purely symbolic interqyy
refuses to recognize the automatic and unilateral ‘naturalization’
the will of French legislation) of its ‘children’ (its ‘natural’ childrey
those it regards as such). It therefore resists the infringement of j
national integrity in the name of the integrity of its population (eyn
though, having been born abroad, it resides outside the natiqyy|
territory) and its national integrity, and refuses to surrender to ype
old colonial order it fought and from which it liberated itself. Ag
result, both parties demand, in all objectivity (and as though inge.
pendently of the will of the agents concerned) an exclusive allegiay,ce
to the nationality of one or the other state on the part of the childyen
over whom they are in dispute.

Another bizarre feature of these state-to-state relations is that thyge
who are regarded as emigrants by one state, and as immigrants by the
other, are ultimately no more than ‘raw material’ for a phenomengn
that these states have to come to terms with. They are immigrants inpe
fullest of senses (that is to say, they are totally ‘immersed’ in and deeply
involved in French society and all its manifestations in a way that o
other foreigner could ever be) but, despite that, they are emigrans
almost from the very first day of their emigration (that is to say, they qre
still strongly attached to Algeria, the country of their emigration or
their origins, even if they know very little, or nothing at all, about ),
This paradoxical position, which is one of the exemplary characterjs-
tics of Algerian emigrant-immigrants in France, actually makes them
marginal to the inter-state interests recognized by the two parties that
enter into contracts over emigration and immigration. Whilst the
interests of the emigrants do originally coincide with those of their
country — or, more specifically, with the closer interests of their fay-
ilies, their kinship groups and their communities rather than with the
more distant, indirect and abstract interest of their state (its political
interests) — these systems of interests inevitably tend to diverge as their
emigration lasts longer and longer and as, in the long term, relations
between the country of emigration and its emigrants become more
distended. The one exception is, it seems, the symbolic domain,
where the interests of the state and of individuals (pride) merge totally
and are both inseparable and mutually reinforcing. Honour is a capital
that can never be shared. In every other domain, the interests of the
emigrant-immigrants tend to become autonomous, distinct from or
even opposed to (at least partly) the interest of both the country of
emigration and the country of immigration, and certainly to the
common interests of both those countries. All the negotiations to

An Exemplary Immigration 85

which emigration and immigration give rise involve a real attempt to
make official interests prevail, as they are the only interests worthy of
consideration in the eyes of politicians. This is another reason for the
objectification of the intrinsic basic ‘complicity’ that must bind to-
gether the two countries if both emigration and immigration are to
exist. Ultimately, it is easy, or easier, to accept that the interests of
emigrant-immigrants and, correlatively, their country of emigration
may come into conflict with the official or state interests of the country
of immigration (and may be thwarted by those interests), given its
experience of immigration and of the super-profits it creates for its
users (this opposition is, like the broader opposition between the
immigrant population and the country of immigration, a paradigmatic
variation on the more basic opposition between a wage-earning labour
force and its employers, between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,
etc). But whilst the interests of those same emigrant-immigrants can
diverge from, or even come into conflict with, the interests of the
country of emigration — interests which that country often likes to
present and impose on all as ‘higher’ interests or as ‘the overriding
interests of the nation’ — it requires the degree of complexity (and
exceptionality) reached by Algerian immigration to create a situation
that borders on the scandalous. The indispensable duplicity (which is
automatic) inherent in the migratory phenomenon determines the
illusion that, although contradictory, the interests of the three parties
involved (the countries of emigration and of immigration and the
emigrant-immigrants on whose behalf and in whose name the first
two partners take decisions whilst pretending to ignore the fact that
they may have specific interests of their own) can be reconciled and
regarded as complementary and almost mutually interdependent, but
this involves an agreement between only two of the parties involved.
The country of immigration is thus implicitly obliged to recognize that
the interests of immigrants (to the extent that they are ‘emigrants’)
and the interests of the country from which they have emigrated, are
one and the same, and that to further the interests of the country of
emigration (or origin) is also to further the interests of both emigrants
and immigrants; the interests of the two parties, which are presumed to
be interdependent, are identified to such an extent that, having as-
sumed (not without reason) that the interests of the immigrants are
also and necessarily the interests of their country, it quite naturally
comes to accept that the interests of the country of emigration — when
they are (in the best of cases) really discussed ~ inevitably coincide with
the ‘real’ interests of the immigrants and that, ultimately, the immi-
grants’ only ‘real’ interests are those which both countries recognize as
also being the interests of the country of emigration.!? It is all the easier



86 An Exemplary Immigration

for the country of immigration to succumb to this illusion when it help
to ‘moralize’ its recourse to immigration and, especially, in these cj
cumstances, its relationship with the country (or countries) of emigr,_
tion — especially now that immigration, which has become the result o
a contractual arrangement between states, is seen as having the adq_
itional virtue of being a new aspect of a policy of cooperation or of the
provision of development aid. Such, in any case, is the ‘exemplary’ rol
the ‘training-return’ policy agreed upon by both countries is being
asked to play. Quite independently of the way it is applied and the
results that will, or will not, be achieved, it therefore already appearstq
be ‘exemplary’ in terms of both its genesis, its functions and its overa]]
meaning. Either there will be neither ‘training’ nor ‘return’ (no training
because there is no return), or the ‘training’ will be divorced from the
‘return’ (which is not to say that there will be ‘no return’ in the sense
that the fact that there is no obligation to return provides a guarantee
that training will be given). That is how the country of emigration
understands it; the country of immigration tends to understand it as
meaning primarily ‘return’, as the ‘training’ is, in this case, no more
than an extra, not to say an alibi (at least in terms of the spirit in which
training was defined, and in which annual quotas for trainees and
returnees were established). Such a formula is without doubt a won-
derful illustration of this interplay of faith and bad faith - or faith
defined as bad faith — that is inherent in anything to do with emigra-
tion-immigration.

We cannot conclude without at least evoking one further aspect of
Algerian immigration, as it too is exemplary in more than one sense:
the type of relationship which exists between Algerian immigrants in
France and Algeria as both representation (political, cultural and
symbolic) and will, or as self-representation (insofar as they ‘will’
themselves to be Algerian) and reality (social, economic, cultural,
etc.). I refer to the history of that relationship, which has not always
been serene, even though it is basically the history of their relationship
with themselves. In order even to introduce this topic, which it is not
possible to discuss here, we would have to analyse the whole of the
discourse about its emigration (and, in a sense, itself) that Algeria
addresses, first, to the emigrants themselves and even more so to the
country to which they have ‘emigrated’, and then to itself. More
specifically, we would have to analyse the genesis and functions (and
especially the symbolic functions) of the discourse on ‘reinsertion’, as it
sheds a particular light on the relationship Algerian society has with
itself thanks to its emigration. Algeria sees in its emigration an image
that is a variant (envied or detested) on itself and a variation on its
history (which might have been possible). We would have to determine
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the exact role that Algeria, or the policy it adopted with respect to
emigration, played, against all expectations and even though it contra-
dicts the desired goal and the expected results (a policy of maintaining
contact and reintegration from a distance, or despite the distance), in
the gradual constitution of the (relative) autonomy that the Algerian
immigrant community has, on the one hand, acquired, and that it has,
on the other, had thrust upon it. We would have to determine the role of
an entire discourse that denounces emigration as ‘an accident of his-
tory’, praising (officially) the emigrant population as an ‘integral part
of the nation’, making the ‘reinsertion’ of emigrants a national ‘obliga-
tion’ (and this discourse inevitably provokes jealousy and helps to
propagate the view that the emigrant is a ‘profiteer’ and, therefore, to
create around him and about him a climate of suspicion and a feeling
that he is guilty, if not a traitor, because he has withdrawn from the
‘national game’).!* We would have to look at the effects of seminars
and national conferences on emigration, of ‘national emigration day’.
We would have to examine the role of the organization and ‘moraliza-
tion’ of emigrants in France itself, which is entrusted to a quasi-
‘official’ organization with considerable technical and financial re-
sources at its disposal, and a large staff paid out of the Algerianstate’s
budget. The association is defined by French law (and governed by the
1901 law), but in the eyes of all (its own eyes, the eyes of Algeria, the
eyes of the emigrant-immigrants, of course, but also, with a certain bad
faith and when it suits its interests, in the eyes of France itself) it seems
to be an official Algerian organization and the FLN’s [Front de libér-
ation nationale] official representative in France. Indeed, it is almost
officially treated as such (by France). We would also have to consider
the existence in France of the ‘official’ press of the country of emigra-
tion (a weekly in French and a magazine in Arabic), etc.

I would like to hope that, even though it says nothing new about its
object, this picture, although crudely painted in broad brushstrokes,
goes some little way to explaining the particular and particularly
significant position that this particular immigration occupies in the
overall panorama of immigrations past and present, no matter
whether they originate from European countries or Third World
countries and, in the case of the latter, from the former French
colonial empire or from countries that were not formerly colonized
by France, etc. I would like to hope that it contributes to an under-
standing of the symbolic value of this immigration, as much for the
country of immigration in its relations with the immigrant population
as for the immigrants themselves and for all immigrants.
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Nationalism and Emigration

Does it have to be recalled that all emigration is a break, a break \ith
a territory and, by that very fact, with a population, a social ordqr’ an
economic order, a political order, and a cultural and moral order? Byt
although it is the cause of breaks, emigration is itself the product of 5
fundamental break. If emigration is to commence and then perpetyate
itself, all the structures that once ensured the coherence of sojety
must have broken down. And we know that the initial break is, it the
case of Algerian emigration to France (and, surely, in the case of many
other emigrations), the direct product of colonization. The eytire
history of this break, and therefore of emigration s_ubsequent tO that
break, merges with the history of the peasantry, which was and stjjl is
the major supplier of emigrants. It supplies slightly f§wer emigrants
today than it did in the past, and it does so less directly becyuse
candidates for emigration to France who, in the past, would have
left their rural home villages without any intermediary stage now
(when they can emigrate) spend a transitiona.l period of variable
duration with their families in some Algerian city before emigrating

to France.

An objectively political act

To emigrate objectively (that is, without the knowled.ge of partners
and independently of their will) constitutes an act that is, without any
doubt, basically political, even if it is in the very nature of the
migratory phenomenon, in the form in which we know it in France,
for example, to mask and deny that fact. This is even truer in Cases
where emigration is inscribed in a colonial context: it is political
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despite the fact that its destination is the metropolis or, to be more
accurate, because it moves in the direction of the metropolis. It was
totally bound up with its genesis but also, albeit in a less direct and
visible way, with another emigration, which was completely and
immediately in the service of and for the benefit of the colonists (the
emigration of permanent or seasonal agricultural workers attached to
colonial estates). The colonial establishment therefore inevitably saw
emigration to the metropolis as a rival emigration. It was, that is,
‘unfairly’ competing for a labour force that was already available in
abundance and, what is more, for a potential labour force that the
colonists regarded was rightfully theirs as having been definitively or
structurally created for its exclusive benefit. Under these conditions,
providing any other work for that work force was, even though it was
superabundant, inevitably seen as a sort of embezzlement. Emigration
was necessarily a political act in this sense too. Even though they
denied it, the emigrants themselves experienced their emigration to
France in that way because it exempted them from the other emigra-
tion to which they knew themselves to be destined: to the farms of the
colonizers. No matter whether they were or were not agricultural
workers (either permanent or seasonal) — that being the initial form
taken by rural emigration and the proletarianization of the fellahs —
those who emigrated to France were more or less consciously aware
that, by acting in this way, they were escaping the most direct and
most visible form of colonial exploitation and objectively freeing
themselves from the allegiance they were required to show with
respect to the colonial order. This was an expression of a necessarily
political ‘nationalism’ on the part of the first emigrants, even though it
could not be expressed in truly political terms. No immigrant from
the colony, and no native who emigrates to the metropolis, can forget
that he is first and foremost someone who has been colonized (and not
just an immigrant in the sense that any foreigner can be an immi-
grant). Because he was a man who had been colonized, or a man
whose political and historical national existence had been denied,
emigration provided the Algerian emigrant with the opportunity to
discover politics and nationalism — because in the last analysis and for
a colonized man, politics inevitably means nationalism.! We can say
that exile necessarily takes on a political significance in all these
senses. More so than any other circumstances that are likely to create
or strengthen bonds of solidarity, the exile into which the emigrant is
forced — in other words the minority existence that is forced upon him
and which must be endured when he has to live amongst others (who
are, as it happens, also the colonizers?) — inevitably forges new and
collective thoughts and hopes, if not militant demands and actions or
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even truly political aspirations. And even if this is its only effect, tj,
detour via emigration does have positive features: because of th,
alienation effect it has on every emigrant, it forces them all to relat,_
ize their original condition. This is an imperative necessity, not only i,
intellectual terms but also in very practical terms. Having alrcady
been forced upon even those of the colonized who were least exposeq
to the new order of colonization, this necessity becomes imperatiy,
for all immigrants, and particularly for colonized immigrants in me.
ropolitan society. Both are committed to a course of action they
cannot escape or even, in the case of the latter, avoid by marginalizing
themselves in the way that they still could in the colony thanks to
those pockets of ‘traditionalism’ that had survived and perpetuateq
themselves, but which emigration was now beginning to penetrate,
This situation is no more than an example of or a paradigmatj
variation on what can, in the circumstances, be regarded as a generi
law: whenever there is contact between cultures, it is the culture tha;
is in the dominated position that is required to make the greater ang
more immediate attempt to reinvent itself and to arrive at a relatively
truer and better understanding of the dominant culture. Ethnocen-
trism is primarily a characteristic of the dominant, and it is part of the
culture of the dominant (a culture which aspires to being universal,
absolute and the only culture that is a culture). Given that they have
every confidence in themselves and in their culture, there is nothing
for the dominant to ‘reinvent’, and nothing to understand in a prac-
tical mode. And when, exceptionally, they do acquire the means to
understand these ‘others’, who are culturally foreign to them, their
understanding remains at the level of intellection, of theoretical re-
flection. Even when they understand it best, or even when they try to
avoid ethnocentrism, their understanding still remains a product of
their own culture. The first reaction of the first emigrants was no
doubt one of astonishment in the strongest sense of the word. The
‘relativization’ experienced by the emigrant and by the colonized
before him — and the experience was more intense for the former
than the latter — was equivalent to the discovery of not only cultural
‘arbitrariness’ — almost in the sense in which academic anthropology
understands that term — but also of bistory. The discovery is all the
greater and more profound because, as immigration becomes more
prolonged — i.e. expands and intensifies — the emigrant’s investigation
into, and the knowledge he acquires of, the other world into which he
has been thrown become more profound. He lives in a cosmos that is
very different from his own, a world which consists of a mode of
relations, a mode of existence, a system of exchanges, an economy, a
way of being, etc. — in short, a culture, and the comparisons to which
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the investigation gives rise provide an effective introduction to two
differentiated social existences and to the differences between them.
Simply because it helps him to break with his initial colonized condi-
tion (being colonized in the colony), emigration authorizes a new
social, and therefore political, world-view, a new representation of
his relationship with the world, and of the position he occupies within
it. Whereas the old attitude, which was historically and culturally
determined, made him seem deeply attached to the colonized condi-
tion, which was perceived ~ and how could it be otherwise? - not as a
product of history, but as a sort of natural ‘given’, he now discovers
the historicity of that condition; in other words, he ascribes to it an
origin, a social genesis and, therefore, a historical meaning. Emigra-
tion provides an experience of a social, economic, cultural and, in a
word, political world that is different from the familiar world. It
supplies a minimal guarantee for the time being and, thanks to a
supply of relatively stable and organized jobs, it provides for the
future. The emigrant condition is therefore superior to the colonized
condition and has, so to speak, the virtue of containing the seeds of
the principle that differentiates between the status of proletarians
(and emigrants who have come to France tend to become proletar-
ians) capable of elaborating potentially revolutionary projects, and
the status of sub-proletarians (and peasants who have been deracin-
ated and ‘depeasantified’ at home tend to become sub-proletarians)
who inevitably have eschatological expectations. And although the
condition of the wage earner does have differential effects in this
respect, that is not the effect of some magical metamorphosis it
induces in those who enter the wage-system but, rather, the effect of
the way it inculcates a certain type of disposition. These are expressed
both in the daily practices of existence and in the projection of a
future which, in the circumstances, can only be revolutionary. Such
are the political ‘virtues’ of immigration, which is to be understood
here as meaning the experience of waged labour, and of anything to
do with waged labour that is capable of structuring a new temporal
consciousness and a new social consciousness (even if this ‘lesson’
does not always have the effects one might expect it to have, or
produces them unevenly, mainly because of the differential dispos-
itions of emigrants or groups of emigrants).

When the same experience is undergone in Algeria, assuming that it
is possible in Algeria, it is just as powerful as its equivalent in emigra-
tion. It is just as productive, if not more so, because the social origins
and the social and cultural capital of this initial kernel of the Algerian
working class (and they are very different in every respect to those of
the marginal population that provided both the local agricultural
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labour force and emigrants to France) appear to be such as to ey n
age — at home rather than in emigration — a more rapid, more . 4.
dent and more real integration into the world of labour and its y o e
of organization (unionization after the extension of the 1884 |,y (o
Algeria, involvement in working-class struggles, an understanding of
the bargaining power of strikes etc.). The very structure of the ¢qo.
nial economy, which never created many industrial jobs, compined
with the essentially discriminatory nature of the colonial regimg (the
few non-agricultural waged job opportunities that were avajjaple
were reserved as a matter of priority for the European populyiog,
which had its own proletariat) obviously left little room for the
formation of an Algerian working class. But, even though it wss jn
the minority, it was beginning, against all the odds and very tinidy,
to constitute itself. And it is significant to note that, throughoy; the
entire interwar period from 1920 to 1937, it was those sectors that
employed an Algerian work force, even in restricted numbers (the
abattoirs, docks, mines, etc.), that were most active at the forefront
of social demands and strikes (for example, the miners’ strike in
Beni-Saf, the workers’ strike at the Bastos cigarette factory in Qrap,
the strike organized by the municipal workers’ union in Oran in 1919,
the railwaymen’s strike in 1920, the strike in the abattoirs of Algiers
in 1921, the municipal strikes, and especially those of 1924 and 1929,
in the docks of Mostaganem, Arzew and Oran, the Algiers refuse
collectors® strike of 1927, etc.). Algerian workers were obviously
involved in the joint strikes called by the unions or organized by the
European fraction of the proletariat and the objective meaning of this
involvement was the most elementary degree of solidarity.” More
significantly, more autonomous strikes were led by Algerian§ (and
here, there is a parallel with what is happening today within immi-
gration in France).

But just who were the immigrants of the day who provided
the backbone of support for the Etoile nord-africaine (ENA)*> In
order to arrive at a real understanding of this generation of Algerian
emigrants, we would have to construct, within a single perspective
and from a single viewpoint, several parallel histories, and demon-
strate how they helped to establish a truly political formation
amongst Algerian emigrants. First would be the history of the colon-
ization of Algeria and, more specifically, of the viticulture introduced
after 1880 ~ a speculative venture which, after so many pipe dreams,
sealed the colonial destiny of Algeria. Next would be the history of
the (waged) labour provided by the ‘reserve army’ constituted by the
dispossession and, worse still, the ‘depeasantification’ of the fellabs.
We would then have to look at the outcome of all this, at the history
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of emigration in the true sense of the word and, finally, we would have
to construct the history of both the political movements and the
whole socio-political complex (in Algeria, obviously, but also in
France), to which emigration necessarily bears witness.

Reconstructing all these conditions also allows us to outline a
possible profile of the emigrants of the interwar period (1920-38)
who were to be, at the same time, actors and spectators, militants,
sympathizers or merely witnesses of the formation and action of the
ENA. Having said that, we must be wary of believing, as a certain
hagiography would have us believe, that the ENA was created
ex nibilo, or that it was the novel creation of a few individuals or
a group of pioneers whose only assets were their ‘revolutionary’
virtues or faith. Similarly we must, at least until such time as more
information becomes available, be suspicious of the official thesis
that a ‘revolutionary’ continuity leads successively from the Etoile
nord-africaine (first version) to the (new style) Glorieuse Etoile nord-
africaine, then to the PPA-MTLD (Parti du peuple algérien / Mouve-
ment pour le triomphe des libertés démocratiques) and finally to the
FLN, which was the liberation front of the war of independence and
then the only party in independent Algeria. The political bias and
ideological character of this thesis are too obvious for it not to come
under suspicion of being a partisan reading of history, and its incorp-
oration, along with that of many other readings, into the history of
the Etoile itself, is a precondition for historically objective work.

The field of associations

Because they are no more than elements of a broader structure,
associations have to be analysed in terms of a field, whether or not
they are of a political order (parties or modelled on political parties)
or associations of a different nature — as the ENA was in its day, and
as are the community associations to be found amongst today’s immi-
grants. Taken in isolation, each part (i.e. each formation) derives its
function and significance only from the position of the other parts,
and from its relationship with each of them and with the whole they
constitute. In order to be able to understand the position occupied
within that field by one of the elements that constitute it, namely the
ENA, we therefore have to reconstruct the totality of the field - in
other words, the set of positions that is socially possible at a given
moment and in the context of the day. Although it may have had
specific characteristics of its own, the ENA was, truth to tell, neither
the first nor the only association to have come into its own through
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the channels of emigration or thanks to the emigration of Aly. ..,
workers to France. Even when the stated and self-proclaimed funq,
of these associations was no more than that of mutual aid, religf or
assistance, the colonial context imprinted upon even the most ‘ap fit.
ical’ of them an overdetermination that objectively gave thyy 5
political significance and function, no matter whetl.ler they ere
solidarity associations, associations to defend material and ryp|
interests (or what we would now call social and cultural inteyegy)
or charitable associations. No matter whether they were as_soc_i‘itions
inspired by or based upon openly political bases - assnmglatlomsm’
reformism or, a fortiori, revolutionary nationalism — ‘forming agoci-
ations’ was in itself, in the case of emigrants from the cplony, Neces-
sarily a political act, as was the very act of emigrating from the
colony. The colonial administration in both the metropolis ang ¢he
colony clearly understood this. It rigorously pursued. these asgqci-
ations (even those that were effectively established at its suggestion)
and subjected them to vigilant controls and repression. It wag a5
though any kind of self-proclaimed association that aspired o a
public existence and visible activity was, so to speak, an empryonic
form of nationalism even before nationalism found an explicit vojce
and a truly political expression. But, with the exception of the ENA,
the twofold isolation that affected such associations condemned them
to an inevitable death because they could not put down roots. Actyal
forms of interdependence which espoused the traditional framewqrk
of the relations specific to emigrants (kinship, as defined by varjgus
hierarchical relations, villages, regions of origin, etc.) made it yn-
necessary to have recourse to the formulae preferred by Fxplicitly
organized associations such as local groups, political parties, trade
unions, etc., which were, in institutional terms, more bureaucrat{c, or
at least less personalized, at both the constitutional and functiopal
level.

These associations, or the more or less ephemeral attempts to Create
them, all had to be based on structures of a different nature (political
parties of the right or the left, trade-union associations and other
currents of opinion, etc.) with which they felt some sympathy or
kinship, and of which they were sometimes mere emanations. They
had to try to transpose to France political tendencies that were
emerging in both colonial and Muslim opinion inside Algeria (the
Jeune Algérien [young Algerian] movement, the Fédération des élus
[Federation of elected representatives), the reformist Muslim current,
etc.). Amongst the associations that aspired to fame or a national
dimension, one could cite the Comité d’action pour la défense des
indigénes nord-africains, the Ligue de défense des musulmans nord-
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africains, the Comité d’action et de solidarité en faveur des victimes
de la répression de Constantine, the Comité d’organisation des Nord-
Africains de Paris, the Comité d’action pour le retour de I’émir
Khaled,® the Nddi al-ta’dib (‘circle’ or ‘educational circles’), etc.
and, finally, the ENA. Others, which had links with the Confédération
générale du travail unitaire (CGTU),® included the amicales de pro-
tection (‘protection associations’) established to mobilize Algerian
workers for demonstrations and meetings (8 November 1924, or the
anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution; 23 November of that same
year, which was the day on which the ashes of Jaurés were transferred
to the Panthéon).

The same phenomenon can be observed at the local level, either
because these organizations tried to migrate to towns and regions
with a strong Algerian presence, or because ad hoc associations
were created at the local level. These included the Association des
travailleurs algériens in Lyon, the Amicale protectrice des Nord-
Africains in Marseille; Solidarité algérienne, the Comité de défense
des droits et des intéréts des Algériens, the Cercle de I’éducation de
Marseille, the Association franco-musulane and the Comité provi-
soire de la mosquée de Marseille.” One could certainly find just as
many examples in every region of France (especially in the north and
the east) where the population of Algerian emigrants was concen-
trated.

The ENA was undoubtedly the organization that was to become
best known. It was the most explicitly political of all these associ-
ations. It was the most active and, of course, the most subject to
repression. And, despite the repression, it was also the most long-
lived (some of its supporters and founder members ended up in the
PPA, which was a truly political formation, then in the PPA-MTLD,
which was the PPA in electoralist and legalist guise, as well - why not?
— as in the FLN). Some historians like to trace the very origins of the
nationalist movement back to the ENA. Insofar as it is a historical
reconstruction, that genealogy is a real focus of social and political
struggles, as everyone hopes that the history they are reconstructing in
this way will give them a particular kind of advantage, such as the
symbolic advantage of being able to legitimize subsequent history
and, therefore, the position they currently occupy or lay claim to.

However that may be, the necessarily ‘nationalist’ history of the
organization known as the ENA, which was a national and national-
ist organization despite the communist or internationalist veneer it
was able to acquire or had to acquire, is based upon two errors of
judgement. On the one hand, it reads the history of that formation
solely in terms of the contributions made by an external formation,
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namely the Parti communiste frangais (PCF), and Algerian politicy)
formations. On the other hand, it fails to distinguish between the
positions of all the partners involved in this encounter: the Etojl,
itself, the Parti communiste algérien (PCA) and all the other politicy}
formations contemporary with or subsequent to the ENA that cam,
into being in Algeria and in Algerian society.

On the one hand, the way in which relations between the ENA ang
the PCA were seen already prefigures the supposedly irreducible djs.
tinction, which has now become classic, between nationalism anq
communism. It would have been more prudent to have adopted the
working hypothesis that the two movements and the formationg
inspired and created by them complemented one another, not only i,
ideological terms (where we now have a complete theoretical incom.
patibility), but also at the practical level. Given the way the immigr,.
tion of the colonized resulted in a combination of the colonia]
phenomenon (and the nationalism which is both its product and
response to it) and the social dimension of the working-class cond;-
tion, in which immigrant workers were a new component, it would
take a very clever man to make a clear distinction between the
respective roles played by the two movements in their common
struggle against the colonial yoke. Such an approach has never been
in favour with historians, and it has also to overcome a whole series of
other objections, which are paradigmatic variants on the major dis-
tinction that is conventionally made between nationalism and com-
munism, both of which are usually regarded as pure abstractions. One
of these variants, and it is both the most subtle and the most perni-
cious of all because it seems self-evident simply because we are
dealing with colonized labourers and workers in the metropolis,
concerns the definition of the Algerian proletariat’s localization. For
some, Algeria is a society which has its proletariat in France (cf.
Ageron 1962: ‘The Algerian proletariat was, for the most part,
formed in France before its return to Algeria’), whilst, for others,
Algerian emigrants living in France were no more than a ‘component
part of the French proletariat’ (R. Gallissot).

On the other hand and quite apart from the fact that it shares a
complacent vision of the history it is trying to perpetuate or enhance,
the view that the ENA has a ‘revolutionary’ pre-eminence helps to
blunt our awareness of the need to undertake real historical work,
and in doing so slows down the work itself. It is, in other words, an
obstacle to any real re-evaluation of the history of nationalism ~ in
other words, of the entire history of colonization and its structural
effects on Algerian society, which had been radically transformed
when it emerged from the colonial ordeal, and ultimately of the entire
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history of Algeria. The partisan views that have always been ex-
pressed about it on both sides (these views are obviously diametrically
opposed, but the outcome is the same) mean that this history is
doomed to be permanently mutilated.

Emigrants and politics

How does the political (in this case, nationalism) come to immigrants
and how do certain immigrants (which ones?) come to politics and a
political apprenticeship? More specifically, should we not be asking
how it is that they come to a politically constituted and formulated
nationalism given that, in the circumstances, the only possible politics
is a nationalist politics? This type of question has to be answered as a
matter of priority.

Immediately after the Great War, or at a time when emigration
concerned a permanent total of about one hundred thousand workers
(the actual figure was no doubt higher, mainly because of the rapidity
with which emigrants replaced one another at this time), a very
different kind of emigration was also beginning to take shape. We
can describe it as ‘political emigration’, as opposed to so-called
‘labour emigration’, even though it did not consist exclusively of
‘politicals’, or of men who were known to be political before and
independently of their emigration, and who went into exile so as to be
in a better position to act politically. Any emigration-immigration,
especially when it is of colonial origin, eventually attracts, generates
or produces an exclusively political component of its own. This may
be because a community of colonized men who have emigrated to the
metropolis for work reasons proves to be a favourable terrain which
sometimes produces truly political exiles and sometimes individuals
who later reveal themselves as political militants. It may also be
because certain members of the emigrant community eventually
become transformed into political agents because they have a number
of distinctive characteristics and a social and cultural capital of a
particular kind. At the same time, these ‘political’ emigrants are, of
course, also ‘labour emigrants’ just like all the rest. But strictly speak-
ing, their identical status does not mean that they can be totally
identified with one another.

There are in fact two different and relatively distinct forms (or two
modalities) of emigration and, correlatively, two different categories
of emigrant, but, despite everything that might divide them and make
their emigration different, their common condition as colonized men
makes them interdependent. And because there are two forms of



98 Nationalism and Emigration

emigration, there are also two different forms of the same national-
ism. Indeed, given the colonial context of the Algeria of the day,
which denied the colonized any possibility of expression and a fortiori
any possibility of political action, especially when, because of the
social origins of its supporters and spokesmen, that expression
became tinged with a nationalism that was slightly more radical
than the nationalism of the ‘elites’ (or, as was said at the time, of
‘evolved’ native politicians), how could they not be tempted to emi-
grate to the metropolis, which they discovered to be different because
they wanted it to be different? How could they not be tempted by
emigration when, quite aside from its strictly economic function, it
provided them with an opportunity to escape the repression incurred
by anyone who saw fit to transgress an order planned and established
by colonization? Indeed, if we wish to understand the appeal emigra-
tion had for this new category of political militants, for whom there
was no room in the Algeria of the day (even in the field conceded to
‘natives’), it has to be recalled that the only voices that could make
themselves heard, and even then within restricted spheres, were the
voices of those who were able to come to terms with the limitations
imposed by colonial domination. Such men were able to conform
to institutional mechanisms specific to the colony and to the rules of
the political game characteristic of the colonial situation. These
were the voices of those who could observe the form and content of
the demands that any dominated political discourse had to respect on
pain of being banned. In order to speak of their dominated position,
they were, that is, able to adopt the very language of the dominant,
which was the only language that could be heard, at least in formal
terms (the dominant language as spoken by the dominated who
designate the dominated position of the colonized), and adopt forms
of representation institutionally designed for that purpose, as they
were the only ones tolerated.

The attractions of emigration — but not necessarily the need to
emigrate — appeared all the greater in that emigrants discovered, in
retrospect, that a period spent in France allowed them to enjoy infin-
itely more liberal conditions for political activity (in other words,
nationalist activity) than those experienced in the colony. Indeed, all
emigrants — militants and non-militants alike — encountered in France
political living conditions that were new to them: some while doing
their military service in the metropolis of the day (as was the case with
Messali in particular), others — a minority — while they were studying
there (the first generation of North African students in Paris), as well
as those, which was less unusual, who experienced the common lot of
the emigrant in the course of their working lives (social struggles,
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strikes, unionization, etc.). They enjoyed greater latitude for move-
ment and speech, and greater freedom of expression and action. They
found it possible to reach an understanding with a variety of political
currents, including political and trade-union formations and, more
generally, a huge anti-colonialist movement from which many expres-
sions of solidarity could be expected. They could become involved in
various kinds of active struggle and they could attend ‘international’
meetings, first between nationalists from the various French colonies
(who had all sought refuge in Paris for the same reasons) and, later,
between those nationalists and their counterparts in other European
capitals, etc. All this prefigured the possibility or eventuality of a
unitary anti-colonialist or anti-imperialist movement that could
bring together all nationalists living under French colonization.
Even in this early period, when colonial society was one, when no
distinction was made between metropolis and colony, when the colo-
nial regime and the imperialist system were one, and centred on the
metropolis, we therefore find the colonized constructing the myth of a
‘liberal’, ‘generous’ or ‘good’ France (or at least a France that was
better than its colony), of the France of the ‘real’ French, as opposed
to the ‘repressive’, ‘wicked’, ‘unjust’, ‘racist’ France incarnated by the
‘French’ of Algeria, the false French, the neo-French and the neophyte
French. The latter had been ‘made French’ for circumstantial reasons
and in order to meet the needs of colonization, partly because of their
direct experience ~ that is, their experience of relations with metro-
politan French that were objectively different from those they had
with the ‘colons’ (the ‘French’ in the colony) — and partly because they
were less directly or less immediately involved with the colony. This
myth, which was constantly maintained by the very history of colon-
ization and sometimes complacently maintained by the ‘good’ French
(who also had an interest in this myth), was to have a long political
life, as it was perpetuated beyond the colonial era in the strict sense of
the term.

But who were these emigrants that convention describes as ‘polit-
ical’ emigrants? In other words, what social capital and what social
dispositions had been acquired by these emigrants who were not like
the rest? What was it that distinguished them from run-of-the-mill
emigrants? What social determinations led them to imprint a distinct-
ive or even exceptional trajectory on their emigration? The vast
majority of emigrants were, as we have seen, pauperized peasants
who, although they were not unaware of the threats it posed to both
their own equilibrium and the shaky equilibrium of their society (the
communitarian order and the economic order of traditional society),
resorted to the extreme, or even desperate, solution of emigration
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because they were convinced that by doing so they were helpi;1g 0
safeguard their peasant status. The ‘political’ emigrants who ..
their contemporaries were, in contrast, usually from the towy, f
they were not from the towns, they already belonged to that secsjo
of the rural population that had discovered certain forms of unp,,-
ization in Algeria. A good proportion of them had attended sc} o
some having enjoyed a good primary education ~ a characteristic ¢ ,¢
was not common at this time, even amongst the urban populatyyy, -
whilst others had reached a higher level (secondary education) ang in
some cases, a very high level (higher education). That was a qqjp
exceptional characteristic, especially if we compare their levy] of
education with the overall standard of education of Algerians 54
with the social origins, which were always modest, of these relatively
privileged emigrants. A large number of them had also done thejr
military service in the ranks of the French army. As immigraye
workers, they had jobs which, whilst they were not high-ranking,
were not, strictly speaking, the labouring jobs of other emigrangs
and which left them ‘leisure’ time that they could devote to other
activities and that brought them into contact with the public - Frepch
and emigrant. They tended to extend their network of social relationg
far beyond the very restricted and relatively closed world of work
(that is, work amongst compatriots, if not members of the same tribe),
to say nothing of domestic life. They tended to undertake stays ip
France that were much longer and therefore more intense, or at least
much longer than those effected by other emigrants who regulated
their absences from their country in accordance with the needs of the
calendar of agricultural labour. They were interested in understanding
their new environment — and it was in their interests to invest in it and
understand it; witness their cultural good will, their thirst for educa-
tion and the great effort they put into auto-didacticism. Their political
commitment was itself to a large extent no more than a further
manifestation of those same intellectual dispositions. They eventually
established solid relationships and even friendships (through their
political work or their involvement with the unions, etc.) within
French society, often married or lived with French women and, in
some cases, took French nationality.

The ordinary structures of the family — in other words the distribu-
tion of functions and the sharing of responsibilities established be-
tween all the men of the same undivided unit — nominated certain
types of men for emigration. They were of necessity married men, that
is, men bound by ties of marriage. They were reliable men who had
proved their worth and who were neither too young, and therefore in
danger of failing to meet their obligations, nor too old and therefore
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freed from the servitude of the most material, and therefore the least
noble, of tasks. Those who became political militants in emigration —
as a result of their emigration — were single, although this was not the
reason they had emigrated. To be single was to be available, especially
for political action, which was not without its dangers. Because the
very structures of their society denied single people (even men) any
legitimate status, these ageing bachelors met with general disap-
proval. Militants in revolutionary movements are often single. The
same is, a fortiori, true of nationalist movements in a colonial situ-
ation, and still more so of Algerian nationalist parties, and especially
of those most exposed to colonial repression (the ENA, the PPA-
MTLD and, to a lesser extent, the UDMAS3). Their failure to observe
the conventions of social morality still exposed them to criticisms that
usually remained unspoken, or to discreet reproaches that were
voiced only in the form of regrets. A sort of agreement was reached
as to the political meaning of being single and, as one thing led to
another, celibacy became acceptable. Everyone — the families and
family groups of the single militants, the political organizations and
their companions in struggle, and the forces of repression (in other
words, all forms of police) ~ concurred that the marriage of the most
active militants, the enfants terribles of a certain social and political
order who put the militant ideal before their private interests, was an
index or at least proof of their willingness to ‘get back in line’, of their
acceptance of what can, depending on one’s point of view, be de-
scribed as either their demobilization or their embourgeoisement.
Such, in all likelihood, were the emigrants who were to figure
amongst the pioneers of political action in France. They became the
pioneers of militant nationalism, and they became the sons, the
founders or, in the majority of cases, the backbone of the ENA,
especially in its early days (1926-9). In the space of less than a decade,
certain of the distinctive social characteristics of the pioneers (such as,
for example, elementary education and familiarity with the urban
order or even urban origins) would become generalized and extended
to relatively larger groups of men. Several illustrative examples will be
found in the excellent biographical dictionary that Benjamin Stora
(1985) has devoted, after much patient research, to ‘Algerian nation-
alist militants (1926-1954)’.

The militant emigrant

Whilst the above characteristics are clearly important, we have to
define emigrants of this type other than in the way they define
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themselves and other than in the way they are defined by a certyy,
historical tradition. We must, that, is avoid both the hagiography ( ¢
the heroes or martyrs of nationalism) and the ethnocentrism that ¢,
do no more than bring to life unique, singular or collective individuyg
- which everyday language tends to write with a capital letter: ‘Prol,.
tariat’, ‘Revolution’, ‘Nation’, etc. We can do so only by reconstruc,_
ing the relationship between states of the social: the history that j
objectified in institutions or in structures that are at once sociy|
economic and political (colonization, the Communist Party, but alg,
religion, language, education, etc.) and the history that is incorpq,.
ated and embodied in individuals in the form of systems of socially
determined and durable dispositions. These are structured structureg
to the extent that they are the product of history, but they also act a5
structuring structures to the extent that they determine the particuly,
form of presence in the world presupposed by acting on that worlq,
In the absence of that relationship between history and the habityg
of agents and, in this case, the habitus shared globally by all emigrants
of the period and, within that habitus, the more specific habitus of
militant emigrants, we inevitably subscribe to that vision of histo
which insists that the principle of historical action - that of polit.
icians, intellectuals, militants and workers — resides in a subject who
comes into conflict with society (colonization or colonialism, the
administration, capitalism, the bourgeoisie, imperialism, etc.) as
though it were an external object. All that then remains to be done
is to assume that the principle of history resides either in conscious.
ness or in things, or in consciousness of things. All these intellectual
habits are associated with the polemics of politics or ideology, which
must at all cost establish who was responsible, and who was respon-
sible for both best and worst.

Militants who have acquired this babitus are, in short, very close to
the extreme case of those emigrants described by their own commu.
nities as jaybin (the plural of jayab or imjaben, which is the plural of
amjab in Kabyle). It is, in this case, legitimate to adopt the language of
the morality that the society of the day (and especially the peasant
society of the day) shared and reinvested in its emigration. What is a
jayah emigrant? Literally, one who has become lost, who has been
destroyed or annihilated - by an accident or a catastrophe. He is
someone who has gone a different way, who has lost his way in the
course of his journey, who has been led astray or has strayed from his
path, who has not succeeded, who has become a bad subject, a
wastrel, a coward, a poltroon, etc. The term is applied to an animal
that is not docile, that is always on the edge of the flock and ready to
take flight — a sort of ‘black sheep’. The jayah emigrant is therefore
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one of whom it can be said as an approximation that he is ‘deviant’,
‘marginal’ or ‘individualist’: he does not conform to the dominant or
ambient norm. ‘Lost’ to both his group and himself, and lost to
himself because he is ‘lost’ to his group, he has ‘deserted’ his commu-
nity. He is no longer worth anything — material or symbolic - either to
himself or to his people (being worth nothing to his people means that
he is worth nothing to himself either). He has ‘gone astray’, in both
the literal and the figurative sense, in both the physical and the moral
sense. He is ‘lost’ in an unknown world — physical or human - in
which he cannot find his direction, tell where he is or find his bearings
because he does not have the categories he needs to do so (‘he has lost
sight of the east and gets lost at sunset’) and, as one thing leads to
another, he has ‘gone astray’. He is ‘lost’ to his community, or is
regarded as such by his community. He is, in other words, lost with
respect to the social norm that is the truth of the group at any given
moment in its history. (This interpretation of the term is in fact
consonant in every respect with the meaning of the radical jhy,
whose derivatives are applied to decaying fruit, to a harvest that has
gone rotten, to a field, a tree or a female animal that has not lived up
to its promise, that has failed or that has disappointed the hopes
placed in it).

In many respects, fayah emigrants are out of step with the usual
order of emigration. This is no doubt because they were, even before
their emigration, out of step with the social order that fuelled emigra-
tion and with the ethics shared by that order. Emigrants who con-
formed to the doxa of the period, or who were in other words so
socially conformist that they met the needs of the moment and
thereby contributed to the maintenance of the status quo, emigrated
only in order to conform to what was expected of them. In contrast,
those emigrants who were described as jayhin emigrated only because
they contravened, or were inclined to contravene, the morality of
their group, which was projected on to emigration and regulated its
course. Being anomic, their emigration ultimately did no more than
confirm the more or less explicit break that lay at its origins.

It is when they are compared with the figure of the jayab emigrant
that the differential social characteristics, which historians and other
observers read into the very personality of certain emigrants and
groups of emigrants, take on their full meaning. To take one example
amongst many: in 1938 (and, a fortiori, before that time, when the
ENA still had only a narrow base in the Paris region and the Lyon
metropolis and when ~ and the two things are linked — the Algerian
emigrant population, being smaller and above all less socially differ-
entiated, did not yet contain any component likely to be receptive to
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militant ideology), the city of Paris was home to 76 per cent of
étoilistes militants, whereas the Parisian region as a whole, which §_4
the greatest concentration of migrant Algerian workers, was homejn
1937, to only 38 per cent of all emigrant Algerian workers. It hay
be remembered that Paris had (and still has, in the eyes of a fraction of
the emigrants who are more comfortably settled in the proving
which is both a cause and an effect of the great concentrations o%
emigrants of the jayah type in the capital), the reputation of being ,
den of vice, or at least a ‘trap of a city’, a city of temptations. Pas
was a city that was not especially recommended to workers who wye
‘honest’, or in other words careful with their money, obviou&ly
enough, but also, and even more so, with their time, their preoccuy,
tions and their aspirations, or to workers who did not allow they,.
selves to be seduced by urban hedonism (as seen by austere and steyy
peasants), or by the various attractions offered by the city (ayd
especially Paris). Political involvement, or even union involvemeyg,
was the most subversive of those attractions. The vast majority of
emigrants were workers even though (or because) almost all of they
came from peasant backgrounds. Emigration distanced them froy
both agricultural labour and from the work that had freed they
from, or could free them from, the proletarian condition (shopkeep.
ers, merchants etc.). Emigrants were suspicious of — or had reservy.
tions about — all those activities, no doubt because each in its owp
way demanded an investment of time, expectations and interests that
is incompatible with what is expected of the ordinary or traditiong]
emigrant. His attention cannot at any moment or under any pretext
be distracted from the one objective that gives his emigration 5
meaning, namely sacrificing everything to the family (in the wide
sense), the group and the social order from which he has emigrateq,
These are some of the historically defined characteristics of any em;-
gration of poor peasants who have been impoverished by their en-
counter with the economic, social and cultural effects of the urban
order.

Whilst the ENA did encourage its militants and sympathizers to
acquire businesses (especially hotel-restaurants), even though it was
somewhat suspicious of their owners or of this new category of bosses
who were emigrants like any others but who had ‘risen above’ the
condition common to all emigrants, it did not do so simply in order to
acquire mediators and good recruiting agents or propagandists. Nor
did it do so to increase its influence over the emigrant masses who had
no choice but to use those same hotels and restaurants, which were in
fact real social centres offering a host of services (guaranteed lodgings
and food for new arrivals, places for the exchange of news, networks
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for job-seeking, credit extended to the unemployed, money lending,
not always at extortionate rates, moral guidance, etc.). Much more
significantly, what might be described as the structural affinities be-
tween the system of dispositions characteristic of a small trading
aristocracy that had emerged in emigration and as a result of emigra-
tion, and the system of objective expectations inscribed within the
militant function, meant that a single social category could play two
roles, either simultaneously or alternately. Such men could be both
shopkeepers (workers ‘with white hands’ or workers who had leisure-
time) and militants. Becoming a shopkeeper or a militant was already
a way of becoming a ‘notable’.

The first Algerian emigrants who took it upon themselves to throw
themselves into the social struggles of the time in order to attain an
emancipation that was at once social and national could not, in a
word, have been notables exactly. But nor were they necessarily
labourers or even ‘real’ workers. Their emancipation was initially
bound up with the emancipation of the social class they came into
contact with and whose support they enjoyed in the same struggles.
They then acquired a greater autonomy in terms of both the very
finality of those struggles and of the way they were waged (a pro-
gramme, demands, means of action and organization, etc.). The
carliest stages of emigration coincided exactly with the transition
from one era to the next — in other words with the transition from
the era of land-owning ‘patriotism’ to the era of political nationalism
or of political and politically institutionalized opposition to colonial-
ism. For the first time, or for the first time since the beginning of the
colonial conquest and certainly since the end of the peasant and
popular tribal insurrections led by the aristocracy of the sword (the
great insurrection of 1871 appears to mark the end of both that
period and that first form of resistance to colonial intrusion), emigra-
tion had the effect, even before it could be done in Algeria, of bringing
about an encounter, or at the very least the possibility of an encounter,
between, on the one hand, the mass of ordinary emigrants (peasants
who had expatriated themselves in the direction of France and the
working-class condition; peasants who had been converted into
workers for the duration of their emigration) and, on the other
hand, ‘political’ emigrants, or individuals whose migratory trajectory,
social trajectory — both prior to and during their emigration — modes
of behaviour and accumulated experience were different in every
respect. This historic encounter, for which there was no precedent
in the entire history of colonized Algeria, was a truly political event,
and it already signalled and prefigured the subsequent evolution of
Algerian nationalism. That this crucial encounter took place.
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(paradoxically) in France and not in Algeria, and that it took so loy
for it to be reproduced in Algeria — that would not happen unyj
immediately after the Second World War - is, it seems, one of th,
specific effects of emigration. This is, so to speak, the vital contriby,
tion emigrants made to the advancement and radicalization of th,
nationalist idea. We are now discovering the particular role played hy
emigration in the formation of nationalism and expressing surprise y;
the enormous time-lag that exists between the political discours,
(which is both social, not to say socialist, and national) which, &
France and in immigration, was addressed to emigrants, and the
discourse that was de rigueur in Algeria. The latter was a discourse
of compromise (a compromise which, after the event, may have
seemed to some to have been a shameful compromise), of half.
tones, simulation and dissimulation. It would quite simply be naive
to explain the time-lag solely in terms of emigration itself, or to see iy
it only one of the intrinsic virtues of emigration, of, in other words,
one of those miraculous conversions brought about, as though by
some social alchemy, by the very fact of emigration. Indeed, without
wishing to deny completely either the political and pedagogical im«
portance of the experience of emigration or the positive role it played
in that sense, we should not allow ourselves to overstate its import.
ance simply for the sake of it. We must not succumb to the effects of
some romantic illusion or exaggerate the outcome of an experience
when we still do not understand its ins and outs. The social (and
political) metamorphosis that is believed to have come about because
of the educational function of emigration in fact affected only a few
individual cases, about which many questions remain to be answered.
Before we universalize the miraculous conversion that emigration
supposedly brought about for all emigrants, we must never lose
sight of the exceptional nature of that conversion. And even when
that conversion can be proved to have taken place, it was basically no
more than a change of attitude that was, in most cases, conditioned by
the context of the day. It was usually no more than a very transient
change of attitude that could be reversed or which was, at the very
least, liable to regress. This relatively ephemeral conditioning, which
is the very opposite of what might be regarded as a permanent
disposition that has been profoundly internalized, that is interchange-
able and that can be transferred to all spheres of existence, proves a
contrario that the emigrants of this period remained, with some
exceptions, ‘men of tradition’ and usually men who wanted to appear
as such. They wanted to seem like men who were being true to
themselves, or men who had not been ‘changed’ (i.e. changed for
the worst) by their emigration.
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An exceptional situation if ever there was one, emigration appears
to have acted as a catalyst precipitating a development that was
inevitable. In Algeria, on the other hand, the situation was so different
that it would take a long time to produce the results that emigration
produced experimentally (that is, in the mode of a laboratory experi-
ment and as a scaled-down model, but also as preparation for a real
experience that would take place on the ground, on a grand scale and
in accordance with a natural model) but also, it has to be said,
somewhat artificially and, basically, superficially. It is not until just
before the outbreak of the war of independence that we find — and
even then it was episodic and bound up with only a few great revolu-
tionary moments — the combination of a very syncretic popular na-
tionalism (or spontaneous patriotism) and a politically elaborated
nationalism endowed with a truly political theory, programme and
line of action. The links that were, thanks to emigration, established
between these two forms of nationalism and, therefore, between the
two categories of emigrants attached to those forms, could not, of
course, be totally different from the usual (ordinary) relations that
traditional solidarity and customary mutual aid established between
all emigrants and which, as we can well understand, they reproduced
still more actively and more intensely. What is more important still,
those links were the very condition of possibility for what is explicitly
described as ‘political emigration’. Destined from the outset to help
and mutually support one another, emigrants in these two categories
could unite only on the basis of the sort of complicity and collusion,
which was basically quite natural, that everyone could experience, or
hope to experience, in the friendly terrain or second homeland consti-
tuted by the emigrant community. The very existence of a reputedly
‘political’ emigration is in fact inconceivable without the simultan-
eous presence of ‘ordinary’ emigrants (labour emigrants). This whole
process can take on the real meaning of ‘political’ emigration in the
eyes of those concerned — whose ‘political’ alibi is homologous with
the ‘work’ alibi of other emigrants, or at least a supplementary alibi in
addition to the work alibi — thanks only to this other emigration and
those other emigrants: labour emigration and labour emigrants. If
‘political’ emigration is to exist there must be labour emigration to
provide it with a new ‘homeland’ (an ‘expatriate’ homeland). It was
only because it had the support of a community of labour emigrants,
which was necessarily larger and older, that a community of ‘political’
emigrants, which was necessarily more restricted - not, as might be
believed, because it was only just emerging but, more basically, be-
cause in its very nature it had to be a very minority community
involving only a few individuals or individualities — could find a
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rationale for its existence and, more importantly, establish the e
conditions for its efficacy. This conjunction, which began to appey ;¢
early as the 1920s, continued and became more pronounced ag the
history of emigration progressed. The post-Second World War gey;.
ation, which played, but on a much greater scale, the same role yp
respect to the PPA that the post-First World War generation |
played with respect to the ENA — the same historical continuity ex;gs
from one generation to the next, and from one political generatioy, ,,
the next — was to become the great propagator (and propagandist) of
a truly political nationalism amongst the rural populations.
Basically, had it not been for the almost experimental and prqy;.
dential - in other words, fully anticipated ~ encounter that emig,,.
tion brought about between the two categories of emigrants ang,
ultimately, between two socially differentiated categories within e
Algerian population, the ‘political’ emigration of the colonized woy|d
have been obliged to adopt the stop-gap solution of putting itse]f
completely in the service of those political forces in France thy
were favourable to it. It would have been recuperated by all thoge
who were in a position to help it (for either ideological, sentimency],
charitable or condescending reasons) and in whom its cause coyld
find objective allies. Those forces certainly expected political profits j
return for the aid they had given. Political emigrants would have been
reduced to being no more than a new clientele for a certain number of
political parties, a sort of ethico-political support for the whole ang;-
colonialist movement, a back-up force for the unions — and a force
that was all the more appreciable in that it had discovered the very
logic of trade-union action (union action and its efficacy are, as we
know, based upon numbers, the demonstration as a means of struggle
being, of course, a demonstration of numbers and of the greates
number). Whilst “political’ Algerian emigrants (and, more generally,
‘political’ emigrants from the colonies) did succeed, as best they
could, in escaping their total subordination to the political formations
(in the broadest sense of the term) whose militant support they had
already won, they owed their relative autonomy to the fact that they
could, even in France, count upon a clientele that was ‘genetically’ (in
the social sense of the term, i.e. a clientele produced by the same
conditions of genesis: it was both colonized and emigrant) and ‘na-
tionally’ similar to them. Because the alliance was not a vassalage, but
an assertion of the ‘nationalist’ objective, or a prioritizing of that
objective over the other imperatives characteristic of the social and
political struggles specific to the French political field, we have here
the beginnings of the entire history of the disputes between Algerian
nationalism and the political and social forces of the French left. This,
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no doubt, is the way in which we should understand the difficult
relationship between the PCF in particular and the ENA (the first
version, and even more so the second), and, more generally, commun-
ism (first French and then Algerian) and Algerian nationalism from
the beginnings of its constitution until the final phase represented by
the stormy rivalry between the PCA and the FLN during the war of
independence — attempts to establish an autonomous ‘communist’
maquis. This also explains why relations between the PCA and the
older PCF deteriorated, especially when the latter voted for ‘special
powers’. It explains why most of its ‘pied noir’ clientele abandoned
the PCA. It explains the FLN’s hegemonic will and its struggle to have
an undivided monopoly on militant nationalism. It also explains,
finally, the sabotaging of the PCA immediately after independence
on the pretext that both formations believed in the virtues of the

single party.



5
The Backlash on the Society of Origin

The effects of emigration have, since the 1970s, become the object of
a polemic against what is known in Algeria (thanks to a highly
significant change of vocabulary) as ‘immigration’. The polemic
takes the form of a discourse on the ‘reinsertion of emigrants’ and it
is in part dictated by the discourse on the ‘reinsertion’ of immigrants
into ‘their’ society, ‘their’ economy and ‘their’ culture which prevailed
in France after immigration was halted in 1974. Thanks to this official
and nationalist discourse, and thanks to the measures that had been
taken or were about to be taken to promote the reinsertion of emi-
grants, the subterranean and repressed conflict between an Algerian
society that was becoming introverted — this was the time of ‘exit
visas’ - and was cut off from the consumer goods with which it was
familiar and to which it had become accustomed (foodstuffs, but also
work, education and health, etc.), and ‘emigrants’ burst into the open.
Treacherous and sated, these bad Algerians enjoyed both the advan-
tages of the benefits they derived from the society of emigration, and
those promised them in exchange for their reinsertion: exemption
from customs duties, education in French, reserved quotas for jobs
and housing, etc.

Before turning to emigration’s effects (real or perceived) on Algerian
society, it seems appropriate to retrace the history of the process
whereby the Algerian population resident in France (regardless of
whether it emigrated from Algeria or has reproduced itself in France)
has achieved a (relative) degree of autonomy from Algerian society.
Family emigration, which marked a radical break with the long
tradition of emigration on the part of single men, began this process
of autonomization, which was then accelerated by new conditions
relating to Algeria’s accession to national independence (a change of a
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political nature that had an immediate effect on the Algerian popula-
tion that had emigrated to France because it changed its juridical
status: a population of colonisés or of ‘Muslim-French’ working in
France, and who were so to speak, the successors to the ‘colonial
workers’ who had preceded them, became - legally - a ‘foreign’
population that had emigrated to France). Algeria made a stubborn
political effort to integrate that part of itself that was outside it by
using a ritual discourse that attempted to reassert both the emigrant
population’s unshakeable loyalty to the mother-nation and the
mother-nation’s attachment to its emigrant population. Paradoxically,
it was this that did most to establish the ‘emigrant’ population as an
autonomous reality.! Here too, the very different reactions of the
society of immigration and the society of emigration to their immi-
grants and emigrants are structurally identical. The ‘pile of sand’
metaphor used to explain the formation of a population of immi-
grants — immigrants are seen as individual units who arrive separately,
but it is never foreseen that they will combine to create a totality -
finds its equivalent in emigration. As they accumulate, isolated ab-
sences eventually, and without anyone realizing it, create a gulf.
Hence the paradox of ‘the abyss’ and of ‘an abyss made up of small
voids’. The old dust of individuals who have emigrated, or in other
words who are simply ‘absent’ from here and ‘present’ there, is
'repl.aced by another reality, another representation and another def-
inition of the emigrant (as an abstract character, a purely nominal
category or a pure stereotype) and, as a result, another mode of
relating to emigration (as both a process and a social category) and
sometimes to concretely defined emigrants.”> There is probably not
a single family in Algeria that does not have ‘its’ emigrant in France (a
member of the family, a kinsman or a relative by marriage, or simply
a very close friend), but this does not prevent anyone from speaking
of emigrants (i.e. of emigration in general) in terms of denunciation,
accusation, stigmatization, etc. No one sees the slightest contradiction
betwc{en the overall judgement they have just passed, which is a
generic condemnation, and the direct experience they have of emigra-
tion thanks to the immediate, concrete, actual and affective (and
affectionate) relationship they have with their emigrant.

There is now no generic discourse about the emigrant, who has
become a sort of social or historical figure. People speak of the
emigrant in just the same way that, in other circumstances, they
speak of the peasantry, the proletariat or the bourgeoisie, etc. Con-
versely, the emigrant’s discourse about his ‘country’ [pays] ~ the
abstra}ct country, the country as entity (written with a capital:
Algeria), rather than the little’ country (petit pays), the local country,
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which remains the country with which he is familiar, the countr,
where he knows everyone and everyone knows him, the effectivy
and affective country (el balad or, in Kabyle, thamourth) - inevitably,
tends to take the form of a polemic in which each party blames thy
other. The terms of this mutual polemic are, in its early stages, oftey
borrowed from economics. First, this is because competition fo
things economic (for all consumer goods) is the first form of competi.
tion to appear, especially in a poor economy in which there ary
shortages. Second, because of the ‘technical’ effect it has, the recoursy
to the language of economics makes it possible to state and denouncy
things that could not otherwise be said without risk, or without
leading to the (relative) disqualification of what is being said anq
who is saying it. To that extent, borrowing from the vocabulary of
economics has a euphemistic effect. For a long time people praised the
sacrifices these men made and the abnegation they displayed when
they were forced to go into exile in order to work and satisfy the needy
of their families, and therefore made their contribution to the coun.
try’s economy, or in other words had to face the ordeals, hostility and
adversity to which exile exposed them (this is the lot of any immigrant
and, more specifically, of the colonized immigrant or former colonisé
who originates from a third world country). Emigrants are now
publicly, and in the most official terms, criticized for no longer
being able, or being less able, to restore the balance of payments in
hard currency.> These ‘currency exchanges’, which have become
common between non-emigrant Algerians (who supply dinars in
Algeria) and Algerian emigrants (who supply francs in France), are
the object of bitter reproaches on both sides, as the emigrants look
like modern-day ‘filthy usurers’, whilst Algerian visitors to France
look like vulgar ‘profiteers’, or greedy and pretentious consumers of
the ‘luxury’ produced in France even though there is nothing to
authorize or legitimize such a mode of consumption.

The Algerian visitor and his ‘emigrant banker’

At this point, we must cite an Algerian in his fifties who lives in an old
lodging house in Saint-Denis and who has worked in France since

1949:

"They have no money, so they should stay at home...you can’t play
the tourist when you don’t have a penny...they turn up here [i.e. in
France] and they think that here [France] is like where they come from
[Algeria]....They do not see how we earn our money here, and how
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we save; we do without, because | never buy my wife and children the
things they come here to buy....And whose money do they buy all
thatwith?...Our money.... Theirmoney? It's not worth the paper it's
printed on: if it were worth anything, they'd bring it out here, they
would show it here....They give them dinars back there {in Algerial
and tell them to ‘’sort things out”, to buy whatever it is that they
want.... And then they criticize us for bankrupting the Algerian treas-
ury ... but they are the ones who waste money; they are the ones who
throw money around. And they make us pay dearly for it; they pay us
back in our own coin: 1,500 francs, and back there they give you 815
dinars! But when they come here, they want French money at any
price: they give you 2,400, 2,500 dinars for 1,000 francs, because they
need the money....All we ask is for them to stop accusing us of
robbing them, ruining them and betraying them; everything else is
their business, their government’s business, not ours. | don't go to
Algeria to beg for dinars; they come to France to beg for francs.’

In response to the criticisms the emigrant makes of his Algerian
partner, we often hear another form of accusation: the Algerian has
‘his’ emigrant-banker (in France, and in francs):

‘They're sucking our blood, ruining us....They’re moneygrubbers:
they imagine that we, here [in Algeria], have only to bend down
and pick up dinars [this is a reworking, adapted to a different con-
text, of the anecdote about how the immigrants, to whom it was
initially attributed, saw the mirage of emigration). When | get there
and see the poverty, the hovels they live in, the work they do, the
racism they suffer and accept...If | were them, I’d never accept that,
I'd rather live in material poverty at home, it's healthy, Id rather keep
my dignity...than all the gold in the world. | feel ashamed for them,
I suffer on their behalf. And then they rub their money in our faces,
they flash it in front of us ... the way all upstarts do, or the way they
fail to; to try to impress you, they make an effort, they go out with
you to show you they know their way around Paris...it makes me
laugh, the way they go on. They make a show of taking you to places
they think are smart. .. but they know nothing about them. It's obvi-
ous, they're not at ease, they're not at home there. They are all
embarrassed. They don’'t know how to sit at a table, they don't
know how to order [a drink]....Ultimately, | can forgive them all
that; | don’t ask that much of them. They might be being kind, | can
accept that....But there’s also the unpleasant impression that they
want to show you that they are successful, that they have money...
:chat they can do you a favour, put you in their debt, that's it. You're
in their debt. But that isn't the real problem at all, that's not how |
see it. All that | ask is that, here, 1 can give you that...and when you
come to Algiers, you give that...here's the address. That's all, I've
made a deal, that's all. No need to get emotional. And often, having
dragged it out for hours and hours, when you get down to brass
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tacks, he tells you: "'Oh, | don’'t have the money, I'll try to get it for
you somewhere else, come back tomorrow ..." | remember the first
time | came to Saint-Denis, | had no idea what it was like. I'd never set
foot there; it was just an address someone had given me in Algiers. |
took a taxi, the taxi driver had already warned me: “Monsieur, I'll
drop you some way off, because it's a dangerous neighbourhood and
| don‘t venture into it..." It's enough to give you the shivers when a
taxi driver talks like that. | got there...and it really was a dark
labyrinth, mud. .. my pair of shoes...l was ashamgd of them when |
got back to the hotel....So much for relations with our "brother"
emigrants in France.’ (Doctor from Algiers, son of a form_er rai!way
employee at the time of the SNCFA, originally from a region with a
very strong and very old tradition of emigration to France)

When one knows the real social condition of the two partners who
are the interlocutors in this ‘dialogue’, the truth of their relationship

and its profound meaning appear in a different light:

'He is a doctor from home...one of the family; we all know his
father...a good man. He was no upstart; he remained a fellah like
us. He “educated”” his children — we know that — he did without a lot
of things to do so, he put himself to a lot of trouble, you have to
congratulate him for that, he was a man [of hono.ur]. When h|§ son
turned up here one day and knocked on our door, it was a surprise, a
joy, immense happiness. Because we had never seen him before, we
knew of his existence, that’s all. We knew that so and so’s son was a
doctor in Algiers, that's all. He’d gone to school of course, he'd lived
in the city, got married there and didn’t go back to the village any
more. All that is natural. When he got here, we all rallied around and
gave him a good welcome. We were very flattered. We_had a doctqr
in the family. Everyone wanted to see him, talk with him, an intelli-
gent man, and one of the family....We know... when someone
comes from Algiers to see you, you know why: he needs money. It
was certainly not the first time he had been to Paris, he studied in
Paris, but this time he came to us, to our home. We found him some
money. As much as he wanted, and at a rate that was very much to his
advantage....We gave him part of it at a rate of 1,000 here, 1,000
back there, and part at the ‘normal’ rate, which was better than
anyone else got. That's all right. And then it became a habit, he
came regularly; he used to write to us before coming. That's the
trouble: that's the way they are. They've forgotten the way their
fathers and grandfathers used to behave. When he needs money,
he comes, and only for the money, but when we try to get the money
back in Algiers, we have to chase. .. after our money. He leaves you a
business card, with his address, with his telephone number, “Doctor”
and all the rest of it... You arrive in Algiers — you know what it’s like,
we get off the plane, through customs and there are always taxis
outside, two or three of us to a taxi, and straight to the village. You
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leave Paris in the morning, and you're eating at home in the evening,
two hundred kilometres from Algiers. We have no time to waste, and
Algiers is of no interest to us, we're not tourists in Algiers....You
have a telephone number, you call, you get a Frenchwoman, like
here...no, his wife is Algerian, a Kabyle, but on the phone, and
not just on the phone, at home | suppose, she’s French, like a French-
woman, there’s no difference. And so you hear: “Who are you,
monsieur. My husband isn‘t here, monsieur, what do you want with
him? If you want an appointment, go to the hospital.... Monsieur, |
don’t know you, call back this evening.” What are you going to say to
this woman? Even here in France, we live amongst French people,
and { can’t talk on the phone, you have to be able to speak good
French to speak well on the phone. And a woman, what can | say to
her on the phone? Here in France, the factory secretary is the only
one | can talk to on the phone, and she knows me in any case. As soon
as she recognizes my voice, she says: "“Ah! It's Belaid, what's
happened to you? Are you ill?" She talks for me. But back there in
Algiers, what can you say to this woman you‘ve never seen?...How
many times have | said to myself: “’I'll speak to her in Kabyle, I'm sure
she'll understand me” ... but | also know that she will pretend not to
be able to speak Kabyle, and I'm also sure that she does know me -
her husband must have told her everything - but she pretends not to
know who | am....! can’t say to her “I gave your husband some
money; he should give it back”.... After that, | hang up....Go and
knock on the door? As | told you, I'm not going to play the tourist in
Algiers. And what difference would it make? I'd find myself outside
the door of a block of flats, down there, at the top of what used to be
the rue Michelet. ..l knock on the door, and it’s the same dialogue as
on the phone....Sol let it drop, and | wait for my money to arrive of
its own accord. ... It comes in the end. Yes. | have to admit that there
have never been any arguments about that. But | know why it always
comes in the end...so that they can come back here to look for more
money....That's the way it is.... It also means that, even though we
are related, we do not live in the same world. They live back there,
and we live here. When we go back, either we find ourselves at
home, in the village, with the family, or we find ourselves amongst
other from France. But with the rest of them, with Algerian society,
it's each to his own. [ think it's definitive.’

