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INTRODUCTION

For many vyears, I have been fascinated with mass
psychology and its various social, religious, and political
manifestations. Whether studying mob violence, cults, or
political demagogues, I find that the same gquestions always
haunt me: why do people subordinate their personalities and
ethics to the demands of other people, organizations, or
ideologies? What makes a person want to belong to a group,
even if that group is violent, repressive, authoritarian and
its belief system conflicts with that of the individual?
These questions are particularly compelling when trying to
understand the mass appeal of facism.

Facism is a system of government, as well as an ideology,
that is characterized by militant nationalism, dictatorship,
ethnocentrism, and a hatred of communism, It originated in
Italy during the 1920's under the leadership of Benito
Mussolini and later spread to Germany, where Adolf Hitler
combined the basic tenets of Italian Facism and his own
virulent brand of racism to form the National Socialist, or
Nazi, party. In this thesis, I will seek to better understand
why millions of people <collaborated with the fascist
governments of Hitler and Mussolini during the Second World
War. In trying to define what the motivations to collaborate

might have been, however, I am well aware that there is no one
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answer that can adequately explain the mass phenomenon of
collaboration. Moreover, no one, to my knowledge, has ever
tried to explain why people collaborated; in Europe, where
collaboration with the Nazis and the Italian facists occurred
on a large scale, people are still unwilling to discuss a
politically compromising subject such as this. My thesis,
therefore, must be considered to be a kind of intellectual
journey; 1t 1is a highly speculative search for greater
understanding about an essentially unexplored subject.

In Chapter One, I propose several of my own explanations
of collaboration, based upon various theories and experiments
which I have <culled from the social sciences. These
explanations, I believe, offer solid insights into many
individuals’ motivations to collaborate. My social science-
based hypotheses, however, are abstract; they attempt to
explain collaboration in terms of certain universal human
tendencies, and do not account for the more nuanced,
individual dimensions of collaboration. In order to address
these "human" aspects, then, one may turn to less academic,
more creative explanations of collaboration which have their
own validity; these interpretations tap common archetypal and
cultural perceptions that reflect, to a certain degree, what
actually occurred during the war. I have chosen to examine

two creative narratives, Il Conformista and Lacombe Lucien,

in Chapters Two and Three; both offer insights into the

dynamics of collaboration in terms of a few individuals’
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lives. I will show that while Il Conformista has a very

restricted narrative explanation, Lacombe Lucien contains
representations of individuals’ desire to collaborate which
can be extrapolated to a more universal interpretation of that
phenomenon. I emphasize, however, that I am not looking for
a definitive explanation of collaboration in my examination
of these narratives or in my scientific hypotheses; rather,
I am merely seeking greater understanding. Indeed, I believe
that it remains--and will remain--beyond human ability to
adequately identify and understand the millions of individual
motivations that comprise the mass phenomenon of

collaboration.



CHAPTER ONE

Collaboration, in its broadest sense, suggests two or
more individuals working together towards a common goal. In
situations of war, however, the term ‘collaboration’ possesses
more ethically and politically 1loaded connotations; it
commonly refers to the act of aiding and abetting the
political objectives of the "enemy”". The "enemy"--if it turns
out to be one’s own government--may only be identifiable in
retrospect, however. In reference to the Second World War,
collaboration with the enemy signifies active, individual
complicity with the Axis powers of Nazi Germany and Fascist
Italy.

Within a six week period in May and June of 1940, France
fell under the onslaught of the German armies. In panic, more
than five million people walked and rode to the southwest,
across the Loire river, towards the c¢ity of Bordeaux. More
than two million people left Paris alone between June 10 and
June 14. This great exodus, or "Exode", as it came to be
called, lasted only until June 22, when the armistice was
signed between France and Germany. Nonetheless, this mass
exodus was, and still is, one of the most painful and poignant
events of France’'s wartime experience. Families were split
up, children were irretrievably 1lost, and the number of
casualties rose as Germans planes bombed the roads on which

millions travelled. To add to the general confusion, the
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French government, under the leadership of Marshal Pétain,
fled Paris on June 10 and set up temporary headquarters in the
southern spa town of Vichy.

