Introduction

|mperia|i5r‘n still casts a considerable shadow over our own times.

—Edward Said, Culture and Imperialism

BEGINNING IN THE LATE 1940S and throughout the Algerian War
for Independence (1954-1962), France offered a growing number of ser-
vices to over 300,000 fﬂgerian migrants living in the metropole. For about
fifteen years, these services, which supp]emented the nation’s generous
welfare state, exclusive[y targeted Mger'rarls sertled in France as part of the
state’s larger effort to maintain control over French _Algeria. The overarch-
ing project brought together government agencies and private charitable
associations to construct “an experimenta[ labc-ratc-ry” that sought to trans-
form Algerian mr‘grams.' The administrators and direct service providers
built what became a network of services that soughr to prov'rde Algeriarls,
families in particular, “a lictle something extra to he[p them ugrasp equaL
'1tj-r.”2 In doing so, the Algeriart welfare network built upon and brought
rogerher two of the Repub['rc’s long—standiﬂg social engineering projects—
the cr'vi['rz'rﬂg mission and the welfare state.

The central goal of this book is to show how the Algerian welfare
networls, by recasting and fu.sing these two projects, imp[emented a trans-
formed ci\'ilizing mission, sometimes referred to as a modernization mis-
sion,” in the metropole. I explore the complex and often uneven ways
social po[icy for J’tlgerian migrants braided together compassion and coer-
cion, service and surveillance, mora]izing paternalism and generous mate-
rial benefits. Why did the French government construct a well-developed
network of social programs for this particular minority community durirlg
the tumultuous period of decolonization? Why, in the midst of a bloody
anticolonial war that culminated in the loss of France’s most prized impe-
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rial possession, did the state extend to A_igerians the benefits associated
with membership in the national community? Why did women and fami-
lies, a small but growing minority of the A_igerian popuiatioﬂ in France,
pia}' such an important role in the state’s project?

In the unique circumstances of the posr—Wc-rid War 11 iandscape,
official poiicy made the Aigeriaﬂ welfare network a centerpiece of state en-
deavors to prove to Aigeriaﬂs, to the French, and to the international com-
munity that Algerians were part of the nation. France officially embraced
Aigeriari migrants. The state framed A_igerian migranrs’ access to welfare
benefits in the principie of universal rights, granting them all of the met-
ropoiiran welfare state’s services and encouraging families to settle and re-
produce. At the same time, the architects of the network accepted and
perperu.ared the idea that Aigerians had not yet “grasped equaiity”; AigeriA
ans would have to remake themselves, become like the French, if they were
to succeed in adapting to life in the metropoie. According to North African
Famiiy Social Service (Service social familial nord-africain, SSFINA), one
of the most prominent private associations receiving government subsi-
dies, A_igerians had particular needs that required “speciaiized or compie—
mentary services.” Organizations like North African Family Social Service,
which became the networlds backbone, insisted they did not replace regu-
lar welfare benefits available to all citizens. Rather their programs—frc-m
educational courses teaching gender—determiﬂed skills to housing assis-
tance—intended “to affirm . . . and to valorize” the work done in reguiar
services.* Furthermore, the welfare networl’s administrators and its direct
service prcn'iders hopeci to convince ﬂigerians of the benefits of modern
society—everything from the joys of consumerism to the advantages of
embracing France’s supposedi}r universal culture—while simuitaneousiy
weaning them of any attachment to Aigeriari nationalism.

Pc-iiricaiiy, esrabiishing and ﬁlnding specialized welfare programs
provided concrete evidence that France—which saw itself as the birthpiace
of modern human rigi'lts—sought to establish equaiity. Reforms enacted in
the 1940s officially afforded Algerians all of the rights and responsibilities
of cirizenship “without distinction of origin, race, ianguage or reiigion”;i
Aigeriaﬂs, thus, had no need to seck indepeﬂdence. The reforms also reit-
erated A_igeria’s iﬂtegra_i piace in the nation; Aigeria was not a coiony but
three French departments administered by the Interior Ministry. In the
days after the Front de libération nationale (FLN) launched its initial at-
tacks on 1 November 1954, Interior Minister Frangois Mitterrand famously
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declared before the National Assembiy, tcﬁi.igeri:i is France.”® A year later,
he reiterated it was “im:iispensabie that A_igeria remain an extension of
the metropoie” and that the Repubiic remain “one and indivisible.”” To
support its soaring rhetoric, the state heralded the civiiizing potenriai of
speciaiized services, which allowed France to claim prouciiy that it did ev-
erything in its power to help Algerians adjust to life in the metropole,
to restore harmony between compatriots from different parts of Greater
France, and to upiifr its ei’larges. In this way; the welfare network was never
Whoiiy merropoiiran or colonial, but grew out of techniques, institutions,
and personnel that moved fluidly across the Mediterranean Sea. French
social poiicy and action for Aigerians provicie concrete evidence of the
interconnectedness of what Gary Wilder has called the French “imperial
nation-state.”®

