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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Defining the topic
In my master’s thesis I study the representations of dehumanization in John Boyne’s novel
The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas (2006). The novel is a fable of a nine-year-old German
boy, Bruno, whose father becomes the commandant of the Auschwitz concentration camp.
The whole family moves to a new home close to the camp. One day, while exploring his
surroundings, Bruno meets a Jewish boy, Shmuel, who lives in the camp. Despite the fence
between the boys, they make good friends, and the rest of the book tells about their
friendship until the point they die together in the gas chamber of the camp.
The theoretical starting point for the study is dehumanization, referring to perceiving
another person or a group of people as less than human beings. I am interested in how
dehumanization is present in the The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas. In regard to this, there
are two levels of understanding in the study. The first one deals with the representations of
dehumanization as a phenomenon in general, whereas the second dimension unveils
dehumanization through experience. The theoretical framework creates the basis for the
first dimension as it helps to recognize the representations of dehumanization in the story.
Due to the context of the study, dehumanization is contemplated specifically as an element
of genocide.
While the first level of understanding is explored in the light of current research, the
second one is examined through an inductive analysis allowing the narrative to explain
itself. Understanding of dehumanization as an experience happens first and foremost by
following the narrative of Bruno, through whose eyes the story is pictured. Another
perspective of experience is given in respect to Shmuel, who is a victim of
dehumanization. Both of the dimensions are analyzed within the framework of narrative
research, and at the end of the study, two narratives are reconstructed in order to illustrate
the results. These narratives are songs that compile the representations of dehumanization
in the story through personal experiences.

2
1.2 Relevance of the topic
All of the characters in the book The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas are surrounded by culture,
regime and everyday life manners stating that Jews are not to be dealt with as human
beings; as if they were not partakers of human dignity. However, characters in the story
react differently to dehumanization surrounding them. Some admire it, some justify
accepting it by telling themselves that they don’t have any option. Someone tries to
question it. Bruno is a boy living right in the middle of a large scale massacre and
manifestations of severe dehumanization. Still, he does not let dehumanization prevent him
from making friends. This phenomenon is the core of this study, how is it possible to avoid
denial of humanity to the other in an environment which is harnessed to picture the other as
less than a human being?
The story is fictional, although it has a strong link to its historical context, Holocaust.
Thus, the characters of Bruno and Shmuel are fictional constructions and their friendship
has never taken place in reality. However, the real context of Holocaust makes the story an
interesting piece of data for research. This kind of fictional Holocaust literature has often
been studied in terms of the picture it gives of the events of Holocaust and the historical
inaccuracies it conveys. This is indeed a valid perspective to fictional Holocaust literature
when studying its functions. However, in this study the story is studied from a social and
moral point of view, focusing on the phenomenon of dehumanization which according to
history was an important element in carrying out Holocaust in reality. Despite the fictional
nature of the book, studying dehumanization in The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas may
contribute to our understanding of the phenomenon in general. More importantly, if offers
a fresh view to the research on fictional Holocaust literature.
Although dehumanization reminds us of some historical occurrences such as Nazi
perception of Jews or colonialist pictures of Africans, the phenomenon is not unfamiliar to
the current era of the world history. (Haslam & Loughnan, 2012, p. 89) However, its
representations vary in forms and degree. Martínez, Rodríguez-Bailón and Moya (2012)
argue that dehumanization is closely tied to prejudice and discrimination. According to
Haslam and Loughnan (2012, p. 90), dehumanization can be linked, for example, to racehatred, distancing or social exclusion. In the other end of the spectrum we find the extreme
result of dehumanization, genocide. Nevertheless, all the various degrees and forms of
dehumanization have the same roots; they originate from the processes of social
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perception, which may be innocent and of everyday form. (Haslam & Loughnan, 2012, p.
90) Therefore, I find studying dehumanization extremely relevant, not only from the point
of view of the history, but also in the framework of our current society, educational
sciences and social psychology.
“The only thing necessary for evil to triumph is for good men to do nothing.” This is an
often cited quote by Edmund Burke (as cited in Zimbardo, 2007, p. 313), a well-known
politician and thinker from the eighteenth century. It still carries a lot of meaning. When it
comes to genocidal dehumanization, a lot of research has been done in respect to
perpetrators and victims, while studies on the bystander role have been left for less
attention (Ehrenreich & Cole, 2005). It is exactly this group of people that dehumanization
is aimed affecting; as Burke’s quote teaches us, this group of people sometimes defines the
world history. If the bystanders stand by, no resistance takes place. On the other hand, if
the bystanders decide to defend the humanness and human dignity of the victim group,
perpetrators cannot proceed in the same extent. In this sense, any attempt to study how it is
possible to go against the dehumanizing mainstream is of relevance.
Dehumanization is a psychological process and as such it cannot be prevented from
happening. Subtle forms of it may occur in our minds daily. However, as both history and
research have witnessed, dehumanization may also lead to seriously harmful deeds and
events in the world. Therefore, it is relevant to ask, which possible factors there are that
prevent the severe forms of dehumanization leading to harmful consequences. This
question is especially relevant in terms of education.

1.3 Research questions
There are two research questions I aim at answering in this study. The first research
question is more related to dehumanization as a phenomenon in general, whereas the
second research question focuses more on the personal way of relating to dehumanization.
The questions are:
1. What kind of representations of dehumanization there are in the novel?
2. Why does Bruno not dehumanize Shmuel? What factors there are to
explain this?
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The purpose of the first research question is to find out how dehumanization as a
phenomenon is present in the data. I look at the phenomenon in the light of concepts used
in the current research; representations of dehumanization are examined in terms of form
and degree, as well as in respect to elements and functions of genocidal dehumanization.
The second research question aims at unveiling the factors that make Bruno grant
humanness to Shmuel. Bruno lives in an environment strongly affected by dehumanization.
Still, he perceives Shmuel to be equal to him. Through the analysis, explanatory factors for
Bruno being able to accept humanness of the dehumanized are looked for.
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2. RESEARCH DATA – INTRODUCING THE STORY
The data of this study is the children’s novel The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas by John
Boyne (original version published in 2006). It is a fictional story taking place in a real
context, the concentration camp of Auschwitz in the time of the Nazi regime being in
power in Germany. The main character of the book, Bruno, was born in April 1934 and at
the time of the events told in the book he was nine years old. This means that in terms of
time, the story is situated around the year 1943. The book states itself to be a fable, which
emphasizes the fictional nature of the story.
The author of the book, John Boyne, is an Irish writer, born in 1971 in Dublin. The Boy in
the Striped Pyjamas was a breakthrough in his career. In an interview in his webpage he
tells about the process of writing the book. Boyne mentions that it was important for him
that the two nine-year-old boys “would be the real heroes of the story, they wouldn’t have
the same hatreds and prejudices that the adults in the book have”. (Boyne, n.d.)
The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas has been both dearly loved and heavily criticized. Since
the book was published in 2006, it has been translated to over 40 languages and sold over 5
million copies. The book has won several prizes and acknowledgements both in Ireland
and outside. In addition to that, a film based on the book and carrying the same name was
released in 2008, directed by Mark Herman. (Boyne, n.d.) I will reflect the criticism of the
book in the section 2.6.

2.1 Plot
As already mentioned, the novel is a fictional story of Bruno, a nine-year-old son of a
German SS-soldier who becomes the commandant of the Auschwitz concentration camp.
Bruno would not like to move away from their nice house in Berlin, where his best friends
and grandparents live nearby. However, as his father has got a promotion and been
appointed by the Fury to go to a new place, Bruno has no option.
The new home is in a desolate place, close to the concentration camp. There are no friends
to play with, which among other things bothers Bruno a lot. From his window he sees a
farm, where there are lots of people working – all of them wearing a striped pyjama. Bruno
tries to find out what it all is about, but the answers he gets from the adults are not really
sufficient to explain the mystery.
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One day, fully fed up with the life in his current home, Bruno decides to start his old hobby
again – exploring. Although it is forbidden for him to go to the backyard, he finds his way
there and continues further, even until he finally reaches the iron fence. Behind the fence
there is a Jewish boy, Shmuel, sitting alone wearing a striped pyjama. The boys start a
discussion, and they find out they are the same age. That is a beginning for their friendship,
which remains a secret. After that day Bruno goes exploring more often, and gets to know
Shmuel better. Shmuel is grateful for the food that Bruno now and then manages to
smuggle from the kitchen.
A surprising incident takes place, as Bruno once finds Shmuel in the kitchen of their house.
He has been brought from the camp to the house to polish the glasses in the kitchen. Bruno
is delighted to see him and offers him some cake. Shmuel is hesitant to accept the offer, as
he knows the consequences in case of being caught. Bruno does not see the danger in the
same way. Right at the moment when Shmuel finally puts a piece of cake in his mouth,
Lieutenant Kotler arrives to the scene. Shmuel defends himself saying that the cake was
offered to him, but when Lieutenant Kotler asks Bruno about it, Bruno finally decides to
save himself by lying. This incident bothers him a lot.
Then one day Bruno hears that he would be moving out with his sister and his mother. His
parents have contemplated that Auschwitz is not a good place for the children to live. As
much as Bruno hated the place in the beginning, he now is sorry for having to say farewell
to his new best friend. Best friend with whom he does not even have a possibility to play
with for real; the fence is always there in between of them.
In order to get to do some exploration together the boys make a plan for Bruno’s visit in
the camp. There is also another serious reason for the visit; Shmuel has not seen his father
in the camp for some days, and Bruno promises to help to look for him. The boys decide to
realize their plan on the last day before Bruno’s departure. When the day comes, Bruno
sneaks out from the house as usually after lunch time, and runs to the fence. Shmuel brings
Bruno a striped pyjama, and Bruno manages to crawl under the fence to the camp.
Very soon the camp proves to be very different to what Bruno had thought. He longs for
home, but cannot leave his friend since he promised to help to look for Shmuel’s father. He
does not want to prove himself an untrustworthy friend, having already done that once. So
they continue searching. Suddenly Bruno and Shmuel find themselves in the middle of a
large group of detainees. They are taken for a march. Without knowing where they are
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being led to and for what reason, the boys walk into the gas chamber, where they die
among many others, holding each other’s hands.
After Bruno’s mother finds out that Bruno is missing, a serious search for him begins. In
the end, his clothes are found beside the fence of the camp. The end of the book is short,
telling about the sorrow that Bruno’s death brings to the family. The close-down of the
Auschwitz concentration camp is also mentioned as “another group of soldiers” comes to
the camp and takes Bruno’s father away.
The story is presented more in detail in the Table 1 in the section 2.3 Data structure.

2.2 Characters
The novel is rich in characters, both in terms of number and quality. In this section I give a
short presentation of the most important figures in the book, and shortly reflect on Bruno’s
relation to each one of them. Some of them are more visible in the story than the others,
but they all contribute to the narrative which Bruno creates out of the situation.
Bruno, the main character of the story, is a nine-year-old German boy who lives in Berlin.
He has three good friends, with whom they go to school and play in the free time. Bruno
loves to do some “exploring” with his friends. As the family moves over to Auschwitz, he
loses both his friends and his hobby.
Bruno’s mother is a German woman, wife to a soldier and mother to two children. She
likes Bruno very much, but she is busy taking care of her own things, and many times she
does not notice or recognize what is going on in Bruno’s mind. Bruno’s mother does not
like the idea of moving to Auschwitz, but she does as her husband tells her.
Bruno’s father (Ralf) is a soldier with a progressive career. He belongs to those who are
personally known by the Fury. His career determines the life of his family. Bruno admires
his father as a great soldier, although there are things that he does not understand in the
actions of his father. When Bruno asks about his work, he does not get sufficient answers.
Gretel is Bruno’s big sister. She is three years older than Bruno, meaning that she lives her
teenage years. Bruno does not like Gretel, although they may find a connection together
when situations become difficult. Bruno calls Gretel a Hopeless Case. Along the story,
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Gretel becomes strong supporter of the Nazi government in power in Germany. Gretel
adores Lieutenant Kotler.
Shmuel is a boy exactly of the same age as Bruno. He lives in the concentration camp of
Auschwitz. Bruno gets to know him as he is exploring the surroundings of their house, and
ends up at the fence of the camp. Bruno likes Shmuel a lot, and vice versa. They can only
interact through the fence, but they meet many times as Bruno goes to see Shmuel by the
fence. Getting to know Shmuel changes Bruno’s life in Auschwitz, as he gets a new friend.
“Fury” is the name by which Bruno calls the man who leads the country and decides of
his father’s job. Others supposedly call him Führer, but Bruno fails to pronounce the word.
Bruno meets the Fury once when he visits them. Bruno does not like him. Nevertheless,
Fury’s wife, who represents Eva Braun though not named in the text, speaks nicely to the
children, and Bruno likes her a lot.
Lieutenant Kotler is one of the soldiers serving under the order of Bruno’s father. He
spends quite a lot of time in Bruno’s house. Bruno does not like Lieutenant Kotler very
much, but he gets along with him when necessary. Bruno is annoyed by Gretel’s teenage
love for the lieutenant.
Pavel is a Jewish man living in the concentration camp and working in the kitchen of the
house of Bruno’s family. He peels potatoes and serves food. Bruno gets to know Pavel
when he happens to hurt himself in the yard while his mother is in the town. Pavel binds
his wound. Due to that occurrence, Bruno knows that Pavel is a doctor by profession. In
the course of time Pavel grows weaker and finally dies as a result of a violent punishment
that he gets from the Lieutenant Kotler after spilling wine on the table.
Bruno’s grandparents live in Berlin, close to where Bruno’s family used to live. Bruno’s
grandmother (Nathalie) criticizes the profession of her son, and the things that the
soldiers currently were doing. That creates disputes between the grandmother and Bruno’s
father. Bruno’s grandfather (Matthias) is proud of his son being a soldier, and tries to
quiet his wife’s critics. Bruno likes his grandparents, especially his grandmother, very
much. While living in Auschwitz, he writes letters to his grandmother. She dies during the
time the family lives in Auschwitz and they attend her funeral in Berlin.
Maria is a home aid working for Bruno’s family. She moves to Auschwitz with the family.
Maria is very quiet and submissive, and wants to do her work well without arguments. She
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was hired by Bruno’s father when Bruno was three years old, and Maria is very thankful
for that. Bruno talks with Maria now and then, but Maria wants to avoid taking a stand or
sharing too much of her opinions, although she certainly has some. However, eventually
she becomes an important source of information and understanding for Bruno.
Herr Liszt is a teacher. He comes to teach Bruno and Gretel daily in Auschwitz. Bruno
and Herr Liszt have a somewhat different perception on what is useful and what is not.
Herr Liszt wants Bruno to learn more about the history on his country, whereas Bruno is
more interested in reading about exploring and Columbus.

2.3 Data structure
In order to be able to analyze the data, some preparations may be needed in order to turn it
into a format suitable for the analysis (Metsämuuronen, 2006, p. 246; Hesse-Biber &
Leavy, 2011, p. 302-305). In this study the preparation was made by what I call structuring
the data. I went through the book chapter by chapter and wrote down the number, name
and length of the chapter, as well as a short outline of the events taking place in every
chapter. The data structure description born in this process can be found in the Table 1. In
the study I have used a paperback version of The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas published in
2012 by Vintage (ISBN 9780099572862). The original version of the book was published
in 2006 by David Fickling Books.
The book consists of 223 pages, which has been divided into twenty chapters. The length
of the chapters varies from 3 to 20 pages. The story can be divided into four different
sections according to the context of the events of phase of the story. The very beginning of
the story takes place in Berlin, before Bruno’s family moves to Auschwitz. The second and
third part of the story – which together form the major part of the story – are both situated
in Auschwitz, the first one before Bruno meets Shmuel, and the second one after they have
become friends. In these sections, some memories from Berlin are also accounted (e.g.
chapters 8 and 11). An important context is also the concentration camp itself. Although it
is the main scene for events only in one chapter when Bruno visits Shmuel, it plays an
important role on the whole; in a way, it is the climax of the story. The last part is an
account of things happening after Bruno and Shmuel have died.
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Table 1. The structure of the research data.

In Berlin

Phase
of the
story

Number and
name of the
chapter

Pages

Length
Chapter outline
(pages)

11

Bruno comes home from school and finds
Maria in his room packing his things. He
learns that the family is about to move away
from Berlin as the Father has got a new job.
Bruno discusses the matter with his mother
and tries to tell her he doesn't like the idea of
leaving Berlin and his friends behind. Mother
says that his opinion is not requested, and he
has to accept the situation as it is. Bruno hears
his parents arguing about the move.

10

The family arrives in the new house in
Auschwitz. Bruno compares the place to
Berlin, and doesn't like it. He tries to convince
his mother that they should move back to
Berlin. He discusses the situation with Maria.
He sees a young soldier in the house. Bruno
finds a small window in his room and from it
he sees people living in the concentration
camp.

9

Bruno discusses the situation with Gretel.
They both agree that they would like to move
back to Berlin soon. Bruno learns that the
name of their new home is Out-With. He
brings Gretel to see "the other children" from
the window in his room.

1
Bruno Makes a
Discovery

1-11

12–21
2

In Auschwitz before Bruno met Shmuel

The New
House

3
The Hopeless
Case

22–30

4
What they Saw
through the
Window

31–40

10

5
Out of Bounds
At All Times
And No
Exceptions

41–56

16

Bruno and Gretel watch the concentration
camp from Bruno's window and try to make
sense of the place and people living there.

