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Abstract

Italy has a long history of outward migration, from the 19" century through to the
1970s. In recent decades this has been reversed with a strong pattern of return migration
emerging. This thesis examines and compares the phenomenon of return migration of
third-, fourth- and fifth-generation Italian descendants from Argentina and of second
generation Italian descendants from a number of European countries, paying particular
attention to France. It goes on to examine how generational differences and
geographical distance from the country of origin impact on the experiences and attitudes
of returnees from Europe and Argentina.

In order to do so, it draws upon different theoretical approaches including
transnationalism, migration systems and push-pull theories. Transnationalism helps to
theoretically locate return migration from Europe to Italy, whilst migration systems and
push-pull theories better explain return migration from Argentina to Italy, in the context
of this study. Other theories such as the ‘dual frame of reference’, ‘relative deprivation’
and ‘bright versus blurred boundaries’, are also employed to explain the experiences of
integration of returnees in Italy. The data for this study was collected through 38 semi-
structured interviews across the two groups which were carried out during fieldwork in
the region of Piedmont, northern Italy. The data collection was conducted by exploring
the integration processes of these two groups of returnees from economic, social, and
cultural perspectives.

This study argues that returnees from Argentina can draw on similar socio-cultural and
economic practices between Italy and Argentina which positively impact on their
processes of settlement and integration. Returnees from Europe, despite their familiarity
with Italy prior to their moving to the country, encounter more difficulties in this
respect. This is because they perceive socio-cultural and economic norms in Italy to be
very different from the country they grew up in. Moreover, while returnees from
Argentina experience a process of identification towards Italy, returnees from Europe
often experience quite the opposite. The study explores to what extent the identity of
both returnee groups has been transformed since they have been living in Italy and how
this impacts on their return experience. It shows that identity is an essential aspect of
integration and one which permeates every aspect of return migrants’ experience.
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Introduction

In the aftermath of the Second World War, over a period of three decades, a substantial
and continuous flow of predominantly southern Italian labour migration, which
eventually accounted for approximately 7.5 million people, spread towards the north-
west of Europe: France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Switzerland, and the former
West Germany (Bevilacqua 1997). This pattern of migration lasted until 1973 when,
partly as a result of the impact of the oil crisis, the phenomenon of return migration to

Italy began.

Between the 1870s and 1930s around seven million Europeans migrated to Argentina.
The migration flow from Italy and Spain accounted for nearly eighty per cent of the
total migration to the country at this time (Solimano 2003). In contrast, since the 1990s,
a reverse migration pattern emerged with many Argentinians, mainly with European
origins, returning to Europe being spurred by high unemployment rates and an unstable

political situation that have continued to occur in Argentina.

This thesis examines and compares the phenomenon of return migration of Italian
descendants from Argentina and a number of European countries, paying particular
attention to France. These can be considered ‘postponed’ European return migrations
since those who came back to Europe were not the same Europeans who first migrated,
but were their children, grandchildren, and great-grandchildren (Bramuglia and Santillo

2002).

It is important to acknowledge that the socio-economic and cultural background in
which the decisions of migrants to return to their country of origin were made varies
enormously from Western Europe to South America. The majority of return migrants
from Argentina to Italy, who took part in this study, started to migrate as a consequence
of Argentina’s recent financial crisis in 2001. In March 2005, an estimated 1,050,000
Argentinians were living abroad (Jachimowicz 2006). However, it is difficult to provide
an accurate number of Argentinians of Italian ancestry who are residing in Italy, since
as Italian citizens, they do not need to register with the immigration offices (Fusaro
2008). Much like their Italian ancestors a century earlier, many Argentinians base their
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return migration hopes on creating a better future for themselves and their families. This
is the principal reason why many Argentinians have claimed an inherited citizenship.
They could therefore, also be classified as economic migrants. However, since these
migrants are returning to the country from which their ancestors came, ‘the reverse
directionality of the migrant flow introduces interesting new dynamics to previous
studies of immigration” (Tsuda 2009a: 8). Moreover, the ethnic affinity of these
migrants with Italians raises specific issues around identity that other immigrants in

Italy do not face.

In contrast, the returnees of Italian origin from Europe are not migrating because of a
recent economic and political crisis. Return migration to Italy from Western Europe
commenced in the aftermath of the 1973 international oil crisis. However the return
phenomenon did not end in the 1970s but continued, albeit on a smaller scale,
throughout the 1980s and until the present day. While returnees from Western Europe to
Italy face a more challenging economic situation in comparison to their previous
country of residence in Western Europe, returnees from Argentina to Italy enter a more
stable economic situation in comparison with the tumult that has been experienced in
recent decades in Argentina. This study takes all these elements into account and
explores how they impact on the return experience of the groups in question. Italian
returnees from Europe are typically motivated by extra-economic concerns, often
related (even if not necessarily openly) to an Italian identity, while Italian returnees
from Argentina are generally responding to economic pressures. The latter must
negotiate integration and can draw on their Italian origins to do so in a number of
different situations, from the process of passport application (which involves
demonstrating Italian origins and often takes a long time to process), to their interaction

with Italian society and culture.

The majority of studies carried out in the field of return migration focus on first-
generation return migrants who usually have a strong link and sense of belonging to
their country of origin prior to their return. One the most significant studies carried out
on Italian return migration is Cerase’s (2001) research on Italian returnees from the

United Sates in the 1970s. Cerase (2001) suggests four subdivisions of return migration:



1. ritorno di fallimento (failure return), is seen as a consequence of lack of economic
success of the immigrants while abroad 2. ritorno di conservazione (conservation
return) happens when the migrant reaches his or her economic ambitions abroad and,
once returned home, invests in a conservative fashion i.e. buying house 3. ritorno di
pensionamento (retirement return) occurs when the immigrant returns to his or her place
of origin after having worked all their lives abroad 4. ritorno di investimento
(investment return) occurs when the immigrant goes back to his or her country of origin
in order to invest capital in an innovative fashion (Cerase 2001: 117-123). Overall
Cerase, and the structuralist tradition in general, view return pessimistically because
returnees have remained abroad for too long, thereby losing their social networks in the
country of origin (Cassarino 2004). King’s (1986) study on return migration to Italy,
principally from the United States to southern Italy as well as Cinel’s study (1991) on
return migration to Italy from the United States from 1870-1929 are other major
investigations into this phenomenon. These authors advocate that return migration has
to be analysed not only with reference to the individual migrants’ experiences and
expectations but also by taking into account the larger socio-economic context that

migrants encounter upon their return.

Some examples of the most recent and significant studies carried out on first generation
(working age) returnees are: Huseby-Darvas (2004) on Hungarian returnees from the
United States; Stefansson (2004) on Bosnian refugees returning to the post-war state of
Bosnia and Herzegovina; Rodman and Conway (2005) on returnees to Grenada in the
Caribbean islands from North America and Europe; De Souza (2005), again in the
context of Caribbean return migration, on returnees from Trinidad and Tobago. The
literature on second generation returnees is more recent and less conspicuous. Some
examples of these studies are: Potter (2005b) on second-generation Caribbean-English
returnees to St. Lucia and Barbados; Christou (2006a; 2006b) on Greek returnees from
the United States; Wessendorf (2007; 2013) on second-generation Swiss-Italian
returnees to Puglia (Italy); Potter and Phillips (2005) on Bajan-British second-
generation returnees. The studies carried out on second- and third-generation Japanese-
Brazilians, Japanese-American, and Japanese Peruvian experiences in Japan since the
1980s (Tsuda 2003; 2009c; Ishikawa 2009; Takenaka 2009) and on Italian returnees

from Argentina to Friuli (Italy) (Grossutti 2005) are particularly relevant in the context
3



of my research because they are some of the rare studies that investigate the experience
of return migrants beyond the second generation. However, before addressing this issue
further, some commonalities among the findings on studies of return migration are

underlined below.

The studies mentioned so far and studies on return migration in general, reveal that
returning is a complex, ambivalent and contested experience even among those people
who return to countries where they lived prior to emigration. Diversity is a core aspect
of what Stefansson (2004: 4) calls homecomings, arguing that there is a ‘variety of ways
in which homecomings are imagined, motivated, practiced, and experienced’. Thus
there is no singular process of return but a spectrum of ways in which the return is
experienced by returnees, sometimes providing ‘cultural creativity and inventiveness’
(Stefansson 2004: 4). Apart from the varieties in which return migrants experience their
return, these studies, carried out in different states and different contexts, often reveal
that the return experience for many returnees, instead of being rewarding and fulfilling,
is disappointing and unsatisfactory. By reading through the return migration literature I
have identified five reasons that frequently appear to explain discontent among
returnees. The list does not reflect any order of importance among the identified issues.
The first common font of profound disappointment for returnees is to find a different

homeland from the one they have always remembered/imagined and looked forward to.

“This opposition between ‘imagined Italy’ and ‘real Italy’ is for most return migrants’ a
great disappointment (Grossutti 2005: 6). The discovery that pure, essentialised
countries of origin no longer exist (if they ever did) appears to be an issue upon return
(Christou 2006a; 2006b; Huseby-Darvas 2004; Grossutti 2005). The second issue
causing disappointment among returnees concerns the aspect of westernisation. Huseby-
Darvas (2004) argues that Hungarian returnees from the United States are disappointed
to find out that the Hungarians who never left have acquired a foreign, western culture.
We find a similar sense of disappointment among the Bajan returnees from the United
Kingdom who are negatively surprised to find out how Barbadian society has become
highly Americanised (Potter 2005b). On the other hand Japanese-Brazilian, Bosnian,
Korean-American, and Greek-American returnees, among others, feel discriminated
against on the basis that they are perceived to have been assimilated by western/foreign

4



cultures by local people upon their return home (Tsuda 2003; Stefansson 2004; Kim
2009; Christou 2006a; 2006b). Being perceived as outsiders seems to be the third source
of disappointment among returnees. Studies on British-Caribbean, Swiss-Italian,
Brazilian-Japanese, Korean-Chinese, and Finnish-Swedes highlight that being perceived
as outsiders can provoke identity issues among returnees (Potter 2005a; 2005b;
Wessendorf 2007; Tsuda 2003; Song 2009; Hedberg 2009). Caribbean returnees, stress
the irony that while they had generally felt Bajan or West Indian in the United Kingdom
now, that they live in the Caribbean, they feel more English than they have ever felt
previously in their lives. Therefore their national identity clashes with their racial
identity (Potter 2005b). Tsuda (2003) describes a very similar process for the Brazilian
Japanese. In fact the Brazilian Japanese in Brazil identify with the Japanese culture,
while in Japan they feel more like Brazilians. Tsuda (2003) argues that this happens
subsequent to the disorientating experience felt among returnees, resulting in a loss of
stable identities, during their transnational lives. Grossutti (2005: 11-12) argues that the
experiences of many return migrants in Friuli ‘made it possible for them to recover their
sense of belonging to Argentina’ when they (Argentinians of Italian origin) realised that
they are different from Italians who always lived in Italy. This realisation happened
when they ‘came face to face with a society whose characteristics they did not
recognise’. This is very common among the majority of the studies mentioned.
Dissatisfaction with returnees’ material circumstances and prospects, difficulties in their
professional and educational environment (corruption and personal networks are often
the only ways to find employment) following ‘return’ migration, is the fourth most
common source of disappointment. Difficulties regarding structural conditions are
primarily based on the contrast between economic and social security in the countries of
migration, with reliable incomes and a functioning welfare state on the one hand, and
precarious conditions in the country of origin, with a labour market characterized by
illegal work, unreliable incomes, and little or no social security net on the other
(Wessendorf 2007). Resentful feelings towards return migrants who are perceived to
have had a better and easier life, compared to people who stayed behind, is the fifth
source of disappointment among returnees. Feelings of resentment are described in first-

generation returnees, as in the case of Bosnians and Hungarians (Stefansson 2004;



Huseby-Darvas 2004), but also in second-generation returnees such as in the case of

Caribbean returnees (Potter 2005b).