The overall message underscored A_igerians’ piace within the nation
as speciai, particuiar citizens. Classified as Frangais misiclmans Jﬂifgérie,
or French Muslims from Aigeria, Mgerians’ status illustrated the tension
between ttL‘:;riizlveil‘:;ie:s of inclusion and practices of exclusion that have in-
formed the republican project” for two centuries.” Although French uni-
versalism has iong been associated with the principie ofjus soli,'"” which
has allowed anyone born on the nation’s soil to claim iegai membership, a
number of cases, ranging from Jews, to women, to colonial subjects, have
highiighted “the limits of universalism.™"' Extending Citizenship, however
flawed, to a particuiar category of citizens underscores this tension and
provides a quiuressentiai exampie of the c,ompiex and “fluid meanings of
‘race.””'? The French gmppied with A_igerians’ otherness by insisting that
this particuiar, benighteci group of migrants could be made compatibie
with French universal culture if everyone involved worked hard to heip
Aigeriaus overcome their “haudicaps.”'-i Services addressed concerns about
what to do with Aigerian migrants, how to address their presumed back-
wardness, how to shield gooci migrants from the infuence DfAigerian na-
tionalism, how to heip them aciapt, how to monitor them d_iscreetiy, and
how to win their ic-ya.iry. In short, the civiiizing poteuriai of its services
propelled the Algerian welfare network.

THIS CIVILIZING POTENTIAL depended on the ability of social ser-
vices to address families and women in particuiar, extending the welfare
state’s ttmc-rzliizing mission” to A.igeriau migrants.'“ The architects of the
welfare network encouraged Aigerian f:amiiy settlement in order to en-
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sure proper uinregration”—a concept the French defined diﬂ:erently for
male workers and migrant families. Beginning in 1948, French officials
observed a shift in migration patterns. According to Jean-Jacques Rager, a
University ofﬁlgiers graduate, colonial government official, and expert on
emigration, “in recent years, [A_lgerians] have had a tend.ency to sertle de-
finitively in France with their wives.""" In addition to witnessing migration
patterns “changiﬂg, progressively” from temparary labor toward definitive
settlement, experts, high—rankiﬂg government officials, and direct service
providers afforded fa.rnily settlement a disproportionare amount of atten-
tion and funding.”‘ Even though the vast majority (over Eighry percenr) of
Algeriaﬂ migrants in France were male workers participating in the post-
war economic boom, contemporary experts recommended “family immi-
gration” since it was “in keeping with the natural order of rhings.” 7 Long
before most Mgerians in France lived as families, the state encouraged Al-
gerian Fﬂmfly settlement for a host of reasons: to avoid giving “these French
from North Africa the impression they were treated diﬂ"erent[y than the
French from other departments,”m to prevent miscegenation, to infiltrate
Algerian families through domestic outreach programs, to convert them to
French ways, and to fight against Algerian nationalism.

These social policies and the violent dislocation of millions of people
during the Mgerian War made women and families the fastest growing and
most politicaﬂy .signiﬁcant segment of the Algerian populatioﬂ in France.
The state attached great political importance to tmnsforming A_lgerian mi-
grants and to mal{ing them feel “almost at home.”"* Algerians, however,
were not at home. Colonial discourses Emphasizing Algerians’ “absolute
difference” influenced expert voices.”” By q_ualifying Algeriaﬂs’ place in the
metropo[e, these experts exposed their [ingeriﬂg concerns about the risks
Algerian settlement posed to the nation’s “virality.” Merrc-politan France of-
ﬁcial[y eschewed the legal discriminarion and the high[y organizec[ system
of surveillance embedded in the colonial regime and interwar po[icing. As
Rager noted in his 1950 doctoral thesis, metropolitan authorities needed
to avoid re-creating the “confusion between police work and social” ser-
vices that had left Algeri;ms in France c[uring the interwar years with “a
bad memory.”zl Instead, the state fostered a hybrid system, in which its
agencies worked with local government offices and dozens of private, pub—
lidy funded institurions that became the motor of the specia[izec[ welfare
network. Ideally, the range of programs and services worked together to
reach coordinated goals. Yet, Conﬂ'lcting priorities inhibited the state’s at-
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tempt to horizonral[y and verricaﬂy coordinate the welfare network and
exposed di\'ergeﬂt, often contradictory visions about how best to approach
what became known as the “Algerian problem.” Some administrators, es-
pecial[y those focused on ensuring that Algerians remained a flexible and
unregulated labor pool, advocated vocational training programs, language
courses, and sing[e—sex dormitories for male migrants. [ntegration had a
limited role in these programs, J:'eferring only to migrant workers relation-
ship to the industrial workplace. A growing number of officials, however,
parricularly those most concerned with saving French .E’ngeria and with
imp[ementing an improved version of the transformative civﬂfzing project
{(which they believed had been abandoned by the colonial lobby), devel-
oped services for women and families.