These divergences appear to centre on modes of consumption,
objects of consumption and the price to be paid for them - the price
that some have to pay for them, and the price that the other ‘makes’
them pay — and on legitimate and illegitimate ways of consuming
them, etc. But they are really about social relations and competitive
relations between groups or class fractions that are beginning to be
divided or thrown into conflict by their specific trajectories or history.
That is what is really at stake in the struggles which are developing
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within social groups (which are still i'dentiﬁed in terms of modeg of
perception and a principle of unification that still owes a lot tq the
earlier social order: a unit based on kinship unity, or which usey j; 5¢
the archetypal model for all social relations, as a model th‘at Cap be
extended to encompass the entire nation: all Algerians are ‘brothers
or ‘like brothers’, and so on).*

We cannot understand the spiteful way they talk about each othe,
and it is in fact non-emigrants rather than er-nigrants who sp.eak in this
way — if we do not bear in mind the ‘disruptive’ effect of emigratiop, jp
general and of the emigration of families in particular. The most
unexpected effect of emigration seems to have been a blurring of the
boundaries between social groups and of the boundaries of the social
hierarchy. This is because it gives emigran.ts th_e opportumt‘)f ang the
social means to achieve a promotion that inevitably seems ‘illegitjm-
ate’ because it has been acquired outside the socially accepted norms,
and outside the orthodoxy that governs even the most accelgrated and
total (i.e. revolutionary) social transform'fatlor}s. The (relatufe) social
promotion (or, to be more accurate, the illusion of promotion) that
emigration guarantees is all the more annoying in t_h?t it is ba_Slcally
suspect. It occurs in a different social, economic, political and lingyis-
tic order, or in other words a different cultural ord?r, and yvlth the
means supplied by that allogenic order. The weak point, the indelible
defect of this kind of promotion (which is more apparent than real), is
that it does not, it would seem, directly result from gnternal struggles,
or from conflicts that can be resolved within the national grder and in
accordance with a truly internal historical logic. Whilst it does have
something to do with that order (at least at the two extremes of tl'{e
emigrant’s itinerary), the promotion that emigration ‘bnng§ is
achieved almost by proxy. It is, no doubt, this objective c.heatmg’
(‘objective’ in the sense that it is not knowingly or .del,xberatel.y
intended), which might be called ‘the ruse of emigratior’, that is
being denounced both spontaneously and unanimously. What their
counterparts who have not emigrated, or who l.lave emlgra_ted differ-
ently, are retrospectively criticizing today’s emigrants fox: in a thou-
sand different ways (both implicit and explicit) is having left the
homeland, or having left it almost out of cowardice or treachery, so
as come back better armed, and with weapons other than those that
society has socially authorized.” We can thus understand why all the
criticisms addressed to emigrants, and the denunciations or stigma-
tization of which they are the object, should take the form of a
‘nationalist’ discourse subject to categories that contrast ‘national’
with ‘non-national’, and why the second term of the opposition (non-
national) can be (and is) expressed by its structural equivalent: ‘de-
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nationalized’ or ‘denaturalized’, ‘national’, by what is ‘not national’,
‘outside the nation’, etc. We can understand that, in many respects,
the emigrant looks in a way like someone who was colonized at the
last moment, like a colonisé who has outlived a colonization from
which he cannot liberate himself, like a postcolonial colonisé and
therefore someone who wants to be colonized (because he wants to
remain an emigrant).®
Just like the language of economics, the language of culture consti-
tutes a form of euphemization through ‘technicalization’. It allows all
these denunciations to be made openly, without any restraint, and
often with a condescension authorized by ‘good intentions’. Emigra-
tion decultures because it acculturates one to a foreign culture; emi-
gration ‘depersonalizes’, etc. And it is significant that the criticisms
made of emigration, and, by that very fact, of emigrants, are directed
mainly and most violently against the female emigrant population
and, more specifically, women’s bodies. Criticisms are made of the
way they dress, of their corporeal bexis, their ways of holding them-
selves, speaking and behaving, especially in public — in other words,
their physical deportment and comportment. It is pointless — and it
would take too long — to dwell upon the symbolic significance
accorded to the female body, which is the object of an intense and dra-
matic cathexis, and to the ‘body’ of women (in the sense that women
form a body), which is dedicated to a tradition, to the point of
celebrating fidelity to that tradition and the female values that respect
it. Innovation is possible for men alone, and only on the part of men.
Outside the male world, all innovation is forbidden without further
discussion.



6
A Relationship of Domination

Just as there is a superabundance of literature on immigration jn
countries of immigration (and it is produced for the needs of the
society of immigration), so there is a shortage, or even a complete
dearth, of the literature on emigration that we are entitled to expect
from countries of emigration. Just as the former is diversified, ranging
from journalism to scientific literature and including essays, militane
literature, legislative and political texts and even novels, so the latter,
when it does exist, describes emigrants only to the extent that they are
immigrants living amongst others, or in other words, and broadly
speaking, in the same way that those others, who are preoccupied
with immigration, speak of them. This is indicative of the extent to
which the discourse applied to emigrants in countries of emigration is
quite devoid of any autonomy. Being subordinate to the discourse on
immigration, whose essential themes it reproduces and from which it
often borrows its intellectual structures and the material it analyses
because it has not succeeded in making emigration and the emigrant
an object of science, the discourse on emigration is doomed, despite or
perhaps because of the polemical intention that inspires it, to be no
more than a pale reflection of what is being said about immigration.
Because it brings about a strange inversion of at least the chrono-
logical and genetic order of the migratory phenomenon, the emigra-
tion it discusses seems to be the product of immigration. This inverted
discourse usually simply replaces the terms ‘emigration’ and ‘emi-
grant’ with the terms ‘immigration’ and ‘immigrant’. This is not
simply a matter of word play or linguistic niceties; the meaning, to
say nothing of the effects, of these changes of name is not as anodyne
as it might seem.

A Relationship of Domination 119

Dependency in discourse

The colloquium held in Algiers on 28, 29 and 30 March 1981 under
the. aegis of the CREA (Centre de recherches en economie appliquée,
University of Algiers) on the theme ‘Maghrebin Emigration to
Europe: Exploitation or Cooperation?’ provides all the proof we
need of this subordination to the dominant language. How are we
to un(.ierstand this title? We are so accustomed to hearing and under-
standing ‘immigration’ and ‘immigrants’ when we say and write,
when we hear and write, ‘emigration’ and ‘emigrants’, that everyone
(speakers, listeners, authors and readers) quite ‘naturally’ immedi-
ately'effects the work of the correction and rectification of meaning
that is required to give this discourse its true meaning. Significantly,
the fact that the words can actually be taken literally is a cause of
general surprise. It is rather as though it were accepted on all sides
that ‘emigration’ and ‘immigration’ on the one hand, and ‘immigrant’
and ‘immigration’ on the other, were interchangeable and could be
used by the same discourses. It is as though the differential use that is
made of them actually depended upon the position from which one is
speak.mg and the intentions with which one speaks.

This co.lloq\.ﬂum, held in a country of emigration and supposedly
about emigration, was in reality a colloquium on immigration for the
benefit of countries of immigration and especially for the benefit of
the science of immigration. It was all the more to their advantage in
that this colloquium on immigration (which dared not speak its name)
was held in a country of emigration.! Do discourse and science always
have to be about immigration? Given that the power relations, or the
very relations that have generated emigration-immigration, also affect
science, apd especially the science of the migratory phenomenon, does
immigration have to make emigration subordinate to the point of
concealing it, even though it is no more than the other aspect of the
same reality? This is a real question for the sociology of science, and
the social history of the social sciences provides many examples of this
kind of. question. Just as the science of immigration has its conditions
of ppssnbility, which it has realized, so the science of emigration has its
social conditions of possibility, which it has not realized (assuming
that they can be realized). The first of those conditions is presumably
a refusal to identify the two sciences, or a refusal to identify one with
the other. The ‘sociology of development’ and the cultural anthropol-
ogy of ‘underdevelopment’ - in other words the sociology and anthro-
pology gf ‘precapitalist societies’ — and economic thinking about the
economies of those same societies at the moment when they came
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under the overall (economic and social) control of the developey
countries, with all the effects that had, have contributed greatly ¢,
the advance of the sociological, anthropological and economic scj,
ences themselves. They have convinced themselves that they have ¢,
think about their own assumptions (the assumptions of ‘rationality
and homo economicus, etc.) so as to escape their own ethnocentrism,
and thus advance the self-understanding of those societies and their’
capitalist economies. Similarly, a consideration of emigration cap
even when it lags behind the science of immigration, serve only tq
advance the science of immigration by leading us to ask ourselveg
about the science of immigration, its conditions of possibility, and the
intentions that lie at the origins of that science (and, correlatively
about the science of emigration and its absence). Is the disproportion,
which we experience every day, between the language used a_bout
immigration and the language (or non-language) used about emigra.
tion no more than an effect of the lack of symmetry that characterizeg
the migratory phenomenon? Can it be seen as an index that we cap
use to assess the peculiarly unequal relations of force that exis
between countries of emigration and countries of immigration?

A science of immigration and immigrants (i.e. the science of the
society of immigration) is obviously easier to elaborate_than a science
of emigration and emigrants (i.e. the science of the society of emigra-
tion). There are several reasons for this. Some, being technical and
social, are of a practical nature, whilst others, being ideological, are of
a political nature. But both stem from one major fact': immigration
results in a presence, and emigration finds expression in an qbsenCe.
A presence makes itself felt; an absence is noted, and that is all. A
presence can be adjusted, regulated, controlled and managed. An
absence is masked, compensated for and denied. These differences
in status determine the differences in the discourses that can be
applied to both presence (immigration), which is amenable to dis-
course, and absence (emigration), of which there is nothing to be said
except that it has to be supplemented. Immigration, or the presence of
immigrants as foreign bodies (foreign to society or the nation), is the
object of a problematic that might be said to be totally imposed, or
external to the object it discusses. In order to meet the demand for
order to which they must conform, explicit, and especially scientific,
discourse on immigration has become accustomed to ‘linking’ immi-
grants with the various institutions with which they necessarily come
into contact by the very fact of being immigrants. We therefore have
studies of ‘immigrants and work’ (or unemployment), ‘immigrants
and housing’, etc., and the questions asked of ‘immigrants’ concern,
in the final analysis, public order, and are dictated by considerations
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of public order. This entire discourse, which is believed to have been
produced on immigrants and for immigrants, is in reality nothing
more than the discourse of a (national) society that is forced to deal
with the immigrants it needs, with whom it has to reckon and who, if
it is not careful, might disturb public order.? When confronted with
immigration (i.e. the presence within the nation of non-nationals, and
the presence of the non-national and the non-political within the
national that has a monopoly on politics), public order must neces-
sarily ‘discourse’ (politically, legislatively, statutorily, socially, eco-
nomically, sociologically, culturally, etc.) on immigration in such a
way as to neutralize the threat of disturbance and subversion. Scien-
tific language about immigration is no exception to the rule.

Even though this language is a response to an enforced problematic,
even though it is objectively (unwittingly) the product of a concern
with order, and even though it does consist in an attempt to warn
against immigration and to ward it off and in an attempt to introduce
order, the fact remains that the living and working conditions of
immigrants, their mode of presence within the society of immigration,
and their mode of relating to that society and to themselves are
explained only insofar as they are immigrants immersed in a social,
economic, political and cultural order that is not theirs. The cumula-
tive effect is the eventual production of a sum of knowledge that is of
capital importance in two senses. It is important both from the
practical point of view (i.e. for the control, adaptation, domestication
and insertion of immigrants — in other words the neutralization or
reduction of the alterity and the heterogeneity they bring with them),
and from the heuristic point of view (i.e. for understanding the social,
demographic, economic and cultural mechanisms that preside over
immigration, from the initial act of immigrating to the final act of
total fusion with or absorption or assimilation, in the sense of the
digestive metaphor, into the society into which the immigrants are
finally absorbed, and with which they identify). Ultimately, observa-
tion and quantification (through, for example, a census) appear to be
possible only when applied to immigration and immigrants — i.e. to a
presence, and to numbers and qualities that are present. The ‘privil-
ege’ enjoyed by countries that take in (as immigrants) emigrants from
othet_‘ countries is very quickly translated into a political and eco-
nomic advantage, and this is particularly advantageous when they
come to negotiate with the country of emigration. Countries of immi-
gration enjoy the ‘privilege’ of being able to control, quantify and
enumerate how many of the other country’s emigrants are present.
They are able to acquire the desired knowledge of their immigrants (a
knowledge of their emigrants that countries of emigration do not and
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cannot have for a number of reasons), and the power conferred by
that knowledge (a power that countries of emigration do not have).
They are able to gather a whole body of useful information about
them, as well as the whole array of statistical data required to estab-
lish a ‘good’ dossier that is complete and well argued (or “scientific-
ally’ established, as the saying goes).

A country that wishes to understand its emigration and its emi-

grants, in contrast, has no option but to study immigration and

immigrants. It can refer only to what is being said elsewhere. It
must accept the knowledge that the country of immigration has
produced about immigration and immigrants, and adapt it to its
own point of view, its own needs and its own interests.’ How can a
country escape its necessary dependence on the country of immigra-
tion, achieve full autonomy in this domain, and acquire an under-
standing of emigration and emigrants that owes nothing to the
reflected knowledge that the country of immigration has acquired of
its immigration and immigrants? For reasons which do not relate
solely to immigration or solely to the history of Algerian immigration
to France, and which have a broader relevance to all relations be-
tween the two countries and their shared history (the history of an
intense and systematic colonization that is almost without parallel),
Algeria proves to be one of the most ‘dependent’ of all countries of
emigration. But it is also the country that is the most impatient to
shake off that dependence. The intense negotiating activity it has
entered into with the country of immigration, which in this case is
also the former colonial power, inevitably makes Algeria aware,
perhaps more acutely than other countries, of its dependency in this
respect (which could in normal times be concealed). It inevitably
makes Algeria all the more eager to try to shake off that dependence.
This, no doubt, is how we should understand all the efforts that have
been made in Algeria itself to ‘count’ its emigrants, and the efforts
Algeria has made in France to assist in the taking of a census of
Algerian immigrants (that is, of Algerians who have emigrated to
France) and into making surveys of the Algerian community in
France. The two general censuses of the population carried out in
Algeria in 1966 and 1976 certainly attempted to ensure the inclusion
of those who were ‘absent from Algeria’ (i.e. ‘emigrants’, which is a
roundabout and elegant way of referring to Algerians who have
emigrated to France and who constitute the overwhelming authority
of those ‘absent from Algeria’). But, although quite praiseworthy, this
attempt both comes up against an even greater stumbling block, and
raises an important epistemological question about the art of statistics
and census techniques: what does counting the ‘absent’ mean? Any
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attempt to count them ignores the fact that, rather than giving a true
picture of the total number of individuals who are absent, it merely
records the degree of their integration into their groups of origin and
therefore, the integration of the groups themselves or, if we like, thé
memory that the groups interviewed retain of their emigrants. And we
know that such memories are selective and differential, being socially
dete¥mmed by gender, age and a whole series of other social indicators
specific to the absent individual (social origin, social position, how
much property and how many descendants the individual has, social
prestige, etc.).* ’

Social preconditions for a science of emigration

Does th%s mean that there can be no real discourse about emigration
anc! emigrants, or that an autonomous science of emigration and
emigrants is impossible? It seems not. There are, however, social
pr.econdltions for the constitution of such a discourse and such a
science. There must, first of all and especially in the case of emigra-
tions-immigrations in a colonial situation, be a politically and tech-
mcglly guaranteed (and therefore state-guaranteed) will to understand
emigration, to institute it as an object of study. The indispensable
condition for doing that is, as we have seen in relation to immigration
'fmd the science of immigration, the existence of a partner with an
interest in emigration and the science of emigration (an economic
interest, a political interest, an interest in negotiating, and interest in
power, etc.). Emigration must cease to be that shameful ‘thing’ that
can be talked about (in the comparative ‘cost-benefit’ mode) only, on
the'one hand, in order to thank emigrants (i.e. emigrant nationals) for
their sacrifice, for the contribution they are making to the life and
woyk of the nation, or in other words for the ‘benefits’ the country
der.lve§ fr.om them and, on the other hand, to praise the work they are
doing in immigration and for the country of immigration, or in other
word:s t.he "beneﬁts’ they bring to that country (which is also a way of
describing in negative terms the ‘costs’ the country of emigration has
to bea.r because it has emigrants). To that extent, we are simply
repeating what is being said about them in the country of immigra-
tion. We have to establish a way of perceiving and understanding
emigration, both in itself and for itself, as an autonomous reality, or
as a reali.ty that has arbitrarily been made independent of immigra-
tion, or its other aspect. An autonomous discourse on emigration
must be instituted and, before that can be done, the reasons constitut-
ing that discourse must be established.
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Like the two sides of a coin or the complementary aspects ang
interdependent dimensions of a single phenomenon, emigratio,
and immigration are mutually determined, and an understanding y¢
one necessarily leads to a better understanding of the other. A con_
plete investigation into immigration necessarily leads, upstream, to ay
investigation into the conditions of the production and reproductio,
of emigrants and, downstream, to an investigation into the sociy}
mechanisms that preside over their transformation from allogenoyg
to indigenous. Similarly, a complete investigation into emigrationals
leads, of necessity, to an investigation into the effects emigration ang
emigrants have on the society of emigration and on what they become
when living amongst others.

In addition to the contradiction in the temporal order — something
‘temporary’ that becomes permanent and something ‘permanent’ thar
is experienced as though it were temporary - that might be said to be
constitutive of the nature of emigration (and immigration) and the
emigrant (and immigrant) condition, there are further corresponding
contradictions in all the other domains of existence. There are contra-
dictions in the spatial order, in the communitarian order and in the
cultural order. To complete and finally consecrate all these partial or
regional contradictions, there is also a growing contradiction in the
political (or national) order: absence abroad (and a foreign presence
when abroad). The absence is, of necessity, a temporary absence which
must be justified by some reason external to itself. It can be justified as
an absence for work reasons, and as an absence that is totally subordin.
ate to work. This presupposes an absence of work within the country,
and for the duration of that absence of work. At the same time, or
put the same thing in different words, it also presupposes a presence
abroad. This is a temporary presence and it is not a presence for the
sake of being present. It has to be justified for some reason external 10
itself. It is a presence for work reasons, and a presence that is totally

subordinated to work (for the duration of the job). Such are the three
characteristics of, respectively, the absence of the emigrant and the
presence of the immigrant, and they are both correlative and mutually
dependent — each contains all the others. But of all these contradic-
tions, there is one that determines more fundamentally the meaning of
emigration. It has a specific impact on the meaning of emigration and
the emigrant condition, and therefore cannot be overlooked by the
society of emigration (and, therefore, the science of emigration) on
which it is imposed. There is a symmetry between the presence realized,
in a particular modality, by the immigrant in his land of immigration,
and the absence realized, again in a particular modality, by the emi-
grant in his land of emigration. Immigration ~ in other words the
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particular presence that affects the society of emigration ~ has, as we
have seen, determined a particular ‘science’ or at least a body of
knowledge relating to immigration and immigrants and dictated by
the fact of immigration. Similarly, emigration — in other words a
particular absence affecting the society of emigration — should also
determine a homologous ‘science’, or at least a body of knowledge
relating to emigration and emigrants that is likewise dictated by the
fact of emigration. Once again, the paradox of the science of emigra-
tion is that it appears to be a ‘science of absence’ and of absentees.

A ’science of absence’

If it is not to be a pure ‘absence’, emigration requires a sort of
impossible ‘ubiquity’, or a way of being that affects the modalities
of absence it generates (just as it affects the modalities of the presence
through which immigration materializes). The condition or paradox
of the emigrant is that he goes on ‘being present despite his absence’.
He goes on ‘being present even when absent and even where he is
absent’ — which is tantamount to saying that he is no more than
‘partially absent where he is absent’. Correlatively, he is ‘not totally
present where he is’, which comes down to ‘being absent despite being -
present,” and is ‘(partially) absent even where and when he is present’.
The danger to the emigrant (who is also an immigrant) is that these
incomplete forms of absence and presence will eventually, or sooner
or later, become complete. The physical, and merely physical, pres-
ence of the immigrant will eventually become a moral presence too
(he is present in body and soul, now and in the future, present because
of work and parenthood - i.e. through blood ties, de facto and de
jure). Correlatively, the material, and merely material, absence of the
emigrant will eventually become a ‘moral’ (and ‘spiritual’) absence, a
consummated absence and a complete break with his community.
Emigration represents a serious threat to both the integrity and
survival of the emigrant insofar as he is a member of his community
or his nation, and to the integrity and survival of those communities
themselves. Emigration deprives them, first, of their men and then,
and increasingly, of whole families. Now that the ‘modern’ mode of
existence of the communities that supply emigrants takes the form of
a national existence, or the form of the nation (one is an Algerian who
has emigrated and, on the other hand, an Algerian immigrant) and
now that emigration has become a national problem everywhere (and
no _longer a problem for communities faced with the emigration of
their members), the whole nation is threatened with being mutilated
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by emigration. It is in danger of losing ‘bits’ of itself as it loses biyg of
its contemporary and future population (the reproduction of emig,,
families outside the nation). Its sovereignty is at risk because pay, of
the nation (part of the sum total of its nationals) exists outside it and
outside its sovereignty. We can thus understand the double relag;,,.
ship of attraction and repulsion, of attachment and detachment, ¢
is established between, on the one hand, emigrants v\.rho are al\vays
suspected of having brought about their own damnation (and at he
same time that of their families), and their communities and.socie
(or nation) of origin on the other. They are suspected of ‘having |t
their souls’ or, in contemporary terms, of having been decultureq ¢
depersonalized — in the sense of alterity and cultural adulteratioy, -
and therefore of making their communities, their society or their
nation lose their souls. They are suspected of sedition or even subye,-
sion, if only because of the example they set and the.e:famgles they
import (‘cultural models imported from abroad’, as it is being g,id
more and more often). We therefore have a mutual attempt to achjeve
integration or greater integration, as emigrant-immigrants and thejr
communities of origin insist that they belong to one another. The
former, who are immigrants living in some other society, claim that
they are ‘emigrants’, or in other words that they still belong to thejr
society, their country, their nation. Conversely, the latter, which haye
immigrants living in other countries, claim them because they are sl
their emigrants, and therefore still part gf _them. This is a reciprocal
attempt at reintegration and reappropriation on the: part.of immj-
grants who reintegrate into and reappropriate their society, their
territory, their country, their nation (and natlonallt)f) and repatriate
themselves there, and conversely their countries, whlch try to reinte-
grate, reappropriate and repatriate their ‘emig_rants’. (If it has no more
than this symbolic meaning, the Algerian dlS(EOUl‘SC on the ‘reinser-
tion’ of emigrants will have more than served its purposs:.)

The presence of the immigrant lies at the origin qf a series of studies
which, whilst they ultimately prove to be of limited value, are not
devoid of interest. The absence of the emigrant should likewise give
rise to a series of studies analogous to those produced on immigration
and inspired by the same concern for order — the order of the society
of emigration, which needs to control these repeated absences and to
regulate the effect of those absences. Faced with the threat of frag-
mentation, how can any society of emigration try, on pain of bringing
about its own decomposition, to control the movement that is under-
mining it? How does it make up for these absences? How does it
succeed in neutralizing the threat of contamination, adulteration or
subversion posed by the emigration of its members, especially when
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emigration ~ which is undeniably an effect of a certain number of
disturbances that inevitably exacerbate the causes that produced it -
affects more people and affects, first and foremost, its most active
elements, in other words men who are, in the majority of cases, young
and, at a more fundamental level, the cornerstone of society? These
questions can now be reformulated as a single question that can be
posed in eminently political terms: how can one be Algerian or an
Algerian emigrant (an Algerian who has emigrated) when one was not
born in Algeria, was not raised and did not grow up within Algerian
society in Algeria? How can one be Algerian when one has not been
subjected to the process of socialization to which any society subjects
its actual members in order to make them conform to it, and ultim-
ately, as one thing results from the other, when one is ‘called upon’ to
live and spend one’s entire working life outside Algeria and outside
Algerian society? To put it another way, how can one be a national of
a nation when, from cradle to grave, one lives outside that nation?
And conversely, how can a nation have ‘nationals’ who spend their
entire lives outside the nation? We know how, during the first ‘age’ of
emigration, communities succeeded in unfailingly binding their emi-
grants to them, and in neutralizing the risk, which any emigrant runs,
of becoming a jayah (or amjah). They succeeded in subordinating
emigration, and even its most perverse, disturbing and demoralizing
effects, to their own objectives (communitarian objectives), and, in
selecting its emigrants for those ends, they continued to ‘inhabit’ them
in the true sense of the word throughout their emigration, because the
individual was no more than the group incarnate. They continued to
act upon every one of them, often through the intermediary of the
group they constituted, which was itself no more than a constrained,
reduced and mutilated reconstruction of the community of origin. It
is, on the other hand, difficult to see how the nation — and this new
‘age’ of emigration, which is, so to speak, the ultimate phase of the
process, concerns the nation — can now be so effective and so success-
ful at perfectly integrating all its migrant nationals.

If we investigate emigration as an absence and then ask ourselves
about the effects of that absence, we have to re-evaluate in different
terms the way the economic theory of the ‘comparative costs and
benefits of emigration’ allocates those costs and benefits to the coun-
try of immigration and the country of emigration. Both derive ‘bene-
fits’ and incur ‘costs’ from, respectively, immigration and emigration.
Whatever reservations we may have about this theory, which is,
ultimately, no more than an exercise in accountancy, we can only de-
plore the fact that emigration has not produced, of and for itself, an
equivalent theory of ‘the comparative benefits and costs of emigration’.
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What is more, the transposition of the theory of the ‘comparati,
costs and benefits of immigration’ automatically produces, here 4
elsewhere and as has been and is done for immigration, a sort
legitimation of emigration. Being correlative, the legitimation of in,.
migration and the legitimation of emigration rebound on one anothg,
An economic theory of immigration which reduces it to a set of ‘costs;
and ‘benefits’ helps to legitimate it. Immigration is a presence whic},
if it lasts too long and manifests itself everywhere and in every domay,
of public life, will eventually become illegitimate. When applied in the
same reductive manner to emigration, this theory will help to legitin,
ate that too. Emigration is an absence which, if it lasts so long as to
become complete, will eventually become illegitimate. The discove
that emigration requires an autonomous process of legitimation thy;
owes nothing to the analogous process that goes on elsewhere with
respect to immigration means that the truth that the country of
immigration has established about immigration can no longer be
seen as a universal truth or taken at face value. We can no longe,
accept the way it divides the benefits and costs of immigration and
emigration between itself and, correlatively, the country of emigra.
tion. We discover that a different balance sheet can be drawn up for
both emigration and its ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’. It does not have to be
symmetrical, with the balance sheet drawn up by the country of
immigration which, from its own point of view, has every interest in
minimizing its ‘benefits’ and maximizing its ‘costs’ (and therefore
maximizing the ‘benefits’ and minimizing the ‘costs’ of immigration
to the country of emigration), and in attributing them to emigration
and its authors. We discover that emigration may involve unexpected
‘costs’. These are never taken into account by the balance sheet drawn
up by the country of immigration. They include excess ‘costs’ for
which there is no compensatory ‘profit’, and also costs specific to
emigration (i.e. ‘costs’ for which there are no equivalent ‘benefits’
for the country of immigration), just as immigration also has specific
‘benefits’ (for which the country of emigration incurs no correspond-
ing costs). We thus arrive at a very different evaluation of the phe-
nomenon of emigration and immigration as a totality, and discover
that, in addition to all this, absence is, in itself, enormously prejudi-
cial. It involves ‘costs’ that are literally incommensurable, or which
are out of all proportion to the ‘benefits’ they may bring (lower
unemployment, an inflow of foreign currency). That being the case,
we also begin to list and unmask all those effects of absence that are
normally masked, denied or disguised (costs disguised as benefits).
Although it is inseparable from a complete re-evaluation of everything
to do with emigration, this complete re-evaluation of the effects of
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emigration is only possible within certain economic conditions. Emi-
gration must have ceased to fulfil either its specific economic function
or the function it is expected to fulfil — in which case it is a complete
‘failure’ and all that remains are the costs, the disadvantages and the
losses. Alternatively, economic conditions (which lay at the origins of
emigration) must have been transformed to such an extent that the
contribution made by emigration becomes negligible or even superflu-
ous. In the case of Algerian emigration, both these conditions appear
to have been met, or to be on the point of being met now that, as a
result of various factors, emigration seems to have lost sight of its
original function, significance and importance. Regardless of whether
they are a cause or an effect, these two conditions prefigure, on the
part of Algeria and the whole of Algerian society, a total revision of
attitudes towards the phenomenon of emigration itself and towards
emigrants, and a total re-evaluation of the entire system of relations
between Algeria and Algerian society, and emigration and the emi-
grant population. Emigration was for a long time the main, if not the
only, source of disposable monetary income, especially in rural areas.
At the national level, it was for a long time the main source of
Algerian budgetary resources (equal to and sometimes greater than
the income from petroleum products). It has now lost that function
completely — indeed it lost it very quickly. It became much less
important and therefore lost the sort of legitimacy it derived from
that function. In order to reach the point where emigration can be
denounced for the absence that it is (and, increasingly, it is denounced
in political terms), or where the illegitimacy of such a total and
prolonged absence can be denounced, all the good reasons that
could once be invoked to justify and legitimize it, for one reason or
another, must have disappeared. Once the ‘good’ reasons have disap-
peared, the illegitimacy of emigration becomes quite obvious. In other
words all the reasons why it is suspect become obvious, as do its
shameful nature and the desertion or treason it represents. In recent
years, a whole series of factors has helped to strip emigration of both
its most positive aspects® and the compensatory effects it claimed to
have so as to redeem itself for the absence it caused, even to the extent
of taking its revenge on the absent whilst at the same time accepting
that this unbearable absence had been forced upon them.” Some of
fhese factors are not directly linked to emigration — such as the rapid
increase in the mass of income from petroleum products, which has
considerably reduced the relative importance of resources due to
emigration, and therefore emigration itself. Other factors, in contrast,
glo derive more directly from emigration, its evolution and the effects
it has. Some are of a structural nature and relate to the transformations
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which, in the long term, have inevitably modified both the structure of
the emigrant population and the very nature of the phenomenon of
emigration. Others are conjunctural and can be understood only if we
relate them to Algeria’s monetary policy (a non-convertible currency,
very strict exchange controls, etc.) or even to the Algerian economy asa
whole (the nationalization of trade, and the establishment of a state
monopoly on all imported goods) and, more specifically, Algerian
society’s system of consumption (a level of consumption that is rela-
tively high and disproportionate, given the country’s level of and
potential for production; a demand for both material and symbolic
consumer goods at a level typical of the developed countries; a habit of
consuming French products and of ‘French-style’ consumerism). These
factors are retranslated by emigrants — but now they are immigrants -
into a whole series of strategies that make them more likely to settle in
France rather than to keep close links with Algeria, although they do
not actually cut them off from Algeria. These strategies include invest-
ment and savings schemes, or even in some cases simply hoarding,
implemented in France itself.®
Of all the strategies that are responsible for reducing or even doing
away with the remittances emigrants used to make from the money
they had saved for that purpose, it is, moreover, the ‘compensatory’
operations which, for reasons that do not always stem from exclusively
economic considerations, give rise to the greatest disapproval and the
most accusatory and stigmatizing discourse about emigrants. A verit-
able parallel market for the exchange of Algerian dinars and French
francs (and, more generally, of dinars and any other convertible cur-
rency that can replace the franc) has been established through the
intermediary of emigration and emigrants. The result of all this is
that the remittance of money through the post, which was practised
by emigrants until not so long ago, has now dried up almost completely
(see table 2). Whereas in 1971, the 697,000 Algerian emigrants (no
distinction is made here between active and inactive, gender or age
groups) who represented 20.5 per cent of the foreign population resi-
dent in France, were sending home 16.4 per cent of all moneys trans-
ferred by all foreigners resident in France, in 1978 that proportion was
no more than 4.2 per cent (of an estimated total of 10,102 million
francs). In 1979, it represented only 1.9 per cent (of the 11,119 million
francs sent abroad by all emigrants living in France), even though the
Algerian population had grown constantly (and in absolute terms)
throughout that period, rising to 819,000 (or 19.6 per cent of the
total foreign population resident in France). To use a famous saying,9
every (non-emigrant) Algerian had his banker in France (for francs)
and, conversely, every Algerian emigrant had his banker (for dinars) in

Table 2 Remittances from immigrants’ own savings; share of remittances by nationality, 1971, 1978, 1979 (millions of francs)

1979

1978'

1971

Remittances Population Remittances

Remittances

Population

Immigrants

% Amount %

19.6

Number
819,053

385,991

%

% Amount
4.2
16.3

Amount

%
20.5

Number
697,316

1.9
15.2

212
1,686

426

16.4
1,644

778
363
135
222
929

1,711

Algerian

9.3

7.6
238
4.7
19.5

170,835

96,821
592,787
601,095
607,069

Moroccan

Tunisian
Italian

3.9
2.6

180,429 43 440
496,079
17.6

4.0

400

29
17.5

290
1,962
5,308
1,221

11,119

11.9
11.0

23
18.8 457,134

237
1,901

17.7

Spanish

47.7

4,346 430 873,736 21.0

36.0

17.9

Portuguese
Other
Total

11.0

100

1.4
100

138
10,102

13.0

100

620
4,748

100

100

Population figures for 1978 not supplied in original
Source: Migrations-Informations, 38, September 1981, Ministére de la Solidarité nationale-DPM
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Algeria. The almost total disappearance of remittances from e
savings of Algerian emigrants emerges even more cl.early if we COmpqse
their behaviour in this respect with that of emigrants from qper
countries close to Algeria and which, like Algeria, also have nofi-
convertible currencies (Morocco, Tunisia) or from Europgan COUngyies
(Italy, Spain and Portugal). Although it has not been continuous, th,, a
drop in remittances from savings was taking place had been apparent
for some years, but it was only in 1976-7 (a year that can be regargd
as a watershed) that they accelerated and fell to such an extent thy jn
1977, 1978 and 1979 they were equivalent only to 54.4 per cent, 43 §
per cent and 21.2 per cent, respectively, of the 1976 ﬁgures. Such zn
extraordinarily rapid fall cannot, given the proportions it has reached,
be explained by the changes, major and rapid as they may l?e, thatl may
have occurred within the structure of the Algerian popqlatng)n resident
in France. Which proves, a contrario, that the explanation is of a very
different order. Whereas remittances made by the im.mlgrant workers
themselves fell, there was no proportional fall, in f:lther absolute or
relative terms, in other amounts sent to Algeria deriving from the wgk
of Algerian emigrants in France (wages transferred dlre.ctly by employ-
ers acting in the name of their employees, renumerations relating o
work and other social benefits, especially family allowances, annuitjes
and retirement pensions, etc.). It could even be argpcq that_, in overall
terms, the proportion of all remittances to Algeria in this category
remained relatively constant throughout the period conFerned (as can
be seen from table 3 in the years 1971, 1978 and 1979 it represented,
respectively, 20.9 per cent, 19.4 per cent and 18.4 per cent of all social

transfers).

Table 3 Social transfers resulting from work of immigrants of six
nationalities: 1971, 1978, 1979 (millions of francs)

1971 1978 1979

Immigrants Total % Total % Total %
Algerian 358 20.9 1,240 19.4 1,367 18.4
Moroccan 77 4.5 400 6.2

Tunisian 25 1.4 152 24 616 8.3
Italian 157 9.2 594 9.3 637 8.5
Spanish 61 3.6 249 3.9 329 4.4
Portuguese 53 31 242 3.8 288 3.9
Other 980 57.3 3,523 55.0 4,207 56.5
Total 1,711 100 6,400 100 7,444 100

Source: Migrations-Informations, 38, September 1981, Ministére de la Solidarité nationale-DPM
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That the level of remittances remained constant is, by contrast, all
the more significant in that the number of Algerian families resident in
France, and therefore in receipt of family allowances (and to a lesser
extent of other social benefits), rose considerably (hence, no doubt,
the slight fall of 2.5 points recorded between 1971 and 1979, 1 point
between 1971 and 1978, and of 1.5 points between 1978 and 1979).
What is more, and probably because Algerian immigration in France
was so long-established, on such a large scale and of such complexity,
in 1979 Algeria was in a good position with respect to all transfers
other than the voluntary remittances made by the emigrants them-
selves (936 million francs: 26.5 per cent of all transfers in this
category), and even ahead of all those EU countries that are not
countries of emigration (Italy is, of course, the exception to the
rule). This was primarily the result of transfers made in the form of
family allowances (241 million francs, or over 41 per cent of transfers
were made in this form). The fall in the share of remittances attribut-
able to remittances from the savings of Algerian immigrants was not
simply proportional to all transfers from France; it also fell in propor-
tion to all social transfers to Algeria.

It is at the moment when it is most controversial, at the moment
when it is revealed to be the site of a conflict between emigrants and
their society of origin, that emigration reveals most clearly its truth
and the truth about the emigrant condition. Neither is conceivable or
tolerable unless it ‘brings in’ more than it ‘costs’. Definitions of both
benefits and costs are also the objects of incessant struggles (just as
they are in immigration). This no doubt is how we have to understand
the evolution of the financial measures that are adopted at the begin-
ning of every year (see, in this connection, the series of annual finance
acts). They take into account the effects of immigration, and regard
financial contributions made by immigrants as receipts (without ever
indicating the financial ‘costs’ or the loss of earnings, or the cost of
even the nominal parity between the franc and the dinar, the loss of
earnings resulting from tax exemptions, etc.). As the value of monet-
ary income from emigration falls in both absolute and relative terms,
and as the amount held in emigrants’ foreign currency accounts
decreases, as though to restore the original balance and in doing so
to restore emigration to its original purpose and initial legitimacy, the
‘privileges’ granted to emigrants — in other words what a superficial
‘cost-benefit” accountancy records as the ‘cost’ to be paid for emigra-
tion — also fall. A high point seems to have been reached when the law
(the decrees implementing the finance law of 1982, which came into
effect in May 1982) was introduced that required Algerian emigrants
(wage-earners — unemployed or not — family members, etc.) to change
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the equivalent of a minimum of 700 Algerian dinars (1,070 francs)
during their stays in Algeria. Emigrant businessmen and members of
the liberal professions seem to have been ‘taxed’ at a higher rate. In
1979, emigrants sent home no more than 27 per cent of what they had
transferred in 1971 by the most visible means (postal orders), and the
amount transferred now is certainly much lower. Quite apart from the
somewhat shameful character of the measure, and its effects on
emigrants who are described as ‘parasites’ who have to pay for the
time they spend in their own country, Algeria in fact encroached upon
its own internal sovereignty by acting in this way. One of the inalien-
able attributes of a national is the unconditional right to enter his or
her country unconditionally (subject to the requirement to prove his
or her nationality; that is the function of identity papers), and espe-
cially without having to meet any financial conditions. This was not
the only way in which Algeria damaged its own credit, or the image it
should present to the emigrant, that hybrid being who is both a
national and a non-national (and this, presumably, is something he
cannot be forgiven for). The emigrant who cannot meet the require-
ment to change a minimum of 1,070 francs and, in addition, to be in
possession of a return ticket or its equivalent in foreign currency (a
requirement that normally applies to foreigners, but not nationals), is
stripped not of his passport, but of his French ‘certificate of residence’,
which is a document issued by a foreign authority and stamped with
the seal (the sovereignty) of a foreign state. This means in effect that
the latter document is regarded as more valuable than the former
(which is objectively true) and that its confiscation is more repressive
or more dissuasive. The document is objectively credited with
bestowing freedom of movement (it is not uncommon to see emi-
grants who have gone through this ordeal kissing their ‘certificates of
residence’ — the very same certificates they spat upon and cursed in
France because of all the trouble they had caused them). Neither the
document nor the freedom it brings are restored until the emigrant
‘tourist’ who is on holiday in his own country has proved, receipt in
hand, that he has handed over the amount of foreign currency re-
quired for his ‘liberation’. Despite all this, which is extremely
wounding to the national pride — and Algerians are known to be
very sensitive in this respect — these measures raised no objections
and no indignation even at the level of public opinion. Indeed, they
even enjoyed a certain popularity, as everyone found it ‘natural’ that
emigrants should ‘pay’ (as though any emigrant who did not acquit
himself of the obligations he had incurred by emigrating — to send
money home — were a bad emigrant, a jayah, and also a bad national),
that those who had money (meaning foreign currency) and shared in
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the opulence of the rich (meaning that they did not suffer the restric-
tion:s ?nd shortages that were the lot of nationals) should pay a tax (a
punitive tax, now that they no longer paid it voluntarily or of their
own accord) that contributed to the country’s prosperity (i.e. the
prosperity of those nationals who lived there, and not of those na-
tio_nals who had committed the sin ~ or had the good fortune — of
be{ng away from it). The only protests came from emigrants or,
strictly speaking, the ‘victims’ of the measure, some of whom went
so far as to swear that ‘they would never again set foot in their
country so long as it demanded a tribute (maks) or a fiscal tax before
they could go home.

Once the ‘benefits’ — real or imaginary — of emigration have actually
vam.shed or have vanished from the way they are represented (and here,
reality consists entirely in its representation: it exists in and thanks to
tha.t representation), all that remains are its liabilities, or the social
‘evn.ls’ that are attributed to it. The cost of living goes up during the
period of the year (July-August) that sees the greatest influx of people
coming baqk on holiday because of the high demand created by emi-
‘grants. Emigrants are seen as illegitimate ‘tourists’ (tourists in their

owr}’.country and, worse still, tourists who do not have the social
qualities and cultural capital of real tourists). They are always assumed
to hav; a lot of purchasing power (the prestige of foreign currency,
exc.eptlonal or even conspicuous consumption for an exceptional
period, excessive spending to make up for their absence from home

etc.). The number of road accidents rises during this holiday period a;
emigrants have the reputation of being ‘bad’ drivers (they buy cars o’nly
for the holiday period and only to show off; they do not know the roads
Pecause they l_la.ve been away; they buy only second-hand cars that are
in poor condition). They are held responsible for every imaginable
‘traffic’ (there is a traffic in all kinds of consumer goods, not to mention
gold and jewels, hunting rifles, spirits and so on) and f’or undermining
the stability of the national currency. Even what are traditionally seen
as the ‘benefits’ of emigration (which is the primary, if not the only,
source of monetary resources in the countryside) come, in retrospect,
to be seen as negative or even harmful. It is discovered after the event
that the massive injection of currency was the cause of social, economic
and cultural upheaval, and that as monetary exchanges become more
widespread and more intense, especially in the countryside and
amongst peasant é)opulations, they lead to what is known as ‘de-
peasantification’.'® As a result of a second backlash, what was initially
an effect of emigration (i.e. the discovery of waged labour) becomes the
cause of the expansion and precipitation of emigration (which is now
being perpetuated) and, more generally, of the entire rural exodus.!!
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Do we have to wait for all emigration’s component illusions .
dispelled, and for all the dissimulations or all the enchantmenty .,
are the very precondition for emigration (its advent, its dxffgsxon, its
reproduction and therefore its perpetuation) to be dispelled in hyoad
daylight, before the conditions of possibility of a science of emigry jon
can be established? Does emigration have to cease to be an abyepce
that can be expressed only in affective terms (the absc‘nce of ,lovcd
ones, who become all the more loved because they are ‘absent’, ;4
the absence of loved ones who are all the more loved because aye s
absent)? Is that the indispensable precondition for an objective uyder-
standing of the problem? Must the object therefore cease to exiy or
must it be on the point of dissolving completely, before, thanl_<s\ to 2
strange inversion, a science of emigration can at last be a possibijjzy?

7
The Wrongs of the Absentee

There are many indications that the immigrant’s relationship with his
work can be an ‘unhappy’ one. Some take the form of modes of
behaviour that border on the pathological (unpredictable absences
for which there is no explanation, ‘nostalgic’ forms of behaviour,
‘stress” — although that term is habitually reserved for a different
social category: management). They have as much to do with what
creates the immigrant condition as with working conditions in the
strict sense of the term. And this inevitably leads one to investigate not
only the mode of presence that is attached to the immigrant in
immigration but also, and more significantly, the effects of absence.
No matter how justified it may be, emigration is always suspect.
Unless emigration can be ‘moralized’ - in other words ‘proved inno-
cent’ — which automatically proves innocent both those who are
about to absent themselves (emigrants) and those who allow them
to ‘absent themselves’ by colluding in their absence (the whole of the
society of emigration), there is always the lingering suspicion of
‘betrayal’, ‘running away’ and, ultimately, repudiation. An accident
along the way or a slight departure from behavioural norms are all it
takes to give rise to the feeling of being at fault, of having committed
the ‘original sin’ that is consubstantial with the act of emigrating.
Culpability, culpabilization and self-culpabilization; accusations and
self-accusations: these are the indissociably constituent elements of
the emigrant condition and the immigrant condition.

The case related here illustrates in extreme terms the social cost of
emigration. The Algerian immigrant who is the author of the narra-
tive presented here was 51 years old when he agreed to be interviewed
(in June 1985). Like many of his contemporaries who are of the same
age and the same social condition, he first emigrated to France when
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he was only 19 (in 1953). In retrospect, his in'lmigx.'ation looks Jie a
particularly striking condensation of the entire history of Algerian
emigration to France in the years following .the.Second World war.
Having emigrated young and when he was still single, he returne o
his village only for the duration of his agnual holidays, ‘and gyen
then, only every other year’ (he did so in the secopd half of pis
emigration, or in other words in 1963 and.after having marrieq 5¢
the relatively late age of 30). The only relatively prolongec! .bfeak in
his immigration was in 1958-9 when, because of the prevailing gzare
of war, he had to spend more than fifteen months in his own coygyry
(arrest, temporary house arrest, refusal of the authorization reqyjred
to leave Algeria, and so on). '

In France, he experienced the various important moments that
constitute Algeria immigration — i.e. the dlfferent ways in which the
immigrant was set to work and the various jobs that corresponded to
each of those moments. He was young and, as a new immigrang, he
experienced many doubts and difficulties as he wandered arounq the
country. The first job of which he has any good memories, no doubt
because of the high level of integration that went w1t_h it (integration
into the group of immigrants, who were either relatives or from the
same village as him and who worked in th_e same place), was th:.at ofa
coal miner (in Valenciennes) during a period when the productiop of
coal was still greatly encouraged and even a cause for cqlebration_
This was, he admits with a hint of regret, the best period of his
immigration because ‘everything was clear’ (or secr‘ned clear.to
him), even though, he adds with a play on words, he was wox;kmg
in the darkness of the earth’ (i.e. underground) and at ‘dark times’ (..
at night), in other words in the darkness of both the sky and t}.1e eart}}.
Even today, and perhaps more so than ever,.he cannot dnspfel his
lingering nostalgia for a period when everything seemed to him to
be well organized. This was probably the on!y moment when .the
meaning he gave to his immigration and to his life in immigration
corresponded with what everyone on both sides of the: line that
divides emigration from immigration (i.e. the point of view of the
society of emigration and the point of view.of the society of immigra-
tion) expected it to be and with what he himself saw it as, namely a
complete dedication to work that precluded any questions as to the
real meaning of the act of working and, therefore, the act of emigrat-
ing and immigrating.

Then came a whole series of disenchantments — namely, the shatter-
ing of all the illusions that had helped to give a meaning to a situation
which, when reduced to its naked truth, was neither intelligible nor
tolerable. It was intolerable because it could not be given a meaning
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and therefore could not be intellectually tolerable. Unless the immi-
grant constantly reinvests with meaning (and not all immigrants can
do this) an experience which, because it lasts too long, eventually gets
out of control — or at least escapes the control of those immigrants
who are the least socially capable of continuously mastering either a
phenomenon that is beyond them or its multiple transformations
(each more constrictive than the last) — the ‘absurdity’ of the immi-
grant condition suddenly becomes blindingly obvious to all, some-
times to the point of damaging the psychical integrity of the most
vulnerable of them.

How are we to explain this particular vulnerability? We cannot do so
unless we retrace the course of immigration in its entirety, even beyond
or prior to emigration. We cannot do so unless we investigate the whole
itinerary of the immigrant, both professional and social. By doing this,
we can accompany him on his way and attempt to reconstruct, in
retrospect and with his help, the social trajectory that has made him
the representative of a certain mode of emigration and, as one prolongs
and confirms the other, of a certain mode of immigration. The first
lesson to be learned from this first attempt at an explanation is that we
have to challenge the divorce that has been established between work
and non-work ~ in other words, everything that exists outside the place
and closed time of work. (This is what studies of ‘health at work’ are
beginning to discover. Taking their inspiration from a synthetic ap-
proach, such studies attempt to reconstruct the unity of an object that
has been divided between spheres that are assumed to be autonomous
and between the disciplines specific to those spheres.) In the case of X,
for example, some factors relating to the experience of immigration in
the strict sense may provide a partial explanation for his conflict-ridden
relationship with work (which may go so far as to become self-
culpabilization or self-harming). These factors are easy to identify,
and are easily located in time and space. They include the many changes
of job that appear to suggest a professional ‘instability’, the many
periods of sick leave for which there is no obviously pathological
cause, or which are not the result of any organic pathology, and which
may result in psychiatric hospitalization. They cannot, however, pro-
vide a total explanation. For, in order for them to be fully explanatory,
they themselves would have to be explained and related to their possible
genesis. Now that genesis lies elsewhere. It lies in what the immigrant
will never admit, or will never admit to anyone who does not already
know it from direct experience because he has been part of it. It lies in
what he will not admit to himself as being the cause of his illness [al]
and the cause of the guilt-ridden relationship he has with himself to the
extent that he is an emigrant (to the extent that he is absent from home)
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and therefore with his immigration and, in the last analysis, with his
work, which is the explanation for both his emigration and his imny;.
gration, just as it is their ultimate purpose, and by that very fact ¢},
explanation for whatis regarded as his ‘original sin’. Whatis the point
admitting to something that is known to anyone who is interested
knowing it, to men who are so deeply involved in it that they cannot |,
unaware of anything (even though they pretend to know nothing), an
that no one can hide anything from them? To whom can it be admitteg
and why should it be admitted? The ‘ill’ (‘illness’, la maladie; ‘ill-being’
le mal-étre) lies in the publicly ‘clandestine’ or the secretly ‘publig
nature of the ‘infamy’ — that is how they speak of the ‘thing’ that j;
present in the mind of all the members of the group, but which no oy,
wants to talk about, and for which immigration is ultimately hel4
responsible. This is what gnaws away at the immigrant when he fing
himself incapable of giving a credible meaning to his immigration o,
worse still, reaches the point of denouncing his immigration, blaming
and ‘putting it on trial’. It is a clandestine ‘thing’ in the sense that the
affront to the honour and morale of the individual is a very privage
matter, and that it touches the very heart of the domestic sphere ang
the most intimate aspects of private life. But it is also a ‘public’ thing
because it is inevitably known to everyone, at least within the limits of
the circle of men he knows and who know him. That is the only worlg
that counts or matters to anyone who identifies totally with the group of
which he is a member, and who has no real social existence excepy
because of the group, for the group and within the group.

What ‘infamy’ are we talking about? The interviewee describes it ip

these terms:

‘One day, | received an envelope posted in Algiers and containing an
extract from a birth certificate, but not a word of explanation. | can
now guess who might have warned me in this way, 'm almost sure of
who he is; he has nothing against me, he must have suffered as much
as me, he couldn’t hide this thing from me, he was right....Iflcould, |
would hug him, | would kiss his feet and his head....At the time, it
took me a while to understand, and yet the father mentioned in the
certificate was me, it really was me, it was my name and my fore-
name...so | was the father of a little girl | knew nothing about. How
did I get her? I haven't been back to my house in Algeria, | haven't seen
my wife for two years. .. | suffered a heavy blow to the head.’

Coming back to this ‘trauma’, he said: “What do you expect? I no
longer believe in the “sleeper” [i.e. ‘in the theory of the sleeping
child’]. Perhaps that’s a pity. But only those who want to believe it
can believe it.’!
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Having been taken off production after ten or so years of activity,
X, who had worked in the same factory for fifteen years, was trans-
ferred to the cleaning department because of his medical history, even
though he had hoped that he would have been assigned to what he
calls ‘door duty’. The astonishing thing about X is his solitary behav-
iour. Even when he is in a group he says nothing The rare occasions
when he comes to life, when he seems to ‘acquire a new taste for life’
and engages with the thing we are talking about and with his own
modes of behaviour, or the rare occasions when he ‘comes back to
earth’, as he himself often puts it, occur when he is with a small group
of good friends who are very loyal to him and who he has been able to
turn into his accomplices. These are the men he knows to be so aware
of everything that they can understand him and share all his troubles
and misfortunes, without him having to say anything about himself
and without them having to say anything about it to him, He knows
that they all know, and he also knows that they know that he
knows that they know. Outside this small group of close friends, X
finds all environments hostile; and the work environment no less so
than any other. '

There is no denying that X is a melancholic who wallows in his
melancholia. This is the nostalgic reaction of someone who is at-
tached to an order that has been definitively and irremediably broken.
Although immigration is itself a rupture, or an initial rupture that will
be followed by many others, it does finally become ‘ordered’ and
gllows an order to be imposed on it. For disorder to appear, and for
it suddenly to reappear as something irreducible, a second rupture
must occur, either within or as a result of this first rupture, which was
col'lectively organized and ordered. The second rupture is individual,
as it represents disorder for an individual consciousness. An effective
illusion, or in other words an illusion that fails to recognize itself for
what it is (and this is the common condition of all immigrants),
cannot exist unless it is collectively sustained. The illusion and the
collusion go hand in hand. The order in question here implies a
relationship with the world and with others. The relationship with
the world is one of meticulousness, and X provides many examples of
a m.eticulousness that can become a mania. It can be seen in the
meticulous gestures which, when working on machines, can become
extremely dangerous. It can be seen in the meticulous way he arranges
his papers, and the way he looks at both the details of his life and his
re!atnons and, more generally, the ‘spectacle’ of the world. When he is
wnth.others, it takes the form of a desire to shut himself up within
the limits of a social world organized around clear and solid refer-
ences. Meticulousness and a hypertrophied conception of duty are
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symptomatic of the ‘non-division of opposites’ characteristic of anx«
iety. If one tendency becomes dominant, the result is a loss of equilib«
rium. Even, or especially, the most tightly knit groups of close friendy
and relations (the group made up of a spouse, children, parents,
brothers and sisters) are not enough to protect him from loneliness,
Loneliness is a total mortification of the being, and we can grasp only
its symptoms, namely the transformations of all rhythms, and even of
the most ordinary and day-to-day rhythms that structure social life
(meals, sleeping and waking, work and leisure, or annual holidays,
stays in France, trips home, etc.). Because they are experienced in
internal time, these transformations encourage introversion, a specific
tempo, and then result in a meticulous and suspicious introspection
and a preoccupation with finding fault everywhere and with every
living act and, above all, to detecting the original sin of immigration
itself. That is the essential sin that has given rise to all the others he
revels in listing. These minor, punctual sins are no more than so many
re-enactments of the original sin. An exclusion that is both self-
imposed and sought after, which is both painful and greatly appreci-
ated because of the comfort it brings, can give rise to the most fearful
monotony, to a hell covered by a shroud or what seems to be an
immobile blanket of sadness, anxiety and suffering. The decisive
factor lies in the feeling of guilt, in the obsession with a return to
the past. Paradoxically, it is in the particular case whc.:rc wor!< is
objectively called into question because it is immigration’s raison
d’étre and, in the last analysis, the ultimate reason for the mal and
the mal-étre experienced in immigration and for which immigration is
held responsible, that it tends to constitute itself as the central pivot of
an existence that has been torn asunder and undermined from within
(struggling with an internal contradiction) to such an extent that life
loses all meaning. In this case work tends to be identifiable and to be
totally identified with life because, in the restricted social situation
into which the ‘melancholic’ retreats, work forces him to live, rather
than simply allowing him to live. It therefore has a literally vital
function, a saving function or even a therapeutic function. Because
he has to go on living and must therefore go on struggling with all his
resources against the block, this stupefying stagnation becomes syn-
onymous with work because work is, in immigration, the only reason
for living. The feeling of guilt constantly endangers the entire order. It
is a threat to the doxic order he has established with himself and
others, and it can destabilize it. The break with this internal and
external order may reach such a level that it becomes intolerable.
The surrounding world — the physical world, and even more so the
social world (that is to say, others) — is then constituted from the point
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of view of, and in accordance with, the situation in which the person
who sees it in that way finds himself. The apparent detachment
affected by someone who appears to have seen it all before, the
‘spectator’ position he likes to adopt as he brackets out the world in
which he must evolve and live, the way he distances himself from the
‘century’ in which he is, like it or not, involved (and one cannot not
want to be involved) seem to represent the last stage or final stretch of
a journey at whose end there is no longer any possible ‘personal
choice’. There is no more credible alternative that might provide a
solution, and no way out of the impasse in which he is trapped. The
despair or, to be more accurate, the loss of hope that is cruelly experi-
enced at every moment, is a sort of ‘internal’ coming and going that
no one can resolve, a coming and going between what was possible
yesterday and is no longer possible today, between what was once no
more than possible and what has now become irrevocable.

So what is left? Only the breakdown of the ‘life perspective’, being
torn asunder, and self-destruction. Only the paradoxical situation of
the living dead or the already-dead living, as immigrants themselves
put it when they come close to a extreme situation that leads them to
the discovery of their ‘in-existence’ and their (social) inability to
situate themselves within a ‘perspective’ that might give a meaning
to their existence.? It is the desperate attempt to reconnect the threads
that existed before the rupture, to put the broken pieces back together
that supports life, sustains life and fills all of one’s life, in such a
way that this effort finally comes to be totally identified with life
and to constitute life to such an extent that the author of this attempt
eventually forgets that there is another way to live, and forgets
that life means living other than by striving to live. Necessity and
freedom!

The interview as analysis and self-analysis

"How did | find myself in this job? You mustn‘t think | was taken on
especially to do this job, to sweep and clean up the rubbish....You
tell me you're looking for shirkers [planqués), trying to understand
how someone becomes a shirker ~ and even if this is a cushy number
[planque] - and | wish it was - you need to know how much 1 paid for
it. | paid for it in blood, with my flesh [he prods himself to show how
thin he is, how much "flesh” he has lost at work], with my white
hair....A lot of people say: ““Ah, there's a shirker.”* if only they
knew. You think the same thing. Is there really such a thing as a
"cushy number” in this workplace, is there such a thing as a “cushy
number’ at work? No one asks that question....Yes, when you're
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working, you do try to grab a minute here, a minute there, you try to
cheat, to get something for nothing, as they-say. But personally | still
prefer to do like everyone else, like I did in the days when | was
working on the assembly line, rather than now that I'm alone,
walking the streets of the factory with my broom . o
“This job, | got it on doctor’s orders, after lots of examinations, after
consultations with the social security, with the company dc?ctors.. !
was on sick leave for a long time, | was classified by the disability
commission. | had to say no; | had to fight a big battle with the social
security, the management, the company docto'rs to get them to agree
to reclassify me....!f it was up to me, I'd have liked to be on the dpor,
| asked to be. But it seems you have to be able to pull more strings
than | can to get that ... )
‘Why did I like that? Because you could sit down all day, because
you could be in the warm, because you had no one [tmply!ng: no
boss] above or alongside you to keep an eye on you.... But ultimately
I'm not unhappy being here, having been given a broom rather than
being on the door, as | put it. In my job, I have the gqod luck to have
my broom for my only companion; the two of us are inseparable: me
and my broom. We know each other well now, we talk to eac_h other,
my broom witnesses everything that happens to me, everything | do,
everything | think. It's another me. | prefer its company to that of
anyone here; the broom has the great virtue of saying nothlpg, and
yet | do talk to it, | tell it everything. There’s nothing it doesn't l_<now
about me; it's another me. It is the most faithful man | know, it has
never betrayed me, never given away a secret, never moves from the
spot. | leave it there, and I'm sure of finding lt_ in the same place
whenever I need it, it doesn’t move an inch, even if it has to wait fora
year. No one could be more reliable, more faithful, more grateful
than my broom; we are great friends, my broom and me, we are
brothers [he kisses the handle of his broom, hugs it tc_anderly to him;
on several occasions X will speak of how he loves his tool and the
complicity he has established with it: this seems to be knpwn to‘all
those who know him, and they never fail to express their surprise,
never fail to laugh at the quite extraordinary, or at the very least
unexpected, relationship that exists between the w_o.rker and his tool.
His investment in it is much greater than is traditional or conven-
tional in the purely instrumental relationship a worker has with his
tools], we get on wonderfully.

"Ultimately, | don‘t regret not having been put on the door. | can
see that now; I'd have had lots of trouble, there’s lots of trouble
there. Whereas, here, with my broom - and a territory — I'm left
in peace. So much the better. Peace! Good riddance. What
trouble, you ask me? I'm not too sure, but | am sure that I’d have
had trouble. .

‘... I like being alone, | like working alone, alone as God is alone.
That's the reason why | ended up liking this job. And yet there's
nothing enviable about it. What can | say? Filth, working in filth,
sweeping and picking up other people’s filth. A piece of filth like any
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other, that's what you are! Besides, that's how they threw me here,
like a piece of rubbish!...But I‘'m not complaining, all the same. |
work at my own pace, alone, one step at a time. As soon as I've got
my overalls on, as soon as | have my broom in my hands, all my other
cares vanish, | leave them in the changing room. | don't talk to
anyone, and no one talks to me, hello, goodbye from time to time,
hello to this one or that one as they pass me. It's not often that | fall
in with one or two people | like. Like the person who is listening to
me now, like you I'm talking to now [this is a polite formulal, and
who | enjoy chatting to for a minute or two. Apart from little things
like that, | take no notice of anyone, and no one takes any notice of
me. | work at my own pace. If someone is nice to me, I'm friendly
towards him, | look up at him, when it's someone | don't want to see,
I look at my broom when he comes near me. It's true, | get more
pleasure out of looking at my broom than out of directing my gaze
towards him.. ..l work with my eyes on the ground, and no one is any
the wiser. Too bad. They say of me “’He’s unsociable”; yes, 1'd rather
be unsociable than force myself to smile: “"How are you, my friend,
how are you, brother, how are you, uncle!” Only an imbecile [e/bas-
sal’] would act like that. Having brothers and uncles all over the
place; turning the first man who comes along into your brother,
your father, your uncle; you really have to be no one, and have no
self-respect to make a spectacle of yourself like that. | don‘t like that,
I'm not made that way. God preserve me from that, and from every-
one who behaves like that. They have no sense of their own honour
and dignity.... They might think that | carry all the dishonour of the
world on my shoulders, all the infamies, all the villainy, because | am
a sweeper, but | prefer my broom to the lot of them, they're worth
less than my broom. In reality, they are the ones who bow down, who
crawl on their bellies, yes sir, no sir, it's a wonder they don‘t say **Sidi"
because they see Sidis everywhere, they need Sidis. The dishonour
and the humiliation are not in the broom 1 carry in my hands, but in
their souls. If I've reached the point of preferring my broom to their
work, to preferring this broom, which | dare not name in front of
anyone respectable, it's because | know they are despicable, that they
are not even worth looking at ...

‘There are days when | spend the whole day walking. It's very good
for me. When I’'m walking, I see nothing and hear nothing. | am alone
with myself, with what | have in my heart [meaning in his head]; | am
alone with my thoughts...! go through everything in my thoughts,
go through my whole life in my thoughts. 1 look at it closely, ! try to
remember everything, and it all comes back to me at certain
moments, in the slightest detail. The first day 1 left — | was only
eighteen, a kid, but a kid who had already lived through a lot
because he had suffered a lot, [a kid] older than his years - | can
still see it, the [first] day of my greatest misfortune. It is only after-
wards, a long times afterwards, when it is already too late, that you
realize these things. Everything stemmed from that; that first day was
the cause of everything that happened afterwards. All that comes
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back to me, everything, in the slightest detail. There are things that
can never be forgotten, all the things you would like to forget. So
when | am alone, | think about it all, | think everything over, |
examine it from every point of view. | try to understand; | try to
understand how things happen. Do the things that happen really
depend on me, or do they happen by themselves? They are written.
It's enough to make you spend your whole life trying to work out
who's responsible. ... | know there’s nothing that can be done about
it, that we cannot undo what has already been done, but despite
what they say, what has happened is not dead; it is still there inside
us, in our memory, in our present and what we are living through
now is no more than the sequel to what has happened. 5o prefer to
stay with my thoughts, that keeps me busy enough, | don't need to
look all around me so as to add things. On the contrary, looking all
around me dissolves everything inside my head...in any case | see
nothing and hear nothing. The only real things are those | have inside
me ...

‘Yes, of course, we all need someone, someone we can tell things
to, but it is rare to find that someone, that someone does not exist. So
why waste your time looking for them?...Yes, it is nice when you
have someone. As we say at home: the unique [solitary] man is
forbidden by law to have a house [i.e. a family]. No one can exist in
solitude. But we are never alone, there is always someone inside us.
And besides, me, I've always got my broom, my constant companion.
If you can’t find a companion you can say everything to, you may as
well stay at home; rather than meeting other people and, you never
know, experiencing the hostility and scorn of those others, it is better
to retreat into yourself, to look within yourself. That's where the real
remedy lies: in your own strength, in what you have in your heart
[that is, in one’s courage]. _

'... Rather than doing the same as everyone else, pretending to
forget until you do forget everything, personally, | prefer to remem-
ber everything, to keep everything in my mind.... That is the only
way | can reassure myself, that | can see clearly into myself, because |
try to find light where everyone else tries to find darkness.

"If only | could read my life the way you read a book! And yet, |
can't read. But, with a few brains [points with his index finger to his
temple), you can always connect the threads if you think about it
properly. That is why, ultimately, | am fine where | am, | have no
regrets, rather than being on the door and watching everyone pass in
front of me, people 1 like and people | don't like. Its as though you
were in the middle of the fair, it's a souk, a shop window, a spectacle.
You watch the spectacle, the spectacle of them coming in and the
spectacle of them going out. It's nothing to write home about....
And me in that hut, | make a spectacle of myself too, in my uniform
and my cap. | get to see everything [literally: everything comes to my
attention] like a guard, except that | have nothing to guard; there’s
nothing to guard, apart for being there in order to be seen...and to
see who goes in and who comes out. 1 don‘t know if you‘ve seen the
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guards, they never stop talking to each other -1 ask myself what they
talk about - and as soon as someone goes by, they never fail to call
out to them, as though they were happy to have someone to talk
to.... There's no difference between them and the concierge of a
block of flats.... 1 don’t want to be a concierge. So | prefer my broom
to the bunches of keys they have in their hands.

‘... Ohyes. Alot of people would like to have that job [as doorman},
and as it happens you have to have someone big pulling strings for you
to getit. They say you have to look good in the files down there, in the
offices. They even say that they have spies there; they trust them, they
ask them to keep an eye on everything, though you wouldn’t think,
they ask them to make reports. Besides, no one trusts them.

‘Let me tell you: France is a loose woman, like a whore. Without
you realizing it, she hangs around you, tries to seduce you until you
fall into her clutches, and then she sucks you, drains you of your
blood, gets you to do everything she wants and when she’s had
enough of you, she casts you aside like a worn-out old slipper, like
something that has no importance [literally: ‘'no meaning’]. She’s an
enchantress. How many men has she carried off? She has thousands
of ways of keeping you prisoner. Yes, it is a prison, a prison you can't
get out of, prison for life; it's a curse. Once you touch her, she grabs
you and carries you off completely, squeezes you, crushes you until
you can no longer stand up. She's had us all, she’s cunning. It's a lucky
man who does not know her, or who has been able to resist tempta-
tion! Even if you have to accept her [initial] poverty, because it's
poverty that forced us into the arms of this worthless woman! We
didn‘t really choose to come to France of our own accord.... True, no
one put us in chains to bring us here of necessity [under duress]....
Yes, it's true, | remember that: | waited impatiently for that day [the
day of his departure for France]; when you are eighteen, you have
your whole life ahead of you. You can see only one thing: the poverty
you are living in; what comes next doesn’t matter much, and in any
case it can't be any worse than what you have. It can only get better,
aqd for that you are ready to put up with any kind of poverty that

might get us out of the poverty we are in here. France or somewhere
else, | think I'd have gone with anyone who told me: “I'll take you
with me, right to the other side of the world”....To be honest, |
think that deep inside me, | was never completely fooled; | knew it was
no paradise, and | knew it couldn’t be paradise. We are not [socially]
made for paradise, there is no paradise for us, but we imagine it, we
just c_onvince ourselves. Or we fool ourselves —1 don’t think I'm the only
one in that position, no one is any different to me, but we just pre-
tend....No illusions, yes, | had no illusions. The reason why we were
fascinated by France was to do with money; when you haven’t a penny,
that's all you see: how to get money, what you have to go through
doesn’t matter much, the price you have to pay for it doesn’t matter
much. Ir) any case, you've no idea. As to the rest of it, you've no idea.
You'ye just got to look at all the other immigrants, even if they say
nothing. They only let you see the best side of things, and then,
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because everyone has their eyes on them, everyone wants to spoil
them, flatter them, their families make a fuss of them, everyone
around them, that's what you envy them for; they themselves fall for
it. They're flattered by it; that’s what gives them most pleasure wh_en
they come back home and they have the impression that that brief
moment of happiness makes up for everything they have endured for
the rest of the year. So, this is not the time fqr them to tell others
exactly what it's like, and it's best to keep q_met. But whfen th.ey're
among friends, a small group will say sometimes somethmg guffer-
ent....A story that we tell at home. This was before_: emigration to
France when people still went only to the Algiers region, to work on
the farms, potatoes, tomatoes. There was a father and his son. One
year, the father took his son with him to teach him a lesson. To show
him what it was like working for the colons. When they got there, they
bought a loaf of bread and shared it, and they took a melon. Strt_:ck
with wonder, the son asked his father if that was what they were going
to live on all the time. The father nodded, but was caref_ul not to :cell
him that they had got hold of the melon in secret, without being
authorized to pick it, and that they would probably never be author-
ized to do so. So the young son takes off his cap, throwsittothe grounfi
and cries out in joy: “Let the pays never return. Let me never see ',t,
again, provided I can go on living on white bread,’melon a.mfi grapes.
The story has become proverbial at home. That's how it is with all
emigrants: so long as they have enough to bu_y their pre§d [pain],
they don’t even think about their suffermgs.[pgme], their distress ...
‘Perhaps it's because | can’t stop myself thinking about all that that
| can never laugh like the rest of them, that | can never be as cheec_'ful
as they are, pretend like they do....But times cha_nge, and the situ-
ation has changed too, both back there and. here in France. | realize
that myself. When | try to think back to the first years when | came to
France, when | compare those times with the_: situation today, there
have been a lot of changes. In what? Everything. V(\jlork, the way you
i ey vou earn and the money you spend ... )
Iw'?'cgr‘r?eTg r\‘l/a)l,e):tciennes in the month of October 1953, 1 came w:th_a
group of relatives who were already in France. Tr}ey'd go back homein
the traditional way, in summer and autumn, during the good \{veather
and at ploughing time, a bit earlier or a bit later, and then they d,all go
back to France. They were all miners. And one year, when I'd got
together enough money to pay the boat fare, went wuth.my r?atemal
uncle. ...l knew nothing, I'd never seen a town in my life, l.d never
been on a train. It was one surprise after another. In V§lencuennes, |
went out only if there was someone with me. In the neighbourhood
where we all lived, it was all right, | wasn’t too lost. But my great fear
was the idea of going to work, of going to work alone and of coming
back and of being able to work, all by myself, wnthgut understanding
what people were saying to me, what they were asking me. How cogld
I work? All | wanted was to be lucky enough to meet, to work with
someone from home, or just an Arab, so that we could understand one
another. Working the same hours alongside a relative would have
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been ideal.... Unfortunately for me, there was none of that. No work
atall. They said that times were hard, that there was a crisis, unemploy-
ment everywhere. No luck: wherever | went when | came to France:
you are too weak [too young], we're not taking you on, you aren‘t
strong. And of course | was very skinny.