From the above findings it emerges that return migrants tend to overestimate their
familiarity with the country they are originally from and expect to adapt ‘naturally’
upon their arrival; instead they often encounter structural and socio-cultural issues they
did not predict. Therefore upon their ‘return’, their expectations based on having the
same ancestral origins are crushed and this provokes a sense of disorientation and
disappointment among returnees. Return migrants often state that they felt closer to the
country they grew up in and they start identifying with it. The question of identity
seems to play a fundamental role in the overall process of integration since it poses, in
certain cases, a barrier to it. As Chapters 1V, V, and VI will demonstrate, the
experiences of the second-generation returnees from Europe in this study have a lot in
common with the general experiences of return migrants that are outlined in the return
migration literature. This is in contrast with the experiences of returnees from
Argentina, who arrive in Italy as a direct or indirect consequence of the most recent

economic crisis in Argentina.

The majority of return migration theorists focus on a single return phenomenon in their
research. Studies based on the comparison of different groups of returnees seem to be
rare. Apart from the most well-known examples such as the millions of Jews that have
migrated to Palestine since World War Il and the 4 million ethnic German descendants
from Eastern Europe who returned to their ethnic homeland between 1950 and 1999
(Tsuda 2009b), there is a lack of research on third (or fourth or fifth) generation return
migration. This scarcity of studies seems to suggest that only the second generation is
likely to identify with the country of origin and hence be suitable subjects for the study
of return migration. The underlying logic of such an assumption would be that identity
or connection with the country of origin is simply bred out. However, given that Italian
descendants of third, fourth and later generations can draw on their Italian origins to
access citizenship, it is equally likely that they can draw on their Italian origins and
identity to negotiate the processes of cultural, economic, and social integration. The

extent to which multi-generational migration history impacts on the processes of



integration and return migration is what this research sets out to investigate, rather than
simply assume. In this context of scarce literature a comparison between the
experiences of return migrants across generations is necessary and it is here, in this
vacuum, that the interest of this research takes place. This research project not only
contributes to the knowledge of second generation studies but helps to push the return
migration literature further into the new and unexplored realms of the third-, fourth- and
fifth-generation returnees who form a neglected area of research. Therefore it
contributes to knowledge in the literature in the specific case of return migration from

Argentina to Italy, which is almost non-existent (Fusaro 2008: 234).

The Research Question

This study aims to contribute to knowledge about return migration from Argentina and
Europe by exploring how the resources returnees bring with them help towards their
socio-cultural and economic integration. It also looks at the extent to which the identity
of both returnee groups has been transformed since they have been living in Italy and
how this impacts on their integration. In order to do so, it draws upon different
theoretical approaches including transnationalism, migration systems and push-pull
theories. A combination of theoretical perspectives is used in the dissertation because
while transnationalism helps to theoretically locate return migration from Europe to
Italy, migration systems and push-pull theories better explore return migration from
Argentina to Italy, in the context of this study. Other theories such as ‘bright versus
blurred boundaries’, ‘dual frame of reference’ and ‘relative deprivation’, are also
employed to explain the experience of integration of returnees in Italy. These theories

will be fully outlined in Chapter I1.

The research question thus is:

1. How do generational and geographical distance from the country of origin

impact on the integration experiences among return migrants in Italy?



This project aims to find out how generational differences and geographical distance
from the country of origin impact on processes of integration of second-generation
returnees from Europe and third-, fourth- and fifth-generation returnees from Argentina.
In Chapters IV, V and VI, by casting light on questions such as: ‘do the labour market
conditions from the countries where the returnees grew up in, impact on their economic
integration in Italy?’, ‘how do return migrants use the specific resources they bring with
them to find employment in Italy?’, how does the level of fluency in the Italian
language impact on social integration?’, ‘does having an Italian identity prior to
returning to Italy, aid the process of social integration?’, *how do cultural differences
and similarities, such as food consumption and the role of family, impact on the overall
process of cultural integration?’. This study attempts to understand how the level of
familiarity with the Italian context affects the socio-economic and cultural integration of
returnees. This study also aims to understand how the relative heterogeneity or
homogeneity of return migrants’ backgrounds impacts on their integration and how they
negotiate their identities in a country which they are partially from. In order to do this,
38 semi-structured interviews, 22 with returnees from Argentina and 16 with returnees
from Europe, were carried out during fieldwork in the region of Piedmont, northern

Italy, in 2012.

While this study focuses on the experiences of returnees from Argentina and Europe in
Italy, it is essential to understand their experiences as ‘migrants’ in the country they
grew up in. The importance of the immigration policies of the host country and the
attitudes of the citizens in the receiving countries had a major impact on Italian
migrants’ experiences, as this research will show. Argentina and France (but also the
other European countries taken into consideration in this study), adopted different
policies towards migration: the first encouraging European migrants in shaping the
newly established Argentinian state and the second forcing migrants to assimilate into a
well established French state. Therefore, it is essential to outline a short history of
Italian migration in general, and its relation to that of the specific countries in which the
interviewees grew up (Argentina, France, Belgium, and Switzerland) in the next
chapter. However, before moving on to Chapter I a clarification of some of the terms

employed throughout the thesis and the dissertation structure must be outlined.



Definition of Terms

This section addresses and clarifies the distinctions between the terminology employed
in the study, namely that of ‘return migrants’ and ‘second-generation migrants’. It is
important to do so because as Remennick (2009: 212) states, terms have ‘strings
attached’. The term ‘return’ is quite controversial when used to refer to the second,
third, and so on generations because it can be argued that people cannot ‘return’ to a
place where they have never lived (Wessendorf 2013: 111; Christou 2006a: 833).
Wessendorf (2013) argues that her interviewees did not classify themselves as returnees
therefore she coined the term ‘roots migrants’ to refer to their moving to Italy. Tsuda
(2003) instead describes the return of migrants’ as ‘ethnic return’. This study refers to
‘return migrants’, to indicate the descendants of Italian migrants from Europe and from
Argentina who took part in this project. This is due to the fact that many (but not all) of
the interviewees in this study, classify themselves as return migrants. Furthermore, |
believe the word ‘return’ automatically implies an intrinsic ethnic connection with the
country of origin which does not need any added qualifier adjective if it is coupled with

the word ‘generation’.

In this study, when I refer to the second generation, I refer to children born abroad to an
emigrant parent or parents (first-generation immigrants), and to those children born at
home but who emigrated with their parent(s) at an early age, typically prior to school

age.

Structure of the Dissertation

This dissertation is divided into six chapters in addition to this introduction and the
Conclusion Chapter. Chapter I provides the historical context in which Italian migration
towards Europe and Argentina took place. It highlights immigration policies in the host
countries, some of which are referred to throughout the dissertation and shows how they
indirectly impact on the process of integration of returnees. Chapter Il provides the
theoretical framework which guides this research project. Transnationalism, migration

system and push-pull theory are the approaches drawn upon to orientate this study.



After a brief overview of the theories of assimilation and multiculturalism, a
clarification is provided on why this thesis has adopted the concept of ‘integration’ to
indicate the process of settlement of the two groups of returnees in this study. Chapter
III explains the methodology behind this case study research. It gives an account of
semi-structured interviews as the principal research method employed to collect data in
this study. It also explains the choice of sampling technique and access issues that arose.
Furthermore, the chapter illustrates questions related to thematic content analysis,

equivalence problems and ethics in comparative case studies.

In Chapters IV, V, and VI the research data of this study is analysed and interpreted.
Specifically, in Chapter 1V the experiences and attitudes of returnees in the Italian
labour market are explored. This chapter investigates how return migrants use the
specific resources that they bring with them to find employment in Italy. The ‘dual
frame of reference’ and the ‘relative deprivation’ theories are drawn on to understand
the different experiences of the two groups of returnees in relation to employment. In
Chapter V, the different ways in which returnees socialise and the extent of their
interactions with non-migrant Italians are illustrated. This chapter explores several
themes such as the importance of language, identity and belonging, and the north/south
divide in Italy, showing how they intertwine with one another and how they impact on
the experiences of social integration of returnees in Italy. Chapter VI explores the
experiences of returnees from a cultural point of view in Italy. It investigates how
familiarity with Italian cultural practices such as food consumption and the role of the
family, among others, impacts on returnees’ experiences. The chapter also looks at how
different policies on migration influence the overall cultural attitudes of returnees by
using the ‘bright versus blurred boundaries’ theory devised by Alba (2005). Issues
around racism and discrimination are also examined, along with how they impact on the
overall process of integration. In the conclusion, the major findings of this research
project are summarised and the contribution it makes to return migration literature is
highlighted. The conclusion also analyses whether the research question was fully
addressed by following the methodological and the theoretical framework chosen.
Finally, the limitations of this study are identified and suggestions on which aspects of

this research could be further explored are discussed.
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Chapter I: Overview of Italian Emigration History

In this chapter, the history of Italian emigration is outlined to provide the historical
context for the study. A brief examination of the history of Italian emigration to
Argentina and France is also discussed as these are the principal countries from where
the returning migrants come from in this project. Finally, a concise history of migration
patterns from Italy to Belgium and Switzerland, is also presented, as a minority of

returning migrants interviewed in the study come from there.
Italian Emigration

It is not always clear when and how stages of emigration follow one another, nor when
each concludes and, if in effect, they ever finish, as the chain of events is continually
disassembled and reassembled. A complex phenomenon such as this cannot be
interpreted uni-dimensionally (Sanfilippo 2005: 136). Therefore, with this limitation in
mind, the following summary of the history of Italian emigration is only meant to
provide a general framework of this multifaceted phenomenon. Italian emigration can
be broadly divided into three phases: the first phase lasts from the late 19" century to
the First World War; the second coincides with the interwar years; while the third phase
runs from the period immediately following the Second World War to the international
economic crisis in the mid-1970s. The seventies witnessed the first waves of
immigration that would transform Italy from a country of emigration to a country of
immigration. It should be noted that, even if Italy has been considered a country of
immigration for the last few years, Italian emigration between 1990 and 2000 was
higher than immigration and there are more Italian citizens living abroad than foreigners
living within Italy (Sanfilippo 2005: 11). Moreover, since 2008 there has been a
renewed emigration flow mainly towards European countries caused by the current

economic crisis (Del Pra and Tirabassi 2014).
The First Phase: The Great Emigration
After Italian unification (in 1861) Italian emigration reached such significant levels that

there was an epoch-making exodus known as ‘the great emigration’ which ended with
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the start of the First World War. Besides overpopulation caused by a significant
demographic increase coupled with a lack of resources and a slow rate of development,
the main motives included an agricultural crisis, a crisis in manufacturing, low wages,
and the seven-year military service introduced by the new Italian state. The exodus
heavily affected regions of northern and southern Italy. The northern regions of Italy
fuelled emigration mainly of a temporary nature towards continental Europe, to France,
Switzerland, Germany and Belgium. Many emigrants from Piedmont and Liguria took
advantage of their proximity of the port of Genoa to head for Argentina. The regions of
southern Italy were part of a wave of permanent trans-oceanic emigration, especially
towards the United States, Canada, Argentina, Brazil and Australia. Official records of
Italian emigrations only exist from 1876. According to the 1881 census, there were over
a million Italians abroad of whom over half lived in the Americas. From 1900 to 1914
an annual average of 600,000 Italians emigrated, heading mainly to countries over the

Atlantic, reaching a peak of over 800,000 in 1913 (Audenino and Tirabassi 2008).

The Second Phase: The Interwar Years

This second phase is characterised by 20 years of Fascism and the anti-emigration
policies of its government. Mussolini did not encourage the integration of Italian
migrants abroad and he actively encouraged a politics of return to Italy (Franzina and
Sanfilippo 2003). The Fascist laws of 1927 placed a limit on Italian emigration (Devoto
2002). After the large decrease in emigration which coincided with the First World War,
Italian emigration increased until the 1930s. This wave of emigration was directed
mainly towards France and Argentina. France received four fifths of the entire Italian

migration and of these, ten per cent were for political reasons (Sanfilippo 2005).

Between 1935 and the beginning of the Second World War, Italian emigration was
focussed almost exclusively on Germany, where foreign labour was required. This
migration, regulated by agreements between the states, was based on the exchange of
Italian manpower for raw materials, above all coal (Pugliese 2002). Italian emigration
towards Germany began in 1937 with the request from Berlin for several thousand

agricultural workers. Italy understandably responded to the call since it was a period
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when about 150,000 farm workers were unemployed. Further requests for building
workers, farm labourers and miners from Germany were to follow and 271,667 workers
were involved in the industrial, building and mining sectors in the period from 1941-
1942. This was due to the transition from the economy of the ‘Lightning War’

(blitzkrieg) to the economy of the *War of Attrition’ (Mantelli 2001).