Bruno hears his father discussing with some
soldiers downstairs. After they leave, Bruno
goes to meet his father in his office. They
discuss the situation and Bruno tells him that
he wants to go back to Berlin. Father finally
becomes angry and sends Bruno to his room.
But he still asks one question, concerning the
people living in the camp. He leaves the room
with a "Heil Hitler" salutation.

11

12

Bruno is bored, and once Maria comes to his
room to do some housework, he engages in a
discussion with her. He tells her how he
dislikes their new home, and they discuss the
situation. After all Maria tells him to keep
quiet and obey his father until everything is
over. Bruno feels bad.

20

Bruno is bored and decides to build a swing.
For that he needs an old tyre, which he
requests from Lieutenant Kotler. Lieutenant
orders Pavel to give him one from the storage
shed. Later on Bruno falls from the swing and
Pavel treats his wound. Bruno discusses with
Pavel until mother comes home. Mother
orders Bruno to go to his room, but he hears
mother telling Pavel that in case the
commandant asks about the incident, she will
say that it was her who cleaned Bruno's
wounds. Bruno considers it unfair.

9

Bruno recalls memories of his grandparents
and describes the time when Fury promoted
father. Father was to be called Commandant,
and he got a new fine uniform. Grandmother
didn't like it at all, which caused a big
argument in the family on the Christmas day.
Grandmother left the house very angry. Bruno
decides to write a letter to grandmother.

9

Herr Liszt is hired to teach Bruno and Gretel
and they start schooling again. One day Bruno
decides to do some exploration, although it is
strictly forbidden at Out-With. He enters the
garden behind the house, the garden which he
can see from his own window. He can't see
the end of the wire fence, which he thinks is
great, because it means that he can't know
what discoveries are waiting for him.

12

Bruno walks alongside the fence and just as
he is about to give up and return home, he
sees a small dot which makes him continue.
He finds a boy sitting on the other side of the
fence looking sad. They start a conversation.
The boy is called Shmuel and they find out
that they are the same age to the day. Bruno
learns that they are currently not in Germany
but in Poland. Bruno asks Shmuel why there
are so many people there on the other side of
the fence and what they do there.

6
The Overpaid
Maid

57–68

7
How Mother
Took Credit
for Something
That She
Hadn't Done

69–88

8
Why
Grandmother
Stormed Out

89–97

9

In Auschwitz after Bruno
met Shmuel

Bruno
Remembers
That He Used
to Enjoy
Exploration

98–106

10
The Dot That
Became a
Speck That
Became a Blob
That Became a
Figure That
Became a Boy

107–
118

12

11
The Fury

119–
128

10

Bruno recalls the night when the Fury visited
their family in Berlin. Father was very excited
about it, and mother had to do a lot of things
in the house to organize the dinner. Bruno and
Gretel were strictly instructed to behave well
during the visit. Bruno thought that the Fury
was a very impolite man, but his companion,
a beautiful blonde lady, was very friendly.
After the visit Bruno heard his parents
arguing. A few days later they had to leave
Berlin.

9

Shmuel tells his story about getting to the
camp. He tells about the armbands they had to
wear, how they were forced to move to a
ghetto to a small room with 11 people living
in it, and how they were stuffed into a train
without doors and brought to the camp. His
mother was taken from them and he and his
brother and father were sent to live in the
huts. Bruno found a lot of connections with
his own experience, having been forced to
move to Out-With. Shmuel asks if Bruno has
food with him but he doesn't. Bruno goes
home and decides not to tell anyone about his
discovery, just in case they wouldn't like him
to be friends with Shmuel.

17

Bruno is smuggling some food from the
kitchen to take to Shmuel as Maria finds him.
They have a conversation and Bruno asks
about Pavel's life. Then he goes to see Shmuel
and they talk about the camp again. Shmuel
says that Bruno doesn't understand what it is
like on his side of the fence. Shmuel feels bad
when Bruno speaks about Lieutenant Kotler.
The same night Lieutenant Kotler joins the
family for the dinner. It turns out that his
father has left the country just before the war,
which makes father curious. Pavel is very
weak and eventually he spills wine on
Lieutenant Kotler. Lieutenant Kotler does
something very bad to Pavel - supposedly
kills him.

12
Shmuel Thinks
of an Answer
to Bruno's
Question

129–
137

13
The Bottle of
Wine

138–
154

13

11

It's a very rainy day and Bruno can't go to see
Shmuel. Gretel is bored as well and comes to
talk with Bruno. By accident Bruno mentions
Shmuel, and he has to find a way out of the
situation as Gretel persistently asks who he is
talking about. In the end he decides to lie and
says that he has an imaginary friend. He tells
about things Shmuel had told, and Gretel gets
interested. However, she says that it would be
better to keep the secret to himself, as having
an imaginary friend is the first sign of
madness.

16

Shmuel is brought by Lieutenant Kotler to
Bruno's house to polish the glasses for a
party. Bruno finds him in the kitchen and
offers him some food. Shmuel doesn't want to
take it as he is afraid of being caught. Finally
he accepts the offer, and takes the chicken
slices from Bruno. Lieutenant Kotler comes
and finds the two talking. Shmuel defends
himself adding that Bruno is his friend. Bruno
lies that he has never seen the boy before.
Only after a week Shmuel is back in his usual
place beside the fence, face bruised. Bruno
asks for forgiveness and the boys shake hands
under the fence.

10

Grandmother has died and the family goes to
Berlin for two days to attend the funeral.
Lieutenant Kotler has been suddenly sent
away from Out-With, which Bruno thinks is
good, although mother and father have argued
over it. Bruno wonders what the function of
the fence really is, and decides to ask Gretel.
He learns that people on the other side of the
fence are Jews, and they should not mix with
the others. Gretel and Bruno have lice in their
hair, and father cuts Bruno's hair off. That
makes him look even more like Shmuel.

7

Bruno's mother is increasingly unhappy and
wishes to move back to Berlin with the
children. After arguments the father, too,
concludes that Out-With was not a good place
for children to live and approves the plan.
Bruno and Gretel are invited to the father's
office to discuss the matter. Bruno does not
look forward to the move as much as he
thought he would.

14
Bruno Tells a
Perfectly
Reasonable
Lie

155–
165

15
Something He
Shouldn't Have
Done

16
The Haircut

166–
181

182–
191

17
Mother Gets
Her Own Way

192–
198

14

8

When Bruno meets Shmuel the next time,
Shmuel tells that his father has disappeared.
He went to work with other men and none of
them came back. Bruno tells that he is about
to leave for Berlin. Both boys are sad, until
they make up a plan that the next day Shmuel
would bring a pair of striped pyjamas and
Bruno would creep in to the camp under the
fence. They would do some exploration in
order to find Shmuel's father, and Bruno
would see what it is like on the other side of
the fence.

14

Bruno goes to the fence and meets Shmuel,
who has brought him a pair of pyjamas. He
changes the clothes and crawls under the
fence. The weather is rainy and muddy, so he
becomes very dirty. They go around the camp
looking for Shmuel's father but can't find any
evidence. Bruno wants to go home, but they
are surrounded by a group of soldiers who
make a group of around one hundred
detainees to march, Bruno and Shmuel in the
midst of them. They are led to an airtight
building and the door is closed. Shmuel and
Bruno hold each other's hands as the room
goes dark.

3

Bruno is searched for everywhere, but no one
can find him. After a week, one of the soldiers
finds the pile of his clothes on the ground.
Both mother and Gretel are very sad. At some
point they return to Berlin, but they continue
mourning. Father stays in the camp and
mourns, too. He finds out that the fence was
not properly attached to the ground, and it
would have been possible for Bruno to crawl
under. After a year another army comes and
takes the father away from the camp.

18

After the death of Bruno and
Shmuel

In the camp

Thinking Up
the Final
Adventure

199–
206

19
What
Happened the
Next Day

207–
220

20
The Last
Chapter

221–
223

2.4 Nature of the data
There are a few things necessary to mention concerning the characteristics of the data. First
of all, the data is in written form. Secondly, it is unobtrusive, meaning that is exists
independent of the research and therefore is non-interactive (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011,
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p. 228). Thirdly, text used as the data is fictional. The context is real and some major
historical facts are present in the story, but the characters and the plot itself are imaginary.
The fourth and perhaps one of the most important characteristics of the data is defined by
its audience. The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas is a novel written to children. At the same
time, its topic and context are very serious, and in a way the phenomena the book concerns
are of a kind that are challenging for a child to deal with. Initially, once I had only seen the
movie, I could not understand how this kind of a story can be targeted to a child audience.
However, as I read the book I found out that Boyne’s style of writing, his extremely careful
way of using language and expressions and his choice to picture the events through the
eyes of an innocent, perhaps even naive, nine-year-old boy validate the book to the
audience it was targeted to; sometimes the way of describing the events is even too indirect
for a reader to understand without external source of information.
For a researcher, this brings a challenge. Auschwitz is not mentioned even once in the
book by that name, but as “Out-With” as Bruno continuously fails to pronounce the word
right (see e.g. pages 25-26, 106 and 187). The same happens with the Führer, Adolf Hitler,
who is called “the Fury” due to Bruno’s mispronunciation (see e.g. page 120). Neither can
the reader find words such as gas chamber, crematorium, concentration camp or torture in
the book. Everything is present, right in the core of the story, but very few things are
expressed explicitly. Instead, Boyne describes everything in an implicit way, only giving a
hint of what exactly actually is taking place. Many times it is enough for the author to
stress either the positive or negative emotions linked to the events, without giving an
outspoken account of it. For example, the death of Bruno and Shmuel is not explicitly
described as death, but it is sketched as follows: “And then the room went very dark and
somehow despite the chaos that followed, Bruno found that he was still holding Shmuel’s
hand in his own and nothing in the world would have persuaded him to let it go” (chapter
19, p. 220). The next chapter (20, p. 221) starts: “Nothing more was ever heard of Bruno
after that.”
This kind of implicitness is distinctive for Boyne’s style of writing throughout the book. At
the same time, it creates a strong need for interpretations by the researcher. Analyzing the
text demands the researcher to define the means and frame of interpretation of the text
more carefully. What are the limits for the interpretation of the data? How much is it
justified to interpret the text on the basis of the information outside the data? What is the

16
information outside the data that creates the mainstay for the interpretation? In order to
provide a framework for the interpretation, I have included a short historical account of the
events related to Holocaust and Auschwitz. As I interpret and draw conclusions of the
events taking place in the story, I try to do that by leaning on the historical facts. Even if
the data is not always consistent with the historical facts, I perceive the written history the
best framework and pillar for interpretations by the researcher.
The characteristics of the data presented in this section are of fundamental nature, and as
such they determine the direction of the study both in terms of methodological choices and
in respect to what kind of information can be acquired from the data. Therefore we will
shortly come back to these questions again in the chapter 4, when deliberating the
methodological choices of the study.

2.5 Holocaust as a true historical context
Despite the book being defined a fable there are lot of elements in the story that have their
roots in reality. As mentioned, the events of the book take place in Germany and Poland,
starting from Berlin where Bruno’s family used to live, and ending in Auschwitz in Poland.
Although the book is not claimed to be a historical account, it is worthwhile to shortly
consider the real circumstances and events that took place in the scene of the story during
the Second World War in the 1940’s.

2.5.1 Hitler and the rise of anti-Semitism in Germany
The two decades before the outbreak of the Second World War in Europe were marked by
a grand financial crisis and the rise of fascism. In Germany, unemployment rates were high
and people were disappointed with the failed political attempts to improve the quality of
citizens’ life. This was a fruitful ground for the ideology of fascism to get rooted; a
demand of an authoritarian system instead of democracy started to rise. (Saarinen, 2006, p.
923-924)
In January 1933 Adolf Hitler, leader of the National Socialist German Workers’ Party, was
appointed as chancellor of Germany. He had moved to Germany in 1913 from Austria
where he had been born in 1889. After the First World War which he attended as a
corporal, he joined the German Workers’ Party and became the leader of the party in 1920.
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In 1923 he was arrested for attempted coup in München. In jail he wrote the book called
‘Mein Kampf”. (Saarinen, 2006, p. 924)
Hitler was active in developing his party. He changed the name of the party to National
Socialist German Workers’ Party (NSDAP), and founded a defense unit called
Schutzstaffel (SS). He also removed any element of collective decision making within the
government of the party. He was the leader, the Führer. This model became later the model
of governing the country, too. (Saarinen, 2006, p. 924; Mommsen, 1991, p. 163-164)
Hitler had lost the presidential elections in 1932 to Paul von Hindenburg. Being appointed
as the chancellor, he finally made a way to lead the country. When President von
Hindenburg died in 1934, Hitler declared himself the political and ideological leader of the
country, the Führer. Already before that in March 1933 Hitler had been granted unlimited
legislative and executive power by the parliament. This brought a final end both to trade
unions, free press and the multiparty system in Germany. The country was led by Hitler
until the end of the Second World War when Germany finally lost the war and Hitler
committed suicide in May 1945. (Saarinen, 2006, p. 924-925)
National Socialist ideology drew elements from Darwinism and a central part of the
foundations for population policies was race theory. (Saarinen, 2006, p. 919) In the core of
it was anti-Semitism, which was actively spread through propaganda. The propaganda
machinery of the National Socialist Germany was all-inclusive and extremely efficient; the
Reich Ministry for Public Enlightenment and Propaganda was established to ensure that,
for example, the cultural life and the press were in line with the propaganda (Saarinen,
2006, p. 925; Herf, 2006, p. 17). Mass media was also utilized skillfully and different
organizations were created in order to root the ideology of extreme nationalism based on
race theory in the citizens (Saarinen, 2006, p. 921, 925-926).
Although Hitler played a crucial role in initiating Holocaust, the propaganda that he and
his regime presented seemed to have a responsive nature. Germany was pictured as a
victim and Jews as a powerful threat; the policies against the Jews were considered as a
justified response to what the Jews had done to Germany and its people. (Herf, 2006, p. 5)
Through language, a construction of ‘international Jewry’ was established and Jews were
pictured as a great political power hostile to Germany, and therefore creating an immediate
threat to the country (Herf, 2006, p. 3).
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Hitler had a strong anti-Semitic agenda already when writing his book Mein Kampf.
However, the process of Holocaust was an evolving one. From 1933 to 1939 arrests,
boycotts and purges took place. (Herf, 2006, p. 3-4) Some Jews were denied from
practicing their profession. In 1935 the Jews in Germany had their citizenship taken away
and German marriages with Jews were banned. In 1938 the SS troops destroyed all the
synagogues and companies owned by the Jews in different areas of Germany. (Saarinen,
2006, p. 926) In the meanwhile, the construction of international Jewry as a threat to
Germany was strengthened. Finally, in 1939 Hitler clearly stated in the Parliament that the
Jews had to be exterminated. (Herf, 2006, p.3-5) In 1941 the official decision on ‘the Final
Solution’ was made by the Nationalist Socialist leaders, referring to a systemic genocide of
Jews (Saarinen, 2006, p. 942).
Despite the large scale executions that took place, the Nazi leaders were not satisfied with
the speed of the process. Executors also reported of a high psychological load of the work,
and the executions were difficult to hide from the public. Consequently, alternative means
of destruction were searched, and first gassings of Jews took place in December 1941 in
the extermination camp of Chelmno in Poland. (Steinbacher, 2006, p. 89-91)
During the Holocaust about six million Jews were murdered (Saarinen, 2006, p. 942).
Concentration camps and extermination camps played an important role in the whole.
Before that, many Jews were forced to move to ghettos, which in the end paved the way
for taking them to the concentration camps (Bruchfled & Levine, 2009, p. 43).
Concentration camps were places where detainees were “re-educated” through terror,
punishments and economic exploitation, whereas extermination camps only had one
purpose; immediate murder of the arriving inmates. The Auschwitz camp was the biggest
of the camps and it had both of these functions. (Steinbacher, 2006, p. 90-91)

2.5.2 Auschwitz concentration and extermination camp
Auschwitz camp was located near Cracow in Poland. It was opened in June 1940, first as a
place of transit to other concentration camps. In the beginning, the camp was meant for
Polish political prisoners, and until 1942 the number of Jews in the camp was relatively
small. However, Auschwitz finally became a place for the largest mass destruction of Jews
during the Holocaust in Europe. (Steinbacher, 2006, p.34-37)
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Auschwitz consisted of three big concentration and extermination camps. In addition to the
main camp Auschwitz I, there were Auschwitz II - Birkenau with bigger infrastructure for
killing, and Auschwitz III – Monowitz, which was a camp for forced labor. Altogether,
Auschwitz included seven gas chambers and several crematoria. Gassings began in the end
of 1941 and they went on until November 1944. According to estimations, 1.1 million
Jews were murdered in Auschwitz-Birkenau camp. (Farrel, 2013; Bruchfeld & Levine,
2009, p. 125)
As Auschwitz was situated in a crossroads of the railway network, big loads of inmates
arrived to the camp by train. From the moment of arrival the prisoners were defiled. Some
of them were chosen to live in the camp for work and terror, but most of the people were
sent directly to gas chambers. Usually the young and strong people were taken to work,
while handicapped, children, many women and old people were sent directly to die.
(Bruchfeld & Levine, 2009, p. 125, 127).
Those who were chosen to work in the camp had a haircut, their clothes were taken away
and they were given striped clothes to wear made of tow cloth. Instead of name, every
prisoner carried a number in his clothes, but also a triangle symbol indicating his status.
The color of the sign told if the person was a political prisoner, criminal, prostitute or
gypsy, Jehovah’s Witness, homosexual or emigrant. Jews had to wear two yellow triangle
signs, forming a Star of David. Later on in 1944 the other triangle was replaced by a
yellow sleeve badge. Jews were the lowest in the hierarchy of the inmates in the camp.
(Steinbacher, 2006, p.34-38; Farrell, 2013) The prisoners lived in wooden buildings with
nothing else than a small hard place to sleep. There was no heating, and a lot of prisoners
were put to live in the same buildings. (Farrell, 2013)
The commandant of Auschwitz camp was Rudolf Höss, who started his work in May 1940.
Having worked in the camps of Dachau and Sachenhausen, he had a wide experience of
concentration camps. Commandant Höss held the highest position in Auschwitz camp, six
commands working under his authority. As the leader, Höss was responsible for safety of
the camp. (Steinbacher, 2006, p. 30-31) Commandant Höss and his family lived in a house
located about hundred meters from the camp. (Steincacher, 2006, p. 47).
Auschwitz was finally taken over by the Red Army of the Soviet Union in January 1945.
Before that, Germans had made an effort in breaking down and burning the gas chambers.
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That was an attempt to destroy the evidence of the atrocities that had taken place.
(Bruchfeld & Levine, 2009, p. 125).