‘Once while we were doing the rounds of the building sites or
going from factory to factory - | was never alone, there were always
two or three of us, all unemployed like me, but they already knew
the country - that’s how we went looking for someone to take us on,
as we used to say, | came across a coal merchant. It was winter, a very
cold winter; | started work very early, at six in the morning, it was still
dark, | was cold, | didn‘t have many things to put on my back, |
humped sacks of coal: load the truck, unload it, carry the sacks
down into the cellar. It was exhausting, dirty, the marks of the coal
were still incrusted in my skin months and months after | left that job.
And finally, after working for three weeks, | asked him for an ad-
vance because | didn’t have a penny, not even enough to buy a
coffee, and when the customer we delivered the coal to did give us
a coin, the driver kept it all for himself and | didn't have the right to
anything. No advance, and no wages or almost nothing at the end of
the month, on the pretext that they gave me a meal at lunchtime. |
found out later that they hadn’t declared me to the social security. In
the meantime, | wanted to act like a grown up, like everyone else: |
had borrowed 3,000 [old] francs — it was an enormous sum at the time
- and immediately sent it to my parents. It was a way of saying: your
son is already in France and he’s sending you a postal order already! it
was the custom: as soon as you reached France, you borrowed
money; in any case, everyone offered you money to do that. Every-
one, that is to say those who had to do so. It's an obligation. Some-
one had obviously done the same for them when they came to
France. It's always like that, the situation is the same for all of us:
everyone knows...nothing is hidden.

‘So, after that winter of 1954, a relative who had come from the
East, from Longwy — we called it Germany, just as people say of us
that we are in Belgium — came to see us. He found me in this state -
unhappy, unemployed, living with this one and that one - everyone
was looking for work for me, but no one could find anything. | even
worked for some peasants. So, he offered to take me with him. He
boasted so much that he would find me work, that it was easy over
there, that no one was unemployed, that they made lots of money
over there, the earthly paradise in short, that | allowed myself to be
seduced; | was delighted and everyone was delighted for me. | felt
that | was beginning to be too much of a burden for everyone,
feeding me, housing me, trying to find work for me. That's fine for
a month, two months, three months, but after a reasonable length of
time it begins to grate. | was hearing people mutter that perhaps |
should go home; there was talk of clubbing together for me, of
collecting a bit of money to pay for the journey, to pay my debts —
the 3,000 francs and a bit more on top of that ~ and to take home a
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little money. The shame of it! Anything you like, but not that. Going
home at someone else’s expense, you only behave like that if a girl is
involved. A bad start to “my” life in France. What would people say?
When even the lowest of the low, hunchbacks, the lame, the club
foots, the idiots have come to France, worked, sent back money,
succeeded, how could | think | was any better than them, how
could | contemplate going back home with my tail between my
legs, with my head hanging low? What face would | havg to put on
before | could show myself in public? Never! So, | had nothing to lose,
let’s go to “Germany”’. All the more for me, and so much less for the
people in Valenciennes. ) -

‘When we got there, there was nothing of what he had promised.
It was disastrous. Worse housing, worse food, no one | knew, no one
from home. Total darkness. He was in reality unempioyed himself
and lived by sponging off others, but he was used to that. | lasted
three weeks, | said goodbye to him at the end of that short stay. He
didn"t try to stop me. So it was back to Valenciennes again. It was hlfe
going back home, almost the same. All the more so in that, _whulst I'd
been taken to Longwy, there wasnoone to take meto Valencneqnes, to
take me back there, or to invite me to go back to Valenqenne§.
Should | warn them, let them know | was going back to Valenci-
ennes? Who? I'd already been living in France for five or six months,
| was beginning to get by a bit, to be less frightened, to be able to
venture out. So | said to myself: you’d better move to another area,
go and try somewhere else. One fine day, | left Longwy and found
myself in the Haute-Marne, in Saint-Dizier, to be precise. When | got
to Saint-Dizier, | eventually found some people from home, or from
nearby. Fortunately, they were well disposed towards me, one of
them was kind enough to take care of me: he got me taken on. To
do what? Unloading trucks of coal, like railway trucks; two a day and
get on with it: one in the morning and one in the afternoon, and you
had to finish them. In all weathers and at all hours. | lasted from '54
to ‘56. Two trucks each, until they were empty, with a shovel, lt’_s a
steel plant, it was in a forge, Les Forges de Haute-Marne. And wire,
wheels for barrows and lots of other things came out of that forqe.
There was also a furnace, what they call an open-heartl'] furnqce; n?s
hot breath pushes you back there, back over there [points with his
hand]. It runs on coal and, so, coal was needed, two whole trucks,
one after the other; two people here, two people there; two here,
two there, and so on down the line. It was too hard.

‘In this coal business, the first job | had in my life — that was “my"’
France and | began just as | had to. | began on my first day, 16 August
1954, | remember it as though it were yesterday. | lasted from '54 to
'56, I'd had enough of that job. But those that followed were no
better. In terms of work, I've always moved from one hell to the next.
Do | have less luck, or is it the same for everyone? For me, work has
always meant moving from one hell to another.

‘... | changed and got a different job in a foundry: | was working
with acid, that acid used for cleaning metals and other things. A drop
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of acid spills on to your trousers or some other piece of clothing, and
it tears immediately. And we were breathing in that smell....t's the
same thing, all jobs are the same, none of them is better than any
other. Always hard work. Not only hard, but dangerous too; nothing
but poison. Ever since | came to France, never a job in which I've
found a little pity, from first to last, nothing but hard jobs; and not
only hard, they can cost you your life. “They hover over your head,”
until they get your head: an accident, or a drop of poison that gently
seeps into you every day and, without you realizing it, digs your
tomb. Hard, dangerous jobs, that’s all there is.

‘After that second job - didn‘t stay in that job for very long - it was
the same thing all over again. A curse on the devil! I've never had any
luck with work. Some people, when they’ve finished their day’'s work,
you'd think they’d just woken up to look at them; but me, I've always
moved from one hell to the next. Again, 1 had a distant relative, there
in Saint-Dizier, or a friend, rather: he was working in a different
factory. He saw fit to take me away from there and get me into that
other factory where he worked. That was to get me lighter work,
because | was still too young, | didn’t have the strength of a grown
man. He was sorry for me. But in reality, it was just the same, the same
martyrdom: like the first job, like the second, like the third, and like
the others that followed. We did galvanization, we worked on wire,
barbed wire. Me, my job, | was a galvanizer. | put the reels on to the
drum (dévidoir: dividouar) and reeled it out (dévidais: dividigh) like
this: | pulled the end of the reel; this is the lead bath, the wire goes
through it, and this is the bath of acid. When the wire comes out of the
bath of lead, it goes into the acid to be cleaned. Then the bath again,
then the drier and finally the zinc bath. The wire goes all shiny...the
wire becomes completely white. Here, you have the drums that turn.
Drums weighing 120 kilos, 100 kilos, 80 kilos, it all depends on the order
book: the lightest are 70 or 60 kilos. That's what you do the turning
with. So by the time you've dipped the end of the wire into the bath of
lead, the vapour gets you, first the lead, than you move on to the acid
and thenthere’ssmoke, then it gets all hot - It'sincredible! and the salt
bath, then thedryer, the bath of zincand, finally the wholereel. And we
were competing with other workers, most of them French. We compete
to see who can produce the most tonnage, because we work in shifts.
We are paid by the month, but there’s a bonus on the tonnage. There
are three shifts. When we get here, the first thing we do is look at chart
1, shift 1, the first shift that works from 4 am to 12, that makes so many
tons. Competition! Our shiftstarts at 12 and finishes at 8in the evening.
There are six of us; everyone has his own job; one keeps an eye on the
reel, another on the baths, the third manis here; two men bring the raw
materials. That makes five workers in all, and there is often one more;
he’s the sweeper, and he picks up the waste. I've seen an accident. God
preserve us.

‘Inthe end, | stayed in Saint-Dizier until the month of July ‘56, almost
until July ‘56 died...| was tired of the Haute-Marne. | knew that it
would always be the same so long as | stayed in the area: hard work
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and poor wages. What else is there there? iron and nothing but iron,
steel-making, that's all there is: you leave one factory for another, one
foundry for another.. ..l was an 0S1; it was only when | was working
on the coal, in my first job, that I was a general labourer ...

/| left the Haute-Marne and went “home’’ to Roubaix. | could go
back to Valenciennes now, because | was a worker like any other, |
was already an old hand. And like everyone else, | went down the pit,
to work at the coalface. | found it was true, what they said about the
pit at the time, what | had always heard people say: "'as much money
comes out of the pit as coal”...Yes, it has to be said that in our
village, in our region, the pit went back a long way: men from my
village began to work in the pit as early as 1930 or before. | knew
about it even before | came to France. In our village, amongst our-
selves, we talked about nothing else. Even those who have never
been to France, who know nothing about either France or the pit
never stop talking about the pit, they have all the time in the world
for that.... What did they say? This was the time when miners were
practically on piecework. It was a question of who could cut the most
coal. And they would say: "'You know, they say that so and so does so
much a day, and earns so much a day.” And someone would reply:
“No, no. There’s better than him, so and so gets more than him.” And
then there were three or four men everyone talked about. Young,
strong, hard workers, very thrifty, they sent back lots of money. They
were the stars. Everyone wanted to be like them.

‘| stayed at the pit for two years, just over two years....And in the
Nord in 1958, with the Algerian war, there was too much trouble. The
police, the “brothers”.” | had to get away....And yet, there was
more to it than the nasty moments of the Algerian war; this was
the best period of my life in France. We were amongst relatives, we
stuck together, work was going very well, and we were amongst
relatives, amongst friends. It was like when we all worked together
in the village: the same jobs at the same period for everyone. |
worked a lot there, and so did everyone else. Work was the only
thing that mattered ... We worked like slaves, we'd have worked day
and night; we would count and recount our money. | worked till |
was sick of it, till I'd had my fill of it; | flung myself into my work. Till
that’s all there was, me and my work, | worked till | was blind, until
work was all | could see. | plunged into my work — work and me, it
was all one; when | could, | would work Sundays too. Work was like a
drug, and when | did stop, | realized that | was drugged, drunk on
work....What can | say? | had come to work, that's why | was there,
so | drowned in work... it has to be said that we were young in those
days; | was strong: thirsty for work and money, it was a question of
who could do most work and send most money home ...

‘I was at peace ~ despite the war, despite everything we heard
about our country, despite the fact that we could not go home, or
not as often as we would have liked. At the time, things were clear,
everything was clear. Home was back there; we were here only
because we had to work, to make money for home, apart from that
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concern, nothing existed and nothing could destroy the concern we
felt for our country. It was much greater than now - and yet we were
in the middle of a war, we saw people being arrested every day, every
evening, each of us was waiting for his turn, for the moment when he
would be arrested.... Yes, it was clear, luminous; even the mine, the
darkness of the mine was light compared with the disorder, the fog,
the darkness [which also means error] of the present situation....
Light, even though it was dark in two senses, three senses: the night
of exile [elghorba]; the "underground” night, the night of the
bowels of the earth; and often working by night, as there was the
night shift too. That's the way it is: "“the dark’" is found in hearts, they
say that's where it takes shape; when the heart is limpid, “clean’
[meaning serene], when it shines with light, then the darkness “out-
side” is light too.

‘Despite all the difficulties, the best period of my stay in France
was, perhaps, the time | spent in the Nord. Morale was still good at
that time. We were like the fingers of one hand; it was thanks to that
that we could last out, we held out, we supported each other. There
were up to sixteen of us living in one room.... Meat...meat, we ate
it once a week. We didn’t have steak every day, like we do now. It
was only once a week that we knew what meat was, if we were lucky!
Wednesday was market day: one of us would go to get some meat,
and it wasn’t as though someone and others didn’t get some meat in,
because two, three, sometimes four comrades agreed to share their
food and eat together to share the cost. In any case, no one cooked
just for himself: everyone had an arrangement with someone else,
and they reached an agreement about when to eat. We were well
organized in that respect, and we all got on well together.... And
yet we weren't all from the same village, or even the same pays: two
of us were {originally] from what was then called Affreville - it's a
long way, you know - two from Michelet, and I'm from Sétif. That
was the best period | spent in France, and yet, how much were we
earning in those days? 8,000, 9,000 a fortnight, the best of them
made up to 30, 28 per month. That's all.

‘But for other reasons, the problems with the war, | had to leave it
all behind, leave the mine, leave the Nord, and | went to Paris. And
I've been in Paris ever since, all the time I've been [in France], during
all the troubles, and I've never been home. So, between ‘58 and ‘60, |
started again, here in Paris. When | came to Paris, | was unemployed
for nine months, nine months of unemployment.

‘Then | got a job making mattresses. No, it was a real job and not
just a cover....in a mattress-maker's. | was a quilter. It was a very
smal! place, but we worked very hard in those days. Oh yes. We were
on piecework, and we did make a living, that's true. At that time, we
were making up to 70 or 80,000 - that was with overtime of course:
70—§0,000 was a lot of money in those days, but we were working up
to sixty-four hours a week. The press alone, when you have to put a

mattress in the press and pull down on it, you have up to 200 kilos,
the press and the frame, to get the mattress in position. And on top
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of that you have to work fast at stitching the buttons on. It was hard,
but there was no comparison with the work I’d been doing in Haute-
Marne. | don’t think there is anything more unpleasant than working
in front of fire. Compared with that, the pit is a complete rest. But
being in front of fire, a fire burning at 1,700 degrees, or even fire that
runs — acid - that's hellish. )

' .. There are often accidents in steel-making, with acid. And, God
preserve us, they are not minor accidents; you lose your life, or part of
you, a limb. A falling tool is enormous, Ilke. a mastc_:don. And it's
always molten: the pig iron, it looks like a river of fu_'e. As for the
acid, take care, you have to approach it with caution, and you
mustn’t stumble. I've seen terrible accidents happen like that. When
| was working with barbed wire, there was a worker, poor guy, who
got caught by the spool. He was screaming like an eagle. For?unatel'y
for him, as the spool revolved, it only caught his apron,'and it tore it
off him and carried it away. If it hadn’t been the apron, it would have
taken his head off. His apron was torn and carried away by the spool,
and he was thrown out on the other side. )

‘Another workman — we were on the same sljift ~ climbed up on
top of the bath to push the wire in with a desca!mg lance. He lost his
balance and fell into the zinc, he was plunged ln.to that bath-there.
His whole foot went in. Fourteen months in hospital befo’re his foot
got better, poor guy. The bone was all that was left, he'd been so
badly burned — best not talk about it. o

‘Someone else — he worked with me too ~five fingers, three on the
left hand and two on the right hand. All his fingerswent into thespool.
While it was revolving, he tried to adjust tt}e spool by hand, to make
sure that it would revolve smoothly, that it_ didn’t becc?me t.angled, that
it was properly wound. He tried to tap like that, with h.IS hapd. The
spool trapped his fingers, he tried to pu]l them away ywth. his other
hand, and it sliced off two more fingers; in all, he_ lost. flvg fmqers. He
didn’t understand the machinery, he tried to adjust.lt with h|§ hand
while it was moving. You don’t touch machinery with your fingers.
That worker is from where | come from, he'sin Algle.rs now. He told me
he’d never come back [to France]; he told me “I'm going to try atall cost
not to come back to France.” So, he has a pension too.... l:le went back
towork herein France, hisfingershad healed in the meantime, no, t'hey
cut them off. He's disabled. There were lots of accidents on that job.
Anyone who worked there [in Saint-Dizier] and came back safe and
sound is a happy man before the Eternal, because acaden.ts were
common enough. Not a week went by without someone carried out;
you never know when an accident might happen.

’... Yes, we really ought to get back to my present job. Between all
these jobs and the job I'm doing today, there was a long gap. In ]960,
the inevitable happened. | was arrested, an_d they foum_i a ,Iust' of
people at my place, of all the people who paid dues. Luckily, I'd just
handed over the money | had; a few hours earlier, and they'd have
found millions on me. They took me away. | don‘t talk about that. A
few weeks in prison, in the forest at Noisy-le-Sec — a camp. Just over a
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year. They transferred me to Algeria, to Béne; and while | was there
the ceasefire came, and | was released in Algeria. | stayed in Algeria
for a while, in my village, like everyone else at that time, tried my luck
in Algiers. | could get by as well as anyone else, find housing like
anyone else; finding a place was still easy in those days, with all the
apartments that had been left empty. But when you've got used to
something steady, you can't adjust to a situation like that ...

'‘Obviously, | got married, and that may have been the most stupid
thing 1 did in my life. But what do you expect? When you go back
home, get back to the house, what else do you expect me to do? And
then, | was already 30, and | was old to be getting married. It's true
that | left the village young and before 1 was married, lots of young
men of my age, 18, 19, had been married off before they were
aliowed to go to France.... Yes, it was a way of keeping them at
home. It's true. in any case, none of them spent ten years in France
without going back home, as | did. For me, France was ten years at a
stretch, from beginning to end. And that leaves its mark, you're not
like the rest. So | married, hung around for a while longer and, finally
set off for France again. And in November 1963, there | was in France.
This time, | went straight to Paris. | worked here and there, doing this
and that, in a metal polisher’s in the eleventh arrondissement, and
even in a hospital, the Pitié-Salpétriére hospital.

‘During all this time, | was married, | began to have children, so |
had to go back home regularly, but | went back only for the duration
of my annual holidays. .. one month a year, no more than that, or an
extra week at most. Even so, | can’t say | went back every year, it
would be truer to say every other year. ... have no reason to go back
now, there’s no longer anything for me to do there. It doesn't inter-
est me. Everything has changed, here and back there. Things no
longer have the same meaning. You no longer know why you are
here in France, what purpose you serve. There is no more order, the
order that used to exist when things may have been difficult, but
when they had a meaning. All that has changed now, I've lost my
taste for it, | get no pleasure out of going back, even for the holidays,
or out of staying here - but I'm here and | have to stay here. | didn't
have a choice.... My children are with my mother, | have a girl and
two boys.... Because their mother left, | got a divorce.... Better to
divorce. When your wife is over there and you are over here, there is
no man and wife, so it's better to give her back her freedom. What
does it mean to have a wife when you are always away, a wife whose
husband is never there? I've been through it, | know what it's like,
and that's enough for me. It's what we call, in our country, a man
who is forbidden to have a house, whom the law forbids from having
a house. So it’s best not to try to have a house, a wife. She is a widow
even though her husband is still alive. You have to be mad, crazy to
accept such a thing. | wish 1’d never done it.

‘Bring my wife? Never. Never! Impossible! | don’t envy the situation
of men who are here with their families one little bit.... Yes, so it
would seem; as you say, it's the only way - if you don't want to
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separate, to divide the family; on the one hand, the husband whoisin
France, all by himself; and the wife and children on the other side. But
when you think about it properly, it means getting your wife and
children into the same mess as you, and that’s even more serious for
them than for the men who left to work on their behalf. No man in my
family has ever done that. But, to tell you the truth, if you have to look
at all the cousins, there’s no shortage of men who have done it. On my
mother’s side, there are three families in Paris alone. What's their
situation like? | can‘t tell you anything about that, we don’t see each
other often. One of them wasn't well for a while: they were seven or
eight of then, what with his wife and all their children, and they were
living in a one-roomed flat with a kitchen — they’ve not been in France
for very long; they came in 1971 or 1972. Besides, all three of them
work in the hospital and all three of them have children here. One has
bought an apartment in lvry: two rooms and a kitchen, with his three
kids; the other is in a council flat in Champigny ...

‘And they are all people who still cling to our old habits, who still
live in accordance with the traditions. The women, for instance, never
go out except with them [their husbands]; never, unless they are
accompanied, and only then to go to the doctor or for something
that is worth it that is necessary. Not for fun [ablagui, from blaguer:
‘to joke’]. At home, there’s no doubt about it, it's Arabic that is
spoken as a matter of course; of course they speak Arabic amongst
themselves [the adults, parents] and even when they are talking to
the children, to the kids, they can't stop themselves...especially
when they are talking to each other, they can’t stop themselves, so

it's French that loses out.
*Yes, the idea [of bringing his wife and children to France] did cross

my mind, of course it did. Like everyone else, come to that, there's no
one who hasn’t dreamed of doing that at one time or another. But
there are those who resist, who refuse to accept that, and those who
give in. The idea did cross my mind at one point, it's true; there’s no
denying it. | thought of bringing them for one good reason: at that
time, there was no school in the village for the children, so it was to
send them to school. | had a son, who was older, and a younger girl.
And | did bring the older boy with me, he went to school here in
France.... He's finished his military service, and | think he’s working
for a national company, works in trade. ... I'm counting on him a bit
more to look after his grandparents; he’s taken my place. It's fine for
us men, and for him it started a long time ago now: that's our lot. But
your wife, our unhappy wives here; if you bring your wife here, what
are you bringing her to? A house that’s worth it? Happiness here?
Where is it? Whilst she might gain something by coming here - better
food, better clothes, better health care - she’d pay a high price for it,
very high, she would lose her freedom. it would only make her
unhappy, lonely; she would be imprisoned in one room, dirty, dark,
damp. That's all there is for her. She would long for the sun, the sky;
she would miss the sky. | really have no regrets. God knows what he is
doing, he acted for the best ...
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‘... I'd rather they [his children] were backward, if they have to be,
but they should stay at home. | know: a man who has no education is
a dead man. And that is increasingly the case; the higher up you go,
the truer it is. A man who has no education is a poor wretch who
cannot do anything. He's a statue, a figurehead [or an image]. You
can see that everywhere; you can still see it today, in anything and
everything, at every moment, even here at Renault. Between you and
me, all those people like me who are OS will remain OS. And the
others who have an education, diplomas, who have learned a trade,
they're immediately promoted over your head, he becomes your
boss. That's education for you ...

‘The idea did cross my mind at one point, but | very quickly put it
out of my mind. Besides, events didn't leave me the time. | only
b!'ought the eldest, the big lad with me, and 1 stayed in Paris. | kept
him with me. He stayed here for two years. That was in the twentieth
arrondissement. Finally, he ended up in a school for accountants, in
the commercial branch, he studied accountancy....Only the eldest,
and what's more, he went back in good time. When | see all the
children [of immigrant Algerian families] here, when | see what's
become of them, they're always hanging around, they're good for
nothing, you don’t know what they are ~ they’re not French, even the
lowest of the French are head and shoulders above them, they don't
have the means; they’re not Algerian, so they have nothing in
common with their parents; you don’t know who to blame: is it the
fault of the children? Is it the fault of the parents? But it definitely
was a mistake to bring those families over here, rather than leaving
them back there.... And then there’s a lot of other things too.

Frankly, we have to take a lot of the blame; we all have our faults
too. What do you expect? All those who come back from over there,
it's a complete disaster. They've not a good word to say about the
country; they complain about everything. They make heaven fall to
earth. What do young people from here think about it? They don‘t
know anything about it. it's not their fault. If the country wants to
please them it has to be better than here. So right from the start, they
leave with a bad impression. And someone who is not used to being
back there can't enjoy themselves, that's true enough. The parents
don’t do anything, they explain nothing to them, they don't prepare
them, don't talk to them about their country. | know so many chil-
dren of emigrants who are ashamed of their country. When they go
there once every ten years, what do they have to say about it? “We
don't like eating Algerian food - it's hot - you fall ill there.” That's
when t’hey are young; as for the older ones: ““there are no cinemas,
no cafés, no dances, you can‘t have any fun.” The outcome of all that
is that it's scarcely good enough for a holiday. And if they could, they
wogld stay behind in France and let their parents go to Algeria on
t_helr own. And that is what happens in most cases; when they are

!lttle, they choose summer camp; when they're older, they stay alone

in France. Girls and boys alike.... If you listen to them, you notice

that they talk about their country in the same way that the French
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do: "I eat Algerian food...” — they don’t know the word for Coys.
cous, and galette has become “Algerian bread”. They say: “l cany
speak Algerian”, which means that they can't spe:ak Arabic. Frg
that point of view, | think we can write off the children who weg
born here. We don’t know what they are. You can’? understar,
anything of it. You can't regard them as either Roumis [French.] or
Algerian. That's the impasse, the uncertainty. if you take all that iny,
consideration, we'd do better to leave them at home, where they',
like everyone else around them. _ -

/Is that the real reason, you ask me? Yes and no!...Itisand itisn' |
said all that because it does relate to the question you asked me, Iy
our conversation that led me to say all that [literally: it was t.he worgs
that brought that). But there is something of thatin my 51ec15|on; there
is that, but there’s also something else, lots of other things.... Inan
case, there's no point because I'm on my own now, I no longer ha:ve a
wife; I've had a divorce. So the problem doesn’t arise. We couldn't gq
on together; that's something that should be knowr_1, that everyone
should know; she was back there in Algeria, in our vullagc_a, and | wyg
here in France; the woman stays at home and the man lives here i
France. That can’t go on forever. One day, you have to choosg. Here or
there? And the question has to be answered. Here and there inturn, 5
lot of time here and a little time back there, that's no answer.

It was not until much later, and only after many conversations, some
with the interviewee at his place of work and, more sggmﬁcantly away
from work, and others, through his intermediary, with the very close
group of his closest relations and, above all, the two or .three people
who were most attached to him, who take great care of him and show
him every consideration because of his extremely fragile state of
health — his mental rather than his physical health — that the admis-
sion finally came. His confidants who, with great delicacy and'dlScre-
tion, had warned me of the ‘misfortune’ that had befallen him a.nd
which was certainly at the origins of the mental problems for which
he was being treated. S
Some of the interviewee’s silences, some of his disillusioned
remarks, which were fairly elliptic or rather allusive but always very
suggestive, could obviously not be undersFood, or Fou}d not become
meaningful unless one was aware of the ‘madmnssn_ble , unspeakable
dimension of the interviewee’s life: his marital relations. . .
Listening to the most intimate confidences of an interviewee is
always an emotional business, here more so than in other circum-
stances. They are a mark of the extreme trust he event.ua‘lly places in
the interviewer, who is always asking questions, who is interested in
everything, who is always poking into everyone’s past and present,
into both their manifest and obvious modes of behaviour, and the
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explanations for those modes of behaviour and their ultimate finality,
which are all secret or latent. This ‘intruder’ claims to know more
about the truth of his subjects than the subjects who bear it within
them, act upon it and implement it. When his work of observation
and external analysis has been done, he always intervenes after the
event, and claims to be telling the truth to the very authors of that
truth. One cannot but surrender to the sort of fascination and seduc-
tion that seeing the interviewee making such a constant effort has for
any lucid observer. One can see it in the way he behaves and in every
word he says; he is constantly, tragically, trying to keep his self-
control, and displays an astonishing lucidity for someone who simply
needs, in the most banal and commonplace of senses, to sustain all the
illusions that help to justify his present situation, or in other words all
the illusions needed to conceal the truth about his situation.

Anyone who has long been familiar with or, to be more accurate,
who has had much practical experience of what one might call ‘cultural
contacts’, especially when they occupy the dominant position within
those contacts, tends to take an astonishingly critical look at both their
own behaviour and the behaviour of others (from whom they are
separated in every respect and by everything), and therefore to adopt
a deeply reflexive attitude. The type of experience of the social world
that is born of astonishment and ‘disconcertment’ seems to reproduce
in its own way the very attitude that lay at the origin of the ethnological
tradition and that seems to have taught professional ethnologists the
essential value of their discipline: cultural relativism. This socially
constituted mental disposition inevitably leads to a practical under-
standing (an understanding that implies practice) of the intentions that
lie behind the sociologist’s questions and which are also objectively
contained within the object under discussion. Because it is also, in part,
a socio-analysis, any real sociological undertaking implies an element
of ‘self-analysis’. Although it is not always under proper control, is a
‘wild” analysis and a totally personal undertaking, this self-analysis,
which is also a response to the constraints imposed by certain particu-
lar situations, is very similar to the socio-analysis that sociology under-
takes in order to understand those particular situations. The product
of the sociological analysis thus becomes the instrument of a socio-
analysis, provided that we restore the interviewee’s ability to reap-
propriate the schemata used to perceive and evaluate the social and
political world — and it is precisely the lack of that ability that explains
the truly social and moral poverty of a whole social class. Provided that
it also fulfils its liberating function, sociology has not failed in its duty
because, in doing so, it does not just rob the interviewee of his dis-
course, or in other words of part of himself.
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It is impossible to say who is in debt to whom. Is it the person y,
confides in some confidant a secret that is too burdensome, too deeply
rooted in the social and psychic structure of the personality, a Secper
that is literally incorporated, made flesh, but which still has, despite
that, a relative autonomy that allows it be objectified? Or is it yp,e
person who receives the confidence? As the interviewee himself py, it
‘the first stranger in whom he (unfortunately) confided his misforqme;
— a misfortune he cannot name or make public’ - could not bug pe
frightened at having to bear the weight of the secret with which p,
had been entrusted and at having to take on the obligations that reg;
from it, starting with the most important of all: the obligation not ¢,
betray anything of the sacred message. It is ‘sacred’ in the strongeg
sense of the term; first, in the sense in which speech is somethjpg
‘sacred’, especially when it tells a secret, or ‘speaks of what should
be talked about’ but also in the sense that we are dealing here with the
world of the sacred par excellence, with the world of the hargy,
which, as the logic of honour has it, belongs to the realm of the
‘forbidden’ and the cherished, of the precious, of what is forbidden
because it is precious, and precious because it is forbidden.”

If there is one thing that can permit and encourage one to Use 3
discourse that has been recorded — obviously, in complete confidence
(in other words, forgetting the interviewer—interviewee relationship,
which is no doubt a precondition for trust, but also, and quite defip-
itely, an effect of the trust that has been established) — it is the sort of
relief, the highly visible but ephemeral joy, that follows the decisive
moment when the most painful words — the words that are the most
difficult to say — have been spoken. It was, as the interviewee and one
of his witnesses admitted, ‘like a veil being removed’. The confession
— and it is a confession rather than a confidence — seems to provide
greater freedom, to bring about a liberation, like a fragment snatched
out of ‘non-existence’, and therefore a new piece of freedom: a small
space, a brief encounter, an intermittent relationship, a few moments
of chat during which and thanks to which one can exist. This is, of
course, a partial existence, but it is also an existence that is socially
sanctioned. The discourse that has been recorded was not only spoken
in compete confidence, or even with great affection (or, as one would
like to say, and as the interviewee and those close to him — without
whom it would have been impossible to get him to say anything more
than he usually said — did say to me, ‘fraternally’). It is also imbued
with a profound sincerity and an undeniable authenticity. It is all the
more sincere and authentic in that everyone concerned — the inter-
viewee and his friends, and the interviewer — more than once forgot
the ultimate purpose of the operation, which is, on the one hand, to
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produce upon demand a certain discourse about themselves, and, on
the other, to record that discourse for analytic purposes. This shared
‘forgetting’, which can be seen as the precondition for the authenticity
of the discourse, can also be rightly regarded as the product of the
trust without which there can be no fruitful relationship between
interviewer and interviewee. Produced for its own sake and being an
end in itself, the language of truth that one can speak about oneself is
also, of necessity, a language in which one can communicate with
oneself, and provide information about oneself, as well as (or rather
than) a language for communicating with the other and providing
information for others.



8
The Immigrant: ‘OS for Life’

A consideration of ‘the twofold condition of the immigrant worker
and the OS’,! or in other words of the relationship between the two
and the mutual effects of one upon the other is, in my view, an
indispensable preliminary to any understanding of both the function
of immigration, the situation of the immigrant worker (his social
status, his relationship with his work) and the description of the
OS (which is social rather than technical). The Renault factory in
Billancourt provides the best opportunity and the most appropriate
terrain, in more senses than one, for grasping the almost systematic
conjunction of the immigrant condition and the OS condition.?

A system of determinate relations

Like colonization, which, as Sartre once remarked, formed a system,
immigration constitutes a system of ‘determinate relations that are
necessary and independent of the will of individuals’. That system
organizes all the relations and all the representations of the social
world in which the individual is obliged to live (as a result of,
respectively, colonization and immigration). If we ignore this, that
is, the system-effect, we surreptitiously erase that which creates the
objective truth of the immigrant’s situation.

The characteristics that establish immigration as a system include,
first and foremost, the relations of domination that prevail at the
international level. The sort of bipolarity characteristic of the contem-
porary world, which is divided into two unequal geopolitical ensem-
bles — a rich, developed world, or a world of immigration, and a poor
‘underdeveloped’ world, or a world of emigration (either real, or

e ol
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merely potential) — can be regarded as the precondition that generates
the migratory phenomenon. What is more important, it generates the
form currently taken by immigration — which is the only true immi-
gration (socially speaking) —i.e. immigration from all the countries or
even continents that are grouped together under the rubric ‘the third
world’. The balance of power that lies at the origin of immigration is
retranslated into effects that are projected on to the modalities of the
immigrants’ presence, on to the place they are assigned, on to the
status that is conferred upon them, and on to the position (or, to be
more accurate, the different positions) they occupy in the society that
counts them as its de facto (if not de jure) inhabitants. Being the
product of a twofold evolution that is simultaneously at work in
international relations and in their effects in those areas where immi-
gration occurs, immigration has finally acquired an intrinsic logic,
secreted its working and reproductive principles and, ultimately, real-
ized the preconditions for its relative autonomy, or at least the auton-
omy granted it within the space and the limits assigned to it. For all
these reasons and assuming that we refuse to adopt a purely historical
stance, the best way to characterize immigration is to regard it as a
social form that has finally been imposed upon all. It has been forced,
first, imperatively and practically on all those who are subjected to it
and above all on those immigrants who rely, for everything they do
and for all their representations in the social world, upon the system-
effect characteristic of their present situation. Second, it has also been
forcefi upon the society of immigration, but this time theoretically and
in quite a speculative manner, and upon all those who are in a position
to observe it or who wish to begin to study it.

The most visible manifestation of the systematic nature of immi-
gration, or the manifestation that has the most implications and that
is rlchest in meaning is, of course, the almost total identification of the
immigrant condition with the position of the OS (which is supposedly
a purely technical description). The relationship between the terms or,
more accurately, categorizations ‘immigrant OS’ and ‘OS immigrant’
seems to extend beyond the present conjuncture, in which the vast
majority of OS in the industry are recruited from amongst immigrants
workers and, more significantly still, in which the vast majority of
wage-earning immigrants are OS. The similarity that exists between
the two conditions ~ the immigrant condition and the condition of the
OS ~ certainly does not require any empirical confirmation. It is, in a
way, independent of any experience we may have of it and extends
beyond that experience, rather as though ‘any wage-earning immi-
grant worker were by definition an OS’, regardless of whether he is or
is not technically an OS, and as though, correlatively, ‘any OS were
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necessarily an immigrant worker’. To put it another way and, peny
haps, in more sociological terms, the immigrant condition provides y
description of the work that is done by the immigrant worker o,
which, truth to tell, devolves upon him. The definition of the OS iy
now no longer the strictly technical definition that it appears to be,
and that is used within the taxonomy of technical qualifications; it is,
rather and at bottom, a social definition.

The immigrant worker constitutes the ideal figure of the OS, much
more so than other categories that can still supply OS (or theiy
equivalents): the latest migrants from the rural world to the industria]
world, or the newest recruits (who as a general rule are women) from
the unskilled labour market. Objectively inseparable, the descriptiony
‘immigrant’ and ‘OS’ merge completely — not only, to some extent, in
material reality, but also in the individual consciousness of both
immigrants, who are those most closely concerned, and observers.?
Indeed, the way that the immigrant category and the OS category tend
to be so confused is no more than the product of pure subjectivity or,
more accurately, intersubjectivity, because it provides the basis for an
objective agreement and because that agreement is not the result of
some prior agreement but of shared social conditions. Its nature is
such that it can transform a widely shared subjective relationship into
an objective given.

Current developments in the social division of labour between a
‘national’ work force and an immigrant work force, combined with
the technological developments which help to further concentrate
immigrant workers into certain activities (working on the assembly
lines, or what remains of them, in the car industry; public buildings
and works, etc.) and into the least skilled categories (such as OS or
production agents, to use the new terminology and, more generally,
all those who used to be described as labourers),* appear to mean that
the immigrant condition and the OS condition tend to overlap, to
reinforce one another, and to take the specific characteristics of both
to extremes. That a combination of the two conditions can actually
come about, at a given moment, in a given place or a given type of
society and, within that society, in a given type of activity, can only
confirm in the practical mode and in an almost experimental manner,
the identification that our analysis allows us to establish between
immigrant workers and the OS. At the same time, it ensures that
this identification is experienced more intensely and in more concrete

ways. This conjunction appears to have been realized in the motor
construction industry, which is one of the biggest employers of OS
(and immigrants), and especially at the Régie Renault’s plant at
Boulogne-Billancourt. The Renault factory has characteristics of its
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own that distinguish it from other factories. It is located in the middle
of the Greater Paris area (and therefore in the centre of a relatively
limited pool of working-class jobs). It is old and plays a central role
compared to the Régie’s other plants. It is relatively large, exerts a
specific influence and, most important, has acquired enormous sym-
bolic capital and prestige over the years.

The car industry uses immigrant labour on a large scale (immigrant
workers make up 59 per cent and 45 per cent of the workers
employed at the Boulogne and Flins factories respectively) and
seems to be intent upon concentrating almost all its immigrant
workers in the least skilled jobs — i.e. in OS jobs — and, in contrast,
to reserve skilled jobs almost exclusively for French workers. If we
agree to regard as truly skilled workers [ouvriers qualifiés: OQ) all
those described as technical production operatives, setters and higher-
ranking skilled operatives — the P2 and P3, but not P1,who are similar
to‘the OS ~ the proportion of the immigrant work force employed in
this sector at the Boulogne-Billancourt plant, for instance, does not
exceed 8 per cent. ’

In theory, the immigrant and the OS form two distinct groups, but,
because they are actually made up of the same people, they have
merged to the point of being interchangeable. There is of course
npthing new about this. The history of migrations, starting with the
history of internal migrations, teaches us that, mutatis mutandis, it
has always been like this: in urban and industrial civilization, the
lgwest position in the social hierarchy and therefore in the profes-
sional hierarchy almost systematically devolves upon the last to arrive
at the proletarian condition. The only thing that has changed, and it is
this that gives the illusion that some progress has been made, appears
to relate mainly to the fact that immigration has led to changes in the
recruitment and the national origins of that fraction of the working
class that is condemned to having OS jobs. But whilst this appears to
be no more than a morphological change - a change in the recruit-
ment and therefore the composition of the OS category and in the
social status given to the OS at work and outside the workplace - it
resglts in the transformation of the content and the very nature of the
socio-professional classification and the social significance that is
attached to its various divisions.

The way immigrant workers (OS or not) and non-immigrant
yvorkers perceive the position in the skills hierarchy that almost
invariably devolves upon immigrant workers — the OS position -
and therefore the social mechanisms that preside over recruitment
anq the progress of careers (which in most cases means an indefinite
period of time stagnating in an OS job or, in the best of cases, a slight
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and exceptional promotion), means that any OS position is seen as 2
job for an immigrant worker and, conversely, that any immigrant
worker is seen as a potential OS. . o .

The OS category is being transformed, and its meaning is changmg’
completely. It proves to be the product of a real ‘discrimination
against immigrant workers in the workplace. It is a position within
the internal hierarchy of work, but its ultimate rationale has nothing
to do with the order of work. That is what everyone ur,lderstarfds by
the expression ‘immigrant OS’ anc? ‘OS immigrant’. Immigrant
workers themselves speak, in all seriousness, with no intention of
joking, in all innocence and without seeing the mten’la‘l COl'ltl‘adlC’thl'lS
of their remarks, of ‘OS foremen’, ‘OS team leaders’, ‘OS setters and
so on when they describe immigrants who are foremen — as do non-
immigrants who, both in the workp}acc (v&forkr.nates, t,helr m’lmed_late
bosses, etc.) and outside it, stigmatize as ‘immigrants wor.k all jobs
that do not require a high level of skills, that are technically and
socially despised, or that are, in a word, OS jobs.

Immigrant = OS

No matter whether it is true or false, objective or pure_ly subjective,
the immigrant = OS equation is obvious to .all. It is a fact_ that
belongs to that class of givens that are constitutive of our experience
of the world — a posteriori givens that result from experience but
which very quickly become a priori forms t_hr(')ug.h which we appre-
hend reality. Rather as though the social indignity suffered by the
worker has an impact on the work that is allotted him _(the work o_f an
0S), so it is precisely at that moment when the technical apd strictly
professional reality of the OS is esta.bll.shed as thfz ccntfal pivot of the
immigrant’s entire existence that it is most dlsgreqlted and most
devalued. The social reality of the immigrant, whlch is not the same
thing as his professional status (one is at once juridical and political,
social and economic, ethnic and cultural, whilst the othef appears to
be no more than technical), begins to contaminate the anctly profe§-
sional meaning of his job and to bring it into the same dlerpute. This
is the moment when the major preoccupations of the immigrant (and
no doubt, to be more accurate, the emigrant) are complqtely reorgan-
ized and invert the order of priorities which had until then made
emigration (that is to say, the emigrant’s point of vieyv) more import-
ant than immigration (that is to say, the point of view of immigra-
tion). At the same time, immigrants become more fully involved in
the life of their country of immigration and, therefore, less involved
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in the social life of their country of emigration as a result of the recent
developments that have led from the immigration of single workers to
the immigration of families. From this point onwards, the immigrant
worker’s relationship with his work is not determined by his work
alone. The effects of the whole environment in which he lives - social
and political and, above all, cultural - are projected on to it. When
redefined in this way and replaced within the general framework of
life in immigration, the OS’s whole job, and the very description ‘OS’
along with it, are no longer reducible to their technical dimension.
This supposedly technical definition in fact reflects multiple determin-
ations, the most important being of a political nature. The supreme
criterion is that of nationality and, in the last analysis, the discrimin-
ation that is the very basis of immigration and which is now experi-
enced even within the territory of work.

Politically based discrimination (i.e. discrimination based upon the
criterion of membership of the nation) is justified by the social differ-
ences that can, for example, divide a labour force that has been
technically trained, or is capable of being trained (and of undergoing
further training) because it has already been educated, from an un-
skilled labour force that has not been trained and is unlikely to be
trained because it has not been educated, because it has no industrial
tradition, etc. The criterion of nationality appears to be irrelevant
here, except insofar as we have, on the one hand, an essentially
national labour force that has every positive attribute and, on the
other, an almost exclusively immigrant labour force that lacks all
qualities. Conversely, the social differentiation that works to the
detriment of the immigrant workers is related, in order to explain (if
not justify) it, to a whole series of factors that all relate to their
national origin, which is tantamount to making a fundamentally
political distinction. A sort of circular relationship is thus established
between what is political and what is social in this domain. Should
either of the two functions disappear, the other will reactivate it. The
political dimension, for instance, ceases to be distinctive after the
acquisition of French nationality (many immigrants and sometimes
even immigrant OS have French nationality), but it is not therefore
forgotten. The social dimension ~ in other words, membership of the
working class and of the lowest category within it (OS) — is a constant
reminder of the political dimension because it emphasizes the national
origin of the immigrant, or simply reminds us that he is an immigrant.
The same is true, again within the social dimension, when an immi-
grant who is much higher up the social hierarchy than most ordinary
immigrants is described in terms of his status as a foreigner — to the
extent that the juridical definition, and only the juridical definition, of
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that term applies to him — rather than in terms of the stigma of }, ;o
an ‘immigrant’ (in the social sense of_ the term). Because Poljyical
discrimination, which works on the basis of membership of a nay -
ality, can be proclaimed quite legitimately, it helps to @ask a gocial
discrimination that would inevitably seem scandalous in technical,
ethical and intellectual terms. The immigrant is the perfect em} ;-
ment of otherness: he always belongs to a different ‘ethnic group: , ;4
a different ‘culture’ (in the broadest, vaguest and most ethnocey,ric
sense of both words). He is also someone of poor social and econgic
condition, essentially because he ogiginates frorp a country thy, js
socially and economically poor. He is part of a different hlstor):) and
the mode of his absorption into this society has nothing to do with, jts
history. He belongs to or originates fror.n' a country, a natioy a
continent that occupies a dominated position on the internatigpal
chessboard, especially when compared with countries of immigragjyn,
and which is dominated in every respect (economx.cally, cPlt}lrally,
militarily, politically, etc.). By moving from one differentiation ¢o
another, we thus come to the one difference that: explains al] (he
others and which contains them all: the political difference between
the worker (who may or may not be an OS) who has to be descriped
as a ‘national’ (because he regards himself as such and is regarded 55
such) and the worker (who may or may not be an OS) wh<_) canpot
really be regarded as a ‘national’ (even tl.lough he regards himself a5
such, at least in juridical terms). The immigrant worker is obviously a
worker like any other. Yet, despite the will to autonomy and even the
independence he claims with respect to thq political, the order of
work and employment law do not necessarily escape the effeFts of
the overdetermination that the political exercises over everything to
do with immigration. ' o o
Nothing, it would seem, can destroy the 1dent1ﬁ‘cat10n- of .the immi-
grant condition with the status of the OS, and this applies in general
terms to all immigrant workers. It cannot be destrqyed by vocational
training, which cannot not be talked abo_ut but whlc_h, .becaus_e of the
invaluable literacy schemes, just looks like an end in -ltself' (it rarel.y
leads to the acquisition of a recognized vocational quah.ﬁcatlon that is
rewarded by promotion at work). No one, apd e§pec1ally not those
who are most directly concerned, namely the immigrants themselves,
seems to have any great expectations of such training. Nor can
identification be destroyed by attempts at ‘retraining’, which is on
offer only because of the economic climate and under pressure from
the necessities of the moment — in other words in response to the
sacking of many OS.® It cannot be destroyed by the contim_xous
progress of a career that should, logically, lead to some ‘promotion’,
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or by the possibility of changing jobs, or exchanging a highly struc-
tured and rigid job (an OS job), like those offered by big industrial
companies, for a more ‘supple’ job in which the distribution of tasks is
less rigid (smaller businesses, the service sector, etc.). The present state
of the job market rules out any such hope. So what is left? Either
resignation or the prospect of going back home ~ in other words, the
end of immigration and therefore almost magical negation of the
social destiny that the crisis is helping to objectify.
The immigrant and the OS are both subjected to the same codifica-
tion which establishes the minimum they are to be given in every
domain: a living minimum wage, minimal gain for minimal consump-
tion, minimal consideration, minimal autonomy, minimal freedom of
movement and disposable time, etc. The immigrant, who is today’s
OS, is probably the only worker who is now called upon to realize, in
all its truth, the condition of his past counterpart or his predecessor in
this double genealogy of the immigrant and the worker at the bottom
of the social and technical hierarchy of trades that once resulted from
a different form of immigration, namely the rural exodus internal to
the country. His condition is that of a man who has been reduced to
labour, to being a pure productive force that has only to be fed, first,
by maintaining and restoring it, by repairing it, letting it rest and
recuperate, and whose perpetuation has to be ensured by a constant
renewal as a wave of new immigrants replaces the last wave. These
are the true topoi of working-class discourse: the theme of food and
the corollary and symmetrical theme of poverty may seem somewhat
dated (although they have never completely disappeared) and may
appear anachronistic, given the present state of the national labour
force. And yet they find a new topicality in the words of all immigrant
workers: ‘earning a crust’, ‘chasing after bread’, ‘bread gives the
orders’, ‘what wouldn’t we do and what wouldn’t we put up with
for our bread’, ‘you have to leave you country to earn bread for your
children’, or ‘my country is my bread, my bread is my country’, all
we are asking for is bread’, and so on. And, symmetrically, the themes
of getting out of poverty, putting an end to the misery: ‘misery (el
miziirya) drove us from our homes’, ‘we are paying the price for our
misery’, ‘this is a wretched situation’; ‘emigration leads to misery’,
‘starvation wages’, ‘a life of misery that forced us to come here’, ‘a
state of misery’, ‘wretched jobs’ (OS jobs). All these expressions not
only revive, in accordance with a particular modality, the language
specific to the condition of the working class; when used by immi-
grant workers, they also take on the meaning of an alibi. They become
what everyone sees as the indispensable alibi for thinking and talking
about the twofold condition of the emigrant-immigrant.
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The theme of ‘earning one’s bread” where it is impossible to earn it,
and therefore the related theme of the poverty (or hunger) that one
has to flee (by emigrating), and the th.emes that haunt all conversa-
tions, thus help to ground in experience ttxe permanent d1v1519n
between, on the one hand, ‘countries of bregd (work) — i.e. countries
of immigration — and, on the other, ‘countries of hunger’ (unemploy-
ment) — i.e. countries of emigration. More s thzzn for any other
category of workers, these appear to be the facts’ that objectively
constitute the condition of the immigrant and the OS. Everyone -
employers, unions and immigrants themselves — agree that the OS is
nothing more than a ‘machine’ that has to be fed, that has Lo ffi)eld
itself, that asks only Eo bel fed and that works only in order to be able

itself and its family. N

tojfkese: l;eneral rule, the }i,mmigrant yvorlfer has, in @dmon to the
characteristics that derive from the immigrant condition and _frqm
working in immigration, a certain number of other characteristics
that he brings with him and which, for want of a more accurate term,
we can call ‘characteristics of origin’ or ‘cap}tal _of origin’. All these
characteristics, which are inherited from a social h1§tory anda cu‘ltural
tradition in which the very notion of work has a different meaning to
that normally given it in an industrial society, inevitably undergo a
transformation when they are transplanted. We th.erefore have to b'e
careful not to see them as something that can be divorced frqm th?u'
social conditions of production and reproduction and fl‘OI'{l their social
mechanisms, or to ignore completely the system of determinations tl}al:
immigrant workers still bear within t!lem and that t}}ey'brmg wit.
them. Both these contrasting attitudes involve the possibility of error.
On the one hand, the over-facile tendency to reify the system of original
dispositions prevents us from seeing that the system has been desttubc-
tured by expatriation and by the decontextualization brought ?bout ()i
emigration—and which in fact began lopg before their emigration—an
is therefore doomed to become totally inoperative. On‘ the othgr lzand,
the complacent denial - in the name .of clever talk of ‘modernity’ - pf
the heritage imported into immigration leads us to conceal. one of its
major effects: the way it informs the perception that immigrant
workers have of their work in the context of immigration and, more
generally, of their position within the society of immigration.

Being and work

A worker like any other worker, the immigrant is, without any excep-
tion, both identical with his non-immigrant workmates and different
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from them. The explanation for this specificity lies not so much in
how they are set to work or in how they actually do their work, as in
their relationship with work, and that relationship itself is no more
than a particular realization of the broader relationship they have
with the economic system that they discover thanks to their immigra-
tion. The immigrant OS, who is usually an immigrant originating
from a non-industrialized country and who therefore does not have
the advantages that only a long tradition of a modern economy can
give, is plunged by his immigration into an economic cosmos of which
he has not even an immediate intuition. Nothing in his economic and
cultural tradition has given him the long-term preparation that might
allow him to acquire the type of dispositions (economic, social and
cultural dispositions, and especially temporal dispositions: looking to
the future and calculation) required by the economic situation
to which immigration introduces him. Nothing has enabled him to
acquire a ‘native’ familiarity with that system, because such familiar-
ity is the result of a whole education, both explicit and implicit, that
has been undergone, individually, since early childhood and collect-
ively over several generations.

As a result, he can no more invest the meaning of the economic
system to which he is now tied than he can invest himself in it — and
that investment would have to take place, first and foremost, in the
field of work and then, more generally, in every aspect of his economic
and social behaviour. And above all he cannot lie to himself or delude
himself as to the interest he may find in his work. In the absence of
that investment — and the material and cultural preconditions for it
appear not to have been met — work’s only finality is, in the eyes of the
immigrant OS, the wage it gives him. That is the only finality he can
understand. Provided that the important thing, in other words the
wage that is his only reason for working, is guaranteed, any consider-
ation pertaining to work is, for the immigrant worker, equivalent to
calling into question, either directly or indirectly, work itself. He
therefore tries to avoid work, or more work, even though it is such
a rare and precious commodity (so much so that it is worth paying
the double price of emigration and immigration). The sole purpose
of the demands of the immigrant worker — both those he shares with
the workers’ world as a whole and his own demands, no matter
whether he states them or keeps them secret - is to reduce the
constraint to work, the constraints of work and constraints at work.
All this has to be understood, in the present context, as though work
(in immigration) were a way of escaping immigration, which is of
course both the product of work (or the search for work) and a source
of work. Immigration and work are states that are so consubstantially
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bound up with one another that one cannot call one into question
without calling the other into question, or without having self‘dOubts.
One cannot negate one without negating tf}e other or negating ope’s
self (as immigrant); one cannot hate one without hating the other, or
hating oneself (as immigrant worker).” The cc.)ntra.dlct}on is all the
harder to overcome in the present state of immigration in that jmmi-
gration has been ‘professionalized’ and has, now that it has be_come
continuous, taken on the form of a real career. It t.herefore Invalidates
all the subterfuges, simulations and.dlsSIm-ulatlo'ns that could pe
invoked when it was intermittent and, in keeping \:vxgh the old custom,
took the form of alternating ‘sequences of work’ (immigration) and
‘sequences of non-work’ (non-immigration), the former being the
price that had to be paid for the latter. e
For the immigrant, work cannot h.ave the meaning that the society
of immigration ascribes to it, just as it cannot have the mfean}ng given
it, outside immigration, by the economy of his country o origin, that
being a degraded and incomplete form of the more ?Ccoinphshed
economic system that functions in societies of immigration. It cannot
have the first meaning because it has not been acquired and incorpor-
ated (in the literal sense of that tclzrm)Z and it cannot have;1 the. second
because the very context of immigration precludes it. W lat is more,
because immigration is equivalent to a sort of a brutal and total
immersion in a fully developed economy, it leaves no rO(()im for thf
multiple intermediary and composite forms that underdeveloped
societies, confronted on a world scale w1th. the structures off the
modern economy, have been able to adop.t in order to contrive a
continuum stretching from ‘cultural’ survivals from the old and
more integrated order of society to the.morfz or less complete struc-
tures of the capitalist economy. Work is neither a purely .proﬁtabl.c
activity in the way that the capitalist economy and the ethics associ-
ated with it would like it to be, nor a tota‘ll spcml fupf:tlon and moral
activity in the sense in which the pregapltallst tradition understands
those terms, or in other words an activity whgse productivity — ?“d
profitability — can be calculated. What meaning can work possibly
have for an immigrant who is a complete stranger to tl?e ethics tl}at
the society in which he works associates with the work it orders him
to do, especially when he is an immigrant OS at the bottom of the
internal social and technical hierarchy of the laboqr to which he is
condemned? Work is meaningful only insofar as it is a profitable
activity, but it is profitable only in the sense t!lat it is thp source of
an immediate profit. Its only other meaning is t_he feeling of pure
constraint induced by the necessary and inevnFable opportunity
(which is both sought after and detested, both desired and despised)
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to ‘sell his labour power’, with only the wage he earns for compen-
sation. In these conditions, it does not matter whether it is this job or
that job: the outcome is the same. And if there is a difference that
makes one job preferable to another, it always comes down to less
work, either directly or indirectly: less work because the wage is
relatively better, less work because less time is spent at work or is
devoted to work when one adds in the time and energy expended on
travel; less work because the job is less tiring, and so on. This
relationship with work is no doubt shared by workers of all social
conditions. And if we denounce the most external and objectified
technical difficulties (assembly-line work, piece-work, repetitive,
monotonous work that is devoid of any interest) as the only cause
of the discontent, rather than investigating the nature of the immi-
grant’s relationship with work independently of its technical charac-
teristics, we will inevitably provide an explanation that begins with
the effects, and then works backwards to the causes of and reasons for
this repugnance, and that quite naturally explains them in terms of the
content of the tasks performed (see Mothé 1976: 5). The fact that
certain jobs — those of the OS, for example — are in themselves a
source of discontent and malaise, of a vague discontent which leads to
their being avoided completely whenever possible, or which forces the
OS to cheat or to abandon them on a more or less episodic basis, is a
constituent element of the proletarian condition that explains noth-
ing. It does nothing to explain either the nature of the work involved,
the lack of satisfaction that is experienced or the relationship between
the two. But in addition to all this there is, in the case of immigrant
workers who are ‘latecomers’ to the proletarian condition or novice
proletarians, a supplementary meaning that, because it is inscribed in
their politico-juridical status, is specific to them.

Having reluctantly taken an option they cannot reject because their
very survival is at stake, immigrant workers discover in the course of
their immigration an economic world, a world of work, and a labour
organization - which are all elements of the objectified heritage of a
society, a culture and a history different to their own - that they
cannot apprehend in their totality and that they cannot understand
clearly because they cannot reconstruct their coherence and their full
intelligibility. Immigrant workers in general, and no doubt OS
workers more so than others, have a vision of the world of work
that is all the more confused and disorganized because of the position
they occupy within the productive apparatus. They are at the very
bottom of the technical and social ladder rather as though they were
no more than accessories (which is what immigrants are in statutory
terms, even if they become permanent and irreplaceable workers).
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This does not predispose them to acquire a sufﬁcigntly clear aware-
ness of the specific logic of the economic system in which they are
involved, or even of the contribution they mlght. l?e making to it.
Whilst any OS can say at any given moment w"hat his )o!), a}nd perhaps
even that of the man next to him, consists in, the prmcnples of the
system that classifies that job in terms of different prpfessxonal char-
acteristics remain quite opaque to almosy all immigrant workers.
Because they rely upon their direct experience, in other words, on
what they can observe, they see a toFal disorder. They cannot establish
any rational, regular or constant link based.upon some observa:le
principle, between the various jobs they see being done by the OS they
are acquainted with. A worker wh_o has worked for ten, twelve or
fifteen years for the Régie may stn!l be an OS, even thqugh he is
actually doing the job of a highly s!ullec.i worker [OP: ouvrier profes-
sionnel]. Many OS find themselves in Fhls situation apd are d'omg jobs
they are supposedly incapable of doing - jobs which are in theory
beyond their professional competence, as defined !)y their position in
the socio-professional classification. From what little the OS under-
stands about it on the basis of the professional careers of fgm_dxm
workmates, the same apparent ‘disorder’ governs th'e way specxahsrr}s
are divided out: a man with the training and experience of a setter is
now working on a machine. A worker who is promoted to a higher
category cannot go on doing the job he had before hc.a was p.ro‘moted,
and gains at best only a wage increase (real or potential). T?ns appar-
ent’ disorder is not entirely random and the woerr who is scam.;ial-
ized by it comes close to discovering its real rationale and meaning.
The factory uses its work force to pursue its Interests pf the moment,
and uses it all the more freely and arbitrarily in th?t it is at the l?ottom
of the hierarchy and is assigned to t.he most ordinary, most dlsgoqr-
aging, least skiged and least prestigious tasks that simply consist in
ing out orders. . ' '
ca% nglatter whether it is true or false, in keeping Wl.th reality or
totally erroneous and contradicted by reality — w}nch, asit hap‘pens, is
not the problem — the perception that the immigrant — that QS for
life’ — has of the organization of the world o_f labgur, or of his own
world, turns it into something obscure, mysterious, mcompreheqmble,
and therefore arbitrary. That perception is prcsumgbly not specific to
the immigrant worker; it was for a long time and stxl} is, wherever the
social conditions that inform it still exist, a perception share(:‘l !?y all
workers assigned to the simple task of carrying out orders.. Thns. is the
worker’s banal way of relating to his factory, the mode in whlcl_l he
lives his relationship with work. Although we discover this relation-
ship most easily, and in its most tragic form, amongst immigrants,
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that should not make us forget that it was for a long time and still is
the intrinsic characteristic of the position workers, and especially
those at the bottom of the ladder and of the chain of command,
occupy within the process of production.

‘As for me, all | know is that | am an OS and that | will die an OS. It
doesn't really matter what job | do. They tell me to do this or that,
and I doiit.... Itisn't even a question of money; | can do the job of a
skilled worker, | know how to do it, and | have done it. | can do the
job of a setter, and | have done it. In the time I've been in this job, I've
seen foremen come and go, I’'ve seen them arrive knowing nothing,
we have to teach them everything and, before you know it, they're
giving you orders, telling you what to do, and becoming your boss.
And they never tell you anything: who they are, why they are there,
why they were taken on, what they will become. And you never
suspect anything; to start with, they're just youngsters, raw recruits
[des bleus; boujadi] and you tend to treat them as such, but a few
months later they’ve been promoted over your head. So you no
longer know who you are dealing with.

‘In any case, the pay is the same, the same money in my pocket no
matter what job I have to do, that of an OS or that of an OP; I'm still
paid the same, so | may as well do the job of an OS5, it's not as bad as
when | worked like a plough [like an ox] on someone else’s behalf
[i.e.,, when | was being exploited at my own expense]. Those who let
themselves be taken in like that are stupid fools: an OS's pay for an
OP’s job. As far as I'm concerned, they can keep their flattery. If | can
do the job of a setter, | want a setter's money, and if I'm only worth
an OS wage, then give me a job as an OS; no way I'm doing more than
I'm being paid for or being paid for less than what | do. They are the
ones who decide everything, who decide what an OS has to do, and
what an OP has to do, what an OS should get and what an OP should
get, so they should stick to their decisions.

‘They don't take you on because of what you can do, but because
of what you are; they don’t pay you for your work, for the work that
you do, but for what you are. Either you are French or you are an
immigrant; it's not the same [thing], not the same work and not the
same wage; and even when it is the same work, it's never the same
wage; for the same work, the wage of a Frenchman is at least one
and a half times that of an immigrant. If you are an immigrant, it's
not the same if you are an Arab or a black - Arabs and blacks are the
same, almost the same ~ or by contrast, if you are Spanish, Portuguese
or Yugoslav, then things begin to get different. They take you on and
they pay you on the basis of what you learned at school, of the
diplomas you have, CAP [certificate d’aptitude professionnelle: voca-
tional training certificate] or whatever it is, and not on the basis of
the work you do. If you have a CAP, are trained as a lathe setter, they
pay you a setter’s wage, a turner’s wage, even if you do the job of an
Os for as long as they want you to. That's the way it is, they've got
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you under their thumb: they give the orders, and you have to obey
them and keep quiet. You get on with it. They give the orders, and on
top of all that they always find a way of not telling you the truth....
What is the truth? Saying, for example, that all immigrants, and
especially the Arabs, are OS and that no Frenchman is an OS. That,
for example, is the truth. Better tell it like it is than pretend that
everyone is the same...

'._ There's nothing to understand; the harder you try to under-
stand something, the less you understand about it. So it's best not to
try. If you look at everything and try to understand something of
what is going on around you, of how things work, you'll soon be sick
of it, because everything is topsy-turvy; you'd want to pack itallin, to
chuck it all. It's a miracle that any cars come out of the factory and
that they work; the technology really must be cutting edge. The
bosses can say what they like, say that we are moronic, that we
understand nothing, that we do everything wrong, that it's an
“Arab’s job”, immigrant labour, as they used to say before they said
»Arab”, “botched work’’, whatever they want... but that's the way it
is. To hear them, you'd think they did all the work. If it works, it's
always thanks to them; we count for nothing....In all this, there's
only one thing you can be sure of: it’s the immigrants who come off

worst.’

9
lliness, Suffering and the Body

Rather than the phenomenon’s constancy or the scale on which it now
exists, the important thing about immigration today is, precisely
because of the specific effects it has had on every domain of social
life, the permanent presence within France of the same population of
immigrants (workers with their families). Because they are perman-
ently present, immigrants are present everywhere and in everything.
Thefy are present within all discourses (economic, social, juridical
political, moral and even ethical). We all hear them be’ing talkeci
about, and we all talk about them. But perhaps we should ask
ourselves to what extent the object we are talking about, i.e. the
immigrant, is due to the fact that we do talk about him al’ld more
importantly, to the way we talk about him. We are not exaggera’lting if
we assert that the immigrant, or the man we are talking about, exists
in reality, only insofar as he has been constructed, shaped and c,leﬁned?
Perhaps no social object is more basically shaped by the perception we
have 9f it than the population of immigrants — and that perception
it§elf is determined by the abstract a priori definition that has been
given of that object. As the discourse on the object is part of the object
of study and must be taken as an object of study, we must break with
the usual phenomenology in order to transform into a sociological
pFobl§m something that was no more than a social problem likely to
give rise to indignation or scandal rather than scientific study.

The discourse on the immigrant

Overlooking the emigrant, including his living conditions and the
social conditions that generate emigration, is almost a constant in



178 lliness, Suffering and the Body

the discourse on the immigrant and immigrant living coqditions. And
because we choose to ignore everything that flows from immigeagon,
both collectively (in the social history of emigratxon) and ln(:hvidua[[y
(in the particular social trajectory of each emigrant), we are incapyble
of understanding that the differences we observe amongst immigeants
living in immigration stem from the conditions that lie at the orjgins
of emigration, and especially from thfz transformatlons that ¢hose
conditions undergo in the course of time — in other words i the
course of the entire history of the migratory phepqrpenon and in
part as a result of emigration itself. Each set qf u}ma}l conditjons
generates a different class of emigrants who will, in immigragion,
produce a different class of immigrants. If we mutilate the migratory
phenomenon by ignoring part of it, as we usually fio, thereis a danger
that we will constitute the population of immigrants as a pyrely
abstract category, and the immigrant as a pure qrtecht. o

When we associate immigrants with the various institutions that
have to deal with them and with which they necessarily come into
contact, we think we are diagnosing and formulatir}g a \'Nhole series of
problems that we call the social problems of immigrants. These
include immigrants and unemployment (even t}}ough. being an immi-
grant and unemployed is in itself a contra'tdlctlon), immigrants e}nd
housing (even though the housing of both single men and families js a
projective test that reveals the immi-grant condmon)', immigrants and
training (even though being an immigrant and applying for tfﬁlmng or
merely making use of a qualification one has already acquired js a
further objective contradiction of the immigrant congimon?, immi-
grants and their chances of social promotion or fu}l insertion into
social life (which is tantamount to talking about their chances of no
longer being immigrants, where those chances are themselves clos.ely
dependent on their immigrant condition), immigrants and ec_h_xcanon
(the supreme paradox being that of children who are by definition not
French, but who are subject to the action of Frenc[a schools or
agencies whose objective function is the cultural form_atxon of French
subjects) and, finally, where we are concerned, immigrants and the
medical institution, the immigrant and medicine or the immigrant aqd
his health. Although these are very real problems whfc.h arise in
practical terms and concrete situations, and which mobilize a great
deal of energy, effort, time and competence, one could spend a long
time drawing up an inventory of this kind without knowing whether
all these ‘problems’ are really the immigrant’s problems or, on the
contrary, problems that French society and its institutions have with
immigrants. Are these really problems that arise for immigrants, and
problems that immigrants raise? And even if that is the case, one
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wonders whether these problems arise for immigrants to the extent,
and only to the extent, that we raise them and that they are raised
with respect to them, or whether they are not, rather, problems that
are actually posed by the permanent presence of immigrants, who are
rather like foreign bodies in French society.

The reason why we do not ask ourselves about the genesis of these
problems and about how much they owe to the representation we
have of immigrants is probably that the proliferation of discourse
about these various problems automatically serves two different func-
tions. First, it regulates a phenomenon that threatens to disturb public
order (the social, political, moral order and so on); second, and para-
doxically, it masks the essential paradox of immigration, and removes
or neutralizes the question of what an immigrant is and what immi-
gration is.