Following the signing of the armistice on June 22,
Petain’'s government hurriedly attempted to restore law and
order; indeed, Pétain and his followers went out of their way
to satisfy the provisons of the armistice, which, among other
things, ordered them to "conform to the decisions of the
German authorities and collaborate faithfully with them".'
Robert Paxton, in his classic analysis of Vichy France, writes
that large-scale collaboration with the Nazis ultimately
resulted from Petain’s eagerness to fulfill the demands of the
armistice and return France to a state of peace:

The most elementary promptings of normalcy in the summer

of 194Q, the urge to return to home and job, started

many Frenchman down a path of everyday complicity that
led gradually and eventually to active assistance to

German measures undreamed of in 1940.°

What began as passive, sometimes inadvertent
collaboration for many ultimately resulted in the active
participation of hundreds of thousands of French citizens in
the "maintenance"” of order. This often included setting up

concentration camps for foreigners, purging socialists,

freemasons, and communists, and deporting Jews to death camps

! Robert 0. Paxton, Vichy France, New York, 1972, p. 19.

! Ibid.
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elsewhere in Burope.’ 1In their exuberant collaboration for
the sake of France, many French implemented these morally
questionable measures, often without prompting from the
occupying German forces. Paxton writes that:

Even Frenchman of the best intentions, faced with the
harsh alternative of doing one’'s job, whose risks were
moral and abstract, or practicing civil disobedience,

whose risks were material and immediate, went on doing
the job.!

Active oppostion to the Vichy regime and the German
occupiers, therefore, called for c¢ivil disobedience and
lawlessness. Such alternatives largely appealed to the young
and to individuals already on the fringe of French society.
As a result, according to Paxton, "the Resistance in France
contained a disproportionate share of the young, Communists,
and old streetfighters from the prewar protofascist leagues."®
In total, around two percent of French citizens are estimated
to have actively participated in the Resistance.

The résistants began to disturb public order in August
1941, with acts of sabotage and several assassinations.
Significant numbers of French, however, did not join the
Resistance until the end of 1942, when Hitler pressured Vichy
to mobilize young men to work in German factories. Paxton

describes how

Young men faced the choice of taking the train to

', Ibid., p. 170-175.
‘. 1Ibid., p. 383.

S, Ibid., p. 292.



Germany or the path to the mountains. Thousands
who could get to remote areas chose the mountains,
and encampments of young men, the maquis, sprang
up in the Alps, the Massif central, and the
Pyreness.®

The masquisards, as they were called, would emerge from
hiding to raid banks and government offices. The Vichy regime
fought the Resistance by backing anti-Resistance groups like
the Milice, a paramilitary organization comprised of around
45,000 thugs and fascist fanatics. Ultimately, attempts to
suppress the Resistance and maintain "law and order"” served
only to tighten the web of complicity between Vichy and the

Germans.

In Italy, collaboration took a different form. Fascism
was the reigning political institution, whereas in France
Nazism had been more or less imposed upon the population;
since Benito Mussolini’s ascension to power on October 28,
1922, millions of Italians had embraced Fascism’s militant,
ultranationalistic ideology, partly 1in reaction to the
humiliating loss of territory Italy had suffered during World
War One. Collaboration in Italy involved active affirmation
of one’s allegiance to Mussolini and the expression of one’s
devotion to "la patria”, the fatherland. Thus, the decision
to collaborate with the fascists in Italy during the war was,
in every sense, a different one; it was the politically

correct thing to do.

¢, 1Ibid.
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In Italy, then, who was a collaborator? One way to
determine this would be to practice the Italian Resistance’s
methods of "appraisal”™ at the end of the war: compare the
wartime activities of suspected or known Fascists to those of
Resistance members. During Mussolini’s reign there were
hundreds of thousands of Italian socialists and communists,
persecuted mercilessly by the Fascist party, who chose to
fight against the status quo. These partigiani, similar to
the French maquisards, formed small guerrilla bands and hid
in the hills, emerging only to ambush German or Fascist troops
or to blow up trains or roads.’
Following the Allied liberation of Italy from the Nazi-puppet
government of Sala in the spring of 1945, the partisan-1led
Committee for National Liberation attempted to round up known
Fascist officials and their sympathizers in a legal, organized
manner. Mob justice, however, often prevailed; perhaps as
many as two million suspected Fascists were murdered in the
year following the Allied liberation.' For the purposes of
this thesis, I am considering Fascist collaborators to be
those individuals who were members of the Italian Fascist
party during the war, who opposed the Resistance, and who

worked actively to realize the political objectives of

fascisnm.