2.6 Critical views on The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas
The criticism of The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas culminates on the historical inaccuracies
and the moral consequences of writing this kind of a story. Rabbi Benjamin Blech (2008)
seriously warns for painting a wrong picture on the Holocaust and Auschwitz. He argues
that despite of the noble motives of the writer, the book makes people think that Holocaust
in the end was not as bad as it in reality was. In respect to serious historical flaws, Blech
mentions, that in reality there were in general no children in Auschwitz, as they were all
killed right upon the arrival to the camp. Blech also reminds that the moral responsibility in
writing about Holocaust is increasing, as the number of the Holocaust survivors is
decreasing.
Similar account is given by Cesarani (2014), who argues that the story could never have
taken place in real life. Like Blech (2008) and Gilbert (2010), Cesarani criticizes Bruno’s
innocence and unawareness of things happening around him, and argues that it would not
have been possible for a nine-year-old son of a Nazi soldier not to know what a Jew is and
not to know what the Final Solution was all about. Furthermore, he blames the book for
making the German people look like victims of Holocaust as it gives an impression that
people did not know what was taking place.
Gilbert (2010) remarks the danger of writing ‘a fable’ on such a theme as Holocaust. She
states that “there is a particular concern that when Holocaust deniers seek to challenge the
factuality of Nazi genocide then real dangers are presented by fictional interventions which
potentially undermine the integrity of the historical record.” Additionally, she questions the
educational value of the book. She makes an important notion reminding that a child reader
may not have the same amount of the background information as an adult, which may play
a big role in interpretation of the story. She calls the book “junk food for the liberal soul”
(p. 365) and argues that, in contrast to the writer’s wishes, the story may actually reinforce
stereotypes and feed ignorance on the topic.
The book is a powerful emotional reading experience, and taking into account the fame it
has gained, the amount of notions, reviews and critics is understandable. Furthermore, the
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theme is exceptionally serious and sensitive, and it is nothing but right to discuss its moral
consequences. In this study, however, I do not aim at taking a stand on the moral
legitimacy or historical veracity of the book. Yet, I am aware of the disputable nature of
the novel, and I acknowledge that even the results of this study may be used as arguments
in the further discussion on the book. Despite this, I try to take the novel as data per se,
letting the research methods and the analysis bring forth things without predefining what
kind of stand in the critical discussion the findings of this study may support.
I do not view the novel as a data for historical research. Rather, my intention is to look at
its account on dehumanization, a phenomenon that clearly has historical, social and moral
dimensions. Despite the fact that the novel is fictional, studying human behavior in it may
help us to outline the reality we live in. Nevertheless, keeping in mind the fictional nature
of the data is essential in respect to drawing conclusions. It is of great validity to note that
the results may tell more about the story than they tell about the reality.
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The theoretical starting point for this study is dehumanization. Thus, in this chapter I will
present some theoretical perspectives to dehumanization in the light of the current
research. As the following pages testify, dehumanization is a complex and multifaceted
phenomenon, which can be viewed from different perspectives and angles. As a researcher,
I have made two decisions concerning the focus of the theories I draw from. Firstly, I have
decided to give more space to the recent studies on dehumanization and leave the early
accounts for smaller attention. I consider this justified, as the research on dehumanization
has developed a lot during the last years, widening the scope of research especially to the
direction of psychology.
Secondly, as the research data is tied to the context of Holocaust, I have decided to further
examine dehumanization specifically in the context of genocide. I acknowledge the wider
nature of dehumanization as a phenomenon; it can have various forms, degrees,
expressions and consequences, genocide among the most extreme ones. Focusing on
genocidal dehumanization does not mean that the more subtle forms are not of less
importance in terms of research, but due to the focus of this study and the context of the
data, I have taken the right to deepen the theoretical perspective to the direction of
genocidal dehumanization.
I will start this chapter by defining dehumanization in the context of this study. After that, I
will take a short look at the continuum of research done on dehumanization, and then
proceed to explore some current theoretical understandings of the phenomenon in terms of
its different forms and degrees. Thereafter I will take a closer look at dehumanization in
the context of genocide. Finally, I will shortly contemplate the role of language in
dehumanization. In the last section of this chapter I try to picture an attempt of emerging
the theories introduced and by so doing to clarify the theoretical foundation of this study.

3.1 Defining dehumanization
For a long time the word dehumanization was used occasionally in different contexts, but
its meaning was not well-defined. A dictionary definition of dehumanization refers to
deprivation “of human qualities or personality” (Allen, 2001, p. 366). However, defining
dehumanization as depriving or lacking something – for example, human qualities or
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personality – makes it immediately necessary to define the meaning of those concepts, too.
Haslam and Loughnan (2014, p. 401) define dehumanization as “perceiving a person or
group as lacking humanness”. By humanness they refer to “attributes that define what it is
to be human” (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, p. 401). This definition is perhaps the best
theoretical construction of the concept presented by the scholars so far and it will be
contemplated more closely in the section presenting Haslam’s dual model of
dehumanization.
Nevertheless, in order to understand what dehumanization is, it may be beneficial to try to
describe it also in respect to its functions and characteristics. Although this kind of
approach does not provide us a theoretically constructed definition, examining phenomena
that are related to dehumanization and functions that dehumanization is used for may give
us more understanding of the multiple faces the phenomenon embraces.
One significant perspective is given by Savage (2013) who examines dehumanization in
relation to genocide. He explains the irreplaceable role of dehumanization in realizing
genocide, and argues that dehumanization is a discursive strategy to establish actions that
otherwise would not be morally acceptable. This is a functional definition; dehumanization
can be seen as a strategy to achieve something.
Many scholars acknowledge the close link between dehumanization and prejudice (e.g.
Haslam & Loughnan, 2012; Martínez, Rodríguez-Bailon & Moya, 2012; Albarello &
Rubini, 2012). Dehumanization can even be defined as an extreme form of prejudice
(Haslam & Loughnan, 2012). Other closely related phenomena are in-group/out-group
conception, discrimination, and moral disengagement.
Furthermore, Haslam and Loughnan (2014, p. 401) argue that dehumanization is a
violation against our common humanity. This can be perceived as a way to define
dehumanization in moral terms. Dehumanization is in essence considered a negative
phenomenon that should be fought against. Even though it can be given different
explanations through research, the morally indefensible nature of the phenomenon remains.
In this study, I use the term dehumanization referring widely to perceiving another person
as less than a human being. In the following sections of this chapter I will examine the
phenomenon more in detail in terms of its different forms, degrees and contexts.
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3.2 Previous research on dehumanization
The early studies on dehumanization in the field of social psychology were generally
related to the context of mass violence. Dehumanization was perceived as an extreme
phenomenon, which was manifested in relation to conflicts. Studies dealt mainly with the
denial of victim’s identity and community, moral dimension of dehumanization and
intergroup conflicts. (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, pp. 401-402)
Mass violence and genocide are still today an important context of dehumanization studies.
Savage (2013), for example, introduces a model of “modern genocidal dehumanization”,
arguing that dehumanization plays an ever important role in genocide in the modern age.
However, the arena of studies has widened a lot, while dehumanization has been
recognized to play a crucial role in a number of instances other than mass violence.
Nowadays dehumanization is studied in multiple contexts such as in relation to refugees
(e.g. Esses, Veenvliet, Hodson & Mihic, 2008), prejudice towards Blacks (e.g. Albarello &
Rubini, 2012) and sexual objectification (Vaes, Paladino & Puvia, 2011). Haslam and
Loughnan (2014, p. 400) list a whole series of contexts, where dehumanization may be
present, mentioning football games between African and European players, stereotyping
indigenous people, attitudes towards poor or homeless people, use of women for
pornographic purposes, and doctors perceiving their patients merely as objects, to name but
few.
Along with the broadening scope of research contexts, conceptualizing dehumanization as
a psychological process with a number of degrees and dimensions has taken a leap since
the beginning of the 21st century. New concepts and theoretical constructions have been
created to underpin the complexity of the phenomenon, and to link it to the wider context
of psychology. Thus, the current research generally acknowledges that manifestations of
dehumanization are of different form and degree. Understanding that even the harsher
manifestations of dehumanization are rooted “in more innocent and everyday processes of
social perception” (Haslam & Loughnan, 2012, p. 90) makes the phenomenon of interest to
a whole field of researchers.
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3.3 Infrahumanization
Haslam (2014, p. 402) describes the introduction of the concept of infrahumanization by
Leyens and colleagues (2001) as a door-opening for a “new look” in research on
dehumanization. Leyens and colleagues base their work on psychological essentialism,
suggesting that “people tend to explain differences between groups by attributing them
different essences” (Leyens et al., 2001, p. 395).
In their research Leyens and colleagues found out that people endow more ‘human
essence’ to their in-group than to out-groups, meaning that the out-groups are left with
something less than ‘human essence’. This incomplete human essence Leyens and
colleagues refer to as ‘infra-human essence’. In other words, they suggest that people tend
to see their own in-group members more human than out-group members, not always even
being aware of it themselves. (Leyens et al., 2001; Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, p. 402) The
basic hypothesis of the model of infrahumanization is that “degrees of humanity differ with
group membership.” (Leyens et al. 2007, p. 141)
Establishing the concept of infrahumanization paved a way for understanding the more
subtle forms of dehumanization. The work by Leyens and colleagues was progressive also
in terms of proposing a definition for what is humanness by suggesting characteristics
which are uniquely human; intelligence, reasoning, language and sentiments. Sentiments
are defined as secondary emotions (Leyens et al., 2001) or refined emotions (Haslam,
2014), and they are more uniquely human than primary emotions. (Leyens et al., 2001)
Since introducing the term, infrahumanization has become an important concept used in
the research on dehumanization. In the meantime, Leyens and colleagues (2007) have
participated in the discussion reminding that infrahumanization fundamentally differs from
dehumanization, although they acknowledge the connection between the two. They
perceive

dehumanization

as

a

“complete

deprivation

of

humanity”,

whereas

infrahumanization deals with a daily phenomenon “of much lesser magnitude” (p. 143).
Furthermore, Leyens and colleagues emphasize that infrahumanization model roots itself
in the group context and deals merely with in-group and out-group relationships; it does
not necessarily apply to interpersonal relationships. (Leyens et al., 2007)
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3.4 Forms of dehumanization
Enthusiastic about the new theoretical approach presented by Leyens and colleagues,
Haslam (2006) continued the work by introducing a new model of dehumanization as an
attempt to integrate the previous research in order to create a more systematic view on the
concept of dehumanization. He ends up creating a model of two different forms of
dehumanization, animalistic and mechanistic. These are the two forms of dehumanization
the current research recognizes. Although the idea was not totally new in the research field,
Haslam’s contribution in trying to define the forms is significant.
If dehumanization is defined as a denial of humanness to another person or people group, it
is necessary to define more in detail what humanness is. That was the starting point for
creating the dual model of dehumanization. Haslam argues that there are two possible ways
to define humanness. First, humanness can be defined by defining the features that
distinguish us from animals. This means that human being is compared to the category of
animals in order to recognize the essential factors which distinguish the two. The result of
this comparison is what Haslam calls ‘uniquely human’ characteristics, such as civility,
refinement, moral, rationality and maturity.
Another way of defining humanness is to look for the features that are universally typical
and essential to human beings. These characteristics are fundamental in terms of human
nature; they are deeply rooted, inherent and prevalent. Haslam defines these characteristics
as emotional responsiveness, interpersonal warmth, cognitive openness, individuality and
depth. (Haslam, 2006, p. 255-257)
Haslam calls these two different defining constructions ‘senses of humanness’. What is
uniquely human and distinguishes human beings from animals, he calls ‘human attributes’
(Haslam, 2006), and redefines the term to ‘human uniqueness’ some years later (Haslam &
Loughnan, 2014). In this study I will use the updated concept. As for the characteristics
that are essentially human, Haslam calls ‘human nature’. (Haslam, 2006, p. 256; Haslam &
Loughnan, 2014, p. 403)
If there are two senses of humanness, humanness to others can also be denied in two
different ways; either denying the human uniqueness or denying human nature. When
denying human uniqueness, a person is seen lacking the unique characteristics that
distinguish us from animals. This leads the person to be viewed as uncultured, unintelligent
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and animal-like. This form of dehumanization is called animalistic dehumanization.
(Haslam, 2006, p. 256-258)
When a person is denied humanness in the sense of human nature, he may be seen as cold,
inert, rigid and perhaps passive and superficial. This kind of dehumanization is called
mechanistic, due to its way of referring to people as objects of automata. (Haslam, 2006, p.
256-258) Examples of mechanistic dehumanization have been studied especially in the
contexts of medicine and technology. Haslam, 2006, p. 260).
These are the two forms of dehumanization that the current research recognizes;
animalistic and mechanistic. In both forms the conclusion in principle is the same; the
person or a group of people are seen as something less than human. However, the
underlying layers of the two senses of humanness may help us understand and
conceptualize the nature of dehumanization better. Characteristics of the two forms of
dehumanization, the senses of humanness and the denial of them are summarized in table 2
below.
Table 2. A Summary of the Dual Model of Dehumanization (Haslam, 2006; Haslam &
Loughnan, 2014).
Animalistic dehumanization

Mechanistic dehumanization

Sense of
humanness denied

Human uniqueness

Human nature

Way of defining
humanness

Comparative;
Distinguishing factors between
human and animal, what is
uniquely human

Person or group
perceived lacking

Refinement, civility, moral
sensibility, higher cognition or
rationality, maturity

Non-comparative;
Characteristics found
universally essential and typical
to human beings
Emotional responsiveness,
interpersonal warmth,
cognitive openness, individual
agency, depth

Person or group
perceived as

Coarse, uncultured, lacking in
self-control, childlike,
unintelligent, uncultured,
amoral/immoral

Inert, cold, rigid, fungible,
passive, superficial

Person or group
likened to

Animals

Machines
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3.5 Degrees of dehumanization
In addition to different forms, dehumanization is manifested also in various degrees.
Haslam and Loughnan (2014, pp. 405) divide the differences in representations of
dehumanization to qualitative and quantitative differences. While qualitative differences
refer to the form and psychological content of dehumanization, quantitative differences
describe the spectrum of the different degrees of dehumanization.
Research in respect to different degrees of dehumanization may not have produced as
detailed models as Haslam’s model of the forms of dehumanization. However, agreement
on the existence of different degrees prevails. According to Savage (2013, p. 139) different
manifestations of dehumanization can “be placed on a continuum of extremity.” This
statement is supported by Haslam and Loughnan (2014, p. 405), who argue that the
spectrum reaches “from blatant and severe to subtle and mild.”
Severe forms of dehumanization are explicit and direct, whereas milder forms are implicit
and indirect. Blatant forms of dehumanization include explicit expressions and full denial
of the humanness of the other. Degrading the other person’s humanness is complete, overt
and direct, and it occurs consciously. (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, p. 405-406)
Subtle and mild forms of dehumanization are indirect and implicit in expression. While
judgments made within the framework of blatant and severe dehumanization are of
absolute nature, in subtler forms of dehumanization judgments about the other are relative.
It is important to notice, that the mild forms of dehumanization do not necessarily carry a
negative attitude with them; subtly dehumanizing a person is different from viewing a
person negatively (Haslam & Loughnan, 2012, p. 101-102).
Subtle and mild forms of dehumanization can take place unconsciously, meaning, for
example, ascribing less human attributes to another person or group than to self or in-group
(Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, p. 405). Work by Leyens and colleagues support the
statement by noting that it is possible for people to carry prejudice and discrimination even
being unaware of that. (Leyens et al., 2001, p. 407) Due to the unconscious nature, subtle
forms of dehumanization have been studied also using, for example, neuroscience
methods. (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014, p. 406)
Whether infrahumanization belongs to the spectrum of dehumanization, is open to
interpretations. Although Leyens et al. (2007) have remarked on the existing differences
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between infrahumanization and dehumanization, I find it important to mention it when
discussing the subtle forms of dehumanization. As we already learnt, infrahumanization
refers to perceiving the members of the out-group less human than the members of the ingroup. Thus, it has been the concept that has assisted scholars in recognizing subtler forms
of dehumanization than in earlier research in the context of mass violence. (Haslam &
Loughnan, 2014)
To summarize, I have found three dimensions which help us to position different
manifestations of dehumanization on the spectrum of continuum. Firstly, dehumanization
can be conscious or unconscious. Secondly it may embrace either explicit or implicit
expressions. Lastly, denial of the humanity to the other may be absolute or relative. Hence,
the spectrum of dehumanization from mild to blatant reaches from unconscious, implicit
and relative denial to conscious, explicit, and absolute denial of humanity. In one end of
the spectrum there are invisible and unobtrusive impressions on other persons, whereas the
other end of the spectrum is occupied by atrocious massacres and genocides.