Algerian women p[ayec[ a vital role in this project to remake the en-
tire migrant population. Welfare administrators and providers reg;arded
women as the conduits of change. H'Jey built upon a tradition that had
long constructed women as natural educators, vessels of social and cul-
tural knowledge, who, nevertheless, had to be taught how to care for their
families properly. Since the nineteenth century, male experts and middle-
class female volunteers worked to instill values in women that embraced
consumer society and al[egianc,e to the nation.”” These ideas migrared to
Algeria (and other parts of the empire], where a wide range of colonial ac-
tors insisted “it is through the women that we can get hold of the soul of a
people” and “bring frenchification to their hearth.”* Frantz Fanon echoed
these arguments in his well-known critique of French colonialism, written
while he worked as a psychiatrist in Algeria at the height of the war. Fanon
recognized Algerian women played #he central role; the colonizer believed
that if he could “win over the women . . . the rest will follow.”*

French officials also encouraged Algerian family settlement in France
because, as Ann Stoler reminds us, “the intimate” is an “embartled sl:mv:e.”:q
The domestic realm, made a site ofpub[ic intervention by the modern state
in both the metropolitaﬂ and colonial settings, offered the promise of total
transformation. For the administrators and social workers of the Algerian
welfare network, its programs promised the kind of access to the house-
hold the colonizer had dreamed of but never attained. Usfng the geﬂdered
language that rypfﬁed the hierarchical nature of conquest, metropolitan
welfare network practitioners framed their mission as the need “to pen-
etrate” the intimate fami[y space.36 If social workers could imbue Algerian
women with a desire for the benefits of French society, they could influence
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men and the next generation. If Algerian women became proper, modern
French housewives they could satisfy their husbands. By targeting women
and families dii:i:'erenrij,r from male workers, welfare providers imagined
their burdensome task would defeat Algerian nationalism and realize the
elusive imperia.i dream of uplii:ring Algerian migrants.

During the Third Republic, the reiarionship between racial hygieﬂe,
eugenics, pronataiism, and social welfare i{ept Algeriaﬂ.s and other perceived
undesirables from the colonial empire on the eci.ge of France’s burgec-ning
welfare state.”” France’s demogmphic decline intensified French prc-nataL
ism, which fixed social poiicies on the control of women’s reproducti\'e
funcrion to ensure the nation’s furure.”® To reinvigorate France, welfare pro-
grams prornc-ted i:ecundiry, immigration poiicies sought out “assimilable
races,” and the police closeiy monitored male colonial workers.” Colonial
migrants received some segregated services, but the government limited the
range of benefits, inciuding famiiy allowances, to those deemed capa]:)ie of
contributing to national reproc[ucti\'e growrh.

After World War II, however, the threat of decolonization, cc-upied
with the loss of status and the shame associated with Vichy collaboration,
made it possible for Algerian women to become part of what Kristen Ross
has called France’s Cold War project of “hygiene and modernization.”
Algerian women became a part of the solution in the 1950s because the
future of French Algeria hung in the balance. In the new context, experts
workiﬂg in the Aigerian welfare network advocated i:amiiy settlement be-
cause it “humanized and normalized™ this popuiarion and was preferable
to “a mass of isolated, uproc-rec[, and pooriy adapted individuals,” i.e.,
singie men.”!