The Third Phase: Second World War to the Mid-1970s

It is useful to further divide this third phase of emigration into two distinct periods: the
first was the period prior to the establishment of the European Economic Community,
from 1945 to 1956; the second period, from 1957 (the year of the signing of the Treaty
of Rome which marked the beginning of the European Economic Community) until the
international economic crisis in the 1970s which closed off many international

opportunities in northern Europe.

After the Second World War the Italian economy was in a terrible condition, due to the
strains on the economy of war and defeat, and the damage which had been done to the
country. There was a big gap between demographic development and the shortage of
capital. In fact, in Italy there was a surplus in the workforce of almost four million
people (Romero 1991; 2001). To solve the balance of payments crisis and to combat
unemployment and possible social unrest, the early governments of the Italian Republic
regarded emigration as an absolute necessity (De Clementi 2003). Emigration between
1945 and 1956 was tackled by the Italian state by signing bilateral agreements for the
recruitment of Italian workers. The agreements included an accord signed with France,
Great Britain, Belgium, and Argentina in 1946, an agreement with Switzerland in 1948,
an agreement with Brazil and Australia in 1950 and an agreement with West Germany
in 1955. The flows of migrants were, to quote Tosi (2002: 451), ‘predetermined in terms
of quality and quantity and arranged with the technical, organisational and financial
assistance of the countries concerned’. The bilateral treaties which the Italian
government had signed in the decade after the Second World War with various
European countries had resulted in Italian migrants being employed in agriculture and

construction in France, in mining in Belgium and in industry and construction in
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Switzerland and Germany (Colucci 2008; Sanfilippo 2005). Although these bilateral
agreements had opened up some channels of emigration, they continued to be
insufficient as the demand for Italian workers was less than the supply of Italian labour.
The demand for labour in this period and in these countries was unstable due to the fact
that it was concentrated in sectors which were highly cyclical or even seasonal such as
agriculture and construction. The relative geographic proximity with the European
countries in which work was to be found fostered a fluctuating transfer of temporary
labour which differed greatly from overseas emigration in which the movement of entire

family units was recorded (Sanfilippo 2005).

With the signing of the Treaty of Rome (1957) and the subsequent freedom of
movement of workers, state-regulated emigration declined in importance in favour of
the freedom with which workers could choose more remunerative markets and follow
pre-existing waves of migration. In this period, Italian emigration abroad moved almost
exclusively towards West Germany where the Italian community was strongest in the
decade from the mid 1960s to the mid 1970s (Pugliese 2002), and Switzerland. In their
statistical analysis of Italian emigration, Favero and Tassello (1979) assessed the
migrations in the post World War Two period as almost seven and a half million
emigrants (of whom five million emigrated to European countries) as opposed to
4,319,560 repatriated Italians (of whom three and a half million returned from European
countries). The difference exceeded three million people: 1,646,064 from non-EU
countries, 1,481,430 from European countries. Campania, Veneto and Puglia were the
regions with the highest numbers of emigrants. Almost four million workers left from
the south of Italy and two million returned (Bevilaqua 1997). In this phase, Italian
emigration was not only directed abroad but also within Italy itself as a result of the
economic boom. This emigration was mostly to the cities of the industrial triangle of
northern Italy: Milan-Turin-Genoa. In fact, there were about 9,140,000 Italians who
were part of this inter-regional migration. This provided the opportunity for a mixing of
the Italian populace. This phenomenon mainly affected the peasants of the south and the
north east of Italy who moved towards the cities of the industrialised north-west. The
peasants of Italy’s central regions moved to the cities of their own regions. The main

reasons they left the land were the very high likelihood of getting a higher, regular
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salary in the cities, along with a more regular working day (Ginsborg 1989). On the
other hand, the oil crisis of 1973 and the subsequent economic crisis closed off many

employment opportunities in northern Europe.

Italian Emigration to Argentina

The presence of Italian immigrants in Argentina can be traced back to the 18" Century
(Devoto 2002). The majority of Italian immigrants were originally from Liguria. The
Rio de la Plata region saw the first settlements of people from Genoa as early as the
middle of the 18" Century (Tirabassi 2010). Immigrants from Genoa were therefore the
first Italian pioneers in Argentina and traced what became a ‘beaten path’ for the
following, more consistent waves of Italian emigration to Argentina. This first wave of
Italian immigrants had the opportunity to participate in the foundation of the
Argentinian state after Argentina obtained independence from Spain in 1816. As
Tirabassi (2010) points out, Italian emigration to Argentina is older than the birth of the

Argentinian state.

Tirabassi (2010) summaries the long history of Italian emigration to Argentina in three
different stages: the first phase from the 1830s until the 1870s was characterised by the
arrival of business men (traders) mainly from Genoa and Liguria and by political exiles,
the mazziniani and garibaldini’; the second phase between the 1880s and the beginning
of the First World War was characterised by mass Italian emigration (more than two
million migrants, the majority of whom came from Piedmont); the third phase took
place after the Second World War, between 1947 and 1960, when about 480,000
Italians, mainly from the south of Italy, emigrated to Argentina (Devoto 2007; Tirabassi

2010). These three different phases are further discussed below.

" Followers of Mazzini and Garibaldi who were among the most prominent figures of the Risorgimento.
They fought for the independence of Italy from foreign domination and to establish a Democratic Italian
Republic (Cantarella and Guidorizzi 2010).
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The First Wave: 1830s-1870s

In Argentina many people died before the 1830s as a consequence of that country’s
wars of independence and the civil wars. These deaths left an economic vacuum that
was filled by immigrants (Devoto 2002). The mazziniani and republican exiles,
escaping the repression of the 1821 rising in Italy, joined the first flux of Italian
immigrants between the 1830s and 1870s. Among them, there were many professionals
and intellectuals from Piedmont that had participated in the Italian insurrections.
Political exiles became a fundamental part of Argentinian society from the very
beginning and they contributed to shaping the new state of Argentina that had recently
been founded (Tirabassi 2010). In 1853 the Argentinian Constitution® was promulgated.
Buenos Aires adhered to it in 1862°. From its preamble the Constitution guaranteed
freedom to migrate to Argentina ‘for all the men of the world who want to live on

Argentinian soil” (Tirabassi 2010: 34). I will discuss this topic further in Chapter I1.

In 1855 in Buenos Aires, ten per cent of the population was made up of European
migrants and by that time, the Italian community was well established and integrated in

Argentina (Devoto 2002).
The Second Wave: 1880s-First World War

More than four million immigrants arrived in Argentina between 1881 and 1914
(Devoto 2002). During these years, the second period of Italian exodus to Argentina
took place. Over two million people (initially mainly men) relocated from Italy to
Argentina, through a system of chain migration. Italians formed 70 per cent of
immigrants to Argentina between 1880 and 1886 (Devoto 2002: 33). Between the 1870s
and the First World War there was significant demographic and economic growth,

facilitated by a renewed transport system. The railway network expanded by a factor of

? Argentina's Constitution is the second oldest constitution in the Americas.

ihe Argentine Constitution was revised extensively in 1994 to further emphasize the allotment of
economic and social rights not only to citizens, but to all inhabitants of Argentina’ (De La Torre and
Mendoza 2007: 52).
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46 from its original size, covering many of the areas between the port and migrants’

destinations around the country (Bonifazi 2013).

Immigrants from Piedmont constituted by far the largest number with over 300,000
people leaving the region. In that period Argentina offered land to immigrants and this
was an important pull factor. In 1876 the government promulgated the law on
immigration that was in place for 100 years. This law created a series of incentives to
immigrants such as free accommodation for six days in the Hotel de Inmigrantes and a
train ticket so that the immigrants could get to their chosen place of settlement (Devoto
2003; Tirabassi 2010). Immigrants from Piedmont settled initially in the provinces of
Santa Fe and Cordoba, in the centre of the country, in Mendoza in the west of the
country and in Buenos Aires in the east. They also settled and ‘colonised’, together with
immigrants from Lombardia, the Pampa. They played a fundamental role in what is
known as the ‘revolution of the pampa’ thanks to the cultivation of grain which would
go on to make Argentina the world’s third largest exporter of grain (Tirabassi 2010). In
1872, there were 200,000 hectares cultivated with grain while in 1888 there were
1,600,000 hectares (Devoto 2002). However, Italian immigrants were not only working
as farmers but were also employed in other sectors such as on construction sites. There
were not only opportunities for manual workers, but also for professional/specialised
workers such as doctors, teachers, musicians and priests (Devoto 2002). The availability
of land together with the possibility of establishing a business promoted chain migration
from Piedmont until after the Second World War. In 1910, Italians were the largest
group of immigrants in Argentina, at almost one million people. As the 1914 census
showed, Italians represented 11.7 per cent of the entire population. The number of
Italian immigrants in Argentina was almost equal to the percentage of all the

immigrants living in the US combined (14.5 %) in that year (Devoto 2005).

Italian emigration to Argentina decreased drastically with the beginning of the First
World War. At the end of the war, emigration started again, but not to the same extent.
This decrease in the flow of emigration was due to several reasons ranging from the

international economic crisis at the end of the 1920s to the implementation of the fascist
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regime in Italy. Fascism in fact tended to contain Italian emigration. Many anti-fascist

exiles went to Argentina where they established anti-fascist movements (Fanesi 1991).

The Third Wave: Post War Period

The Argentinian economy grew after the Second World War. This economic growth
meant that the state needed immigrants and this brought a new wave of migration to
Argentina. Peron’s government had started to actively offer incentives to migrants to
come to Argentina since 1946 (Tirabassi 2010; Devoto 2002). The Delegacion
Argentina para la Inmigracion en Europa (DAIE) (Devoto 2002; 2007; Barbero and
Cacopardo 1993; Tirabassi 2010) was established in Rome which was followed by
many bilateral agreements (Rosoli 1993; Tirabassi 2010). These bilateral agreements
had the role of promoting migration and protecting the rights of the Italian workers
abroad. These agreements concerning accommodation and working conditions, which
were not fully respected in other European countries (De Clementi 2001), were
implemented in full in Argentina through the so-called emigrazione assistita (assisted
emigration) (Tosi 2002). Peron’s government actively encouraged immigration to
Argentina and aimed to receive four million immigrants between 1947 and 1950.
Italian and Spanish immigrants were preferred over other nationalities (Tirabassi 2010).
In this period approximately 300,000 Italian immigrants arrived in Argentina while the
Argentinian government was expecting 500,000 (Devoto 2007; Tirabassi 2010). In 1953
the right to family reunification was stipulated in Argentina. This was in line with the
politics of the Peron government that aimed to augment and stabilise immigration. In
the period after the wars the provenance of immigrants changed; in these years it is
immigrants from the south of Italy relocating to Argentina that are mainly recorded. At
the beginning of the 1950s migrants from Calabria were the most conspicuous group.
The other southern Italian migrants originally came from the following regions:
Campania, Abruzzo, Molise, Sicily and Basilicata. People involved with the fascist
dictatorship in Italy also migrated to Argentina to escape potential revenge (Bertagna
2006; Tirabassi 2010; Devoto 2002). Between 1952 and 1955, the Italian flow of
migrants towards Argentina started to decline and other destinations started to be

favoured such as France, Belgium, Switzerland and Germany. Between 1955 and 1959,
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the number of Italian migrants arriving in Argentina did not exceed 10,000 people per
year (Devoto 2002). However, Italian migrants to Argentina continued to arrive during
the sixties and seventies and it can be stated that Italian migration to Argentina never
fully ended (Tirabassi 2010). According to Grossutti (2005) individuals of Italian
descent formed at least thirty per cent of Argentina’s population of 36 million, by the

end of the 20" century. Many of these Italian descendants held Italian citizenship.