The epistemological virtue of this preliminary investigation, which
we cannot do without, is that it reminds us of certain obvious facts or
first truths — the truth about the immigrant and the immigrant condi-
tion — that we tend to forget, presumably because we are too familiar
with the phenomenon of immigration and immigrants. If we begin to
unveil these concealed truths and thereby begin to analyse first the
paradox of immigration and then both the implications contained
within that paradox and the profound effects it has on the social
conditions and even the personality of the immigrant, we come back
to a primal question that exists prior to any consideration of the life
and fate of immigrants (see chapter 3).

The illness of immigration

Whether we view the situation of the emigrant or the immigrant as
emigration or as immigration, there is no shortage of contradictions.
One of the major contradictions is of course that affecting the immi-
grant’s relationship with his own body -~ the body as object of repre-
sentation and presentation of the self, the body as the seat of affect
and of the intellect (for the body is inhabited by the entire group that
lives inside us), the body as instrument of labour and as site and
expression of illness. Like the contradiction of temporal conscious-
ness, the contradiction of corporeal consciousness, which is an em-
bodied contradiction, lies at the source of the other contradictions. It
is this contradiction which, in a certain manner, makes the body of the
immigrant foreign and ‘incomprehensible’ to others. Illness (or acci-
dents) and its aftermath therefore provide us with the best insight into
the contradictions that constitute the immigrant condition itself.
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Because the immigrant has no meaning, in eithe.r his own eyes or those
of others, and because, ultimately, he has no existence except tbroug.h
his work, illness, perhaps even more so than t}}e 1d!eness it brlings, is
inevitably experienced as the negation of the immigrant. Ux;hke re-
tirement, early retirement or unemployrpent, which can also e}z:d thj
immigrant to discover that he is .idle, illness seems to l‘lave the faf
privilege of pronouncing in definitive and final terms the x}el;ga.txon b(l)

the immigrant, especially when it rules out the very idea of being la e
to go back to work. Indeed, even though there is a certain analogy
between its effects and those of illness, the status of thc. rfitlred or
unemployed immigrant does supply a justification or alibi for the
idleness it forces upon him. Retirement can be legltlmlze(.i on the
basis that it is no more than the final stage qf the long history of
‘the temporary’ that has marked the entire life of the 1lmm1granbt.
Unemployment, for its part, can, despftc everything, supply a ls;em -
lance of justification because of its accidental and temporary charac-
ter, as the search for work is, in this case, regarde'd by everyone as an
act that rehabilitates the immigrant and restores !nm to his function as
immigrant. This, however, is true only on condition that the per}od of
unemployment does not last so long as to destroy al'l hoge of ever
going back to work or, which amounts to the same thing, becomes a
structural given. . .

When illness strikes or when an accident happens, the entire previ-
ous equilibrium collapses. It was always a precarious equilibrium that
was laboriously forged at the cost of an enormous and persistent
social ‘lie’. So long as emigration and the immigration Fhat prt')lox}g.ed
it were no more than ‘accidents’ or parentheses in the lives of md.1v1d-
uals and their groups that could be o_pened and then qlosed as qulclccil)lr
as possible, accidents, illness and their effects could still be mastered.
But as emigration ceases to be a solution, or even a stop-gap s.olutnon,
to a critical situation and becomes a permanent retranslation of a
crisis that has itself become endemic, the illness, the accident, th
unemployment or the ageing that arise in this permanent state of crisis
are experienced as paroxysmal circumstances, as extreme situations
that lead into a blind alley. _ '

It is as though the difference between this and other difficult situ-
ations is that an immigrant worker who falls ill, gnd who, as a
result, is stripped of the status he has in immigration a'nd .of fhe
equilibrium that goes with it, tends to expect the medical institution
and the cure it can bring about to almost magically restore both h}s
identity as an immigrant and an equilibrium that has vanished and is
impossible to recover. He is therefore inclined to cling frantically to
the medical agency and to the illness that binds him to that agency.
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Now that the system of alibis he has constructed in order to perpetu-
ate his immigration has been upset, the sick immigrant finds himself
faced with the task of creating a structure of behavioural and intellec-
tual models that will allow him to adapt to the new situation created
by his illness. Families that move suddenly from a shanty town to an
apartment equipped with basic modern facilities do not succeed in
taking possession of the space allotted them and ‘shantify’ their homes
because they lack the dispositions and resources that would enable
them to modernize their way of life (see Bourdieu 1977a: 96-114).
Similarly, immigrants who are so ill that they cannot overcome the
effects of their illness even once they have been cured are in danger of
regressing towards more rudimentary systems of adaptation or equi-
libria, either because they wallow in a state of permanent morbidity —
and, it follows, in permanent disputes with the social security - or
because they are too easily satisfied with their invalid condition, and
expect from it and the income it brings them no more than a pretext
that allows them to perpetuate themselves as ‘immigrants dispensed
from work’. The immigrant cannot come to terms with the handicap
that afflicts him (illness or accident), and especially not with the
repercussions it has on his immigrant condition. He therefore cannot
come to terms with the sanctions imposed upon him by a medical
apparatus whose objective intention is completely oriented towards
therapy for disorders (organic or psychical) that have been duly
attested and recorded (or that can be recorded) in a nosology that
takes into account only the individual carriers of the disease. All that
an immigrant who is uncertain of his status can actually do is to take
refuge in his illness and ‘settle into it’, just as he once settled into his
immigrant condition or — and this is the final solution — settle into it so
as to be able to go on settling into his state of immigration.

What can the immigrant worker really expect from the hospital or
from doctors after his accident or illness? He does not simply expect
the restoration of his health; he certainly also expects the restoration
of the old state of equilibrium in which he has lived until now. The
equilibrium of the future is all the more disturbing in that certain of its
characteristics contrast it with the old equilibrium that existed before
the break brought about the illness. Whereas the old equilibrium,
which was to a large extent shared by all immigrants, had a basically
collective social dimension, the equilibrium that must replace it is, it
seems, an individual phenomenon because it concerns only a re-
stricted number of individual cases and because it is, it seems,
bound up with seemingly more individual factors (the trauma that
follows an illness). It is an individual phenomenon resulting from a
more individualistic experience that is not part of any broad and
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collectively sustained complicity. What is more, this equilibrium is all
the more uncertain in that it has to be ela}borated at a time when,
because of his previous history, the immigrant has become I;lol:e
fragile and more vulnerable because he is older, more a}waxl;e of the
realities and disillusionments of immigration, and suffering from the
ects of an illness or an accident. . 3

effThe more the perturbed immigrant struggl;s. to recove}rl hlsbequnhll)-
rium, the more he tends to expect from rr!edlcme. That | fi 0 v}xloul: y
expects it to cure him and to indemnify him for the pre](ljx d1ce he l:s
suffered goes without saying But, as though by. magic an }(:Spltﬁ th e
compensation he is claiming, he also expects it to act as fi ough. is
accident or illness had interrupted nothing and_dlsgurbe nothing.
The more the medical institution disappoints him in thathres'pe‘ct,
the more likely he is to hold it responsible for thelstateh_e.lxls in.
Completely inverting the entire process, he tends to b amell 1; illness
and the doctors, his illness and the hospital. He does so all the mo}ie
because he is prey to a general feeling ?f. 1llness,, an(cii l;‘ecause ‘;
experiences in a more intense way the Fhsorder and the genera
dissatisfaction that have taken hold of him, and whlqh .he cannot
relate to his illness or accident. To make matters WOrse, 1t 1S precisely
because he is asking [revendique] to be cared for -untll h}s _1llness ha;
been cured, that this patient lays claim to [rev'en'dtque] his lllmlas§ an

settles into it. By laying claim to his illn_ess, he is in fagt lay_mg claimto
his immigrant condition, now that this is bound up with his st.alfus asa
patient, or even as an incurable patient. No patient and no illness is
more incurable than a patient and an illness that is challenged or n}?t
recognized by the two agencies that have the power ;19 ﬁq so: the
medical agency and the social agency. When illness, w! xch l]sl essercxl-
tially the negation of the immigrant, ends up, because it is ¢ la.b.engc R
by providing the immigrant with a new alibi (a substxtlll)te ?]]l i, now
that the primary alibi of work has been destroyed by illness), it
becomes, thanks to a strange paradox, mdlspensqble to an immigrant
who is afflicted in this way. It will therefore vamsl} only. when .he no
longer needs it, only when he finds a solution to lys feeling of illness
and his contradictions, and they are the very things that reveal or
exacerbate the illness. Because there is no solution, Fhe .1llncss be-
comes permanent and is the object of a permanent claim; it bgcomes
the only way out a situation from which there is no way out. Once
they have been cured, or are considered by the medical institution to
have been cured, these patients (unlike others) become ‘ill’ with their
cure. They become patients who have been cured, but of only one
‘illness’: that of not accepting that they have been cured. Do they have
to be cured of that illness too before they can be cured of the first
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illness that generated it, of the illness for which they have been treated
and of which they have been cured? But on what condition can they
be cured, or in other words accept that they have been cured (as their
doctors have asserted on the basis of very objectivist criteria)? On
condition that patients and doctors agree about the illness and its
cure, obviously. Both patients who go on being treated until they are
cured even though they have already been treated and declared cured
(or because they have been declared cured) and doctors who can do
nothing but go on treating them find themselves in a strange situation.
In the absence of a minimal understanding between patient and
doctor, it is not surprising that the therapeutic relationship should
degenerate into a litigious relationship, or into one that is perverted in
the sense that it is sustained by the deliberately legalistic intentions of
both parties.

Conditions of access to medical ‘rationality’

The relationship that is established between the immigrant and the
medical institution is therefore ambivalent and based upon misunder-
standings. The origins of this unhappy relationship lie in the discourse
that divorces the collective demands of the medical profession (orga-
nicist demands which insist that any disorder should ultimately be
attested to by experience) from the demands the patient makes of
medicine and the power he ascribes to it. The latter are judged to be
‘aberrational’, inappropriate or irregular. Because he expects of med-
ical power (the strictly technical power of doctors, but also their
social, political and even magical power) something other than what
is objectively contained in the logic and finality of that power, and
because he does not ‘speak’ correctly the ‘language’ (both cultural and
functional) of the medical institution, the immigrant patient is forced
into a dialogue characterized by a mutual misunderstanding. Such a
dialogue quickly becomes violent. Against an almost institutionalized
background of conflict, the immigrants’ distrust of the medical ver-
dict, which in their view is always too hasty, superficial and therefore
guilty — not so much in technical as in moral terms (they do not say
‘He is not a good doctor’ but “It’s unfair’) ~ is rivalled only by the
doctors’ distrust of patients who (if they are immigrants) go on
being ill or, more accurately, claiming to be ill after they have been
discharged.

It is not only the immigrant who, in his own way, does violence
to the ‘language’ and practice of the medical institution by rejecting
its finality. In its concern to, first, understand and then act more
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effectively, the medical institution itself in a sense ignores [ts own
demands and breaks its own rules by resorting to therapeutic ‘bor-
rowings’ that are of a different nature (‘barbarisms’) because they
contradict its every intention. Doctors give sick notes in the secret
hope that when the immigrant returns to a healthy environment with
which he is familiar he will also be able to benefit, in accordance with
the tradition of his ‘culture’, from the ‘wild’ treatment offered by some
magician-‘psychotherapist’. They tolerate the presence on the hospital
wards of a few ‘monitors’ — the patients’ compatriots, whp are some-
times used as interpreters, and sometimes as sources of information
about the immigrants’ culture of origin, or at least as mediators
between a patient of a particular (cultural) species, and the medical
profession and the medical agency. The doctors will accept, or at least
tolerate (in extreme cases), the services of a marabout, or tqlba, those
strange ‘colleagues’ who come out pf the shadow§ — the important
thing is that the patients ‘believe in it’. Then there is the tendency to
make the most synthetic reinterpretations of phenom{:na relatmg to
radically divergent orders. It is, presumably, such reinterpretations
that led to the coining of the neologism or new barbarism of jinno-
phobia’ (fear of jinns or spirits), a new patholpgy and a new the?ry gf
rites and modes of behaviour (see the special number of Thérapie
psychomotrice devoted to Maghrebin childrer.l:. no 45, May 1980).
We cannot evoke all the moments of crisis thz_it_punc_tuate the
experience of an immigrant without speaking of ‘sinistrosis’ - even
if, as we have seen, no one ever uses the word itself. We should recall
the famous definition that Professor Brissaud gave:

Sinistrosis is a pathological attitude on the part of t'hc patient who refu‘ses
to recognize that he has been cured because he believes, in fxll' good faith,
that he has not obtained the due recompense for fhe injury he .has
suffered provided for by the law; he is basically a clal.lmant [revendica-
teur] whose claim [revendication] has as its starting point an exa'ggeratcd
overestimation of his right to compensation. The sinistrotic attitude can
be found in isolation, but it is often combined with pther neurotic
attitudes that appear against a background of rezgendicattotz, fr:ustratxon
or emotional paranoia whose specific pathological value is difficult to
determine, especially when it is presented as the only real symptom from
which all the alleged symptoms derive. (emphasis added)

There is something strange about an illness whose only definite symp-
tom is that the patient presents imaginary symptoms. But are we
really sure about this ‘symptom’ on which all the other alleged symp-

toms depend, and are we sure that the other symptoms are just
alleged?
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‘Sinistrosis’ contains the radical ‘sinistre’ [‘sinister’], and the reason
why so many of the accidents (physical or otherwise) that befall
immigrants border upon psychopathic states that are described as
‘sinistrotic’ is that immigration itself is, or has become, un sinistre
[a disaster].® If we fail to take into consideration the immigrant
condition as a whole and, more specifically, the immigrant’s relation-
ship with the most critical phases in his condition (such as illness, for
example), we condemn ourselves to seeing only phenomena, or in
other words appearances, and we can neither get back to the prin-
ciples that constitute and explain those appearances nor reconstruct
the complete system of their determinations. Making claims (or
even protests), being ‘neurotic’, ‘hysterical’, ‘frustrated’, ‘paranoiac’,
‘malingering’, ‘cheating’, etc. are all characteristics and modes of
behaviour whose social characteristics are not in doubt. Their genesis
and significance are not always a matter of pathology but they are, in
these circumstances, interpreted as an index of pathology. They are all
characteristics and modes of behaviour which, when removed from
the social context that gives them their full meaning, and when it is
forgotten that they are social products, lend themselves to being
erected into symptoms of some purpose-built nosographic entity
(and to that extent universalized). And the symptom quite obviously
centres on the making of a claim that is deemed to be unjustified. All
this is decided without ever first asking about either the implicit
philosophy of or the prejudices that govern the system of justifications
shared by everyone (the medical institution and those who use that
institution). It is the system that decides which claim is legitimate and
which is so ‘excessive’ as to be suspected of being ‘pathological’. No
questions are asked about the preconditions for the formation of that
system of justifications or, in the case of immigrants, about the pre-
conditions for their involvement, other than as victims or bad patients,
in a system which, as they now learn to their cost, demands ‘rational-
ity’, or a system that is abstract and is assumed to be universal
(whereas it has, in reality, its economic, social and cultural conditions
of possibility).

There is nothing unnatural about the fact that an immigrant who
has been handicapped, who has had an accident or who is ill should
try to obtain the level of compensation that is to his best advantage, or
that he should try to do all he can to exploit the injury he has suffered
to his financial advantage. Indeed, institutional, or in other words
perfectly legal, provision has been made for that very purpose: there
is a whole series of procedures for appealing to tribunals. There
are juridico-medico-social agencies to judge such claims, and a
whole arsenal of control commissions, consultations and second
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consultations, opinions and second opinions. What is astonishing and
what does create a problem (or even a scandal) — so much so thatit is
put down to pathology, or abnormality - is the way in which a sick
immigrant uses his illness (and medical agencies) to settle a dispute
which is, or so it is said, of a social nature (and not a medical nature).
It is, to be more accurate, within the remit - which is defined arbitrar-
ily because this is how responsibilities are allocated to the various
institutions — of a social (and non-medical) agency. It is the ‘irrational
way that the immigrant uses medicine for purposes that are not
always therapeutic, for purposes that are not always those that medi-
cine assigns itself that is scandalous. The claim is ‘excessive’ (in the
eyes of medicine) because it is ‘anarchic’ or out of order because it
does not surrender to the demands of ‘rationality’. It no more obeys
the rules governing relations between institutions than it subordinates
itself to the specificity of each of those institutions (which would be a
token of ‘rationality’). It is confused by the ‘rational’ way different
systems of attributions and competence divide things up between
themselves, and it therefore confuses two powers which are, in theory,
independent of one another: the power of medicine, which has its own
field, and the power of social security. It does not (or cannot) distin-
guish between the specific demands of the two powers and between
the functions they fulfil - functions which are specialized and reput-
edly autonomous, even though they are in fact closely connected, as
the social institution expects the medical institution to examine and
justify its decisions.

The claim is also ‘excessive’, and above all ‘incomprehensible’ from
the medical point of view, because it confuses things that a concern
for ‘rationalization’ has separated out, and because it is therefore
addressed as a matter of priority to the medical authority (and not
to the social services, as the ‘rationality’ of the institutions concerned
requires). It is seen as a reassertion that the patient is ill (a ‘refusal to
recognize the cure’) or as a challenge to the very essence or ‘truth’ of
the medical decision (that the patient has been cured) because it is put
forward in the name of principles that have nothing to do with
medicine’s intentions (which are scientific as well as therapeutic). It
might in extreme cases be acceptable to question the judgement of a
doctor, of even more than one doctor, because such a challenge is
made in the name of medicine and appeals to medicine. But to deny
that a cure has been effected when medicine as a whole - in othe
words, and in the last analysis, science (and the qualities of the
scientific mind) ~ is agreed, on the basis of objective criteria, that :
cure hqs been effected can only be the action of an illogical (o
prelogical’) mind, or the result of some ‘aberration’ or ‘madness

!
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(in the view of the scientific rationality that founds medicine and of
the social rationality that inspires medical practice).

The imbalance we see here between the medical institution and
certain of its patients obliges us to reflect upon the implicit precondi-
tions for the coherent dialogue that is established when all the part-
ners are speaking the same language and acting in accordance with
the same models: the language and models of ‘rationality’. It is only
on condition that we adopt and master the system of objective
demands on which the medical agency insists and, in the present
circumstances, only if we agree as to the meaning, the opportuneness
and the legitimacy of claims put forward after an illness or accident
that we can establish the essential dialogue between, on the one hand
the health system (which obviously includes the system that ascertain;
and checks that the patient’s claim is justified) and, on the other hand
the agents’ system of dispositions. This is a precondition for an):
understanding of the meaning (which is a class meaning) of a legitim-
ate demand (and it is not legitimate in an absolute sense, but only with
reference to one’s class condition). In other words, what has to be
elucidated is the very genesis of the relationship ~ which is sometimes
harmonious and sometimes in complete disharmony - between objec-
tive structures (those of the economy or medicine) and habitus that
are in part produced by those structures but which are also essential
to the workings of those structures. Here as elsewhere (or in other
words as in the economy), it is no accident that, in reality, the
question should arise almost spontaneously, or that it should take
the form of a permanent conflict between the agents’ dispositions and
the world in which those agents have to move and act, or between, for
example, economic dispositions on the one hand and the economic
world on the other. The objectivist abstraction about which econo-
mists so often agree is also to be found amongst doctors. They too
seem to overlook the fact that the subject of medical acts is, like the
subject of economic acts, a concrete person. He is a real being who
has, in practice, been created by the economy (or medicine), and not
some abstract man or the hypothetical man of economic (or medical)
theory.

The parallel between the economic system and the medical system,
between the economy itself and the economy of health, which are two
systems and two manifestations of the same social whole, does not
end there. Just like inequalities in the face of ‘rational’ me,dicine (or
medical ‘rationality’), inequalities in the face of the ‘rational’ econ-
omy (or economic ‘rationality’), or in other words the uneven rhythm
(which varies from individual to individual and from group to group)
of the transformation of economic attitudes towards both the
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economy and health, derive from economic and social mequglities,
Economics and medicine would prefer to overlook the economic and
social conditions that generate the dispositions they demand of eco-
nomic and ill subjects respectively. They thefefore .often haye to
negate those conditions and, correlatively, to universalize a particular
class of dispositions in order to be able to produce an entire 1u§uﬁ?a-
tory and moralizing discourse that can transﬁgurg the objective
demands of an economy and a medicine into the universal precepts
of an ethics: foresight and saving on the one'hand., and courage,
the disinterested primacy accorded to physical integrity, etc., on the

other.

The differential value of bodies

The emigrant worker’s struggle with the social service to obtain better
compensation for the prejudice he has suffered as a result of illness or
an accident is one he cannot hope to win. In thxs_unequal struggle, all
he can do is arm himself with the greatest possible perseverance, or
even take refuge in what is seen as extreme stubbornness. For some-
one who is never sure of what he is owed or of what he can de'manc'l,
and who therefore no more knows how far he can go with l.ns
demands than he knows whether his claims have been dealt with
fairly (he always has a vague suspicion that he has been wronge(}i1 or
that anyone but him - i.e. someone in a better social position than him
— would have got more than he has), the best strategy here seems to be
that of ‘no compromise’ with the enemy. Because he has r.lot.hmg tg
lose by taking the process he has initiated to its extreme lm}xts, an

nothing to win by reaching an amicable SOl.uthll, it is in the interests
of the weak man to go on looking like a victim who is very reluctantly
being forced to be satisfied with what is on offer. o .

The origins of this basically distrustful relgtlonshlp with the socia

services lie, of course, in the divergent evaluatxon§ r.nade, by both sides
and on the basis of divergent criteria, of the injury that has been
suffered. One side observes the injury from the outside and assesses
it objectively; the immigrant who has suffere_d it experiences it in
overall terms, and as a sustained assault on his whole bemg: These
antithetical appraisals will therefore give rise to very different ‘assess-
ments of the right to compensation’. On the one hand, we have an
objective assessment, which the victim will find inadequate to the
extent that it does not do justice to his immediate interests a'nd
prejudices his future interests and, on the other, we have a subjective
assessment that is judged to be ‘excessive’ by the apparatus (doctors
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and the social security) that controls the yardstick by which things are
measured because it is not, in its view, based upon any of the officially
recognized criteria.

The difference of opinion exists not only because the interests of the
parties concerned do not coincide, but also for the more basic reason
that their respective conceptions of the body, its economic function
and especially its social meaning, and therefore the implications of
anything (illness or accidents) that affects it, differ in every respect, as
do their assessments of its implications. For the social services and for
medicine, the body, especially that of a manual labourer, and even
more so that of an immigrant worker, is no more than a tool or, more
specifically, a hierarchical set of tools in which every individual tool
(that is, every organ or every part of the body) has its function, as well
as a place and an (economic) value determined by its involvement and
role in the production cycle. The immigrant worker, in contrast,
experiences his body as a way of being present in the world. It is a
way of being present in the physical world and the social world,
and way of being present to the self. When the two parties are faced
with a body affected by illness or mutilated in an accident, one of
them is preoccupied with determining the extent of the resultant
incapacity, but only the physical incapacity. The ‘fair’ assessment of
the compensation that should be awarded is also purely physical. As
the worker is ‘worth’ what his labour is worth, his body is indemni-
fied on the same basis and within the limits of his loss of physical
strength, in other words in accordance with the ‘value’ of the organ
that has been mutilated or the limb that has been injured. The muti-
lation of a nose or the pinna of an ear brings much less compensation
than the loss of a hand, no doubt because it does not reduce the ability
to work. The other party worries about the repercussions that even a
local trauma will have on the person as a whole, in all the circum-
stances of his existence, and on every aspect of his social identity. In
other words, the assessment of the right to compensation is in fact
socially determined. If all the parties involved - the social services,
medicine and the private individual — are to agree on this assessment,
even though they may dispute the amount of compensation, they must
share the social categories on which it is based and, in the final
analysis, the social conditions that lie at the origin of those same
categories. The economics of labour, for example, require the body
to be represented as an abstract entity required by the economy of
labour. It is this analytic and functional representation of the body
that make possible all the measurements and all the calculations of
how much each part of the body contributes, as well as the monetary
equivalents that compensate for part or all of the labour that cannot
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be performed and, correlatively, the way in Wh.lCh the injury suffere.d,
or the (partial or total) incapacity for work, is related to the social
value of the profession concerned, to the qughty of t.he person exer-
cising that profession and, basically, the soc;xal position he occupies
and the characteristics he displays. If, that is, the assessment of the
injury suffered, as established by the social services and the doctors,
and, subsequently, the compensation they offer are all the more
readily accepted because they are advantageous on Fhe one hqu
and relatively high on the other, given ic profession involved, it is
so not only or not always for economic reasons, but probably for
reasons of social order. Indeed, the higher the position of a worker
who has been the victim of an accident or an induanal illr}ess in th_e
professional hierarchy, the more likely it is that' he will see hgmself, his
own body, his situation as an invalid, the sgcnal organization of the
world of work, and the world as a who!e, in the same terms as the
implicit viewpoint or world-view that inspires social security and
medicine and which has produced them. o
Let us suppose that it is not a manual labourer — and a fortiori an
immigrant worker — who has suffered an accident at work, but a
senior manager. The ‘social cover’ he enjoys (compl.ementar'y pension
funds, insurance and contractual guarantees relating to'hns pf-ofes-
sional involvement and his professional status, other private insur-
ance etc.) and the high salary he is paid provide, in his case, a much
more effective system of protection than that available to a worker
who has neither the economic means nor, which is more important,
the cultural means to insure himself against future risks. But quite
apart from the protection provided by all the resources at his disposal
in addition to and independent of his salary, the senior manager has
an immense advantage over the worker, and a fortiori the immigrant
worker. He has a better understanding of the entire system of re!anons
he can expect to have with social security and the doctors. Sharing the
same assumptions that they share — and they are, as it happens, all to
his advantage because he is socially ‘better disposed’ than others to
take advantage of them — he knows from experience, and espe.cx'ally
because he has a class habitus generated by the same social conditions
that have established the objective intentions of the medical and social
agency, how to conduct properly — i.e. in accorda_nce w.xth then-.ow_n
logic — the abstract relationship involved in dealing with any insti-
tution (as a consultant, a claimant, a plaintiff, a defence lawyer, and
so on) or in dealings with doctors and judges. Because he also under-
stands the internal logic and the functional mechanisms of both
medicine and the social security system, he knows at every moment
where to intervene, when to intervene, how and with which argu-
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ments to intervene. The appropriateness of this ‘knowledge’, or the

‘rationality’ of which he is the bearer, guarantees that his interven-

tions will be effective. And because he has a more accurate, more

logical and above all more rational vision of the therapeutic process

(the evolution of the treatment, the chronology of the various medical

interventions, the sequence of the different phases of the treatment),

he is spared the helplessness experienced by immigrant workers.

Nothing in his condition provides any basis for the immigrant

workers’ feeling of being lost in the ‘imbroglio’ forced upon them
by doctors and the social security system, as though out of some
desire to do them harm, or the impression of being the plaything of
both those forces (‘They do what they like’, “They tell us anything to
get rid of us’ or “They’re laughing at us’). With an interlocutor who
conforms to the model assumed by ‘rationality’, or an ideal partner
who is incapable of acting other than ‘rationally’, the ‘dialogue’ is
easy. Everything is settled in advance. It is, one might say, a ‘compli-
citous dialogue’. It involves, on the one hand, an accident victim who
knows how to behave in accordance with the implicit demands of
medicine and social security, and who also knows how to anticipate
the objective expectations of both agencies, just as he knows how to
predict them in practical terms, and on the other hand, institutions
which recognize their partner as the man of their demands. They can
recognize apparently individual qualities (it is possible, even pleasant,
to have a dialogue with him: he has foreseen everything, prepared
everything; he has all the information that is needed, all the docu-
ments, all the papers, all the proof, he is on time and punctual, his
story is consistent, he is even courteous, etc.) that are in reality class
attributes or ways of being that are socially determined and therefore
unevenly distributed. As relations with the institutions are perfectly
harmonious, there is no need to use violence (even if a dispute should
arise). Such ‘gratuitous’ violence is reserved for the most disadvan-
taged who, because they have no understanding of where they stand
in relation to the social services or medicine, because they do not
know where they stand or what the cause of their difficulties is, and
because they do not know how to approach the people who are at the
centre of the decision-making process (the social security’s medical
advisers, the hospital consultants) in order to explain the situation
from their point of view, have no option but to turn on the lower-
ranking staff who have to deal with their cases (care-assistants,
nurses, social security receptionists and staff, social workers, etc.),
and to treat both institutions and their staff incoherently and
‘irrationally’ because they have a poor understanding of their real
functions and authority.*
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Institutions in conflict

But this is not all. Even though they are effegts gf the r.elationship
between medicine (or some of th‘q ways in \c’iv’hlch it functlllonls) ?(ndha
particular category of users, or l'll-d{sppse patients who lack the
dispositions required to use medicine as it demfmds to l_>e used, many
particularly critical states which medicine (be it somatic, pSyCl:llatrlC
or psychosomatic) commonly, and perh_aps also all too cgnvemently,
sees as sinistrosis or sinistrosic tendencies, are not r‘edu.c1ble_to’ mere
failures to conform to medical (and economic) .ratxonahty . We
cannot overlook how much the firratlonz'al’ behavxour of so-c.alled
‘sinistrosic’ patients owes, both in its genesxs.and its current mapres:-
ations, to the workings of institutions (medical, social and juridical)
and to the determinisms they bring to bear, especially on immigrants.
The immigrant worker who is ill or who has had an accident
experiences the social security system, w1tl} whlch he is usual}y in
trouble, and then the medical agency — and in his view the two insti-
tutions are in it together — as though Fhe)j were courts of law. His
dealings with them are like a trial in which ;urlfhcal power, t}.1e power
of the social security and medical power are in leggue against him.
They all collude and are, in his view, intent upon doxqg all they can t<}
deny him the rights his injury gives l}lm., if not to dispossess h.m;l (l)
those rights completely. Indeed, as Remi Lenoir (1980) Qquite rig tly
shows in an excellent study devoted to the notion .of accidents at
work’, reporting the accident, which is the first act in the lor.1g pro-
cedure that should end in the award of monetary com?ensatxon fo;
the injury suffered, is not reducible to either a simple statement [(1)
fact’ or the purely administrative act of record.m_g somethfng. It is the
object of relations of force, first between the victim apd his employer,
and then between the victim and the social security system. :I’hc
recognition that an accident at work has hap;')er.led. is at issue in a
struggle between partners who have antagonistic Interests. Wage-
earners are interested in obtaining an income — as high an income as
possible — and employers are interested in ga_ining a reducnqn, or at
the very least a non-increase, in their social insurance contrlb}ltlons
(and their contributions are calculated, factory by fact‘ory and indus-
try by industry, on the basis of the frequency and seriousness gf the
risk of accidents or illness that they pose). As the juridical definition of
‘accidents at work’ is relatively indeterminate, fraud, attempts to
defraud and fraudulent intentions are not uncommon on either side.
Similarly, even before the decision that has been given is challenged,
or even before the immigrant who is ill and at odds with the social
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services decides to make use of the recourse made available to him by
the relevant procedures, he has the feeling that he is always dealing
with a juridical agency represented by, depending upon the time and
the agency involved, a doctor, a social security administrator and
sometimes a man who really is from the juridical authority. And the
most surprising of these tribunals, and perhaps the most terrifying, is,
paradoxically, the ‘medical’ tribunal. The consultative opinions the
doctor is required to give (normally requested by colleagues — or by
their intermediary — they are also given to colleagues) in fact consti-
tute so many sources of rights and so many stages in the process
leading to a final decision. This tribunal has its own hierarchy, namely
the various commissions made up of general practitioners, specialists
of various ranks and expert witnesses who combine medical science
with juridical and social science, etc., and whose medical authority is
without doubt also a ‘judicial’ authority. It has its hearings, its pro-
cedures, its standards of proof, its practices of examination (or even
cross-examination), and of confrontation, and it too can award bene-
fits. All its procedures are broadly analogous with those of a court
(pleas from the ‘lawyer’-doctors acting for both parties, ‘closing
speeches’, deliberations). In the circumstances, the accusatory nature
of the medical agency becomes even more pronounced when the
immigrant is faced with doctors from the social services (practitioner-
consultants, medical supervisors), when he is ‘brought before’ the
‘medical board’ of the social institution, or in other words when he
has to respond to a summons, meet strict deadlines and obey strict
administrative rules, He has to undergo further medical examinations
and consultations, but also — in the event of the social services not
being satisfied with the outcome of these examinations and reports,
some of which are compulsory for an immigrant who is liable to all
these procedures, and some of which are at his own request - second
opinions and further consultations. In all these cases, the medicine
encountered by an immigrant making a case against the social ser-
vices, is first and foremost the medicine of that institution. It repre-
sents a medical corps that is paid by the social services. ‘They are the
assurance’s doctors, they are paid by the assurance; it’s only natural
that they should defend the assurance. That’s their boss’: they say this
of these medical advisers or the doctors called in by the social services.
Quite independently of the best intentioned attitudes that often
motivate the institution’s doctors, and quite independently of the his-
tory of the workings of this institution and the philosophy on which it
is based (this is a system founded on the principle of solidarity and
financed by workers’ contributions), the immigrant worker’s repre-
sentation of the social security system and the medicine associated
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with it actually helps to separate out the three partners or, to be more
accurate, the four partners (if we include the employers), and to
involve them in a complete system of antagonistic relations. When it
is autonomized in this way and constantly called as a witness by the
social services (and usually only by then) and, as a rule, to testify
against the immigrant — or at least that is the way the immigrant sees
relations between the doctors and the social services — medicine does
often seem in these circumstances to be an objective ally of the social
services, or even its complete slave. N
Because the immigrant worker has every reason to see medicine as a
party to his dispute with the social services, or even as a supplemen-
tary force that intervenes on the latter’s behglf, he tO(: tends Eo use it
as a procedural device or, at best, as though it were a ‘lawyer’ he had
entrusted with the defence of his interests. In such cases, the best
doctor is the best lawyer. As the dispute with the social services can
only be resolved as though it were a trial, and as m<'3d'1cme is, almost
despite itself, involved in that trial, why not use m?dicme as a proced-
ural weapon and for procedural purposes — assuming tl}at one has the
means required to pursue that strategy? Even V\{h'en th_e immigrant can
(within certain limitations) make use of medlglne, it fxln'lo.st unwit-
tingly lends itself to the type of bargaining required by juridico-social
procedures. The ‘good’ doctor is the one who can make the best con-
tribution to this bargaining, who can give his client the best medical
records by supplying him with the best negotiating arguments. ‘He
must be able to demonstrate the highest possible rate of invalidity,
even though he is well aware that the sole purpose gf the appearances
before medical boards and of the reports is to discuss that rate in
order to reduce it. We know that the doctors are involved in a gamble
in which the stakes are all the higher, in that when the ‘real’ rate of
invalidity, as determined by the doctor, approaches 50 per cent, the
level of compensation is increased by half, and when it falls below
that level it is, in contrast, cut by half (see article L. 453 of the Code
de sécurité sociale). This is not simply the subjective, and therefore
suspect, perception of the victim of a work-related accident or illness.
This view of the role ascribed to the doctor in evaluating the rate of
disability, and of the influence that rate should have on the admission
of responsibility and the award of compensation for the injury
suffered, is quite in keeping with the facts. Indeed, the very peculiar
relationship that exists between an immigrant worker who has
suffered an accident or illness because of his job and his doctor is
one of the mediations that help to determine the rate of disability.’
Its assessment is, as we know, ‘automatically’ determined not only
by the relations between doctors (who authorize the compensation),
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the social services (a control agency) and the companies (the agencies
that pay the compensation), but also by the intensity of competition
within the medical market’ (Lenoir 1980: 79); it has, for example,
been possible to demonstrate (Jardillier 1965: 290) that the presence
of several doctors within the same locality tends to increase the
frequency and average duration of absences from work.

Secure in the certainty, which he has gained from experience, that
his ‘case’ will be better pleaded and better defended if he has at his
side a doctor who is well disposed towards him, the so-called sinis-
trosic handicapped worker goes from surgery to surgery to look for
the most ‘competent’ doctor, which means, in these cicumstances, the
most accommodating doctor. With his well-organized medical
records under his arm, the arguments he developed a long time ago,
the history of his illness and his symptoms (and of the judgements
passed on his illness), which he has established and learned once and
for all, he gets ready for the fray well in advance. Everyone is familiar
with these totally illiterate patients, who are usually assumed to be
disoriented and snowed under by the ‘flood’ of papers that results
from their dealings with the administration, and who now astonish
everyone by the meticulous, almost fetishistic and manic care — and
this is in fact one of the symptoms on which the diagnosis of sinis-
trosis is based — with which they file all the items in their medical
records, no matter whether they are important or not (medical certifi-
cates, doctors’ reports, notifications of decisions, but also mere scraps
of paper to remind them of the address or telephone number of a
doctor, a lawyer, a date and so on), the speed with which they produce
all these documents and refer to them at every opportunity, presum-
ably in order to fill in the gaps and correct the misunderstandings in a
dialogue they know to be biased against them because the only
language their interlocutors understand is, as they put it, ‘the lan-
guage of arguments and proofs, with papers and written reports to
support them’.

‘You should see how the file is organized: everything is meticulously
classified. He knew how many sheets of paper there were in every
sub-file, with the precise dates, etc. and then ~ I'm not even sure he
could read - he would pull out a Code de droit civil and point to it,
saying "I have rights, my rights are in there, so why won't they give
me n;y rights?”’ (Social worker at the Centre Médico-Social Bossuet,
Paris

Monsieur X complains of multiple pains down his left side. And, as
though to confirm that the pains are real, he takes from his pocket a
page torn from a dictionary showing the human body, points to a zone,
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to the area where it hurts and names it: ‘It’s my spleen’... Another
Maghrebin complains of pains in his head. He shows.me where it hurts
by pointing to a specific spot and turning his head slightly, and .adopts
an analgesic pose; his papers include a photo of a woman making the
same gesture...a publicity shot for a drug company that mentions
Glifanan, which is an analgesic. (Bennani 1980: 31-2)

The doctor becomes a ‘witness’ (for either the prosecution or th.e
defence), a ‘prosecutor’ (whose task is to catch out a patient who is
‘pretending’ or ‘cheating’), and a ‘lawyer’ (fpr one party or the c?ther).
In these conditions, there is no longer anything {nedlcal about .hxm: he
is the social security tribunal’s auxiliary. Medicine’s therapqutlc _func—
tion seems to have been forgotten throughout the dispute It is ec!xp§ed
by the secondary role it is forced to playi su?pl.ymg proof.s,'cemfym-g
the reasons that have been adduced and justifying .th'e decision t_hat is
handed down — always at his expense, in the opinion of the immi-
grant. And yet it has to be said that, despite their clumsy attempts to
dominate medicine and, especially, to get it to see that _th_ey are still ill,
immigrants do make every effort to ‘pt?rsuade medicine to tak‘e a
fairer view of its role’, as they put it, or in other words to dissociate
it from the social services and to get it back on their side to some
extent. From this point of view, the stubborn attempts they make to
have themselves recognized as people who are ill, rather than _people
who have been ill (or ‘recovered patients’, to use medu_:o-sqcxal ter-
minology), and who have come for advice ar_nd consultations in prep-
aration for their meetings with the social services, and also to ask their
doctors to give the prognosis for the effects and future effect of their
illness that is most in keeping with their interests — all these requests
for treatment and for advice on how to behave in front of _the social
security tribunal are so many ways of recalling or saying (in a prac-
tical way) that medical practice should conform to its true nature: it
should treat patients and not pass judgement on them. Medicine’s
‘neutrality’, or at least the ‘neutrality’ that is usua'lly .assgme.d by the
‘rationality’ of the organization and workings of its institutions and
that is proclaimed by medical ethics, is powerle‘ss when it is refutf:d by
experience. When it is faced with the facts, it shatters into pieces.
Even though a worker who is in dispute with the social services can n
theory appeal to the science of medical judgement on the same basis
as can the social services, or even on equal terms — he_can, for
instance, be accompanied or advised by his doctor or ‘treating phys-
ician’, whose fees may in some cases even be paid by the social
services — he in fact often feels that that his voice is not always
being heard, or that it counts for less (or nothing) compared to the
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weight and influence that is being brought to bear by the very ‘official’
institution of the social security system and its powerful doctors. This
is true at every stage in the dispute, and throughout the entire dispute.
When it is a matter of establishing a medical history, proving that the
illness was caused by work or demonstrating the causes and circum-
stances of the accident, the enquiry is required to provide this body of
proof as quickly as possible. It is therefore common, especially in the
case of an accident, for an investigation to be launched. Even if it is
not handed over to the police, it looks very much like a police investi-
gation because it is designed to produce a whole set of objective
proofs. In the immigrant’s view, however, the only valid proof, the
only proof that is beyond doubt, the only proof that is worthy of
consideration and that does away with the need for any other, is his
illness or accident ~ in other words and in the last analysis, himself
insofar as he is or has been ill or has had an accident. In the eyes of the
‘judges’, it may be essential to hear witnesses, to reconstruct the
accident and to discover who was responsible in order to re-establish
the truth, but in the eyes of the victim, all this is superfluous, and he
suspects it of being no more that a bureaucratic ploy or a procedural
device designed to confuse the victim still further and to make it easier
to cheat him by successfully denying that the accident was an indus-
trial accident.

When it comes to the ‘objective’ evaluation of the injury suffered
and, even more so, to the assessment of the ‘right to compensation’
and of the amount of compensation, there is a danger, as is always the
case, that the self-proclaimed objectivity of an institution, which has
on its side science, experimentation and objective quantification, will
dismiss any expression of the conflicting point of view or opinion as
subjectivity (in other words sensibility, the qualitative and anything
else that might be influenced by personal interests).

When, finally, it comes to the procedural ritual that decides the
degree of incapacity resulting from the illness or accident and the
amount of compensation, and that ends with all the verdicts (medical,
social and juridical) being brought in, the battle is once again very
unequal. During the strictly therapeutic phases the patient and his
doctor are still concerned only with, on the one hand, the treatment
he is receiving and, on the other, the treatment that has to be given. In
other respects, the overall experience that an immigrant worker, who
is seeking compensation for his illness or his accident, has of his
relations with social security and, in this instance, medicine and the
authority (which is mainly social) it embodies, leads him to see the
latter first as a party in the dispute that brings him into conflict with
the social security, and second, and in the best of cases, as a referee or
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yet one more piece in the jigsaw or the juridico-socio-medical trap in
which the claimant feels he is caught or, in the worst of cases, as 4
practice and a power that are totally subordinate to the' practice and
power of social security. Indeed, it is very easy fqr the immigrant to
convince himself that medicine exists only to provide tbe social secur
ity tribunal with the series of proofs and justifications it n_eeds to pass
judgement, proofs and judgements that almost never run in the immi-
grant’s favour or to his advantage.

Paradoxically, it is when medicine appears to accede to the
demands of this particular class of patients, who are eager to be
treated as though they were ill (and not as partners 1.nvolved in 2
process whose outcome is essentially decide:d by the judgement -of
doctors), that it realizes that its position \'N'lth regargl to the social
security system is one of structural opposition. Having completely
revised its position, it can now arrive at a deeper and. fuller. L}nder-
standing of patients who are usually seen as such msatlable' litiganies
(or ‘cheats’) that doctors either act as their ‘lawyers’ (to remain wﬁhm
the logic of the trial) or claim to be able to cure them of the agtntude
that turns them into sick claimants. Sometimes they do both t.hmgs at
once. In the context of the conflict in which it is invol\fed w1tl.x both
the social security system and the worker who is appealmg :.aga,ms't it
treating a patient for sinistrosis is a way of reasserting medicine’s right
to treat patients who have been denied treatment bgcause they are
seen only as ‘cheats’, ‘malingerers’ and ‘claimants’.” It z}lso a!lovsts
medicine to discover the objectively conflictual position m.w’hnch it
finds itself with respect to social security, even if that ‘conflict’ never
becomes explicit and never actually materializes. Doctors therefore
treat ‘patients’ who demand to be treated only so that they can be
recognized as and declared to be still ill. They treat them so as to
enable them, they think, to outwit the social services geven though this
might in fact be to the latter’s relief, as it is not in its interests to go On
indefinitely reimbursing the medical expenses of. peoplf: who are
interminably “ilI’, or to delay the settlement of an invalidity pension
that has usually been won in principle). This is in a way cqulvglcnt to
objectively siding with their patients. And so, because both §|des are
obsessed only with external appearances, or in other words with what
is described as a ‘complaining’ attitude and the materiality of that
claim, rather than interpreting them as signs of a malaise which, in
itself and in all its causes, may exist quite independently of the illness
or accident, we arrive at an extreme situation and a question that
borders on the absurd: who is responsible for the sinistrosis of a
worker who has suffered an accident — medicine or the social services?
Is it the social security system, to the extent that it is a system Of
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compensation and indemnification, that generates the claim that gives
rise to the sinistrosis? Or has medicine invented sinistrosis — an illness
that it would be difficult to indemnify — in order to force the social
security system to take a more conciliatory line in the dispute that
divides it from these claimants?

A distorted temporality

A bad relationship between an individual and the institutions which,
in the circumstances, are responsible for defining much of his status
(work, medicine, social security and, in more general terms, immigra-
tion itself), a bad relationship with his condition as a whole and with
his own body: when the immigrant is ill, all these states seem to take a
paroxysmal form. But whilst this situation reaches its extreme point
in the context of immigration, it can also exist in the immigration
whose effects it prolongs, and even outside immigration and quite
independently of immigration.” Indeed, it spares neither former im-
migrants who have returned home nor, increasingly, today’s false
peasants or ‘depeasantified’ peasants. They are ‘emigrants at home’,
as the social transformations that have taken place at an accelerated
rate have, because they have identical effects, replaced real emigration
with ‘domestic emigration’. The former immigrants do not succeed in
regaining possession of their old place because it no longer exists.
Quite apart from the transformations they themselves have under-
gone as a result of their emigration, the whole field of possible
positions within the social space of their community has been modi-
fied during their absence. They cannot win or create for themselves a
new place in the new context. These ‘depeasantified’ peasants, who
are just as ill at ease with their ‘peasant’ bodies because they are no
longer peasants as they are with their ‘worker’ bodies because they are
not really workers finally discover that illness can have its ‘good
points’. The illness needs to be fictive or simulated to serve as an
alibi. It occurs at just the right moment to mask and justify what the
capitalist vision of labour sees as the elative (or absolute) inactivity of
both former emigrants and depeasantified peasants. Henceforth, free
time can be defined only in negative terms. Being neither leisure time
(non-labour) nor work time, time that is spent not working - a notion
that is essentially and actually alien to the logic of the precapitalist
economy — is the opposite of both the time (busy, gainfully employed)
that the productivity-oriented economy regards as being fully occu-
pied, and the time characteristic of the traditional economy (which
does not have to be either full or empty, wasted or squandered, saved
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or well spent). Experienced in the form of a malaise and a boredom
that reflect the ‘depeasantification’ and disintegration of the group as
a whole, this time, whose sole purpose is no longer, as it once was, to
allow the group to survive, has to be merely ‘filled’, if only fictively.
The break with the old peasant condition and the temporality that
was characteristic of it, has to be compensated for. Whenever possible
or, to be more accurate, when it is impossible to do otherwise, it
demands compensation from the various trades (labouring, day-
labour, owning a café or shop, working as a mason) that are taken
up by many fellahs (who may or may not have been emigrants) from
regions with a high level of emigration. At other- times, and on the
slightest pretext, it demands compensation from illness. Once certi-
fied (which in this context means being indemnified or in the process
of being indemnified), illness helps to confer a status or a new social
identity. In these circumstances, and even if it is temporary or merely
potential (in the process of being settled or in dispute, and thus
sustaining the expectation or illusion of a future status, which is in
itself already a status), even the smallest amount of compensation that
is awarded as a result of an accident, incapacity for work or retire-
ment allows the beneficiary to say that he is a ‘pensioner’ or ‘retired’.
Anyone who is in the process of claiming that status can say that he is
a ‘future pensioner’ or ‘about to retire’. The fact that ‘France (mean-
ing immigration) gives you nothing for free’ is there to prove that they
are indeed ill, worn out, incapable of work and therefore ‘old’ - and
the proof is backed up by the authority of Ftance, its doctors, its
experts and its courts. The medical examinations to which they are
called and the regular check-ups they have to undergo — and they
never go for them discreetly and sometimes even do so with a certain
ostentation — periodically supply further proof. But, even when it is
not certified in such an obvious way, illness helps to conceal the
enforced idleness to which they are condemned from those who do
not wish to admit to being inactive and who do not want to admit to
themselves that they are aware of their inactivity; but in that case,
they must be able to affect every appearance of being ill (and this is of
course what, in a different place and time, would be called ‘feigning’
illness). There is certainly no shortage of external signs that can be
used to this end. Living and working conditions in France certainly
have worn the immigrants out prematurely. They have exhausted
their physical resistance prematurely and resulted in both previously
unknown illnesses (tuberculosis, digestive, cardiovascular or venereal
disease, psychical troubles, etc.) and multiple handicaps (trauma,
mutilations resulting from accidents, and so on), but only a change
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in the attitude that peasant morality forces them to take towards their
bodies could persuade them to use illness as the final admissible
justification.?

The discovery of the social use of illness and an indulgent attitude
towards the body are no more than expressions of the more general
change in the overall attitude towards the economy. It is not surpris-
ing that these men have ‘been broken by France’, as they put it, and
that many others, whilst they have never emigrated to France, are
physically ‘broken’ because their morale has been ‘broken’. They are
members of groups that have themselves been morphologically and
socially ‘broken’, and they can define themselves only in terms of the
activity they once pursued in France (this is the one activity that can
be named) or the effects of that activity. They define themselves as
‘former’ emigrants, as ‘retired’, ‘pensioned’ or ‘invalids’ who are unfit
for work; those who have never emigrated define themselves in terms
of the multiple pretexts they invoke to explain their non-activity.
Apart from illness, only age ~ or a combination of illness and age -
can be manipulated in so many ways. Rather as though they were
anxious to come to terms with the incapacity that has been forced
upon them, former emigrants ‘age’ themselves almost deliberately,
and thus hasten a sort of retirement (or, to be more accurate, the
state they describe as retirement) which is, in this case, nothing other
than an exclusion or marginalization from the world of work. It is as
though, not being at all certain that they will be able to grow old
enough (in the normal sense of the term) to enjoy their retirement
(legally), and having no interest in remaining in some way ‘young’
until they reach that age, they adapt their modes of behaviour by
ageing them (turning them into ‘old men’s ways’). Being neither really
‘young’ enough to throw themselves into any work that comes along,
nor really ‘old’ enough to play the role of the old man properly,
former emigrants of this type have to acquire a status that gets them
out of this ambiguity. As men ‘between two ages’ and ‘between two
conditions’, all that remains for them to do is to exploit their age and
also a whole body language in the same way that others exploit their
iliness for different purposes.

This image of the old man, which they have constructed themselves
and which they try to persuade others to respect, is projected on to
every act in their lives. It is reflected in even the most ordinary of their
practices, which therefore differentiate them from other men in the
group. Their itineraries are restricted to the village, or take them only
a little way outside it. Their timetable, which also tends to become
more common amongst non-immigrants, contradicts the rhythms that
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are still shared by the collectivity. Characterized by a profoypg bore-
dom, the organization of their days, which has more in COmmop with
that of the idle than that of old men — who still remain fully socially
occupied, even when they have stopped work — now oweg almost
nothing to the old distribution of agricultural tasks. They dregs i the
long flowing clothes of ‘people who work neither with their hapnds nor
their bodies’ (robes, burnous, rudimentary turbans worn in guch a
way as to accentuate the pallor of their faces and the impreggion of
illness, flat shoes, etc.), as opposed to the tight, girded o pejred
garments suited to active peasants. Everything about thej, posture
and gestures (their slow and cautious gait, their habit of sitting cross-
legged, the gravitas of their gestures: all these attitudes are ip keeping
with the state of men who are ill, old or literate — i.e. idle) is designed
to remind everyone of their inactive status. Being ill, they are a]jowed
to get up late, or at least to leave the house late in the morning, Being
no longer ‘young’ but not really ‘old’, they can allow themge]yes to
spend the whole day in the village, where nothing — and especially not
the coming and goings of the women — escapes their notice, Because
they are men ‘in the house’ (or in other words men who occupy a
space that is normally reserved for women), they spend most of their
time either at home or in the streets of the village, going from one
djemma to the next, or gathering on the doorstep. Being idle (because
they do not work in the fields), they can allow themselves to take all
their meals at home, often at inopportune times —~ in other words in
keeping with grosso modo, urban habits which, in this context, are
similar to the habits of women.
Because it blurs the distinctions that have been established between
different age groups and, thus, classifications based upon those dis-
tinctions and the roles that are usually associated with each age
group, the particular form of new-style ‘old age’ or ‘illness’ generate
by emigration (either in or after immigration), constitutes a disruptive
factor that goes far beyond mere relations between age groups: it
represents a real challenge to the entire old order, and to all the
categories on which that order is based. There is an obvious oppos-
ition between a young age group, which lacks experience but which s
excused and indulged precisely because it lacks experience, and an old
age group which has a monopoly on wisdom and decision-making.
There are also oppositions between age groups, between a male
time and space and a female time and space, and between the condi-
tion and activity of labour (such as that of the peasant) and the
condition of status of idleness (such as, for example, that of the
traditional scribe).
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The individuation of the body

Beneath all these “ilI” attitudes and attitudes towards illness, we find,
of course, the relationship with the body and especially the transform-
ations which that relationship undergoes. As a general rule, these
transformations correlate to the changes that have occurred in the
physical and social environment in which the body is immersed - in
other words in the external stimuli that affect the body, and in the
socially differentiated uses to which the body is put. The real reason
why illness is now blamed for the indefinable feeling of malaise
caused by the abandoning of the old routine, to which it is impossible
to return, rather as though illness were the sole possible justification
for not so much this enforced inactivity as for the resignation from
and rejection of the real role of the head of the family, is that every
corporeal schema (an incorporation, in the true sense of the word, of
the natural world and the social world) deteriorates as the incorpor-
ated (or incorporable) world itself deteriorates.

In the communitarian world that was once his and as the communi-
tarian man he once was, the emigrant had a different representation
of his own body and, what is more important, put it to a different use.
Without going so far as to say that the body was not experienced as a
labouring body ~ how could it be when the emigrant’s daily experi-
ence of his body was that of a ‘working’ body?” - it was experienced,
first and foremost and almost collectively, as a way of being of
the group and within the group. Every individual identified with the
group and the group was present in each of its members because
the body was a cultivated object, i.e. the product of an implicit
pedagogy or a work of inculcation that did not speak its name. The
body is not only something that makes the individual a distinct entity,
and the group a sum total of biological individuals who are identifi-
able, who can be counted and who can be quantified. The body is the
group incorporated: the group made flesh.

In immigration, the emigrant experiences his body in a different
way. He discovers it to be different both from the body of others
and from the way he had represented it until now, the way it was
reflected back to him by the group with which he identified. He is
plunged into an economic and social world whose cardinal virtue is a
generalized individualism; he is subjected to mechanisms (economic,
social, juridical, cultural mechanisms, etc.) which, quite apart from
the regimentation they impose and the way they also regulate behav-
iour, all have, each in their own domain, the effect of inculcating the
individualist morale with which they are imbued into foreigners, and
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foreigners of a lowly social condition (immigrants). The immigrant
worker (especially if he is from the Maghreb) serves, often with great
reluctance and almost always at his own expense, an apprenticeship
that inculcates the individuation characteristic of the society of immi-
gration. Thanks to waged labour, the immigrant worker who origin-
ates from a third world society (and economy) discovers mathematical
time, which can be measured and quantified (quantities of time
worked can be converted into money). He discovers an individualized
time (involving only him and his work) and, correlatively, the individ-
ual dimensions of the work that has been performed (even when he is
working as part of a team, both the effort he puts in and the resultant
output remain individualized). He discovers the individual dimension
of the remuneration he receives (he discovers that it is directly pro-
portional to the duration, the quantity, or even the quality of the work
he has done) and, therefore, of the budget he is forced to adopt (a time
budget, a space budget, a travel budget, a budget for outgoings and
savings, etc.). At the same time, he also discovers the individuation of
his body insofar as it is an organ or tool for work, and insofar as it is
the seat of biological functions, and a ‘body’ that is socially and
aesthetically designated as a foreign body.

To the extent that he is an individual whose sole raison d’étre is
work and whose presence is therefore legal, authorized and legitimate
only when it is subordinated to work, the immigrant worker experi-
ences an existence that is reduced to the body that materializes his
existence, and which is therefore its instrument. His existence is
therefore the existence of a body. Both his existence and his body
are completely dependent upon work. The immigrant is the only
worker whose other functions are all reducible to the first and final
function of work (in extreme cases, these other functions are non-
existent). He is also the only worker who, not being a citizen or a
member of the social and political body (the nation) in which he is
living, has no other function but work. Ideally, the immigrant worker
should be nothing more than a pure body, a purely corporeal ma-
chine, a pure mechanism, a system of levers which requires no more
than the minimum input needed to keep its cogs working properly.
His entire experience of immigration teaches the immigrant worker
about this ‘ideal’.

To the extent that he is isolated from his fellows and from the entire
group with which he is in communion, the immigrant worker also
experiences his body as a biologically individualized unit, not only in
the labour he performs with his whole body but also in a more banal
or everyday way, thanks to the revelation of the individual nature of a
certain number of the body’s organic functions. They are normally
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concealed behind a communitarian fagade or the semblance of a

collective ceremonial, but, because his isolation, which is a result of

emigration, reduces him to being, as he puts it, just his head’, it

obligates him to cater, individually and in isolation, by himself and

for himself, for his own needs. He has to prepare, on the basis of his

own budget, his own meals and to eat them on his own (even when

this takes place, as happens when immigrants are housed in ‘hostels’

for immigrant workers, in front of witnesses who are themselves

occupied in the same way — i.e. carrying out the same act and the

same function - or within a group whose members are indifferently

watching an act in which they cannot be involved). He begins to

discover the purely organic and individualist function of absorbing

nutrients, as opposed to the social function of the meal as an act of
commensality and communion, in other words as an act of communi-
cation through which the community asserts its existence, and as act
of integration through which it reconstructs itself. It is not only
alimentary practice that gives rise to an individualistic mode of be-
haviour that brings about a sort of awareness of one’s own body or,
more specifically a reconversion of the relationship with the body. As
a general rule, all the technologies of the body are also involved (table
manners, of course, but also sleep, getting dressed, etc.), as is personal
hygiene, since an incorporated individualism is the basis for all those
modes of behaviour known as hygiene (sanitary hygiene, but also
hygiene as a whole, because even moral hygiene is, ultimately, a
bodily hygiene). We can thus understand the suspicion with which
men who are used to sharing everything view anything that might
divide them, all the customs that they inevitably see as individualistic
customs, or customs that might divide and separate them. We can also
understand their suspicion of individualist practices, such as that of
the individual place-setting (each to his own plate, glass, napkin, etc.)
- such rules of etiquette and hygiene are mistrusted by individuals
who are predisposed by their earlier cultural traditions, which are
strongly communitarian, to commune together, even to the extent of
sharing the same plate, the same pitcher and the same napkin. These
individualist practices are criticized, amongst other things, for being
egotistical, too self-seeking or, to be more accurate, cynically self-
seeking and therefore shameful to the extent that they obviate the
need to mask the interests that inspire them.

Insofar as he is a foreigner or designates himself as such within the
social, political, cultural and aesthetic panorama of the society of
immigration (he is seen as a different ‘type’), the immigrant worker
experiences suspicion everywhere and throughout his immigration.
He is different from everyone else (i.e. from the nationals) because
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he is the only person to display every possible distinctive sign (in
addition to the usual social distinctions, there are ethnic, political,
juridical and linguistic cultural distinctions and so on). The immi-
grant therefore has the feeling that he is permanently under surveil-
lance, in the way that a foreign body is kept under surveillance. He
has the feeling that he has become an eternal suspect whose every
gesture and every action is the object of an accusation: in the street,
in the shops, at home, in the public services (especially social ser-
vices, social security offices and hospitals) and even at work. The
presence of the immigrant is a source of surprise and, whatever
intentions he is assumed to have, there is always the suspicion that
he is at fault. He comes under suspicion of disturbing the aesthetic
order, the political order, the social order and especially the sanitary
order (immigrants are the victims of all kinds of clichés: they cost the
social security ‘dear’, lead to overcrowding in hospitals, and carry
diseases), also the cultural or moral order (one loses count of the
offences immigrants are supposed to have committed against the
code of ‘behaving properly’ or the code of good manners, of their
barbarisms and their infractions of the rules of polite society), in a
word the national order (they are foreign to our history, our national
existence, our national interests), and sometimes, when times are
difficult, the economic order, even though they are its very obedient
servants {more so than ever, immigrants are now inevitably seen as
surplus to requirements). It is this generalized suspicion that the
immigrants’ experience is so all-encompassing that makes them say
that they ‘steal their presence in France’, even though they in fact
pay a very high price in every respect for being present there. As we
have seen, the distrust with which they view medicine and social
security is not simply the result of a difficult relationship or of some
particular conflict with those institutions; it is a particular, and
particularly critical instance of a broader and more constant situ-
ation, a particular modality of the distrust that influences all rela-
tions between the immigrant and the society of immigration. Quite
independently of the disputes that may bring the two agencies into
conflict, the immigrant worker is all the more likely to suspect and
distrust the social security system and medicine because he has
learned to suspect and distrust a society that regards him with
suspicion and which distrusts him. No sooner has the immigrant
worker discovered the individuation of his body than he is dispos-
sessed of it. Not having the cultural means (because he does not have
the material means on which cultural means depend) required to
take possession of the individuation of his body, he discovers his
individuation only to lose possession of his body.
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The body of the immigrant

As it becomes the object of multiple investigations, the body of the
other known as the immigrant (or, which amounts to the same thing,
the immigrant who has been reduced to being just a body) eventually
gives rise to a proliferation of discourses, beginning with that of the
psychiatrists. Being a language elaborated about the body and the
language of the immigrant’s body, and a language elaborated and
produced in order to interpret body language, which is an immediate
language, psychiatric discourse sees the immigrant’s body, or at least
the language through which that body expresses itself, as a system of
signs that has to be deciphered. But because it has no understanding of
its own conditions of production — i.e. of the specific reasons that lead
it, when it relates to the sick immigrant, to pay particular attention to
the body and what it calls the ‘language of the body’'® - psychiatry’s
medical discourse prevents it, in the case in point, from asking
any questions about its own nature, its social function or even the
reason for its existence.!’ We therefore find psychiatrists who know
all about the ‘soul’ or, to use more modern language, the ‘culture’ of the
Maghrebin immigrant. They write about circumcision and, more gen-
erally, all technologies of the body. These range from swaddling, to
weaning (Jalil Bennani (1980: 43—4) describes this as ‘the bodily en-
counter with the mother and even with other women’, and the mother
as ‘an essential environment for the child who behaves towards her like
an absolute master’ — the mother who, for her part, ‘never rejects her
child, especially if it is a boy, because it provides her with a guarantee of
social recognition’) to the servile use that is made on building sites and
in factories of the body of the immigrant for the entire duration of his
immigration. (‘Because it deprives the individual of his usual social
defences, his transplantation causes him to lose this necessary quasi-
phallus’ — meaning the ‘castrating transplantation’, an allusion to and a
psychoanalytic evocation of the child’s ‘circumcision-castration’ — and
‘we therefore have a compensatory search for an invalidity pension.
Obtaining a pension compensates for his professional failure and pre-
vents the patient from losing face’ (Berthellier 1972; emphasis added).)
The psychiatrists write learned papers which, combining social anthro-
pology and psychoanalysis, attempt to establish, on the basis of a priori
comparisons, purely metaphorical links, or even mere analogies (which
are rarely justified and sometimes obviously forced) between, on the
one hand, certain cultural features that have been almost deliberately
chosen but whose pertinence has yet to be demonstrated (as their
specificity is far from having been proven) and, on the other, the
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therapeutic practice of psychiatry when it has to deal with ‘patients’ ~
in other words a certain number of statements — most of which are real
clichés — designed to provide an outline sketch of the ‘basic Maghrebin
personality’. They assume that they can determine a psychic configur-
ation specific to both Maghrebins (at least as revealed by its observable
pathological manifestations) and what they regard as psychotic behav-
iour. That is how they view any reaction to the therapeutic relationship
they are trying to promote. To take only one example: because psych-
iatry sees no need to investigate the real import of the pronounced
discrimination between the sexes, or in other words the sexual division
of space, time, age and activities of all kinds (which are all necessarily
bound up with sexually discriminated spaces, times and ages), starting
with activities that have a differential effect upon male and female
bodies, it tends to overdetermine the place and power attributed to
women and particularly to mothers (to sexually overdetermine things
that are already mythically determined).'* It therefore tends to over-
estimate the significance of the role attributed to women and the
mother to such an extent as to regard that role as the antecedent that
can, according to Dr Berthelier, ‘explain’ ‘neurotic depressive reac-
tions’. Immigration and its difficulties provide an opportunity to ‘re-
member’ and therefore to experience once more the frustration
occasioned by the disappearance of the ‘mothering’ provided by both
the ‘mother-society’, the nurturing land (there is no shortage of meta-
phors to describe the magical relationship between the two experi-
ences: weaning from the mother during childhood and, later, weaning
from the ‘mother-society’ as a result of immigration), and the actual
mother, who is complacently described as being omnipotent and omni-
present, first in early childhood and then in the imaginary of the adult.
For psychiatrists who are in a hurry to ‘read’ in the behaviour and
psyche of their Maghrebin ‘patients’ the marks of the social, affective
and cultural structures they think they have identified as component
elements of their personality, it is never in doubt that the relationship
they sense between the ‘body’, the ‘father’ and the ‘mother’ is a direct
and immediate relationship. Even Robert Berthelier, who, because he at
least introduces the ‘social’ dimension (‘any subject is caught up in both
these dimensions: that of a personal history and that of a social history’:
1973: 42), is the best informed of them, feels justified in establishing a
link, first between the ‘body’ and ‘patriarchy’, and then between ‘cir-
cumcision’ (a mark on the body) and ‘the mother’:

Let us look for a moment at this circumcision and the relationship with
the mother. ... It is the mother who initiates the child into the ceremony
and who organizes it....The mother therefore marks the child with
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this symbolic castration and, by that very fact has power over the child
Over the father too....It is therefore the mother who names the | I.
is the mother who introduces the ‘name of the father’. It is the awl.l :
who teaches the child to pronounce it. It is the mother.who si n'rfrilot ﬁf
threat of. castration and the law of the prohibition of i e eS'It"he
Mag.}grebﬁl’sl relati-orﬁshfip with the mother is important 'I?hcee Smt-othefr:
signifies the law of the ather but her gaze r i irected

child. Her child remains near her, V\%ithin e;:fsllrllcs)sl:::(tieg;ro ‘g:zred chir

tinues to sustain the imaginary of the hild i i ip wi
the mother and the body lives on in th: aldult (;g?(;s ;3]_3;1)0“5}119 v

In the same way, the privileged relationship with the mother ex-

plains, according to Berthelier, all the ¢
i -ordl ! compensatory’ i
diagnoses in his Maghrebin ‘patients’: P oy attitudes he

er_nand.s ma_de on the doctor, which
ationship with the mother.

What all these assertions (which are
nelt}l\’lcr true nor false) naivel
with the father and mother op ;

or, if we
mat,emal body - in other rer it prefer, the paternal body and the
one’s own body ~ is necessarily filtere
tion that it would be naive to describ

i i ion of affectivi

O organiz ectivi
t > thgse - aet (t:he entire cosmos. Insofar as it js_ to somtz : lone. They help
O ot ipicpories, the relationship with the facher and ptr oo
p ICh IS not to say derives from) the set of ryth; mother is _also
thatstructure both the world and the eg mythical oppositions

the most dramatic opportunity to e i
tion of space as a whole (physical s
vvogdsd th projection of all the basic oppositions that are symbolically
embodied in d}? male/female opposition (or, more accurately, in the
opposition, which provides the paradigm for all other opposition,

Pace and social space), or in other
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between the penis and the vagina, which are the biologically defined
properties of the two sexes), the relationship with the father and
mother is basic to the acquisition of the principles that structure the
ego and the world (and, more specifically, the homosexual/heterosex-
ual distinction) only on condition — which is often forgotten — that the
relationship is established in and with a world of mythologically sex-
uate objects and not only biologically sexuate persons.