Before the violence of the colonial war erupted in metropoiitan
France in the latter part of the 1950s, monitoring the Algerian migrant
popuiation remained a delicate operation. Since the rhetoric of keeping
Algeria French centered on the idea of inclusion, most eariy monitoring
happened discreetly, often behind the scenes. As part of the larger project
to win hearts and minds, the state monitored A.igerians rhrough services,
which played an important role in their uadaprarion to our BEuropean
lite™ while at the same time “separating them from any subwversive propa-
gandﬂ.”53 The state also carefuiiy framed Aigerians’ suppiementa_i services
as ind.ispensable, partiy to assuage concerns among local officials and the
general population that these services amounted to special privileges only
Aigeriaﬂs’ received.
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At the height of the Algerian conflict that ushered in the Fifth Repub-
lic in 1958, the state transferred policing techniques and personnel trained
in Aigeria to France to rout the FLN. Eroughout the final years of the war,
the welfare nerwork’s reiarionship to the ﬁght against Aigerian national-
ism remained strong if cc-mpiex. Some prc-viders condoned state-sponsored
violence, but most resisted poiice infiltration and became eioquent critics
of repressive tactics. Nevertheless, the most knowledgeable experts and de-
voted service pro\'iders depicted “these poor peopie” as vicrims of the FLN
and of their own deficiencies; rhey deserved pity not hatred.?*

The welfare network relied on experiences and ideas drawn from
both the colonial and metropolitan “laboratories of social modernity.”*
In both contexts, France pred.icared its mission on the need to modern-
ize and transform society and on an u.nfairering belief in the superior-
ity of France's supposed_iy universal culture and its duties. Beginning in
the nineteenth century, the c.iviiizing mission rested on the notion of mise
en valeur,” which evoked the need to bring out the best, to extract the
coion}"s full porentiai using every tool that modern society and rechnoiogy
had to offer. And while it is most often associated with the development
and expioitation of economic resources, as Alice Conlklin has pointed out,
colonizers also applied mise en valenr to the “social milieu.” In both con-
texts, social reformers advocated “state intervention” in order to ensure
“a heaithy, efficient, and productive social order.” In the metropoie, the
reguiation, strengrhening, and improvement of society centered on what
Jacques Donzelor, buiiding on Michel Foucault’s notion of ]::-ic-pc-wer,-i? has
called “the policing of families.” Developing “the quality of a population
and the strength of the nation” became the central goal, the mise en valenr,
of the welfare state’s protectionist famiiy p-:)ii::ie.sﬁ'3

By the 1950s, the work in the Algerian welfare network exemplified a
meld.ing of the merrc-pc-liran and colonial projects through a national man-
date to integrate and monitor Aigerians. The most dedicated advocates,
many of whom came out of France’s social Catholic tradition, vigorously
worked to ensure the u:u:i;lp'c:itic-n and integration of these families in the
French cc-mmunity.”}’ Elisabeth Malet, for exampie, who first worked for
a prominent social Catholic association and then became liaison for North
African affairs with the Social Security office in Paris, argued that “French
Muslims from f"dgeria” had particu_iar needs and cultural preconceptions.
Teams of nurses and social workers within the system needed speciai train-
ing to assist A_igerians—and A_igerian women in particu_iar—and to pre-
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vent them from being left “on the margins of French ,sc-cier},r.”'icl E.xperts,
inciudiﬂg social scientists, government bureaucrats, administrators, and
direct services providers, agreed that Algerian migrants posed many prob-
lems and needed to be transformed to fit into modern, Western society.

At the same time, elements within the network perceived and re-
spoﬂded to the Aigerian probiem in a variety of ways. The range of
responses—from direct service proviciers, who spoke out against the war,
to hc-using managers, who refused to accept A_igerian residents in their
apartment compiexes—highiight the agency of groups and individual
actors. Lhe states goai.s and political agencia, repiete with internal con-
tradictions, did not have absolute power or proceed as a monolith over
Aigerian migrants. The way agencies, experts, and direct service providers
inrerpreteci problems and possibie solutions reveals when and Why “discre-
tionary power” made it possibie for competing national, local, and colonial
interests to pursue very different solutions.*" The rivalries and distinctly
different approaches to the A.lgerian probiem allowed bureaucrats, police
officers, social workers, and .t’l.igerians to navigate the systemn in ways that
conflicted with one another and sometimes contradicted official policy.