. Henry Adams, Italy at War, Alexandria, Va., 1982, p. 188-
193.

', 1Ibid.
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While studying c¢ollaboration, I found that several
academic fields offered me the theoretical means to try to
explain why people collaborate. The hypotheses which I will
offer here, based upon my own interpretations of decision
science theory, sociological case studies, and psychological
research are intriguing; each sheds some 1light upon the
dynamics of collaboration and the potential socio-economic,
as well as psychological, impact that the act of collaborating
may have on an individual. The discussion of each hypothesis
will be brief; I present them primarily as frames of reference
for the two fictional interpretations of collaboration which
follow in Chapters Two and Three. I can claim no greater
intrinsic value for my hypotheses than Moravia and Modiano can
for theirs, since my expertise in the areas of social science
and psychology is limited to my experience as an occasional
student in those fields. Moreover, the explanations for
collaboration I posit here are the result of my own intuition
and extrapolation; to my knowledge, very little theoretical
research in academics has been devoted to the study of
collaboration. Nonetheless, I believe that it is important
to be aware of the explanatory potential that the following
hypotheses possess; each contains some valuable insight about

the dynamic of collaboration that our understanding of this

complex phenomenon.
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The Rational Actor Model

In the philosophical arena of the decision sciences (the
study of decision making), the "rational actor paradigm" is
a well-known theoretical model that attempts to explain why
a single actor, whether an individual, an organization, or a
government, makes decisions in a certain manner.
Specifically, the rational actor model suggests that an actor
will make decisions which will be the most beneficial to him
or her, decision which will be "value-maximizing" (the term
‘value’ refers to the personal benefit that some action will
generate).9 Graham T. Allison, 1in explaining the basic
concepts of rational decision making, states that "Rationality
refers to consistent, value-maximizing choice within specified
constraints”.'!' In the context of this model, therefore,
rationality does not refer to a psychological state, but
rather represents an economically efficient strategy of
action.

In constructing a hypothesis which explains individual
collaboration during World War Two, I would broaden the purely
economic paradigm described by Allison to extrapolate a
rational actor model of collaboration. Intuitively, one can

understand how the value-maximizing tendencies of an

., Irving L. Janis and Leon Mann, Decision Making, New York,

1977, p. 21.

1 Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision, Glenview, Ill.,
1971, p. 30.
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economically-oriented rational actor, such as a business firm,
may be logically applied to individuals. During World War
Two, collaboration with one of the Axis powers appeared to
some people a sure means to realizing personal socio-economic
goals.

According to Allison, the rational actor model of decison
making consists of goals, alternatives, consequences, and
choices. First, the actor must first be able to identify what
his or her goals are and then be able to rank them in order
of importance. A rational actor might, for example, rank
heightened social prestige, greater personal wealth, or
greater political power at the top of his or her 1list of
objectives. Secondly, the rational actor must examine the
alternative courses of action that are available. In the
context I am studying, then, a rational actor might seriously
consider collaborating with the Nazi occupying forces 1in
France or the Fascists in Italy, because that alternative
might appear to be more economically lucrative and politically
safe than the alternative of resistance,. Thirdly, the
rational actor must consider the possible outcomes, or
consequences, of choosing a particular alternative. In a
model of collaboration, therefore, he or she would consider
all the foreseeable consequences of collaborating with the
Axis powers. If such deliberation occured during a period in
which the Axis powers were on the offensive and appeared to

be victorious, a rational actor might visualize only positive
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consequences resulting from the decision to collaborate.
Lastly, the actor must choose the alternative which promises
the greatest personal payoff. Thus, in a model of
collaboration, the actor might choose to collaborate because
such a decision would facilitate the realization of personal
goals, goals such as greater prestige, wealth, and power.'