3.6 Genocide as a context for dehumanization
I have now introduced a few focal theoretical perspectives to dehumanization and the stage
of current research concerning the phenomenon. The next step of the review is to examine
and deepen the understanding on dehumanization in the context of genocide. In this
chapter I will first position dehumanization in genocide by introducing the process of
genocide explained by identity (Moshman, 2007). Thereafter, I will take a closer look at
genocidal dehumanization as introduced by Rowan Savage (2013).

3.6.1 Process of genocide explained by identity
Moshman (2007) argues that many times it is more convenient for us to conclude that
genocide is a matter impossible to explain. This conclusion saves us from considerations
on our responsibility in the events that have taken place. It is a way to affirm that we are
different from the group of perpetrators.
Bar-On (2001) also notes that considering mass violence as “indescribable” and
“undiscussible” may be in the interest of perpetrators. On the other hand, sometimes even
the victims wish that what has happened would not be a topic of open discussion.
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Perpetrators wish that because they want to maintain their image of themselves as moral
beings, whereas for victims it may be easier to continue life without having to accept the
dehumanization that in reality has taken place. (Bar-On, 2001, p. 130)
However, Moshman argues that “genocide is an extreme result of normal identity
processes.” This means that there are explanations that can be found, although they may
not always be pleasing for us to see. Moshman emphasizes that identity is a crucial factor
in every genocide. He divides the identity process leading to genocide into four different
phases: dichotomization, dehumanization, destruction and denial. (Moshman, 2007, p. 115117)
Dichotomization refers to perceiving people as “us” and “them”. The distinction between
who belongs to us and who does not can be made on various grounds; it is natural that
people define themselves and others with respect to many different attributes and even
things that they are committed to. The crucial defining attribute may be nationality,
ethnicity, religion, professional role, family role, sexuality, political stand or
socioeconomic status, to name but few. (Moshman, 2007 p. 115, 118)
However, dichotomization does not automatically include devaluing of “them” and
preferring of “us”. Using different attributes, roles, characteristics and commitments to
describe who one is, is a normal way of constructing one’s identity in relation to the
surrounding world. As a result of the process, everyone has a unique identity, which
overlaps at different points with other people’s identities, due to the numerous set of
defining factors which are building blocks of the identity. (Moshman, 2007, p. 118)
Dehumanization may take place, if dichotomization is accompanied by a strong preference,
inferiority of a certain identity attribute. Considering a certain identity attribute so
fundamental for a human being that people without it cannot be considered human beings,
is not only dichotomization but dehumanization. This means that only the members of the
in-group are granted the status of a person, the members of the out-group are denied it.
(Moshman, 2007, p. 121)
According to Moshman´s model, dichotomization and dehumanization may lead to
destruction. He argues that we are morally obligated only to each other through our
collective identity. If this moral obligation is removed through dehumanization and an
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element of threat is added, it may result in destructive violence. Given the conditions of
unequal power, the result may be genocide. (Moshman, 2007, p. 123)
Destruction can take place in different forms. Moshman (2007, p 125-126) argues that in
addition to the kind of mass annihilations that we know from history, also destroying
cultures and ways of life can be a genocidal process rooted in dehumanization. This goes
together with the definition of genocide by Raphael Lemkin, who perceived genocide as “a
destruction of a way of life”, not as “a destruction of life per se” (as cited in Turunen,
2012, p. 19).
After destruction has taken place, denial follows. Denial in this context does not refer to
denying a person’s identity or humanness, but to denying that destruction would have
taken place, or denying that what has taken place would have been destruction. Through
the denial phase the perpetrators affirm themselves that the identity dichotomization and
dehumanization in the beginning were correct and justified, and it often starts already when
destruction is still going on. Even after the destruction continuing dehumanization is
necessary; if those that were killed were not human beings, then what took place was not
genocide. This conclusion gives us an opportunity to remain our moral identities clean,
despite the crime we have committed. (Moshman, 2007, p. 126-127)
Explaining the genocidal nature of genocide away is one form of denial. Denial can,
however, occur in various ways. It can take place as rejection of facts, destroying the
evidence, selective memories or deciding not to investigate certain things. Reconceptualizing the concept of genocide or explaining the historical contexts in a way
which affirms the inevitability of what has been done, are also forms of denial.
Furthermore, there are several cases in the history, where denial has taken place as claimed
disappearances, or even statements that the people claimed to have disappeared actually
never even existed. (Moshman, 2007, p. 127-128)
Denial removes the need to explain destruction. It is also an attempt to ensure that the
future generations would not see the destruction as an immoral occurrence. Denial can
accommodate itself in the structure of the society, if the children are educated, for
example, in the light of the historical facts cultivated by the denial process. (Moshman,
2007, p. 127-129)
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In conclusion, according to Moshman’s model, dehumanization is one of the four steps of
genocide (See figure 1). As mentioned in the previous chapter of this section,
dehumanization does not necessarily lead to genocide every time. However, the
perspective of identity offered by Moshman helps us to see that dehumanization can be
placed on a continuum of an identity construction process which may, in given
circumstances, lead to destruction. In the next section of this chapter I will examine the
dehumanization element in the process of genocide more in detail.

Figure 1. According to Moshman (2007), dehumanization is one of the elements in the
process of genocide.

3.6.2 Elements and functions of genocidal dehumanization
Savage (2013, p. 147) confirms that dehumanization is a vital part of every genocide. He
points out that dehumanization can occur in different levels. It can take place in
relationships between groups, in relationship between a group and an individual belonging
to the group, and finally, in the level of individual psyche. This means that, despite their
interconnectedness, the collective and individual aspects of identity are distinct. He says
that dehumanization has to be understood “as a nexus of connected behaviors that exists at
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the meeting point of identity and ideology, of individual and group.” (Savage, 2013, p.
148)
Savage’s definition of dehumanization is closely linked to morality and the role of ingroup and out-group. He states that dehumanization occurs, when “a group as a group is
defined unworthy of the moral consideration afforded to members of the in-group.”
(Savage, 2013, p.144) On the basis of this conclusion, Savage defines genocidal
dehumanization as “dehumanization in which the out-group is afforded so little
consideration that they are understood to have no inherent right to exist.” (Savage, 2013, p.
144)

.
Figure 2. Elements of genocidal dehumanization. (Savage, 2013).
Exclusion may be described as a social division between the in-group and the out-group.
As for denial in this context, it denotes the denial of victims’ humanity. The basis of this is
essentialization, which refers to claiming the identity of a group of people inherent. It
means that anyone belonging to that group automatically embraces the characteristics
which unavoidably make them a target of dehumanization. In other words, essentialization
leads to dehumanization of the whole group, not just some individuals. (Savage, 2013, p.
143)
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In terms of moral justification, dehumanization is an indispensable tool for acts of violence
and mass killing. Savage challenges the traditional paradigm which starts from the
assumption that a person has to be induced to participate in violent and genocidal acts.
Savage points out that this is not needed if the target of violence is dehumanized (Savage,
2013, p. 145). There is no need to try to make a person to act against his or her conscience
and commit violent acts, if the person perceives violence justified and right. Thus, through
dehumanization even people without any ideological reasons to commit violence against a
group of people can be made compliant to genocidal actions. Some of them become
perpetrators themselves, as a part of them becomes acquiescent bystanders. The latter role
is equally important in terms of accomplishing mass killings; it ensures that there are no
big protests within the society to stop the genocide. (Savage, 2013, p. 154)
Accordingly, Savage suggests that genocidal dehumanization has two functions;
motivating genocide and legitimizing it. While motivation concerns the reason of carrying
out genocide, legitimization is about making genocide acceptable. The first one asks “why
we had to do it”, whereas the latter one answers the question “why it was acceptable to do
it”. (Savage, 2013, p.156) According to Savage, there is a need for more research on these
two functions; especially the legitimizing function of dehumanization has been left with
little attention in previous research (Savage, 2013, p. 140, 156-157).
Legitimizing function of genocidal dehumanization has a universal nature; every genocide
must be legitimized in order to happen. (Savage, 140, 146) One factor behind
legitimization is ideology, but it is not enough for genocide to take place. In order to carry
out genocide, even the people without ideological reasons have to engage. Therefore, other
tools are also needed for legitimization. This is where dehumanization comes in. Through
dehumanization a construction of the object is created. The out-group is pictured as a
problem which needs an answer. Destruction may be seen as a response to this problem
and therefore perceived justified. Savage argues that this “construction of the Other” is a
common denominator for any genocide and legitimization of genocide. If the Other is
dehumanized, genocide is perceived legitimate. That makes dehumanization a powerful
tool but also a necessary strategy for carrying out genocide. (Savage, 2013, p. 147-150,
156)
The other function of genocidal dehumanization is motivation. Legitimization and
motivation link to each other; legitimizing may take place without motivational
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dehumanization, but motivational dehumanization is always linked to legitimization.
Whether the function is motivation or legitimization is “determined by the presence or
absence of threat.” (Savage, 2013, p. 158) If the element of threat is present, there is a
reason, a motivation to take actions. Accordingly, motivational dehumanization embraced
a discourse of threat. On the other hand, dehumanization that is only of legitimizing nature
does not include an element of threat, but it makes moral disengagement possible (Savage,
2013, p. 159).
Savage (2013, p. 157) states that legitimizing and motivating functions of dehumanization
represent different position on the spectrum of extremity of genocidal dehumanization.
Legitimizing dehumanization is a milder form, as its aim is to allow destruction and make
it acceptable. Motivational dehumanization offers a reason to commit genocidal acts, and
thus it represents a more severe form of genocidal dehumanization.
As learnt earlier, dehumanization plays an essential role in genocide. Genocide is
legitimized and possibly also motivated by dehumanization; it is a discursive strategy and
means of legitimation and motivation. Nevertheless, it is important to remember that
although dehumanization enables genocide, it does not lead to it every time. Neither is
dehumanization always the cause of genocide. (Savage, 2013, p. 155) This reciprocal
relationship between dehumanization and genocide is illustrated in figure 3.

Figure 3. The reciprocal relationship between dehumanization and genocide.
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3.7 The role of language in dehumanization
In the previous section of this chapter I have tried to sketch the relationship between
dehumanization and genocide and recognize the elements of both processes. At this point,
it is natural to ask, how all this takes place in practice. What are the means of
dehumanization; how are the bystanders made to stand by?
There are certainly many answers to this question. Speaking in the context of genocide,
every mass murder has a background of its own. Dadrian’s (2004) comparative account on
the Armenian, Jewish and Rwandan genocide is an example of this. Despite their drastic
consequences and the similarities in the process, Dadrian found also differences in the
mechanisms of carrying out the atrocities.
However, one tool which stands out in respect to the means of dehumanization in research
papers by a number of scholars is language. It is especially obvious in relation to
animalistic dehumanization, as other groups are compared to animals, such as rats, pigs or
parasites (Haslam, 2006, p. 252). In this connection language is the tool used for degrading
another person’s humanity.
Language is not just words and sentences; it carries a deeper meaning. Through language
moral meanings are created and sustained. Portraying someone as less than a human being
decreases or removes our commitment to this person’s moral value. Our moral obligation
is then only restricted to the members of the in-group, those considered “us”. This means
that calling someone an animal or a disease is not only about calling names, but actually
conceptualizing the person as something that we can relate to without any moral
obligation. (Moshman, 2007, p. 122-123)
Consequences of this kind of language use may be devastating. In Rwanda, Tutsis were
conceptualized as cockroaches and weeds. Consequently, cockroaches are to be killed and
weeds to be destroyed. We do not have the same moral obligation to either of them as we
have for the other human beings. Jews were portrayed as parasites or a spreading sponger;
neither of them we consider worth welfare or human rights. (Moshman, 2007, p. 120-123)
Savage (2013, p. 149) describes how medicalized rhetoric was used in Nazi Germany in a
way which made killing not sound killing anymore. He states that through creating “a
dehumanized discursive system regarding an out-group” it is possible to establish a moral
reality according to which the in-group acts (Savage, 2013, p. 149).
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Baumann (2004) emphasizes the meaning of language use in preparing the society for
genocide. He discerns between language (langue) in general and the daily use of language
(parole). These are two levels of language; if the daily use of language among the
population can be changed, their actions can be changed. In Germany, the brutalization of
everyday language had taken place already years before the Holocaust. The use of Nazi
language had spread among the population, even among those Germans who initially had
no intention or desire to get involved in the genocide of Jews and other persecuted groups
of people at that time. Similarly, the use of language paved the way for a genocidal war in
the former Yugoslavia. (Baumann, 2004, p. 43-45). Savage (2013, p. 156) describes the
same process as follows: “With the right narrative, what was once unthinkable becomes
first thinkable and then acceptable; what was once ‘empty’ rhetoric becomes a specific
blueprint for action.”
Interestingly, Verrips (2004) introduces another type of face of using dehumanizing
language. While we have mainly discussed creating a strong “other” by using language in a
certain way when referring to out-group members, Verrips explains how corruptive
language is also used for creating a strong “us” in army boot camps where the soldiers are
trained. Verrips describes the harsh language used in the training process in order to turn
civilians to soldiers. He states that, in the end, this process serves the soldiers’ loyalty to
the institution they serve.
Language plays a crucial role even in the more subtle forms of dehumanization. One of the
potential scenes of this kind of language use is media. Leyens, Vaes, Gaunt & Paladino
(2007) studied the role of media in terms of infrahumanization. They describe the
interrelationship of media and infrahumanization as a circle; media is often used by people
for initiating infrahumanization of out-groups, but at the same time the pattern of media to
present information often also supports the infrahumanization already taking place among
the audience. Esses, Veenvliet, Hodson & Mihic (2008, p. 21) also make a notion
concerning the role of media in promoting dehumanization of refugees.
To conclude, language is an essential part of dehumanization; as a matter of fact, I suggest
that it is a framework within which dehumanization lives. Language cannot be positioned
only in one phase of dehumanization process, but its tentacles are everywhere. It is a tool
that may be used throughout the spectrum of different forms and degrees of
dehumanization. It is present in preparing genocide and carrying it out, as well as in
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maintaining prejudice against different groups within a community. It is used for
conceptualizing someone as less than a human being and hence for justifying actions that
otherwise would not be morally acceptable. As such, language has a link with all the
previous theoretical elements introduced earlier in this chapter.

3.8 Where does this study stand in terms of theory?
To conclude this chapter, the reader may agree that dehumanization is a complex
phenomenon and there is a number of possible theoretical perspectives to it. They are not
necessarily contradictory with each other, but they represent a different face of the same
phenomenon. Furthermore, dehumanization is not a phenomenon with a single meaning –
it takes different forms and presents itself in various degrees, as already mentioned before.
Therefore, I see the different theories as completing each other, helping us to explain and
conceptualize the phenomenon which otherwise is hard to take a grip of.
Furthermore, research on dehumanization is going through an active phase – new concepts
are created, tested and refined. Works by different scholars form an interesting field of ongoing academic discussion. In this study, I have only been able to cover a small part of it,
trying yet to capture an overall picture of the phenomenon introducing some of the focal
views in the present research.
When the theoretical framework of the study consists of a number of different concepts,
the researcher should model how they relate to each other (Metsämuuronen, 2006, p.45).
As an attempt to do this, I would like to draw together the different theoretical elements
introduced in this chapter. It may provide the reader with a clearer understanding on the
way the researcher perceives the theoretical foundation of this study. This framework is
illustrated in figure 4.
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Figure 4. The relationship between different theoretical elements applied in this study.
To begin with, the very fundamental concepts of the study are dehumanization and
genocide. It is, nevertheless, important to remark that they have different functions in the
research process. Dehumanization is the phenomenon that I aim at studying, whereas
genocide is the context in which the phenomenon is studied. Therefore, I have not included
a thorough theoretical account on genocide as a phenomenon, but I have introduced some
background which may function as an anchor for the phenomenon and help to position
dehumanization within a broader framework.
Concretely speaking, Moshman’s (2007) model of process of genocide functions as a
theoretical context of the theory on dehumanization. It is not a primary theory in the study
as I do not use it as a basis for the themes in the analysis. Rather, it helps to situate the
phenomenon I aim at studying. By doing this, I set the limits for the study; I do not analyze
genocide in the novel, but dehumanization which, however takes place in the context of
genocide.
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In Moshman’s model of genocide, dehumanization is described as one of the steps in the
process. This is the link between genocide and dehumanization in this study. Although I
acknowledge the other three steps of the process, too, I choose to zoom in to
dehumanization and move to further examine it by breaking it into smaller pieces.
The smaller pieces I have found while studying the phenomenon of dehumanization in the
context of genocide, are 1) the elements of genocidal dehumanization, 2) forms of
dehumanization, 3) degrees of dehumanization and 4) functions of dehumanization in the
context of genocide. The process is defined by Savage’s (2013) model of genocidal
dehumanization, including three elements of the process; denial, exclusion and
essentialization. Functions of dehumanization refer to two distinct purposes that
dehumanization is used for in the context of genocide; legitimization and motivation,
likewise introduced by Savage (2013). These functions are closely related and go back to
another element of genocide, destruction. This same process was illustrated earlier in
figure 3.
The two other elements in the picture are forms of dehumanization and degrees of
dehumanization.