Italian Citizenship

In 1976, General Vileda together with his army carried out a coup and overthrew
Isabelita Peron’s government. This dictatorship lasted for seven years and is infamously
known for the tragic phenomenon of desaparesidos (Devoto 2007). About 30,000
people disappeared in these years. During this period, many people tried to escape from
Argentina and consequently the question of how to access Italian citizenship became a
fundamental one. In theory, Italian migrants who migrated at the end of the 19" and 20"
centuries, should have informed the Italian consular authorities of the births of their
children who in this way would have been automatically entitled to citizenship;
however, this very rarely happened. Argentina is the country with the highest
percentage of people with Italian origins (Tirabassi 2010). The discovery of entitlement
to Italian citizenship first happened in the 1970s during the era of dictatorship. Later on,
at the end of the 1980s and beginning of the 1990s and with the onset of a new
economic crisis, the search for Italian citizenship started to become more common,
culminating in the search for citizenship after the Argentinian economic crisis in 2001.
The possibility of accessing Italian citizenship meant automatic access to Europe and
the United States. Before 2002 there were 20-25,000 ius sanguinis (citizenship by
blood) citizenships approved on average per year; in 2002 alone, there were 43,339
citizenships granted and in 2003, 74,704 (Del Pra and Tirabassi 2007). In 2006 in
Argentina, according to consular sources, there were 534,670 people with Italian

citizenship in Argentina (Tirabassi 2010).
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Italian Emigration to France

Italian immigration in France is a phenomenon with a long history in which cultural,
political, and economic aspects intertwine with each other over centuries (Milza 1984)
however the period of mass migration towards France from Italy took place between the
end of the 19" Century and the mid 20" Century. The historian Corti (2003) maintains
that over this period Italian immigration can be divided into three stages. The first
period coincides with the years of the ‘great emigration’ from the end of the 19
Century to the First World War. The second period coincides with the period between
the two World Wars. The third stage continues from the immediate post Second World
War period to the end of the 1960s. Although each of these stages saw different
destinations, trades and regions of origin, the trends which influenced them are similar.
These include the complementary demographics of both countries (lack of population in
France, overpopulation in Italy), the staggered economic growth and industrial
developments of the respective states (earlier economic growth and industrial
development in France compared to Italy), Franco-Italian political relations (which on
the international stage were often found to be in opposition to each other with regard to
the colonial question and during the Second World War). Also, as has been illustrated
by the work of the historian Rinauro (2009), amongst the factors which characterise the
long period of Italian immigration in France is the continuing presence of waves of
illegal migrants. Furthermore, during the long history of Italian immigration in France
recurring episodes of xenophobia against Italians can be found as Italian immigrants

were seen as scapegoats in times of economic crisis or recession (Corti 2003).

The First Stage: End of 19" Century to the First World War

During the first stage of Italian immigration in France, in 1876, the Kingdom of Italy
began counting its citizens living abroad. At this time the number of Italians in France
amounted to 163,000, by 1881 this had become 240,000, at the beginning of the 2014
century over 300,000, and by the eve of the First World War almost half a million, by
which time Italian immigrants constituted the largest group of foreigners present in the
territory of the French Republic (Audenino and Tirabassi 2008). In the first stage, the
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South East of France was the area most widely affected by the phenomenon of Italian
immigration, that is to say, the region closest to the Italian border, which accounted for
20 per cent of all Italian immigrants. These Italian workers came principally from the
north of Italy with the largest number being from Piedmont. The male workers found
employment mainly in construction and agriculture, the female workers in the textile

and domestic sectors (Corti 2003).

The Second Stage: Between the Two World Wars

The second stage of Italian immigration in France took place between the two World
Wars. With the outbreak of the First World War the influx of Italians reduced greatly
only to resume at its cessation. Italian workers moved towards both northern France
where they found employment in post-war reconstruction, mining, chemical, iron and
steel industries, and to the agricultural regions of south western France which had been
left under-populated. In this second stage of Italian immigration it was workers from
Veneto who were the greatest in number surpassing even the people from Piedmont
(Corti 2003). In 1921 there was a total of 420,000 Italians in France, by 1926 this had
become 760,000 and by 1931 reached its highest number of 880,000 (Vial 2002). Apart
from migrant workers who constituted the vast majority of Italians in France during the
1920s, 10 per cent of the Italian immigrants in France were political exiles. They were
principally socialists, communists, anarchists and republicans who were escaping from
Fascist Italy (Sanfilippo 2005). During the 1920s France became the primary
destination for Italian migrants (also due to the closure of US borders to Italian
immigrants). By the end of the 1920s a number of Fascist laws were promulgated,
aiming to forbid permanent emigration of families and to block the clandestine
migration of anti-fascists. The Great Depression also ended many job opportunities
beyond the Alps. The outbreak of the Second World War would go on to drastically
reduce the flow of migration between 1936 and 1945 with only 47,045 departures being
recorded (Audenino and Tirabassi 2008).
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The Third Stage: Post War Period

The third and last great wave of migration is that of the post Second World War period
which began immediately after the end of the conflict and lasted until the middle of the
1960s. The areas of France most concerned were those of the industrial north east. The
Italian population increased in the areas around Paris and in industrial Lorraine, and
these immigrants were principally employed in the mechanical and automobile
industries. Workers from southern Italy predominate in this last stage over those from

the north (Corti 2003).

In the aftermath of the end of the war the flow of migration resumed. While France and
Italy sought to ratify the first post-war bilateral treaty on Italian immigration in France,
many Italian workers were crossing the border illegally (Rinauro 2005; 2009).
Irreconcilable political and economic interests delayed and hindered the implementation
and functioning of the accords while the need for manual labour for reconstruction and
repopulation on the one hand, and unemployment on the other, fed the unstoppable
movement of illegal immigrants (Rinauro 2005; 2009). The repeated agreements
between Italy and France for the recruitment of Italian labourers and the management of
the movement of migrants through the ONI (National Immigration Office) for France
and through the Ministry of Labour and Social Security for Italy were barely suitable
for managing the demand and supply of foreign labourers. In 1947, for example, out of
200,000 workers agreed by the second emigration agreement, only a total of 51,575 was
reached of whom 13,312 were illegal immigrants regularised after their arrival (Rinauro
2009). The complexity, slowness and qualitatively poor results of the public recruitment
prompted employers to take on Italian workers who had already arrived in France
illegally, while the French authorities fostered this situation by periodically regularising
illegal workers (Rinauro 2009). For employers, hiring illegal workers had several
advantages; this recruitment was faster and more economical, illegal workers were paid
less and could be fired more easily than those hired legally to whom the bilateral treaties
assured minimum labour and guaranteed housing. Rinauro observes that for the French
authorities ‘illegal immigration represented a flexible mechanism which allowed the

rigid official policy to adapt to every situation’ (Rinauro 2009: 328). The phenomenon
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of illegal workers was not new in the history of immigration in France, but in the post
Second World War period it constituted an important factor contributing to French
economic growth. Emigration to France grew until 1949 when the economic recession
dealt it a serious blow. A worsening of Italian workers’ contractual conditions was
observed until the middle of the 1950s, while living conditions and above all the poor
standard of accommodation were never improved. The economic boom and war with
Algeria sparked the next great flow of migration which concluded with the recession of
the late 1950s and signalled the end of Italian emigration to France. Italian workers
from this point preferred the more remunerative markets of Switzerland and Germany or

of Italy’s own industrial triangle (Rinauro 2009).

From a high point of over 800,000 Italian born citizens recorded in the census of 1931,
we see the decline to 629,000 in the census of 1962 to little more than 460,000 in 1975,
when the period of mass exodus had already reached its conclusion. The number of
Italians in France was destined to fall even further due to naturalisation, ius soli (by
which the children of emigrants were given citizenship of their countries of birth) and
the progressive decrease in the number of new arrivals. Today, as the historian Eric Vial

records, almost five million French people have at least one Italian ancestor (Vial 2002).

Italian Emigration to Switzerland

The Italian presence in Switzerland is recorded as early as the Middle Ages, however,
the first wave of Italian migrants started in the second half of the 19" century. In 1860
there were 10,000 Italian workers in Switzerland rising to more than 100,000 in 1900.
The number of Italian workers doubled in the following ten years, reaching 200,000 —
this made up 36 per cent of the entire foreign population in Switzerland. Italian
immigrants, in those years, mainly came from northern Italy to build the Alpine tunnels
such as the Gottardo in 1882 and the Sempione which opened in 1906 (Audenino and
Tirabassi 2008). In 1896, Italian immigrants were subject to xenophobic episodes in
several Swiss cities where some of their houses and shops were destroyed; in one of the
working class areas in Zurich, AusserSihl, thousands of Italian immigrants returned to

Italy over night (Meyer Sabino 2002). As a consequence of xenophobia and of difficult
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working conditions, Italians started to organise the first trade unions and organisations.
Italian migration towards Switzerland declined during the First World War and during
Fascism only to start again after the Second World War. In the post-war period the
majority of Italian migrants, mainly from the south of the Peninsula, migrated to

Switzerland (Wessendorf 2013).

The Italian presence became significant again from 1948 with the signing of bilateral
agreements between the two countries. In 1950, Italians were the most numerous
national group and represented 49 per cent of the entire foreign community. The Italian
population continued to grow, reaching its peak in 1975 when there were 573,085
Italians living in Switzerland. They represented two thirds of the foreign population.
Two million Italians had migrated to Switzerland by the 1970s, the majority with
seasonal work contracts, however only half a million stayed for several years
(Wessendorf 2013). In the middle of the 1970s, 200,000 workers were dismissed during
a period of economic crisis and more than 120,000 Italians left Switzerland at that time.
In contrast, the economic crisis at the end of the 1990s did not lead to the same exodus
of Italian migrants. This is because immigrants were protected by a welfare system
(Meyer Sabino 2002). In 2006 there were 296,000 Italian immigrants in Switzerland, of
whom 122,000 were members of the second generation (these numbers refer to Italians
who have only Italian citizenship; there were about 400,000 people of Italian origin in

Switzerland) (Wessendorf2013: 23).

The Helvetica policy on immigration went through two different phases that concerned
foreigners in the post-war period. Until the middle of the 1970s, Switzerland adopted a
‘rotation’ system for manpower whereby foreigners had to go back home after a period
spent in the country, afterwards this was replaced by the adaptation of a policy of
integration. Until the 1970s immigration policies were aimed at the temporary residence
of Gastarbeiter (guest-worker) schemes to ensure that labour migrants would not stay in
Switzerland on a permanent basis (Colucci 2008; Wessendorf 2013; De Clementi 2001).
These so called ‘rotation policies’ led to the rotation of the work force each year and
were linked to ‘seasonal permits’ which prohibited family reunification. According to

Wessendorf (2013) these policies contributed to what she describes as ‘state-imposed
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transnationalism’ where migrants travelled back and forth between southern Italy and
Switzerland not only because they saw themselves as temporary settlers but also as a
result of the Swiss policies towards migration (Wessendorf 2010; Wessendorf 2013:
24). Anti-immigration feelings were widespread in Switzerland during the 1960s and
1970s; in those years, Italian immigrants were socially marginalised (Audenino and
Tirabassi 2008). However the restrictive immigration policies were eased over time due
to the economic growth in Switzerland. While during the 1950s and 1960s the Swiss
government imposed an assimilation approach towards migration, since migrant
culture(s) were perceived as a problem, in the 1970s the government set up a
commission to support the socio-cultural integration of immigrants (Wessendorf 2013).
Therefore, over the span of thirty years, Italian immigrants in Switzerland went from

being in a situation of marginalisation to a situation of acceptance (Meyer Sabino 2002).

Italian Emigration to Belgium

The Italian presence in Belgium goes back to ancient times. However, the origins of the
current Italian population in Belgium can be traced back to the 19" century. In the first
part of the 19" century, with the exception of a few wealthy Italian families, the
majority of Italians living in Belgium were organ grinders or mendicants while in the
second half of the century they were employed as roadmen and in the construction of
train stations (Morelli 2002). Political exiles who left Italy during the Italian
Risorgimento®, were also among the Italian population in Belgium in those years
(Battistini 1986). The overall Italian population in Belgium was very modest before the
First World War. During this period, Italians suffered from several xenophobic attacks

as they were perceived as a threat by the local population (Morelli 2002).