Leading advocates spoke out against racial discrimination and resi-
dential segregation and made impassioned pieas about the need for soli-
ciariry between French citizens on both sides of the Mediterranean. Yer, the
expert knowledge they disseminated perpetuated contradictory colonial
notions. [t reimagiﬂed elements of French racial thought by ciepictiﬂg Al-
gerians as “piiant, as Orientals” while uphc-iciing France’s commitment to
“the fundamental unity of the human f;u:'nii}r.”"'2 The didactic literature,
constructed to heip service providers in their work, began with the pre-
sumption that ﬁlgerians came from a bacloward, premoderﬂ society gov-
erned by a collective menrality. Aigerians had to be remade, had to become
part of modern French society if an altered version of the civilizing mission
might ﬁnaliy be achieved in the metropoie. Advocates propo.sed services
geareci toward helping Aigerians’ to overcome a presumed natural inferior-
ity, to turn away from A_igerian nationalism, and to embrace modern life
in the metropole.

To achieve A_igerian integration, the networlds architects hired hous-
ing managers and social workers with experience in the colonial setting.
These reformers simultaneously endowed former colonists with the status
of:expert on A_igerians’ level of:inregration, criticized their predecessors for
ha\'iﬂg abandoned the truiy selfless mission to heip their lesser brothers
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and sisters, and insisted that the lost endeavor would ﬁnaiiy reach fruition
in the metropoie. In other words, the most dedicated advocates perpetu-
ated colonial discourses about Algerians’ presumed inferiority even as they
ﬁyg}’at dgainst the numerous forms of discriminarion J’ilgerian migrants
faced. In this way, service proviciers parricipared in a kind of soft racism
that insists “on conformiry to metropolitaﬂ norms [and] carries with it hu-
miliations and the annihilation of cultural heritages™ that Sue Peabody and
Tyler Stovall have argued often has the same effects as “*harder’ racism.”*

A nartion that has ic-ng claimed a tradition of color-blindness in law
and social policy,* France also has a tradition of singling groups out for
speciai treatment and for mixing poiice surveillance with welfare support.
In this case, France afforded Aigeriaris’ services because the gc-als of routing
the nationalist threat and patiently teaching ﬁigerians how to become like
the French interlocked. The seeming contradictions in the welfare network
exempiify Etienne Balibar’s contention that we must envision “racism as
universalism.”™ When the welfare network fused with what Pierre Bour-
dieu and Abdelmalek Sayaci called the “interventionalism” of colonialism,
it attempted “to introduce a new poiiticai and social life.™ In doing s0 it
exposed the inherent and probiematic place of the particuiar in the uni-
versalist framework. The two are at once incompatible and inextricably
linked. Universalism makes it impossible to acknowied.ge difference and
claim equality while at the same time defining the universal requires its
opposite, the particular. Foiiowing the impuise to be inclusive, the French
sought to convert the supposedly less fortunate to what was necessarily
a better way. Like other state-led social engineering projects inspired by
what James Scott has called “high-modernist ideology,” the goals of the
Aigeriaﬂ welfare network rested on ﬁlgerian advocates hubris—on an “un-
shakable faith” in their abiiiry to bring sweeping ci‘lange to “all aspects of
social life in order to improve the human condition.”™

WHEN | BEGAN RESEARCH FOR THIS BOOK more than ten years
ago, I planned to focus most of my attention on the perioci fbiiowing
Algerian independence in 1962. Scholarly literature pointed to the advent
of family settlement, particularly in the 1970s, after Algeria (1973) and
France (1974) closed their borders to immigration.*® Despite popular sup-
port for these measures, public outcry that a total ban would permanently
separate families prompted the French government to implement family
reunification programs for male workers and their families. In the wake
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of these programs, immigration was said to have shifted from “the single
man to the family"—from temporary worker migration to permanent
settlement.* Professors, colleagues, and archivists reinforced this message,
discoumging me from searching for evidence re[ating to A_lgetian families
in the 1950s because the migration flow followed the Gastarbeiter model:
male workers came to France temporarily to work in the massive post-
war economic boom that became known as the LLthirt)-r glotious years.”iu I
persisted; if there were no families, why had North African Fami[y Social
Service opened its doors and started providing services in 1951 I began
working in archival collections from the period of the Algerian War to
understand the origins of these services for an eventual first chapter.

What I discovered utterly transformed the project, making it pos-
sible for me to write a history of the Algerian welfare nerwork from the
immediate post—World War II era until Algeria gained independence in
1962. More than simply allowing me to analyze the importance of Alge-
rian family settlement in metropolitan France during decolonization, my
research demonstrates that gender played a more central role than scholars
had realized. As Nancy Green has argued, the normalized image of the
immigrant is LLsiﬂg[e, male. .. lonely” and mobile. In traditional immigra-
tlon histc-ry, it is the men who move and the women who stay and care
for the home.? Rethinking these assumptions did more than add women
to the existing narrative; it allowed me to bting “metropole and co[ony,
colonizer and colonized . . . into one analytic field” in order to explore
social organization and re[ationships of power.:"?