Intuitively, we know that this rational actor model of
collaboration is a persuasive explanation of this phenomenon.
This intuition, however, is reinforced by specific case
studies that provide us with more empirical evidence that the
rational actor hypothesis explains <c¢ollaboratation. In

Eichmann in Jerusalem, Hannah Arendt desribes Adolf Eichmann,

the SS officer in charge of the "Final Solution”, as a man
whose primary objective in life was to scale the heights of
German society. To realize this goal, Eichmann decided early
on that he would have to work within the system and entered
the lowered echelons of Nazi Germany’s bureacracy. After
years of consistent, productive bureaucratic service, Eichmann
was put in charge of orchestrating the "Final Solution”, the
extermination of the Jews. In her study of Eichmann, Arendt
concluded that, unlike the vast majority of high-ranking Nazi
officials, Eichmann was not a Nazi whose work ethic was fueled
by anti-semitism; ultimately, he was not a brilliant, obsessed
architect of genocide, but merely an uneducated, uncreative

bureaucrat. He was a man who was "evil" insofar as he

. Ibid., p. 29-30.



13

collaborated with the Nazi war machine. An exemplary rational
actor, Eichmann dutifully followed orders in order to maximize

his personal socio-economic gains.!'}

Asch, Milgram, and Zimbardo

Several seminal social psychological experiments have
been conducted in the years since World War Two which attempt
to explain how ordinary individuals commit morally
reprehensible acts. Ironically, these experiments, inspired
by a desire to understand the atrocities committed by the
Nazis, have been themselves heavily criticized for crossing
the ethical line between legitimate scientific research and
psychological and physical abuse. The experiments of Solomon
Asch, Stanley Milgram, Phillip Zimbardo are of particular
interest to my examination of collaboration; their studies
examine certain psychological dynamics of conformity and
obedience to authority which also appear to operate 1in
collaboration. In a 1952 study, Solomom Asch examined the
influence that a group’s opinion can exercize on an
individual’s judgement. Asch placed seven students in a room
and told the group that they would be shown a series of twelve
posters, each exhibiting three lines of varying length and a
standard line. He asked the students to compare the three

lines to the standard and then call out, one at a time, which

12 Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem, New York, 1964.
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line matched the standard in length. Six of the students were
in fact actors, and had been instructed to give incorrect
answvers at certain times. The seventh student was the true
subject, and had received no instructions. This student was
always the last to respond. In seven of the twelve instances,
the subject student found that the other six students’
perceptions conflicted sharply with his own: for example, all
the other students would confidently call out line 2, when the
correct answer was obviously line 1. In such instances, the
subject became deeply disturbed and consumed with anxiety and
self-doubt. Asch found that one third of the subjects he
tested answered the way the majority did--despite the fact
that the answer was clearly incorrect--on at least three of
the seven 1instances, while two subjects concurred with the

majority in all seven instances.!’ With this experiment Asch

demonstrated how powerful the urge to conform can be; he
illustrated how the desire to belong to and to affiliate
oneself with a group can influence the actions of an
individual, even if the individual knows the group |is
incorrect. Applied to the phenomenon of collaboration, Asch'’'s
experiment, in my opinion, explains how individuals can be
manipulated to act in certain ways by societal norms and
expectations. Thus, the institutionalized Fascism of Italy

under Mussolini might have compelled many Italians to

13 golomon E. Asch, Social Psychology, Englewood Cliffs, NJ,
1952.
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collaborate because it imposed on them a sense of patriotic
duty to protect "la patria". Likewise, when Petain called for
French citizens to help maintain "law and order"”, it is likely
that he pressured many French into collaborating with the
German forces.

In a series of famous, controversial experiments
conducted in 1963 and 1965, Stanley Milgram demonstrated how
easily ordinary, healthy individuals can be induced to harm
others under orders from a "legitimate"” authority figure.
Milgram recruited forty subjects with a newspaper ad,
pretending to conduct an experiment on the effectiveness of
punishment in reinforcing the learning process. An official-
looking experimenter assigned, apparently at random, the role
of "teacher” to the actual subject, while an actor posing as
another subject was "chosen™ to be the "learner". The
experimenter then instructed the teacher that he was to teach
word pairs to the learner, who would be in another room. If
the learner made a mistake, the teacher was to administer an
electric shock as punishment. The shock apparatus was
labelled with voltages ranging from 15 to 450 volts and with
words reading "slight shock", "strong shock™, "Danger: severe
shock”, and "XXX". The teacher was to raise the voltage 15
volts after every error.