The number of Italians increased drastically during the period of the First World War.
After the end of the First World War, Belgium needed labour for the factories and coal
mines, and Italians, spurred by these pull factors, went to work in these sectors in

Belgium. During this period, apart from migrant workers, political exiles that

* Risorgimento is a movement developed in the 18" and 19" centuries. The Risorgimento is a process

pushing towards a cultural and political rebirth for the affirmation of an Italian national unity (Patriarca
and Riall 2012).
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participated at the Biennio Rosso’ and anti-fascists were also present among the Italians
that arrived in Belgium. However, many of them were arrested and deported by the
Belgian authorities because they were seen as citizens of an enemy state during the
Second World War (Morelli 2002). The first bilateral agreement, concerning migration,
was signed between Italy and Belgium in 1946. These agreements heralded the
departure of thousands of Italians towards Belgium. The agreement stated that Italy
would exchange 2,000 Italian young people every week to work in the Belgian mines,
while Belgium would sell coal to Italy for each worker received (Audenino and
Tirabassi 2008; Morelli 2002). This agreement, however, presented numerous
ambiguous conditions regarding the exchange between migrants and coal (Colucci
2008). Coal from Belgium was essential for the reconstruction of Europe. It seems that
the Italian government, in those years, was more worried about addressing the high
unemployment rate in the country than considering the health repercussions, such as the
silicosis®, that work in the mines would bring to Italian miners (Cumoli 2013; Morelli
2002). Many migrants were not fully aware of the working conditions when signing
their contract and those who refused to work under those conditions were arrested and
sent to le Petit-chateau (the small castle) and deported to Italy. Accidents in the work
place were frequent and in the first decade after the Second World War, more than
1,000 miners died. The work in mines proved to be very difficult and the type of
accommodation that the Belgian government provided for Italian immigrants was
substandard. Italian immigrants were accommodated in shacks that had been used as
concentration camps during the war. This situation was also exacerbated by the shortage
of houses in Belgium in those years. According to Bonifazi (2013) not all the conditions
stipulated in the bilateral agreement were met by the ‘host’ countries, and often Italians

faced worse living and working conditions than what they had been promised.

Italian immigrants, apart from the harsh working and living conditions experienced,
suffered from negative stereotypes. They were referred to as stabbers, violent, lazy,

dirty, lady-killers, and fecund, for example. Until the catastrophic event in the mine of

5 The term Biennio Rosso (1919-1920) marks the mobilisation of farmers and workers and the riots
against the high cost of living. The factories of the industrial triangle above all were occupied by
labourers and involved almost a half million workers in the protests (Zorzi et al. 2009).
® This illness provokes respiratory insufficiency and it is very common among miners.
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Marcinelle in 1956, where out of 262 of miners who died, 136 were Italians, there had
been a constant flow of Italian migrants to Belgium. After this event, the Italian
government blocked all the official channels of migration towards Belgium. However,
while official migration towards Belgium from Italy ended in 1956, the movement of
Italian families and individuals migrating autonomously towards Belgium never ended.
From 1956 until the 1970s, the flow of migrants from Italy came mainly from the south
of the country and in 1970, Italian immigration to in Belgium reached its highest point
with 300,000 individuals. According to Morelli (2002), the catastrophic event of
Marcinelle represents the first step towards the process of integration of Italian
immigrants in Belgium. The accident was so significant that it revealed the terrible
working conditions of Italian migrant miners to the Belgian population, who were often
unaware because Italian immigrants used to work and be accommodated outside the

cities.
Italian immigration to Belgium remains the most significant migration phenomenon that

the country has ever known. Nowadays, Italians in Belgium form a very important part

of Belgium’s population and are present in all social strata (Morelli 2002).
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Chapter II: Theoretical Framework

This chapter outlines the theoretical framework on which this study of the experiences
of integration of return migrants from Argentina and Europe is built. In order to do so,
the chapter is divided into two main parts. In the first section, three of the main
theoretical approaches to the study of return migration are introduced and I discuss
which aspects are relevant for the purpose of my research. The approaches drawn upon
to orientate and guide my study are: transnationalism, migration system and push-pull
theories. Castles and Miller (2003: 21) note that ‘migration is a process which affects
every dimension of social existence, and which develops its own complex dynamics’,
and therefore it is difficult for a single theory to incorporate all the aspects needed to
analyse a migration phenomenon, such as return migration; hence the need to employ
several. Moreover, while transnationalism is more helpful to contextualise the
experience of return migrants from Europe, migration system and push-pull theories are

more useful to understand the context of return migration from Argentina.

In the second part of the chapter, I explain why I have chosen “integration” as a concept,
to indicate the process of settlement of the two groups of returnees in my study. In order
to do so, I first provide a brief overview of theories of assimilation and multiculturalism
and then, after having clarified their meanings and having analysed the major findings, I
provide a working definition of integration that guides this study. I particularly focus on

three aspects of integration namely: economic, social, and cultural.

Return Migration in Transnational Theory

As a theoretical approach to explain migration movements, transnationalism only
emerged in the field of social sciences in the early 1990s. This concept appeared as a
way of understanding contemporary globalisation (Glick Schiller et al. 1995; Basch et
al. 1994) where international movements of capital are associated with international
movements of labour (Portes 1996). It is founded on the idea that improvements in
transport and communication technology — an aspect of globalisation — make it easier
for migrants to maintain closer links with their areas of origin (Castles and Miller 2003).
According to Portes et al. (1999: 219), transnational activities are maintained by
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‘regular and sustained social contacts over time across national borders’.
Transnationalists consider the phenomenon of migration to be dynamic and
transnationalism does not consider return migration as a permanent dislocation at the
end of a migration cycle. Instead, return migration is considered to be an integral and
normal part of a circular system of socio-economic relations in migrants’ lives.
Transnationalists believe that returnees prepare their reintegration with regular visits to
their place of origin and maintain strong relations through the sending of remittances,
for example. Cassarino (2004: 261) argues that a transnationalist approach is
particularly useful ‘to interpret the back-and-forth movement of people crossing
borders” and that “transnationalism constitutes an attempt to formulate a theoretical and
conceptual framework aimed at a better understanding of the strong social and
economic links between migrants’ host and origin countries’. In the context of this
study, this approach is therefore relevant to an analysis of how return migrants from
Europe have developed and maintained linkages between sending and receiving
countries both prior to and following their ‘return’ to Italy. Second-generation migrants
from Europe were exposed to regular visits to their ancestral land prior to moving to
Italy and when they returned, they maintained a very significant relation with the

country they grew up in.

Returnees from Argentina, on the other hand, did not maintain transnational
relationships with their ethnic homeland prior to returning to Italy and therefore they
cannot be classified as transnational migrants as such. Moreover, as this study will
show, they do not seem to have even had a ‘transnational consciousness’ prior to their
return to Italy. Vickerman (2002) elaborates on the concept of ‘transnational
consciousness’, to refer to a consciousness of ties with the parents’ home country, in the
absence of transnational activities. Cohen instead speaks about a ‘diasporic
consciousness’ to refer to this awareness of ties to the homeland, without transnational
engagement (Cohen 1997). Returnees from Argentina in my study become transnational
in the classical sense upon arrival in Italy when they develop transnational relations
with the country they grew up in. The majority of the interactions between returnees
from Argentina and their friends, family in Argentina occur in what Calhoun (1992)

calls ‘non-contiguous’ spaces where they communicate through telecommunications
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because of the geographical distance between the two countries. On the other hand,
‘contiguous’ (face to face) transnational interactions are much more frequent among
returnees from Europe and their family friends. This is facilitated by the geographical
proximity between European countries in general and between Piedmont and France in
particular being geographical neighbour. Some of the interviewees in the study have
stated they ‘return’ to France on a monthly basis. Appadurai’s (1996) notion of
‘spatialised’ and ‘virtual’ neighbourhoods is equivalent to the ‘contiguous’ and ‘non-
contiguous’ spaces concept. Rouse (1991) argues that transnational relationships in
general are no less real than relationships that have developed locally. This is because
many migrants live far away from circles of kin and friends and yet they manage to
maintain these relationships actively in their lives. This consistent transnational
exchange either in contiguous or in non-contiguous spaces enables both groups of

returnees to remain involved in two nations.

Social scientists have debated if transnationalism is a relatively new phenomenon in
human history or not. Vertovec (2013) notes that as a relatively recent concept,
transnationalism has been scrutinized, attacked, elaborated, and debated upon, and
therefore he feels that transnationalism has emerged from this intense examination to
become an accepted body of theoretical understanding and methodological approach in
migration studies across disciplines. Other scholars have questioned, however, the idea
that transnationalism is a new model of international mobility (Conway 2000; 2005;
Foner 1997, 2001; Mintz 1998) and ‘recent disciplinary interest in transnational
processes has led some critics of the approach to openly wonder what is so new about
transnationalism’ (Tsuda 2003: 257). Tsuda (2003: 258), among many other theorists,
states that while communications and transports have, without any doubt, increased the
speed, frequency, and volume of migration flows across national borders, ‘this does
make current transnational communities appear different from past ones, the difference

is mainly a matter of degree and not of kind’.

The concept of transnational identities that has been elaborated by transnationalist
scholars has often been subject to criticism among social scientists. Transnationalists

believe that transnational identities spring from the blend of migrants’ origin identity
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with the identity they acquire in the country they relocate to. According to this school of
thought, migrants have the ability to become ‘hybridised’ by developing double or even
multiple identities and become ‘global citizenry’ (Basch et al. 1994; Glick Schiller et al.
1992; 1995). Transnationalist scholars argue that transnational identities have the power
to ignore national borders and therefore undermine the nation state’s hegemony over
people’s consciousness (Basch et al. 1994; Glick Schiller and Fouron 1990; Kearney
1991). They also argue that transnational activities detach migrants from their national
homes and view them as deterritorialised people who move between two or more
places. Al-Ali and Koser (2002: 4) state how “the development of new identities among
migrants, who are neither anchored (socially, culturally and physically) in their place of
origin nor in their place of destination’ has been conducive to the gradual
deterritorialisation of citizenship. This concept of deterritorialisation has also been
referred to as “diaspora’. The use of the term is often disputed in migration studies and
while some theorists like Faist (1999) argue that it is not accurate to apply the term to
labour migrants because they have not experienced traumatic events, other theorists
would use the term more widely indicating a variety of diasporas ranging from victim
diasporas to indicate people who suffered ethno-political persecution, to economic
diasporas referring to migrants who look for economic opportunities and colonial
diasporas to indicate migrants who continue to have ties with past colonisation (Cohen
1997). Clifford (1994: 311) states that “diasporist discourses reflect the sense of being
part of an ongoing transnational network that includes the homeland, not as something
simply left behind, but as a place of attachment in a contrapuntal modernity’. Guarnizo
and Smith (1998) argue that the subversive potential of transnationalism is celebrated
even if transnational migrants themselves do not always want or have any conscious

intention to subvert the power of nation-states.

There seems to be an assumption, among transnationalists, that transnational practices
create new forms of identities that are not only linked to a sole national identity. For
example, Guarnizo (1997) states that Dominican migrants cannot be classified as either
Dominican or American but as both. Dual, multiple and new forms of identities in
general, are assumed to emerge from transnational lives based on the cultures of the

host and the home country (Glick Schiller and Fouron 1990). Tsuda (2003: 258), among

31



others, argues that in opposition to the majority of national communities which infuse a
sense of belonging and loyalty, most transnational migrant communities lack a sense of
consciousness. Therefore transnational migration does not always involve a movement
from the national to the post-national and ‘communities are frequently unable to
transcend traditional forms of national belonging” (Tsuda 2003: 258). Having said the
above, some transnational theorists do take into account the relevance of national
loyalties and the power of nation state on the identities of transnational migrants (Glick

Schiller 1997; Guarnizo and Smith 1998).

Regarding the interviewees in this study, they certainly cover a wide variety of
identities. Returnees from Argentina fit much more into the transnational tradition of
viewing identity. In fact despite their almost non-existent transnational life, prior to
moving to Italy, the majority of them go through a process of ‘identification’ with
Italian culture once they ‘return’ to Italy. The identities of the returnees from Europe
develop in a much less linear way compared to their Argentinian counterparts. Despite
the fact that all of the interviewees in this group grew up transnationally, upon returning
to Italy the majority of them identify either with the “host’ country or stop identifying

with any of the countries. This topic will be further explored in Chapters IV, V and VI.