In recent years, scholars inspired partly by Gerard Noiriel’s call to
end French “amnesia” about the importance of immigration in French
history and by the need to examine how “modern colonialism was a re-
publican proj ect,” have begun to investigate the effects of colonialism and
migration in metrc-politan France by studying, for the most part, the inter-
war era.” Popular memory and much of the scholarship on the post-19.45
period and on Algerian migration in particular, however, have downp[ayed
the uniqueness of Algerians’ relationship to France in what Benjamin Stora
has characterized as a yet another case of purposeful “French amnesia”™—
this time about the A_lgerian War and the history and legacy of colonial-
ism. For Stora, the war without a hame was {and is) at once omnipresent
and France’s great “shame.”* Focusing on economic factors, scho[arship
emphasized both the masculine and the temporary nature of Algerian mi-
gratory patterns and downplayed the history of decolonization.” Yet, care-
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ful examination of the national obsession over the so-called immigration
problem makes it patently clear the forgotten war “never disappeared.™*

The recession of the 1970s exacerbated French antipathy against
North Africans, other Muslims, and peopie of color in France. North Af-
ricans in particuiar became the targets of increasing scrutiny, hatred, vio-
lence, discrimination, and scapegoating at the hands of Far—right leaders
like Jean-Marie Le Pen.”” The memeory of French Algeria reared its head
in national debates over immigration and nationality reform. In the 1980s
and 1990s, public debate increasingly slipped back into the vocabulary of
colonization, interchanging the word “immigrant” for “Muslim.” Those
from the “Maghreb (and particularly Algeria)” became synonymous with
the probiem.i“ As the Franco-Moroccan writer Tahar Ben Jelloun put it,
“France doesnt have a problem with immigration as a whole. It does have
a problem with its own colonial past in generai, and with the A_igerian past
in 1:::11:'tic1_tlar.”;iJ

The work of Francoeﬂlgerian sociologist Abdelmalelk Sayaci, the fa-
ther of J’tlgerian migration studies, has proved most useful to me in re-
think_ing Algerian migration in the decade before Aigerian independence.
Sayar_i’s influential model, which envisioned successive “generations” of
migrants driven by economic pusi‘lapuil factors,”™ came to dominate the
field. Scholars who subsequentiy interpreted his work emphasizeci the eco-
nomic factors and ignored the colonial context. Sayaci, however, never lost
sight of the colonial legacy.f" He stressed the uniqueness of Algerian mi-
gration—he referred to it as c(E::ltempiarj,r”—i:x:vti'i because it created France’s
first, signiﬁcant non—European popu_iation and because it resulted from the
“most unequai balance of powet'.” For Sayad, “the colonization ofﬁlgeria”
gave rise to the economic push-pull factors that perpetuated what has been
more than a century of Pl._igerian migration to France.** Moreover, Sayad
argl.ted the treatment of an immigrant group derives more from whether
a particu_iar minotity community is perceived as acceptable, as capabie
of integrating into the generai popu_iation, than from the ciemographic
composition of that population. As a result, certain groups are recc-gnized
as part ofa permanent, “settler immigration,” while others are imag'ined as
temporary, ~labor” migrants. For Sayad, the way these constructions have
been used—to embrace certain groups and reject others—"borders on the
nonsensical,”®

In other words, discourses about Algerian migrants ciuring the final
decade of French control of Aigeria influenced the perception of this mi-
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nority. Since .t’h_igerians had to be treated as the equals of all other French
citizens, they had to be depicted as possibie settlers and to receive special
services that facilitated their integration into French society and culture.
Families played a central role in this process. Only the end of French rule
in Aigeria, not the demographic composition of the popularion, caused
a major shift in representation. After 1962, the dominant discourse rein-
vented the A_igerian population as a temporary male worker population
whose right to be in France was tenuous at best.