The body as substitute for language

A ‘somatic’ language is, according to some, like Bennani, a language
that remains attached to the body that is its ‘source’ and to bodily
experience as a whole. For others, like Berthelier, it is a language that
attempts to make up for the inadequacies of the ‘word:

The body represents a habitual means of expression. .. what we readily
describe as hypermnesia is inscribed in the norm....Because it is
semantically poor, the patient’s original language - dialectal Arabic —
has no or few terms capable of translating anything to do with the
order of affect. Hence the metaphoric use of the body which, once it is
acted upon, attempts to say what words cannot express. The problem
therefore consists, firstly, in deciphering that language.

Here we have the psychiatrist rediscovering in his turn, and for his
own purposes, the old linguistic concept that differentiated between
languages and arranged them into a hierarchy based upon the intrin-
sic capacities and virtues it ascribed to them or liked to find in them.
The qualities are always the same and are always attributed to the
same languages. On the one hand, we have a ‘disposition’ for abstrac-
tion, an intrinsic power ability for reasoning and intellection, and an

intrinsic ability to meet the demands of intellectual rationality. These
are all characteristic of languages ‘made’ for thinking and expressing
the great ideas of the mind, the languages of culture, civilization
and the great intellectual and humanist tradition, or, in a word, the
cultivated languages typical of cultivated things, cultivated men
and cultivated societies. On the other hand, we have the conceptual
poverty, or in this case the ‘semantic poverty” of the languages of the
concrete (as opposed to the abstract), of the empirical (as opposed to
the theoretical) and of direct and immediate experience (as opposed
to thought, a withdrawal from action, and from things and the
world). As they have no great intellectual ambitions or no great
pretensions to think about the world on which they simply act, such
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langu.ages are only of practical use. The ‘poverty’ ascribed to what are
des.cn.bed as the ‘primary’ or ‘elementary’ languages appropriate to
societies that have nothing to express but their perception and ‘pri-
mary’ or ‘elementary’ experience of the world (the physical world Izhe
world of material objects to which they relate immediatel ) is ;on-
trasted — and this is a related criticism ~ with the disorderl yrofusion
of the lexicon used to designate the objects and concrete tl‘}l,ig s of the
world, or even the ego (such as, for example, bodily mox%ements
gestures, postures etc. or anything to do with the vegetative) and thé
practical experience one has of both. Whilst some laneua
habitually criticized for being too ‘concrete’, for bein gunsgtf'st ?)rle
for a}bstractlon — because they are incapable of,achieving %md exl j‘e ?
ing it — and the'refore, for sinning against the conceptual orderp hes:e
we l}ave psychlaFry criticizing the Arabic language of Ma h’r bi
immigrants for sinning against the affective order. It goes vgvitl‘: ll:
saying that the distinction is quite arbitrary. It takes, that i -
a;ctc})lunt of thci social fc;mditions that determine the use ’thata is lrsx’larcli(ﬁ:
Ot these two classes ot language (of the social characteristics of
who speak the languages, or of the social situati in which o those
:}I:::(en). ;{lhey le:re re{)rospectively accorded wigosl:eisl r:)zv chli:}rlatc}:gi:tﬁ
t are thought to be true in themselves (whereas th i
socially determined) becaus ive i e fa}ct
of intellectual qua)lities a:dt,h?zl iireweo:?le(;ni'case frl?m'the dlgfllt}’
of pr.actice ~ i.e. the necessities and imme&iaigrrrlleéd: tllrln  govern
practice. at govern
This categorization overl inati i
language ar’lgd structure it ino:ESOtr}:lzggc:e\;rﬁgligons th{lt reigh onies
that structure the whole universe. It overlooks t;:tl )i,:h:fmil c;: a:;gé)t?e;
between, for example, masculine language a’nd fen;inine ll!;atllnualoe
(wh'at men and women talk about in different ways, how c;grta%n
topics of conversation, certain usages and forms of l);nr,lguage can be
feminine when spoken by men, and other subjects, usages and forms
can be masculm? when spoken by women), or th;t between official
language and_prlYate language. Official language tends to be that of
men, of public circumstances and of more highly instituitionalized
relations (relations with medicine come into this category, and the
language when talking to a doctor or psychiatrist belong’s to this
category of language: i.e. official language). Private language is the
preserve of private or intimate situations. Confessional language
(Whlch- is precisely the type of language the psychiatrist expects
from his Maghrebin patients, but which he cannot, with good reason,
get tbem to speak) is more suited to women, to intimate relations or
relations between close friends or lovers, to less formal situations
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and relations. There is a further distinction between the language of
wisdom, moderation, level headedness and experience, Yvhxch is the
attribute of the old, and the language of energy, {mmedlacy Or even
haste, and determination (often somewhat excessive or too radjcal),
which can be excused because it is the langque of the young, A]l
these distinctions have to be overlooked b.efore it can be asserted that
it is solely or primarily because the ‘patient’s original language [is]
semantically poor, and has few or no terms capable of translating
anything to do with the affective order’ that the‘patlent Prefers,
because of his sense of moderation and his need to ‘compensate’, o
speak ‘corporeally (to make his body speak or to speak through his
body) rather than to speak ‘verbally’ because, for him, the body takes
the place of the word (which he cannot use).

Another way of describing the opposition 'bctween b‘ody anc,l lan-
guage is to replace ‘body’ with its Prlma! equivalent or motl,ler , and
to replace ‘primacy of the body’ with ‘primacy of tl}e mother and the
role she plays, first in the early education of the child ar}d then in the
‘unconscious’ of the adult. The prolific discourse on ‘mother’ and
‘mothering’, the relationship with the .motl_ler, anq .the_memory of
and nostalgia for a lost ‘maternal’ security (circumcision is ch‘aracter.
ized as the first date to mark that loss) a_nd on the resultant. fr|.13.tm_
tion’ (castration), and on this relationship’s power to explain Vlsnb‘ly
pathological behaviour, is rivalled only by its counterpart: the dis-
course on the ‘body’ and ‘body language’..The two discourses - the
discourse on the Maghrebin’s relationshlp vylth .the mother and
the discourse on the ‘body’ of the Ma}ghrebm immigrant .and on the
body language used by that same immigrant — are closely linked. Both
represent the opposite of language (the ‘body’, as opposed to the
word, and ‘body language’, as opposed to the language of- the w0rd2
and to the break that must be made ‘between th,e body and its symbol
(the ‘mother’ insofar as she opposed the ‘cut )‘ From’that point of
view, Bennani is not mistaken when he sees t’he mothe‘r , and,also the
body (which is associated with the ‘mother’), as thf: source’ of lan-
guage. This, however, is a body langugge: ‘he [the cl}lld] rem:lilms clos;
to her [the mother]. She continues to listen to the child, and the two o
them perpetuate memories of the body. Access‘ to language or to.tlie
symbolic, remains close to its source’ (gmphasw added)1;4and, a ht’t e
further on: ‘this body will be spoken like a language. Dcpressxv‘e
states are therefore expressed through the bod)" and the symptoms it
presents to the listener. Spoken language remains close to its source,
and the break between the body and its symbol, igokcn lan.guage,
seems to be less pronounced that in “western patients”’ (Bennani 1980:
44-5). The ‘western patient’ therefore uses conceptual language, the
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language of thought and ideas, or an elaborate language demanding a
major ‘break between the body and its symbol’. The Maghrebin
patient, in contrast, uses somatic language, the language of the or-
ganic and the vegetative, or a language that remains ‘close to its
source’, the ‘body’ and the ‘mother’. The western patient can express
himself in words, whereas the Maghrebin patient can speak only
through the medium of the body. In one case, it is the word that is
made flesh; in the other, it is the flesh that is made word.

The immigrant is only a body

When it establishes or suggests an opposition between body and
word, is not medical language expressing, in its own way, the general
situation of immigrants? And in doing so, is it not, in reality, translat-
ing the objective truth of the condition of the immigrant, or of one
aspect of that condition? And is not the reason why it is so prolific and
so widely shared simply that it too is a product of a set of categories of
perception and analysis that habitually presides over the image we
have of immigrants and the treatment (practical and theoretical) that
we reserve for them? If it is so determined, it may be no more than
a variant ~ a variant that is, of course, more elaborated and has
more authority in that it is a product of medicine’s scientific and
moral authority - on the commonplace discourse on immigrants
and the immigrant condition. The immigrant is no more than his
body. The importance of what is called the ‘language of the body’,
o, to put it a different way, the organic importance of the body, is,
basically, nothing more than the importance of the body as organ, or
in other words, first as labour power, and only then as a form of self-
presentation: the immigrant is primarily his body, his bodily strength
and the presence he acquires because he has a biological body that is
different from other bodies. Away from work and other circum-
stances that concern and address the immigrant only insofar as he is
a body, the immigrant remains a minor. This explains the great
number of exercises in philanthropic ‘solicitude’ of which the immi-
grant (especially the Maghrebin immigrant or one originating from a
third world country) is the object: they provide him with forms of care
(private or public) that are basically similar to the work of pedagogy
and inculcation that is undertaken with a child, even though, by acting
in this way, they also help to keep the immigrant in the situation that
turns him into a permanent recipient of welfare and an eternal.‘ap-
prentice’. Throughout his immigration, the immigrant is treated like a
‘child’ in every respect. He is treated like a child who has to be taught
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how to behave properly (technically and mprally), to conform to
norms and demands (moral and technical) - in other words ¢, 4jve’
by the rules of the society of immigration.

It is not entirely without reason that thfe immigrant ﬁnall)f Comes to
be suspicious — he has learned to be suspicious - of everything yhat is
said to him about the origins (and the orlgmal.lty),‘ effects and import-
ance of the ‘somatization’ that is taking place in .hxs body. l}eCause the
‘body’ is generally seen as the structural opposite qf the head’, and
because, like it or not, the body and the bodlly are, either explicitly or
implicitly, contrasted and compared with the head and the meptal,
somatization, or the fact that the immigrant can express himself
(express his illness) only through his body - whxc{x xmp’hes the exclu-
sion of verbal language or the langqage of the ‘head = eventually
becomes a pretext for denying the existence of both the illness of thF
body and the ill body: if the ‘body” speaks and speaks too mych, it
must be because the ‘head’, the ‘head’ that cannot speak the <pody’
(the ‘head’ that does not verbalize), is ‘i!l’. As somatization is object-
ively treated as the negation of somatic; 1_llness, it is quite 'understand-
able that it should arouse the suspicions of the patient _who is
‘somatizing’ in this ways; it is quite upderstandflble t.hat he is suspi-
cious of the importance attached to it by fnt.?dlC?l discourse, I the
eyes of such a patient, and objectively too, it inevitably lookf like no
more than a way of displacing the ‘hurt’ from tl':e ‘body® that is
suffering, but whose illness is denied, to the ‘head’ - the mental -
which is not suffering but to which the ‘hurt’ is as.cnb§d; the illness is
displaced away from the somatic field, where the immigrant struggles
to locate and maintain it, to the mental field where medicine intends
to repress it. The ‘illness’ of the ‘body’ theref(?re tends to bcche the
‘hurt’ in the ‘head’ (madness). The (sorpatlc) p.to.blem which the
immigrant complains about (wrongly, he is told) is in the process of
being converted into a mental problem .he does not coml?lann about
(or at least not at the moment). From his own point of view and on
the basis of his own bodily experience, he has no cause to complain
about that problem, but he does, if we are to believe the science of.the
doctors and specialists, complain even _though he has no phy§1cal
complaints. Rather as though thg immigrant coulq see what is at
stake in the body-language opposition into yvhnch he is being trapped,
he reacts to this opposition, which in his view rel,aroduces thF body-
mind opposition, by asserting his body. The ‘body ,and especially the
sick body (and only the sick body), is 'asserted in opposition to the
‘mental’ as the immigrant struggles against the temptation to replage
it with the ‘head’ and the hurt in the head. The assertion of organic
illness is now taken to extremes, and it takes on the meaning of a
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rejection of madness. Because he believes that he can speak - and
wants to speak, when he speaks of his body - the same language as
medicine, i.e. an organicist language, the patient complains about that
medicine and suspects it of not wanting to take into consideration his
body, and only his body. In his view, it has the power to make his body
translucid and therefore to look into it in all jts transparency (which
can be done by a radiological examination or an X-ray - techniques
which many patients regard as sovereign). An immigrant who is ill
believes that, when it denies that he is ill, medicine is refusing to look
closely at the signs of his illness, to ‘read’ and diagnose his body (and
only his body) for the sole purpose of driving him mad. Because he
wants at all cost, without ever succeeding in doing so, to convince the
doctor who is treating his body of what seems to him to be self-
evident, namely that the seat of his illness is in his body, the immigrant
whose illness is denied comes to doubt the validity of his own judge-
ment and the integrity of his reason. Above all, he doubts the reason
and judgement of his doctor, despite the latter’s social and scientific
authority. “They want to drive me mad. .. they will end up driving me
mad’; ‘They say I am mad, they suspect me of being mad... they
would rather I went mad than pay me what they owe me’, ‘if you
talk to mad-doctors, you gomad...and in any case, all these doctors
who treat madmen are mad themselves.’ It is almost from experience
that those immigrants afflicted in this way discover the relationship
that medicine establishes between their state of health or their social
condition and their psychic state.

Always torn between his permanent present, which he dare not
admit to himself, and the ‘return’ which, whilst it is never resolutely
ruled out, is never seriously contemplated, the immigrant is doomed
to oscillate constantly between, on the one hand, the preoccupations
of the here and now and, on the other, yesterday’s retrospective hopes
and the eschatological expectation that there will be an end to his
immigration. Because this seems to be the condition of the immigrant,
and especially the Maghrebin immigrant, the slightest crisis in his
itinerary ~ unemployment, illness, an accident, an infraction of the
regulations that concern him specifically, and the more general regu-
lations ~ necessarily has repercussions that affect him very deeply. It
affects his very identity as an immigrant. If the effects of each of these
crises on his behavioural system and his system of representations
border upon the pathological, this is presumably because it is not
merely a crisis affecting his external environment, but an internal
crisis. It is a crisis that affects the status that defines him, and it is
completely imposed upon him from outside.
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The Weight of Words

Integration is one of those processes that we can talk about only after
the event, in order to say whether it has been a success or a fanhm?. It
is a process that consists, ideally, in moving from the most radical
alterity to the most total identity (or what is seen as such)..It is a
process whose outcome or result can be observed, but which we
cannot grasp as it is occurring because it involves the e{mr,e socgal
being of the persons concerned, as well as the whple of society s social
being. Integration is a continuous process to which we can assign no
beginning and no end, and it affects every instant in {he h_ves of those
concerned and every act in their existence. Integration is a process
which, in the best of cases, can be no more than pbserved, and it is not
certain that it can be oriented, directed or dehberately engo.uraged.
The most important thing is that.we have to b.e wary of imagining tha?t
this process is perfectly harmonious or devoid of all conﬂlc.:t. That is
an illusion we like to sustain because each partner has an interest in
this inverted retrospective fiction which, as it hfappens, ﬁnfis in the
vocabulary of the social and political world a lexicon that might ha.ave
been designed for what it has to say. To the extent that integration
manufactures identity, or in other word_s the identical or the same
and, in doing so, denies or reduces. alt-enty, it takes on, in the social
imaginary, the value of both the principle and the process of accord,
concord and consensus.

Semantic sedimentations

The conciliatory connotations (both social and politica!) of the word
‘integration’ encourage us not only to idealize the history of past
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‘integrations’ that have already been accomplished and, correlatively,
to ‘blacken’ the history of present conflicts; it also encourages us to
imagine that the sociological process of integration can be the product
of a political will, that it can be the outcome of an action that is
consciously and decisively controlled by means of mechanisms of
state. Without wishing to overlook or neglect the effects it can pro-
duce, we have to see that the (political) discourse on integration is the
expression of a vague political will rather than of any real action on
reality." Truth requires us to rid ourselves of all the mythologies (even
if they are scientific) that cling to the notion of integration in order to
grasp the acuity of the social and political issues, and especially the
identitarian issues it conceals.

We know that individuals and groups invest their entire social being
in struggles over classification. They invest everything that defines the
idea they have of themselves, all the social unthought [impensé] they
use to constitute themselves as a ‘we’, as opposed to a ‘them’ or
‘others’, and to which they cling in an almost physical sense. This
no doubt explains why anything to do with identity has such an
exceptional power to mobilize. The discourse on integration, which
is necessarily a discourse on identity — one’s own or someone else’s —
and, in the last analysis, on the unequal balance of power in which
those identities are involved, is not a discourse of truth, but a dis-
course designed to produce a truth-effect. In this domain, social
science still wavers between science and myth. Even though it claims
to be scientific or alludes to science, the discourse on integration is a
discourse founded upon belief (and prejudice) (see Laacher 1992). It is
a discourse that combines two conflicting principles of coherence: on
the one hand, the self-proclaimed scientific-looking coherence that is
officially asserted by multiple external signs of scientificity and by the
production of pseudo-technical (or bureaucratic) arguments; on the
other, a hidden coherence with a mythical basis.*

Like the notion of culture, with which it is closely bound up, the
notion of integration is eminently polysemic, but its peculiarity is that
none of the meanings that accrue to it in a new context can com-
pletely erase its older meanings. What takes place is a kind of sedi-
mentation of meaning, as one semantic stratum recuperates part of
the signification deposited by the semantic strata that went before it.
What we now understand by the word ‘integration’ has inherited the
meanings of other concomitant notions such as adaptation and as-
similation. Each of these notions claims to be novel but they are in
reality no more than different expressions, in different moments, in
different contexts and for different social purposes, of the same
sociological process. That process has its conditions of realization
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and its own history, and it is the product of a set of well-determined
historical circumstances, to which it must be related if we are to
understand its genesis and the forms it can take.?

It is as though, when it has to give a name to the same process in
different social and mental contexts, each epoch needs to invent its
own taxonomy. Quite apart from the fact that external variations
influence the system of designations, the designations themselves very
soon become worn out, go out of fashion and take on parasitic
meanings or connotations that are too specifically located. Because
they are too directly linked to one particular (socio-political) context,
they prove all too quickly to be anachronistic and, so to speak, cease
to be socially and politically productive.

So it is with ‘adaptation’. The term served its purpose when it was
simply a matter of adaptation to industrial labour, machines, the
timetables, rhythms and cadences of production, or even to the over-
all condition of the working class and, more generally, urban life. The
term has obviously become dated, and as it did so its most passive
meaning emerged: it was a concept that resulted from a misunder-
standing based upon purely ethnocentric reflexes. And so it is with
assimilation, a term that the avatars of history have treated so harshly
as to discredit it, or at least, now that the colonial past appears to
have gone, to cast a shadow of retrospective suspicion over it. In order
to have an accurate understanding of the semantic halo that sur-
rounds all this ‘identitarian’ vocabulary (which is necessarily na-
tional-identitarian too), we have to remember past history, or in
other words the history of the past social usage of this vocabulary
and, in this instance, the history of the use to which it was put in the
colonial context and for purposes of colonization. The antecedents
this vocabulary owes to its past, to the political and ideological
context specific to the time of colonization, when it was more easily
subject than it is today — and in the context of immigration — to
multiple interpretations and reinterpretations, still influence its
contemporary meaning, and objectively determine (that is, unbe-
knownst to everyone, and quite independently of anyone’s will) the
meaning that is given to it today, even though that meaning and that
signification are believed to be specifically contemporary and quite
auntonomous.

Hluminating as it may be, a comparison of the two situations — the
colonial situation of the past and the situation of contemporary
immigration (which is no more than an extension of the former and
almost a paradigmatic variation on it) — and also of the two moments,
of the two contexts in which it has become obligatory to employ this
seemingly identitarian vocabulary (once it was the ‘assimilation’ of
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the colonized, and now it is the ‘assimilation’ of immigrants)
cannot mask the essential difference — and it is a difference of nature’
~.that separates the two instances. In the first case ~ that of coloniza-
tion ~ it was the ‘assimilating’ society and the nationality of that
society that went of their own accord to the colonized. They were
forced upon the colonized in their country and on their territory. In
the second case — that of immigration — it was, in contrast, the
population that was in the process of being ‘assimilated’ and ‘n’atur-
alled’ tl}at came to the society that was ‘assimilating’ it and to the
nationality or the naturality that was ‘naturalizing’ it in its own
country anc.l on its own territory. The anti-assimilationist nationalism
which was in th.e former case almost the only possible way of resolv-
ing th.e contradiction imposed by colonization is therefore quite in-
conceivable and completely out of the question when it comes to
immigration. And the social marginalization which could in this
:ﬁ:eog; 0xén’tputfed to %l refusal to assimilate is not, strictly speaking,

ite of assimilati imilation i

iy matetae oat on, as assimilation is not always a guarantee
With th}t help of the guilty conscience that is linked to reminders of
the cqlomal Dbast, we have begun to laugh at the digestive metaphor
contained within the word itself and to deplore a kind of anthropoph-
agy Yvhlgh 1s seen as a specifically French characteristic and which
consists In consuming and assimilating individuals groups, ethnici-
ties, cu’ltl‘xres_, lzjmg'uages, nations, etc. Truth to teli the re:’action to
Franlc(:e ; assxm.lla.tlonist’ reputation is very ambigu,ous: just as it is
gcr);o; ! r:vehézcg 12 gt :kl)?ttti:r o}ﬁ rec?nsi'deripg its past history and its
bred rodas in,the y in the colonial situation, 50 it is still cele-
In the present state and because of its contemporary
effths (the assimilation of immigrants), and continues to be praised as
a pmflanly, or even specifically, French virtue. It is a civic virtue that is
described s a guarantee or safeguard against essentialist discrimin-
ation (wh.lch uses nature as a criterion and which is therefore racist).
Fraflce prides itself on this. In France and in the French tradition, the
social and politjcal contract takes priority over ethnic bonds, and
France (which is complacently contrasted with Germany) accepts
that any man can (in theory) be turned into a Frenchman. This
takes.httle account of the element of chauvinism, or even imperialism
(the ‘imperialism of the universal’ described by Pierre Bourdieu) that
may be present in this ‘universalism’ and in the assumption that it is

possible to have a monopoly on that universalism (witness the way
France speaks of ‘universal human rights’).

I.{at.her. as though it still bore the weight of the colonial past,
assimilation suffers from the negative connotations given it by that
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past. Besides, and more so than all the other homologous terms, 'thc
usual acceptation of the word ‘assimilation’ is a wonderful illustration
of the ethnocentric point of view. This is the dominant point of view
(or the point of view of the dominant) on whose basis we define what
is being produced, what must be produced and what we shOl_xld be
producing — because, in this case, the descriptive point of view is also
a prescriptive point of view — in our dealings with others or with the
adaptable and the ‘adapted’, the assimilable and the ‘assimilated’. .

The point of view of the outside observer, or of an observer who is
confident in himself and in his world-view, attributes a totally passive
role to those whose adaptation or non-adaptation, assimilation or
non-assimilation he is observing. In this instance, the vocabulary
bears witness to this prejudice: it is French society that ‘assimilates’
and all it asks of those who are the object of the process is that they
allow themselves to be assimilated, to accept the assimilation of
which they are the object, or at least not to thwart it. We do not
hear it being said — we do not hear it because no one thinks it — that
Frenchness too can be assimilated or that, as it assimilates others, and
for it to be able to assimilate others, it can be assimilated by those
others. Those others are remembered only in order to criticize them,
to criticize them for their bad assimilation; that is their fault, whereas
good assimilation is to the credit and the profit of the assimilating
society. .

As the term ‘assimilation’ became worn out, it seemed appropriate
to replace it with another term which was new in terms of the use that
could be made of it, which was capable of rendering the same services
and which promised greater social profitability. For a while, it was
thought that the word ‘insertion’ would serve the purpose. It seemed
destined to have a wider audience because it had not been marked at
some given moment by any particular usage. It seerr.xed faxr!y neutral,
and appeared to have no great ideological or ethno-ideological reson-
ances because it did not make preferential reference to any particular
population that was distinguished by its origins. Insertion ap;?eared to
concern only the social bond, modes of relating within society, and
modes of relating to social agencies as a whole ax}d to.mdmdual
positions within the social system. The function of insertion was to
do everything possible to restore to or give everyone their rightful and
coherent position at the centre of the system, and to promote the
illusion that it was no more than a quasi-technical operation (and
here, technicalization is seen as the opposite of politicizatlop; to
technicalize a social problem is to depoliticize it). As a result, inser-
tion, which is a social and political rather than an cthnic-concept,
seems to have a great extension, or a less localized extension, than
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adaptation, and especially assimilation — which was a process
that applied only to a foreign body, and only if that body were
metabolizable. That was all that was expected or demanded of it.
And this appears to be the weakness of its replacement, which has had
little success: its cardinal sin is its excessive syncretism and, because it
attempts to encompass every situation (social, political, economic,
cultural, etc.) in which the process of insertion is involved, it ends
up being unable to identify any specific case.

Integration: a loaded notion

The social lexicon and social semantics do, however, have their limits.
They are not inexhaustible and are, moreover, always caught up in a
process of debasement and depreciation as they wear out and are then
restored and rehabilitated after the event. And so it is with the term
integration. This too is an old term. It has long been used in different
contexts to designate relatively diverse situations. It too has had its
ups and downs, its moments of prestige and its reversals of fortune. It
is a term that has been given its letters of ‘intellectual’ patent, and it
has eminently sociological connotations (one cannot use it without
thinking of the sociology of Durkheim and without going back to his
writings). Sociology is more familiar with what might be called well
gor badly) integrated societies, with individual integration or with
integration as individual process. We have a better understanding of
what is meant by a highly integrated group with a high degree of
internal coherence. Integration is also understood to be a state, a
point of arrival, a quality to which several factors contribute, some
of them objective and materially objectified, others immaterial or of a
symbolic order, and transcending the whole group or society and
giving it the makings of its spirit, its own style, and its internal
coherence. And integration, as understood in this sense or as a social
and therefore collective reality, is no doubt the first precondition
for integration in the second sense of the individual integration
of the parts into the whole. The greater and more powerful the
integration of the whole, the greater and more powerful the group’s
ability to integrate, and the more necessary and the easier it becomes
to integrate into the group each of its constituent parts, old and
new.

For want of a better or more appropriate term, the word ‘integra-
tion’ is enjoying a new popularity. We now make a convenient dis-
tinction between integration and the word ‘assimilation’: integration
presupposes the integrity of the individual who is absorbed but not
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dissolved into the group, whereas assimilation is, it is argued, equiva-
lent to the negation and disappearance of that integrity.

Because it is the integration of the whole that'ls :ftt_stake, and not
simply the integration into the whole of a few 'mdl_wduals wh.o are
foreigners or outsiders, the discourse on integration is of necessity an
impassioned one. It is a symbolically loaded discourse v.vhnc}} is over-
burdened with secondary meanings that have to be clarified if we are
to arrive at a better understanding of the phenomenon’s real nature
and true import. It therefore cannot, with some rare exceptions, be a
predictive discourse. It is a discourse that always lags behind the
social reality it has to explain, that it has to deplore or that, on the
contrary, and as seems to be the case, it has to fu.rther_(wh-ether or nor
it is successful is a different question). Hysterisis is an inevitable factor
here, as it always takes time to complete profound social .tra{nsform-
ations which involve society’s whole being, as is the case with integra-
tion. If such transformations are to be completed, there must also be a
relative misrecognition, a relative collective blindness. .

It might also be said that a discourse on this form of reality almost
constitutes an admission. It is a way of stating what we could have
foreseen but did not want to see, what we could l}ave known and
understood, but what we preferred to misrecognize. One of. the
reasons why talk of integration creates such unease on all sxdes:
amongst both ‘integrators’ (assimilat_iomst. or not) and the .mtegrable
(integrated or not), has a lot to do with this time lag: the discourse on
integration is audible and acceptable.only to those {nembcrs of its
audience — the public that is the object of integration — who are
already the most integrated. ' . .

The analysis of integration therefore calls into question thf: migra-
tory process in its entirety — in other words the immigrant’s whole
trajectory and not only what happens when‘lt has l‘>een co.mpleted.
And from that point of view, we can say that integration begins when
emigration begins,* or even before that act, which is no more than a
manifestation of the integration into the world market in waged
labour of individuals who, willingly or not, had until then lived on
the margins and in ignorance of that.market.and the whole economic
system of which it is part. This first integration, Whl‘Ch we do not see
(because it is not in our interests to see 1t2, determm.es all tl:lc other
forms of integration that we never stop talking about; it e?(plams them
and we cannot talk about them without thinking about. it.

Once he has found his place in immigration, the immigrant’s whole
condition and his whole existence are the focus of an intense effort to
integrate him, a completely anonymous, subterranean and almost
invisible effort, rather like a real attempt at inculcation or a second
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socialization. It consists of minor details, but these are minor details
that constantly accumulate day by day until they produce, as though
nothing had happened, without us always realizing it and above all
with no apparent solution of continuity, profound changes — which
are, as it happens, the most lasting changes.

The way we look at immigration must change as a result of several
concomitant phenomena, some relating to the phenomenon itself,’
and others to the world economic climate,b as we try to speed up an
integration in which we have until now shown little or no interest.
Whilst it is not entirely suspect, this desire to speed it up is basically
clumsy and may even be an obstacle to its stated goals.

At this point, it should be recalled that immigration and integration
(the integration of immigrants) are similar to the many other social
objects and especially mental states in which one begins to “‘want what
cannot be wanted’, to use Jon Elster’s fine formula. It is like wanting
to forget, wanting to be natural or wanting to sleep. Wanting to forget
is enough to ensure that we do not forget. Wanting to be natural is
enough to make us appear unnatural, and we cannot give the impres-
sion that we are not trying to give an impression. Integration is
similar: if we promote an integration which does not, strictly speak-
ing, objectively depend on the will of agents, there is a danger that we
will fail completely. Like all these other states, one of the characteris-
tics of the integration we are trying to promote is that it can be
achieved only as a side effect of actions undertaken for different
purposes.

Even if we agree that integration should not be understood as
merely a form of social promotion,” it is the result of actions and
efforts that do need to take integration as their objective. Just as sleep
can be the side effect of actions one performs in order to go to sleep
(counting sheep in order to go to sleep does not necessarily send us to
sleep, unless we do not know that we are counting them so as to get to
sleep), so integration cannot, even though it is not unaffected by what
is said about it and what is done to encourage it, be the direct result of
what is done or said to promote it. Invitations to integrate, and the
superabundance of discourses on integration, inevitably look to those
who are most aware of and most lucid about their position in society
and in every domain of existence like criticisms of their lack of
integration, their failure to integrate adequately or even condemna-
tions of an impossible integration which is never total and never
totally or definitively achieved.

When it comes to immigration, it is difficult to make a distinction
between morality and politics. It is by definition more difficult to do
so in the case of immigration than in the case of all other social
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objects, even if they are primarily objects of charity. The non-national
and therefore ‘a-political’ being known as an immigrant is, on the one
hand, the perfect illustration of the eminently political nature of
immigration (even if this is never admitted). On the other hand, the
immigrant is a paradigmatic example of a type of object we would
like to deal with in purely ethical terms. The most pernicious way of
subverting immigration by ensuring that it is subject to the most total
domination possible is to depoliticize it. And the best way to depoliti-
cize a social problem is to technicalize it or absorb it completely into
the field of ethics.

Ethics and politics complement one another and collude in convert-
ing the rights possessed by this category of subjects (who do not have
the right to have rights because they are not nationals) into duties, or
into the other party’s obligations towards them. Rather than recog-
nizing our partner’s rights, we are careful to describe and represent
them to him as duties we take upon ourselves, as acts of generosity or
unilateral largesse. Even when, in the real world and in purely ac-
counting terms, we pay the same price, this price is transfigured once
it can be removed from its purely contractual plinth and then di-
vorced, by juridical guarantee, from rights.

11
Naturalization

A dialectical relationship has been established between immigration
(deﬁned both as a process and as a population of immigrants) and the
nation — in other words, at base, between immigration and natural-
jzation. Naturalization feeds upon immigration and, once the eventu-
fahty of a definitive return has been ruled out, immigx’-ation is dissolved
jnto and by means of naturalization. From the point of view of
membe‘rshlp of the nation alone or, which comes to the same thing
acc.ordmg‘to the criteria of nationality alone, immigration realizes 2
quite particular, specific mode of existence within the nation. Indeed
the demands of the political order ensure that there are only tW(;
modes of political existence within the nation. One is the ‘natural’
mode that is self-evident and specific to the nation’s ‘naturals’ or
nf?lonal'sT End, Ln very extreme cases, the mode of the ‘naturalized’
citizen. The other is an i i
arthodowy”and which, in Rself, 1s basiealy Hieumneas o (i
: ' , y llegitimate and therefore
requires an intense and continuous process of legitimization.
‘ In theory, and provided that the intrinsic logic of the national order
is pushed to its final limits, the only real immigration — especially
yvher.l, in .contradiction to what it would be in an ideal world, that
immigration proves to be ‘permanent’ - merges, thanks to naturaliza-
tion, into French ‘nature’ or ‘naturality’ (as nationality used to be
{mown).' And con_versely, the only true naturalization is one which
natqrahzes’ candidates who are judged to be ‘naturalizable’ - a
quality that must be guaranteed before the event by ensuring that
they meet the conditions (and first and foremost the condition of
residence) required for its acquisition. That, no doubst, is the meaning
of the juridico-political operation we call ‘naturalization’. It is a real
transubstantiation which, when combined with the immigration (the
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transition from one territory to another, from one nation to another)
whose effects it prolongs, ensures the transition from one nationality
to another, or even from one ‘blood’ to another ‘blood’.

If we define immigration as the presence within the nation of non-
nationals, and naturalization as the absorption of those non-nationals
into the nation (or nationality) and as their total identification with
nationals (at least in juridical terms), we can understand why immi-
gration and naturalization are, grosso modo, subject to the same
rules. Entering the nation (i.e. immigrating) and, a fortiori, entering
a nationality (being naturalized) are both operations that are subject
to the same concern with order: public order, in the administrative
sense of the term (article 79 of the Code de la nationalité) and also in
the sociological sense of ‘honest living and good morals’ (article 68 of
the Code de la nationalité), the moral or political order (in the insti-
tutional sense, or for what has been instituted) and the cultural order.
And yet if we look at it more closely, the similarity we can observe
between the respective functions of immigration and naturalization,
and therefore between ways of legislating on both and between ways
of regulating them, begins to look less obvious. Immigration and
naturalization come within the remit of two relatively autonomous
domains. They are within the remit of the economic order, which
always has an interest in immigration no matter what the economic
situation may be, and of the cultural or political order, which is,
rather, concerned with the national integration or homogeneity of
the national population in every respect.’

Whilst the imperatives of the economic order appear to be more
determinant where immigration is concerned, subject to reserving the
right to send the immigrants back when necessary (or when they are
no longer necessary), the political order is in theory, or ideally, sover-
eign when it comes to naturalization. It is obvious that the national
economy can turn anyone into a worker if it needs to do so, but can it
— or must it — make that worker, or that ‘anyone’, into a citizen of the
nation? Do we have to subordinate present immigration to the future
(or potential) naturalization that will complete it, and do we actually
have the means to implement that policy? Do we have to select in
advance the immigrants we need, and what selection criteria are to be
used to prevent any damage being done to the cultural homogeneity
of the nation or to prevent any harm being done to the nationality
they may acquire? Or, should both that and the opposite solution —
the total subordination of naturalization to immigration — prove
impossible, do we have to tolerate immigration and accept all immi-
grants? Do we have to make virtue out of necessity, refuse to make
any explicit choice (so as not to risk being accused of discrimination)
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and simply hope that immigration will regulate itself by ensuring that
the only immigrants, or the only long-term immigrants, are those who
are ‘naturalizable’ or those who, in other words a,re likely to be
converted, or let themselves be converted, into good’ national citizens?
We constantly move from one position to the other, as the circum.—
stances demand. And even if we did wish to estal;lish a standard
policy in thx.s matter, we would come up against the impossibility of
reconciling in advance the criteria that define the immigrant worker
with those th'at'distinguish (in the sense of separating out and the
sense of qualifying or electing) potential immigrant-citizens. Do we
want workers or citizens? But can we admit to having any [;olic in
this area? Can there be a real immigration policy? Or is the polic , or
even.the only policy, precisely to have no policy? PO

It is of course inherent in the status of the immigrant that he must
be exclgded de jure from the political to the extent that he is alien to
the national ordeg in which he is living. His exclusion appears to be
both the e)fplanatlon for and the result of all the other characteristics
that constitute the immigrant condition, Being a foreigner, he is
present only on a temporary basis, and his presence is ther::fore a
presence thqt is subordinated to some other reason (in this case, work)
and, to cap it all and to complete the circuit, he is under an obl’i ation
to bg polmf:ally neutral, and therefore ethically neutral s

Itis also inherent in the status of the emigrant (and the immigrant s
alw.a‘ys an emigrant) that he must be excluded de facto frgm the
political within the national order of which he is a subject, because
he is living abroad. And one can never overstate the dangers’ inherent
in this double exclusion, one of which serves to justify the other.
Exclusion and self-exclusion, or de jure and de facto exclusion
frorp,. on the one hand, the political order in which one happens to
be living z}nd, on the other hand, the political order to which one still
belongs (in theory) despite one’s absence, means being deprived of
and depqvmg oneself of the most elementary and basic right: the right
to have rights, to be a subject by right. The emigrant does not have the
right to.belong to a body politic in which he has a place of residence
or the right to be actively involved — in other words the right to give a
sense and a meaning to his action, words and existence. His exclusion
means that he is not able to have a history — i.e. a past and a future -

or, most importantly, to appropriate that past and that future,
to control that history.

Although it appears to be an individual act, naturalization,
and especially the naturalization of immigrants (particularly if they
were once colonized or come from former colonies) is objectively
determined by the balance of power established between the two
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nationalities that replace one another and, basically, between the two
nations that come into contact thanks to the act that makes the citizen
of one a citizen of the other.

Naturalization is, truth to tell, an act of annexation or of annexing
on the one hand, and allowing oneself to be annexed on the other—and
few such acts are so far reaching or so total. It requires a great deal of
faith (in the sense that bad faith can be faith) for the relationship
inscribed in naturalization, which is described as a fair exchange
from the point of view of juridical nationality (acquiring, along with
a nationality, the rights it confers and, in exchange, the duties that go
with those rights), not to be or appear what it basically is, namely a
relationship of force or a relationship in the challenge-and-response
mode that typifies relations of honour. And it is the language of honour
that is used to describe everything to do with naturalization, whether it
is requested or desired (even if it is not demanded) or, on the contrary,
scorned or even rejected, whether it is granted or refused. Naturaliza-
tion is thought of as an honour that has to be earned, and that has to be
paid for before and after the event. The ceremony has its propitiatory
rites and its votive rites. Like a special favour, it bonowurs the natural-
ized subject it is integrating by conferring upon him a quality (of being
French) and a dignity (of being French).

By becoming naturalized, the citizen in his turn honours the nation-
ality he acquires and, by swearing allegiance to it, he does himself the
honour of having acquired it (or having been acquired by it). He
honours himself more than he honours it. In fact we do not really
know which of the two partners in this mutual exchange of honours is
honouring the other or doing the other the greater honour. They
probably do not know either or, to be more accurate, do not want
to know because it is in both their interests not to know: they have a

mutual interest in not knowing. The whole vocabulary of honour
(dignity, privilege, merit, obligation, etc.) constantly reappears in
everything that is said about nationality and naturalization, and this
is an ethical rather than a political vocabulary. Even in the most
favourable conjuncture, or when the nationalities involved are usually
on equal terms, and when the candidate’s attitude towards both
nationalities (and especially his nationality of origin) is the socially
determined attitude of detachment appropriate to those who are able
and willing to rise above minor susceptibilities, naturalization is
actually a real issue in struggles between two national prides and
two antithetical systems of (symbolic) interests. As a result, it takes
on two different meanings, depending on where one stands with
respect to the nationality that is being sought and to naturalization.
When his own naturalization is at stake, each candidate would like to
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o!)tain it at the lowest possible (symbolic) cost, or at least to convince
himself aqd others that such is the case. But when the naturalization
of others is at stake, everyone in possession of the nationality that is
being sought thinks, without feeling that they are being at all contra-

dlctory,. tha_t itis in their interests to raise the price they charge for the
naturalization of the foreigner.

A gentle violence

The naturalization market does not seem t

governed by the‘ law of supply and demand. When it comes to acquir-
glg the natlonahty of other.s, we would like our own naturalization to
o:h:f-f @::;Otu lzcilnma:: iztldmmlstrat'we process that ?s as banal_as any

to mean simply the attribution of new identity
papers that have been requested and obtained solely for the sake of
the prac.tlcal ad.vantages they give us, without that purely technical
change In our individual civil status leading to any change in our
persox}al. identity, and still less to a denial of our original identity. But
when it is a matter of the naturalization of others, we would like t.hem
to come to the nationality that has been granted them as though the
were being forced to eat humble pie — a small pie, of course, and onz
which must not be acknowledged because, in t};e circums’tances it
?ust be ‘copcealefi behim% a show of grateful homage. We celebra:te,
€te and ‘drink to’ our nationalization, as is only right. In the course of
this ritual, which is both an initiatory rite and an enthronement
ceremony, the appli.cant is required to make the most obvious and
fo.le.mn act of allegiance. That is the meaning, in particular, of the
civic oath’, which is a purely formal oath. That is also the me;ning of
all the struggles over this issue, respect for form being a form of
respect, if not the supreme form of respect.

Being a form of symbolic violence and, therefore, 2 masked vio-
lence that cannot be named as such, naturalizatior; is more easily
ac;eptable‘ when it can take on the appearance or use the alibi of
being an institutionalized and legally justified violence. As violence
goes, it then seems to convert itself into a gentle violence. It is as
though we were doing ourselves a ‘gentle violence’ by receiving or
even appropriating, without needing to request — which is a supreme
advantage in that it gives the illusion that the balance of power has
b‘eeq reversed - a nationality that is indeed useful and convenient
(‘residential nationality’) and to which we became accustomed both
cqllectively and individually. Some became accustomed to it long ago
(since the colonial era in the case of certain immigrants, who often

o be strictly and exclusively



230 Naturalization

add that past to the capital constituted by the many years they have
spent as immigrants to France), whilst others — who are, as a general
rule, their children — have been used to it since the day they were born,
usually in France. We have here, especially in the particular case of
France and its colonial empire, all the imbrications that bind together
yesterday’s colonization and today’s immigration, the one being a
continuation of the other. We also find all the similarities or, to be
more accurate, all the homologies that we can establish between
the two situations, both in terms of their genesis, as the former is the
cause of the latter, their structure and, most important, between
the relations that those situations have with French nationality, or in
other words and ultimately, between naturalization in the colonial
situation and naturalization in the situation of immigration.

In all these respects, the case of Algeria, or the Algeria of contem-
porary immigration, appears to be exemplary. Objective determin-
isms, some belonging to history (such as the political status of certain
colonies and the juridical status of certain categories of the inhabit-
ants of those colonies), and others to the present situation (such as the
sociological fact of immigration and, especially, the fact that the
‘family’ form of immigration has been in continuous existence for
such a long time), mean that Algerian immigrants have, amongst
other characteristics, the peculiar ability to combine both determin-
isms. Their relationship with French nationality is therefore quite
exceptional. The immediate and logical effect of Algerian independ-
ence was that it brought about a change in the political status of
these ‘immigrants’, who were at the time described as ‘French
Muslims originating from Algeria, but working and residing in
France’ (Algerian immigrants in France). From one day to the next,
the same immigrants who, in the past had been made French by a
series of collective measures became, in their vast majority, Algerian
immigrants, or in other words immigrants like any others (foreigners
in the juridical or national sense of that term). One of the first
consequences of that political fact is that they had to be apprenticed
to their new condition by learning about, on the one hand, the normal
rules that apply to immigration and, on the other, the provisions of
the bilateral agreements reached by the two countries, especially from
1964 onwards.> On the eve of Algerian independence, these immi-
grants included a number of people working in public services or
institutions whose status was assimilated to that of civil servants
(rather like those jobs now held by ‘immigrants’ originating from
the Overseas Departments and Territories).

After a transitional period which, in extreme cases, lasted until
1965-66 for privileged categories (for other categories — notably
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garbage collectors — it ended as early as 1964), all these Algerian
personnel, who went overnight from being French to being Algerian
were required to conform to the requirements of the public sector,
Ylhlch included the imperative to be in possession of French national:
ity. They had to choose as a matter of urgency between two alterna-
tives. They could go on enjoying the privileges awarded them by their
jobs or, more accurately, the status associated with those jobs, but in
ord.er to so, they had to meet the requirement to opt for ’French
nationality and, more specifically, to readopt (on an individual basis
and as the result of an individual act) the French nationality they had
prevxogsly been granted, and which they had, briefly, rejectedy in a
co}lectwe mode. In short, they had to become French b,y being natur-
alized once more. The alternative was to retain possession of their
fecently acquired Algerian nationality, and to agree to give up not the
jobs t_hey held (because, given the state of the labour market and
especially of the division of labour between the national and immi-
grant labou.r forces, they were still needed), but the status that went
with those jobs to the extent that it was incompatible with their non-
poIsses}flon of French nationality.
o r;x tf et;v cc())rflt;)‘c; (:\flt};;day (the first years of Algefian independence),
t the Algerian workers faced with this choice opted for
Fr;nph nationality. And yet those immigrants who still, thanks to the
privileges they had acquired (on a provisional basis), ,held positions
that‘wgr(_t no longer theirs by right (or in law) and still enjoyed one of
the ‘privileges’ reserved for nationals (and therefore denied to immi-
gralznts) were, as a general r-ule, amongst the first Algerian immigrants
0 have set.tled in France with their families. It was, it seems, precisely
tho.se immigrants who had an objective interest in reado ti;l French
natlon:.illty who refused to do so. PIne
But in the_circm_xmstances, just what interests were at stake? They
were immediate interests, and they were almost all of a material
nature. They existed only from the objective viewpoint of the outside
observer 'angl could be constituted as strictly economic interests only
by those 1§1d1v1duals who were socially and culturally able to objectify
them, or in o_ther words make them autonomous. They could do so
only on condition that their importance to the economy as such had
been demo_nstrated, which presupposes that the economy had already
been constituted as an autonomous domain and, finally, on condition
that .so-callefi economic interests — which a particular form of eco-
nomic consciousness tends to repress — were no longer denied in the
name of individual, individualist and individualizing interests. The
vast majority of the immigrants of the time preferred to renounce
what were assumed to be ‘objective’ interests (and especially career
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interests) which, had they existed as openly declared interests, should
have persuaded them to take French nationality once more.

iImmigrant resistance

It is those immigrants who are lowest in the social hierarchy and on
the professional ladder (within the immigrant population as a whole,
which is itself clearly a hierarchy of nationalities, as well as within the
immigrant population of the same nationality) - in other words, those
immigrants who are the most underprivileged in both economic and
cultural terms — who are most irreducibly hostile to the idea of
naturalization. Such hostility can, as a first approximation and until
we find proof to the contrary, be interpreted as indicating a greater
attachment to their nationality of origin. In the case of Algerian
immigrants, this is an attachment to an Algerian nationality that has
been recognized. Before that, it was an attachment to their status as
‘French Muslims’, as defined by their civil status and local (or per-
sonal) law, and as ‘citizens of the second college’ in electoral terms -
all of which constituted a sort of nationality minimi juris a substitute
nationality, or even a ‘pseudo-nationality’ or ‘chimerical nationality”*
that exists only in private life, within the domestic realm and the
sphere of affectivity. Because they invest nationality with a signifi-
cance and a symbolism (which can be social, cultural, religious,
mythical and therefore political, or even racial) that extend far
beyond the merely juridical dimension, they cannot bring themselves
to regard naturalization — i.e. a change of nationality — as a mere
administrative process.

Conversely, it is those immigrants or, strictly speaking, those for-
eigners — can we speak in such cases of immigrants (in the social sense
of the term) and can we go on describing them as immigrants? — who
occupy relatively privileged positions, both within French society and
within the space of those professions open to immigrants (the two
things are mutually dependent, and here we reach the limits of that
space), who are most inclined, or least reluctant, to acquire French
nationality. They tend to describe their naturalization not as the
substitution of one nationality for another, but as a subjective acqui-
sition of two nationalities — French nationality in France and Algerian
nationality in Algeria — and therefore as an objective combination of
the advantages associated with both nationalities. In general terms,
the further we rise up the social hierarchy and, therefore, the further
we move away from the (social) condition of the immigrant and retain
only his ‘foreigner’ status, the closer naturalization comes to its jurid-
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jcal truth. It is described and experienced by everyone ~ both those
who are claiming naturalization and the society that naturalizes them
~ as tendentially being no more than a mere procedure or a mechan-
ism of a.purely administrative nature, regardless of its other mean-
jngs, which are always present but which they choose to ignore so as
to give the impression of having risen above them.’ They strive to
convince others, and to convince themselves, that they can rise
fabove’ the parasitic meanings that ‘clutter up’ the notion of national-
ity btj.cause they are all a matter of affect and subjectivity.

. Being the ﬁnal completion of the rupture that is implicit in emigra-
tion, but which began even before emigration, the naturalization of
immigrants and, even more so, the naturalization of their children
can sht;d a retrospective light on the destructive effect emigration ha;
on the}r communities of origin or of emigration when it persists and
when it is repeated and continued by a large number of individuals —
men a.nd women — and, before long, by families. To emigrate is
?blectwe’ly, to desert and to betray. To emigrate is, in a sense tc;

wegken the community one leaves behind, even when one leave,:s it
behind only to strengthen it and to work for its prosperity. Every
departure for emigration and every emigrant mutilates it.

In order to understand why a certain relationship between the
emigrant and his emigrant condition prevents him from seeking nat-
urahza}uonz we have to rediscover the original meaning of emigration.
Eve; since it began, emigration was suspected of posing the threat of
an intellectual break and not just a physical break. We can then
understand that, if the taboo on naturalization is to function, it is
not cnqug}} to condemn it and to condemn those who accept, their
naturalization. The community must be sanctified (in the strong sense
of the term), as must unshakeable loyalty (a sort of eternal allegiance)
to the community insofar as it is a social group and, beyond the
group, to a structure or set of communitarian structures. The com-
munity must sanctify the various bonds that unite its various
members, especially when they are dispersed, and which bind them
to the: community, especially when they are away from it, so as to
exorcise the demon of the ‘subversive’ contamination to which emi-
gration exposes them and which naturalization completes.

The modern form of community membership, just like the modern
representation that allows the community ~ now elevated to the rank
of t'he nation ~ to live on in each of its members (and especially in each
of its emigrants), is of course nationality. It has to be added that, for
tbe vast majority of Algerian emigrants, nationality ~ i.e. their asser-
tion of belonging to the nation — is determined or overdetermined by
two complementary facts. We are talking about a nationalism which
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is still young and which was for a long time denied or smothered. We
are also talking about a nationality that was acquired very recently
and at an extremely high cost.® How, in these conditions, is it possible
to sacrifice that nationality and that nationalism, or even to adopt a
slightly detached attitude towards them? It is because the relationship
between the two nations concerned is still one of domination, espe-
cially in the case of immigrants or these new-style colonisés. They are
dominated in two senses (to the extent that they are nationals of the
dominated countries and to the extent that they are resident within
the territory, and therefore under the sovereignty, of a nation in which
they are foreigners), and their naturalization naturally takes the form
of ‘allegiance’ to the dominant country. They seek and request its
protection, and the dominant country gives anyone who adopts its
nationality enviable advantages. By the same criterion it cannot but
seem to be, symmetrically, an act whereby one dissociates oneself
from the weak, the poor and the dominated. In the circumstances,
this means dissociation from the country of emigration, its emigrants
and its nationality, now that the only real immigrants, so to speak, are
those who originate from dominated countries or countries of the
Third World, regardless of whether they have or have not been
colonized.

In the case of Algerian immigrants, the cumulative effects of a
double domination, one old (the colonizing country’s dominance
over the country that is its colony) and the other contemporary (the
dominance of the country of immigration over the country of emigra-
tion), confer upon naturalization and the balance of power that
explains it an overdetermined meaning that now appears to become
paroxysmal. Whilst the same is, in varying degrees, true of all immi-
grants originating from the former colonies, and especially those that
were most intensely colonized (they were colonized very early, and
decolonized late), and more generally of all immigrants originating
from third world countries, which are reputedly just as ‘nationalist’,
the case of Algeria and of Algerian immigrants is, in this respect,
indeed an extreme case, just as the colonization and decolonization
of Algeria were extreme cases. Both the violence with which the very
existence of the nation was denied, and the violent reaction respon-
sible for the establishment of the Algerian nation and Algerian na-
tionality were extreme. Hence the cult (in the strongest sense of the
term) of nationality, and the fanatical loyalty of Algerians, and espe-
cially certain Algerian immigrants, to their nationality. It is a form of
political or national, and cultural, fundamentalism (and is modelled
on ‘religious’ fundamentalism). Because of the history that preceded
its formation, nationality was and is the object of an intense invest-
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went that can take many forms: patriotic and political, obviously, but

also f’eiligious, cultural, linguistic, social, technological (or even
sacial’),

A betrayal

Iris as though formerly colonized countries had first had to resist the
colonizer’s attempts at ‘assimilation’”, and then, as one thing con-
firmed the other, to acquire a national consciousness or in other
words the com!itions for the formation of a nationalit},r. In order to
assert th:f\t nationality, they — and here Algeria is in the forefront
pecause it experienced a quite exceptional form of colonization —
were obliged to mobilize all the attributes of nationality or all attri-
putes .favourable to nationality, no matter what domain they belonged
to. History, geography (i.e. the territory and the frontiers that delin-
eated and sanctified the ‘national’ territory), politics, language and
religion® were all invoked, as were all sorts of differe’nt emblems. In
such a context, national identity can only be — rightly or wron.l
alctua.lly. or chimerically — an identity that is at once moral reli ioguz’
lmgmsfxc, social economic and, in broader terms cultux,'al Eeforé
becoming a political and territorial identity, as la’ patrie cz)mes to
f)omcnde v;nth the p:ation and becomes a nation.? Conversely, and
; ;:::fﬁf;; rglxte: ‘polgtlcall’at‘tem;?t Eo.makfz‘the pol'itical autonomous,
nt ‘regional’ (‘partial’) identities or different dimensions
of the same identity had to be given a unified and coherent form, and
t!lerefc?re a political form. Distinct identities that were once seciucn-
tla.lly juxtaposed manifestations had to become different manifest-
ations and expressions of a single identity, which was now a political
and a national identity.
insf(-)l;x::ni l:::el: :cq:llirteigazlmd constitutgd in this way, nationalism is,
.a political category, still strongly marked by all the
featpres that militated in favour of its formation or which accompan-
ied its formgtion. It remains limed by, cluttered up with and eaten into
by eveqt_hmg that, in rational terms, can be justifiably regarded as
non-political. Ultimately, there is therefore nothing surprising about
the fact that, in this case, nationality still bears witness to its past and
to the ‘conditions of its formation. In the colonial situation of old,
becor'nmg naturalized was equivalent to dissociating oneself from the
condition of the colonized. As a result of this ‘unnatural’ act (in social
and political terms) or the wrong side of a naturalization which, when
seen from the opposite pole, becomes an ‘anti-naturalization’, people
moved from the camp of the colonized, the ‘natives’ or even the
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‘French Muslims’, as they were called at the time, to that of the
colonizers (or the colonisants, as General Clauzel put it), the ‘Euro-
peans’, the ‘French’, or the ‘Roumi’, as the colonized called them.

The national and social (class) betrayal or the naturalization that is
described in Algeria as a ‘reversal’ or ‘turnabout’ (retournement:
m’tourni)’® did bring its authors some advantages, all of them dis-
criminatory advantages which other non-naturalized colonisés were,
of course, denied. They escaped, first, ‘native’ status or the Code de
I’indigénat — and the ignominious obligations imposed by that code -
and, second, the status of ‘citizen of the second college’ and the
limitations imposed by that status. This inevitably made naturaliza-
tion more suspect and more blameworthy still because it was obvi-
ously — too obviously — self-seeking.!

Even today, to extend the parallelism between, roughly speaking,
two moments in the same history, two phases within the same pro-
cess, or even between the meanings of naturalization in Algeria and
France, becoming naturalized is, for an immigrant ~ perhaps to a
lesser degree than in the case of colonization — equivalent to dissoci-
ating himself from the condition shared by all immigrants because,
thanks to his naturalization, he joins the camp of the non-immigrants,
of the ‘nationals’, to which he did not previously belong, and of which
he cannot, despite his naturalization, be a full member. He has com-
mitted a double betrayal, which is at once social and political (i.e.
national). He has betrayed both his immigrant condition and his
status as a national (i.e. his nationality).

Socially ‘betraying’ the (social) condition of the immigrant, or no
longer sharing the juridico-political status common to all immigrants
(the status that creates immigrants, as distinct from ‘nationals’ and, in
doing so, implicitly recognizes them as ‘nationals’ of some other
nation) also means politically betraying the identificatory ‘national’
form that always goes hand in hand with the immigrant condition.
Naturalization is not enough to put an end to this form of identification
because this is precisely the form that the social condition of immi-
grants takes in the national consciousness of immigrants. It is a ‘na-
tional pseudo-identity’, as opposed to the national identity and
nationality of nationals. It has the peculiar characteristic of being
forged, in part, on the basis of elements of a social condition (or class
condition). So long as communitarian bonds remain strong enough,
and the ‘group spirit’ (or ‘group morale’) remains alive, the sort of
social and communitarian (i.e. national) betrayal constituted by natur-
alization is reduplicated by another ‘betrayal’. As the distinction be-
tween immigrants and nationals is founded, in law, on a national or
even nationalistic basis, attempting to escape that distinction and
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trying to denounce it by becoming naturalized is tantamount to a social
and political betrayal of one’s nationality. Naturalization is tanta-
mount to .denouncing and renouncing one’s nationality — and to de-
nouncing it by the very fact of renouncing it. Paradoxically, it is when
the bal:imce (_)f power between the nationalities concerned i,s such that
the nationality one is repudiating or which one feels one is betraying
has the least reality (an official reality, and no more than that) that one
feels the greatest need to remain true to it. This was particularly true of
thqse co.lonized who had only an ‘inner’ nationality of their own, a
nationality thgt existed deep inside them, in the form of a subjecti’vc
Pellef or conviction, or in the form of an aspirational or ideal national-
ist struggle. The same is still true today of those immigrants who
bec'ause .they are living outside their nation and are cut off from thei;
nationality (because they are cut off from its field of application) and
in more general terms, from the day-to-day life of their nation nc;
longer havg the opportunity to actively ‘practise’ their nationalit)" (in
the.spnse in which one practises a religion) or to experience it in
gosmvcf: terms. They cannot practise or experience it except in the
tﬁgirrl 3a; (S,::fun;a orf an excuse for their exclusion or segregation. Whep
: y of origin is, in fact, no more than a feeling (which is
vague in some cases and intense in others) of belonging to a disembod-
1ed'nat10.naht)f that has been stripped of its attributes they too bear
Lhelr nafl(?nalle inside them, but, unlike the coloniz’ed, they do so
ecauseitis quite external to them, and then experience it at a distance.
A.lmost all Fhose who have been naturalized have a fairly strong
feeling of.havmg excommunicated themselves. In extreme cases. this
merges with an intense feeling of guilt, so much so that believing: that
they havp been banished and have banished themsélves from the
community to which they once belonged, many of those who have
been_naturalized will not allow themselves to reappear in their com-
munity or to re-establish links with their community. They regard the
break mtroc}uced by their naturalization as a definitive and irremedi-
able renunciation, and take the view that being rejected in their turn
by their fellow countrymen is, as is only fair, the price they have to
pay. As a general rule, these naturalized citizens are obviously those
who cannot regard their naturalization as just an administrative
process.and who, for the same reasons, seem less justified in seeking
naturalization because it is a product of exceptional circumstances
that' are beyond their control. But if the exclusion is to be total, the
ff:elmg of rejection must be reciprocal. Those who accept naturaliza-
tion must regard themselves as having rejected their community, and

Fher.efore. as }}avi_ng acted as renegades, if their community is to feel
justified in rejecting them in its turn.
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Like the banishment of old, which was the result of some crime,
naturalization is a public act that publicly involves its auth(.)r‘ e!nd
subsequently his family. To that extent, and given the current dxvxgqn
of roles and status in the majority of immigrant families, it is
an eminently masculine act. It is only the man who, because of
the excuses he can produce for acting in this way and because of the
future uses he will make of his acquired nationality — and they are all
in the public domain — feels the need to become naturalized. :Thls also
means that it is the man, and only the man, who has to incur the
sanctions that befit his act: excommunication, anathema and da.mn.a-
tion. The others, and especially his wife and children, are only indir-
ectly affected by his act and by the consequences of that act. T!'ne f.act
that not even all the wives of the harkis took French natlonahty' is a
demonstration of this differential attitude.* Because they remain at
home, because they are concerned only with domestic matters apd
because they do not have to reveal their identity or sh'ow.then' identity
papers, women are not directly afffacted by natufahza.txor‘l. When.:as
the immigrant’s nationality of origin, or the natlpnallty into which
he was born, which he had left behind and rejected, used to be
the concern of men, it now concerns women. It is now bec.:on.ung a
female nationality, or the nationality of private a}nd domestic life, of
the secrecy internal to the house and the farpnly. In contrast, .thc
nationality acquired by immigrants or the nationality t.hat' requires
them to take steps, either boldly and triumphantly or hesitatingly and
in resignation, is becoming a male nationality. ‘ -

We can thus understand why women who have become mascuhpe
— with masculine preoccupations, tasks and roles (qither of necessity,
as is the case with widows or women living alone without the support
of any family or close male relatives, or as a result of an education
that has led them to break with traditional socngllza_xtxon) - tend to b.e
less opposed than men to their own naturalization, that of their
children, and especially that of their daughters. Presumably be:camsef
they were for a long time, and still are, kept on Fhe margins o
‘official’ morality (that of honour), and a male mora!lty that is infin-
itely more constraining, they can now a_dopt a less rigorous or more
permissive attitude towards that morality. They can treat it and its
imperatives with a (relatively) greater freedom than men. But because
it is not really acceptable for them to adopt the male roles that. they
increasingly have to play, they have more to !ose by perpetuating a
‘femnale’ nationality that would confirm them in and cpnﬁne them to
their traditional status. Reminders of tradition or, which amounts to
the same thing, strict religious observance, which is alw:flys praise-
worthy where women are concerned, remind them of their status at

Naturalization 239

the very moment when their position, their activities and their new
responsibilities are encouraging them to adopt the ‘male’ nationality
they need more imperatively than men.

As an example, let me cite the case of a woman who, after she was
widowed, convinced herself that she should request the French na-
tionality that her husband had already obtained immediately after

Algeria become independent, which was when he came to France to
pursue his career:

"My husband came [to France], alone for a while at first. | don‘t know
if he was working or not. He didn't talk to me about that sort of
thing; | knew nothing about all that, his business, anything to do
with his work...what | do know is that in Algiers he had an import-
ant post in the administration; we were fine. That was ““during
France” [i.e. during the colonial period]. When the French left, things
were not like they used to be. Everything changed. | don’t know if he
really went on working, or just pretended, waited. Things went on
that way for at least two years. He often came to France, presumably
to regularize his situation. What is certain is that there was no more
money coming into the house....We all came to France in
1965....To get his job back in France, to continue his career, to go
on working until he retired, he obviously had to take French nation-
ality {literally: take French papers]. It was like it used to be, under the
French in Algeria, he'd kept the same papers. It was the same for the
children, or at least the ones who were still at home; it’s only our
eldest girl, who was already married (at the time) who doesn’t have
French papers. She came to France after us with her husband, but she
came like everyone else, with the Algerian papers she still has....50
why change my papers? | didnt need them. Not to work - i don't
work - not to go out - | don’t go out, | don‘t leave the house, either
here in France or back there in Algeria; that's not the way we do
things. So I stayed with my Algerian papers. It's not the same for the
children; they were young when they came and either went on with
or started their studies here in France; they will have to work in
France....Yes, both the boys and the girls...Besides, they’re
working now. The situation has changed now. So long as he [her
husband] was there, 1 didn’t need French papers. After he had come
to France and taken French papers, he never went back to Algeria. He
went back there only to be buried there. .. . It wasn't the same for me.
I had no reason not to go back to Algeria — except money. It is very
expensive. When it was necessary, when we needed to be in Algeria, |
would go with some of the children....My husband died in 1978,
when he had already been retired for three years. Since he died,
things have obviously changed. First of all, our income has fallen;
now, | have only half his pension. .. less than half: not all the children
work, or don’t work all the time. | was losing over 100,000 francs [old
francs] a month because 1 didn’t have any French papers; | was losing

e
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too much money. My son looked into it, he tried to take care of
everything: | had to supply proof that | was already living in France
with my husband in 1963; that isn’t possible. So, | had to change my
papers too... | thought about it a lot, | waited for a long time before
taking the plunge. | couldn’t talk about it with the others; you don't
talk about things like that. It has to remain within the family, be-
tween ourselves; you don't talk. It's not that you have to hide it, it’s
something that can’t be hidden, but it's best if people find out about
it afterwards rather than going and telling them in advance. Even so,
you have to tell your closest relatives in Algiers. When? How? It's not
easy. So, softly, softly, you have to prepare the ground. | began to
complain that | was losing a lot of money, which was true; | asked
them to find out, and to tell me why | was losing so much money, why
couldn’t | have that money? Then they found out that | had to have
French papers. | didn‘t stop phoning Algiers to bring them up to date,
to ask them how | should go about getting back the money | was
losing. | sent them all the letters | got [about this business]. Besides,
they knew why | was doing all this. It was a way of letting them
know, without actually telling them | was taking French papers.
We understood each other perfectly well, without there being any
need to say anything to each other; | know they understood me,
and they knew that | knew they understood.... The idea got around.
| pretended to be asking them for their advice, but really | was letting
them know, | had them up against the wall. | persuaded them to take
the same path as me; it was really a way of telling them; a way
of telling them what my intentions were, but without seeming to
do so. It was better that way. That way, | no longer had to fear their
hostile judgements, their disapproval....After that, my only worry
was that they might not give me my French papers. Everyone knows
you're asking for them, and then they tell you: “God, you've lost
everything.” For your relatives, for you, for all those who are in the
know, it's finished, it's as though you had French papers; but when it
comes to you, you have nothing, you're back to where you started.
When that happens, you've lost everything. What shame! | wouldn't
want that to happen....Because, basically, what have they got to do
with me? They're nothing to do with me. What can | give them?
Nothing. They've nothing to gain. And yet, they might reproach me
for having waited so long, for having waited fifteen years before
asking to become French. Now that I'm no good for anything. And
when they find out that all this is about nothing more than getting
100,000 francs a month. And they are quite capable of refusing
to change my papers, just for the sake of saving 100,000 francs. |
didn‘t do it with joy in my heart. What I'm frightened of is that
it's blatantly obvious that | am only asking for French papers for
the money; no other reason, it's not for the pleasure of being
“French...it's not as though | liked them! | know what 1 am, and |
will stay what | am. Everyone should know that, but for them, for
them it's 100,000 francs down the drain. Just to save that money, they
are quite capable of telling me: "“We don‘t want you, stay as you
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are..." And they are quite right...each to their own religion, each
to their own blood. That's the only thing that's true... yes. Even so, |
hgd to take the plunge; | had to come to a decision. Fortunately théy
did not refuse to give me French papers!... No, | don‘t tell an'yone
not even the people | know. Personally, | don't like to look at thosé
papers. Fortunately I'm not obliged to look at them every day!’