Return Migration in Systems Theory

A migration system is comprised of two or more countries which exchange migrants
with each other. The migration systems approach is concerned with studying all the
linkages that exist between localities attempting to cover all dimensions of the
migration experience (Castles and Miller 2003). This theory has firstly focused on
internal migration systems (Kritz and Zlotnik 1992) and then on international migration
systems. Mabogunje (1970) carried out an internal migration system study that paid
particular attention to migration movements between countryside and city analysing the
impact of these movements on both emigration and immigration areas. In the 1980s
there was a focus on international migration systems, such as Fawcett and Arnold's
(1987) examination of population movements in the Asia-Pacific region. Migration

systems theory holds that migratory movements are based on the existence of prior

32



connections between sending and receiving countries, such as colonisation, political
influence, trade, and culture. Thus Italian return migration from both Argentina and
Europe is a direct consequence of a history of Italian labour migration between these
countries. The basic principle on which the migration systems approach is based is that
any migratory movement is the result of the interaction between macro and micro
structures. The first one refers to large-scale institutional factors while the second one
embraces the informal social networks developed by migrants themselves, in order to
cope with migration and settlement. However, these two structures are not separate, but
are interlinked by intermediate mechanisms which are referred to as meso-structures

(Castles and Miller 2003; Ambrosini 2000).

The macro-structures include the roles of international political relations among states
seeking to direct migrant movements which are often influenced by world economies.
Italian state policies have often been contradictory and undertaken in an ad hoc fashion:
they favour citizenship along lines of descent and tightening naturalization processes at
the expense of “foreign’ migrants while extending citizenship to Italian descendants’
abroad (through legislation in 1992 (law 91) (Peixoto 2009; Andall 2002; Zincone
2009). The 1992 legislation on citizenship increased residency requirements for
citizenship from five to ten years while granting Italian citizens abroad the right to ‘re-
acquire’ citizenship. In Italy, the law on citizenship has directly impacted on the choice
of many Argentinians, and South Americans in general, with Italian origins to claim the
right to Italian citizenship even if they are fifth-generation migrants. It is estimated that
there is a potential 60 million people of Italian descent in the world who are entitled to
claim Italian citizenship (Zincone 2009). It is argued that this was an unpredicted
consequence of this law. Italian regions, Piedmont being one of them, subsidise travel
expenses to Italians living abroad under the law L.R.1/87, if they decide to ‘return
home” but do not have financial means to do so. This is another example of how state/
regional policies influence migrant movements. A few of the returnees from Argentina
interviewed in this study availed of these subsidiaries during times of financial crisis in
Argentina. On the other hand, this financial assistance was not utilised by any of the

returnees from Europe, as shown in the table below.
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Table 2.1: Statistics on subsidised return migration to Piedmont

Country of Region of Residency Years of Total number of
Provenience return family units
Argentina Piedmont 1999-2012 222

France Piedmont 1999-2012 0

Belgium Piedmont 1999-2012 1

Switzerland Piedmont 1999-2012 4

Rest of the World Piedmont 1999-2012 112

Source: Ufficio Emigrazione Regione Piemonte

The table above clearly shows that Italian returnees from Argentina utilise the subsidies
more than both Italian returnees from Europe and Italian returnees from the rest of the
world. The data collected by the Piedmont Region between 1999 and 2012 reveal that
the rate of returns were not spread out uniformly over those years but were clustered
between 1999 and 2005; 2002 and 2003 were the years with the highest numbers by far,
with 51 and 66 family units returning respectively. Those were the years that followed
the climax of the institutional and financial crisis which occurred in Argentina in 2001.
The correlation ‘between the increase in arrivals (in Italy) and the evolution of the
economic crisis in Argentina’ noted by Grossutti (2005: 5) is also relevant for the
previous wave of returnees from Argentina to Italy, who came as a consequence of the

socio-economic crisis in Argentina at the end of the 1980s.

Micro-structures refer to the informal social networks among migrants themselves
which support them in facing the challenges that moving to a new country presents,
such as language, finding accommodation and employment. This social network
concept is based on the previous ‘chain migration’ theory (Price 1963). Theorists in the
1960s and 1970s studied how the information provided by and the support of kin,
friends, and family impacted on the process of chain migration (Anderson 1974;
MacDonal and MacDonal 1964; Hugo 1981). A migrant network is a ‘set of
interpersonal ties that connect migrants, former migrants, and non-migrants in origin
and destination areas through ties of kinship, friendship, and shared community origins’
(Massey et al. 1993: 448). These ties augment the possibility of international

movements because they decrease the costs and risks of migration. ‘Network linkages
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are a form of social capital’ that provides fundamental resources for individuals and
groups’ (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 119) on which people can rely on in order to
enter, for example, foreign employment. As argued in later chapters, the majority of
returnees from Argentina relied on either friends or family members when they moved
to Italy. Since the majority of them did not have a relationship with their Italian
relatives when they were in Argentina (which the majority of them would go on to
redevelop once they moved to Italy), they initially relied primarily on their Argentinian
connections in Italy. This was different again for the returnees from within Europe who
did not rely on social networks to integrate in Italy and, apart from their partner, often
did not have any other type of network. Very often these return migrants did not have
their family of origin since they were from different parts of Italy. Social networks
instead were crucial in the integration of returnees from Argentina for many reasons

ranging from accommodation, employment, social life, and emotional support.

Meso-structures refer to individuals, organisations, and institutions for example, that
mediate between migrants and political or economic institutions. This mediation can
occur legally or illegally, formally or informally. Undocumented migrant movements,
for example, are often organised by smugglers and traffickers while the movements of
return migrants can also be assisted by organisations that inform migrants on their rights
and entitlements prior to and after migration (Castles and Miller 2003). A few of the
returnees from Argentina stated that they had been in contact with Argentinian
organisations; those who had not were also aware of them. Again, returnees from within
Europe did not tend to rely on any meso-structure for their integration in the country,
and there are no organisations (apart from the diplomatic missions) that can support
them in a more informal way. However, some of the return migrants from France
mentioned that they felt like going ‘home’ when they attended events in cultural
institutes and met people with a similar background. These mechanisms that facilitate
migration and migrants settlements are referred to as the ‘migration industry’ by Harris

(1999).

7 Social capital has been defined as “cultural and moral resources that help to promote social cohesion,
political stability and prosperity” (Heywood 2002: 431).
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There are no sharp divisions between the macro, micro and meso structures, rather they
are constantly interrelating and engaging with each other. Although this study cannot be
fully analysed through a migration systems theory, since it mainly focuses on one part
of the system (‘the return’), this framework is essential to understanding the broader

picture in which the experiences of returnees takes place.

‘Push-Pull’ Theory: Returnees from Argentina to Italy

The ‘push-pull” model, founded in neo-classical economics, can be helpful in
understanding the reasons why returnees from Argentina migrated to Italy. These
returnees disclose a basic dynamic in international migration theory: some factors
‘push’ migrants from their origin country and some others ‘pull” migrants to a host
country. The push factors that usually impel people to leave the areas of origin include
‘demographic growth, low living standards, lack of economic opportunities and political
repression’ (Castles and Miller 2003: 22); while the pull factors, that attract migrants to
specific receiving countries include ‘demand for labour, availability of land, good
economic opportunities and political freedoms’ (Castles and Miller 2003: 22). The
combination and the interaction of push and pull factors determine paths of migration.
Some of the most significant factors that influence migration flows, identified by
Solimano (2003: 15), are the following: real wage differentials (between sending and
receiving countries); network effects (informal social networks among migrants help to
face the challenges that moving to a new country presents, such as language, finding
accommodation and employment, therefore the value of friends and relatives represents
a significant factor when choosing the country of destination); policies toward
immigration (favourable migration policies in host countries tend to attract migrants);
cultural differences across countries (cultural similarities such as language, traditions,
and family structure affect migration patterns); and geographical distance and proximity
(immigration to geographically close countries seems to be favourable compared to
immigration to countries located far away). The following section will show how some

of these factors influence the decisions of Italo- Argentinians to return to Italy.
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Argentinian Push Factors

The combination of push and pull factors can provoke significant movements of
migrants. The history of Argentinian migration to Italy is the result of these factors in
action. In the case of returnees from Argentina to Italy, the push factors can be found in
the political and economic history of Argentina. Solimano (2003: 11) states that “the
combination of macroeconomic instability (higher inflation), slow and unstable growth
in the 1960s, 1970s® and 1980s’, and the ‘the political history of Argentina combining
populist—nationalist regimes and repressive military regimes (particularly in the second
half of the 1950s), combined with unstable and fragile democracy’, were the main push
factors of Argentinian migration’. Outward migration from Argentinia continued even
after the return to democracy in 1983 which failed to stabilise the economic, social, and
political situation in the country. The threat of a return to military dictatorship
characterised the 1980s and 1990s. Severe macro-economic crises and two periods of
hyperinflation took place during the late 1980s, which although they were followed by
relative calm in the 1990s, were destabilised by another macro-economic crisis at the

end of the decade and economic meltdown in 2001 (Gasparini and Cruces 2008).
Italian Pull Factors

Argentinian migrants started to arrive in Italy as political refugees in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. However the number of Argentinian migrants reached its peak after the
2001 economic crisis in Argentina which led to a massive increase in the number of
Argentinians in Italy within a short period of time. The most significant pull factor that
explains Argentinian migrants of Italian descent moving to Italy are the loose
requirements necessary to achieve Italian citizenship which, through the Schengen
agreement, guarantees the right of freedom of movement for EU citizens throughout the

EU region.

% “The political situation worsened again after the military coup of 1976. In that period, the military again
led a massive deportation of scientists, professionals and students as part of an overall repressive strategy
to control and eliminate potential opposition to the military regimes that tried to consolidate in Argentina
at that time’ (Solimano 2003: 11).
° These migrants were typically highly skilled migrants predominately destined for the U.S.A. or Spain
(Jachimowicz 2006).
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Italy is the easiest European country in which to obtain citizenship by descent. Between
1998 and 2008 almost 900,000 Latin Americans, primarily from Argentina, obtained
Italian passports on the basis of ius sanguinis. It is sufficient to prove that one’s
ancestor (there is no generational limitation) was Italian and that they never renounced
Italian nationality voluntarily (Tintori 2011). Therefore, Italian descendants of the third,
fourth, fifth and so on generation are entitled to claim their Italian origins and therefore
an Italian passport. Italian law establishes that the acquisition of Argentinian citizenship
does not cause, for those who adhere to this special agreement, the loss of original
citizenship. This law was ratified in Italy on 1% May 1973 and was in force from )

September 1974 (Tintori 2011).

Some Italian regional laws, such as the L.R.1/87 in Piedmont, subsidise the travel
expenses of Italians living abroad if they decide to move to Italy but do not have the
financial means to do so. This is another example of how regional and state policies act
as pull factors that influence migrant movements. However, other pull factors are
discussed in Chapters 1V, V and VI, such as: economic stability, cultural-linguistic
similarity (Peixoto 2009), and the existence of deep and well-inserted social networks.

In the next section, I firstly provide a succinct overview of theories of assimilation and
multiculturalism and clarify how they have developed over time, moving on then to
explain why I have decided to use the word ‘integration’, and what it stands for in the

context of this study.
Assimilation, Multiculturalism and Integration

Starting from the beginning of the 20™ century, a substantial literature on assimilation,
acculturation, pluralism, multiculturalism, integration or one of the many overlapping
yet often contradictory terms started to develop in the field of migration studies. All
these concepts are concerned with and try to explain the complex phenomenon of
migrant groups settling. Some of the challenging questions that migration theorists try
to address are: what are the factors which explain divergent patterns of integration/
assimilation among migrant groups/ individuals? Is it possible to develop a theoretical

framework applicable across different nations and among different ethnic groups? Is the
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level of integration/ assimilation of migrants measurable? To exhaustively answer all of
these questions is beyond the scope of this dissertation; however, the aim here is to

address a number of key points that are directly relevant for this study.

Even though the word assimilation has appeared in the migration literature relatively
recently, to think of assimilation as a relatively new phenomenon would be adopting a
biased view of history. Throughout the centuries and particularly since the rise of
nation-states, groups have been ‘assimilated’ into the mainstream culture. Individuals
and groups were thus obligated to shed much of their distinct culture, in terms of
language, customs, religious observance and political organisation. This was done by
empires and nation-states to attempt to compel homogeneity on migrants, with the aim
of ensuring political stability and social cohesion (Zolberg 2003). Specifically,
assimilation attempted to absorb peripheral groups into a centre; when effective, they

would go on to become an indistinguishable part of it.