During these experiments the learner would make many
errors, forcing the teacher to administer shocks frequently.

After a certain voltage had been reached, shouts and protests
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appearance was consistent with modern archetypes of authority.
The prisoners, on the other hand were made to shave their
heads and wear shapeless gowns, and each was assigned an
identifying number by which he was to be addressed; the
prisoners’ appearance was calculated to maximize anonymity,
humility, and dehumanization, much 1like that of inmates in
concentration camps during World War Two. The "prison" in
this experiment was a remodelled laboratory in the basement
of the Stanford Psychology Department and the guards were
allowed to run it as they wished. From the start of the
experiment, when the prisoners were surprised at their homes
by "police” with warrants, arrested, and driven in police cars
to "jail", to the simulated parole hearings and the half-hour
vigsits with concerned, uninformed relatives, the Stanford
Prsion experiment faithfully simulated the humilating
experience of incarceration.

What Zimbardo did not predict, however, was the extreme
physical and psychological brutality that some of the guards
displayed. Prisoners were made to do pushups at any time of
the day or night, to clean the toilets with their bare hands,
and to go without food. Often they were arbitrarily thrown
into solitary confinement. Unlike the terms of Milgram's
experiment, the guards were under no orders to hurt anyone,
yet some became so caught up in their roles that they entirely
forgot they were participating in an experiment. Zimbardo

also did not predict the subservience that the prisoners
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exhibited; with the exception of two "rebels", the prisoners
obeyed the guards’ orders without complaint. On the sixth day
of the experiment, Zimbardo was forced to end the simulation
because several of the prisoners had begun to exhibit signs
of severe depression and despair. Two other prisoners had
already been excused, after experiencing severe mental
anguish.'®

Zimbardo’s experiment, like Milgram’s, illustrated how
easy it 1is for individuals to inflict injury on others.
Moreover, the Stanford Prison experiment demonstrated how
individuals can become caught up role-playing and be carried
away by situations that such role-plaving generates. Applied
to the phenomenon of c¢ollaboration, I believe that Zimbardo’s
findings suggest that individuals during the war collaborated
in part because they were psychologically seduced by an
emotionally charged situation, by a 1leader’s cult of
personality, or by an inspirational political ideology. As
I alluded to briefly before, Hitler’s well orchestrated mass
rallies, parades of synchronized goose-stepping soldiers, and
rousing, fiery speeches impressed and overwhelmed many people;
undoubtedly, many Germans were inspired to affiliate
themselves with the Nazi party so that they could vicariously
bask in some of Hitler’s glory and partake in some of the
power that collaboration with the Nazis afforded. Moreover,

many Italians were unquestionably drawn into the almost mythic

15, phillip Zimbardo, "The Stanford Prison Experiment”, 1971.
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what will happen if they do not return from summer vacation;
Marcello suggests that Giulia meet him in the country, because
anti-fascists are looking for him.?' The overemphasis here and
elsewhere on the sense of impending doom destroys the
potential for suspense and, instead, suffuses the foreshadowed
episodes with predictability and bathos. Moreover, by using
foreshadowing as an emotional hook to fix the reader’s
sympathies, Moravia actually dilutes the text’s dramatic
impact and persuasive power; such overt foreshadowing seems
meant to convince the reader that Marcello really has a
destiny, and that he cannot escape the inexorable pull of
Fate. This passive characterization of Marcello is weak and
unconvincing, because it simplistically explains, as well as
tries to excuse Marcello’s actions as a collaborator and
conformist. Like Moravia’s exaggerated lexical repetition,
the characterization of Marcello as "fated" is a sophmoric
literary strategy that avoids the more difficult--but

ultimately more valuable--task of developing a psychologically

nuanced, credible character.