Forms

of

dehumanization

are

animalistic

and

mechanistic

dehumanization, as described by Haslam (2006). Degrees of dehumanization refer to the
spectrum of continuum of extremity (Savage, 2013), starting from blatant and severe to
mild and subtle (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014). These two elements are not present only in
the context of genocide; they are definitional by nature. In terms of degree, genocide can
be positioned in the extreme end of the spectrum. As for the forms of dehumanization, both
animalistic and mechanistic dehumanization may occur in the context of genocide.
Finally, I have positioned ‘language’ in the open space in the picture, in the space
surrounding everything else. As mentioned in the chapter 3.7, I find it impossible to situate
language in a box within this framework. Instead, I suggest that language is a framework
within which dehumanization lives.
It is important to note that this framework is not by any means a model of dehumanization
or even genocidal dehumanization. Instead, it is one possible way to conceive the
interaction and confluence between different theoretical elements. It is a synthesis of
theoretical perspective that I have decided on along the research process. As such, it should
be understood as an explanatory construction, not as a generalizable theory per se.
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In conclusion, the theoretical foundation for this study is a combination of different
theories. They exist in relation to other theories, and thus together create a theoretical
construction on the phenomenon that is studied. We will continue working with this
framework in the chapter 5 when discussing the analysis.
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4. METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
While there are some essential systematic elements in qualitative data analysis and certain
steps to be taken in the process, Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2011, p. 302) remind that a
research project is not to be conducted “in a cookbook fashion”. Instead, it demands
creativity, methodological understanding and intellectual thinking. In this research I have
decided on a set of methodological choices which may not represent a common way to see
and combine different methodological approaches, but which I find valid and justified for
the data and the research questions at hand. In this chapter I attempt to clarify these choices
and introduce justifications for them.
Since the research questions are the baseline for any methodological decisions, it may be
worthwhile to take a look at them once more. Keeping these questions in mind, I go
through a series of decisions concerning the methodology of this study in the following
pages:
1. What kind of representations of dehumanization there are in the novel?
2. Why does Bruno not dehumanize Shmuel? What factors there are to
explain this?

4.1 Qualitative research
The first methodological step to be taken when planning a study is to analyze whether the
study falls into the category of qualitative or quantitative research. Qualitative research
looks for meanings (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011, p. 4). It is suitable for investigating
detailed structures and deeper meanings of events, whereas quantitative study offers a
better framework for measuring and finding out about the statistical occurrence of the
events (Metsämuuronen, 2006, p. 212).
Metsämuuronen reminds that qualitative and quantitative methods do not compete with
each other; rather, they complete one another. Making a study of good quality is equally
difficult, regardless of the chosen method. However, Metsämuuronen argues that it is
easier to end up making a poor quality study by using qualitative methods than by using
quantitative methods. Qualitative methods, given that they leave a lot of space for
interpretation and reasoning by the researcher, demand the researcher to take notice on
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transparency of the process. On the other hand, quantitative research methods are
nowadays supported by a number of tools to detect errors. This does not mean that
quantitative methods would be better; rather, it simply emphasizes the importance of
paying attention to reliability when doing qualitative research. (Metsämuuronen, 2006, p.
205-206; 257-258)
The decision on which methodological approach to apply is taken on the basis of the
research questions and the object of the study (Metsämuuronen, 2006, p. 257). Two
practical perspectives shall be taken into account; the nature of the data and the nature of
the analysis. Data can be qualitative or quantitative by nature, which itself does not yet
define if the study is qualitative or quantitative; qualitative data can be analyzed even by
using quantitative methods, and vice versa. (Bernard, 2013, p. 393-394)
In this study the data is qualitative. It is a text written by a novelist, consisting of words,
sentences, paragraphs and chapters. Analyzing it quantitatively would mean turning it from
words into numbers and indeed, we could analyze some aspects of the data using
quantitative methods (Bernard, 2013, p. 394). For example, counting some expressions
representing a certain phenomenon would be a valid way to get information concerning the
representation of a phenomenon in the data. However, I view the novel The Boy in the
Striped Pyjamas as a data which demands a high degree of interpretation in the analysis
process. Furthermore, the nature of the information I am looking for is qualitative; I am
interested in personal experiences of a social phenomenon in the story. That is why I opt to
analyze the data using qualitative methods.
Qualitative analysis of qualitative data is by nature interpretive. It is often constructed
thematically and it looks for meaning behind the words and texts. It may be used to
deconstruct the data in order to show certain meanings in the text. Bernard (2013, p. 393)
describes the process as follows: “You tell the story, as you see it, of how the themes are
related to one another and how characteristics of the speaker or speakers account the
existence of certain themes and the absence of others.”

4.2 Narrative research
Now that I have decided on leading the study in the framework of qualitative research, it is
time to start amplifying the further methodological choices. This is the point when the
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nature of the data has to be deliberated again as concluded in the chapter 2.4. Furthermore,
it is important to continuously keep in mind what kind of information the study is looking
for.
As discovered earlier, the data in this study is an unobtrusive text, a fictional story written
to a child audience, a fable taking place in a true context. Within this data, I am interested
in finding representations of dehumanization as a phenomenon. Secondly, I am interested
in Bruno’s reactions to the dehumanization in respect to Shmuel; his personal experience
of learning and experiencing what human dignity – or lack of it – is. Thus, the research
aims at collecting two types of information; about a phenomenon and a subjective
experience of it.
One further characteristic determining the final choice of research method is the style of
writing. As stated in the chapter 2.4, implicitness of the language used in the story creates
conditions for the methodology. If the language was explicit, I would consider using some
more strictly systematic and theory-driven methods of analysis in order to find out more
detailed information on the forms of representations of dehumanization in the story.
However, due to the writing style, I, as a researcher, am challenged to dig up deeper
meanings behind what is said. This also compels me to bear in mind a holistic view of the
data; it may not be fruitful to look at the pieces of the data as unconnected units, but let the
rest of the story help the researcher to interpret the underlying meanings.
Based on these considerations, I have decided on applying narrative analysis. Smith (2000,
p. 328) suggests that “narrative language provides access to subjective experience,
providing insights into conceptions of self and identity and opening up new ways of
studying memory, language and thought, and socialization and culture.” Langemar (2008,
p. 143) argues that narrative research is a variant of descriptive research and confirms that
it is suitable for investigating events or processes in the individual level. Furthermore,
Smith (2000, p. 328) remarks, that from the point of view of narrative research the actual
truthfulness of the given account is not important. This is an asset when exploring a
fictional story. Let us now take a final look at the data and see if it fits to the category of
narrative research.
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4.2.1 Narrative defined by perspective, context and frame
It would be a topic for a thesis of itself to explore the different definitions of narrative.
Generally, it is a concept deriving from the human need of constructing the world through
telling stories. The motivation to do research applying narrative approach is based on
understanding that “people live out their lives narratively” (Montero & Washington, 2011,
p. 331).
Smith (2000, p. 328) defines narratives as “accounts of personal experiences of others, or
to fictional accounts, such as stories, myths, folktales and fairy tales.” He argues that the
fundamental characteristics of narratives are perspective, context and frame. Perspective
refers to the point of view of the teller – the course of events is always told from a specific
perspective. Perspective also includes the decisions made by the teller on what is important
for the audience to know. Context refers to the framework of the narrative; including the
time and place where the events occur, but also other external factors affecting the narrator
such as the social setting and culture. Frame indicates the teller’s experience of the past
which affects his expectations for the future and therefore creates the starting point of the
teller’s interpretation and experience of the present. Context and frame may be highly
interlinked and sometimes difficult to tell apart. (Smith, 2000, p. 328)
In The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas these characteristics of the narrative are clearly present.
The story is told by Bruno, including a few glimpses of thinking of Shmuel towards the
end of the book. On the other hand, Bruno is a fictional character, and the decisions on
what may be told to the audience have been taken by the author, John Boyne. As
mentioned already earlier, these decisions have been made extremely carefully consciously
in order to qualify the book for the child audience. The decision of not providing the reader
with enough information and outspoken expressions of the events has also been criticized
(e.g. Gilbert, 2010).
The context of The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas has already been dealt with in the Chapter
2.5. The story has a true historical context both in terms of time and place. Also the social
setting and the surrounding culture have a major influence on the events and characters of
the story. Information that we have acquired from other sources outside the data
contributes to our understanding of the narrative by, for example, giving us account of the
social setting of Nazi regime.
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Perhaps the most interesting characteristic of the three is the frame. It may not be that
visible at first sight, but the more one familiarizes with the novel, the more glaring the
frame becomes. Bruno as the teller in the story constantly interprets the new information
on the basis of his experience. When Shmuel tells that one day when he came home his
mother told that they had to leave their home, Bruno shouts that it happened to him, too
(chapter 12, p. 131). He gives meaning to what he hears based on the reflection of his own
life. This frame plays a crucial role in the story.
Having said this, it seems to be obvious that The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas meets the
conditions of a narrative, and in that respect it can be approached from the point of view of
narrative research.

4.2.2 Forms of narrative analysis
Narrative analysis as such is not an unequivocal and exclusive method of analysis. It has
various forms and it can be applied with a number of different focuses. Narrative research
has been applied, for example, in the context of linguistics, developmental psychology and
education, personality, cognition, sociology and anthropology (Smith, 2000, p. 329-330).
Scholars often link narrative analysis together with some other analysis methods. Bernard
and Ryan (2010) divide narrative analysis to four traditions within social sciences:
sociolinguistics, hermeneutics, phenomenology and grounded theory. These may be
familiar to us, not as traditions within narrative analysis, but as analysis methods per se.
Andrews, Sclater, Squire & Tamboukou (2004) point out how difficult it is to define one
way of doing narrative analysis, and on the other hand, how much of the richness of the
method is lost by trying to reduce the method to only the common traits of its different
forms. They all have done a major career with narrative analysis, but everyone using it in a
different way, suitable for their research subject and data. In their common article Sclater
describes narrative analysis as an interdisciplinary method which opens new opportunities
for creativity in research. Smith (2000, p. 331) also notes that there is a variety of narrative
research methods and suggests that a researcher can either use an existing analysis method,
develop it further or create a new one. This, too, describes the open space for creativity
within the narrative research practice.
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The more space there is for creativity within a method, the more important it is for a
researcher to know the limits within which the creativity can be applied. Lieblich, TuvalMashiach and Zilber (1998) suggest that there are two different dimensions which help us
to define different types or narrative analysis. Firstly, the approach to the research data is
either holistic or categorical. Applying the holistic approach means that the narrative or the
story is seen as a whole, whereas the categorical approach leads the researcher to look at
the story from the perspective of different categories. In the holistic approach, different
sections of the narrative offer means for interpreting the other sections. In the categorical
approach, different sections or even words belong first and foremost to the different
categories, and are in that sense dissected from the other sections of the narrative.
(Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 12).
The other defining dimension of the types of narrative analysis is content versus form. By
content Lieblich and colleagues refer to the meaning and ingredients of the narrative,
asking questions such as what happened and why. The starting point for the content
approach is the one of the teller. The form-focused approach is interested in studying
things such as the form, structure and style of the story and its events. This approach is
sometimes used in the research of life stories in order to find deeper layers of the identity
of the teller. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 12-13).
On the basis of these two dimensions, four types of narrative analysis are created: holisticcontent approach, holistic-form approach, categorical-content approach and finally
categorical-form approach. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 13). Although
this classification is only one way of modelling different ways of analysis within the
narrative research approach, I find it helpful in terms of piecing together the vague field of
narrative research and finding an approach matching the data and research questions of this
study. Furthermore, though using different concepts, this modelling by Lieblich and
colleagues contains some confluences with the division of narrative research tradition by
Bernard and Ryan (2010).
In this study, I choose to apply holistic-content approach. The holistic approach allows me
to deal with the data as a whole, letting the story to interpret itself. On the other hand,
content orientation leads me to focus on looking for specific themes within the data. This
helps me to bear in mind the theoretical framework of dehumanization and at the same
time let the data bring forth what it wants. Lieblich and colleagues (1998, p. 14) remind
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that the four modes of narrative study presented are not purely distinctive but many times
they intermingle with each other. This is partly the case in this study as well, as in some
phases of the analysis elements of categorization are stronger and in some phases making
notions of the form complete the interpretations. We will now take a closer look at the
holistic-content perspective to narrative study in order to learn the structure of the analysis.

4.2.3 Structure of the analysis
As pictured by Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998), holistic-content approach to
narrative research is most often applied when studying complete life stories. The contents
of the story and its different phases are interpreted in the light of the story as a whole.
Analysis process is divided into five steps. As in any research process, the course of the
study begins with getting familiar with the data by reading it several times. While reading,
the patters and central points of the story start eventually emerging. The different pieces of
the story are all the time considered in the context of the entire story. (Lieblich, TuvalMashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 13, 15, 62-63) This stage could certainly also be considered as
what Hesse-Biber & Leavy (2011, p. 305) refer to as data exploration phase.
In the second phase of the analysis the researcher writes an account of the first impression
he has gained while reading the data. Attention should be paid both to the general
impression and the possible exceptions, contradictions and unusual features. In addition to
the patterns found in the text, the parts of the story that are disturbing or somehow do not
follow the harmony of the rest of the story, are of importance as well. (Lieblich, TuvalMashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 62)
After accounting for the initial impression of the story, the specific contents and themes are
chosen. These are the themes that the researcher will look for throughout the whole story
from the beginning to the end. The amount of details that are told and the number of times
the theme is brought forth in the text may tell about the significance of the matter in the
whole story. Furthermore, the researcher should pay attention to the things that only are
mentioned briefly or not mentioned at all; they may also carry a focal aspect of the story
with them. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 63)
In the fourth phase of the process the researcher marks the different themes in the story,
using, for example, different colors to distinguish the themes from each other. After this,
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the final phase of the research takes place, as the researcher tracks every theme throughout
the story. By doing that, he is able to see the representation of each theme in the data. It
may also be important to analyze in which parts of the story the themes may change.
Moreover, the researcher should take notice of the context in which the different themes
are present. Sometimes the researcher can find elements in the text, which provide an
evaluation of the theme or situation by the teller. That can be, for example, the teller taking
a stand on something being good or bad. As in the earlier phases of the process,
contradictions and disharmony should also be noticed. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach &
Zilber, 1998, p. 63)

4.3 Presenting the results
Presenting the results of the research is the final phase of the study process. (Hesse-Biber
and Leavy, 2011, p. 333) Results can be presented in many ways, and even within the
narrative research approach, the way to present the findings may differ according to the
data and the form of analysis. However, it is important that the reader is provided with a
possibility to see examples of the data, in order to draw conclusions and gain
understanding of the stories studied. (Webster & Mertova, 2007, p. 109).
The results of this study are presented in written form, providing excerpts from the data.
The excerpts are presented in order to justify the findings, but also to give the reader a
possibility to follow the interpretations made by the researcher, and thus increase the
transparency of the research process. However, in addition to the traditional way of writing
the results, arts-based research practices are utilized.
As I study stories of Bruno and Shmuel applying the narrative research approach, it seems
natural to me to include the narrative approach even in presenting the results of the study.
Thus, I have decided to provide the answers both to the first and second research questions
as songs. The songs aim at being constellations of the research results, and thus
illustrations comparable to tables, charts and matrices.
I acknowledge that arts are a very sensitive and challenging element in the context of
academic research. A piece of art often finds its way to the audience using multiple
channels, which makes it a powerful tool. Therefore, using arts-based forms in academic
research brings some additional responsibility to the researcher for being true to the data,
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theory, analysis and results. Creating works of arts may offer a temptation to the researcher
to write something that sounds good from the artistic point of view, but does less justice to
the academic work. As mentioned earlier, I have accounted the results first in the
traditional form of text. It increases the reliability and also helps the reader to analyze the
validity of the songs, as it is possible to compare the illustrations and the text. The songs
should be seen as compilations of the results; more details are accounted for in the written
form. The note sheets of the songs can be found as appendices in the end of this study.
Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2011) address the rise of the so called arts-based research
practices during the last twenty years. Arts-based research practices are seen as alternative
approaches to the traditional way of writing academic texts, and they can be applied in
different phases of the research project, for example, in data collection or interpretation.
There are various forms or arts-based research practices; one may use writings such as
poems, performance scripts or novels, or non-verbal forms like dance, movement,
paintings or photography. (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011, p. 348-349) “Poetic forms can be
particularly fruitful for unsettling stereotypes, opening up multiple meanings, expressing
complex identity research, and representing subjugated perspectives” (Hesse-Biber &
Leavy, 2011, p. 349).
Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2011, p. 349) also emphasize congruence to the data reminding
that “whatever method of representation you choose, it is important to bear in mind that
you are a storyteller charged with telling the story of another.” This may be a very fine
line, since arts also bring a great freedom of creativity and an unending space for finding
different ways of saying the same thing. At best, arts-based research practices do not only
aim at maintaining the nature of the findings in the representation, but they bring them
forth, make them alive and by so doing add the value of the study.