Automatic naturalization

Thag th<'a attitude of Algerian immigrants towards their possible nat-
urahza}tlon is undergoing an extremely profound transformation is
undeniable.”” Two series of factors seem to lie at the origin of this
devel(?pment. They include, first, the fading over time of a number
of attitudes that have become anachronistic as well as the conjunc-
tural effegts typical of any situation in which there is a jobs crisis
Today’s difficulties, for example, pose a threat to the future of immi:
grants and, basically, to the status hitherto granted them. Not all
the thrqats are purely economic. There are also administrative threats
pertaining to the order of regulations and legislation, and therefore
polgncal thrqats. There are restrictive measures, legal ‘and otherwise
d.esxgned to limit how long immigrants can stay in the country (espe:
cially when they are unemployed) or to bring about their ‘expulsion’
And, ﬁnal.ly, there is the whole climate of uncertainty that the crisis.
and especially the way it is being exploited, has created. Secondly we
also have transformations specific to the immigrant population as a
whole, and then the changes they bring about in terms of their
rel.at.xonshl.p with French society and, correlatively, their society of
origin. This is especially true of the population of young people born
in Fra.nce.and, usually, brought up and educated in France, and that
situation is not without its effects on the attitudes of their fmrents.
More important still, the fact that French nationality is now auto-
matically, mechanically and universally granted to all children born in
France after 1 January 1963 has been a prodigious factor in acceler-
ating the_ transformation of systems of attitudes and opinions towards
nationality. This is the case both in France and Algeria, both amongst
immigrants and amongst the Algerian population, which cannot
remain indifferent to the influence and pressure brought to bear by
these ‘emigrants’. In the eyes of the French law (article 23 of the Code
de.la nationalité, as established by the law of 9 January 1973%%), all
children born in France to Algerian families, or in other words to
parents both of whom were themselves born in Algeria, which was
then a French département (and therefore part of France'®), as of
1 January 1963 are automatically French by birth. And there can be
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no possible objections on the part of any of the parties concerned. The
French government cannot object unless it breaks its own laws by
trying to exclude them from French nationality. Nor, a fortiori, can
Algeria, which cannot go on pretending for ever to ignore the fact that
this fraction of its ‘emigrant’ nationals enjoys French nationality in
France. And nor, ultimately, can the individuals concerned, unless
they leave French territory or are freed at their own request from
allegiance to French nationality.
And yet all these young people are, in the eyes of Algerian law, also
Algerian and necessarily Algerian by descent.’® Two different laws,
one legislating on the basis of jus soli and the other on the basis of jus
sanguinis, mean that the children of immigration, or the grandchildren
of colonization (or at least some of them), are children ‘divided’ be-
tween two nations and two nationalities, and will remain so for a long
time to come, or until such time as their actual nationality wins out.
Indeed, being both the products and the victims of a twofold history -
that of colonization and that of emigration — they are, much as they
may dislike it, the object of a dispute and the pretext for a difference of
opinion that they do not find easy to resolve. Thanks to the definition
given of the territorial competence of French sovereignty, and therefore
the reminder of the role of the colonial past, both parties prolong and
reactivate the old relationship of domination.

Insofar as it is a country of immigration and therefore has to
concern itself with its absent nationals, Algeria appears to be more
attached to the principle of sovereignty in itself or, if we like, to the
statist aspect or even the international dimension of nationality. Given
that it is faced with a fait accompli, and has no influence at all on the
current situation of the emigrant population, it can only fall back on
positions of principle, and can do nothing but insist on asserting its
rights. In an ideal world, Algeria would be satisfied, in the circum-
stances, only if some measure — a unilateral measure, insofar as that is
possible — were to release, both collectively and automatically, from
their allegiance to French nationality all those young Algerians who
are French by virtue of having been born in France. For Algeria, such
a measure — improbable as it seems — would be a way of seeing that
justice had been done, and of seeing that justice had been done to its
national (and nationalist) history.

France, on the other hand, seems more inclined to take more
interest in individual cases and particular situations, and to want to
negotiate on terrain that is in its favour in two senses. The concrete
situations and individual cases that are almost deliberately referred to
in all discussions (even when they are about principles) give the
impression of apparently being closer to reality. France is therefore
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isposed to make the ‘concessions’ needed in this domain — and it is
Iways perfectly at liberty to make such concessions because, for

yrance, the real argument has already been won.

In the best of cases, would France be prepared, in order to prevent
:onflicts over nationality, to release from the allegiance it claims as its
due those young people — who are French in France and Algerian in
Algeria — who ask to be released from it? Even if that were the case
those young people themselves would have to make the request,
which would be a manifest proof of what they wanted, and would
have to ‘merit’ their liberation. They would have to ’have ‘done’
enough to make a convincing case for their ‘Algerianness’ (or their
will to ‘Algerianity’) — and their ‘national’ attachment to Algeria
military service being, of course, the most obvious criterion becausé
of the symbolic value it is recognized as having in these circumstances
It is impossible to distinguish between the role played by condes-
cension and that played by contempt or even by the most cynical and
racist strategy, well intentioned as it may be, and finally, by classic
blackmail and the protocols of the exchange of ‘go:)d ofﬁcés’ between
countries bound together by common interests, especially when the
relationship between them is one between dominant and dominated.
The same language, or roughly the same language, can, however, be

used to promote ‘the most radically opposed political positions and
the most antithetical professions of faith.

When the circumstances lend themselves to it, or in other words
whenever they hope to profit from them in both symbolic and mater-
ial terms, both ‘left’ and ‘right’ can, if not denounce in the same terms
the ‘violence’ that has been done to the children of Algerian immi-

grants families by the fact of their having been born in France (be-
cause they were born ‘twice’ into French nationality),

the desirability (on the left) and the legitimacy (on ti::li?gsltlgu(ffs ttll?ir;
state of affairs. Restoring their Algerian nationality (the nationality of
their parents) to these children and restoring them to the nationality
from which they have been divorced, can be described as a measure of
‘historical’ rehabilitation, as a way of making the reparations for
some past ‘sin’ (the colonial sin) that the current situation demands,
but‘ it can also be no more than the result of further discrimination.
This tends to be the position of the left. Such discrimination affects
Fhose: who are deemed to be unworthy of continuing a history that
immigration continues to revive and perpetuate, and who continue to
enjoy all the benefits of a nationality that has reluctantly been granted
them. What is more, such discrimination does not infringe the letter
of the Code, as it is merely a matter of generously releasing them from
their allegiance to their French nationality (a subtle way of nullifying
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the effect of article 23 without altering the article itself). This tends to
be the position of the right. '

The fact remains that both positions have their advar.ltagesg for both
right and left. Although right and left have dlffer.er_lt intentions, and
although their intentions are moral rather than Rollt.xcal, their respect-
ive positions allow them to profit from the situation in two ways. They
‘free’ France of certain French citizens (whom France does not want)
by liberating them, with extreme generosity, from the allegiance they
have contracted. In doing so, they win the support of the country
whose nationals are being ‘restored’ to it, and .thus recognize §he}t
they were originally and fundamentally ‘its’ qatlonals and that it is
only as a result of past and present acts of vn.olence -tha.tt they were
‘annexed’. There is no other way of understanding the insistent way in
which they denounce the ‘automatic’ nature of some attrlbutlm}s.of
nationality. Such attributions are descrll?ed'a:s $O many acts of‘wo-
lence’ against the will and initiative of the individuals concemefi ~‘they
made Frenchmen out of people who did not want to be French.. He{x€e
their eagerness to ‘reform’ article 23 of the Cod.e <-ie }a_ nationalité,
which would not be an easy goal to achieve, even lr.l.]urldlcal terms.

To go beyond this example, which brings jus soli into play, it seems
that the real issue — if there is a real issue involved - is not the spCC}ﬁf:
influence that one or other of the two laws — jus soli and jus sanguinis
— can have, or the priority that is to be given to one or _the other. The
real issue lies elsewhere. It concerns something of a dlfft?rerl_t nature
and, for the moment, it does come within the remit of lnstltgtlonal
law. It concerns neither jus soli, which is the roya.\l Foad to an existence
that fully conforms to orthodoxy, nor jus sanguinis, which is no more
than a stopgap solution, or an access road fpr Fhose who do not h?ve
‘birth’ (their national coat of armrs) on thegr side. The real issue 1sha
right to nationality (or citizenship) that is based solely upon the
criterion of residence. o .

How have we arrived at the objective sn:uanon_of a conflict of
nationalities between France and Algeria, whe:n_ neither of the two
parties has any desire to make the conflict explicit (or any interest in
doing so), and when, in the circumstances, eaqh prefers to a?tlul}llat-
erally within its sovereign territory? This situation {esults_ mainly from
the provisions of the French Code de la nationalité. Article 23 seems
to be specifically directed at children who_ are born in Fre:iml:gb to
immigrant Algerian families. Some even believe that it was‘d eliber-
ately drafted with them in mind (until such time as pthex: éparte-
ments’ or ‘territories’ still covered by French natlonallt.y‘ finally
achieve their national independence). In reality, the provisions of
article 23, as currently formulated, go back to at least the middle of
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the nineteenth century. The law of February 1851 declared ‘any
jndividual born in France to a foreigner (father or mother) who was
himself born there’ to be French, unless they choose to renounce
French citizenship. This actually modified article 9 of the Code civil
(which had already been extended by the law of March 1849), which
authorized a child born in France to request French nationality only in
the year following its age of majority. Since then, the law has been
changed on many occasions, usually as a result of diplomatic protests;

it was such protests that brought about the variations affecting the

option to renounce French nationality. That option was successively

restricted (by the law of 16 December 1874), repealed (in 1889),
reintroduced, but only in cases where the mother was born in France
(by the law of 22 July 1893), and then remained in force until 1973.
In the history of the right to nationality, the rule of attributive ‘double
birth’ (with or without the option of renunciation) corresponded to a
general tendency typical of the period, as did the juridical and eco-
nomic structures that were being established at the time (or which had
already been established). Jus soli was becoming as im
sanguinis and, to a certain extent, the ‘private’ aspect
as important as the ‘state’ aspect of nationality. The pr
to this double jus soli derived from the general principle according to
which the ‘birth’ rule, which militated in favour of the effective and
automatic attribution of nationality, became attributive, provided
that there was also some connection: in the present case, the fact
that both parents were born in France. That ‘double birth’ in France
- in other words, after two generations of continuous residence — was
simply the result of a coincidence was highly improbable, and it
therefore seemed quite natural to grant that child French nationality
at birth. Since the family of a child who received French nationality at
birth had obviously been living in France — though it all depends on
what is meant by ‘France’ — for three generations, the automatic
attribution of French nationality seemed to be no more than the de
jure or de facto state: the child’s ‘quality’ of being French was already
an established fact (see Lagarde 1997: 62). That is what the legislator
must have had in mind. To change that view and to believe the
opposite, one would have had to have had serious doubts about the
identificatory power of social mechanisms, and above all education,
which is still the best agent of ‘naturalization’ in every sense of
the word. One would have to despair of the ability of subjects to
identify with the human environment - even in its political dimension
- into which they are born, in which they have grown up and have
been socialized throughout their lives. And why should something
that was possible for decades no longer be possible today?

portant as jus
was becoming
ivilege granted
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The link established by the Code de la nationalité is not the only
link between naturalization and education.!” Given the characteristic
situation of immigrant families, there is also a link that is objectively
established. There is, in this case, a profound homology between the
function of education and the function of naturalization and, rela-
tively speaking, between the system of the expectations we have of
both institutions. Immigrants’ parents expect (not without certain
inevitable illusions) both education or, to be more accurate, the
‘metamorphosis’ education is supposed to bring about in their chil-
dren, and naturalization to authorize something that they cannot
authorize themselves to do and that no agency can authorize them
to do. But they expect this to happen only after the event (which, in
many cases, does nothing to lessen the anger or pain they experience
when they see their children changing nationality). Even a long and
continuous period of residence in France, or any other kind of capital
they may have accumulated, cannot authorize this. It is authorized by
what authorizes their children (education and naturalization) - or
what their children are bold enough to authorize of their own accord
—~ to put down roots and to acquire, in their own eyes and the eyes of
others, a legitimacy, which is, they hope, less debatable and less
revocable, than the legitimacy bestowed by work. By doing so, they
can exist in the full sense, even if they do so by proxy, by the proxy
given to their children and which those children give back in return. It
is in that sense that school can be said ‘to naturalize’, and that it is a
preparation for naturalization.

With the rights they have acquired over nationality, nations do not
like conflict between nationalities: they all try to prevent these from
happening. They would all like membership of one nation to preclude
any form of allegiance to any other power, even if it is not, strictly
speaking, political. And this is happening at a time when the extra-
ordinary extension and imbrication of different spaces (geographical,
economic, linguistic, cultural, ideological and so on), which are also
political and national spaces, can result in people having several
nationalities, either at the same time or at different times. But can
something that is permitted only in exceptional circumstances and
in certain situations also be more broadly and ordinarily acceptable, in
both the statistical sense of the normal word (more frequently) and
in the social sense (by ordinary citizens)? Whichever solution is
adopted — liberalizing and popularizing the process of releasing
people from their ties of allegiance to a degree that goes beyond
what is reasonable, or reducing the effects of the automatic acquisi-
tion of nationality through jus soli — it seems that the major concern
is, in this case, to discourage the type of behaviour the jurist Niboyet
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calls the ‘picking and choosing’ of nationalities (1947: vol 1; see also
Lagarde 1997: 62), or in other words claiming to have lived in one
country, sometimes for generations, whilst retaining a foreign polit-
ical allegiance.
. :This representation, which might be said to be authorized because
it is promoted by people who are authorities on the subject, concurs
thh gnd confirms tl}e widespread opinion of this new population of
immigrants who enjoy French nationality’. They are a new class of
‘parasites’ who enjoy all the rights conferred by ‘national’ status but
who avoid the duties that go hand in hand with those rights. They are
for e_xample, suspected of not paying their taxes, of avoiding militar;’
service and thus not being sufficiently patriotic, and, in extreme cases
9f t?emg potential traitors because their adoption of French national:
ity is no more than circumstantial and is motivated only by practical
ffmd material interests. Ultimately, it is just a ploy.'® It is, presumably
in order. to provide a symbolic guarantee against that threat and thf’:
subversion it implies that they like to submit the ‘neo-national’ to the
ordeal of taking a civic oath and to the solemnity that goes with it — it
is of course a purely formal ordeal, as there is no offence of perjury, no
judge to give a guilty verdict and no sanction to punish its author, ,but
respect for form is, in the circumstance, the greatest form of res{)ect
If all those subjects who are described as having ‘dual nationality’.
whx.ch is another way of saying that they are no more than ‘biz
nationals’ or, at best, ‘semi-nationals’, resolve to become French and
only French, or Algerian and only Algerian, this should be more than
enough to clarify the situation for both the countries concerned and
at the. same time, to satisfy the national order of both parties. How-
ever, it c}oes more to satisfy the national order that is annexing the
new nationals than the national order that is impoverishing itself by
letting some of its nationals leave. If it were pursued to its logical
conclusion, this argument would mean asking or even requiring (if
that were possible) Algeria to take reciprocal measures in order to
balanf:e the relationship by releasing from their ties of allegiance to
Algerian nationality all those Algero-French (or Franco-Algerians, if
that terms seems preferable) who have demonstrated their attachment
to and identification with the French nation and French nationality.
And this would have to go on until such time as their actual national-
ity, having effaced the rival nationality, became their only possible
nationality.

The national loyalty or loyalties of these French-born children —
and the resultant compatibilities and incompatibilities — will be a
topic for discussion and disputes for a long time to come. For France,
they are ‘children from elsewhere’, but they are French because they
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have been born ‘twice’ (‘twice’ in the space of two generations) on
French territory. For Algeria, they are ‘Algerian children’ but have
been born outside Algerian territory. But the fact remains that be-
tween 16,000 and 18,000 children are born every year to Algerian
families (in which both partners are Algerian) living in France, and
that they are therefore granted French nationality at birth. Every year,
almost the same number of young people reach the age of majority,
or at least the age of sixteen — at which point they must have a
resident’s permit if they have not been automatically granted French
nationality — and discover that they are inevitably of French national-
ity. These annual cohorts of young people who are French-Algerians
(or Algerian-French) simply by virtue of having been born in France
provide one example of how naturalization can be ‘licitated’. In the
eyes of all and everyone, they represent a way of removing the total
taboo (social, moral, religious, communitarian, political etc.) on ac-
quiring French nationality in particular. Having a son who is of
necessity ‘French’, but who remains in the eyes of all (and especially
if it can be proved) just as ‘good’ a son or even a better son, ‘just as
good’ an Algerian or even a better Algerian, just as good a Muslim if
not a better Muslim (being a good son, a ‘good’ Algerian and a ‘good’
Muslim are one and the same thing), can only ‘reconcile’ his parents
to his naturalization. Then how can one object to the eldest brother
(born before 1963) of a ‘good son even if he is French’ acquiring
French nationality, if that is what he wants and if he believes that is in
his interests to do so? And once Frenchness has entered a family, and
once that family has realized that it will not produce any of the
upheavals or ‘catastrophes’ it feared, either within the family itself
or in its cherished network of relations in both France and Algeria, a
whole cumulative fear of naturalization is dispelled, and a lot of
people who cannot benefit from jus soli begin to request naturaliza-
tion. The form of gentle violence that is done to individuals who have
received French nationality in this way (and to their families rather
than the individuals themselves) is becoming more widespread.

Ambiguities and double consciousness

Those who enjoy the benefits of having a nationality without having
had to request naturalization can easily come to terms with it, and their
ritual protests (which may of course be perfectly sincere) are no proof
to the contrary. Their families, who would have refused to be natural-
ized in accordance with the normal process, are relieved, after the
event, that French nationality (‘French papers’, as they put it) has
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peen granted them automatically, as though under ‘duress’ or in the
grise of a collectively imposed constraint. Naturalization is their
cpmmon lot and not the result of an individual and voluntary act
whereby some call attention to themselves and divorce themselves
from the rest. Allin all, the way in which French nationality is acquired
i¢ more important than the ongoing actual relationship with their
pationality and nation of origin (which is not the same as the personal
and purely affective relationship they have with regard to both).
Despite all the conventional protests and despite the feeling of guilt
of unease that still haunts those who have been naturalized. so-called
‘comgulsor}" naturalization therefore eventually gives rise toa feeling
of satlsfactl'on that must, for a whole series of reasons, remain secret
and, sometimes, resigned. The only proof that the required change of
gttitude has occurred is the wish, which is more and more frequently
expressed by_ every family that is ‘divided’ in terms of its nationality;
t0 recreate its unity and to rediscover a relative homogeneity b),'
p;}_'m'g, if necessary (and it is necessary), the price of naturalization.
git;ZrlSh :Sbgflously n}?t t.he first time an innoyation, no matter hqw
) ome to the aid of a demand that might seem anachronistic.
In th1§ case, the concern with family cohesion seems to be a way of
ensuring the survival of ‘traditional’ morality, unless, which amounts
10 the same thing, it is the apparent need to confo,rm to the ‘trad-
itional’ imperative that serves to justify the innovation.

"We cannot be divided, with some on one side and the rest on the
other, some Algerian and the rest French. They are brothers and
sisters, the children of the same father and mother; there is no
d_lfference - between the eldest and the youngest, between the
first fand the last. They all have to be either French or Algerian, and
not just some of them, some Algerian and some French. It isn't
fa_lr....But if we can't all be Algerians here in France, then they
might as well all be French. Even we parents would be French if
they 'alsked s to. Why not?...Except that they don’t ask us, and
that it's a bit late for us....We are not going to ask for it ourselves.
f,\“ they have to say to us is that anyone who has had their children

taken by" French nationality is, like their children, “'taken by that
same nationality. And then the problem would be solved!’

The fact that some parents speak this way does not mean that the
naturalization of their children cannot be an object of conflict. On the
contrary, this language is itself the product of the type of conflict that is
objectively inherent in naturalization to the extent that there is always
a.dange:r that, when the occasion arises, it will add a further element of
dissension to everything that already divides two generations whose
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social trajectories are different in every respect. The clash of national-
ities, and especially divergent attitudes towards naturalization, merely
exacerbates, and perhaps even reveals, the gap that immigration has
created between generations of parents and children. Conflicts of this
type may erupt openly or may remain beneath the surface. They may
remain buried, rather like possibilities that both generations agree to
ignore by using avoidance strategies that are both knowingly elabor-
ated and shared. Yet everyone — parents, children and the whole family
circle — concurs in deploring not so much the reason for the dispute, as
the impossibility of arriving at a reconciliation based solely upon one
nationality: French, which is the only possible nationality because it is
the only one that can be shared in the situation common to both
generations (i.e. the immigrant situation).

Even if they deny it, Algerian immigrants are paving the way for a
different form of naturalization and a different category of possible
candidates for naturalization, not only within the population of im-
migrants of other nationalities but, more fundamentally, within the
population of Algerians in Algeria itself. They are creating a form of
naturalization and candidates for French nationality who, although
they share the history that produced immigration, are not themselves
part of the immigration and its history. They take from it only what
they need in the circumstances, namely the example they can borrow
from it and the justification that same example gives them. It allows
them to justify themselves, and to justify and authorize their behav-
iour in this domain.'® And all these cumulative reasons help to both
desanctify, in the true sense of the term, and ‘secularize’ the notion of
nationality and therefore the notion of naturalization.

‘Desanctification’ should be understood, first of all, in the religious
sense of the word, as it is now possible to be a good Muslim (a true
believer and a practising Muslim) whilst being of French nationality.
Many Muslims who have, for one reason or another, acquired French
nationality are making greater and greater efforts to prove this to
themselves and others (Muslims or not) by demonstrating more and
more, and in the most ostentatious ways, that they remain true to
their faith. ‘Desancitification’ is also essential because it is a way of
lifting a taboo: the social and communitarian taboo on naturalization,
which is moral rather than political in the strict sense. The new usage,
which derives from a new and increasingly widespread conception of
nationality and naturalization, means that the term must in future be
used in a more strictly political and administrative sense. All this
justifies us in our view that the growing number of ‘Algerians of
French nationality’, some of whom have requested naturalization
whilst others could not refuse it, will help to vulgarize and popular-
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.20 o .
ize®” naturalization, at least amongst the population of immigrants,

who are the first to be concerned.

One might also think that all these recent developments would be
enough to overcome resistances, or at least reticence. But that is to
overlook the fact that, in this domain, there are no unambiguous
attitudes. The ‘licitation’ of naturalization no longer means simply
that one set of ‘papers’ is replaced by another, or that ‘green papers’
Sthc colour of ’Algenan passports and identity cards) are replaced by
.y.ellc_)w papers (the colour of a French identity card), as the national-
ities in question are commonly described in terms of their emblems. It
coexists with its opposite. Naturalization is disapproved of to the
extent thgt it is a mark and an admission of alienation, as well as an
gdulteratlon and denial of one’s basic being. The two at,titudes coexist
in contradi'ctory fashion within the same individual, with one or the
other reaction becoming dominant depending on the context and the
needs and customs of the moment. And the only way to express this
contradictory situation is to use a language that is itself contradictory.

‘l am Algerian despite my French papers; | am French despite my

Algerian appearance. | am French [this is said in

French as anyone else [like a true Frenchman, of c.rl‘c:i3 \;:;ar:c:\eggsc]l'(]?sl
was born. here, brought up here, grew up here, was made here, for
I:mere, to live here; | feel at home here, have French habits and Fre':nch
|dea§....But, deep inside me, | feel myself to be Algerian despite it
all; in my heart of hearts, | feel...something tells me that | am
Alggnan ...uniquely Algerian by birth...born into an Algerian
family. You are always something or someone by birth; no one
asked to be born here or there, there’s no choice. | didnt choose to
be Algerian or to be French. That makes no sense. Algerian without
having wanted to be and French without having wanted to be, even
yvhep you ask to be naturalized...my parents did not cho(;se to
immigrate to France; they immigrated, that's ali; my parents did not
choose to be French in their day, they did not choose to be colonized:
they were colonized, they were French, that's all...l can even say
that I've made more effort to be French than to be Algerian, since |

yve'nt to school in France, in the French mentality, and so on. Is that or
isn't that what you call a culture?'?!

Anotl}er, and frequently expressed, variant on this ambiguity, or
even this antinomy, is to play unwittingly on the two constituent
dnmer}sm.ms of nationality, and to say ‘France is just my country,
A.Jgerla is my homeland’, and to add, as though to make the distinc-
tion more explicit: “You live in a country, work in a country and even
work for that country, but you are from a homeland.” One can
therefore have a country or nationality but belong to a different
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country or nationality, be possessed by a different country or a
different nationality.

In some cases it is possible to be ‘de facto French’, as when one was
born, brought up and educated in France, or grew up in French
society and in accordance (even approximately) with French norms,
or when one has of necessity to live in France, without necessarily
being completely French because one is not French by right. This can,
contrary to all expectations, happen, and this too makes it possible to
denounce, on the grounds of injustice or arbitrariness, a situation
of exclusion that is in accordance with the law, but which is, it seems,
seen as a paradigmatic variation that sums up and symbolizes every
other form of exclusion. This is particularly true of all ‘young’
Algerians, some of them born in Algeria (when it was still France,
and for a long time afterwards) and who came to France as very
young children, others born in France, but too early (before 1 January
1963) to receive French nationality automatically. Both groups have
always lived in France, without, one might add, being able to live
anywhere but in France.?? It is also possible to be de jure French (or,
as is said more and more often and without further ado, to be ‘French
on paper’ or ‘French according to one’s papers’). This is the position
of many of the young people who were born in France — and their
numbers will increase — without being completely de facto French
because of the multiple discriminations and exclusions of which they
are the victims (apparently simply because of their origins), or, what is
more important, without being subjectively French because they feel
that they are the victims of exclusions and discriminations based
solely upon their origins.

Such is the paradox that has now been generated by immigration. It
does not make the de jure position correspond to the de facto one.
Non-fulfilment of the de facto situation has repercussions on the de
jure one, and thus brings naturalization into further disrepute after
the event, or after everyone has experienced it. This means that one
cannot be fully French when one is not de jure French. In the eyes of
the law, this is self-evidently logical. It is a given fact that has all the
certainty conferred by the law and belief in the force of law. It is,
besides, on that condition and because this legally given fact contains
within it the principle for understanding it — here, it is the principle
that generates the consolation — that it can be tolerated, or quite
‘naturally’ accepted even by those who are its victims. Conversely,
knowing (theoretically) that one is French de jure and in the eyes of
the law, and discovering on a daily basis that this is not enough to
make one completely or truly French, is something that can turn one
against naturalization. One cannot be fully French by right when one
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is not truly de facto French, in other words when one is not normally
French in normal life. Symmetrically, one cannot be truly be de facto
French lf one is not legitimately French by right. Someone who has
been as_sxgned an identity can be French or can describe himself as
Frepch informally (‘not for real’) even if he is not officially French (i.e.
de. ;ure)..Conversely, someone who has been assigned French nation-
ality de jure may be ‘not French’ - because they subjectively refuse to
Pq French or to accept that they are French — or may be French
dlfferent.ly’, once they have officially (de jure) become French.
‘ How, in such conditions, can anyone criticize this entire class of
naturalized at birth’ and ‘approximately French’ citizens for their
lack of enthusxgsm, for not showing any great eagerness to possess
Frf:nch natxox.lallty? And, above all, how can we criticize them for
using naturghzat'ion for purely utilitarian ends, for the sake of advan-
tages (the)j 1magine) it might give them, and without any patriotic or
even passionate commitment? After all, their entire experience of
being French’ confirms their view that the change in their civil status
that they have brought about by acquiring French nationality has
dgncf noghmg to change their condition as immigrants (and they are
still immigrants in social terms), as ‘Arabs’ and as ‘Arab immigrants’
Even if its reality is no more than juridical, their naturalization will, at
best, have allowegl them, as they themselves say, not without an iro’nic
%v;:.argness pf 'th.ell' own fate, to be ‘vaccinated against deportation’.
'uriil i(l;sa li ;zlirldgcal defence against a.threat whos? entin? !)asi§ is
j Is based wholly on the national/non-national distinction
as a non-national can in theory be deported, even though that migh;
never actually happen. Naturalization is both everything and nothing.
NaEurallzatlon 1s everything to the extent that it involves the individ-
ual.s whqle ‘bemg and the whole of his existence. The euphemistic
periphrasis, ‘changing your papers, that’s what naturalization means’,
suggests.that ‘deep inside, you have not changed and you cannot
change just by changing the papers you have in your pocket’. It
certainly does not mean that ‘you have changed so much that you
then.hav‘e to cha}nge your papers’, but it does mean that naturalization
consists in acquiring the elementary and irreducible means of having a
legal existence in the place where one is now living and where one’s
present and future existence will be played out. Yet despite that,
naturalization really is nothing in the sense that it changes nothing.
It changes neither the ‘nature of things® nor the identity of the indi-
viduals concerned.
All these constants are at once subjective and objective. On the one
hand, thpy are inscribed in the very being of subjects, in their babitus
and their own ways of structuring the social world. On the other,
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they are part of the outside world in which one has to operate and
which also has to be conquered. They constitute an identity and
therefore appear to be differences that naturalization alone cannot
erase. They give rise to representations (objects and signs) that are
both mental and objective, and which have, no matter what sign
(positive or negative) they are placed under, an emblematic value
and function. The field is therefore open to a whole series of manipu-
lations designed to impose the representation one would like to give
of oneself, the representation others should have, first, of the charac-
teristics we agree to regard as distinctive and, then, of those who bear
those same differential marks.

As the struggle over the definition of identities — national, regional,
ethnic or cultural identities and so on — is a struggle over the manipu-
lation of mental representations, the children of immigrant Algerian
families are, irrespective of whether or not they have French nation-
ality, ‘Algerian’ in France only if they wish to be (when they wish, for
themselves and in their heart of hearts, to be Algerian):

'l am French when no one says anything to me, when they tell me
I am neither French nor Algerian - | am even more French and in an
even stronger sense when they tell me | am not French, either
in France or in Algeria; back there, | don't know, but here, yes; yes
in the Algeria that is here in France, because there is an Algeria here,
and | suspect that it is more terrible than the Algeria that exists in
Algeria. In any case, even in Algeria, over there, | wouldn’t accept
it if 1 was told | wasn’t French...nor if | was told | wasn’t Algerian
either, come to that...| am not French when they tell me | am
French, or in other words when they want me to be compulsorily
French, i.e. to be at their feet, to kiss their knees; it's as though
they were ordering me to be French, I'm not having that....Same
thing with Algeria and Algerian. If anyone tells me I'm not Algerian,
here in France, even more so back there in Algeria, I'd be up in
arms.’

‘Being French or not being French’ and, similarly, ‘being Algerian
or not being Algerian’: the same logic governs the definition one gives
of oneself. And that definition depends upon the context and the
intention we can sense thanks to the context, or in other words
through the definition others mobilize in that context:

‘| am Algerian when no one says anything to me, when they don‘t tell
me I'm Algerian, like it or not...and even when they tell me I‘'m not
Algerian, it's up to me, only | can say whether | am this or that, as the
fancy takes me....And it all depends on who tells me "you are
French” or "you are Algerian” - where it is said — with what inten-
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tion, in what spirit it is said to me. I'm not Algerian, not French, when
| see that they want at all cost for me to be Algerian or French. The
fact th_at I'm Algerian, that I'm French pisses them off. None of this is
easy, it gets you down, it makes you enemies, leads to misunder-

standings, even within the family. But it mak
same!’zg y es me laugh all the

The sometimes pathetic effort

‘Algerians from Flr)ance’ put, becz;:llxcslc:t l:fx:)}rzi):tsgelscpeZ;aie efnergy i
‘ o forget that
the_y are legally French, into constantly contradicting all the identifi-
cations that are lent them, or in other words all the representations
that are given to Fhem (in both France and Algeria), are not the result
of some ‘bad Instinct’ on their part. Representations that appear to be
both soc1allx negative and self-destructive — denying what one is as
soon as one is named — can be explained if we see them as the effects
of Systematic stigmatization. Reactions of this type provide an intro-
duction to a whole sociology of the stigma that surrounds them, and
allo_w the stigma to be seen for what it is: a set of relations ben,aveen
socially determined positions (no matter who occupies them) within a
ﬁeLd, ar’}% not m.erely. a particular relationship between singular
etti% ;153 Wi?}tﬁ;ell?rt::?ln;hlp 1s no more than an effect of the stigmatiza-
' . ch society, these structural relations are a mani-
fe.statnon of hlddc_en relations (of domination and of force. and the
hlstor)f of the social genesis of those relations) that are reve,aled only
by their effects on a completely interpersonal interactive relationship
They therefore exist quite independently of the many conjuncturai
dete;mmatnonsz some spatial and others temporal, that allow that

patticular relationship to be materialized at a given’place and time.
One qf the layvs of social physics is that stigmatization will provoke
a rebellion against the stigma. The rebellion begins with the public
reappropriation of the stigma, which thus becomes an emblem: ‘I am
Algerian ~ 1 am an immigrant and I am proud to be an immigrant.’
It should end with the establishment of a group formed on the basis of
the stigma, or which is, in other words, to a large extent a product
of the economic and social effects of the stigmatization. The rise in the
nun}ber of so-called ‘“foreign’ associations or immigrant associations
obviously testifies, first, to the desire of the immigrants they bring
together (and they are almost always young) to distinguish them-
selves, to establish themselves as a group with a name — in other
words with the basis for a common identification. It also testifies to
how they see themselves and what they call themselves. The names
they agree to call themselves by — ‘new generation’, ‘Young Arabs
of...’, ‘cultural association of...’, ‘Berber association of...> — are
1o more than so many ways of reappropriating the names they are
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called by others. They reveal the very founding principle of the
common identity they recognize in one another, and in which they
all recognize themselves, namely the stigma constituted, in the eyes of
their whole social environment and therefore in their own eyes, by the
multiple discriminations that affect them: territorial discrimination
(neighbourhood associations ‘for immigrants’), ethnic discrimination
(associations of ‘Arabs’, ‘Berbers’, Maghrebins’, ‘French from...”),
cultural discrimination and so on. :

In that sense, we can say that immigrants, whoever they may be and
whatever their trajectory in France may be, do not behave any differ-
ently from any other dominated group. This is even truer of the
young, of the children of immigrant families, whatever their situation
is with regard to French nationality. For, appearances to the contrary
notwithstanding, the position they occupy in the field of symbolic
power relations is even more dominated and more critical than the
position occupied by their parents. Unlike the traditional immigrant,
who could still delude himself that he was ‘not involved’ and ignore
the very process of stigmatization, they can neither abandon the game
in which they are involved, nor even pretend that it does not concern
them. All they can do is accept (willingly or with resignation, submis-
sively or angrily) the dominant definition, or that given by the domin-
ant, of their identity. Their only alternative is to try — when, that is,
they do not do both at the same time - to assimilate thanks to a subtle
game of bluff that is designed to conceal the stigma, or at least to
mask its most obvious external signs. They therefore promote a self-
image that is as close as possible to a legitimate identity: the dominant
identity. As is always the case in struggles against stigmatization and
the domination that is one of its major effects, in struggles — which
amount to the same thing — for a self-identity (a national identity or
some other identity), and in struggles to achieve an autonomous self-
definition — in other words to define the principles that define the
social world in terms of one’s interests (material and symbolic) — the
outcome is usually nothing more than an inverted reproduction of
the stigma attached to the representation they are trying to fight. Is
inverting, as though thanks to some magical operation, the relation-
ship of heteronomy and the work of hetero-definition from which all
the dominated suffer equivalent to creating and imposing the auton-
omy, self-determination and self-definition they are trying to win? A
purely symbolic negation of the one is not enough actually to establish
the other. The difficult, if not impossible, choice here is one between
different strategies: those of recognition and of subversion. The
former involve the recognition of the criteria of judgement that base
identity on a legitimate foundation; the latter attempt, by attacking
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s),mboh'c power relations, to invert the scale of values that authorizes
stigmatization, rather than to erase the stigmatized features. As the
sjpuation, whx.ch is in this regard exemplary, of young (Algerian)
peop.le borp in France ilh}llstrates, everyone invests powerful and
gsslonate interests in anything t i iti iteri
Evaluating pnecrests in ything to do with the legitimate criteria for
This strqggle, which has the advantage of being able to count upon
the exceptionally mobilizing form of anything to do with idenfit
bsings into play interests that are all the more vital in that what is ;];
stake is the very value of individuals who have been reduced to their
social 1fient1ty. These individuals invest their energy into invokin
everything that defines them as a distinct group (‘we, the...’ ags
opposed to ‘them’). Such, no doubt, is the specificity of ;mmi. .r;;tion
and of the dominated situation specific to immigrants Thge
forced to osci.llate between strategies of recognition and s.trate }i,esa;ef
?ubversmn without having the means to implement either. Theg are
1;;1 :thef wogisl, unable either to impose that recognition or. to il’leOSé
zonrgis; :sss.of r(l) Stskzgilc.ontfext of immigration, th?y cannot realize the
dittons, - possibility for an effective subversive strategy.26
fundalm ea;l ta?lltu::onsd\yhere one has to reach a compromise with a
¥ contradictory situation one cannot resolve, and which
one cannot even escape, the dream of all ‘immigrants’ who are faced
in this way with thc? dual (national) identity they have been assigned
is to be al?le to enjoy both the symbolic benefits conferred by the
fact of having a perfectly legitimate identity. They dream of being able
10 assert that identity in public and of having it recognized in publi
On the other hand, they also dream of the benefi of being autono.
o orer b oy, efits of being autono-
' 2 sense of being able to construct and evaluate their own
fdentlty (and it is difficult to reconcile the two). And in the context of
jntegration, the dominated are required to renounce their (impossible)
z:iutono‘riny to _the extent that, in order to be recognized, they are
dgo:lct: to 1l)lemg re)egted by their fe_llows.. Their fellow-countrymen
ot usually recognize themselves in their attempt at self-assertion
and they are therefore forced to deny what they are in front of the
very fellows frgm whom they have objectively distanced themselves.
The outcome is that both parties find themselves caught up in a
process of m.utu.al rejection, which is also a process of mutual accus-
ations of rejection. Sub-proletarians dream of enjoying, simultan-
eously, despite the incompatibility that exists between the two
systems, the economic advantages associated with ‘risk’ (advantages
that they have discovered thanks to the capitalist economy), moral
and material security, and the solidarity guaranteed them by tradition
(advantages specific to the precapitalist social and economic system).
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In the same way, immigrants, who are ‘sub-proletarians’ in the order
of identity, inevitably attempt to reconcile the twofold benefits of, on
the one hand, a heterogeneity that is desired, total and totally original,
and, on the other, of no longer being obliged to submit themselves to a
perpetual evaluation and to evaluate themselves in a heteronymous
way, and therefore to force themselves to undertake the work of
correction — which is experienced as shame — needed if they are to
obtain and be awarded marks for good behaviour. From that point of
view, the situation generated by immigration is like no other. Indeed,
whereas a stigma could, in other circumstances, provide the economic
and social foundations, the political and symbolic arguments, the
unifying principles and a mobilizing base for a rebellion (e.g. nation-
alist or regionalist), it may not be enough to truly guarantee the
cultural identity of immigrants. At risk of contradicting the fictions
that inspire politicians who boast of recognizing and promoting their
‘cultural identity’, are we not entitled to ask whether a cultural
identity can be based solely upon a stigma, and whether or not it
can be valid and recognized in the absence of any guarantee supplied
by a state? Thanks to a sort of ironic revenge on the part of history, it
is those who were and still are both the first and the last victims of
‘blood and soil’ nationalist ideologies who are now being forced, in
order to realize their identity, to create from scratch their ‘soil’, their
‘blood’, their ‘language’, their ‘ethnicity’ (which is no more than a
euphemism for ‘race’), their ‘culture’, or all the ‘objective’ criteria that
can serve as ‘proofs’ of their identity and as reasons for laying claim to
that identity. The paradox finally becomes complete when we end up
with a sort of ‘nationalism without a nation’ or ‘patriotism without a
patrie’, or a ‘territoriality without a territory’. This can lead to the
demand for a territory, and for relocation within what is still an
impossible territory — and it is impossible because jus soli has not
been converted, or ‘naturalized’, into jus sanguinis.

Any stigmatization that is, apparently, the product of a territory
that has been stigmatized always eventually produces an actual terri-
tory that is claimed as a stigmatized territory and a territory for the
stigmatized. As a result of spatial discrimination, which is also neces-
sarily a social and cultural discrimination through the intermediary of
space, certain estates in the suburbs of the big conglomerations (Paris,
Lyons, Grenoble, Marseille, etc.), temporary hostels and council
estates inhabited exclusively or mainly by immigrant families, most
of them from the Maghreb, have during recent clashes been claimed
as ‘independent’ territories that have to be appropriated in the face of
a French population that is nationally and socially different, and
especially the police, who are the guardians of the social and spatial
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order: ‘This is our place’, “We are on our own territory’, ‘The estate
belongs to us’. This should be understood as meanin’g: ‘“We (the
stlgtpatlzed) are at home here, in our stigmatized place, which stig-
matizes us and which we stigmatize.” In the circumst:ances these
sloggns are so many manifestations of self-assertion. And is, it not
precisely this ‘appropriation’, which is ‘impossible’ not only for
reasons of a cultural order, but also for supplementary reasonsy of a
juridical order, that lies at the origin of the violence and the culture of
violence, of a pathetic will to appropriate an impossible world?

The body of the naturalized citizen

Qnul s-uch time as we see the conversion of one set of laws and
nghts_ into another set and, in the case of immigrant populations
the simultaneous conversion of ‘naturalization’ into the rgalizatior;
of a process of naturalization in the mode of ‘it goes without saying’
a!l_ we can do is to act as though becoming a naturalized French
ciuzen were merely a technical operation that had no effect on the
profoun.d identity of the individual concerned. We have to act as
though’ it were nothing more and nothing less than ‘changing one’
papers’ or ‘taking French papers’, even if it means discovegring ft .
the event that one is only ‘French on paper’ and that one cani:t Etr:

and does not want to be — b
— because one cannot be — i
than ‘French on paper’. anything more

'Does becoming a naturalized Fre
the way | look? Is it written on m
it, because if there is anything
the face my parents gave me w
which they made me; that'
the French nationality | mi

nch citizen change anything about
y forehead so that everyone can read
written on my face, it's my face itself,
hen they brought me into the world in
gshvtvhat y_ox:] can read on my face, and not
tior or might not have.

around proc_la|m|ng "Herelam - takz a good |ooek aotrrg: II gfr:lﬁ;?taz
man you think | am, and not even the man you see’ - and then take
out my French national identity card - but what identity is that? —and

say to them: ""You may not have realized it yet, but take a good look

at me; | do have French nationality (which, between you and me, is

{\g(t)ka!t”a’lgthe same as saying: | am French) and I'll prove it to you.

Because stigma is primarily, as Erving Goffman (1963) reminds us,
a matter of visibility, it is the most obviously physical features, or a
person’s physical appearance, that we see first. More so than any
other dominated person — as this is, as a general rule, true of all the
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dominated — the immigrant possesses only his body. He exists only to
the extent that he is his body and, ultimately, only to the extent that
he is a physical body, a labour-body. Names, speech (accent and
pronunciation), the marks imprinted on the body or worn on the
body (tattoos, hair, beards, moustaches, etc.), clothes — i.e. the body
as a whole, incorporated features as well as everything to do with the
body - all serve as supports for the stigma, and become stigmatized
features. Stigmatization (social, cultural, ethnic or even political)
produces stigmatized features to precisely the same extent that they
seem, thanks to the backlash effect, to be its product. These features
are, as a general rule, the first to be affected — and those that are most
affected — by assimilation, no matter whether it is designed to reduce
them or make them disappear as though by magic, or whether it
forces them constantly to make an attempt to correct them (which
can take the form of hypercorrection), to euphemize them, to knock
them into shape or even to magically negate them. The reason why all
those who are stigmatized — i.e. all those who occupy stigmatized
positions within social space —~ experience the body as the geometric
locus for all the stigmas that can be inflicted upon them, is no doubt
that the body, which is both a physical individuality and a social
product, is both, on the one hand, the most difficult thing of all to
modify and, on the other, the very thing that has been most worked
upon, polished and cultivated, and that is most amenable to modifi-
cation when social pressures demand it. Because the body is the first
part of a person we see, it is an object of presentation and self-
presentation. We present ourselves and are present through our
bodies, and the body is the bearer of social identity: it is that identity.
That is why the body is the object of attempts to make it presentable,
or in other words to model it in such a way as to make it conform as
closely as possible to what is seen as a legitimate configuration.

One’s relationship with one’s body, and the representation one
has or wishes to give of it, are particular ways of experiencing
the social position one occupies, and of experiencing it through
one’s experience of the discrepancy between the ideal body and one’s
own body, as it is reflected back to us by the reactions of others.
Seen and named by others, objectified by the gaze of others, the
dominated body is a shameful body, a shy, clumsy body with little
self-assurance, a body that is experienced with unease. It is a body
that betrays itself.

Being comfortable and uncomfortable with one’s body are as differ-
ent as the two ways of being naturalized that we evoked earlier. Being
comfortable and being uncomfortable with one’s body are to one
another what a naturalization of which one is ashamed is to a natural-
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jpation that is fully assumed. Both assume, in their respective domains
cJasses of agents who, whilst they give the same recognition to, in thé
one case, physical conformity and legitimate bodily behaviour ’and in
¢he other, legitimate nationality, do not have the same ability todo sc;.28
An uqhappy relationship with the body (and, correlatively, with
pationality) betrays the discomfort experienced by anyone wh(,) feels
petrayed by thei.r body (and also by their nationality) or by any part of
¢he body that is subject to representation — to being presented to
pthers and to the way others represent it. This is why the body or
part of the body can become the object of a stigma. A name langli’a e
ot an accent can all become a stigma. In more general terms, so cfn
¢verything we call a ‘culture’ ~ that mark, which is at once hileen and
dlsplayed, inscribed on the body, on gestures postures, ways of
‘carrying [porter] one’s body and behaving [se cémporter] ’withyone’s
pody’ (Bourdieu), because the body is that which embodies \
T hc. discom.fort one feels in one’s body and through one’s bozcll Cllllslsn:tt:‘
equivalent in the discomfort one experiences in one’s nation};llit loi
through. one’s nationality (both old and new) and, therefore w?,h
fa}ced with one’s naturalization. It might even be s;id that there aerr;
circumstances in which a body of which we are ashamed simpl
reprqduces and expresses the discomfort and ‘shame’ that are bou}zlz,i
up with the fac}: of being naturalized. Always uncertain of themselves
always correcting themselves, the naturalized constantly watch them-
selves, as though they feel themselves to be under constant surveil
lance, a.nd tirelessly correct their behaviour. They often run the lrlis‘l;ei);
overdoing it, of, as one might say, going too far in the attempt to get it

right (which is another way of betrayi
_ : ying oneself), rath
mere clumsiness or Inappropriate beha%iour. ) rather than through

Seeing themselves through the e
to be the eyes of others) : I o Others
from the outside,
themselves as othe
Depending on whe
oneself what one

or what they imagine
» as though they were looking at themselves
people who have been naturalized come to see
r than what they are, as strangers to themselves.
Fher one is dominant or dominated, one is either to
e is for others and thanks to others, or one is for
others what one is for or through oneself. And, to the extent that they
are part of the body and name, neither the body nor the names
themselves — even the names we bear, or what we call ‘proper’
names — escape stigmatization and the effects of stigmatization, in
other words the characteristic logic of symbolic domination.?

‘When | introduce.mysglf as Bou- Hammas [Hammas is his forename],
everyone sees the immigrant, the Arab immigrant, as they put it, or in
other words my appearance: the black hair, which is obviously black
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and curly — that’s how they see people of my type, a bit artistic, and
therefore with long hair — the swarthy skin, as they also put it—it's a
cliché, the moustache — Arabs always have a moustache, an Arab
without a moustache is almost not an Arab; they don't know why
Arabs are more likely to have moustaches rather than beards, but
they can see perfectly well that they do have them: big moustaches,
little moustaches, a wisp, a shadow, a hint of a moustache, but always
something on the lips so that it cannot be said that “He's cut his
moustache off” — and 1 actually do look like that: dark, long curly
hair, moustache....But if | introduce myself as Bou- Bernard, it's
Bernard they see and not Bou-, and it's Bernard they hear and pic-
ture....Obviously, they are astonished to find out that this Bernard is
really a Muslim, and not a Bernard like any other Bernard. But, unless
you come across a self-confessed racist - it happens - an unrepentant
racist - because ordinary racists are two a penny, and they deny being
racists; “’racist’” has become an insult and no one wants to be insulted
or to insult themselves by being called a racist; their behaviour is
racist but they deny being racists ~ people can put up with that, even
find it flattering; in their heart of hearts they're pleased....Pleased
to find an immigrant who is not like all the rest, and they obviously
take credit for that, their society, the French society that has “civil-
ized" them: "He’s an Arab, but he’s a good worker"’; pleased to prove
to themselves that they are not racists: *‘He’s an Arab, but | gave him
a job: Arab, Black or Jew, what | see is work that has been well done,
that’s all, the rest is nothing to do with me.” They are also pleased
because, intuitively, they feel that they are in a position of strength,
that they always have the upper hand and that an Arab will probably
cost them less for the same work — which is true, you only have to
look, for example, at markets where there are Arabs, Blacks, Asians,
when they have a fruit and vegetable stall, they squeeze the profit
margins a little bit more and they are cheaper — and they can‘t lose.
And then, if it's an Arab, they can always say: “’Arab work"’; and it's
always ““Arab work": if it is well done, it is good work despite the fact
that he's an Arab; if it's badly done, it's not surprising: it's “Arab
work". And the Arab knows that: he knows that his work, good or
bad, is always “Arab’s work”, and so it has to be better so as to be
work, because it is Arab’s “work’’; and because it is "’Arab’s work”, it
is cheaper. That means they win both ways: the quality of the work
and its cost. So you can understand why waiters in cafés call them-
selves Marcel. Can you imagine a customer calling out “Mohamed, a
Ricard”'? It's "Jeannot”, if not “Jean”. A nickname is even more
acceptable than a forename. Even those concerned find nicknames
easier to accept; they are given them, they get given them despite
themselves, they don’t choose them - like the (French) nationality
you are talking about - in the way you chose the nicknames you give
yourself...Kader, Karim, Mus~ [short for Mustapha; the other nick-
names are diminutives of Abdelkader, Abdelkrim, etc.], that's begin-
ning to be acceptable, the French are beginning to get used to it. But
you don't hear “Mo-amed, get yourself over here”. In extreme cases,
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you might hear that on a building site; that's what “Mohamed"’ is for:
whereas at home, “'Si Mohamed” is a respectful way of addressiné
someone you donft know; we call him “Si Mohamed"” in the way that
you say "P}ease. sir”. So you understand that in the service industry
especially if you are dealing with clients, you need a nickname anc;
you aIV\_iays get one: the way that you are careful about how you
dress (tie, waistcoat, white shirt), about how you move, about how
you speak, about how you behave; if you don't giv;a yourself a
nickname, your boss, your pals or the customers will do it for you.’
(pou- fiamass, 25, 'originaHy from the south of Algeria; graphic de;-
signer in an advertising agency; after having ‘knocked a'round', as he

puts it, all over the world, and especiallyin S i i
i , candin
atan art school in Belgium). Y avia, took courses

_ Far from solving the paradox of immi
itto do, and far from guaranteein
of immigrants into French societ
tion, to the extent that it can no

gration, as one might expect
g or completing the full integration
y and the French nation, naturaliza-
: more suppress objective di

and t!xe conflicts that are objectively genre)fated by] tht:s,: 31;?22;2?12::
than it can suppress the will to differentiate or the objective effect
;)fetltlﬁed;frfggelntlatlc)fq, tends, contrary to all expectations, to perpetu-

ems of immigration. What is wo i

bate Fhem because of the way it converts themfs\(;(}}gl:: ?:n;oz:z leii(tz;cer-
nothing to S:hangf: the social condition of immigrants ~ even if it ;O(f):;
change their social status — naturalization does modify the whol
nature of the problems that arise for them and the pr)(’)blems thee
Create. To the extent that they are constituted as ‘immigrants’ rob}:
tzms , or in other words problems for groups that are ‘extraordilzlary’
because of the specificity (which is first and foremost juridical) of
immigrants (and this way of identifying them by assigning them an
origin apd a group, constitutes our whole understanding ofg immigra-
tion; it is the alpha and the omega of all that can be thought kngwn
and said about them), even ordinary problems become prol,)lems of



Appendix

Three Interviews Concerning ldentity

‘You are always asking yourself questions and they are always asking
you questions. Are you French, and in what sense? If you're not
French, why not? It’s all suspicion. The suspicion has changed its
tone. For our parents, the suspicions were about work. Aren‘t they
taking jobs from the French? Do they pay taxes? Aren‘t they robbing
France, family allowances, social security and so on? It's the same
thing for us: are they French, do they love France or not? They have
to prove it: military service, war; we saw that with the Gulf War. They
begin to ask you if you are still in contact with Algeria, with the
Algerian you are. How often do you go there, even if you don’t go
there and have no reason to? You read newspapers from back there,
you listen to the radio from back there, even if there’s nothing to
read and nothing to listen to. Anyone can listen to rai in the same
way that they listen to rock, but when 1 listen to rai, it's suspicious, it's
because I'm not French or because I'm a bad Frenchman, it's atavism,
it's in the blood. And I tell you, it’s scientists who are doing this work,
it's science; I've answered questionnaires like that, and now they are
asking kids at school these questions: “couscous or steak?” and of
course all the kids say “steak, McDonald's”. It's enough to put you
off couscous, and it has put them off it — the moment you hear, even
at school, intercultural this and intercuitural that - multicultural;
identity this and identity that....I dont know who designs these
questionnaires, who bets on them, who makes something out of it
- it must bring something in for someone, | don’t know who, or who
has an interest in it — but what | can say is that the scientists, sociolo-
gists, psychologists, - | don‘t know - they’re no good, they’re not
bright, they’re not clever. They call it the quid, in search of the quid:
who are you? I'll tell them who | am. It's not as though | had problems
with myself; I'm not seeing a psychiatrist, or in a hospital. | know very
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well who | am, and | don’t need them to tell me. They kno i
about me. Aqd if they want to know, they just have toylogkv;tr;?:;;?t?
But they are incapable of understanding anything, nothing at all 56
they should stop asking questions, asking you questions. Let them'ask
them§e|ves about what they are, see if they can answer their own
questions abo_ut themselves, before answering questions about
others - questions that the others never even ask themselves. They
sho'uld ask th.emselves why they are asking questions, why they.en'o
asking questions. Who are you? Quid? It's unhealthy....Please ):oz
are part of that world, they're your colleagues, please, tell them'that
Tell them they're perverts, sick, voyeurs, interrogators with the souI;
of cops, they're so.ul cops. Tell them that, please. That would make
me happy. When is all this going to stop? For us, it's questions 24
hoursa dgy, 365 days a year; you hear it, see it and read it everywhere
all your life, from the day you are born to the day you die - and
e'speaally on everyone's face, in everyone’s eyes. And now the iden-
tity checks have started again, the look in the cop’s eyes, you see that

:;hat moron, and it can‘t be said that he looks like a genius, asks you:
ev::rpg:;):rs#tesl paple(gs]." No, sorry, they've taught t};em now.

a has learned that lesson, they‘ve taught th '

P Y em to s

vous: "Your papers, p[ease [vos papiers, s‘il vous glait].” You tazg
zl;ts{c;t'::esc’l:l_l [Ear;e lr:\)atlonale d’identité]: French, nationality: French

is head. Deep inside himself, he must b i 'hi :
“Another one.” He'd have liked to be ' e ho e RS

the onl

the good Frenchman, along with all th hor Frenchoaras French,

" e other Frenchmen like hi
I}r:ey say he has “French roots”. What roots? Roots aren’t pretty Ilarl?t
ey are roots. | suppose other French people just have French

branches, French foliage. You can see all that going through the

cop’s mind, even if his eyes don’t shine with i i
"OK, OK. Move slar 1hes dony e with intelligence. So he says:

1 He gives you b
say t'o myself “circule, virgule” [lit%rally)g “mssz ya?:rrng a‘zg::\.r:y]'
That's what you are: a comma, that's all. Perhaps I'ess than a;
comma, as commas have their uses; they give sentences a meanin
You learn punctuation at school, and you don't put commas ugt
anywhere, But_ try telling that to the cop. If he's learned to Juse
commas, that is. For him the virgule is your features, he doesn’t
know that a comma can give France a meaning. A France without
commas would be an incomprehensible France. But it's the comma
th'at says so, not France. I'm not fooling myself.

...What does it mean, this integration that is all the rage, that
they keep ber]dmg our ears with? Either it exists, and there’s nothing
more to be salq about it: that's the way it is, that's all there is to it; it's
not worth talking about, it's talking about it that makes it exist. On
flr_\e contrary. The way things are going, it might well be the best

mtegr.ated"’ who'll shout loudest, who'll rebel against integration.
In my view, integration is an accusation. ““What, after everything we
have done for you, you were born in our country, in our hospitals; we
brought you up in our créches, our nursery schools, we educated
you, taught you in our schools, and, after all that, you are still not
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“integrated’’. You are hopeless. You are Arabs, and you will remain
Arabs.” If that's not racism, what is? And we experience it every day,
it's humiliating, shameful. They want to get us on their side, but at
the same time they make it clear to us that we can never catch up
with them. And they call it integration.’

AicHA (a girl in the group): ‘We learned about integration at school, in
maths. We learned about exponential integrals: it's an asymptotic
curve that you can extend to infinity, but it never touches the ab-
scissa. It's the same with integration: you have to chase after it, and
the closer you get, the more they tell you've not quite made it.!

saip: ‘If we are going to talk maths, | think it's set theory myself,
where you have integrated sets defined by the limits that separate
what is inside from what is outside. That is why we are ill at ease with
all this talk; there are “good immigrants” who are integrated or who
can be integrated, and “’bad immigrants’” who are hopeless. Our
parents are “bad immigrants”. Being products of French society, we
are "better” than our parents; society is obliged to recognize that,
otherwise it's pointless; what does it think it’s doing with its schools?
~they place a lot of emphasis on schools - but we don’t want to have
anything to do with French society, because of our origins, because
of our parents. | wonder why all the politicians who talk about that
fail to realize how provocative it is, how crude, | would go so far as to
say how racist all this well-intentioned talk about integration is. And
it will end up by having the opposite result: the best integrated will
end up saying: we want nothing to do with your integration; even
those who feel the most French will say: we don’t want your nation-
ality if we have to go through the Caudine Forks and the humiliations
of your new Code de la nationalité.’

alcHA: ‘It's like the Gulf War we were just talking about - I’'ve been
thinking about it - | said to myself: suppose there was a war between
France and Brazil, not that it's very likely. | wonder if any journalist
would have the nerve, or even think of going around every porter's
lodge in the XVI, XVIl and XVIliI arrondissements and asking the
Portuguese kids if they supported France or Brazil? The same applies
to me: I'm no more Iraqi than a Portuguese kid in a porter's lodge is
Brazilian. If that happened, I'm sure there would be a general outcry:
there would be talk of journalistic ethics, of freedom of opinion.
With Arabs in France ~ and there’s nothing Arab about them - it
just goes unnoticed. Not only did no one protest, but some of “our
lot” (inverted commas) took advantage, manipulated —and it's them
| hate most — they and the...~ they were saying it everywhere,
because they can profit from it, profit from it at our expense, that
It is thanks to us that the suburbs remained calm”. Did anyone really
see them? | don’t think so, but everyone pretended they had because
it was in everyone's interest. And obviously they were paid accord-

Naturalization 267

ingly and then came and told us they’d been defending us! They

conned us, exploited us for their own ends. A
c | . And th
brothers”, solidarity.’ ey call themselves

‘A Egrqpean passport. | wave it. It reconciles me to myself. Ever since |
got lt,_ it has never left me, it's always in my pocket, | kiss. it [he takes
out his passport, pats it and kisses it]. This is a European passport;
before, | only hafi a French passport. Every passport has its colourp Wé
call :c'hem by their colours. You have the green, that's what we ca;ll it

g:)ep s%fsgaﬁrssegrrg" [Gbasbour lakhdar in Arabic] - at home there is 2;

Ng e e Green Passport’’: that was at a time when i
very difficult in Morocco to obtain a passport to emi e sorg
ta;?out the green passport, the passportpof freedc;g:? ;ec;sohv;\?esiag
hue, the ordinary French passport; you have the maroon passport,

the Epropean passport. It opens every door, crosses eve border’
even if you are called Mohamed, even if you have a mousrtyache anci

look like an Arab. That's whe i
. n you r
port has. It transforms you. y ealize how much power a pass-

Transforms you into what? French nationality makes you French by

right, French in the eyes of the law, b
. ut a European
transform you into, say, a German.’ pean passport does not

‘Yes it does. It transforms me
. . e completely. Freedom is not just the
|ftret?dom to travel: no visa, no trouble at the border. It's withj myself
gives me the freedom to be me. It means freedom, life.’ '

‘I don’t understand. “It’s with m »
. yself.” I thought it was the green
[ézlzssport that gave you the freedom to be yourself. So why doesng’t the
ue passport give you that freedom and why is it only the maroon
pbassport that reconciles you to yourself, as you put it

It's obvious: because the European passport does not really exist; it's

an abstraction. What is Europe? It’ i
Nothing else." p s geography pure and simple.

€ s . . . .
It’s aterritory, a set of national territories where you are free from the

allegzanqe that comes from belonging to any particular national terri-
tory, or in other words a nation or a nationality.’

Yes, ab§o|ute|y. You are free from that allegiance. Because there is
an allegiance. How can | put it? The allegiance you were born into,
the one you forget, it seems quite natural, it is part of it and you
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don‘t realize it. Then there is the allegiance you experience as some-
thing new, the allegiance inscribed in naturalization, that you pay to
the nationality you acquire. That is something everyone has to live
with, something that everyone experiences. And anyone who has
had anything to do with law learns that from the textbooks. And
then there is the situation in which a territory is not yours, is not the
territory you appropriate.’

‘Or that appropriates you —°

'Yes, it works both ways. You appropriate it and it appropriates you
by appropriating the nationality of that territory for you, and by
being appropriated by that nationality. So, a national territory with
which you have no relationship of allegiance, because that is what
nationality is, opens up to you as though you were in your own
country and at the same time allows you to go on thinking that you
are not in your own country.’

‘Is that what you mean by freedom with yourself, the freedom to be
yourself?’

'Yes, that's it. It’s more than that. 1 am no longer trapped inside
myself, with me, and the other me, the Moroccan and that other
me (French nationality). Me and myself just stare at each other.
Where is the truth? It is either the Moroccan me or the French me,
each reminds me of the other. You are French, you think of yourself
as French, people take you for French, and that reminds you of the
Moroccan who has been smothered, who is deep down inside you,
silent, absent, discreet, dumb, who hides, keeps quiet and keeps to
himself. And so, deep inside, you are more Moroccan than ever in this
situation. You are Moroccan, you regard yourself as Moroccan, but
with the first move you make, you realize that it's not true, that you
are not as Moroccan as all that. Perhaps you lie to yourself, just for
the pleasure of it. But that doesn’t prevent you from living. Let’s not
exaggerate.’

‘But how does the European passport free you from all that — from
being trapped inside yourselfs’

Trapped inside myself. Inside myself, that's all. In that impossible
dialogue with the France where | am living. As we say in Arabic, "I
am in her belly” [in Arabic] and perhaps now “she is in my belly” [in
Arabic]. Am | French, aren’t | French? There has to be an answer.
That's between France and me. And, increasingly, the answer is, by
becoming naturalized or, as they say here, through culture, assimila-
tion, integration - that’s today’s fashion -~ the more the question
arises, the more crucial it becomes, the more obsessional. You have
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to pretend to be deaf, you have to not want to hear for its not to be
a_sked. Some ple.xy that game - they cheat, or perhaps they are being
sincere, but | still admire them. No, they are cheating, telling them-
selves lies. And they certainly take their revenge, let o%f steam some-

where, spit out the lies, play act, act out a pa ise, i
v ) , , rt. O !
impossible to keep going.’ ° therwise, it

D]J was born in France and, to be more specific, in the Belleville area

and, as he likes to say, in 1968. His fath soL: -
the time, had alread 1s father, who was in his forties at

.. y been an immigrant in F .
Originally from the 5 in France for a long time.

Oranie and, to be m i i
_ , ore precise, from the region of
the Lala Maghnia mountains in the west of Alé :

. . . eria, he originall

emxgratec.i in accorgiance with the mode of emigration commox% to al}i

mﬁn of his generation. Just after the Second World War (in 1947-8)

rile grzhl;e v\;vasksitlll very young (19-20 years old) and therefore unmar:
ould remain unmarried until relatively | i

over 30), he came to France to ey fate, or until he was

! join all the other emigrants from his
region, who were employed in farms in the north of France and then

in the mines of the Valenciennes coal basin. Like the majority of the
emigrants who were both his contemporaries and his compatriots, he
was constantly coming and going between his douar [village] and
France, alternating between the state of being a fellah or traditional
peasant and the condition of the immigrant worker, except for the

period between 1956 and 1962, when he di i
> Algeria
because of the fighting there. Immedi was trapped in Alg
. tel
the restoration of freedom of move iately after independence and

: : ment between Algeria and Fr.
ll:st}f‘:ri}?lr;n(%d 1_9f63, lzie :;lga'm emigrated to France, bguetr t?li:x:in}:e ?;iiﬁ
1s wite and thr i i
total discretion as even his v?r(itftca}:«lrl:srf:))t. iilr;(iﬁr;;e’hand N

1 IS ; , he opted for French
nationality, tak_mg care, according to what his children now say, not to
be confused with the ‘barkis’.>® His children (two brothers and their
younger sister), who acted as informants, wanted to make it clear that
he ‘enjoyed none of the benefits provided for the repatriated’ (because
either he was not repatriated or he did not want to be), that ‘he
became a naturalized French citizen as soon as he came to France’,
Fhat he ‘held an Algerian passport’ (and therefore Algerian national-
ity), th?t ‘he took French nationality with us, his children in mind, so
as to give us an easier life in France’. They themselves only discovered
their father’s French nationality — and therefore their own — when
they, or at least the three eldest who were born in Algeria before 1953,
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had to apply for the French nationality that was already theirs by
right (because their father was naturalized) although they didn’t know
1t.

The fourth child in the family, and the first to be born in immigra-
tion in France, D] has his baccalauréat. It was a miracle. And DJ is
acutely aware of that miracle: it was a social miracle because he is, as
he still says today, the only one of his friends, who are children from
the same estate and children who went to the same classes (at the local
elementary school and then at middle school) ‘to have gone to the
lycée, to have completed his secondary education and to have got his
bac’. It was indeed an educational miracle in that his bac was
obtained in a quite unexpected way, as was the whole school career
that led up to it. DJ was taken in hand — completely and not just in
educational terms — by a friendly and protective French family which
had noticed his talent for football and which, being both generous
and sympathetic, wanted to be of some help to the boy’s parents and
to his whole family at a difficult time in their lives: DJ’s father, a truck
driver, had just suffered a serious accident from which he never
completely recovered, and had to support a family of seven children

(three boys and four girls), the eldest of whom, a boy, was mentally
handicapped.

pr: 'l was starting to show off. | was the eldest boy, as my brother,
who is older than me, was out of it; he wasn't quite right in the head
and was put in a home where he could have occupational thera-
py....It was that family who got me out of a tight corner, even if it
was too hard for me. | couldn’t accept leaving the house, the estate,
the neighbourhood, all my mates. It was a whole different education
at their place. ...l now greatly regret that | didn’t take more advan-
tage of it~ Of what? They invited a lot of people home, for example -
all good people; so | played the fool, | said that didn’t interest me,
that it was nothing to do with me, 1 sulked, didn’t show up. Whereas |
should have taken advantage of all that....Yes, 1 was stupid ~ that's
right; deep down inside, | must have thought that their world was
nothing to do with me. It's true; for example, they insisted on keep-
ing me with them on Saturdays and Sundays, but | never wanted to;
as soon as | got out of school on the Friday, | went home immediately;
in reality, { went back to the neighbourhood, the estate, the mates.
That was my own world. Freedom! Back there, it was like prison, a
cage....Yes, an animal in a cage....Yes, football. They did every-
thing to get me playing football. | signed up with Red Star. A dream!
But | went to two training sessions and then gave up....Why? it was
the same thing all over again, it wasn't my world. At the training
sessions, they had us playing fifteen or seventeen a side, to give
everyone a trial. You couldn’t choose your position, they made you
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play in every position. Whereas | just wanted to

beir_\g a little star in the local tean{ to all the worlflte;g/e'ayl rﬁgedf: r;sg
do in football academy. So | dropped it. There may have been an
element pf revenge in it too - 1 dropped football. All the same, it was
that family who got me out of a tight spot, even though it w'as very
hard for me. They don't talk to me about it now, but 1 tell them. What
a fool 1 was ~ that's what | tell them. It put me off footbali bu;: it did
%et n;e rr(\jy ba;. Just think, of all my mates, out '

ournood and perhaps the whole school, I'm th

gone to lycée, to have got as far as the bac andetc? :‘gvzn:a:?eg an\;e
bac. All the rest of them: nothing. And it still goes on today...it's thg
same'everywhere, the same for everyone, jail, unemployrﬁ'e.nt and
what's worse than all that, drugs, AIDS. I've just lost my friend, an ace
guy and a genius in his own way: addiction and AIDS! So ou' under-
stand, | could have been like all those people, and.

: me too; and 1 did co
close to it. So you understand: | can’t abandon them now, | can’t —rgz

unfaithful to them. That's the way it i

' . y it is. Just be !
because I've got a job and because I b
that the rest of them are worthles
that they aren‘t intelligent.’

of the whole neigh-

S ve got away,
m earning money, doesn’t mean
s, good for nothings, useless, or

NORA .(DJ's partner): ‘Oh yes, he can talk. That's the way it is when
monsieur makes some money, he gives it away to them. Money: he's
given away almost 5,000 francs like that. Monsieur is génerousy .Ho

many times when | come home late at night, 1 have to ste overb d'W
sprawled on the floor: these a ' Sve nowhere

re monsieur’s pals who have
! nowhere
else to go, who are usually half-pissed and who have come asking for

hospitality. It's a never-ending battle between the two of us.’