Without dismissing the importance of economic factors, my book’s
examination of the Algeriaﬂ welfare network contributes to schoiarship
expioring social poiicy for immigrants in the second half of the twentieth
v:en'ﬂ.trj,r.‘c”'i In parricuiar, it demonstrates, in concrete terms, how the polirics
of saving French Algeria dominated French policies and practices in regard
to Algeriaﬂ migration in the final years of colonial rule. It also highiights
the links between colonial-era discourses and those of the contemporary
period. Discussions of and responses to the urban unrest of 2005 and the
on-going Veil Affair are framed in public perceptions of Muslims. As Joan
Scott’s work has aptly demonstrated, the national debate about the veil has
not been about Muslim women as much as “it is gbout the dominant French
view of them.”” Contemporary debates draw on assumptions analyzed in
this book: the need to upiifr and rescue women from a parriarchal culture
and Muslims I'm:ompatibiiity with modern, secular culture. The dominant
discourse, now as in the 1950s, frames the discussion in universalism and

exposes the uL".;;'ir;u:ic;x ofa civiiizing mission aimed at the uncivilizable.”®®

TAKEN TOGETHER, these six chaprers demonstrate how from about
1947 to 1962, when saving French Algeria dominated political life, France
sought to teach Aigerians how to become like the French even as Aigerians’
status as citizens remained probiemaric and the state employed surveil-
lance and violent repression to destroy the FLN. Chapter 1 begins with a
sketch of the history of the conquest to highlight Algeria’s unique place in
the French empire and to examine i{e}r colonial themes that influenced the
architects of the merropoliran welfare networl. Subsequentiy, it introduces
the institutions that made up the social welfare nerwork for Aigerians in
France during decolonization. It examines how the state and institutions
that provicied social services on both sides of the Mediterranean forgeri a
new pian to remake the Aigerian popuiation. Thrc-ugh an expiorarion of
the legai status and perceptions of the Aigerian popuiation in France after
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World War I1, Chapter 1 analyzes how contemporaries tried to control mi-
gration. When Algerian migrants were considered as candidates for family
farm resettlement or seen by doctors to determine their fitness, French
responses revealed both latent eugenic attitudes and cc-riﬂicting priorities
at various levels of the French bureaucracy.

To understand how France pursueci its “mﬂquest of hearts,” Chap—
ter 2 examines self-described experts’ propasition for a more benign ver-
sion of the imperial mission. It analyzes the knowledge produced by social
scientists, government bureaucrats, and social reformers, some of whom
had lived in the empire and many of whom had come out of France’s
social Catholic tradition. Through their research and direct contact with
Aigeriari migrants, these EXperts believed they could unravel what they
called the Aigerian enigrna.‘c’? Ti'rey bolstered the notion of France’s gener-
osity, reinforced assumptions about ﬂlgerians’ baclowardness, and insisted
the latter not the former was culpable for Algerians’ predicament. These
authoritative voices sought quantitative and qualitative data in order to
serve openly and monitor quietly. Starting in about 1950, a growing num-
ber of influential experts begaﬂ caiiing for A_igerian famiiy settlement in
France. As an anchor of permanent settlement, the presence of women and
children would prevent miscegenation and stabilize and ciepoiiticize male
workers. Particuiariy as concern about A_igerian nationalism grew, i:arriil'},r
settlement became an avenue for welfare providers to redirect Aigerians’
supposedly collective mentality away from nationalism and toward loyalty
to France.

Chapter 3 traces how social service pro\'id.ers depicteci their vocarion
to overcome Algerians’ apparently natural handicaps. All programs used
the iaﬂguage of aciaptation, but the ultimate goais service prcwfciers had
for men and women d.ivergeci signiﬁcantly. Male workers, considered tem-
porary and flexible, required services to adjust to the labor market. This
narrow view of integration translated into French language courses and vo-
cational skills programs that sought to create cii.scipiined, apoiitica.i laborers
who sent money home to their families. None of these services prepared
male workers for permanent settlement. The small but growing family
popu_iatfon, however, received d_isproportionate attention. The decision to
allocate resources to A.lgerian families testifies to welfare proviciers’ confi-
dence in women’s abiiity to heip their families aciapt to life in France. Yet,
the confidence cieveioped out of assumptions about A.igerian WOITEN as
apoiitfcai and 1'eaci],r to embrace the suppc\sed emancipation social workers
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offered. B}' analyzing home economics instruction, Chap‘cer 3 assesses the
social programs’ goa_l to create modern, Western housewives who cooked
French food, sent their children to school, and abandoned the wveil.