When Park and Burgess (1969: 735) wrote their seminal work Introduction to the
science of sociology in 1921 they asserted that ‘assimilation is a process of
interpenetration and fusion in which persons and groups acquire the memories,
sentiments, and attitudes of other persons and groups and, by sharing their experience
and history, are incorporated with them in a common cultural life’. Park (1950: 150)
defines assimilation happening through a four-stage process: contact, competition,
accommodation and assimilation. According to this process when individuals from
different ethnic groups first come into contact they enter into competition ‘as groups
struggle to gain advantages over one another’ which is eventually followed by
accommodation, where an understanding of group position has been achieved (Alba and
Nee 1997: 828). The final stage of this race-relations cycle is assimilation which
happens when personal relationships cross group boundaries (Alba and Nee 1997: 828).
Park believed that, in modern society, forces of change (such as industrialisation and
democratic political institutions based on meritocracy), would eventually eliminate
discrimination and ethnic antagonism based on language, culture and race (Alba and
Nee 1997: 400). Even though Alba and Nee (1997) argue that Park and Burgess’s

definition of assimilation, quoted above, does not necessarily imply the erasure of all
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signs of ethnic origins, there is a general acceptance that in practice assimilation, from
the 1920s to the 1960s, involved the assimilation of ethnic minorities into the

mainstream Anglo-Saxon majority in the United States.

Gordon (1964) divided assimilation into seven phases: cultural (acculturation),
structural, marital (amalgamation), identificational, attitude receptional (absence of
prejudice), behavioural receptional (absence of discrimination), and civic (absence of
value and power conflict) (Hirschman 1983). As Rumbaut (1997: 926) explains,
identificational assimilation (for example, a self-image as American) was the end point
of a process that began with cultural assimilation, proceeded through structural
assimilation and intermarriage. and was accompanied by an absence of prejudice and
discrimination in the ‘core society’. Once structural assimilation had taken place (i.e.
extensive interaction with members of the ‘core group’) the remaining types of
assimilation would follow in a domino effect (Rumbaut 1997). Gordon explored the
many dimensions of assimilation; however, he maintained that it was a one way process
(religion excepted) leading to an increasing convergence of ethnic groups on the Anglo-
Saxon ‘core’. He argued that the ‘core’ would remain unchanged by this absorption

(Alba and Nee 1997).

France, in the European context, is the classic example of an assimilationist state with a
long tradition of assimilation discourse and techniques, apart from the beginning of the
1980s when France went through a short ‘multiculturalist’ period (Simon and Sala Pala
2010). The French Republican model of assimilation is ‘based on the central idea that
by becoming integrated into the political community as French citizens, minorities will
assimilate into a dominant culture based on linguistic homogeneity and civic
nationalism” Vasta (2007: 735). According to Simon and Sala Pala (2010: 95) the
French model of assimilation is based on a ‘non-negotiable’ French cultural superiority
that actively seek the reduction of immigrants’ cultural specificities with the aim of
assimilation. However, this model of ethnic minority incorporation has failed in the case
of the majority of the second-generation returnees from France who were interviewed in
this study. These returnees in fact state that in France they never felt that they fully

belonged there or that they were fully ‘French’; and the majority of them were exposed

40



to racist comments while growing up. | will expand on this issue later on in this chapter

and also in Chapters IV, V, and VI.

During the civil rights movement in the United States at the end of the 1960s, some
scholars who rejected much of the classic interpretation of assimilation started to gain
prominence. Critics of assimilation theory argued that it was un-testable: when the
argument was made that assimilation had not occurred, assimilationists could, in theory,
maintain that the process of assimilation was still ongoing (Lyman 1972). Others such
as Barth and Noel (1973), as well as Blumer (1965), raised a number of doubts around
the determinism inherent in the theory, the one-way direction of change within it, and
the argument that industrialisation would necessarily lead to a decline in racial
discrimination. The latest reaction to the assimilation theory came from the revival of
the ethnicity school when in the late 1960s and 1970s many scholars agreed that
ethnicity remained a fundamental source of identification (Hirschman 1983: 402) and
that it could come back even more strongly after a few generations. Arnold (2011: 18)
argues that by the 1960s the assimilation concept was discredited. Glazer and Moynihan
(1963) famously noted that the melting pot never happened and their quote became
symbolic of the crisis of the assimilation concept from the end of the 1960s onwards.
By the 1980s the notion of difference gained eminence. Brubaker (2001: 531) calls this
process the ‘differentialist turn’ during which multiculturalist concepts were
predominant. These concepts believed that migrant groups were retaining ethnic
customs and identity over time, and therefore assimilation was not occurring (Gans
1997). From the early 1960s a consensus started to emerge among scholars that it was
incorrect to assume that minority ethnic groups would take on the cultural
characteristics of the core ethnic group over time (the fundamental idea of assimilation

theory) (Brubaker 2001).

In the 1960s struggles for multicultural societies started to surface. In those years,
academics and policymakers began to challenge assimilation policies, instead
promoting policies of multiculturalism and integration, ‘prompted by the realisation that
many immigrants and refugees maintain elements of their home country culture and

identity as well as symbolic, and to some extent also practical, links to their places of
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origins’ (Stefansson 2004: 6). Kymlicka (2007) states that it is very difficult to pin
down a definition of multiculturalism, instead he suggests that a more effective way to
understand the logic of multiculturalism is to understand what it is a response to. He
(2007: 61) states that “all struggles for multiculturalism share in common a rejection of
earlier models of the unitary, homogenous nation-state’. Kymlicka (2007: 62) also
argues that since most nation-states did not exist naturally, they had to actively
construct a national homogeneity through ‘nation-building policies that encouraged the
preferred national identity while suppressing any alternative identities’. However, as
seen from the late 1960s onwards, some minorities have rejected this homogenisation
and have campaigned in favour of diversity and for a multicultural state which must be
seen as belonging to all citizens and not only to a single group (Kymlicka 2007). The
multicultural state also needs to ‘recognise cultural identities (as opposed to
assimilation) and open up public spaces for their representation; and foster acceptance
of ethnic pluralism and cultural understanding across all groups’ (Vertovec and
Wessendorf 2010: 4). Therefore, according to Banting and Kymlicka (2006: 1)
multiculturalism policies ‘go beyond the protection of the basic civil and political rights
guaranteed to all individuals in a liberal-state, to also extend some level of public
recognition and support for ethno-cultural minorities to maintain and express their

distinct identities and practices’.

Leading articles published in the early 1990s demonstrated that a range of outcomes
could come from processes of ethnic relations (Portes and Zhou 1993) and that a false
dichotomy had been allowed to emerge between pluralists and assimilationists. Gans
(1997: 875) argues that this division was ‘conceptually and otherwise defective’. Portes
and Zhou (1993: 75) theorising on the second generation argued that ‘the process of
growing up American oscillated between smooth acceptance and traumatic
confrontation depending on the characteristics that immigrants and their children bring
along and the social context that receives them’. Responding to the ‘straight-line
assimilation” concept, they posit that the process of assimilation has become segmented,
with ‘several different forms of adaptation. One of them replicates the time-honored
portrayal of growing acculturation and parallel integration into the white middle-class; a

second leads straight in the opposite direction to permanent poverty and assimilation
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into the underclass (downward mobility); still a third associates rapid economic
advancement with deliberate preservation of the immigrant’s community values and
tight solidarity’ (Portes and Zhou 1993: 82)."° Portes and Zhou (1993: 83) explain these
different outcomes among second-generation migrants through three features of social
context: colour, location, and the absence of mobility ladders. 1 will expand on these

features later in this chapter.

Gans (1997) argues that the traditional polarisation of assimilationist and pluralist
theories is unnecessary and can be reconciled through the concept of acculturation.
According to Gans (1997: 877), ‘acculturation refers mainly to the newcomers’
adoption of the culture of the host society’ while assimilation ‘refers to the newcomers’
move out of formal and informal ethnic associations and other social institutions into
the non-ethnic equivalents’. Drawing on the acculturation and assimilation concepts
conventionally used at the Chicago School in the late 1940s, Gans (1997) argues that
acculturation is always a quicker process than assimilation for two reasons. First he
(1997: 877) explains that ‘American culture is a powerfully attractive force for
immigrants (...) particularly those coming from societies that lack their own
commercial popular cultures’; Second he (1997: 878) explains that immigrants ‘can
acculturate on their own but they cannot assimilate unless they are given permission to
enter the “American’ group or institution” since discrimination can deny this permission.
Acculturation therefore helps explain why assimilation is not a straight-line process.
Gans (1997: 878) moreover points out the importance of distinguishing between
voluntary and involuntary retention as ‘members of the second generation remain loyal
to the immigrant family and honour the obligations it demands, these members must
also retain some cultural practices they might otherwise give up’. For instance he (1997)
explains that the second generation may retain the ethnic language because this might

be the only way to interact with their parents. Gans (1997: 878) asserts that ‘if the

' Zhou (2005), expanding on the concept elaborated with Portes (1993), that ethnic cohesion is an
alternative route to upward mobility, introduces the idea that ethnicity can be mobilised as social capital.
These concepts will be both employed to explain the experiences of returnees in the labour market in Italy
in Chapter V.
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assimilation-acculturation distinction is used in research, researchers will discover the

virtually inevitable lag of assimilation behind acculturation’.

Brubaker (2001: 539) argues that since the middle of the 1980s there has been ‘a
renewed theoretical concern with assimilation in the scholarly literature’. He (2001:
533) calls this phenomenon the ‘return of assimilation’. Brubaker (2001: 539) specifies
that ‘recent work on assimilation is agnostic about its directions, degrees, and
modalities, and ambivalent about its desirability’. Therefore ‘the new theorists of
assimilation do not simply replicate the old, pre-1965 approaches’ which ‘posited,
endorsed, and expected assimilation towards an unproblematic conceived white
Protestant ‘core culture’’ (Brubaker 2001: 540). Brubaker (2001: 542) states that the
concept of assimilation has involved a significant shift from focusing on difference to
focusing on emerging commonalities; ‘it does not amount to a return to the bad old days
of arrogant assimilationism’. He (2001: 542) argues that while ‘the zerm ‘assimilation’
has returned, the concept has been transformed’ in the following six ways. First, a shift
from understandings of assimilation focusing on absorption, to focusing on processes of
becoming similar has occurred. Second, there has been a shift from seeing ‘populations
of immigrant origin as mouldable’ objects, to perceiving them as active subjects
(Brubaker 2001: 542). Third, there has been a shift in the unit within which change
occurs — ‘the unit that undergoes assimilation is not the person but a multi-generational
population’ (key changes such as in language and in other domains occur inter-
generationally) (Brubaker 2001: 543). Fourth, ‘a shift from thinking in terms of
homogenous units to thinking in terms of heterogeneous units’ has happened (Brubaker
2001: 543). Fifth, there has been ‘a shift in the focus of normative concern informing
research on assimilation from cultural to socio-economic matters’ (Brubaker 2001:
543). Sixth, a shift from an approach that conceptualised assimilation into a ‘core
culture’, to an approach that envisions divergent paths by which assimilation can occur

has taken place (Brubaker 2001).

The case of Argentina can be seen as an example of Brubaker’s (2001) concept of the
‘return of assimilation’ in action. The Argentinian Constitution promotes immigration

from European countries. In Article 20 it states that foreigners are guaranteed the same
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civil rights as Argentinian citizens, and in Article 25 immigration is promoted with the
following words: “the Federal Government shall foster European immigration; and may
not restrict, limit or burden with any tax whatsoever, the entry into the Argentine
territory of foreigners who arrive for the purpose of tilling the soil, improving
industries, and introducing and teaching arts and sciences’ (De La Torre and Mendoza
2007: 52). Therefore European immigrants are not only seen as labourers but also as
fundamental contributors that can fully participate in the construction of the country.
Many aspects of Brubaker’s (2001) concept of assimilation are relevant here. What took
place in Argentina can be seen as a process of becoming similar, undertaken by active,
heterogeneous subjects, across the course of generations. While there are differences
across space and time, and with regard to the exclusion suffered by indigenous peoples
from other neighbouring countries, there are similarities between his theory of the

evolution of assimilation and the practices undertaken by the Argentinian state.