D 'Aftﬁr my bac, | enro_lled at university to pass the time, to see what
it é/;as ike, be:cause | dnqn't know what 1 wanted to do. | enrolled in
AES (economic and social administration) because, with my bac G,

I was told that that was what would suj
didn't get very far, | suit me best. | enrolled, but

got no further. In the meantime, 1 discovered
photography, found my way, as they sa "y tiv !
photography....| make a O o o aoke my [iving from

good living. On top of that, it gives me the
chance to travel, to visit other countries, and not as agtourist ina

hurry. I've been to all the Eastern bloc countries:

Romania; a lot of other countries in the third wl::r.lg oi?:gfo:i\ég!gl; rg;
politically close to the communist world. . ..1 used to' travel on behalf
of the mayor's office in the town where | live, it's a communist
counc_ll. That's how | got to go to Angola, Mozambique, Namibia ~
Algeria, that's the one and only time I've been there - the Western

Sahara._And Asia, China, Vietnam; in America, I've been to Cuba
Costa Rica, and so on.’ '

And, armgd with the eye of his camera and also with the eye of a
former child of the suburban estates, he does indeed bring back
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reportages with a high social content from his travels. DJ is now
thinking of starting his own business, his own photo agency, with
the help of his partner, who has also taken up photography. Nora,
who is also the daughter of an immigrant Algerian family, trained to
work in the communications industry; she has also done publicity
work for an amateur dramatic company in the suburbs.

DJ often speaks of the social injustices suffered by the young people
with whom he feels himself to be in communion and who share, he
thinks, a common destiny. His friends have the same background and
come from the same origins and the same social condition. They are
childhood friends he likes to see again and with whom he has always
stayed in contact, and he has shown himself to be very generous to
them — generous with everything, with money but also with advice -
and he is all the more inclined to understand and excuse them because
he is socially divorced from them:

‘I am the only one of the whole gang to have got away, the only one
to have a bac, and now I'm the only one with a job, who is making
money; all the others are unemployed, in jail or dealers, either they
are shooting up or they've already passed away, like my best friend
who died from drugs and AIDS. Or, at the very least they are "‘on the
sidelines”, play no part in life and society, just watch and wait for it to
throw them something - it’s hard, lads of the same age as you, lads
you grew up with, they were good-looking and intelligent — they
could have done anything, and then a few years later you see them
looking like wrecks. It makes you wonder why. ... Why the injustice?
What's the difference between you and them? Nothing makes any
sense: that's the conclusion you reach. And nothing does make sense
any more. Why aren‘t they like you, or why aren’t you like them? And
when they come knocking on your door - or asking for money, you
can't refuse — you can’t do that, its not possible. That would be
spineless, heartless, brainless, too. Because you do have to think
about it a bit. It's a hard world, and they are not always in the
wrong.’

He knows from his own experience of the educational system that
both academic success (and to some extent his own success) and
failure (the failure of all his other friends) are very arbitrary, and
may, as he says, ‘depend on trivial things, the accidents of life’. DJ’s
father is a member of that generation of emigrants who discovered
nationalism, and therefore politics, thanks to the immigration in
France, or in other words by coming into contact with militants
involved in political action, by learning from the trade unions, and
workers’ political struggles of all kinds, as well as from what was to
him the novel experience of urban and working-class life. And even if
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ghat double experience was at the time inevitably very limited, in both
bfs case and that of many other immigrants who were his ’compat-
rfots, extremely poor and reduced to a minimum of elementary and
i{ldxspen.sable contacts, it did lead to a political awakening and an
aWakening to the political for a whole generation of emigrants. As
DJ’s father never fails to remind his children — sons and dau hters —
they have received this as their heritage. ©

‘That is our father's herita
leave us....We had a telev
mother’'s annoyance. Wh
thing my father made us
- in his own way. When
naive. But something of
political life; not political

ge, and perhaps the only heritage he will
ision before we got the fridge, much to my
en we were kids, the news was the only
wa‘gch together. He would comment on it
| think about it now, | laugh. It was all so
‘t)l;ar\tt_ stitl)l stag/s with us...an awareness of
t 1es but the realities of life. All of

brothers, my other sisters, belong to local associations ne?gt:ll;)rt?r)i
Pood assoaatlons., 'chantable associations. We talk, V\;e think. We
tx)s;teir:‘ to th: ;)'ollt\gans, especial\y when the election campe‘ligns
what they say If only 10, muar: an shre o, What they say, read

say. a em.

fools, they just talk nonsense about things J\Z@ykgzr\]/vbneotsﬁic: l:\lgg dg
young people, the suburbs, drugs, and even AIDS and condc?ms o

It is therefore not surprising that contemporary debates about

young people (or the beurs as they are called - it is difficult to find a

single beur, not to mention a beurette i i
) . who like a
about the French nationality they alrea’d e e )

them one day, and about the relationshi
to have with that nationality and the w.
not to mention all that is said at such le
be followed, talked about, discussed a
care and great interest. Besides,
as current affairs demonstrate i

)

y have or that will be granted
p (good or bad) they are likely
ay they come to terms with it,
ngth about integration, should
nd debated and analysed with
there is no shortage of opportunities,

n several ways. This is especially true
whenever some event of a political or social nature that occurs in the

life of tl}e nation reveals the truth about their situation — in obviously
contradictory ways, because it varies, depending on how different
people view immigration, that is to say, French society (one is seen
throug}} t.he intermediary of the other). But there is always an element
of suspicion. The French children of this category of immigrants are
expected to be loyal to the French nation and a French nationality
that do not accept them, and their loyalty therefore has to be put to
the test. This is what happened, as DJ and his other friends never stop
rgcallmg, when a certain number of events ‘hit the headlines’ in their
lifetimes. What was said on these occasions must have had a major
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impact on all these young people, who take such a particula.rly cri_ti‘cal
and often - it has to be said ~ extremely lucid view of. their position
that they can still quote what they see as the most damning comments,
complete with dates and the names of their authors: journalists,
itici i ivi d so on.
oliticians, community activists and :

b The Gul’f War was, of course, a prime example of these events that
¢ > and provide them with ‘proof of their impo-
leave them speechless’ and p

tence’:

"We realize that we can’t do anything, that we are totally impqttl:nt -
we have no means of reacting ~ we put up with all 'that v_vnrt’ out
saying a word - a silence that suits everyone, starting with our
people, our people more so than all the rest.

To be more accurate, it was the commentaries it gave rise to that
affected them (the commentaries rather than the war itself, b;zcapsy
when one hears the reflections and protests of these young people, 1}:15
as though the war existed only through whgt was said alb;oug it, w ac;
was reported about it, and it was certainly in that way that it existe
for them):

‘We were all lumped together, just.to make it'mpre sensational, tlo
shock, to make people more afraid. It wasn’t just to sethpeope
talking, or even to bring tears to thelr_eyes! but t?‘ gml‘yettki%";hzr;
excuse for carrying a shot gun aqd opening fire on the 'lrsth that
comes along....The battlefield is not just over there mh e 2nd
dunes, it's here in the suburbs too, the enemy is here at om-?'t th
enemy is the Arab and all the Arabs are living next t.ioori.evetr)\ 't they
do have French nationality. Yes, they have the nationality, bu y
aren’t French. So - carefull’

Before the Gulf War, there was a _wholc serigs of pt!ler events 1ln
which they were implicated, accorc'img to l?ublxc oplmcl)In — mainly
because of the way the papers gxploned and 1nterprqted them — states
or just groups of Arab or Muslim groups ar}d, here in France, as (:ﬁe
thing leads to another, immigrant populations that are SI;PPOS?I hy
Arab and Muslim (even when they are of .French natx?naf;t).'). de
most important were the so-called ‘Islamic headscfarf aI laur an(i
more generally, the whole discourse on Islam (ordinary Islam an
‘fundamentalist’ Islam) and the issue of whether or not it is co.mpat;
ible with having French nationa.lhty. Then there was th% l?'uesn(zin of
polygamy (as though only Muslims were polygar_ngus). iis m(:. e o1
behaviour is quite alien to French cu-llEu'ral traditions (an {1;11 iona
identity, one might say), and it is criticized because of social cost.
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gymilarly, excision is seen as a ‘bz}rbaric’ practice and as an assault on
the physical integrity of the individual. Even the more Fhan prqllﬁc
djfcourse on integration does not escape serious criticism. Ob]ect.-
ively, it has the same secret, and unspoken, meaning as the denunci-

at°1Y intention that is behind every other form of discourse about the
e¢€r more burdensome presence of immigrants.

we recall the stigmatization effect and the stig
ofly that of a body that is both disgraceful and
afl events, is what they see as the meaning of co
tjon, which they hear everywhere, in connecti
everything, and in almost unanimous terms. It
gration is never complete and that it will proba
pecause it does not depend on them, on ‘wha
what we think, what we believe,
think, believe and feel’. This is a
that the integration we are talkin
gbout - is, in their case, somethi
slways to be continued, never ¢
jncomplete and therefore alwa

Being a discourse of suspicion and a discourse that is experienced
py those concerned as offensive, or even as hurtful to their pride — and
one might almost say their national pride, both to the extent that they
are French and to the extent that they could have been other than
French - it always alludes to th

e alternative nationality that continues
to haunt everyone’s mind, both theirs and that of their observers, who
are watching them and never stop asking them questions and asking

themselves questions about them, Whatever the content of the dis-
course, and whether or not it

praises their success, even if we do not
know what its evaluative criterion is (in reality, it comes down to the
power to integrate, as the saying goes, France, its schools, its flag and
its military service, its institutions as well as the integrative power of
republican philosophy) or if

we deem it to be inadequate, and whethgr
or not it strives to ensure their promotion or, worst of all, decrees it

impossible, usually on the basis of mere prejudice (because of their
ethnic or national origins, because of a certain number of cultural
dispositions, because of their confessional loyalties, etc.), it is seen as

a stigmatizing discourse. It is an accusatory discourse that is in itself a
basically un

just and ungrateful discourse. Despite the undoubtedly
good intenti

ions that lie behind it, it can prove to be a discourse of
discrimination and exclusion.

What is being said here about DJ, about his relationship with the

French nationality he received at birth, and whose possession is seen
not so much as a right, as a de facto given - like it or not — and not, or

Their presence is, if
matized body, really
unaesthetic. That, at
nstant talk of integra-
on with anything and
means that their inte-
bly never be complete,
t we are, what we do,
but on what they want us to be, do,
discourse whose function is to recall
g about — and which they are talking
ng ‘that always has to be begun again,

ompleted’. It is an achievement that is
ys liable to be revoked.
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no longer, as ‘a favour you have to ask and then wait for it to be
granted’, does not apply to him alone. What D] himself says of the
French nationality he claims as of right, which he has of right just like
every other French national who has been naturally naturalized - and
this is of course not the same thing as claiming naturalization or
demanding its acquisition (which is or should be automatic) - could
be said by many other people. The same is true of everything that is
being said about immigration. He finds it quite unacceptable: “When
they talk about your father, about your mother, and I don’t just mean
now, because I assume it’s always been that way, you can’t say “I'm
French, that’s nothing to do with me”.” It seems that everyone who is,
roughly speaking, in the same position, or who has the same position
in French society, objectively agrees with him.

‘If you are not French, what are yous’

oJ; ‘l don't know what | am, but | do know what | am not: | am not
French, even though | am of French nationality, and still less am |
Algerian.’

‘What does that mean? That you are stateless? That it’s a new way of
being stateless?’

‘Perhaps - but worse than that. Because someone who is stateless,
who has been banished from his country, or has had to disappear
from his country, basically knows what he is, knows that's what he is.
Whereas for me, 1 mean us, there is nothing to stop us being Algerian
and nothing to stop us being French. We've not been banished from
anywhere. France is always there, and there is always the possibility
that we, anyone, can be French, and we are French in France; now
that Algeria exists, it is no longer like it used to be when there was no
such thing as Algerian nationality. There again, Algeria has not
banned us from being Algerian. On the contrary. No one is stopping
us from being Algerian. We are not Algerian, and that’s all there is to
it, that's the way it is. So there is no statelessness. Perhaps there are
even too many fatherlands, or rather a surplus of fatherlands, two
fatherlands at once is too much. Which one is superfluous? Perhaps
neither is a patrie. Perhaps, if that is what statelessness means, there
are two possible patries, but they are both "abroad”’. How can | put
it? They are all around us, like an environment. It's academic. Even
France, we are there, we live there, we have to put up with it every
day, and with its bloody problems, but also with its joys, and they do
exist. But Algeria, that's a complete fiction. It's like the planet Mars. It
means that we have no patrie at a gut level. But who does all this
depend on? It depends on us, depends on me; not just me, or not me
alone, but all of us. It depends on my relationship with the French
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nationality | have, that | have always had. Even my father, he jokes

about it now. But it's not a funny joke. | fi i s
truer than anything they say.’ i - | find his way of putting it

*How does he put it2’

'ng tells us;hisz “for 130 years we were French under France, but that
I| not make us French citizens; as for you - at the ageof 10 'you were
already French citizens like other French citizens.” And to cheer him

up, 1 say “Once France was in ou
r country — i
country; that changes everything" '’ /7 nows we are in France's
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Immigration and ‘State Thought’

Although it is a universal phenomenon, migration is always discussed
within the framework of the local unit and, insofar as we are con-
cerned, within the framework of the nation-state.! Despite the ex-
treme diversity of situations in which it occurs and despite the
variations it displays in time and space, the phenomenon of emigra-
tion-immigration does exhibit constants, in other words characteris-
tics (social, economic, juridical and political) that reappear
throughout its history. These constants constitute, as it were, a sort
of common and irreducible basis, which is both a product and an
objectification of ‘state thought’. State thought is a form of thought
that reflects, through its own structures (mental structures), the struc-
tures of the state, which thus acquires a body (see Bourdieu 1993).
The categories through which we think about immigration (and, more
generally, our whole social and political world), or our social, eco-
nomic, cultural and ethical categories — and we can never place too
much emphasis on the role morality plays in the way we perceive the
phenomenon of immigration — and, in a word, our political categor-
ies, are definitely and objectively (that is, without our being aware of
it and, therefore, independently of our will), national or even nation-
alist categories. The structures of our most ordinary political under-
standing, or of the understahding that is spontaneously translated into
our world-view, shape our perception of immigration, but they are at
the same time shaped by it. They are basically national structures and
they therefore act as such. They are structured structures in the sense
that they are socially and historically determined products, but they
are also structuring structures in the sense that they predetermine and
organize our whole representation of the world, and therefore the
world itself.
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It is, without any doubt, because of all this th
penomenon as a whole — emi

be described and interpreted th
That mode of thought is co
demarcation that radically di

. at the migratory
gration and immigration — can only
rough the categories of state thought.
mpletely inscribed within the line of

vides ‘nationals’ from ¢ i ?
rcati at radic non-nationals’.
The line itself is invisible or scarcely perceptible but it has major

m;phcatlons. hOn the one hanq, we have those who have quite natur-
allY, o, as the lawyers put it, have ‘by right’, the nationality of
tt;etﬁou?try (tﬁw cou.ntry)l from which they come - in other words
of the state whose nationals they are and of i
: the territory over which

ghat state has sovereignty — and, on the oth d ho d

; : er, we have those who do
pot have the nationality of the country in which they are resident

The spirit of the state

. ¢ We star cover in this way i
; O A ¢ is the secret
virtue of immigration: it provides an introduction, anyd. perhaps the

pest introduction of all to the socio W ? Because
: 4 ] 1 10gy of the st
: g - SV ate. hy B
ummgtauo‘u CO'IIStlt.UtCS tl.le-llllllt of what constitutes the national
state, Immlgratxon is the llmlt that reveals what it is intrinsically or
’

its basic truth. It is as though it i
s basic : were in the ver
discriminate and, in order to do so, e i e state to

pecessary criteria of pertinence that ar
tion, without which there can be n
‘nationals’ it recognizes as such and i
itself, just as they recognize themse
recognition-effect is indispensable to
the state), and ‘others’ with whom
instrumental terms. It deals with the
within the field of its national sovere;
covered by that sovereignty. It ha

fir.xcgécl)ir:l;fﬁgiezsit:ti? t‘;lvthh’ strictly speaking, is one of definition,
, ¢ very nature of the state, and that it consti-
tutes the state in all its forms and throughout its k’xistory. The need to
dlscnmmate. 15, it would seem, more imperative and by that very fact
more prescriptive in the case of a republican nation-state. Such a state

¢ required to make the distinc-

it deals only in ‘material’ or
m only because they are present
gnty and in the national territory
s been said that this diacritical
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aspires to total national homogeneity - in other words homogeneity
at every level: political, social, economic, cultural (and especially
linguistic and religious).

Quite aside from the fact that it disturbs the national order, blurs
the divide or the border line between what is and what is not national,
and therefore perturbs or disturbs the order based upon that separ-
ation, immigration, or in other words the presence within the nation
of ‘non-nationals’ (rather than those who are simply foreign to the
nation), infringes upon the integrity of that order. It disturbs the
mythical purity or perfection of that order, and it therefore prevents
the full realization of that order’s implicit logic. We can thus under-
stand why, without taking to extremes the logic implicit in this state
of affairs — that is, without perverting it — there is always a great
temptation to lapse into a form of fundamentalism that is known all
over the world, and that is cultivated and celebrated all over the
world (today’s religious fundamentalism is no more than a variant,
and not even a new variant, as it exists prior to national fundamental-
ism, having existed before the reality of the nation itself, and because
it has always coexisted alongside that fundamentalism). For those
who take a ‘purist’ (or fundamentalist) view of the national order,
immigration is supposedly the agent of the perversion of the national
social order in its integrity and integrality because it concerns people
who should not be there (if the national order were perfect, it would
not have this flaw, this inadequacy) but who are there (rather as
though they were the objectification or materialization of that flaw,
that inadequacy and that inability to complete the nation). Immigra-
tion is undeniably a subversive factor to the extent that it reveals in
broad daylight the hidden truth and the deepest foundations of the
social and political order we describe as national. Thinking about
immigration basically means interrogating the state, interrogating its
foundation and interrogating the internal mechanisms of its structura-
tion and workings. Using immigration to interrogate the state in this
way means, in the final analysis, ‘denaturalizing’, so to speak, what
we take to be natural, and ‘rehistoricizing’ the state or that element
within the state that seems to have been afflicted by historical am-
nesia. It means, in other words, recalling the social and historical
conditions of its genesis. Time helps us forget all these things, but
time is not the only factor involved: time can succeed in this repressive
operation only because it is both in our interests and in the interests of
the state itself to forget its history. The ‘naturalization’ of the state, or
of the state that exists inside our heads, makes it seem as though the
state were an immediate given, as though it were an object that
existed by itself or that was created by nature. It makes it seem that
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the state has been in existence from all eternity, that it has been freed
of all determinations external to itself. It appears to exist independ
ently of all historical considerations, independently of historp ?nc-l
of its own history, from which we prefer to divorce it fory ever,
even though we never stop elaborating and telling that histor Imm':
gration — and this is of course why it is so disturbing — forc};:s tl
:Jnveglt 311(_3 itatel,) to unvﬁl the way we think about the state an:ilsth(;
vay 1t thinks about itself. And it is the way it thinks about imm
tion that gives this away. Being chi ion-state and of 1t
national_ categories we bear \%vithilx?rs: :ﬁ:lhvevﬁ?ctllxo?l;ztiie ang o 'the
t)}llanted Ln us, we all t,hink about immigration (in other v:(t)idsa;blomu;
th:rs; vv;hgt::;c; oothei' than ourselves, what they are, and through
think’ and, ultima‘g?;,‘;flst?liex:yt?ﬁa??g bt tl'le Sltfa o duizes us to
i ately, in e state itself thinks.
X aS;;;edtehg;ﬁl:(t) o; splr(it of th? state’ as analysed by Pierre Bourdieu
s & mod blug t and a distinct way of thinking. The two appear
eparable. It is state thought that creates the state’s mode of

thinking about everything it i

. gitisand abo : s x e,

applied. In the same way, state thouglilttarlrlnz:l;e domains to which itis
b

’ process of ‘delegitimiz-
hout saying. We must

undertaking that i ithi .
(individualgand : S{:git:ll;lg v:llthm us resists: our entire social being
such passion - in oth X ac? g that we commit to it with
only in this form ander VlVOf s our Vs{hole national being. For we exist
form of the matian fl{g );V;/(ltl}m this framework: the framework and
audacity of a Hans Kelsa © Julists as an example, it took all the
even to rebol oo hen to free himself from state thought and
opposition that 1gs dnst. that thought, .anfi ultimately to contest the
‘national’ and ‘non?n:tgigizi’agocignsltg urlsts.and (elsevs(here) between
ventional) chara ¢ )y demonstrating the arbitrary (or con-
o :Iila : cter of that d.lStll‘lCtlon: the ‘national’ exists de jure,
3? elongs Dy nature or by virtue of state (the possession of the state
o nat'lor‘lallt}.r) to the population that constitutes the state. Anyone
who 1S foreign’ (non-national) is subject to the competence and
authox'*lty of.a state in which he plays no part, and on whose territory
he resides, lives and works only as a result of his presence there and
for the duration of that presence. His presence does not have the same
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status as the presence within that territory of a national. Kelsen
regards this difference as purely conventional or non-essential, and
that leads him to reject the idea that the state is necessarily the
juridical expression of a community.

The crimes of immigration; immigration on trial

Why this preamble about state thought? First, because immigration
constitutes the privileged terrain on to which this form of thought is
projected, as though on to a mirror. Second, because of all the
domains of existence and of all the sectors of social life, delinquency
is the one that owes, so to speak, most to this way of thinking. In the
case of immigration, delinquency implies not only the offences that
the police have to deal with or those recorded by the crime statistics
but also, as one delinquency can hide another, a delinquency that
might be described as situational or statutory (and almost ‘onto-
logical’) because, at the deepest level of our mode of thought (i.e.
state thought), it is synonymous with the very existence of the immi-
grant and with the very fact of immigration.

Unconsciously, or even when we are not fully conscious of it, the
fact of being an immigrant is far from being a neutral element within
the whole gamut of evaluations and judgements that are passed,
should an offence be committed, on the delinquent. Even though
those who pass these judgements (both the ones handed down by
the juridical apparatus and those of the social apparatus - i.e. social
judgements) are unaware of the fact, and even though they almost
always do so against their will, the fact of being an immigrant delin-
quent (or a delinquent immigrant) constitutes, as a general rule,
something of an aggravating circumstance. Because we spontaneously
endorse expressions of public opinion, which exists inside our heads
just as it exists inside the heads of everyone around us (this is doxa),
we even see such circumstances as a supplementary offence in add-
ition to the offence that has been committed and that has to be
judged. Immigration is a latent, camouflaged offence (that of being
an immigrant — an offence for which the subject in question bears no
responsibility), which is brought to light by the actual offence that has
been committed, by the objectified offence that has to be brought
before the courts. Any trial involving a delinquent immigrant puts the
very process of immigration on trial, first as a form of delinquency in
itself and second as a source of delinquency. Before we can even speak
of racism or xenophobia, the notion of ‘double punishment’ is there-
fore present within any judgement passed on the immigrant (and not
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ofly in _the judgements handed down by judges sitting in court). It is
rooted in state thought, and is the anthropological basis on which all
oVt social ]udgem'ents rest. ‘Double punishment’ exists objectively in
ot waz qf hthmkmg, even before we make it exist in the objectified
g;rcrix;ign-ext er the sanction of a legal tribunal or an administrative
‘Double punishment’ exists inside our ‘national’
vory fact of immigration is tainted with the idea of
the idea of anomaly and anomie.
ma!rked by its incompleteness: it is
gallty. It is a displaced presence
ptxysncally and geographically displ
displaced because migration is pri
displaced in the moral sense too,
igstance, of ‘speaking out of turn’
though our categories of thought
pever be said too often national ca

heads, because the
the ic being at fault, with
The immigrant presence is always
an at-fault presence that is in itself
In every sense of the term. It is
acec_i: in other words, it is spatially
imarily a spatial displacement. It is
in the sense in which we speak, for
or pf ‘misplaced’ discourse. It is as
which are in this respect and as can

_ tegories, saw immigration i

il categ itself as a

form of delinquency, as an intrinsic delinquency. It is as though
3

gf::::te itrtu; 1lr:lxn:11gr?pt is already in the wrong simply because he is
nd of immigration, all h;j i i
y 1s other sins are redupl d
and aggravated by the original sin of immigrati o ot o
of immigration. That is hj i
: : : . is his first sin
lfilnzhfhzttu;zp(;}o%lcal sense becausg it necessarily precedes all the other
s s that 1 1ght be committed during the lifetime of an immigrant. It is
fhgmseli elze bsutl 1rf1 tll:e Stlense that it is the cause not of his actuaf sins
» but ot the place, time and co i
r ‘ | ntext (in other words of the
socnal,. economic and €conomic conditions) in which those sins are
objective sin, immi

, with all the disparagement, disqualifi-

) affects all th i
cts £atiol s e most ordinar
acts committed by immigrants and, a fortiori, their criminal acts)f

Con immi :

ol i bebaviont, nd espely e ehes
and leads to ereas C?S on the phenomenon of immigration itself,
Stigmatizatiorgl. er disapproval, greater disqualification and greater
We therefore .have. two kinds of sin or guilt: a historically situated
sin (that of immigration) and what might be called behavioural sins or
crimes, or actual sins that figure in the taxonomy or the usual table of
sins Fhat are reprehensible, sanctionable and sanctioned as such (with
Var.ymg.degrees.of severity) by the provisions of the Penal Code
which, in law (in theory, which means in accordance with a law
that has lost all sense of reality), apply to all offenders, whoever
they may be. What relationship is there between the two orders of
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crime? On the one hand, we have a crime that has not been commit-
ted intentionally. To that extent, none of .thos'e involved, or who
become involved despite themselves — immigration z}nd the country
of immigration — can admit to it. Even when it is officially authorized,
the ‘presence’ of the immigrant is still, as we ha}ve'sald, basmally at
fault (it is a presence that cannot be an end in 1tself and which,
no matter whether it is accepted or denounced, requires constant
justification). Those who are most concerned, namely t-hc.emlgrant-
immigrants themselves, appear, finally, to b_e the real victims of the
gigantic farce that is being acted out at their expense. On the other
hand, we have the crime that has been committed, reported and
recorded in canonical fashion. It is viewed and seen in 1tself.for
what it is in its materiality and, whenever possible, in the same light
as all the crimes of the first kind. ' .

What is relationship between the two? In law, there is none. His-
torically situated sins or crimes cannot be used as an argument for
either the defence or the prosecution of second-order crimes, even
when those crimes make the criminal liable to the ever-present
sanction of deportation, irrespective of whether or not it is actually
implemented. Second-order crimes cannot serve as a pretext fgr
making a more serious and unjust case against immigration. But, in
practice, there is a relationship that is alvgays present in everyone’s
mind. Some strongly deny being influenced in one way or the other by
that relationship. Some claim to be totally neutra! and to know_;v
nothing about the guilty party’s previous reqord or, in this case, his
status and quality as an immigrant. (_)thers, in contrast, do not con-
ceal or hide their satisfaction at seeing two different moda!mes of
crime and the two punishments that sanction them Qverlappln.g and
aggravating one another — in their view, this is only fair and, basically,
something that is quite normal ax}d that shquld be the rule.

The case against immigration is always inseparable from.the case
made against the immigrant because of some of_fencc'z, evenaminor one,
that he has committed. The case against immigration in faFt m\_'olvqs
the whole system of representation through whu':h we constitute immi-
gration, and the deviancy or delinquency of [immigration, th_rough
which we define the immigrant and the acts, criminal or otl}erwxse-, he
is permitted to commit. These representations are 9f two kinds. First,
we have mental representations that are translated into acts of percep-
tion and evaluation, cognition and recognition. They are trapslatcd
into a whole series of acts in which agents invest their matgnal and
symbolic interests (and the symbolic are pe-rhaps_investgd Wlth more
force and passion than the materi.a\l), their so.c1al Rre]udlces, their
presuppositions and, in a word, their whole social being. Second, we

Immigration and ‘State Thought’ 285

have what we might call object representations. These consist in all the
pxternal signs, all the indices, all the features and all the characteristics
that can become the object of the manipulative symbolic strategies we
Ase to determine the (mental) representations that others have of those
properties ~ which are all perceptible from the outside ~ and their
bearers. (In the practical mode, an individual exists mainly in the
sense that he is seen and that he allows some part of himself to be
seen; and the identity we talk about so much is basically this being-
perceived that we all share in a social sense, and which basically exists
only be;ause it is recognized by others.) That is the way it is in social
life, which is an incessant struggle between the perceptions and classi-
ﬁcatlons't}.lese representations impose. Everyone would like to impose
t}}e deﬁmthn or (mental) representation that flatters him most andisin
his best social interests by using the properties at his disposal and his
self-author.lzed (object) representation. Courts of all kinds are full of
these class§ﬁcation struggles, and the greatest condemnation consists,
of course, in the a priori denegation and dispossession of all the social
attributes - even the most elementary, which are also the most essential
~ th;_it make it possible to take part, even at the lowest and most
dominated level, in the play of these struggles between representations,

in the sense of both' mental images and manifestations designed to act
upon those mental images,

The situation of crimj
implies, rather than its
racism, as it always exis
the other - raises the is
politeness. When an i
means breaking the un
(real and feigned) tha

na!ity in immigration — a situation which
ob_lective probability, a guaranteed rise in
ts in the presence of and under the gaze of
sue of the relationship between politics and
mmigrant is involved, breaking the law also
written law imposing the reserve and neutrality

( t befits a foreigner. In such cases, breaking the
aw means more than the infraction in question: it is an error of a

different order, a lack of politeness. This demand for simple polite-
ness, fgr good manners and nothing more, in reality implies the
renunciation of many things. The apparently minor or purely normal
concessions known as ‘politeness’ are valuable only because they are,
in reality, or deep inside us, political concessions: enforcing respect for
forms comes down to demanding every form of the respect that is
owed to order. The political neutrality that the political demands of
foreign residents who are confined to the non-political is certainly
more acceptable and more easily obtained if we locate it in the register
of politeness rather than in the sphere of the political, even though
that is its true territory. At an unconscious level, it is politeness that
prevents the foreigner from playing a political part in the political
affairs (internal and external) of the host country.

ye

RN
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Allaying suspicion

A sort of social hyper-correction is required of the immigrant, espe-
cially one of lowly social condition. Being socially or even morally
suspect, he must above all reassure everyone as to his morality. There
has never before been so much talk of ‘republican values’ in France.
That is because it is a way of denouncing what the social and political
morality of French society regards as the deviant behaviour of Muslim
immigrants: wearing veils to school, statutory discrimination against
women, the political use of religion, which is referred to as funda-
mentalism, and so on. Being conscious of the suspicion that weighs
upon him and which he cannot escape because he is confronted with it
throughout his immigrant life and in every domain of his existence, it
is up to the immigrant to allay it constantly, to foresee it and to ward
it off by repeatedly demonstrating his good faith and his good will. He
finds himself caught up in social struggles despite himself, because
they are of necessity struggles over identity. Because he is involved in
them as an isolated individual and almost without wishing to be
involved — especially in the interindividual interactions of everyday
life — he has no choice but to exaggerate in one way or another.
Making a virtue of necessity, and to a large extent because of the
dominated position he occupies in the structure of symbolic power
relations, the immigrant tends, no doubt rightly, to exaggerate each of
the contradictory options he thinks he has chosen, whereas they have
actually been forced upon him. He is condemned to exaggerate every-
thing; everything he does, everything he experiences and everything
he is. At times, he must, as an immigrant (when he is at the bottom of
the social hierarchy within the world of immigrants), assume the
stigmas which, in the eyes of public opinion, create the immigrant.
He must therefore accept (resignedly or under protest, submissively or
defiantly, or even provocatively) the dominant definition of his iden-
tity. We need only recall, in this connection, the fact that the stigma
itself generates a revolt against the stigma, and that one of the first
forms of that revolt consists in reappropriating or laying claim to
the stigma, which is converted into an emblem in accordance with the
classic paradigm of black is beautiful. This can even lead to the insti-
tutionalization of the group, which thus turns the stigma - in other
words and roughly speaking the social, economic, political and cul-
tural effects of the stigmatization of which it is the object and in part
the product ~ into its foundation. At other times, in contrast, the
immigrant devotes himself to the quest for so-called assimilation. This
presupposes putting a great deal of effort into his self-presentation
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and representation (the representation others have of him. and the
sepresentation he wishes to give of himself). The effort is ,therefore
focused essentially on his body, his physical appearance, and those
forrps of external behaviour that are most loaded wit,h symbolic
attributes or meanings. It is intended to remove all the signs that
might reca_ll the stigma (physical signs such as complexion, skin
colour, hair colour, etc; cultural signs such as accent manr’ler of
speech, clothes, the wearing of a moustache, a whole li,festyle etc.)
The other strategy involves conspicuous mimicry and the adop;ion of
features which, in contrast, seem to be emblematically characteristic
of those to.whom he wishes to assimilate. Whilst they are not mutu-
a}ly exclusive, the two strategies, or at least parts of them, can be
simultaneously juxtaposed, though there is a danger that this will
exacerbate the contradictions. In all these examples, no matter how
c.ontrasfed, the issue appears to centre on the use’ of strategies of
snmulatlgn and dissimulation, pretence and bluff, and the acq\;éisition
anl? iro;ec.non _of a self-image that pleases [qui,plait] others and in
:v l1)c . t}11(e immigrant dphghts [se complait], the image he would like
0 be in keeping with his material and symbolic interests. or the image
that is least removed from the identity he is laying claim to. On tge
one har.ld., his original identity is credited with havin a. reater
atfxfth;lntmty - the identity of the ‘old man’ which he refgusesgto kill
gec. e rillust}:1 preserve, or bellevc? he is preserving, his original identity
ause he thinks he is doing so in order not to have to experience it in

itlﬁir?g, ;;r:xcigz and sco;n, and to avoid the risk of exoticism, all of
ourage the racism of whi
element. On the oth oy e 8 component

o« ner hgnd is the new identity he wishes to create
: order 0 ag)propnate', if not all the advantages bound up with the
?i sse}slsx(?crll of the dommant' identity, at least the legitimate identity

-€. the 1dentity of the dominant) that he will never have and at least
the negative advantages he can expect to derive from no longer having
to be judged, or having to judge himself, by criteria that he knows will
always, and of necessity, work to his disadvantage. There is another
point on which the two strategies are basically in agreement: both
contain wx.thm them, each in its own way, a forced recognition of
legitimate 1deptity. The former recognizes it by refusing it, by keeping
as great a distance as possible, and by avoiding any superfluous
contact or any contact that is not indispensable. The latter, in con-
trast, recognizes it by taking its inspiration from it, by taking it as a
model, by simulating it and by trying to reproduce it as faithfully as
possible, but also as slavishly as possible. In both cases — and this is
anothe_r reason why they converge — what is really at stake in these
strategies for social struggles, which are found in any struggle between
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the dominated and the dominant, or in the face of domination, is
not, as is commonly said, the conquest or reconquest of identity. It
is the ability to reappropriate for oneself the possibility of construct-
ing one’s own identity and of evaluating that identity in complete
autonomy. This is the ability that the dominated are obliged to
surrender to the dominant, so much so that anyone who finds himself
in the dominated position within the field of symbolic power relations
has only two possible ways of gaining recognition or, more prosaic-
ally, continuing to exist. Either he must be negated, and must there-
fore consent to his own negation and disqualification, or he must
accept the risks involved in any attempt to assimilate. If he adopts
the first strategy, he must do what he is being asked to do even though
he cannot resign or withdraw completely in the strict sense of the
term from a game he knows to be basically stacked against him. He
must, that is, simply withdraw from the struggle, as he is being asked
to do ~ in other words, abandon it without necessarily leaving the
arena (i.e. immigration) in which such struggles take place. He must
agree to do no more than watch the struggle being played out,
through him and in front of him, without intervening. He must
agree to play the role of the victim designate. This is the fate to
which one is almost always condemned when one is involved in a
game one is not equipped to play and which one can never master
(a game one has not chosen to play, which is always played on the
home ground of the dominant, in their way, in accordance with their
rules and with their weapons of choice). The alternative is to accept
the risks involved in any attempt at assimilation, in other words in
any form of behaviour that is explicitly calculated, designed and
organized with a view to bringing about a change of identity, or
what he believes to be the transition from a dominated identity to a
dominant identity. This implies the danger of denying himself and,
correlatively, all of his fellows who reject that choice, who cannot or
do not want to act in that way, and thus deny themselves. Abandoning
an identity, be it social, political (or more specifically national, as in
the case of naturalization), cultural, religious or whatever is not
without its ambiguity, especially when it is an identity that is domin-
ated from every point of view, an identity that is stigmatized and
despised. In the eyes of those who are being abandoned and left
behind, this borders upon treachery; in the eyes of the others, or
those one dreams of joining, that one aspires to being, it undeniably
implies allegiance, but there is still a suspicion of pretension and
selfish calculation.
Reassuring others and giving them a sense of security, as well as
reassuring oneself, and giving oneself a sense of security, constitute an
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imperative incumbent upon any foreign presence. This is the constant
preoccupation of any foreigner or anyone who has the feeling of being
a fqrexgner where he is living, of any foreigner to the country and the
society in which he lives, often continuously, but who does not experi-
ence them as his country and society. He is a foreigner to the economy
and culture of that country, and a foreigner amongst the population of
Fhat country. As a general rule, this is the case with all traditional
immigrants, who never stop emigrating from their homeland. Their
chlldren.may feel the same even though they are not always, or not
nec§§sarlly, foreigners in the national sense. Anyone who is x,mt in a
position of strength, when the balance of power,
pohc power, is not in one’s favour ( .
1mmigrants, or, let me repeat, all th
being at home in the place where
others. He is anxious not to do s

and especially sym-
which is collectively the case with
ose who have a feeling of not really
they are), is anxious not to frighten

o even when there is, objectively, no
reason for them to be afraid of o .

him (the immigrant himsel

_ mself has no
control over the phaptasmatlc fears he inspires). He is, to be more
accurate, always anxious not to disturb them because a foreign pres-

ence is (nght!y or wrongly, not that it matters) always a cause for
concern (foreigners are those of whom we like to say we don’t know
who they are. We don’t know what they are like; we don’t know what
mgkes them tick; we don’t know what they are thinking or how they
thk; }‘:je don’t kn.ow what is going on inside their heads; we don’t
kzgt:} w(i):;,\ tlﬁ:zrn ;x.nght react; we cannot understand them; you never

Reassuring the other is often a precondition for one’s own security.
There are only two ways of providing reassurance and self-
reassurance, only two ways of succeeding in reassuring both oneself
and 9ther§. They complement one another because they are both ways
of d}spelllng the mutual fears. They dispel both one’s own fear (the
foreggner’s fear of being in a foreign country) and the fear of others
(thelr_ fear of a foreigner who is in their country). Both fears (which
are different in terms of their form and especially their content) are
shared - unequally and differently, of course - b

1 y both parties, or by
both the dominated and the dominant. The two different fears feed on

one another; and despite all the differences that may exist between
them, they are part of the same attempt to reassure. On the one hand,
there is the fear of the dominant ~ in other words and in this case, the
masters of the house — who are all nationals, no matter which social
class they belong to. It can be allayed by the strength of those who
know they are dominant (because they know that they are naturally at
home, and know that they are the country’s natural inhabitants), and
who know they are in a position of strength because they possess a
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legitimacy that merges into domination (a legitimacy which, as such,
does not realize that it is dominant). On the other hand, there is the fear
of the dominated (i.e. immigrants), of the weak who have, in these
circumstances, been deprived of all power and all legitimacy. For the
dominant, being reassured means no longer having to reassure them-
selves in the face of some danger (even though there is nothing for them
to be afraid of, and even when the danger is completely imaginary) and,
at the same time, reassuring others whose fear is, so to speak, consti-
tutive of their immigrant condition. For the dominated who, despite
their structural weakness, or perhaps because of that weakness, are
perceived as dangerous (or at least as constituting a collective danger)
or, which is worse, are regarded as ‘enemies’ (and not only as the ‘class
enemies’ of old, with whom we were used to coming into conflict),
reassuring the dominant is without doubt the price that has to be paid
to ensure their own security (which is purely relative).

As this self-assurance depends upon a security that has to be won
from the other or in the face of the other, certain immigrants prefer to
withdraw, to take refuge in their hidden fear, and choose (or chose, in
an earlier state of immigration) to opt for the greatest possible discre-
tion or, in other words, to become as invisible as they can. They are
helped here by the social and spatial relegation of which they are the
victims (relegation in space and by space). They also simultaneously
turn it into self-relegation: relegation and self-relegation into the same
spaces, the space of social relations, the space of housing and, primar-
ily, the space of work. These are all spaces where they find themselves
to be in the majority and amongst other immigrants of the same
background (originally from the same country, the same region, the
same village, the same kinship group). These are the immigrants of
whom it is said that they ‘hug the walls’, which can only please those
who tend to see their reserve as a sign of politeness, or even the
eminently reassuring subservience they expect and demand from for-
eigners. For other immigrants who are sufficiently self-confident, or
convinced that they can allay suspicion, providing reassurance
appears to consist in simulating the greatest resemblance to or simi-
larity with those they are trying to reassure by disguising their own
features, or at least by attenuating the distinctive signs that make
them stand out and which are normally described as stigmas. In a
word, they do all they can to deny and abolish the radical alterity (or
the radicality of the alterity) of which they are the bearers. This
attitude, which corresponds to a quest for the greatest proximity
and which in fact contains within it all the marks of the allegiance
shown to the dominant, is inevitably — despite the objective intentions
behind it and its self-proclaimed finality — and paradoxically retrans-
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fated into potential conflicts. It is always liable to be interpreted in
ferms o.f ‘nvalry - of unseemly rivalry, illegitimate rivalry and unfair
competition. This is an indication of the relatively narrow limits that
are a§cr|bed to assimilation, of the limits within which the dominant
inscribe the assimilation they wish to impose upon those they domin-
gte,Baxll)d which they are also happy to see them succeed in assimilat-
Lr:)g[;tem)‘r conceding them the form without always recognizing its
But the height of both civil and political impoliteness, and the
height of rudeness and violence towards national unde;standin
seems to be attained by those ‘immigrants’ who are not im .

the children of immigrants, those ‘hybrids’ migrants:
properties that ideally define the ybrids’ who do not fully share the

« . integral immigrant, or the accom-
plished immigrant who conforms to ¢

' the representation we have
him. And nor do they really share t o

he objective, and i
. Ic i s especially not the
subjective, characteristics of nationals. They are ‘immigrar}l,ts’ who

hav i i
notf ;e(;; ;rcmt%lr;teéie sfirom .anyvs.zhere_. They are immigrants who are
. cesignation, immigrants like any others, in other
words foreigners in the full sense of the term. They are not forei ners
in cultux.'al terms, as they are integral products of this societ ax%d its
mechar.nsms of_ reproduction and integration, of a languagz (a lan-
guage into which they were born and which in this country, is not
their mother tongue in the literal sense), of e’ducation and o);’ all the
other social processes. Nor are they foreigners in national terms, as
thgy usually have the nationality of the country in which they ‘are
lxvmg. In the eyes of some, they are no doubt ‘bad’ products of French
society, bu.t they are still products of that society. Rather like disturb-
ingly ambiguous agents, they blur the borders of the national order.
and therefo.re the symbolic value and pertinence of the criteria that
found the hlerarfzhy of groups and their classification. And what it is
no doubt most difficult to forgive this category of immigrants for is of
course t}}e fact that they disrupt the diacritical function and meaning
of the divorce that state thought establishes between nationals and
non-nauox}als. We therefore do not know how to regard or treat these
new-style immigrants, and nor do we know what to expect of them.
And at this .poi_nt., ordinary fear, if we can put it that way, or the
personal or individual fear inspired by the foreign immigrant, turns
into a collective anxiety as the traditional separations are abolished
and as we lose the simultaneously physical, moral and mental or
fntellectual_security and comfort afforded by those eminently reassur-
Ing separations to the extent that they constitute a protective barrier

behind which we can take shelter by asserting that we are ‘at home’,
safe from outside interference.
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This form of anxiety, or this new fear of the immigrant, against
which the demand for politeness is powerless, is even more difficult to
dispel. It can be disseminated more widely and projected on to a
whole series of related objects: young people, difficult neighbour-
hoods, bad estates, the suburbs, the unemployed, delinquents and so
on. It can be projected on to the same individuals and the same places
(the children of immigration or ‘second-generation immigrants’).
From that point of view, a radical transformation has taken place
within immigration, and the suspicion that continues to weigh upon
these new-style immigrants is proportional to the changes brought
about by the immigration of families and by their reproduction on
the spot. And given these new conditions, we have to go back to the
genetic crime that is consubstantial with this immigration, and all
the other crimes that have been committed in practice. Basically, we
have to go back to the reactions provoked by these crimes, to the way
they are judged, and to the ways in which they are assessed. Crimes
and infractions are not just forbidden. When they are committed, they
are punished accordingly, in other words for what they undoubtedly
are, but they are also, surreptitiously and secretly, punished because
of the nature of the offender. Even though the immigrant has changed
with regard to the outside world, this type of offender is regarded as
being illegitimate, as not being allowed to commit infractions, as
being forbidden to offend and as not having the right to offend.

The suspicion always weighs on the same people. It weighs upon
people whose every characteristic — their history and their birth (and
in this case, their immigration and their having been born in immi-
gration) and, correlatively, their social position, their status, the social
and especially the symbolic capital they have acquired ~ designates
them as perpetual suspects. The stigmatization revealed by this form
of generalized suspicion derives from a schema of thought and social
perception with which we are already familiar. In more general terms,
it derives from the suspicious and accusatory relationship we have
with the popular classes, which are viewed as dangerous classes. This
schema, which is always the same, is as true today as it was yesterday,
as every age has its own dangerous classes. If the situation specific to
the delinquent foreigner (and even more so the ‘immigrant’, even if he
does have the nationality of the country), who is guilty in two ways,
or guilty of being guilty, is not necessarily to work to his disadvantage
and is not to act as an aggravating circumstance, judges must display
great restraint and a lot of self-control, and make an attempt at self-
correction. Even when it is not openly talked about, this implicit
combination of crimes and therefore punishments does give rise to
another sanction that is often imposed in addition to the other two. It
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js Intrinsically bound up with the foreigner’s condition, as a foreigner
js by definition liable to be deported, even if, as does ,happen it has
peen agreed not to deport him. Whether the deportation a,ctuall
rakes place or not, the foreigner’s liability to deportation is the si .
par excellc.:nce of one of the essential prerogatives of national sovgrf
eigaty. .ThlS 100 is a characteristic of state thought, which is not to ser
d}at hlt is state thought. It is in fact in the very natu;e of the sovereignzg
‘t)het e rmatlc)lrl to be at?le to deport those foreign residents (foreign in
the xf1at19na ity sense) it sees fit to deport, and it is in the very nature of
the z;el\%ll}:; lizfezl:lzcg)tnitéoir;allyz tol lbe liable to deportation, regard-
ess ae e
juridical sanction in the strict sensltlzi1 a}s’ i?‘izsp g;t: gr)r\:r(igﬁ“ ronounc 3
by a court qf law, deportation from the national territory pvrv(l)lr'loﬁmce
?)?T}im?trdgnye or politico-administrative measure — tak};’n as‘; r::sslri
iy ocnl‘tlr al{c(::llt hceo;rdlimnangn 1t extends beyond its effects — clearly
o rates. Hai,s.ms run {' any forelgner.who infringes the rules of
subject to adrr.linistrat%vzuszgcfi((i)r?sm’l?lf\ O bis {ale O oeretion, pe s
the operation of naturalization: t.he :::ir:e o2 forsiors
o . . lization: n and nationality do not
r:::lr;zhfz:o ra;‘nd rz‘atl.orlahze Just anyone. Being an act that ybasically
a decision, naturalization may be incompatible with

cteristics or with certain customs (in

¢ nd ¢ - In the French case, it is incompatible
with polygamy, which is regarded as an offence ag,ainst publif order

i H . A .
t‘ﬁ:t“:els:tlﬁggr:{lse in which International private law understands
penalties” h. ral :zatxon zina}{ be incompatible with certain criminal
anyone from claj ure a'ﬁ hierarchy of some penalties disqualify
vary accordin tmlﬂg the quality of being French, but they also
thete o rg odt € context arld the moment. Not surprisingly,
roughly & eakipro ugehthelr punishments and bring them into line,
ozt hp ng, with those that lead to deportation, rather as
eveggmot e cqnc}mons for entering a nationality obeyed, no doubt
and 56 strictly, the same principles as the conditions for entering
residing in the nation, because they precede and prefigure them.
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Recapitulation

Contemporary migratory movements from the countries of the under-
developed world (countries where rural and peasant populations are
in the majority) towards the countries of the developed world (coun-
tries in which urban and industrial civilization is dominant) are, in a
way, similar to the internal migrations of old and to the rural exodus
that all the latter countries experienced in their day. Both population
movements (of workers and whole families) share the same logic,
even though they are very far removed from one another in time
and space. Even though they involve, respectively, areas and distances
that are incommensurable, they have the same social and economic
genesis. As they obey, in different contexts, determinisms of the same
nature, today’s international displacements (most of which originate
from the countries of the Third World) reproduce in their own way
and continue the history inaugurated by yesterday’s internal migra-
tions. The difference is, however, that the migrations that followed
the exodus of the rural populations of industrialized countries took
place within the limits of national frontiers, or in other words within
the same territory, within a single population, and under the authority
of a single state. All these things were defined and characterized

in national terms. The homology and continuity between the two

situations becomes more obvious if we agree to distance ourselves

somewhat from state thought. We automatically think in national

terms — perhaps more so in this domain than in any other ~ and

state thought therefore introduces the inevitable, and eminently

‘statist’, distinction, which is as arbitrary as it is pertinent, between

the national on the one hand and the non-national on the other. But in

order to distance ourselves from state thought, we must choose pro-
visionally to ignore (or pretend to ignore) the existence of frontiers
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and the .tn.lly political effects of frontiers. And yet, can we really do
that? If it is so closely dependent upon our categories of thought, or
the‘c_ategomes with which we construct and think the social ;md
pol}tlcal world, can the migratory phenomenon be discussed in inter-
national terms or in terms of its twin dimensions of emigration on the
one hand and immigration on the other? Can we, in other words
g;f::;: geglrziement frgm one territory and to another territory -
res i

catepies ot o tﬁz;t;‘etl?}', as States — other than in terms of the
sug:;:étl:,n‘ll};tb (t)?l reconstitute th’e genesis of immigrations that are
e the oldo alr.elmmngratlons (nmeteenth-century immigrations,
an disconr tmt;:lonc;:rned; the most recent are still taking place)
orkers g o trut only l\;vhen thos.e Immigrations concern single
ally, whe thes Stiue:arl:xerr;l ersl of their families, and, more specific-
thay of the nouia (or & e the alternating fgrm we have described as
with the enard: {0 ?m-over). And does it have to be recalled that,
bolitical coni\fncturo ml:lis.s po_pulapon movements bound up with
those which are oo es, z}d immigrations of an economic kind, even
Start ~ Le et Vlv said to have been_settl.er immigrations from the
Europeans to theyUrrlriltr:(;gg?;ons f(i‘e lrr_lmlgratiop o s
and 1920) = began we s €S of America, especially between 1840

mmigrations of single workers? Conversely,

even those immigration
s that are supposed] SN
of men, and only men pp y temporary immigrations

(for example, the immigrati f Algeri
work . Lo migration of Algerian
its 1a:tr sdte(;g:sci irom the })egmmrcxlg of the twentieth century until

ast decades), sooner or later en ; .
family immigrati up by being transformed into

ons and, ultimately, into s immigrati
. : ettler immigrations. How
does this transformation come aboul? s

thgh:nzaxazfy‘gtg}f;a: Immigration to France is an extreme case in
genesis. Being a direct esr%?ltls-t F;'rSt’ beca.use.of the conditions of its
and total, the bmmi rpt' Cho a colonization that was both brutal
extent Zi | gration that foll'oweq was proportional to the

and gravity of the transformations in all orders (the economic
order, but Probably the political, social and cultural orders too) that
generated it. The ‘exemplariness’ of colonization in Algeria no doubt
also has to do with the fact that it was closely associated with the two
aspects or orders that retranslated the two meanings of the colonial
phenomenon. This was an intensive and total colonization. It was a
set.tler colonization, but it was not only land, property and wealth, the
soil and the subsoil that were colonized. It was also a colonization of
men ar}d minds, of ‘bodies and souls’ as the saying went. Further-
more, it occurred at a relatively early date. Under these conditions,
its major effects (which, for the most part, outlived the cause that
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generated them) inevitably included an emigration-immigration that
was exceptional or ‘exemplary’ in terms both of its intensity and of its
numerical scale. It was also ‘exemplary’ in terms of its continuity over
time (with the exception of a short period during the Second World
War, there were practically no significant interruptions) and in space
(the space of the society of immigration and the space of the society of
emigration, with the former eventually coming to resemble a small-
scale projection of the latter), its overall duration, etc. Its peculiar
organizational forms were exemplary too, as was its peculiar mode of
presence here (in immigration) and absence there (thanks to emigra-
tion), and, especially, its precocity. This was a colonial immigration
(even then, there was talk of ‘colonial workers’; during the whole of
the First World War, some 240,000 Algerian men — over one-third of
the male population aged between 20 and 40 — were conscripted,
volunteered or requisitioned as workers: Ageron 1962). This was no
doubt the first immigration in France, and perhaps even in Europe,
not to have been European in origin. Whilst colonization does seem to
have been largely responsible for the emigration to France it generated
and for the presence in France of colonized Algerian workers, this
relates essentially to the fact that, by attacking its land-owning struc-
tures, it not only destroyed the foundations of the traditional econ-
omy but, by simultaneously attacking the tribes and their tribal
organization, also destroyed the basis on which both the social
order and the armature of the original society rested.

Recalling the genesis of Algerian immigration to France, which is
now no more than one flow amongst others, allows us to understand
why the whole of this flow was completely oriented towards France. It
is rather as though, for Algerian emigrants and candidates for emi-
gration, immigration to France was the only possible form of immi-
gration. The transformations of all kinds that took place within the
land-owning structure, the structures of the distribution of property,
modes of exploitation and farming and perhaps also within the
market and circuits for the trade in agricultural produce, lay at
the origins of the migrations of old, and may still be responsible
for the migratory movements that are now taking place almost every-
where. They too are inspired by the search for work. The one thing
that these crisis situations have in common is that they break the
umbilical links that tie the rural population (and the poorest layers of
that population) not only to its land and its territory but, at a more
basic level, to the whole art of living, to the ways of being, thinking,
acting and perceiving the world that make up the entire peasant ethos.
The other thing that they have in common is that they contribute to
the individuation of men who, deep within themselves, remain, or
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femained for a long time, ‘communitarian men’ or men who existed
(ideally) only as members of a group. This break must do its work and
the contagion must gradually spread before the traditional peasant
can become aware of his availability. It is only then that he can be
transforrped Into a potential emigrant who is waiting to be trans-
f(?rmed Into an actual immigrant, or in other words that he can
dxscqver t.hat he has been made ‘available’ or free for the adventure
of migration and, by that very fact, for the adventure of proletarian-

ization - in the best of ca i
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Confronted with all the difficult contradictions that constitute his

social universe, and being unable either to resolve them at home and
“{ltf}ln tl_lelr Own time, or to leave them behind by putting an end to
h.xs immigration, the immigrant is forced to exacerbate them, some-
times to the detriment of his social or psychical equilibrium. ’

Tm}e must pass and make its effects felt before these dissimulations
and simulations, which have been so laboriously and so continuously
constructed, can begin to be dispelled. Disillusionment, unmasking,
and the revelation of the objective truth of the migratory phenomenon
finally complete the process. But the disenchantment simply exacer-
bates the contradictions and heightens the awareness of them. Being
both a cause and an effect of this disillusionment, which is an index of
the profound change that has taken place in the meaning of the
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immigration of Algerian workers, the appearance of family immigra-
tion finally completes the break with the earlier state in which there
was such a great need to sustain all the illusions that sustained it.
The other great ‘exemplariness’ of Algerian immigration in fact lies
in the way it was, at a very late date, transformed into family immi-
gration. We have mentioned the distinction that is habitually made,
within the migratory phenomenon, between what can be described as
labour emigrations and immigrations on the one hand, and what are
essentially settler emigrations and immigrations on the other. The
‘labour function’ of the latter is implicitly admitted to come second,
and to be secondary compared with the “settler function’. The forms
of immigration that have been so identified are erected into autono-
mous realities, as though they were different from the outset and as
though we could choose one to the exclusion of the other. As the
distinction is established a priori, each immigration is condemned to
being no more than what we wish to see in it. Each is doomed to be
and go on being what one would like it to be and to go on being: on
the one hand labour immigration from all eternity, and on the other
settler immigration from the outset. That the two forms that have
been separated out in this way might be connected by some relation-
ship of continuity or descent, or that the second might be an extension
and derivative of the first, is unthinkable. Yet the Algerian immigra-
tion which, for a very long time, was constituted and thought of as the
perfect example of labour immigration has unexpectedly become a
‘settler immigration’. Neither of the parties concerned — neither the
society of immigration nor the society of emigration — nor those
individuals concerned (the emigrant-immigrants) dares, for reasons
of their own, to admit and fully recognize this, or to contemplate its
full implications.

Emigration is self-sustaining. The reason why it is ‘contagious’ is
that it is one of those social processes in which effects become causes
that reduplicate and perpetuate the first cause that generated them.
Born of the disruptive action of many factors and of the total up-
heaval to which they give rise, the emigration movement completes,
as we have said, the break with the group, with its spatio-temporal
thythms, its activities and, in a word, the system of values and the
system of communitarian dispositions that are the group’s founda-
tions. As it spreads throughout the territory and to all strata of
society, and as it begins to last too long, this break eventually has
almost irreversible effects. Emigration then ceases to be the perfectly
ordered and orderly form of behaviour that it was in the beginning.
And it is when, as a result of emigration, the group has the greatest
difficulty in controlling and ordering the emigration of its men that it
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gzxs'ir;:ltzufin:z emigration. For that to ha_ppen, the. undermining that
es the group by weakening the ties that bind the members of
the group to one another and that bind them to the group has to have
reached.a prodigiously advanced stage. The initial causes that were
responsible for the first form of emigration (the emigration of single
men) must have been considerably aggravated, usually as an effect of
emigration, for.the second phase of emigration, or the emigration of
families, to begin. In this final phase, the whole érocess of miggration is
beyond t_he group’s mqral control and escapes the censure that tries to
Eﬁevfen;. it: the dissuasive effects of that censure (social disapproval

?1” }::: glg of. shame an_d so on) are no longer enough to contain it. ’
et eisetn Stl)ge?(s)r()f lrlmgératlon to France of Algerian families were
where e e elth ed econd World War, at least in those regions
aere the pheaval ha bgen greatest. These were not necessarily the

glons that were the earliest and biggest suppliers of labour immi-
lg;iaitzlon (xpllually, the immigration of men had, rather, helped to sta-
thatef;(r)gaofsgxct}lres,. as that stability was itself the precondition for
physical sense (Ir)rill%ratlon), but usually marginal regions, both in the
PSR, COntaci) mo(riltese regions or regions where different reliefs
the habiror op s and cultural sense (transitional regions between
hich Sl of mountain dwellers and the dispersed habitats of the

g0 plains, between Berber-speaking zones and territories inhabited

b ic-

ci};i;‘;rzl:g speakers, between rural areas and the peripheries of the
es, s0 on). They were regions where the labour force tended to

emigrate on a local ba

sis to work on colonial farm
: > WO s rather than to
undertake long-distance emigration to France. It was, however, only

in the 1950s that family j i i
_ y immigration from Algeri trul
established as a real trend. Thanks to both their di%:cr;a::fbecame cur.

: . : fects (insecur-
ity, especially in rural are indi

as) and indi
the ‘regrou rect ones (such as the effects of
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folk, in ceng;gcrgitzgef;uial popwation, and cspecially mountzin
army), the ye ol L that purpose and under the control of the
omi r;t’ years ot Algeria’s war of independence were to women’s
the %: irsto\l;(/arig, more generally, family emigration, what the years of
orld War had been to male emigration. In both cases, and

::10 doubt more so in the latter than the former, the war and its
d?)?rsxtra“}‘\ts’ l‘:f force majeure, supplied the indispensable alibi for
g what had to be done. They provided an excuse for admitting
what no one dared to admit. For a long time, and even when it
became possible for the immigrant and his wife to want (as individ-
uals) to emigrate as a family, they were not unaware that they were in
danger of breaking the communitarian rule and undermining the
morale of the group. Family emigration was undertaken and experi-
enced as a shameful act, an act they were so careful to conceal that
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they saw it as their duty to leave their villages by night. Once again,
the fragmentation of families had to become widespread and to reagh
its extreme limits with the conjugal-type family (which we ﬁnd in
immigration), and the rural exodus towards towns in Algeria (for
which immigration in France was largely responsible) had to affect
whole villages, before families could emigrate to France in broad
daylight, without any shame or restraint. .
Although family emigration was a sort of obsessive fear or tempta-
tion that no doubt went through the minds of all immigrants, .and
which must have permanently haunted their projects and remained
with them throughout their immigration, the immigration of Algerian
families occurred, despite all that, almost half a century after th.e
uninterrupted immigration of workers. Without wishing to underesti-
mate the possibility of reluctance and hostility on tl.le part _of the
society of immigration ~ from a strictly economic point of view or
from the labour market’s point of view, an exclusively. labc_>ur immi-
gration is obviously more ‘advantageous’ than a family immigration ~
families take second place when it comes to the resistances and taboos
put up by the society of emigration. The latter made the formf:r
superfluous or pointless. It is as though the work of censorship
(which is also a form of prevention and preservation) had been
done, and well done, in the order of emigration, and as though
there was therefore no need for it to be done in the order of immigra-
tion. The order of immigration did not need to discourage, control or
regulate a family immigration that it could not but desire, so long as
there was no sign that it would occur and so long as it had yet to
happen, either because the demand for it did not exist or did not yet
exist, or because it was socially frustrated. Although it was alFeady
contained within the first form of immigration — in other words in tl.me
behaviour of the first immigrant — family immigration therefore did
not, as might have been imagined or expected, simply complete the
process begun by the immigration of workers. It did not represent a
numerical increase. The number of immigrants did not rise be_cause
their wives and children went with them. Family immigration intro-
duced a difference of nature. It was qualitatively different, not just
quantitatively: the immigrant who had previously been a worker now
became a progenitor. He once worked for others, for the prosperity of
others and in the prosperity of others, even if it does have to be add'ed,
and as he himself added - and there were several reasons for this -
that although he was working in another country and for other
people, he was also working for himself, for his own (ppre!y relative)
prosperity, and for that of his family, his group and his v1llagf:. The
immigrant now became someone who was working for posterity. He
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was now working for his descendants but also, objectively, and
whether he liked it or not, for the descendants of others.

For all these and many other reasons, family immigration cannot be
of the same order as the immigration of single men. It is not about the
order of work alone. It is about something else — i.e. assimilation, no
matter what word (adaptation, integration, insertion), which are all
more or less euphemistic variants, is used to describe this social
reality. Each of these terms has its social history, depending on
whether or not it has ceased to be productive in social and political
terms, and on how badly it has been mistreated by history, and
especially by the history of colonization and that of immigration,
which are not unrelated. No one has any illusions about this: neither
those who dread the emigration of families because it represents a
th.reat to the integrity of the social body, a fear that emigrant families
will be dlssolYed or fused into the society that absorbs them, and the
danger of their inevitable identification — to a greater or lesser extent
and in the long or the short term ~ with that society; nor those who
are_loa.th to accept the immigration of families which, as a result of
prejudice [pré-jugé] rather than ‘post-judgement’ [post-jugé], are
!mown and said to be ‘inassimilable’ or ‘difficult to assimilate’. And
is not the.classic distinction between ‘labour immigration’ and ‘family
Immigration’ (in other words settler immigration) a disguised way of
using a supposedly technical (and therefore a-political) and would-be
ob]ectwe.vocz:\bulary for the a posteriori distinction that is made

etween immigrants who are almost like ‘us’, and immigrants who
are radically different, or even dissimilar to ‘us’? This brings us back
to th.e dis'tinction we discussed earlier. On the one hand, we have an

immigration that we judge, retrospectively, to be worthy of quickly
becoming a ‘settler immigration’ — and, if need be, we will help it to
become that as soon as possible. On the other, we have an immigra-
tion that is condemned to be and remain, even when reality contra-
dicts that assertion, a ‘labour immigration’ — and if need be we will
ensure that it stays that way to some extent. This is an internal
contradiction, and it is an intrinsic part of the object. Labour or
settlement, settlement or labour: one can exist only if it fails to see
that it is the other and that it creates the other, and the other can exist
only if it fails to recognize itself for what it is. Whilst immigration
policy - and any group involved with immigration must have an
immigration policy ~ has to make a clear distinction between ‘labour’
and ‘settlement’, the best or even the only possible policy must be
an absence of policy. In this domain, and provided that we do
not confuse policy and regulations, and provided also that we do not
reduce the former to the latter, the absence of a policy is still a policy.
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This indeterminacy, which is consubstgntial with th(i1 pherﬁ?n;)e:to;; ?g
immigration, is an intellectual 'necessny'for‘statc.: t qui v:rhich s
now being put to the test. Unhk; Algt;(r;n;tg tliﬁr:ldgi;zg((:)iated the’two
it was in its day a pioneer, for a : lated !
lc;lil‘;sszsl tonV its history );ndp of its final accor'nphs'hme.nt, 1’mm;gir§:t(i):;
that should, ideally, have been only ‘labour immigrations (;);a% nating
from the countries of the third world, and from countries ,

mil
geographical terms, further and further away) now tend to be family
immigrations too.

Notes

INTRODUCTION
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Il too dependent upon the political, or even
hich interact and influence one another), to
object in all its autonomy.

out the phenomenon of emigration, or the
n come to that, that can be stated without
s denunciation, much of the data, and even
bed as scientific, or produced and used by
science, does not escape the logic of the discourse invoked to justify or
legitimize the phenomenon or, on the contrary, to condemn it and to
denounce its illegitimacy.

CHAPTER 1 THE ORIGINAL SIN AND THE COLLECTIVE LIE

The expression ‘the son of a widow’, whi

insult, is applied to a man who has been brought up by women and whose
onour and masculinity are suspect. The i

nversion of the old values now
makes it a quality that can be laid claim to: it means being ‘the son of
one’s works’,

2 This alludes to the
linking the village
‘clandestine transp
drop off their ‘cus
lookouts do recei

ch is traditionally used as an

practice of watching police checkpoints on the roads
to neighbouring towns and of warning the many
orters’ of people (cars and trucks) so that th_cy C-’;lln
tomers’ before they reach the checkpoints; whilst the
ve some of the money the ‘transporters’ would pay in
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fines if they were caught in flagrante, the look-outs risk heavy repri-
mands and even physical sanctions at the hands of the police, who are
well aware of what they are up to.

3 When applied to jewellery, the terms nabas (copper) and saka (steel) are
synonymous with ‘hypocritical’, ‘false’ and ‘deceitful’ because the terms
are structural equivalents in mythico-ritual logic and language.

4 The reference is to the amulets written or made either by men of letters
(a taleb or a cheikb), or by fortune-tellers and other magicians. These
amulets, to which all kinds of magical property are attributed, are
carried either because they have curative powers (they can cure certain
illnesses), prophylactic powers (they offer protection against the evil
eye) or propitiatory powers, as appears to be the case here: they bring
good luck and make the most difficult projects easier.

5 The interview was recorded in 1975, or in other words less than two
years after Algeria banned any further emigration to France, and less
than a year after France, for economic reasons, suspended the further
immigration of workers; to that extent, Mohand A.’s words have, in
retrospect, something prophetic about them.

6 Before he could leave, Mohand A. had to obtain a passport and be
issued with an exit visa.

7 L. is a plot of land belonging to this uncle, from whom Mohand A.
expected a lot. A long way from the village and abandoned many years
ago, it is nothing more than a pasture that all the village flocks can use.
To reach the point of working a field such as this, one really has to have
reached an extreme degree of poverty.

8 'This is a room just like the one Mohand A. shares at the moment, with
three other fellow workers in a hotel run by some compatriots at one of
the portes de Paris.

9 Mohand A. has had only one job since coming to France; he found work
in a small metal-polishing and engraving factory, thanks to the influence
of a relative who is a foreman there. He works on a buffing wheel, and

complains about breathing in all the dust thrown up by the friction. It
gets into his stomach, as he puts it. What is more, as he is friendly only
with the very few foreign workers in the factory (two Portuguese, one
Malian, one Moroccan, five Algerians, or in other words a total of nine
foreign workers out of fifty or so), he tends to turn in on himself and to
increase his isolation deliberately.
10 Oleander is the symbol of deceitful bitterness, of the bitterness that is
hidden behind a pleasing exterior.