Just as the general housing crisis affected more than a third of the
metropoiitan popularion after World War II, ﬁnding adequate hc-using
characterized the most common and urgent problem f"acing A_lger'lan mi-
grants. Chapter 4 examines efforts to solve the Algerian housing crisis by
using programs available to all citizens as well as specialized services ad-
dressing Algerians’ particuiar needs. Given experrs’ belief that housing rep-
resented the ultimate destination of a loug journey toward integration,
Chapter 4 juxtaposes housing services for men and for families. Employ-
ers, the state, and charitable associations constructed singie-sex dormito-
ries, facilitated surveillance, and segregared Algerian men from the generai
population. The residential segregation of male workers, who sometimes
lived with European immigrants, never raised concerns. Onl}' when ex-
perts began to encourage l:amily migration did integration begin to refer
to permanent settlement.” Insistent that families could not be segregated
from the general popuiation, advocates resisted a national agency or sys-
tem that might unwittingiy create Aigerian enclaves. Instead, charitable
associations ]::-eg;an to offer specialized help navigating the compiex system
of housing aid. Nevertheless, c-niy a few Algerian families moved into rent-
controlled apartments or into singie—Family homes.

When the Fourth Republic collapsed in 1958 and Charles de Gaulle
took the reins of government, an expanded welfare network became part
of the iarger twonronged solution to the Algerian quagmire. Alongside
the expansion of military and police operations, which resulted in much
bloodshed, the Fifth Republic emphasized its benevolent development
project to save Algerians from “stagnation.” By examining the Constan-
tine Plan in A_lgeria and the Social Action Fund in the metropoie, ChaPA
ter § assesses the politics of expanding social services on both sides of the
Mediterranean during the final years of the war, Welfare providers’ actions
defy simple characterization; some service prc-viders participared directl'},r
and others tacitiy in the system of state—sponsored violence and repression
that peal{ed {at least in the metropole) with the police massacre ofﬂlgerian
protesters in October 1961. Still others became among the most eloquent
and petsistent critics of violence and repression; they insisted their work
was based in mutual respect and brotherhood. Yet, even ardent critics con-
tinued to fashion themselves as Algerians’ guardian.s, believing nationalism
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represented the most egregious impediment to inclusion in French society.
Righr until the end of the war, some experts continued to insist DI’l_iy their
hospitality and educational programs could heip A_igerians “overcome their
difficulties.”™

Since hc-using remained the most pressing probiem—in terms of
both Aigerians’ iiving conditions and the ﬁghr against nationalism—
Chapter 6 opens with a critical analysis of the 1959 decision to liquidate the
bidonvilles. This poiicy, which jusrii'ieci the violent destruction oi:Aigerian
shantyrowns, rested on claims that the FLN victimized residents and that
new housing would be built on the sites. Ending the bidonville probiem
required significant investment in family housing. Between 1959 and 1962
the Social Action Fund allocated as much as half of its metropolitan re-
sources for this purpose. Even rhc-ugh worker—housing construction con-
tinued, family housing provided a more visible demonstration of the state’s
commitment to heiping Aigerians and to si‘laping and monitoring their be-
havior. To ensure families did not move into generai housing premarureiy,
housing followed a two-step process. First, “un-evolved” families received
training in transitional housing projects—mobile-home parks where they
received gencier—appropriate educational preparation for life in France.
If women responded well to the transformation, social workers decided
families could live in government subsidized rent-controlled apartments.
A limited number of families moved into dozens of cornpiexes built with
money deducted from Aigerian migrants’ salaries. In the end, widespread
discrimination allowed merropoiirans and escaping French colonists to
move into apartments earmarked for Aigerians.

After independence in 1962, a radical shift took place in French poli-
cies targeting Aigerians. The Conclusion brieﬂy examines how concerns
about Aigerian settlement and an inability to come to terms with the colo-
nial past translated into a reconﬁguration ofthe speciaiizeci welfare network.
Rather than riisrnantiing it, ieaciing administrators remade the network for
mu_iripie reasons—inciuding safeguarding their own relevance and i:mci.ing
employment for former colonial bureaucrats. In a few short years, Alge-
rians became invisible even as they remained eligible for many services.
They became part of an undifferentiated sea of immigrants, disappearing
from statistical anaiyses, annual reports, and mission statements. Even the
names of both gcwernmenrai agencies and charitable associations ei’langed.
Most organizations removed the word ci”l_igerians” from their titles, repia::A
ing it with “migrant workers.” Unable to come to terms with the Algerian
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crisis, France folded the origins and integrationist agend.a of the era of de-
colonization into a [arger, purposeful amnesia about Algerians’ relationship
to the nation. By 1966, the system created exclusively for Algerian migrants
had become the foundation for all immigrant services in France—a system
that has remained in p[ace despite superﬁcial changes into the rwenty—ﬁrst
century. In recovering the comp[ex hfstory of the A_lgerian welfare network,
we understand better the legacies of decolonization.