4.4 Reliability factors
Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998, p. 171) argue that the criteria for a good
narrative study may differ from the general criteria of evaluation, such as reliability,
validity, objectivity and replicability. They remind of the highly interpretative nature of
narrative research stating that “narrative materials – like reality itself – can be read,
understood, and analyzed in extremely diverse ways” (p. 171). Given that there is not only
one right way to interpret a piece of narrative data means that objectivity understood
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traditionally may not be the best criteria for a good narrative study. Lieblich, TuvalMashiach & Zilber amplify that “reaching alternative narrative accounts is by no means an
indication of inadequate scholarship but a manifestation of the wealth of such material and
the range of sensitivities of different readers” (p.171). Likewise, Webster and Mertova
(2007, p. 89) note that narrative research is not primarily interested in generalizability of
events but it “seeks to elaborate and investigate individual interpretations and worldviews
of complex and human-centered events”.
As an attempt to combine the suggestions by previous research concerning the practice of
narrative research, Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber introduce four factors which may be
helpful in evaluating a narrative study. Width, as the first one of the factors, means the
“comprehensiveness of evidence” (p. 173). This factor takes into consideration the quality
of data collection and proposed interpretation. One may add to the width of a narrative
study by reporting the results of the analysis with a lot of evidence, such as quotations.
Alternative explanations should also be provided. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber,
1998, p. 173)
The second factor of evaluation is coherence. This dimension may be evaluated internally,
asking how well the different parts of the study go together. As for evaluation of external
coherence, the question is merely how the study fits in whether the study is relevant in
respect to the existing theories and earlier accounts of research. This perspective goes
together with Runyan’s thinking of external evaluation criteria; he suggests that the study
should be evaluated in terms of “correspondence with external sources of information
about the subject” (as cited in Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber, 1998, p. 172). The
coherence factor is meant to help in evaluating if the study is able to draw a complete and
meaningful picture on the basis of the different pieces of interpretation. (Lieblich, TuvalMashiach, & Zilber, 1998, p. 173)
The third dimension which defines the quality of narrative study is insightfulness. This
leads us to examine if the study embraces a sense of innovation or originality in the way it
presents the data and the analysis. According to Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, this
dimension also links to the question on the impact of the study on the reader. A study is
considered good if the reader gains more insight on his or her own life by reading the
analysis of the life story of an “other” in the study. (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber,
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1998, p. 173) This may be the dimension which differs from the traditional ways of
evaluating the quality of research the most.
The last factor suggested Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998) is parsimony, i.e. “the
ability to provide an analysis based on a small number of concepts, and elegance or
aesthetic appeal” (p. 173). This deals with the literary assets of how the story and the
analysis are presented, either orally or in writing.
It is evident that the evaluation of narrative study demands unique perspectives. As
understood from the list of criteria which Runyan (as cited in Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach &
Zilber, 1998, p. 172) provides, the aim of narrative research approach is to provide insight
of experience and bring forth previously unrecognized connections. It has a function of
picturing two worlds; the social and historical world the person lives in and the subjective
world of person’s experience, life and problems. Unlike some other research approaches,
narrative research also looks for increasing sympathy towards the subject of the study.
(Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber, 1998, p. 172) I will use these factors when evaluating
the quality and reliability of this study in the chapter 7.
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5. ANALYSIS
I have now built the framework of the study in terms of theory and methodology and I am
ready to proceed to take a journey through the data. Throughout the analysis we keep in
mind the research questions; we are looking for representations of dehumanization in the
story, and Bruno’s way of relating to it in respect to Shmuel. In this chapter I describe the
process of analysis based on the narrative analysis pattern which I have introduced in the
previous chapter.

5.1 Step 1: Reading the data
I was first introduced to the story of Bruno and Shmuel once I watched the movie The Boy
in the Striped Pyjamas. That was the starting point for research design process; I got
inspired by the richness of the story as thinking about the multiple layers it would offer for
research. I was left with a number of questions.
I then read the book for the first time. It offered answers to some of my questions. I was
especially interested in the written account of Bruno’s thinking, and the way the dramatic
story is told in the form of a fable for children. The second time I read the book thoroughly
I did a lot more thinking as I wrote a summary of every chapter (presented in the chapter
2.3). In the meanwhile, I had read about the theories on dehumanization, which made me
more sensitive to the phenomenon in the story. Gradually, I felt the data started to speak, as
Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber (1998, p. 62) express it.

5.2 Step 2: Account of initial impressions
On the basis of the notes I had made during the previous phase, I wrote an account of my
initial impression of the story, as follows:
The story consists mainly of sections describing the settings, descriptions of Bruno’s
thinking and accounts of social situations including conversations and discussions. In
terms of the research questions, the most important parts are the accounts of Bruno’s
thinking and the conversations he has. The descriptive sections picture the context of the
story, and as such they are also a vital part of the narrative and may be of help in
interpreting the other parts of the data. Some of them concern the events that happened in
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the past in Bruno’s family. They are also a relevant source of information in terms of
attitudes and background; they help to see the series of events and that led the family to
Auschwitz, and the emotions people had in the process.
There are three things that are outstanding in the story in respect to Bruno’s process. One is
his relationship to his father, which partly seems to determine his relation towards what is
taking place in Auschwitz. The story includes both elements of critics and admiration of
the father by Bruno, but for different reasons. He is angry at father’s career being so
important that it forces Bruno to move away from Berlin. On the other hand, Bruno is told
that the father knows better what is best for Bruno than he knows himself. This teaching
Bruno seems to apply even in the context of the camp of Auschwitz. He believes that
father is a good soldier and what he thinks is the best, is the best for everyone. This may
have to do with loyalty to authority.
The other notion is related to Bruno’s naivety. It may not be the right word to use, but it
seems to be that over and over again, Bruno simply does not get the picture of what is
going on although he lives right in the middle of it. He cannot think beyond his own
experience, but instead he interprets everything that he sees or hears on the basis of his
own frame which is not large enough to understand the events taking place. When, for
instance, Shmuel tells Bruno things about his life, Bruno continuously reflects that in
respect to his own life. In some occasions Bruno cannot even believe that what Shmuel is
saying is true, because he wants to maintain his own perception of the matter based on his
own experience and reasoning.
The third thing that is strongly present in the story of Bruno is friendship. He does not want
to leave Berlin, because he would lose his best friends. He does not like to live in
Auschwitz, because he does not have a friend there. After he befriends Shmuel he starts
liking life in Auschwitz, because he now has a friend. Bruno does not tell anyone about
Shmuel, because he is afraid he would lose his friend. Thus, friendship is a consisting
theme of the story from the beginning to the end.
Regarding Shmuel, the amount of things told increase towards the end of the story. Bruno
meets Shmuel only in the middle of the book and gradually his background and life story
are presented to the reader. Although the story is not told from his perspective, towards the
end of the book we can read some accounts about Shmuel’s thinking and emotions, too.
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Shmuel has a frame of his own in the story. He has an experience of the camp, which
Bruno does not have. A couple of times he considers very carefully what to say and
sometimes he even decides not to say anything at all. There seems to be a discourse of
silence, which may carry a deeper meaning. It is a mystery to me, what Shmuel knows and
what he does not know, as he seems to be to some extent unaware of the continuous killing
that takes place in the camp.
The story is full of emotions, likes and dislikes. In many occasions, Bruno’s thinking is
narrated in terms something being good or bad. This may be considered as “evaluation”, as
introduced by Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998, p. 63). There are a few people
whom Bruno dislikes, and it is said very clearly. On the other hands, emotions are also
described in respect to different situations.
There are a lot of omissions, and as Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber (1998, p. 63)
suggest, they may play an important role in the story. Reading the story leaves one with a
question mark, for example, in regard to what Lieutenant Kotler really did to the waiter
called Pavel. Violent actions are not described. There are also a few occasions when the
soldiers or Bruno’s parents are discussing something serious, but only a few words are
told.
Reading the data through gives me some glimpses of the presence of theoretical elements
related to dehumanization. There are at least elements of dichotomization, destruction,
exclusion and identity essentialization, to name a few. However, they are most often not
obvious but lie under the text and therefore they demand an analysis of deeper meanings in
order to become visible. This is an interesting part of the story, as it seems to be that most
of these attempts of dehumanization do not reach Bruno’s thinking. Nationalism or
patriotism is mentioned a few times, as well as superiority of Germany. This may be linked
to dehumanization elements in the story.

5.3 Step 3: Defining the themes
The basis of defining the themes for the analysis is two-fold. The first source for the
themes is the theoretical framework of the study. By analyzing the data based on theory, I
aim at finding answers to the first research question; what kind of representations of
dehumanization there are in the data in general? The second set of themes applied in the
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analysis is designed for finding answers to the other two research questions; what leads
Bruno to act in the way he acts living in a context filled with dehumanization, and what
can we know of Shmuel’s way of constructing the situation, how does he narrate life in the
camp?
While the first set of themes is theory-based, the second set is data-based to a great extent.
This two-fold manner of analysis means that both deductive and inductive approaches are
present in the analysis. In the following subsections, the two sets of themes used as the
starting point for the analysis are introduced.

5.3.1

Themes emerging from the theory

As already mentioned earlier, the theoretical framework of the study is complex by nature.
In order to be able to handle this complexity in the analysis, I add one level to the steps of
analysis and categorize the themes emerging on the basis of the theory. Categorizing is not
mentioned in the description of the directive steps of narrative holistic-content approach
provided by Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach and Zilber (1998). However, Smith (2000, p. 331)
suggests that it is possible within narrative research to modify an existing way of narrative
analysis, and in this occasion I perceive adding one level to the analysis to strengthen the
study by establishing the link between the theory and the data from the beginning of the
analysis.
Defining the themes and categories on the basis of the theory is made by using the
concepts that have been introduced in chapter 4. Themes are the different elements of
dehumanization, and categories are the major definitions or umbrellas for the elements. For
every theme I provide a question or a few questions which I present to the data in order to
find out if that element of the phenomenon exists in the data. In the analysis, I look for
answers to these questions. The answers that I find in the data I consider as representations
of the themes defined by the questions.
These assisting questions, as I call them, have two functions. Firstly, they are meant to help
me to recognize the representations of dehumanization in the data. The other, and maybe
even more important function which they have, is to guide my conclusions concerning the
link between the theory and the data. By asking these questions it may be easier to judge
which theoretical aspect of dehumanization the representations found in the data link to.
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Defining the assisting questions is also meaningful in terms of making my thinking
transparent and thus increasing the transparency of the analysis process. The categories and
the themes emerging from the theory, as well as the assisting questions used in the analysis
are described in the table 3.
Table 3. Categories, themes and assisting questions emerging from the theory.
Category of the
theme

Theme, i.e. the element of
Assisting questions
dehumanization looked for
Denial of humanity

Elements of
Exclusion
genocidal
dehumanization

Are there occasions when humanity of
a person is denied?
Are there aspects of social division
between the in-group and the outgroup?

Essentialization

Are there representations of claiming
the identity of a group of people
inherent?

Animalistic dehumanization

Are there occasions when people are
denied human uniqueness, i.e. they are
considered coarse, uncultured,
unintelligent and lacking morality?
Are there occasions when people are
likened to animals?

Forms of
dehumanization

Are there occasions when people are
denied human nature, i.e. they are
Mechanistic dehumanization considered inert, cold, passive and
superficial? Are there occasions when
people are likened to machines?
Infrahumanization / subtle
and mild manifestations of
dehumanization

Degrees of
dehumanization Severe and blatant
manifestations of
dehumanization

Are there manifestations that are
unconscious, implicit, with a relative
denial of humanity?
Are there manifestations that are
conscious, explicit, with an absolute
denial of humanity?

Motivation

Is the question of motivation (“why we
have to do it”) present in the story? Is
there an element of threat in the
language used?

Legitimization

Is the question of legitimization (“why
it is acceptable to do it”) present in the
story?

Functions of
genocidal
dehumanization
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Although the other elements of genocide (dichotomization, destruction and denial) are also
certainly present in the story, I decide not to use them as themes in the analysis. In
theoretical terms, they are part of the theory of genocide, whereas I have decided to apply
dehumanization as the theoretical starting point for the study. Secondly, these elements are
part of the context of the narrative, and they should perhaps be examined more by using
form-centered practices than content-centered practices of narrative research.
I see every theme in the framework as a potential game changer in the research, and even
though some of them can be left almost empty in the analysis, I see that as a meaningful
result as well. Through this we can find the faces of the phenomenon that are present in the
data and the faces that are not. This framework of categories and themes aims at helping us
to find an answer to the first research question; what kind of representations of
dehumanization there are in the data in general.

5.3.2 Themes emerging from the data
While familiarizing with the data, I started to see some phenomena and themes that were
repeatedly represented in the story. These observations and the initial impression
accounted for earlier in this chapter are the basis of the second set of themes in the
analysis. While digging ever deeper into the data during the analysis, some more themes
were added, and some were adjusted and combined. A similar process of reconstructing the
themes took place again while tracking the themes. The themes emerging from the data
aim at finding explanations for Bruno’s behavior in terms of dehumanization. They are
defined as follows:
Friendship. It seems that friendship in an important determinant in Bruno’s thinking and
actions. This is a theme that is present throughout the story, from the beginning to the end.
The theme is wide, as it contains all the different elements of friendship that are relevant in
terms of research questions; many time friendship motivates actions.
Authority. Authority is strongly present in the story. Bruno is a child and his beliefs on
what are good and what is bad are naturally impacted by the people whom he respects as
authorities in his life. In the analysis, I will look for occasions when Bruno is told to think
in a certain way on the basis of someone else’s thinking. I will also look for occasions
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when someone else justifies his thinking referring to thinking of someone who is in a
higher position than he is. Manifestations of fear are also accounted within this theme.
Difficulty to think beyond experience and lack of information. Time after time it is
accounted, that Bruno consistently interprets the things he hears only in the light of his
own life experience. This leads to interpretations that sound often naïve, and lacking
perspective or understanding about the reality. Similarly, in many occasions Bruno seems
to have no idea of what is going on. There is a lack of information, which continuously
brings Bruno to draw wrong conclusions. Since the two phenomena are close to each other
and sometimes even hard to discern, I have put them under one theme.
Silencing. Bruno is keen on getting to know about the things happening around him and
sometimes he puts questions to adults. However, many times his attempts to acquire
information fail. Sometime Bruno is explicitly told to keep quiet; sometimes the answers
provided by the adults are very implicit, approximate and evasive, even misleading.
Similarity and shared humanness. A part of the story of Bruno and Shmuel is a
comparative discourse of similarities and differences. In different occasions the boys note
that they have a lot in common. In these discussions, Shmuel is usually the one pointing
out the differences brought forth by the circumstances. The other dimension of this theme
is shared humanness. In a number of occasions in the data similarities discussed seem to
represent the idea of shared identity or shared humanness, equality in terms of being a
human being.
Omissions. There are many occasions in the story, when the characters in the story decide
not to speak. In the analysis I will look for these situations and see whether the reasons for
silence are explained. I will specifically pay attention to Shmuel’s decisions not to speak
on certain occasions, and try to see if the data provides explanations for why he keeps
silent. However, I do not analyze the omissions made by the author of the book while
deciding what kind of information to include in the story, and which things to leave up to
interpretation of the reader. That would be a study in itself.