CHAPTER 2 THE THREE AGES OF EMIGRATION

1 These analyses, which have helped to provide a better understanding of
the living conditions of immigrants in France (and especially of their
working condition and housing), have in fact recently been extended to

7 This tendency has led to the production
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the last four decades (from 1936, the year in which he emigrated at the
e of sixteen, to the present day). _
?)gn ct)he eve of the Sle)cond World War, the average age of Algerian
immigrants in France was between 35 and _45‘ 67 per cent of (Nor;g
African) immigrant workers in the Paris region were z'iged.between ‘
and 45 (see Sanson 1947: 169-70); in 1954, when immigrants agel
between 35 and 45 represented not even 20 per cent of the total,
younger immigrants, aged between 20 and 35, r.cl?regented 60’ ptl:r‘c?n’t
of the total (see ‘Les Frangais musulmans originaires de I’A gerll)e s
Bulletin de statistiques 391 and 392, 29 October and 5 Novem ﬁr
1955). In the space of only two years, between 1966 and 19658(,) the
proportion of those under 25 who left rose from 40 per cent to 50 per
cent (see Revue algérienne du travail, July 1967). _ bt
Whereas emigrating at a young age once tended to mean doing s? debore
marriage — the fall in the average age of emigrants was parallef;l y a
rise in the proportion of bachelors (28.4 per cent) a.nd of men wit| morg
than one child (33.6 per cent) — the bachelor emigrants of the secon
generation tended to leave before getting m:'amed, thex:eby crcatmhg a
strong link that would tie them to their famihes' and their group. T Clll‘
predecessors, on the other hand, emigrated while they were ftlll s1r[xlg.e
(through they were probably older) only in order to be able to ‘earn their
marriage’, , _
Almostg all the emigrants interviewed speak of the broad extension of
emigration to all the men in their group or village. . Alveria:
In constant progression (both in absolute a.nd relative terms})l,. . geria’s
urban population has experienced a very high rate of growth: etween
1960 and 1966, it rose from a quarter to 38 per cent o_f the cguntlr)y csl
population; Algeria’s ten largest cities (departmental capitals) (:ii (sior 'i
75 per cent of internal migration between 1954 and 1966, and, espll e
the departure of the Europeans, the population qf Algiers, for e:i(amtﬁ (:j,
doubled in that period, whilst that of Constantine more than dou }e\
(growth index 2.16), and that of Sétif quadrupled. This mcreadse in the
rate of urbanization was paralleled by a more pronounced ten 9e6nscy (})1n
the part of the urban population to emigrate to France; in 1 é :i e
Algiers département, which is the most urbar'uzed in Algeria, recorded a
greater number of departures (6,000 le;n’xgra;)ts) tilan Constantine
artures), which is a more rural département. ' )
Sgéti;iigte the p)i’cture, the proportion of their income that is rerr:ixttid
to their families, the ways in which savings are accumulatedc!ffn the
ways in which remittances are sent home are not the only di cfrer}x)cgs
between emigrants of different ‘agefsf’. The entire structure of their
dget and system of spending are different. o
gun fhe eve o? the Secorf)d World War, J.-]. Rager (Fhe admmlstrz.itor of a
commune mixte in Algeria) was already describing the Algerian e_m(;-
grant as ‘a worker who goes to settle in France for a long };:erloh,
interrupted by frequent return visits to the country or origin, where he
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eight years: 39 per ¢
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will end his days’ (Rager 1950: 126). In the absence of correctly col-
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© Andrée Michel (1957: 177). The general trend,
is for periods of emigration to become longer: ‘In 1954, it

grant spent an average of three to four years in

tay is definitely longer (ten years) ... Our
ncy to become emigration for the whole of

€ national sur I’émigration, Algiers, August
ency is confirmed by the 1968 census which
ost 30 per cent of the Algerian population enumerated
men) as having been resident in France for at least thirteen
and 13.5 per cent as having been
ears; more recently, another estimate
gerians had been resident in France,

escribes alm

gériens en France, Revue de la

s — and it is true that the company does offer
ges (general atmosphere, social welfare, the role
nditions, remuneration, etc.) — the average length
gerian workers was, as of 1 January 1968, seven or
ent of those surveyed had worked there for more

'n gei professional and geographical ‘mobility’ of
immigrant workers tends to decrease as emigration becomes a long-

standing phenomenon and as the thythm of emigrants’ comings apd
goings between France and their country of origin slows down. Family
emigration, which is not totally independent of this tendency, generally
results in even greater stability: “When you have children here, it’s not
the same, you have to think of them ... you cannot be “light”, as
though you were in France by yourself, you can’t give up work, you
can’t even change jobs. And if you remain unemployed? You can’t even
spend a night away from home; you’re not going to leave your wife an.d
children alone in a foreign country. It’s not the same for someone yvh(: 1s
here on his own, and for someone who is with elfamila [the family].

15 Although they were illiterate, almost all (93 per cent) of the emigrants

interviewed stated that they ‘checked their pay slips®, aqd that they were
especially careful to check that the amount recorded did correspond to
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the amount received, and that the number of hours worked was cor-
rectly recorded: 30 per cent of them checked their own pay slips, even if
it meant getting help or ‘consulting’ someone when they had difficulties
or had doubts; 50 per cent got someone to ‘explain’ their wage slips.
Ouvrier specialisé (literally, ‘specialized worker’) is the French equiva-
lent to ‘unskilled worker’. Such a worker is ‘specialized’ in the Taylorist
sensc;: he ‘specializes’ in doing one task ‘the one best way’ [translator’s
note].

Wage slips become ‘foodstuff’ ~ or at least are spoken of as though that
is what they are — that has to be put aside, to be laid down as provisions
to provide a guarantee for the future: “Those [pays slips] are my retire-
ment, my children. My pension comes first. When I get it, no one will
steal it from me, whereas you cannot rely on your children today; if they
are “straight” (literally: “licit”), they throw you a scrap of bread and you
have to beg for it.’

Bled, a loan word from the Arabic meaning ‘the interior’ or ‘in the
middle of nowhere’; the area around the boulevard Barbés in Paris has
long been populated by immigrants from North Africa [translator].
Many funny stores are told about all the mistakes emigrants make or
pretend to make when they are ‘on holiday in their village’. When they
attend the village djermaa, they invert the situation, and find themselves
swearing by elghorba (exile), just as they were in the habit of doing in
France, or precisely when they were in elghorba: ‘By the elghorba in
which we find ourselves.” Because of the hustle and bustle and the
additional day-to-day activities that take place then, they also delight
in confusing market day with Sunday.

Whereas the emigrant once felt that he was, ultimately, accountable for
every aspect of his emigration, (time, work, money) - in other words, for
that part of himself and his existence that he had diverted from its sole
legitimate function (serving both the group and the peasant ideal by
remaining within the group) — the contemporary emigrant, who has
been freed from all those obligations, submits only to the administrative
demands and regulatory constraints (they are more affected by the latter
than the former) of the host society (the role of written proof of his
status, resident’s permit, work permit; and of pay slips to prove his
status).

In addition to all these reasons, mention must also be made of the latest:
the effect of the quotas for emigrants established by bilateral agreements
and by the introduction of residents’ permits in France. These measures
eventually made it impossible for the last families who had several men
of an age to emigrate to ‘replace’ them one at a time, as only the holder
of the resident’s permit was cast in the emigrant role.

At least until Algeria’s decision to halt emigration in September 1973
and then France’s decision to halt immigration in July 1974,
Whereas the bonds of solidarity internal to the community of emigrants
were, in the initial state of emigration, established on the model of the
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p and/or geographical proximity),
the populations transported by the
but perhaps in a more acute way), to develop
y the common conditions of existence specific

old relations (i.e. the model of kinshi
they now tend, in the same way as in
exodus to Algerian towns (
on a different basis, namel
tTohthe errllig;'ant condition
e total of 62 i i
;wer 16 (())(,)(())Oa(l)rélci::cl)t;1 :rxlc.ludes 460,000 in employment, of whom
coig};ﬁ\g::;,fa{r}\ld eslp?cmlly young wives, experience in France the living
sl toe Fc oistered woman, of the rural woman who has been
embargoqise. ragce, and who is condemned - as a sign of her
of the ey = o1 E:it, ut also for protection against the ‘foreign’ world
If we take ey nghsequestered at home.
e populaticg)n (t)ifr ;} € two populations - the Algerian population and
marriages fiser ro 3 1gench Algerian Muslims - the total number of
(ie. 354 por eo 2 3 for men and 1,690 for women: 1,257 marriages
within the e, cOor men and 74.4 per cent.for women) were celebrated
partners risen oy & ;nmunmes; the proportion of ma.rriages to French
2 many (alhmocs o per cent and 20 per cent respef:tlvely. While twice
ian women ey F}l):er cl:nt) French A.lgenan Mu.sllm women as Alger-
men: $7.4 per ot ench men, the discrepancy is much less amongst

nt of F i i
(INSEE, Stg tistiques de lr’zrtl;thc?:},‘l;)s.hms and 52.7 per cent of Algerians

CHAPTER 3 AN EXEMPLARY IMMIGRATION

1 Avery summar

3 We of

two paralle] bt Y attempt to explain the correspondences. between these
1stories — that of colonization and land seizure and that of

emigration — ; ) | . r
1 5_%?223 69li3r?;?_de in Gillette and Sayad 1984. (See in particular pp.

Not even the transco
tl?e United States 5
nineteenth century
rule. Even though
complacently desc
of ‘heroic’ famil;
displays, all othe
€conomic, etc.

ntinental migration of Europeans to America {first
nd then Latin America) in the second half of the
and the first two decades of the twentieth escapes this
a certain imagery (literature, films, songs and folklore)
ribes this immigration movement as a massive transfer
es who set out to conquer virgin lands, it actually
r things being equal, the same demographic, social,
Euro characteristics as the European immigrations (int.ra-
pean or from countries outside Europe) of the post-1945 period
(see Sayaq 1979c¢; see also Bastenier and Dasseto 1977; for the statistical
data, see in particular, Willcox 1969).

ten hear it said, by those who deplore the fact, that France has no
coherent policy on immigration, meaning that it cannot decide — as
?hou‘gh tf}cre were any possible ‘choice’ — whether to opt for ‘settler
immigration’ (which also brings its capacity for labour), with all the
consequences that this implies, especially if one wishes to avoid the
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‘danger of inassimilable kernels becoming encysted in the country’
(Beaujeu-Garnier, 1976: 74), and with all the precautions that have to
be taken as to the geographical, social and cultural origin of the immi-
grants; or whether to opt for a ‘labour immigration’ that is wanted and
treated as such. This was especially true during the inter-war period,
when there was a need to compensate for an essentially male demo-
graphic deficit of 2.5 million due to wartime mortality rates and the
enormous losses suffered during the hostilities (on this point, see Bonnet
1976, and Schor 1980). This was also the case with immigration after
1945, and it still remains the case. To deplore this is to forget the fact
that, in such matters, the only possible policy is a ‘lack of policy’, or a
contradictory policy that is as contradictory as the object itself: it is
impossible for ‘labour immigration’, no matter how tightly controlled,
especially at a time when it was neither contractual nor based upon an
inter-state agreement (and a fortiori when it is recruited from within the
colonial Empire), not to contain an element of ‘settler immigration’;
conversely, ‘settler immigration’, useful and wanted though it may be,
does not provide grounds for making just any settlers French or for
making Frenchmen out of just any settlers.

4 See, inter alia, Scott 1975; Mirshan 1970; Tapinos 1974; Bourguignon
and Gallais-Hamono 1977.

5 In this case, as in the case of the descriptions that are given of ‘under-
developed’ economies, we find complacent evocations of, on the one
hand, the ‘qualitative’ effects of certain economic facts (which are
defined negatively to the extent that they escape quantitative measure-
ment) and of, on the other hand, the ‘many’ cultural features of under-
developed economies (there are in fact ‘too many’ of them because they
get in the way, and they are frequently described as ‘obstacles’ to
economic development or as offending against economic ‘rationality’).

6 The recent ‘statistical quarrel’ over the numerical size of the immigrant
population does not escape the logic that reconverts political arguments
into technical arguments, which are easier to admit to and to proclaim in
public: the greater the immigrant population ~ which implies that it
contains many ‘illegal immigrants’ - the greater its cost to society.

7 Fernand Icart, député for the Var, is the author of the report, Le Coit des
travailleurs étrangers en France, note de synthése, Paris: Assemblée
nationale, 1976.

8 Irrespective of the job situation, the recourse to immigrant labour is
often denounced as a ‘cost’ to the extent that it constitutes an easy
solution that may compromise, or at least delay, the technical innov-
ations that would have had to be made in the absence of immigration.

9  Quite apart from data that is not directly economic, economic theory is
also capable of overlooking some data that does pertain to its domain.
We now find that immigration can generate an entire ‘subterranean
economy’ which is very large. Some of its aspects are highly ‘profitable’
whilst others are ‘prejudicial’. Direct transfers from the savings of

10

11 Putting an end to emigration is one thing,
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immigrant workers have almost totally dried up and have been replaced
E)y tl}e t’ran§fer .of consumer goods purchased in France by Algerian
tlourlst‘s using immigrants’ money — a true parallel market which is
also a ‘black’ market has thus been established between the Algerian

dinar (DA) and the franc — o h immi
e oo and Fodiing r purchased by immigrants themselves and

Qne could make an anal
discussion) of the latest
1980. These take the for
France, by the Secretary
the French government)
of Labour’s Secretary-G
even though he does ha
ition in the ministry).
nationale on 27 Nov.
198_0). The agreements
anttmony that exists b
which are, in part,

ysis (which would be beyond the scope of this
Franco-Algerian ‘agreements’ of 18 September
m of an exchange of letters signed, on behalf of
of State for Immigrant Workers {a member of
and, on behalf of Algeria, only by the Ministry
eneral (or in other words by an administrator,
ve Fhe highest administrative and political pos-
This exchange was ratified by the Assemblée
ember 1980 (Journal officiel, 28 November
provide an excellent illustration of the growing
igne(:wazlen tge }iealfinterest of individuals (interests
) . red and therefore sacrificed) and the interests
g::; z‘i\rlgzrr;atgvruhdthe full agreement of France, which finds this is in its
fore _dS lends them insofar as they are its ‘emigrants’, and there-

provides its own definition of their interests ~ a definition which is

basically no m

0 more than the definition it gi i :
: - gives of its ow
which are material but also symbolic. 1l State Interests,

but it is not enough. It is not
ration should revert to being
e discourse on ‘reinsertion’ is,
a way of taking ‘revenge’ on past history (on
tion), a magical way of denying that history
ng its effects: insofar as he is a national living
_ly solution to his immigrant condition is a
itable return to his country (even if he returns
> on the eve of his death or simply in order to

enough to decide that contemporary emig
yvhat emigration used to be in the past. Th
independently of its effects,
colonization and on emigra
by ‘reintegrating’ and denyi
abrpad, the emigrant’s on
logical, necessary and inev
at the end of his active life

be buried there).

CHAPTER 4 NATIONALISM AND EMIGRATION

1 An_y political acton the part of a colonized man (no matter whether he is
Or Is not an emigrant living in the metropolis), is objectively a ‘national-
Ist" act, quite independently of the political intention behind it.
There is a relationship of profound similarity between the immigrant
and the colonisé, even when the immigrant is not a colonisé too, and
cven \fvhen the two conditions are not simultaneous and mutually re-
mforcxpg. No matter whether he is a new style or recent colonisé
(colf)mzc.:d in the era of decolonization, or when colonization is over),
the immigrant is in a minority position, or in the dominated position in
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that he is away from home and living amongst strangers — which may be . . . .
y 8 & 8 4 ty calls its emigrants immigrants, and

\ : 2 ltissignificant that Algerian socie
a consolation — whereas the colonisé is, on the contrary, reduced to

thus adopts the term those con

conss oWl he cor ! rrary, redu cerned use to describ i

being in the minority position, in the dominated position, in his own France, and by which they are known there: limigri, el ’emt he.mselves‘ o
territory, and that position is juxtaposed against the majority-mode (immigri or umigra, ‘to immigrate’, ‘he has i'mmigrra’ted’ ingrx or at{mglrz
position which the others — the conquerors, the dominant or the colon- Kabyle and Arabic); & » TETPECIVEYs

‘immigrant’ :
izers - have been able to acquire within his territory. professional designation — cg)nin\fvl:}c::: sb:cci(;;nsi:ta SOftdOr social and even
3 The argument must have been this: ‘If the Europeans go on strike of an ‘immigrant’ (who lives amongst other )“S a sort of tecop t}\?Se
(meaning, against their own system and against the system of which given primarily, or exclusively, to the fact o; b-.a sort ?f ref:ogmt’lqn
they are the prime beneficiaries), I (someone who has been betrayed by France and, more and more ::»ften the fa fexflg aln immigrant’ in
that same system, and who is its enemy because he is its victim) am former ‘immigrant’ to France ’ ct of simply having been a
certainly not going to work.” The same reaction led, and to some extent 3 The fall in the sums remi :
still leads — to this very day — to the involvement in strikes of Algerian Algerians (the postal ord
immigrant workers (and probably others). b ernt home) has been so
4 Pro-independence party founded in 1926, and the first permanent of income, the Algeri ini . -
Maghrebin organization in France. Banned as subversive in 1929, it veritable "tax on ifli?r?ngd :rl:ft:,};t,of Fllnanct? has’ had. to m.troduce a
functioned clandestinely until 1933, then re-emerged as La Gloriense Algerians who are not resident in l?,?a territory’. It is levied on all
Etoile nord-africaine. [Translator’s note] . active elsewhere. The obligation to ch geria and who are economically
5 Committee of Action for the Defence of Indigenous North Africans; O change money has become a de facto

way of capping these exch : .
League of the Defence of North African Muslims; Committee of Action more than thegminimu anges, as very few emigrants change anything

tted voluntarily from their savings by emigrant
ers of the Past, the sums transferred when they
great that, in order to compensate for this lack

e Ll . . m required a i
and Solidarity in Favour of Victims of the Repression of Constantine; 4 The quarrel over (clandestgxe) mo; the l:)fﬁcgal rate of Fxcha}nge.
Committee of Organization of North Africans in Paris; Committee of than a paradigmatic vari €y-changing operations is no more

Action for the Return of the Emir Khaled. [Translator’s note]

6 The CGTU was founded in 1922 by militants expelled from the Con-
fédération générale de travail; the two groups merged in 1936. [Trans-
lator’s note}

7 Association of Algerian Workers in Lyon; Protection Associations of
North Africans in Marseille; Committee of the Defence of Rights and

1ant on a whole series of other and derivative
customs offer (somimef niture. It all starts with arguments with the
speak, tepressed | O them noisy, and others masked and, so to
crossed the front'or strgteglc reasons) . It all begins as soon as one has
other oo 1L and come into contact with that other space, that

1€r society and that other market to which one has come back. The

existence of border control i
Interests of Algerians; Education Circle of Marseille; the Franco-Muslim ‘hedonistic’ system of consuni)r?\udgs an opportunity to Ot?]ef:“fy the
Association; Provisional Committee of the Mosque at Marseille. [Trans- and which h ption in which the emigrant is involved

lator’s note] basis or a ‘clzrl:(ri‘g(:;::’l E:artll))'l pnba private basis, or even on a collective
: ] . . - : . ublic : .
8 Union démocratique du manifeste algérien: a pro-independence party imports supply the opzn F:narket a;trsi(;her; is always the suspicion l:hat
founded by Ferhat Abbas in 1.91?6. [Translgtor’s note] ) Hence the accusations that are’ made Other wor}iis the blaclk .mf? r et);
9 Curiously enough, jayab, in this interpretation, resurrects the.old meaning emigrants who have come back to e :gamstft ehs?aS}?nl?d in uxho
of the French term épave (from the Latin expavefacta, meaning ‘wreck’), untry for their holidays, when

everything encourages excessi : -
. : . . . ! sive and o
which was specifically used to describe frightened animals that had strayed the influx’s effects stentatious consumption. One of

is e -
away from the flock and had no known master. Epaves was the name that months, in a market :;:;t i:h:kCeZSdt (::fh:"mtg r 15@; Surl}?g the 511“‘;;?_’
began to be given to foreigners in the Coutumes ‘or ‘customaries’ (that is, grants force up the price of commc); ditiesra(I:-ICHZC b y s 0“1356‘; about
in the nineteenth century) ~ the other name, aubains, being reserved for a how emigrants drive like road hogs whes " ence t eh comp alenn » 2bout
different class of foreigners. The term designated ‘men and women born they do not drive like that when they are incl);rca(r):;e azgl:’b f)‘:xt e wgy
outside the kingdom or in such distant places that no one in the kingdom they buy cars only for the holida )

ys and only in order to ‘impress’. It is
2 : the other economic and non-economic ‘costs’ that are
attributed to emigrants. But perhaps more emphasis should be placed on

what is denounced as non-economic, or in other words, cultural ‘costs’.

The suspicion -of treachery, or even of apostasy (in social and cultural,
rather then strictly religio

both C us, terms) is a constant that haunts emigration
1 For an analysis of these mechanisms, see Gillette and Sayad (1984). oth as a practical mode of behaviour and as a category of thought; to

knew their place of birth’ (Demangeat 1844). the same with all

CHAPTER 5 THE BACKLASH ON THE SOCIETY OF ORIGIN

(%]
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that extent, it is also an ‘illegitimate’absence which requires an intense
and constant effort to legitimize it, as is the basical!y ‘illegitimate
presence of the immigrants, which also requireg, according to the same
intellectual schema, a different sort of legitimation. '

6 Scientific discourse, with all the authority it is recognized as havx{lg,
itself becomes involved in this generalized accusation: because the).' !we
under the effective sovereignty of a foreign country in botl'l a political
and a ‘cultural’ sense, emigrants can be described as ‘advertlslqg. h?ard-
ings for French products’ and ‘sandwich men for French policies’ (see
Bourenane 1985: 67).

CHAPTER 6 A RELATIONSHIP OF DOMINATION

1 One could spend a long time identifying in the literature devoted, in all
autonomy, or so it is believed, to emigration, the many inversions and
substitutions of this kind, some of which give rise to complete misun-
derstandings and in some cases falsifications that are extremely_ prejudi-
cial to thinking about and understanding emigration. In, f’or instance,
L’Emigration maghrébine en Europe, exploitation ou coopération? (Al-
giers: SNED, n.d.), which brings together the papers presented at the
Algiers colloquium, we can read, amongst other exar.nplfas taken almost
at random from the first pages of the Proceedings: ‘Scientific understand-
ing of the crisis and its effects on emigration to Europe’ (Bcnachcnou).
Which emigration are we talking about? Future emlgratlonf Then the
author should have written ‘Emigration towards Europe.” Has this
emigration already taken place? If it has, we are, strxctl)" _s?eakmg,
dealing with ‘emigration in Europe’, as the ‘effef:ts of the crisis’ are felt
by immigration and immigrants, and not by emigration anq emigrants.
And more blatantly still: ‘despite unemployment (in countries of immi-
gration), there has been no noticeable fall in the relatlvc? share of all
emigrant jobs’. The jobs in question here are, if the phrase is to have any
meaning, the jobs available on the market of the country thfit resorts to
immigration and to immigrants. Or again: ‘the different attitudes taken
by French capitals with regard to the problem of foreign emigrant
labour’. These French capitals can only be faced with the ‘pr,oblcm of
immigrant labour force, and not with any other labour force’. And so
on.

2 Public order in the double sense in which the term is understood by
administrative law and international private law or the civil lavsf; ﬁrst, as
municipal order, i.e. order in the streets, public safety, tranquillity and
security — and some would like to reduce the more gene.ral .ord.er known
as the national order to this municipal order, so as to objectify it as muc}x
as possible; secondly, public order in a sense that comes close to What is
called “assimilation to the habits and customs of France’ .(see article 69
of the Code de nationalité frangaise). The civil law specifically defines
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public order in terms of habits and customs — accord
tion, bigamy, for instance, is not one of those habits
therefore an offence against the public order that
individuals (the same public order can be invoked
foreigner naturalization on the grounds that biga

factor that militates against assimilation and as b
French customs and habits,

ing to this concep-
and customs, and is
defines the rights of
to refuse a bigamous
my has to be seen as a
eing incompatible with
. and therefore with French nationality),

Their respective positions are unequal even when it comes to this aspect
of the negotiations, which appears to be purely technical, No account is
taken of the damage or losses (abuses, injustices or economic losses, or
whatever we wish to call them) suffered by the country of emigration
(and sometimes, more directly, by the families of emigrants), because no
accurate estimate of its emigrant population has been made. There are
N0 accurate statistics about the total population, the number of emigrant
families, the proportion of emigrant workers who have left their families
at hom_e, the structure of the population in terms of age, the socio-
prqfessmnal structure of the active emigrant population, etc. These
estimates are sometimes explicitly requested, and are almost always

validity and accuracy of this d
data to replace it.
If this is true of a census (especially when it deals with ‘the absent), it is
also true of genealogies, which are another way of counting the ‘absent’
(the dead, earlier generations). A census is a synchronic recollection, and
a genealogy a diachronic recollection. Both solicit the collective memory
in the same way. When it was a matter of genealogies, it was noticeable
that ‘the power of i ’
idual (present or absent) at the time they were
nd to remember men, especially when they
ber of male descendants (thus proving the
very birth as g resurrection). They are better
rather than distant ones, and single mar-
ete series of multiple marriages contracted
and therefore all the offspring of those memor-

. ke their own contribution to their memory. All
this leads one to suppose that whole branches of a genealogical tree can

be ignored if its last representative died childless or, which amounts to
the same thing, it has no male offspring (see Bourdieu and Sayad 1976;
Bourdieu 1972). Similarly, the memory the group retains of its ‘absen-
tees’ is more faithful to the countryside than to the city, refers to close
rather than to more distant relations, to men who migrated when they
were relatively old rather than to their juniors, of emigrants who are
present in the memory of each and all because they write letters, send

at recalling close marriages
riages rather than the compl
by the same individual —
able marriages, who ma
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tiom. French i , thanks to the int'er.mediary of Algerian emigra-
» french industry now has several million “clandestine’ consumers.
7 ?l': the same way that the ‘benefits’ and ‘costs’ of immigration are one of
beef(:::utilse;tbset;‘:; In struggles inside the society of immigration (even
tlon and (e coume 1ssfu.es in strqggles between the country of emigra-
able to emigratiory o 1mmxgratxon),' the ‘benefits’ and ‘costs’ attribut-
consentus wa :‘h are not (and will not become) the object of a
struggle betweon k. eds:?fcxety of emigration; they t0o are issues in the
and cspecially betwe liferent components of the society of emigration,
impose the moc. ‘adeen emlgral;xts anfi [non-emigrants, who both try to
emigration, op 1y - }\"antageous deﬁmt}o'n of the _‘bencﬁts’ and ‘f:osts’.of
their intorcer o er words the definition that is most in keeping with
S. Lmigration thus becomes an area for a power struggle

between em;

4 . . o migrants a i : .

terms (or both at once) — which is now the case with Algerian emigration Phenomenongdoes mr::i St:)ei: ::Cll)et)." afnd the pfreifm CV.OluthIl of the
€ In favour of the emigrants, as the

— one does not even notice the other ‘benefits’ that have replaced a bala ‘s
P nce of power is inverted as emigration becomes less important.

benefit that is in decline or that has been lost, such as the.goods 8 When they reach retirement i
(consumer goods or capital goods) brought into Algeria by emigrants account - even th nt age, many emigrants open a bank or postal

in place of the money orders they used to send out. Worse still, there is tion in France oro‘}gh tl;ley feel no need to do so during their immigra-
not only a failure to see that one benefit has been replaced by another, order to have ti\eir sl? otber words during their active lives - solely in
but a refusal to accept that one can replace the other. Rather than taking remitted to Algeria ate eneﬁts. p‘axd into them, rather than l}avmg them
into consideration the savings that would have been made if the equiva- made by French g as a result, itis the overall volume of SOCI?I transfers
lent to the commodities acquired thanks to emigration had had to be and not only the \%::lncms to their Algerian counterparts that is affected,
imported - and they would have been if emigration had not supplied of their savings to buume of ltransf::rs made by emigrants who use some
them - and, to a lesser extent, the subsequent stimulus to the Algerian and outside the coumy postal orders). Their goal is to have, permanently
economy as a whole, there is a tendency to think that this benefit has the more valuable ; 'Y, a nest egg _Of foreign currency (the nest egg is all
become a cost because only the harmful influence it supposedly has on i € in that is in foreign currency, outside the country, and

money and return for holidays, rather than those who have forgotten overlook the fact that
and who are said to have been forgotten, of men rather than women, of
men who have emigrated alone rather than of families who have settled
in France and so on. An extreme situation is reached when the emigrant
family has not even left behind an empty house (as is the case with urban
families who have emigrated to France), or in extreme cases, when
families are started in France itself or within the immigrant community,
as is the case with all the children (some of whom are now adults) born
into those families (Sayad 1979b).

Cf chapter 3, note 11.

Rather as though the primary and sole function of emigration, or the
function that gives rise to it, were to provide monetary income (inflows
of foreign currency, to use the language of the treasury). Because the
value of this essential ‘benefit’ has fallen in either absolute or relative

AN

: ; _ s In a country wj . .

the nation’s consumer habits is taken into consideration (whereas those 9 Popular fuﬁloutrh a very high level of consumptlon?. )
habits, being a cause rather than an effect, are, rather, the source of the Houari BOumed’i or at least pqpulan: hymf)ur, attributed the saying to
demand for the goods that are paid for with foreign currency), thus 10 For a more ¢ enne, even during his lifetime.

1gorous analysis of the mechanisms that determined the
tlonal agriculture when it was confronted with capitalist
echniques and the capitalist habitus (the calculating spirit,

reinforcing the relations of dependence with the exporter country (the
country of immigration). Similarly, there is a tendency to see the reduc-
tion in the traditional ‘benefits’ of emigration (foreign currency) not only consci h . =l
as a loss of earnings but as damaging to the balance of payments. This is, economic sty uctuCIOUSDSSS, a consciousness of temporality or p ar.tflicuﬁ“
no doubt, because we find ourselves at the centre of a ‘clandestine’ bound up with tl:s an d.le temporal structures that a;_le sbg;t.a cat Y
economy: it is not in the interest of any of the contributing partners to and the re em, notions of productivity and profitability etc.)

A . . ) . . sultant disencha ith not only peasant labour, but
objectify it, or in other words to constitute it as such (as something that with the entir nement with Y 2 ¢

crisis in trad;
production t
an economic

A . € peasant conditi sant art of living and ways of
can be counted, valued or measured). Both the country of emigration being peasants,psee Bourdie?xlzgg’st:;alc)lc%% s ’
and the country of immigration deny that emigration and immigration 11 On 18 September 1973 and. it seems. as a result of a campaign of
have acquired a new and ‘shameful’ function, and prefer to overlook the murders an ; )

d attacks perpetrated on Algerians and Algerian property
10§ the summer of that year, Algeria took the decision to ‘suspend’ all
¢migration to France until such time as ‘the safety of Algerian nationals
could be guaranteed’ and until such time as proof that it could be
guaranteed had been supplied. These conditions which, quite independ-
ently of the measures taken by France (and prior to this measure, as it
was not implemented until a year later, or in July 1974) to suspend the

fact that emigration makes its own contribution to the infrastructure during the s
(especially in rural areas) and to meeting the needs of a good proportion
of the Algerian population (an improved standard of living, especially
for the rural population, more comfortable homes, domestic appliances,
clothes, improved hygiene, etc.). Even when this is recalled, emigration
is blamed rather than thanked for it. It is in everyone’s interest to
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immigration of new workers, meant that Algeria would have had diffi-
culty in reversing the decision even if the economic situation demanded
it, were in fact equivalent to putting a definitive halt to emigration. But
quite apart from the reasons that were officially invoked, other and
objectively more important reasons influenced the decision to put an
end to emigration: the political decision to revitalize agriculture so as to
re-establish the relationship that once existed between a proletarianized
peasantry and emigration; the ‘agrarian revolution’, which was the
socio-economic preoccupation and the great sociological project of the
moment, was short of ‘volunteers’ from amongst even the poorest
peasants (and, perhaps, particularly those who had been the most pro-
foundly affected by ‘depeasantification’). It could not tolerate direct and
indirect ‘competition’ from emigration, or even the (theoretical) possi-

bility of emigration, or in other words of escaping the condition of the
proletarianized fellah.

CHAPTER 7 THE WRONGS OF THE ABSENTEE

1 The theory of the “sleeping child’: conceived at some earlier moment, the
baby ‘went to sleep’ in its mother’s womb and waited there for over nine
months before ‘waking up’ on the eve of a delivery that, basically, was
just late. This is a brilliant invention on the part of a culture in which, as
it puts it, there is ‘no situation without a door’ (or no impasse without a
way out).

2 The language of traditional wisdom, which is a language greatly to the
liking of individuals whose social condition leads them to make a virtue
out of necessity and to ‘renounce’ worldly involvement, well captures
the series of contradictions into which a situation (immigration) which is
itself contradictory traps its agents: the relatively optimistic formula
‘there is no situation without a door’ contrasts with the different para-
digmatic formula according to which “the living dead’ exist as well as the
‘dead living.’

3 The Arabic terms used for planque (cushy number) and planqué (shirker,
or someone who has found une planque) are often borrowed from the
French and forced into the syntactical mould of the Arabic language:-
planeka (la planque), planka roubou (il s’est planqué) or mplanki (plan-
qué), planki (se planquant); recourse to a truly Arabic vocabulary is
rare, and more than suggestive: 7°kbabi (shirker or ‘someone waiting in
ambush’, ‘masked’, ‘hidden’ (for planqué).

4 Elbassal (imbecile), Labsala (imbecility) and yatbassal (to play the im-
becile): the meaning given to the Arabic word, which has been borrowed
from the French, is close to fatuous and fatuity, conceited, infatuated
(and infatuation) or even inconsistent, lacking in reserve and consider-
ation and, ultimately being without honour or infringing the rules of
honour (rather than dishonouring oneself).

5 The “brothers”:

CHAPTER 8 THE IMMIGRANT:

1 Ouvrier specialisé (literally, *

3 Inaway,itis th
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the allusi9n is to the nationalist militants of the FLN’s
ran:l:e during the Algerian war; they called each other
they belonad t(l)li; ; ;1;?; phrase to one another in order to reassert that
the colonind oane 1€ community (t.hat they shared the condition of

nd the militant community), as opposed, implicitly here,

to the ‘community of th i
¢ colonizers’ and, objectivel if it i
never made explicit, to dif selv A

ferentiate thems

§ : elves from the use that was
ma}de of the 1de019g1cally loaded term ‘comrade’ even though they were
using same paradigm. ’ & y

z:x cover for political activities:
qasma’” (cell of activists) that’s 4
the gasma and the qasma’s intery
Every precaution wa

Fédération de F
“brothers” and

‘T wasn’t a full-timer, I was in the
11, I was like the militant in charge of
ention and protection group.’

‘OS FOR LIFE’

lent to “unskilled wory > specialized worker’) is the French equiva-
sense: he ‘speciali ‘er(i Such a worker is ‘specialized’ in the Taylorist
This text is a contribuglonc:l:g onlc ta?k ‘the one best way [mansator].

reseach carried out b a collective study describing the findings of

in fact no more ther o) o title to include a.ll OS in the car industry is
social object without na €gant way of talking about a more restricted
immigrant workers ( ming 1t as such: only those OS who are also
working for one car miSt but probably not all of whom are OS)
thing discriminator m?) er (cha“l_t). It is as though there were some-
study: the immigraytaocs)m a precise definition of the real object of
euphemism, and itg -l The generic term has the virtue of being a
describe the functi oes play a ellpht‘:xmstic role. How and why can we
they occupy withi Onhperformed by immigrant workers, the position
society, in r¥10 1t N the system of production and, more generally, in
above rally acceptable terms, or in other words in terms that are
yve any suspicion of ‘ethnic’ discrimination or even racism? This
article also attempts to address that question.
e whole of social reality and, more specifically, all the
ms that preside over all forms of social selection and hierarch-
n, and_ they are no more than products of the sort of dialectic
the objective chances that is inscribed in the objective structures
society (in the relations of force or the class positions internal to
society), and in the subjective representation that individuals have,

mechanis
icalizatio
between
of socie
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depending on the capital (of all kinds) they have at their disposal and the
position they occupy, of their objective chances; they too determine one
another: it is both the immigrant who creates the OS that he is (or is not
in the strict sense, to use the language of technical qualifications) and the
OS who creates the immigrant worker.

4 It is the logic of the recourse to immigration, or in other words the rules
that apply to the labour market when it borrows from immigration - i.e.
a dominated labour force - which means that immigrant workers are
required primarily for the less sought-after jobs and in sectors which are
the usual lot of OS in the broadest sense of the term in a generic sense.
The logic that thus presides over the division of labour can be seen in its
effects and the way it is forced upon immigrant workers, who discover
that, as they themselves put it, ‘when the workmate at [their] side is not
another immigrant, there is a good chance that it will be a French
woman and not a French man’ — this is one of the labour market’s
characteristic structural homologies. There are also whole sectors in
which, because they introduce other determinations in additions to
those that normally give rise to real ‘professional ghettos’ in some
sectors of industrial labour and especially in the public building and
works sector, and there are other specific reasons (demographic struc-
tures, the structures of companies and employment, a relatively narrow
labour marker that is essentially divided, as is the case in Corsica,
between agriculture and construction etc.) why almost all manual
tasks that do not require a high level of skills (just like the jobs done
by OS and their equivalents) should be done by immigrant workers.

5 The relationship of reciprocity between the immigrant and the OS goes
beyond manual workers or labourers, as defined in the strict sense: it
marks a whole population comprised within the various social categor-
ies that constitute the phenomenon of immigration. Being, for example,
an ‘immigrant’ lawyer or an ‘immigrant’ doctor, or in other words a
lawyer or a doctor who shares the same national origin as the many
other immigrants who are his ‘compatriots’ (as they are called, and as
they call themselves), almost inevitably means being ‘the immigrants’
doctor or lawyer’ (and being, as they say in a different context, ‘the
Arabs’ lawyer or doctor’). Such people actually are (or become) the
Arabs’ doctors or lawyers for reasons that are not simply of a moral
order (solidarity, political activism, philanthropy, etc.) but which also
relate to the needs of or the opportunities offered by the market, which
decides that this is how things must be.

6 Learning to read and write also looks like an interminable task, as
illiteracy is assumed to be one of the constitutive characteristics of the
immigrant, or at least certain immigrants. In the case of immigrants,
vocational training has the peculiar effect of making two kinds of
impossibility coincide: an objective impossibility which is inscribed in
the very structures of immigration and the labour market to the extent
that immigration is, broadly speaking, required to respond to a demand

CHAPTER 9

1B igrati
cCause emigration’s g

3 The word ‘sinistrosis’,
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fx\arket cannot supply or has no
lve 1mpossibility inscribed in the

_for unsk.illed labour that the local
Interest in supplying; and a subject

any experience of temporali
ity that shapes a partic i ip wi
the future). Both are obstacles to the ¢ ¢ e e nahip with

the forward-logk,. C the preconditions required to develop
projects g and ‘planning’ attitude required by all training

most immediate hie . C:IV .tgey are at work, their relations with the
iobs. ¥ with even greater vehemence than their actual

ILLNESS, SUFFERING AND THE BODY

ole function at this time was

monetary resoy
rces, a small i
ork could eti) b; Income acquired as a res

to provide minimal

ey Income it brought back to the village re-
once more; this was a time when emigrants

almost delih heir country for good would harm themsel
crately (by cutting off a finger or a toe). Because accide‘::

were at this time } .
the_m a meaning belxi‘;??hmto a set of modes of behaviour that gave
to interminable disputes ey could be controlled, they did not give rise
d’indemnisation (social s:\lrtih tf)le medical institution or the institution
There is no -vices).
‘Path()logicaﬂlgétciii:iftw‘m.esses of 'tt}is attitude, which is regarded as
ny doctor, psycholo itoo is, or so it is t.hought,_ focused on the illness.
other expert who has %5‘3 Psyc-:hothc?apxst, social workeg, .lawyt‘:r or
‘sinistrosic’ patients c a fleahngs with these so-called ‘sinistrosés’ or
‘incompr ehensible’ 1o an give examples of th.ose. whose behaviour is
ally want to be cured a I(Iinnd accustomed to thinking that people natur-
cured natura]l an .that anyone who is recogn}zed as h.avmg been
Y fegards himself as cured — unless he is a ‘malingerer’, of

‘bad faith’ th LY S T o« .. R N .
even ‘parargoi(ei’_falth implicit in a good doctor—patient relationship), or

who wanted to return to t

L which is now reserved almost exclusively for
ltf‘rl\rrm%riant ;lvorkers, was coined at the beginning of the twentieth cen-

¥~ In other words to describe a different state of the job and labour
maert, a different form of labour organization and above all a different
social state (social cover for accidents at work was not what it is now). It
was usually used to describe the behaviour of national workers who
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ht knew nothing of other ways of working
the artisan, the non-manual work i
v an, orker, etc.), in
wg:li (v:t(;rtd;s Was not aware of being a peasant or, therefore, that ’his
frock (st e al: peasant (wh_lch was all he knew) was only one of many
for 1[wor » It was possible for him to see himself as the only man
really worked, not only with his hands but

were, it is true, similar to today’s immigrants: men from the rural world 9 Indeed, so long as the peasa
and peasant activity who had been expelled from the countryside and (that of the waged worll)cer "
became immigrants in the world of the town or factory. >
4 To measure the extent to which the assessment of the rate of compen-
sation to be paid is, just like the accident report, determined by social
characteristics of the victim, one has only to recall that it is those

categories that enjoy the best protection in both professional (skilled the onl with his whole body; as
workers and supervisory staff) and union terms — and the two things are and es;z;g::l?yv:’}?: 1;?:::12:2: ffor; and wore i}imself out, as all the rest,
often linked - that are most likely to be awarded invalidity pensions for and artisans still remained ¢s, (because, unlike the latter, shopkeepers
life. Although they are just as likely to have an industrial accident as is a secondary activity) wer peasants or labourers who had taken up a
skilled worker or supervisor, OS semi-skilled labourers and apprentices which is the plural of sirapopore than murthabin (or imarthaham,
are proportionally less likely to receive a pension as a result of being who are always re Stir(:g’n;:‘r:ﬁ(a)h orhamarth;zh), in other words ‘those
injured at work. 10 ‘[For . : S€ who are always lying down’.

S Whilst the relationship between a patient suffering from a work-related e[xprest?gg.}l Elgll:::npfggﬁjnts] the body represents a habitual means of

m therefore consi i i :
) , ! sists, first, in deciphering that
ti?f‘;%;éferthehef 1973); “The traditional Maghrebin gmilygstruc-
complete frese ggf:tt uctz)lue to thg body of the child...It [the child] has

O be... physically involved with its mother. . . all this

importance of the b ; s s
agencies’ (Ber{nanei lggg’ Z“ this potential, is reflected in the medical

illness and the doctor is particularly significant in the case of the immi-
grant worker, all types of relations between the social categories of
victims of accidents at work and work-related illnesses and doctors
should be observed and analysed if we wish to identify and understand
all the mediations that intervene in the determination of rates of com-

. 3-6; emphasi
pensation. 11 For example. ¢ . s emphasis added)

6 Because they are unwitting ‘malingerers’ who put forward their glaims ‘ (1980: 4 5[; ?r, e;i]fiv?:g;pal r}‘:lathnShlp’ which is, according to Bennani
in ‘good faith’, patients who ‘feign’ symptoms (they are, according to at the moment of marriage’, or even circumci-

. X sion, is ‘an unh. .
Brissaud’s definition, ‘alleged symptoms’ because they have not been ‘ as tl’lough b t(;lpe(li] for experience that occurs at just the right moment,
Y the happiest of accidents or as though it were exactly

objcf:tfvely confirmed by any of the means of inycstigation ava.ilable to determined and express] | ¢
medicine), do not know that they are ‘feigning’ them. This, as it Circumcision is a “wo Y df,o end itself to all possible interpretations.
un

happens, is a precondition for the existence of ‘illness’ and possible narcissistic”, and b that is described by some as “primal and
medical intervention. They ‘make claims,” but they do so because they memory mi’ght ex ly _Others as a “castration” whose imperishable
believe in all good faith that they have not obtained, by virtue of the law, Maghrebin men’ Prﬁm . the acute nature of castration problems in
fair compensation (sce Brissaud’s definition). - to have found in- The fa.t}.ler—mother—castration’ relationship seems
7 As the same causes produce the same effects, all the critical states that The Maghrebin ; circumcision an ideal opportunity to project itself.
we observe in immigration reappear, when the circumstances lend them- subject for its a fl‘ifmg.rant who bears that ‘mark’ seems to be the perfect
selves to it, in other contexts, l:wut only in §mbryqnic form. Then, these father makes hii pper(:;::on, t;.specxally at the ‘Oedipal moment’ when the
states may not present anything that is immediate or that does not ‘asks it to perform ac? Cle elt, separates the child from its mother and
provide them with an opportunity to manifest themselves, namely the circumcisio ult tasks’. According to Bennani (ibid. 43-4),

. . . . . . Lt n is therefore ‘equj
direct but pointless confron edical and social security insti- . Lo re “equival
p tation with medic ty castration that is lived directly in

tutions. Hence the suspicion that both the symptoms they present and the body at the m

the claims they make are outrageous, as is their (over-)estimation of their mark of a s oment of access

right to compensation. 12 According
8 For an account of the extent to which iliness or, to be more accurate, the

ent to the threat of castration...a
the body’ or as ‘a mark placed on
) ] to language and the symbolic...the
ymbolic castration’ presided over by the mother (ibid.)

to Dr. R. Berthelier, for example, while men have only a

semblance of the po . .
sort of indulgent attitude towards oneself and one’s own body charac- have the real; fp wer they do not have in reality, whereas women
ty of power without its semblance, the society of origin

teristic of the boredom which affects a peasant society that has lost faith ‘attributes t . .

in itself, and of all the forms of behaviour expressing an attitude towards held by the (s)or:izx:yagfd V:gi:nz,es the semblance of a power that is really
illness, constitutes the clearest index of the break with peasant tradition 13 On all the relationships bei:;é the bod d th that act
and the demoralization that accompanies that break, see Bourdieu and upon the body and within whice}rll thecboc:i yr:cr;ve:st :e:tg:ﬁ:é?:u 1;72
Sayad 1996: 227, and especially Appendix IV: “‘Un aspect de la dépay- 14 “The body will therefore be spoken likZ a lang,uage’: it is thcrcfo.re
sannisation: la découverte de la maladie’. neither ‘the body that talks’, ‘the body we are talking about’, ‘body
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language’ nor ‘language about the body’; as though the author were
aware of all the ambiguity inherent in metaphors that associate the body
and language, he resorts to the stylistic artifice of the pronominal
formula which, by identifying the subject (the action) with the comple-
ment (that which is acted upon or the result of the action), makes it
possible to neutralize the relationship between the two ~ which, in a
way, is tantamount to doing away with that relationship by drowning
the subject and the complement in one another - to evade the difficulty,
or in other words to go on speaking of the body and language, without
ever saying anything about the nature of the relationship between the
two and without ever having to remove the ambiguity that weighs upon
it.

CHAPTER 10 THE WEIGHT OF WORDS

1 We know the extent to which the discourse on identity is a performative
discourse, It is a discourse which, when it is given the means to do so,
has the effect of bringing into existence what is being stated and, by that
very fact, predicted.

2 In the age of science, ‘scientific mythology’ takes the form of an uncon-
scious drive to respond to a socially important phenomenon (and all the
problems of identity or integration are socially important) in religious or
mythological terms, or in other words in total or totalitarian terms, in
unified and unitary terms (see Bourdieu 1980b).

3 An analysis should also be made of the notion of ‘minorities’, which
tends now to replace that of ‘immigrants’, and which no doubt owes the
popularity it now enjoys to its extreme ambiguity. When applied to
immigrants, the term ‘minority’ is no more than an extension of the
usage that prevails when we have to give a name to other minorities (the
Breton or Occitan minority, etc.). Inspired by the desire to promote a
cause, this illegitimate extension relies upon the bracketing of the his-
torical specificity of Algerian immigration, which is almost exclusively
based upon features that function as stigmata (see Sayad 1985).

4 Or at least a certain form of integration, or integration in the sense of
involvement in the economic system that lies at the genesis of both
emigration and immigration.

5 Family immigration; the appearance of a generation of immigrants who
were born in France and who are ‘children of France’; the destruction of
all the simulations and dissimulations, or the mythologies that make up
the migratory phenomenon, which all our mental categories and our
ways of thinking about it — and they are a form of ‘state thought’ — lead
us to perceive as temporary, as subordinate to work, which is the only
reason for its existence, and as ‘politically neutral’, etc.

6 The crisis in employment and its effects on the status of immigration as a
whole, and not only the juridical status of immigrants.

7 Integration is at once more than that an

1 This state of affairs seems no
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d something else. One can be

Poor or even margi i i i i
arginal (or even a delinquent) and still be ‘integrated’ into

the society in which one lives.

CHAPTER 11 NATURALIZATION

t to be new; if the historical evidence is to

e reli i in di
elied upon, it can be found in different forms and in varying degrees

at different times — it reaches
pnly'when there is

who, good ‘naci ot nineteenth century is given by Max Weber,

tion 0%(;’Zlisaa;:10<in?{l;8:sithat he was, studied the effects o%’ the immigra:

SS ee also Pollak 1986). an rural labourers to East Prussia (Weber 1979;
ce Ha )

and th:nl":)‘;sA;ngt ;519}5] 1) comments on the living conditions of Jews,
azism. ghts that made possible their extermination under

es of agreement reached on 10 October 1964 and 27 Decem-

ber 1968 (wh; _
letters exc(har:;ildain:}?d?d the earlier agreement); and finally the series of
the a dVantagc e 15 is now a_classic protocol, no doubt because it has
and more delicate boring th sides the need to enter into more difficult
of State for Imm; r gotiations ~ between, on the one hand, the Secretary
to France, of 26_g7alglt Workers and, on the other, Algeria’s Ambassador

’ ecember 1978, 20 December 1979, 10 November

1983and 3 D /
ment (dated zeccmber 1984; mention should also be made of the amend-

® last agreement to
L€ expression is used by Ma
.The Jew himself can behave
It as something foreign, for
actual nationality, !
!n all other cases,
1zation originateg
French society an
that have led the
French nationalj
object of a rati
naturalized as

rX in his reply to his master Bruno Bauer:
only like a Jew towards the state, i.e. treat
c1g he opposes his chimerical nationality to
his illusory law to actual law’ (Marx 1843: 213).

or in other words whenever the candidate for natural-
from the popular classes (the popular classes of both
d their society of origin), whatever the circumstances
m to become naturalized or which have granted them
ty, naturalization, because it cannot in this case be the
onalization in the sense of constituting the act of being
I alize a strictly and absolutely administrative act (which means
!gnoring its other aspects) and in the sense of an a posteriori rationaliza-
tion of t_hat same act, must be accompanied by the obligatory repression
of all its other dimensions and meanings which, although always
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. d and : 11 Itis not as though naturalization should not have been a source of profit
imply — by making a virtue of a necessity — ignored an or that it would have been more acceptable if it were not s.elf—seekll"lg
presim’ka;es:r:sp nyot to give rise to remorse or a feeling og gull.l & land and did not result in 4 few privileges. But because that is, ultimately, its
over Qoxe ization | 0 many years of political a function, it i trays, in the absence of other
6 The history of colonization is m?ldeblilrpo(}fftc?rced ‘a)IIIZgia“‘:e’ to a foreign ?:alz’onl; tha(:nt’mghi“hzt:rg oil\);‘é:nil:l}; g?ffer}:er:t meaning, the intentions
national alienation, too long a habi between colonized and colonizers behind ir: £ \ blg' e 1 tl; cynical mten
nation and nationality, a relationship l;:twe loiters and exploited chin “},1' }c;cause they oblige natura 1zation to reveal the fyh lonial
. 1 1 een ex 3 H ;
that was experienced as a relatlon_ShIP_ ctw 0 n1: that succeeded one tions ﬁw Ich are afimlt'ted to) behind I, t‘he advar.ltage Ot the colonia
and, finally, the cost of the multiple msulfl“’-g 101 ar. which became a situation and the ‘mmigration to which it leads is that it reveals the
’ 1o r to the final war, . i ich. ; : ;
another and which, from the ﬁfSt_Wal tionalistic and more testing, hidden truth which, in ¢very other case, is surrounded by more symbolgc
war of liberation, became meezsmg y r:iain the colonial situation, o in : tetermmatlons, and determinationg that are more gratifying in symbolic
sl imilati it was understoo uridical: erms.
This is assimilation as i St ial rather than juridical: _ . o _
¢ other words in a sense that was political fmd Sz:glsociological assimila- 12 Eth harkis were Algerian auxiliaries who fought on the French side
political assimilation into French sovereignty ‘ uring the war of Independence, Translator’s note]. This situation is not
tion into French customs. he idea of the nation and then the ‘ wuhqut its advantages. Whilst some naturalisés refuse to g0 back to
8 Of all the attributes that can promote the i eah about the role played by Algeria, ratber as though they were drawing the logical conclusions (or
cause of nationalism, we can never S?Y Cno‘;iim ly as a force that could | the COHCluS_»lons they believe to be logical) from their Situation, their
religion and the role it was made to PbaY’ "‘s) b ali tive force that rallied v}vllV_es Apirov.lde the.nece‘ssary link with Algeria because, having retained
preserve the national ‘personality’, ot Zlism' religion in the service of ;\lm Algerian nationality, they act a5 intermediaries between them and
people to the national causeh andt}?natll(')gcal h; s distanced itself from '8era ~ je. all thejr rel
.e ‘ the poii
e political, especially when ¢ . dounya (the
:}e‘lig?ous insg’airation, religion — din — subordinated to the y

d) may,
world, the secular, the here and now, as opposed to the beyond) may,

ng or a particular form o they are forbidde
Itimately, be no more than the beginning or rticular for 13 h idden to g
ultim 2 p

whether
no is forh: $0; no doubt one forbids oneself to do what one
g . be inverted and lead to a sanctification of ke dvg,s ::rne 1}? orbidder, i agube one f bids oneelf o o aton:
e T aS(;t 5 ef:?nnOf s . o when,not?,orat olne Would like to be forbidden to do Prohibi
. two tendencies a : . o < one
9 ;hetls'ltiztzas:l;hilational identity is synonymous with, respectively, ‘being
n >

ed) and sel-

. » in other words
naturalization

13 The effects of thig

i ith same habitus
Arab’, ‘being Muslim’, being an Arabic speaker. It is synong'r:(:)lgfl ivzved)
r .
bcing’on the side of the colonized (or thqse whq were_toigg colonized)
and the dominated, in other words sharing their posi

prohibition st

€m, grosso modo, from the
from the same

disposition with regard to

fact of modify, in a me chaﬂge are definitely at the origin of the Proposals t?
. . d by the fact o » IR e restrictive sense, the modalities of the ac quisition «
. tively, in all the systems impose ‘ iy in  mox . :
nomic system and, co;rela 1f d):’)mination. It is also synonymous with Fench iinens fllp, o e sense, the. b).’ i o7 3 lj na]?on.ahte’
colonization or the. act o (the same habitus) with regard to all : out clloer ourer b definea’by he Code & Parona
having the same dlspos,monS ic capital and every other form of ermkusé eoptagta et oy wil e cablhe spea’k ’; t}}e
these systems, and especially ecOr_lomlf th pcolonizers and the dominant, pockets fom’e_d by 'mmigrants (before they become ‘ghettoes’). See in
capital (rather than being on t}"C sldF.O ¢ ith regard to their dominant particula Be‘aulemGamier an | |
and sharing their system of dlsposm‘?ns wfl Arag culture in the double 14 ?rtlcl E 23: ‘Any R w1076 i“egitimats, bo'n; 124Fr33ce‘ "
economy). It is synonymous with being o demic or learned culture. rench if one of jog citimate or ilegidmars, bors h.lda }? -
of an anthropological culture and academic o 79a (especially however, only one of L. arents was born thece’; arccl 2 et
0 s(gns::he theme of the anathema on m’tourni, sc;e Sayald 19 t: natﬁraliza- French by virtye O arvi Brenes. s born i Eranc, 4 hild whv i
n tin, ch ¢ - . o
lar vocabulary rela 8 . uality in th : Sption of
pp. 130 and 131). The whole popu ar ssions, the idea of denial quality in the six omtig e Shall have e .d]cs st
tion betrays, often thanks to figurative expre d the notions of reversal, gra?ce s understoog 1o cceding ics age of P ot co
l | | : . ité: < €SC > s
. . o coneing ing; it i ¢ l1a nationalijte, g t ses of the pr
o {laturall}za;lggl’] agsez:ivng < has wpserc he masi:mg(; . ‘3 understood to mean (:fle }:r?egl;;%?itan territory, a?:dl 3h° Oteric;;;:«) -
transformation, alien ) it, ‘he has upset it’, ‘he has abandone preiood to mean the o o e O X
always said that ht‘:}}l1 aicf?aﬁiiéf}t,h‘fhe haspdycd i’t, ‘he has sold it off seems that that date, which is yrelatively arbitrall‘y, c.or:i?%f; to the
i . a ’ . . A . . . . a sSe s
o }’lafri;li I;r’e 0‘; i, she ‘beng’ o even e ldenmyf’ }‘:“d :So(:rel date af_ter which all persons ‘originating from Algeri Civj)
Cheaplﬂ- he total identity, the ‘being’ or even the soul of the p date after whic
generally, the fenrity
who has been naturalized.

by local law’ who, not having signed in France (by 23
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16

17

18

19

March 1967) the declaration provided for by article 152 of the Code de
la nationalité, are deemed to have lost their French nationality. See
article 1 of the law of 20 December 1966, which modified the edict of
4 July 1962,

The Algerian Code de nationalité, both as originally formulated (law of
27 March 1963: Code de la nationalité algérienne, JORA, 2 April 1963,
p. 306) and as reformulated (edict of 15 December 1970, JORA, 18
December 1970, p. 1202), stipulates that ‘1. Any child born to an
Algerian father is Algerian by descent’ (paragraph 1 of articles 5 and 6
of the first and second codes respectively).

Education is, to say the least, a guarantee that the child has a good
knowledge of French, and that skill is regarded as both the most object-
ive index and the most reliable precondition for assimilation (see article
69 of the Code de la nationalité). What is more, it is specifically men-
tioned in the Code and, once the higher level has been achieved, the
course is shortened by two years: ‘The course mentioned in article 62 is
reduced to two years: for a foreigner who has successfully completed
two years of higher education with a view to acquiring a diploma
awarded by a French university or institute of higher education’ (article
63, paragraph 1).

This is the only explanation of why proof of civic-mindedness is re-
quired in order to acquire a nationality and why tests are set for that
purpose, beginning with the most solemn of all: the oath of loyalty to
the allegiance implied by the act of naturalization. Similarly, the legisla-
tion concerning naturalization has to be related to this context of real
suspicion if we are to grasp its real nature and understand its full
meaning; unlike legislation that applies only to foreign workers, this
legislation can be seen as a means of preventing espionage, as any
immigrant can be (and is, in his own way) a ‘spy’, and as any spy can
disguise himself as ‘an immigrant worker’; ‘nationally’ speaking, there is
no difference between the worker and the (professional) spy: they look
alike and cross the same frontiers in the same way.

Border controls provide one example of this normalization process.
Borders are places where, as one moves from one territory to another
and one sovereignty to another, the nationality of passengers is objecti-
fied and where a distinction is made between the country’s nationals and
foreigners. The fact that, whatever their social characteristics (labour-
ers, white-collar workers or shopkeepers, people from the towns or the
countryside, men and women, young and not so old), Algerians need,
more and more frequently and in ever greater numbers, to show French
identity papers in order to enter Algeria or, which amounts to the same
thing, to be acknowledged and recognized as Algerian (and/or French),
cannot but influence both the behaviour of the agents responsible for the
controls and, more generally, public opinion as a whole. As they grow
older, an increasing number of these Algerians who describe themselves,
or who are in the circumstances (anything to save face) described as
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dolffeclzll)éiffl:;}tx ror ‘French. despite tht.amselves’, will eventually pro-

concention .t natu:agifeseptatnor} pf national identity and a different

ambrs e o be::zaanon; fthls is, obviously, l.)ecause of their growing

both direction. Lyl < use of the freque‘ncy. with which they travel in
_ ns, but it is also because their distinctive social characteris-

and other external Signs betray l"“}Ch,.their levt'al of professional skills

sense of being physica

lly at eas i
speak, from the tra ditional o y ¢, etc.) distance them, so to

thoritative persona — which l%rant, o thu% Bive them a more au-

20 ‘Popularize’ in both sen C?“ ead to accusations of apostasy.
and the social sense: in }SICS of the word, or in both the morphological
tions and, as a lo : 1t e sense of Increasing the number of naturaliza-
gical corollary, popularizing naturalization amongst

the popular classe i
! s, whi L . .
population, evep th;ugh ;h make up the majority of the immigrant

as ‘bourgeois® is traditionallmocli"e Of behaviour hat might be described
or even ethics, ¥ alien to them and goes against their ethos

: n all
o enthusiasm for o » Most recently at thel':xvg:hofd 1.3, and showi
aditnow.., wit
ea of doing his military
sulate _has not even bothered to go and
; €0es not reject French nationality but ‘will
ed the terms he himself uses, the

brought up ; . ha id: ‘I was not born in Al eria, [ was not
P In Algeria, 'm not at home in Algeria (gr I don’t have

Algerian habits), T dops so5.
all the same,’ s) 1 don’t think like an Algerian...but I feel Algerian

22 The onl res ..
as deﬁnzd byualtrt(i)cfl;:vzl;mg the protocol for granting French nationality,
dangerous increase | ha“d 24 of the Code de la nationalité, would be a
they are, sociolog; i1 the number of subjects whose de facto identity —
ogically speaking, French ~ is not corroborated by their

de jure ident;
entity because h .
French nationality, » not having requested it, they do not have

23 Young man of 23 who ha
Algerian family in France

24 ?:irv:g?;‘;i}:nsﬂf\t'ed his apprenticeship to life’.
actional relatioo en regarc.is relations of sti'gm;.m.zanon as merely i.nter.
viduals ang ns, or relations between an individual or group of indi-
25 Th T and others (see Goffman 1963).
. €u _t‘f“at_c expression of the illusory character of this (impossible)
ccognition is the now famous formula: ‘If you are an Arab, you remain
an A.rab even if you become Colonel Ben Daoud.’ Rightly or wrongly —
that is not the important point — it has been attributed to a naturalized

S, as he himself says, ‘two places of birth’: his
» and France, ‘the country where he was born

/~\ RS
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French Algerian, who was a graduate of Saint-Cyr and an officer in the
French army at the beginning of the twentieth century. . "

26 The context of immigration differs from the colonial context in that the
latter can generate nationalism as a subversive strategy t?csngned not to
magically abolish the stigma thanks to a symbolic inversion of the Slg;l\S
of discrimination, but to totally invert the scale of values on which the
stigma is based, or in other words to destroy the balance o.f. power
which, by establishing the stigma, leads to a quest for rehab}lxtatlon,
and then to self-assertion and confirmation of the stigma; coming closs
to home, it also differs from regionalist demands which, ultimately an
at bottom, inevitably borrow from nationalist demands (see Bourdieu
1980a). €

27 The terms used here are borrowed from Bou— Hammas. Part of t s
interview he agreed to give ~ on the social use of names — is reproduce
below.

28 For a more detailed analysis of the social representation of the body Zr}d
the social uses of the body, on the one hand, and of Ehc issues involved in
the struggle for an autonomous definition of idcnt}ty, on the o_ther, s7€e
the articles in Actes de la recherche en sciences soc:ales,.4 (April 1?)7 )s
particularly that by Bourdieu (1977b), as well as Bourdieu 1980a, -

29 ltissignificant that, as a general rule, all codes of nationality - or at €
all the codes I have consulted: Algerian, Tunisian, Moroccan, Egyptian
and Turkish, as well as the codes of almost all other Arab counmesb—
deal with the naturalized citizen’s change of name: a name seems to . (;
an alterity that has to be reduced, and thf:reforc a real or pgécr;ltli
stigma (a verbal stigma) that has to be abo!lshcd. One might add tha E
the more ‘foreign’ (or ‘barbarian’) the original name (qr forenam_c) o
the naturalized citizen, the greater the social and sometimes even insti-
tutional requirement to adopt a new name (or forename). —

30 His behaviour appears to have been dictated by a murky affair relating
to events during the last years of colonial Algeria. None of.the questions
asked of his children and his wife - but never directly of him - shed agy
light on this mysterious business. It appears to have something t[c)) ro
with some plan to take revenge for material wrongs — probably symbolic
rather than material - he suffered during the war.

CHAPTER 12 IMMIGRATION AND 'STATE THOUGHT'

1 ‘The comparative study of foreigners ... a subject that can be dcscr:ibgd
as universal in the sense that this social phenomenon is foun llri
all human societies past and present. There have at all times 'z}xf]d in :to
places been foreigners who have, in varying degrees, a status di ere;xto to
those persons who are not regarded as fqrelgners. qute :partdr of
the geographical and historical universality of the subject, thc itu ynd
the status of foreigners can be extended to every branch of the law a
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to human social activities as a whole.” This is how the jurist John
Gilissen defines the universality of the migratory phenomenon in his
introduction to the work of the Société Jean Bodin (Gilissen 1958: vol.
1, 42-52).
This is how Emile Benveniste (1969: 14-15, 41, 150-1£.) defines the act
of division, the act that consists in decreeing the continuity and rupture,
the introduction of discontinuity into continuity. It is a matter of ‘tracing
borders as straight lines’, of separating “inside and outside, the realm of
the sacred and the realm of the profane, the national territory and
foreign territory’. See also Bourdieu 1980a (frequent reference will be
madf: to this article, from which I have borrowed extensively).
In hng attempt to found a science of Judaism, which also makes a vital
contribution to our understanding of the constitution of Jewish identity,
Gershom Scholem (1980), makes a distinction between *‘assimilation to
the external’ and ‘assimilation of the external’. The former is a form
of alienation, and the latter the precondition for the survival and per-
petuation of identity in 4 dominated situation. Only the latter possibility
allovs{s an escape from the alternative between, on the one hand,
an alienated identity defined by others and for others, and constituted
by the external 8aze, and, on the other, a self-affirmation which may be
no more tha.n a reprise of the image that the dominant have produced
and which s reﬂecteq back to them in the form of a challenge. The

es, first between dominated and dominant, and then

hare that identity (between Jews, between immi-
1 debates (about naturalization, about the choice
mmigration and country of origin, about religious
dalities, and so on) inevitably being affected by the
s take place beneath the gaze of the dominant and
e possibility (or probability) of racism.

étween country of j
affiliation and jes mo
fact that they alway
therefore contain th
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‘A brilliant excavation of the condition we usually describe a5
immigration. Sayad brings {0 light aspects of that condition typically

S U ﬁe [| n g camouflaged or neutralized by the language itself of most academic

research on immigration. He jux(aposes to this language the
Of the apparent opacity of the language of immigrants’ lived experience

and helps us see its transparence and what it communicates.

I m m l g fa ﬂt saskia Sassen, author of Guests and Aliens

This work of outstanding originality is a powerful account of the nature of immigration and the
condition of the immigrant in our societies today. It represents the synthesis of twenty years’
of research on immigration and emigration, two ProCesses that are, by their nature, as
inseparable as the two sides of a coin, yet so different in appearance that we are led to believe
that one can be understood without reference to the other. By highlighting the intrinsic
relationship between these two phenomena, Abdelmalek Sayad - an Algerian sociologist and
close associate of Pierre Bourdieu - succeeds in providing a comprehensive and illuminating
account of the nature of immigration and the lives of immigrants in the West.

Through a sensitive and profound analysis, the author reveals the reality of the displaced
existence of immigrants and the harrowing contradictions that characterize it. Among these
contradictions is the deep collective dishonesty thiough which immigration perpetuates itself,
where immigrants are compelled, out of respect for themselves and the group that allowed
them to leave their country of origin, to play down the suffering of emigration and to
encourage more of their compatriots 10 join them. Separated from their families, towns and
homelands, and weighed down by the unshakeable guilt of this absence, immigrants are also
absent’ in their country of arrival, where they quickly become victims of exclusion and are
seen simply as members of the workforce.

students in sociology, anthropology, cultural studies, politics and geography, as well as the
general reader, will find this an invaluable text.

Abdelmalek Sayad, 1933-88, was an Algefian sociologist and Director of Research.at CNRS
(National Centre for sociological Research).
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