In Il Conformista, Moravia draws several parallels

between different individuals, apparently 1in order to
accentuate certain dramatic and emotional continuities that

he believes are central. The comparison between Marcello’s

betrayal of Professor Quadri and Judas’ betrayal of Jesus, and

between Marcello’s murder of Lino and Cain’s murder of Abel,

Y,  Ipid., p. 263-268.
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noted above, are two examples of this. A third example is the
comparison Moravia draws between Lino, the homosexual
pedophile, and Lina, the lesbian with whom Marcello falls in
love. Besides the clear similarity of their names and their
sexual orientation, Lino and Lina are also characterized in
the same manner: sexually aggressive, manipulative, and
unsympathetic. Lino lures Marcello into his car and into his
house with the promise of a revolver, and then tries to molest
him. Lina attempts to convince Marcello that she might love
him, in order to keep him and Giulia close at hand so that she
can seduce her. Both characters use Marcello to satisfy their
own whims, both characters scar him emotionally, both
characters are shot--Lino by Marcello himself, and Lina
through his agency.

The parallels between the two are overt and purposeful,
but to what end? The novel itself suggests, before Lino is
found is alive, that the deaths of Lino and Lina marked the
beginning and the end of Marcello’s flight from abnormality,?®
that the price Marcello had to pay for "normalcy”™ was the
murder of the Quadris.?® As one Moravia critic has observed,
Moravia consistently offers his readers "the sexual view, the
view of human relations and of everything that arises in or

impinges upon human realtions as beginning and ending in

13, Ibid., p. 243.

% Ipid., p. 261.
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sexual encounter...".? If one cares to characterize
Marcello’s encounters with Lino and Lina as sexual, this
observation sheds some light on why such blatant parallels are
drawn between these two characters in the novel. The
disturbing manner in which Moravia draws these parallels,

however, cannot be ignored in evaluating Il Conformista. The

essentially negative characterizations of both Lino and Lina,
coupled with the text’s representation of Marcello’s childhood
effeminacy as abnormal, reveal a disquieting homophobia on the
part of the author. As I noted before, Lino and Lina are
characterized as sexually predatory individuals. The text
posits that Lino’s death was elemental in driving Marcello to
conform to the status guo and join the Fascist party, while
Lina’s and Professor Quadri’s deaths were the incidents which
confirmed, in Marcello’s mind, that he was finally "normal".
In other words, Lino and Lina are represented as sexually
charged, unpleasant, yet unavoidable "rungs" in the ladder
that Marcello must climb towards Being Normal. Perhaps the
author, by characterizing Lino and Lina as threatening
homosexuals, hopes that we will easily forgive Marcello for
"doing what he needs to do". Besides the fact that the
parallels between Lino and Lina are too numerous to be
coincidental or realistic, the author’s narrow treatment of

these individuals ultimately renders this text superficial,

for it assumes that the reader will accept biased

1 alfonsi, Moravia in America, p. 127.
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characterizations as accurate portrayals of individual
homosexual characters.

Despite the fact that there are several psychological

elements in Il Conformista which enhance the realism and

dramatic impact of Marcello’s search for normalcy within the
confines of a Fascist state, serious narrative weaknesses
ultimately undermine the text. We have seen that the
psychological nmotivation for collaboration that Moravia
proposes is in keeping with a psychoanalysis of the same
phenomenon: namely, that people who are uncomfortable with
their personal individuality will tend to search for social
and mental security through some alignment of self with some
more powerful, larger entity, whether it be an individual, an
organization, or an ideology. In describing the circumstances
which cause Marcello to have such wmotivations, however,
Moravia utilizes superficial, caricatural narrative strategies
at the expense of more nuanced character development which
accomodates the complexity of human nature. As a result,
there is no persuasive evolution of Marcello, from the boy
overwhelmed by his heavily-emphasized abnormalities to the

normal, rigid adult Fascist in "la parte prima"." In fact,

M cottrell, Jane E., Alberto Moravia, New York, 1974, p. 91.
Cottrell, a leading American critic of Moravia, writes
of Moravia’s treatment of Marcello, "Far from being an
effective allegory of the evil of fascism, it appears to
be a case study of a mentally disturbed individual so
unbelievable that it reveals little about human
tendencies or the human condition. The social criticism
is lost, as is the tragic dimension.”


























































