5.4 Step 4: Marking the themes
The two sets of themes used as the foundation for the analysis consist of 15 themes, out of
which nine are based on the theory and six have emerged on the basis of the data. In order
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to mark the themes I used traditional paper-and-pen technique. I first went through the data
underlining the parts presenting the themes. Beside the unit I wrote which theme I
perceived the unit to belong to. After I had recognized the themes in the whole data, I
started again from the beginning and marked the themes with colored pencils. This phase
was especially useful, as it helped me to see the relationships between different themes,
and also variation in the centrality of the themes along the story.
There were two sets of themes used in the analysis. Many times the themes in different
categories or themes were overlapping. I concluded that the units are in that sense
independent – they can represent several themes at the same time. I did not look for units
consisting strictly of single words, but rather I tried to find meanings. Therefore, the length
of the units can vary from sentences to complete accounts of situations consisting even of
several paragraphs. I consider this justified as the analysis is meant to be holistic by nature.
Marking the themes in the data brought forth the essential, even inevitable role of
interpretation in the study. Due to the implicit way of writing and a number of omissions
concerning violence in the novel, especially the theory-based analysis demanded a lot of
interpretations. Recognizing and marking the themes in the data was a process of questions
and answers; the assisting questions were used repeatedly in order to find out, if the cases
in the data can be defined according to the concepts given in the theory. Yet, the answer
was not always unequivocal. It was not possible to carry out the process purely
mechanically, but time after time decisions had to be made concerning the interpretation of
the data.
Another remark made during this phase is that dehumanization is a psychological process.
Bruno and, to some extent, Shmuel are the only persons in the novel whose thinking
processes the reader is exposed to. The rest of the persons introduced in the story are
pictured mainly through Bruno’s eyes. Therefore, it is only possible to interpret their
actions – not to enter the psychological level of the processes behind their actions. Again,
this leaves a lot of space for interpretation. For the same reason, dehumanization in general
could only be analyzed by its manifestations in the data – the psychological process of
dehumanization was evident only in a handful of occasions.
In the process 38 references to dehumanization or manifestations of dehumanization were
found in the data using a broad interpretative manner of analysis. The number in itself is
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not a result; it could vary depending on the strictness and the way of interpretation.
However, it tells us that there are representations of dehumanization in the story.
Despite the assisting questions, recognizing the themes was challenging. In order to
increase the transparency of the study, I give an example of the broad interpretative
manner of analysis which I have decided to apply. It means that even descriptive accounts
of circumstances which reflect degrading or denial of humanity were included. Some of the
interpretations may be disputable. For example, paragraphs describing the camp would
perhaps, in a stricter interpretative practice of analysis, not be included in the references of
dehumanization. I, however, decided to include them, justifying the decision both by the
implicitness of the data and by the information outside the data; because dehumanization is
not accounted explicitly, I think it is worthwhile to look for any possible representations
while trying to find the phenomenon within the implicit data. On the other hand, historical
accounts share more light on the implicit descriptions and give courage for interpretations.
The description of the camp seen from Bruno’s bedroom window is an example of a
potentially disputable paragraph, as it does not contain any actions, only description of
circumstances through Gretel’s eyes:
“There was a huge wire fence that ran along the length of the house and
turned in at the top, extending further along in either direction, further than
she could possible see. The fence was very high, higher even than the house
they were standing in, and there were huge wooden posts, like telegraph
poles, dotted along it, holding it up. At the top of the fence enormous bales of
barbed wire were tangled in spirals -- There wasn’t any grass after the fence;
in fact there was no greenery anywhere to be seen in the distance. Instead the
ground was made of a sand-like substance, and as far as she could possibly
make out there was nothing but low huts and large square buildings dotted
around and one of two smoke stacks in the distance.” (p. 33)
Without the account of history, this may be seen only as a description of a large area
surrounded by a fence. However, taking the written history into account, the characteristics
mentioned in this description have a meaning, and summing them up makes it a description
of a place built for extreme exclusion of people. The two smoke stacks mentioned are
obviously the crematoria of the extermination camp, reflecting the destruction taking place.
So, I conclude that even in this section of the data dehumanization can be found, as there
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are clear references to denying humanity of the people living inside the fence. This
example is meant to show, that in the analysis the interpretations have been made very
broadly and even bravely. Furthermore, at this point of the study the holistic nature of the
analysis, paying attention to the context, begins to become visible.

5.5 Step 5: Tracing the themes
After marking the themes with colors, I went through the data again, every time following
a different theme from the beginning to the end. I started by first examining the theorybased categories and themes. In order to get a better and more holistic understanding of the
representation of the themes, I made a matrix with all the units or cases that I had
recognized during the earlier phase of the analysis. Adding page number to the matrix
helped me later on to go back to the data while recording the results. I then went through
every case separately and marked which themes of different categories were present in the
case. There was a different column for each of the themes (e.g. denial, exclusion and
essentialization), with categories marked on the top of the columns (e.g. elements of
genocidal dehumanization).
The matrix helped me a lot to structure the analysis. However, I decided not to use it as a
means for presenting the results, as I found out that the impression it gives of the
representations of dehumanization in the data is too simplified compared to the reality and
the narrative manner of analysis. The numbers would perhaps tell more about my
interpretation practice than the representations of the phenomenon in the data. Therefore,
the matrix was only a tool to structure the analysis; the results were found in the written
data. I have tried to account for the transparency of my interpretation practice verbally
instead.
After dealing with the theory-based analysis, I proceeded to the data-based phase. Again, I
examined the marked themes one by one and made account of what I found. During the
whole analysis process the themes were reconstructed several times. This reflects the
inductive nature of the analysis. First, more themes emerged. I found new things in the data
which I considered relevant in terms of the study. However, after a while connections and
common denominators were found, and the number of themes reduced again. In this
process their essence was partly changed and redefined, contributing thus to the results of
the study.
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Especially in this part of the analysis, using the different colors for marking the themes was
very helpful. I found out some themes taking turns and some being more present, for
example, in the beginning of the story than in the end. In summary, tracing the themes was
not only a process of picking up the themes and putting them together; rather it was an
important step of making sense of the essence of the themes and their position and
meaning in relation to each other.
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6. RESULTS
In this chapter, the findings of the study are presented. The chapter is divided into four
three sections; the first one providing an answer to the first research question on
dehumanization as a phenomenon in general, whereas the second section focuses on
Bruno’s process of granting humanness to Shmuel. The last section of the chapter
introduces the reconstructed narratives of Shmuel and Bruno, as complimentary results of
the study.

6.1 Representations of dehumanization in The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas
The answers to the first research question, the representations of dehumanization in The
Boy in the Striped Pyjamas, are various. Dehumanization is present both as genocidal
dehumanization and outside of the context of genocide. It is represented both in animalistic
and mechanistic forms, and in the degrees from subtle and mild to severe and blatant.
Dehumanization that occurs in the context of genocide is more often animalistic and
blatant, whereas dehumanization that occurs outside the context of genocide is merely
subtle and mechanistic. Representations of legitimizing and motivating functions of
genocidal dehumanization are not very common, but they exist and are usually connected
to Nazi ideology and extreme nationalism.
Many of the representations of genocidal dehumanization are very contextual; they are not
single occurrences expressed verbally but rather they are components of a continuous
process underlying the activities, behavior and circumstance in the camp. Thus, they are
not accounted explicitly as psychological processes but by manifestations of
dehumanization. Through the means of theory, analysis and interpretation some of the
various faces of the process are unveiled. In the following sub-sections results of the
theory-based analysis are presented according to more in detail.

6.1.1 Elements of genocidal dehumanization in the novel
Denial, exclusion and essentialization are all present in The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas.
Indeed, these three elements commonly overlap in the story. This is not surprising, but it
merely describes the interlinking relationship between the elements. It is of importance to
remember, that Savage (2013) presented these terms as co-working elements helping us to
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describe genocidal dehumanization, not as separate steps of a linear process. Thus, the
presence of these elements in the story confirms that genocidal dehumanization does take
place in the novel.
Denial of humanity
Denial of humanity is present in the story mostly as a contextual phenomenon. Explicit
expressions of it are not that numerous, but there are many descriptions of behavior
demeaning human dignity, which I consider to be possible for the perpetrators through
denial of humanity to the other. This is again a question of interpretation. The question
about if humanity is denied completely or relatively, is not answered in this context, it is
dealt with later while examining the degrees of dehumanization.
One example of denial through behavior is the description of an occasion that Bruno and
Gretel see from Bruno’s bedroom window. Although not stated explicitly, denial of
humanity to the children by the soldiers enables them to act in a severely demeaning way:
“-- emerging from a hut in the distance, a group of children huddled together
and being shouted at by a group of soldiers. The more they were shouted at,
the closer they huddled together, but then one of the soldiers lunged towards
them and they separated and seemed to do what he had wanted them to do all
along, which was to stand in a single line. When they did, the soldiers all
started to laugh and applaud them.”
(p. 38)
The most explicit denial of humanity occurs in a conversation between Bruno and his
father, when Bruno asks about the people living in the camp:
“’Who are those people outside?’ he said finally.
Father titled his head to the left, looking a little confused by the question.
‘Soldiers, Bruno,’ he said. ‘And secretaries. Staff workers. You’ve seen them
all before, of course.’
‘No, not them,’ said Bruno. ‘The people I see from my window. In the huts, in
the distance. They’re all dressed the same.’
‘Ah, those people,’ said Father, nodding his head and smiling slightly.
‘Those people…well, they’re not people at all, Bruno.’
Bruno frowned. ‘They’re not?’ he asked, unsure what Father meant by that.
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‘Well, at least not as we understand the term,’ Father continued. ’But you
shouldn’t be worrying about them right now. They’re nothing to do with you.
You have nothing whatsoever in common with them.’ --“.
(p. 55)
In this paragraph Bruno is explicitly told that the people living in the camp are not human
beings. In addition to denial, exclusion is strongly present. Father narrates his reply
emphasizing the dichotomized construction of “us and them”, pointing out that those living
in the camp are an out-group and thus separate from the in-group. Taking the interpretation
even further, one could say that the father understands Bruno’s question of “the people out
there” referring to the soldiers, because he considers them as people, but the word “people”
does not go together with his understanding of those living in the camp. This is one
possible interpretation, although it is impossible to say, if this really is the case, or if the
father simply tries to avoid answering his son’s question.
Exclusion
The assisting question of the theme Exclusion in the analysis looked for social division
between the in-group and the out-group. Like denial, exclusion is also present in the data
contextually throughout the story. The whole setting of the events is based on the division
between those who live inside the fence and those who live outside. Those groups also mix
now and then, when soldiers go in to the camp, or when some of the inmates are brought
outside to do some work. This setting is contemplated by Bruno as below.
“It was as if it were another city entirely, the people all living and working
together side by side with the house where he lived. And were they really so
different? All the people in the camp wore the same clothes those pyjamas
and their striped cloth caps too; and all the people who wandered through
his house (with the exception of Mother, Gretel and him) wore uniforms of
varying quality and decorations and caps and helmets with bright red-andblack armbands and carried guns and always looked terribly stern, as if it
was all very important really and no one should think otherwise.
What exactly was the difference? he wondered to himself. And who decided
which people wore the striped pyjamas and which people wore the uniforms?
Of course sometimes the two groups mixed. He’d often seen the people from
his side of the fence on the other side of the fence, and when he watched it
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was clear that they were in charge. The pyjama people all jumped to
attention whenever the soldiers approached and sometimes they fell to the
ground and sometimes they didn’t even get up and had to be carried away
instead.”
(p. 103-104)
In this passage, the in-group is described as “the people who wandered through his
house”, “the people from his side of the fence” and “the soldiers”. The out-group is
defined as “the people in the camp” and “the pyjama people”. Bruno does not perceive the
in-group and the out-group having different degrees of humanness, but he acknowledges
the differences. Reading further, he also wonders why the soldiers are allowed to go to the
camp but the inmates do not visit the house:
“Father and mother obviously enjoyed the company of the soldiers - - But
they had never once invited any of the striped pyjama people to dinner.”
(p. 104)
It is obvious that a strong social division between the in-group and the out-group takes
place in the story. This conclusion establishes the presence of exclusion in the story,
defined as one of the elements of genocidal dehumanization. Indeed, the fence in the story
can even be seen as a metaphor for the construction of in-group and out-group.
Essentialization
Essentialization as an element of genocidal dehumanization refers to claiming the identity
of a group inherent. In the story, it goes very much hand in hand with exclusion. In some
cases essentialization happens through language. An example of this is the conversation
between Bruno and Gretel, when Bruno tries to make sense of the function of the fence:
“’Bruno,’ she said in a childish voice, as if this was the most obvious thing in
the world, ‘the fence isn’t there to stop us from going over there. It’s to stop
them from coming over here.’
Bruno considered this but it didn’t make things any clearer. ‘But why?’ he
asked.
‘Because they have to be kept together,’ explained Gretel.
‘With their families, you mean?’
‘Well, yes, with their families. But with their own kind too.’
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‘What do you mean, their own kind?’
Gretel sighed and shook her head. ‘With the other Jews, Bruno. Didn’t you
know that? That’s why they have to be kept together. They can’t mix with us.’
‘Jews,’ said Bruno, testing the word out. - - ‘All the people over that side of
the fence are Jews.’
‘Yes, that’s right,’ said Gretel.”
(p. 188)
In the conversation we can see, that in Gretel’s mind the Jews have been essentialized.
Being a Jew was a reason good enough to be put to the other side of the fence.
Continuation of the conversation shows that Bruno’s mind has not really been modified by
essentialization, as he wonders if he himself is a Jew and if not, what he is then. Gretel
replies saying that he is “the Opposite”.
“’Don’t the Jews like the Opposite then?’
‘No, it’s us who don’t like them, stupid.’
-‘Well, why don’t we like them?’ he asked.
‘Because they’re Jews, said Gretel.
‘I see. And the Opposite and the Jews don’t get along.’”
(p. 188-189)
Some of the most explicit manifestations of essentialization are the concrete signs of outgroup membership, such as armbands and striped pyjamas. As Bruno remarks, there are a
lot of different people in the camp, embracing different characteristics, but they all are
made to look the same:
“ - - all of them, - the small boys, the big boys, the fathers, the grandfathers,
the uncles, the people who lives on their own on everybody’s road but didn’t
seem to have any relatives at all – were wearing the same clothes as each
other: a pair of grey striped pyjamas with a grey striped cap on their hands.”
(p. 40)
Shmuel describes the process of essentialization in practice while telling his story to
Bruno:

69
“’And then one day things started to change,’ he continued. ‘I came home
from school and my mother was making armbands for us from a special cloth
and drawing a star on each one. Like this.’ Using his finger he drew a design
in the dusty ground beneath him. @ ‘And every time we left the house, she
told us we had to wear one of these armbands.’”
(p. 130)
To conclude, there are representations of genocidal dehumanization in the novel both in
terms of denial, exclusion and essentialization. Their presence is primarily contextual, but
there are also situations and incidents in which the processes of denial, exclusion and
essentialization can be seen underlying. Thus, genocidal dehumanization does take place in
the story, although recognizing it in many occasions demands a high degree of
interpretation.

6.1.2 Forms of dehumanization in the novel
The two forms of dehumanization, animalistic and mechanistic, are both present in the
story. However, making distinction between the two is not easy or even possible in all the
occasions where dehumanization occurs. Given the context of genocide, dehumanization is
blatant by degree and explicit by nature, and humanness may be denied in all the possible
ways. On the other hand, acknowledging that different forms of dehumanization exist, may
help to recognize dehumanization even in the situations where it is not as explicitly visible.
The definitions introduced by Haslam (2006) and Haslam and Loughnan (2014) were
helpful in finding the representations of the two forms in the data.
Animalistic dehumanization is more common in the data and it occurs most times in
perpetrator-victim relationships. There are no direct references to likening people to
animals verbally, although in some occasions name-calling does take place. What can be
seen in the data is that in some situations, the inmates are perceived lacking refinement,
civility, higher cognition and rationality. In other words, their human uniqueness is denied
and they are seen as coarse, uncultured, unintelligent and lacking morality. This kind of
dehumanization takes place, for example, in Lieutenant Kotler’s relationship to Pavel, the
Jewish inmate who works in the kitchen in Bruno’s house. This can be seen in Kotler’s
behavior:
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“’Hey, you!’ he shouted, then adding a word that Bruno did not understand.
‘Come over here, you –‘ He said the word again, and something about the
harsh sound of it made Bruno look away and feel ashamed to be part of this
at all. - - ‘And afterwards, when you return to the kitchen, make sure you
wash your hands before touching any of the food, you filthy –‘ Lieutenant
Kotler repeated the word he had used twice already and he spat a little as he
spoke.”
(p. 78)
Although it is not mentioned which word Lieutenant Kotler uses and we can only guess
that it is “Jew”, it is clear that his behavior is demeaning Pavel’s human uniqueness. Pavel
being something less than a human being is interlinear in Kotler’s words. Kotler gives
orders as if Pavel did not have any refinement. His remark on washing hands before
preparing the food unveils Kotler’s conception of Pavel lacking higher cognition and
rationality, and being “filthy”.
Mechanistic dehumanization is present in the novel as well, although many times
overlapping with animalistic dehumanization. Descriptions of the forced labor in the camp
imply characteristics of mechanistic dehumanization.
“Everywhere they looked they could see people, tall, short, old, young, all
moving around. Some stood perfectly still in groups, their hands by their
sides, trying to keep their heads up, as a soldier marched in front of them, his
mouth opening and closing quickly as if he were shouting something at them.
Some were formed into a short chain gang and pushing wheelbarrows from
one side to the other, appearing from a place out of sight and taking their
wheelbarrows further along behind a hut, where they disappeared again. A
few stood near the huts in quiet groups as if it was the sort of game where
they didn’t want to be spotted. Others were on crutches and many had
bandages around their heads. Some carried spades and were being led by
groups of soldiers to a place where they could no longer be seen.”
(p. 37-38)
In the description there is a strong tone of subordination but also objectification. People are
utilized for working purposes, and their human nature is explicitly secondary. They are not
treated as if they were emotionally responsive beings. On the other hand, when torture is
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legitimized, it does not play any role to the perpetrator, whether the victims are
emotionally responsive beings. In this piece of data the people working in the camp are
treated passive and fungible, thus qualifying the definition of mechanistic dehumanization.
While animalistic dehumanization usually occurs as a form of genocidal dehumanization in
the story, mechanistic dehumanization also takes place outside the context of genocide.
One of these occurrences is related to the relationship of Bruno and Lieutenant Kotler. It is
repeatedly mentioned in the novel that Bruno does not like Kotler. However, some
accounts of this include traits of subtle dehumanization.
“It was a much younger man, and not as tall as Father either, but he wore
the same type of uniform, only without as many decorations on it. He looked
very serious and his cap was secured tightly on his head. - - ‘Who was that?’
asked Bruno. The young man had seemed so serious and busy that he
assumed he must be someone very important.’ - - ‘I don’t think I like him,’
said Bruno. ‘He was too serious.’”
(p. 19)
“Bruno wasn’t sure why, but he knew that he didn’t like Lieutenant Kotler.
There was an atmosphere around him that made Bruno feel very cold and
want to put a jumper on.”
(p. 73)
“’I thought I’d make a swing,’ said Bruno. You know, with a tyre and some
rope on the branches of a tree.’
‘Indeed,’ said Lieutenant Kotler - - ‘Yes, I made many swings myself when I
was a child. My friends and I had many happy afternoons together playing on
them.’
Bruno felt astonished that he could have anything in common with him (and
even more surprised to learn that Lieutenant Kotler had ever had friends).”
(p. 77)
In all of the three passages Bruno’s perception of Lieutenant Kotler reflects the
characteristics of mechanistic dehumanization. Bruno sees Kotler first and foremost as a
soldier, lacking characteristics of human nature, such as interpersonal warmth, emotional
responsiveness and depth. He thinks Kotler is cold and superficial. It may be worthwhile to
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mention that I acknowledge that dehumanization does not equal dislike. It is told that
Bruno does not like Lieutenant Kotler, but in terms of analysis more important are the
accounts of Bruno perceiving Kotler as lacking human nature to some extent.
Finally, animalistic and mechanistic dehumanization may overlap in some occasions.
When severe violence is accounted – albeit implicitly – it is hard to discern between the
two forms of dehumanization. It looks like the victims are treated as if they were animals
that could be killed if they did not behave well. On the other hand, perpetrators can also be
seen treating the victims as if they were machines that could be destroyed in case they did
not function right anymore. In that sense, both of the forms of dehumanization can be seen
in these situations.
Lieutenant Kotler’s actions are again an example of this. Although it is not said explicitly,
it can be interpreted that Kotler ends up killing Pavel, when he is too weak to do his job as
a waiter well and by accident spills wine on Kotler’s clothes. In this moment, the whole of
humanness of Pavel is denied.
“What happened then was both unexpected and extremely unpleasant.
Lieutenant Kotler grew very angry with Pavel and no one – not Bruno, not
Gretel, not Mother and not even Father – stepped in to stop him doing what
he did next, even though none of them could watch. Even though it made
Bruno cry and Gretel grow pale.”
(p. 153)