Since 2000, a series of terror attacks and several instances of riots by ethnic minorities’
started to emerge in many European countries and in the United States''. These events
have forced a re-think on what the consequences of multicultural and assimilationist
integration policies are. Since the more common socio-economic indicators would
suggest that second-generation ethnic minorities were integrated, there was a newly
increased emphasis placed by researchers on less easily measured factors such as ethnic
or religious identity, citizenship and race (Thomson and Crul 2007). This change in
emphasis was in accordance with the view argued by Zolberg and Long (1999: 8), who
held that focusing on ‘particular elements of culture as the focal points of contentious
debate provides an entry point into the dynamics of inclusion and exclusion’. These
elements form a boundary which differentiates between host and migrant groups.
Zolberg and Long (1999: 9) state that ‘though incorporation is an interactive process,
involving both hosts and newcomers, the actors are not equal: since the negotiations
take place in the host country, power relationships are generally asymmetric in favour of
the host majority, which naturally has the upper hand’. They argue that negotiation

between the hosts and the newcomers can take three forms: boundary crossing,

" Riots between British Bangladeshi and Pakistani youths against White youths break out in several
northern British cities in May 2001 and the terrorist attacks on the Twin Towers, in the USA, in
September 2001 are just some examples of this (Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010).
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boundary blurring and boundary shifting. Boundary crossing refers to the classic
version of individual assimilation: migrants acquire some attributes of the host society
while the structure of the receiving society remains unaffected (for example migrants
replace their mother tongue with the host language, naturalisation, and religious
conversion). Boundary blurring refers to changes in the structures of the receiving
society. It is characterised by ‘the tolerance of multiple memberships and an
overlapping of collective identities’ (for example bilinguism is accepted, dual
nationality is possible and the institutionalisation of migrant faiths are welcomed)
(Zolberg and Long 1999: 9). Boundary shifting refers to the reconstruction of a group’s
identity which redefines the line differentiating between members and not members of a
group. This can occur either in the direction of inclusion or exclusion (Zolberg and

Long 1999).

Alba (2005), building on the work of Baubdck (1994) and Zolberg and Long (1999),
attempts to build ‘a conceptual framework (on boundaries and assimilation) that will
apply beyond U.S. society” (Alba 2005: 21). Alba states ‘that the processes involved
depend crucially on the precise nature of the ethnic boundary. The nature of the
minority-majority boundary depends on the way in which it has been institutionalised in
different domains. In turn, the nature of the boundary affects fundamentally the process
by which individuals gain access to the opportunity afforded the majority’ (Alba 2005:
21-22). Alba (2005) posits that the ethnic majority creates social distance between itself
and minorities by imposing its values (for example on religion, language, citizenship,
and race) through key institutions. Alba (2005: 41) also states that the construction of
boundaries depends ‘on the materials available in institutional domains of the receiving
society, as well as on characteristics and histories that the immigrants themselves
present’ therefore, the extent to which assimilation happens, change from one societal
context to another. Alba (2005) develops the concepts of ‘blurred’ and ‘bright’
boundaries to indicate how ‘porous’ or exclusive boundaries are to migrants: ‘‘bright’
boundaries represent sharper divisions between ethnic groups which, especially for a
community as a whole, are much more difficult to cross than the more malleable, less
divisive ‘blurred’ boundaries’ (Thomson and Crul 2007: 1037). The analysis of Alba’s

study on second-generation Mexicans in the United States, North Africans in France,
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and Turks in Germany ‘leads to the specific conclusion that blurred boundaries
generally characterise the situation of Mexicans in the United States’ while bright
boundaries characterise the European context for Muslim groups (Alba 2005: 20).
Therefore Alba (2005), through his study, acknowledges the ‘path-dependence’ of each
process of integration but he also provides a framework of analysis that can overcome

problems of comparability.

The concept of blurred and bright boundaries elaborated by Alba (2005) has been useful
in understanding the experience of the returnees interviewed in this study. In fact, as
will be demonstrated in Chapter VI, the majority of interviewees from Europe (and
specifically from France) face similar assimilation issues to the ones faced by North
African second-generation migrants in France, while the experience of third-, fourth-
and fifth-generation of Italians in Argentina is closer to the experience of Mexicans

described by Alba (with the exception of the race factor) (Alba 2005).

‘Dual frame of reference’ and ‘relative deprivation’ are also very useful theories to help
understand the experiences of Italian returnees from Argentina and from Europe
respectively. In relation to the ‘dual frame of reference’ Roder and Miihlau (2012: 779)
argue that ‘as long as the circumstances in the host countries [in the context of this
study, the host country is Italy] compare favourably to the situation in their home
country [in the context of this study, the home country is Argentinal, the ‘dual frame of
reference’ will induce a more positive evaluation relative to people who lack this
anchoring’. Therefore as it will be evident by reading Chapter 1V, V and VI, that the
returnees from Argentina tend to value their experience and particularly the financial
side of it in positive terms upon their return to Italy because they compare it with their

previous life experience in Argentina.

Instead, it can be argued that the experience of second generation Italian returnees from
France, is a specific example of relative deprivation. According to Runciman (1966: 9)
the notions of relative deprivation and reference group ‘depend on the frame of
reference within which they are conceived’. Runciman (1966: 11) states that ‘relative

deprivation” should always imply a sense of deprivation and involves ‘a comparison
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with the imagined situation’ of a reference group. Runciman (1966: 9) argues that if
people ‘have been led to see as a possible goal the relative prosperity of some more
fortunate community with which they can directly compared themselves, then they will
remain discontented with their lot until they have succeeded in catching up’. One of the
most significant studies where the concept of ‘relative deprivation’ is explored is 7The
American Soldier. The authors (Stouffer et. al 1949) of this book do not provide an
exact definition of ‘relative deprivation’ however they provide a series of examples
through which it is possible to grasp the concept. The main idea behind the examples is
that a soldier can adjust more or less easily to the camps where he was situated
depending on the ‘reference group’ against which he compares his situation. The
authors of the book argue that it was manifestly more frustrating for northern Negros
soldiers, in the United States army, to adapt to their army life compared to the northern
Negros soldiers located in the south of the country, because while the first group
compared themselves to the situation of northern Negros civilians who enjoyed more
rights, the northern Negros located in the southern camps tended to compare their

situation to the civilian Negros living in the south, who were entitled to less rights.

This concept of ‘relative deprivation’ is useful to explain the disappointing experience
of the second generation Italian returnees from Europe in Italy. This cohort kept
measuring their standard of living in Italy in terms of services, employment, welfare

system etc. with what they were used to in the European country grew up in.

From the assimilation theories reviewed until now, it emerges that several factors such
as colour, location, absence of mobility ladders, citizenship, religion, and language
‘account for different patterns of second-generation integration in different countries’
(Thomson and Crul 2007: 1025; Alba 2005; Portes and Zhou 1993). However, it is
important to underline that these are not the only issues faced by second-generation
migrants. In fact as Alba (2005) points out, the factors that influence assimilation,
change from context to context. Portes and Zhou (1993) argue that colour is the first
source of vulnerability for the process of assimilation because the majority of
contemporary second-generation immigrants in the States are non-white; the second

source of vulnerability is the location of immigrant households which are often in close
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contact with concentrations of native-born minorities'?; the third source of vulnerability
has to do with changes in the American economy which followed a rapid process of
national deindustrialisation which has left a gap between minimally paid unskilled jobs
and the high-tech and professional occupations which require college degrees occupied
by native elites. This, as Portes and Zhou (1993: 83) argue, has led ‘to the evaporation
of occupational ladders of intergenerational mobility’. Alba (2005: 27), on the other
hand, argues that apart from race there are other aspects that influence the process of
assimilation of second-generation migrants such as: citizenship, religion, and language.
Alba (2005) makes the point that citizenship is a fundamental aspect because not only
does it confer political rights but it also affects the sense of membership. Alba (2005)
states that since the United States legislation on citizenship is based on ius soli
(therefore it is a straightforward process for the second generation to acquire
citizenship), Mexican Americans feel quite American, while many Turkish migrants in
Germany do not have German citizenship (because of restrictions on the acquisition of
the citizenship), and therefore do not identify themselves as German'’ (although in
recent years a reform which loosened the citizenship criteria came into force in
Germany). In the case of French naturalisation, Alba (2005) states that although prior to
1993 and after 1998 citizenship has been acquired passively (automatically granted at
age 18), there exists confusion over citizenship status among second-generation
migrants. Alba (2005) speaks about the importance of language to assimilation, and he
argues that although second-generation migrants usually speak the language of the
majority, in some countries such as France, the use of their own language is not
encouraged. This implies that French institutions promote assimilation in a ‘classical’
sense - where the minority is expected to adapt to the ‘core’ majority culture. Regarding
religion, Alba (2005: 32) makes a similar point stating that even in secular countries
such as France, Christian religions have been institutionalised through customs and
habits of thought and therefore it is difficult for other types of religion, such as Islam, to

achieve parity.

"2 Portes and Zhou (1993) illustrate this point using the example of the Haitian immigrant community
(Little Haiti) which is adjacent to Liberty City, the main black inner-city area in Miami. They argue that
Haitian adolescents attend predominantly inner-city schools where black Americans are the majority.
¥ Since 1 January 2000, it has been possible to acquire German citizenship based on the principle of
birthplace, according to which a child of foreign parents automatically obtains German citizenship by
being born in Germany if, at this time, at least one parent has had their main place of residence in
Germany for at least eight years, and is entitled to permanent residency (Sachsen 2014).
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Contrary to the third-, fourth- and fifth-generation returnees from Argentina who did not
experience any of the barriers mentioned above while growing up, second-generation
returnees from Europe and especially from France did. As it will be further explored in
Chapters 1V, V, and VI returnees from Europe often explain that the area where they
grew up was mainly populated by ethnic minorities: often they refer to these areas as
‘ghettos’. A few of the interviewees from France also state that they were unaware for a
long time that they were entitled to French citizenship, showing that many second-
generation migrants were confused about their legal status while growing up, especially
those who were born in Italy but arrived in France prior to starting school. Many of the
interviewees who participated in this study and who grew up in countries such as France
and Belgium recalled that school teachers encouraged their Italian parents to speak
French to their children to promote assimilation - the use of Italian in families was seen
as counterproductive in the process of assimilation. Finally, the returnees who grew up
in the Lorraine region (France) describe the issues that people in this region face as a
consequence of the governmental decision to scale down the steel industry there at the
end of the 1970s (Chapman 1989). The interviewees in fact grew up in a very industrial
area and they saw it changing with the closure of many factories where a large number
of migrants used to be employed. They explain that these changes in the regional
economy, characterised by a process of deindustrialisation, left many social problems,

above all unemployment.

It is interesting to note that the majority of the issues outlined above, which are faced by
second-generation migrants differ from the issues faced by second-generation return
migrants reported in the literature, as outlined in the Introduction. This difference is
important since it clearly shows that return migrants cannot be considered the same as

economic migrants who do not have an ethnic link to the country they migrate to.

Integration — Working Definition

Wessendorf (2013) specifies that there is a different terminology employed in North
America and in Europe when it comes to the process of incorporation among the second

generation. While in Europe the word ‘integration’ is generally favoured when talking
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about the settlement process of migrants and their families, in North America the term
‘segmented assimilation’, which is currently the predominant theory of assimilation in
the United States, is commonly used (Wessendorf 2013). As seen throughout this
chapter, assimilation is a very contested concept and even if in current academic debate
it does not refer to a process of absorption of the minority cultures into the mainstream
culture in a forced manner any longer, non-American theorists are critical of it and tend
to avoid the use of the word (Vasta 2007: 734). The concept of integration as described
by Grillo (2001: 6) implies ‘immigrants becoming an integral part of, though not
necessarily absorbed by, the receiving society and culture’. It is also often referred to *as
a two-way process which also involves social and cultural transformations in the

majority society’ (Wessendorf 2013: 7).

In this study, following the European tradition, I will employ the word ‘integration’ to
conceptualise the process of settlement for the two groups of returnees. In the following
section, | explain what 1 mean by integration and which aspects were considered when

analysing the experiences of return migrants in Italy.

In this study, I analyse the processes of integration of return migrants by looking at
economic, social, and cultural aspects in Chapters 1V, V, and VI respectively. Although
political participation is considered to be an essential element of integration, I decided
not to have a separate chapter on it because all my interviewees, with the exception of
two, have the right to<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>