6.1.3 Degrees of dehumanization in the novel
As already turned out earlier in this chapter, there are representations of both severe and
subtle dehumanization in the novel. The most blatant and severe representation of
dehumanization is certainly the context in which the story is located; Holocaust. One of the
examples of these representations is found in the end of the book:
“But just as he said this, his feet brought him up a set of steps, and as he
marched on he found there was no more rain coming down any more because
they were all piling into a long room that was surprisingly warm and must
have been very securely built because no rain was getting in anywhere. In
fact it felt completely airtight.- - ...at that moment there was a loud gasp from
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all the marchers who had filled the room, as the door at the front was
suddenly closed and a loud metallic sound rang through from the outside.- And then the room went dark - -“
(p. 219-220)
In the light of history, it is easy to recognize that this incident represents the mass killings
in gas chambers of the extermination camp. This is the most blatant manifestation of
dehumanization presented in the story, as it combines a complete denial of humanity,
intentionally and explicitly removing the right to life from a large group of people defined
by an identity reconstructed by a superior perpetrator. By degree it deserves to be situated
in the final end of the dehumanization spectrum of continuum, genocide.
There are also manifestations of severe dehumanization which do not involve death,
although we know from history that in most cases death was where all the previous
manifestations of dehumanization finally lead to. One example of this is the account of
Pavel’s life before he was brought to the camp. He used to be a doctor, but he was denied
to practice his profession due to his identity as a Jew. The story includes all the elements of
genocidal dehumanization; denial, exclusion and essentialization, although its results have
not yet at this point of the story been as severe as death. Pavel’s freedom is taken away, he
is defined to belong to the out-group, and his identity as a Jew is made inherent in a way
that makes other traits of his identity, like profession, forbidden. He is degraded in terms of
social status, brought to a concentration camp and forced to work. These characteristics
comprise a manifestation of a severe degree of dehumanization. Bruno tells the story to
Shmuel as follows:
“’- - But she was telling me about this man Pavel who chops our vegetables
for us and waits on the table. I think he lives on your side of the fence.’ - ‘He is very old and has a white jacket that he wears when he’s serving
dinner. You’ve probably seen him.’- - ‘When I fell off my swing he cleaned
out the cut so it didn’t get infected and put a bandage on my leg. Anyway, the
reason I wanted to tell you about him is because he’s from Poland too. Like
you.’ - - Anyway, he was a doctor in his home town before he came here but
he’s not allowed to be a doctor any more and if Father had known that he
had cleaned my knee when I hurt myself then there would have been trouble.’
(p. 142-143)
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In addition to the severe forms of dehumanization, the findings include more subtle and
milder versions, too. As already described earlier, Bruno mildly dehumanizes Lieutenant
Kotler. An even milder degree of dehumanization can be seen in Bruno’s relationship to
Maria, the housemaid. Bruno likes Maria, but they have not spoken much before they
moved to Auschwitz. However, as Bruno does not have friends to talk with and he wishes
other people to agree on moving back to Berlin, he starts discussing with Maria. He then
realizes that he has always seen her only through her working role. Two pieces of the data
support this finding:
“Bruno had known her for almost all his life – she had come to work for them
when he was only three years old – and they had always got along quite well
most of the part, but she had never showed any particular signs of life before.
She just got on with her job, polishing the furniture, washing the clothes,
helping with the shopping and the cooking, sometimes taking him to school
and collecting him again - - ”
(p. 59)
This paragraph gives a simple picture of mechanistic dehumanization. Bruno has seen
Maria as an inert and passive being, mechanically doing her work from day to day. Some
of the interpersonal warmth and individual agency belonging to human nature have not
been a part of Bruno’s conception of Maria. The degree of the phenomenon is more clearly
illustrated in the next passage:
“ - - he looked across at Maria and realized for the first time that he had
never fully considered her to be a person with a life and history all of her
own. After all, she had never done anything (as far as he knew) other than be
his family’s maid. He wasn’t even sure that he had ever seen her dressed in
anything other than her maid’s uniform. But when he came to think of it, as
he did now, he had to admit that there must be more to her life than just
waiting on him and his family. She must have thoughts in her head, just like
him. She must have things that she missed, friends whom she wanted to see
again, just like him. And she must have cried herself to sleep every night
since she got here, just like boys far less grown up and brave than him. She
was rather pretty too, he noticed, feeling a little funny inside as he did.”
(p. 62-63)
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At this point of the story Bruno goes through a transformation in his thinking. He realizes
that she has personal thoughts, desires, social needs, emotions and individual
characteristics which make her unique. The situation can also be interpreted as Bruno
starting to owe secondary emotions (Leyens, et al., 2001) to Maria. The degree of the
phenomenon is so mild, that it could nearly be counted as infrahumanization. However,
Leyens and colleagues (Leyens, Vaes, Gaunt, & Paladino, 2007) have defined
infrahumanization being a group phenomenon. Therefore, the analysis does not include
enough of the evidence to prove that Bruno used to infrahumanize Maria; to prove it,
Bruno’s conception towards the whole group he perceives Maria belonging, should be
analyzed. This would probably mean analyzing Bruno’s conception of the group of servant
staff, which Maria is part of. Nevertheless, the data clearly shows that if not
infrahumanization, in any case a very mild degree of dehumanization used to occur in
Bruno’s relationship to Maria, and it was now changed.
In a way the book as a whole can be seen as an allegory, a narrative of the spectrum of
continuum of different degrees of dehumanization. The mildest representation of
dehumanization occurs in Bruno’s relationship to Maria, who is a person introduced
already in the first sentence of the first chapter of the book. The next degree of
dehumanization is represented by Bruno’s relationship to Lieutenant Kotler, whom he
learns to know soon after arriving in Auschwitz, quite an early stage of the story (chapter
2, p. 19). Then there is a turn to more severe degrees of dehumanization. Bruno learns
about the camp, and descriptions of the soldiers’ actions in the camp are presented,
including elements of genocidal dehumanization. Pavel is murdered and Shmuel is
punished violently for speaking and eating. Finally, in the last chapter, the most severe
degree of genocidal dehumanization is presented through Shmuel’s and Bruno’s death in
the gas chamber. Thus, the whole spectrum of continuum has been run through.

6.1.4 Functions of genocidal dehumanization in the novel
Finally, legitimizing and motivating functions of genocidal violence are not very visible in
The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas. As Savage (2013) argues, they usually manifest through
language use which repeatedly gives reasons for genocide being both acceptable and
necessary. There are not many explicit verbal statements made to motivate or legitimize
genocide in the story.
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Chapter 8, Why Grandmother Stormed Out, is the only part of the story, where direct
verbal resistance to Nazi ideology takes place. Bruno’s father has just been promoted to
commandant and while all the others admire him in his new grand uniform, Bruno’s
grandmother considers his career a disaster. An open argument between her and the rest of
the adults in the family take place. Father makes a statement defining his actions as
patriotism, and Grandfather, who is totally of the opposite opinion than his wife, tries to
claim legitimacy of the actions of his son:
‘And now look at you,’ continued Grandfather, ignoring her. ’It makes me so
proud to see you elevated to such a responsible position. Helping your
country reclaim her pride after all the great wrongs that were done to her.
The punishments above and beyond –’
‘Oh, will you listen to yourself!’ cried Grandmother. ‘Which one of you is the
most foolish, I wonder?’”
(p. 95)
Although there is not any big demand for legitimization and motivation of genocide in the
story, legitimizing speech is used also in order to try to make Bruno accept the new home.
He eagerly tries to make his parents leave Auschwitz and move back to Berlin. As a
reaction to these attempts, he receives a response emphasizing the importance of his
father’s work. Although Bruno does not understand that genocide is occurring right where
they live, the responses by the adults can be seen including two layers – one legitimizing
the move of the family, the other one legitimizing what is happening in the camp.
“‘Bruno, sometimes there are things that we need to do in life that we don’t
have a choice in,’ said Father, and Bruno could tell that he was starting to
tire of this conversation.
‘And I’m afraid this is one of them. This is my work, important work.
Important to our country. Important to the Fury. You’ll understand that some
day.’” (p. 50)
According to Savage (2013) genocidal dehumanization always has a legitimizing function,
whereas motivating function may accompany it or not. The motivating function can be
recognized by the presence or absence of threat; if threat is present in the language, the
function of dehumanization is motivational. From the history we know that Hitler
consistently built a climate of threat around the Jews by creating a construction of
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‘International Jewry’ and applied propaganda in to order spread a picture of the Jews as a
threat to Germany and German people. (Herf, 2006)
In the book the element of threat is not very explicitly expressed. However, another face of
exactly the same process is mentioned more often; Germany is pictured as a victim. There
are references to point out what the Jews had done to Germany in the past. These
references are implicit, but they are the strongest verbal manifestations of a discourse of
threat in the story. This can be seen in the statements by Bruno’s teacher, Herr Liszt, and
Bruno’s father:
“Herr Liszt made a hissing sound through his teeth and shook his head
angrily. ‘Then this is what I am here to change,’ he said in a sinister voice.
‘To get your head out of your storybooks and teach you more about where
you come from. About the great wrongs that have been done to you.’”
(p. 101)
“‘Boring?’ said Father. ‘A son of mine calling the study of history boring?
Let me tell you this, Bruno,’ he went on, leaning forward and pointing his
knife at the boy, ‘it’s history that’s got us here today. If it wasn’t for history,
none of us would be sitting around this table now. We’d be safely back at our
table in our house in Berlin. We are correcting history here.’”
(p. 148)
In summary, there are representations of legitimizing and motivating functions of
genocidal dehumanization. Legitimization is gained by references to the great wrongs
made to the fatherland. Given the context of a center of large scale massacre,
representations of motivation are relatively weak in the story; the presence of the element
of threat is not very strong, although it exists through victimization of Germany.
Reasons for the weak representation of the element of threat in the data can be multiple.
Either it is a choice of omission by the author, or there are internal factors in the data
explaining it. One of the internal factors could be the absence of resistance which means
that there is no high need for legitimization and motivation. However, taken into account
the way of writing in the story as a whole, it is more probable that this is a question of
deliberate omission by the author. The lines by the grandmother in chapter 8 are actually
representations of quite strong resistance, and certainly legitimizing and motivating

78
discourse would take place in the response of a high-ranking commandant. However, right
at the moment of the quarrel, Bruno and Gretel are told to leave the room, which is the
reason for not hearing the conversation of the adults. Even though the novel is not a
historically accurate story, it may be worthwhile to mention that in respect to reality,
history speaks for strong legitimizing and motivating propaganda in the times of
Holocaust.

6.2 Factors explaining why Bruno does not dehumanize Shmuel
Now that the nature of the representations of dehumanization in The Boy in the Striped
Pyjamas has been established, it is time to look at the story more from the perspective of
the second research question; what are the factors explaining why Bruno does not
dehumanize Shmuel.
Friendship is a priority to Bruno making interpersonal relationships more important than
in-group or out-group membership. Bruno does not have all the information that he would
need in order to understand the function of Auschwitz camp, and he continuously reflects
his surrounding to his own experiences, which are of a limited nature. Due to this, he
misinterprets reality. Bruno tries to acquire more information about the camp, the fence,
and the people on the other side of the fence. However, adults do not provide him with
sufficient explanations; in fact they often tell Bruno that he should not speak about those
things. Bruno gets some information from Shmuel, but Shmuel also makes decisions not to
talk about some things that take place in the camp. In the meanwhile, Bruno’s reality and
experiences are very different from Shmuel’s life in the camp and, again on the basis of his
own experiences, he draws wrong conclusions even on the things that Shmuel tells.
Bruno is taught to follow his authorities. His highest authority is the father, and he states
that he knows better what is best for him. Bruno is told to trust his father. While Bruno
does not have the sufficient information and experience to understand what is taking place
in Auschwitz, he trusts that his father as the commandant knows better. Although there are
occasions when he dislikes decisions made by his father, he respects him a lot and
perceives him as a good and important soldier.
Finally, the analysis confirms that dehumanization attempts around Bruno fail in his
relation to Shmuel. Denial and essentialization as elements of genocidal dehumanization
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do not seem to reach Bruno’s mind. On the contrary, he finds common characteristics and
similarities with Shmuel. They reflect his perception on their shared humanness. This is
again linked to friendship; for Bruno, interpersonal relationships are more important than
claimed inherent identities.
In the following pages I will describe these factors more in detail, as presenting the
processes of Bruno and Shmuel based on the themes formulated in the section 5.3.2. This
part of the study aims at deconstructing the narrative of Bruno in relation to Shmuel.

6.2.1

Friendship and the value of interpersonal relationships

The theme of friendship clearly stands out from the story. The function of friendship
changes along the story. While showing the findings, I follow the different phases of the
story introduced in the description of the data structure in chapter 2.3. I examine the
essence of the theme of friendship in the different phases, providing an example of the data
from that point of the story.
The first phase of the story takes place in Berlin, and despite its shortness, friendship plays
a crucial role in it. Friendship is presented as one of the biggest reasons why Bruno would
not like to leave Berlin. Friendship and friends are certainly one of his priorities, as can be
seen in the conversation between Bruno and his mother:
“‘And what about Karl and Daniel and Martin? How will they know where I
am when we want to do things together?’
‘You’ll have to say goodbye to your friends for the time being,’ said Mother.
‘Although I’ sure you’ll see them again in time. - -’
‘Say goodbye to them?’ he asked, staring at her in surprise. ‘Say goodbye to
them?’ he repeated, spluttering out the words as if his mouth was full of
biscuit that he’d munched into tiny piece but not actually swallowed yet. ‘Say
goodbye to Karl and Daniel and Martin?’ he continued, his voice coming
dangerously close to shouting, which was not allowed indoors. ‘But they’re
my three best friends for life!’
‘Oh, you’ll make other friends,’ said Mother, waving her hand in the air
dismissively, as if the making of a boy’s three best friends for life was an easy
thing.” (p. 7-8)
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The second phase of the story takes place in Auschwitz before Bruno meets Shmuel. That
is the phase when Bruno most longs for friends back in Berlin. Alongside with the theme
of friendship, another topic emerges; Bruno thinks that the new place is terrible. Often
these two things, lack of friendship and dislike of the new place, are linked together, like in
Bruno’s discussion with his father upon the arrival to Auschwitz:
“‘I don’t like it here,’ insisted Bruno.
‘Bruno…’ said Father in a tired voice.
‘Karl’s not here and Daniel’s not here and Martin’s not here and there are
no other houses around us and no fruit and vegetable stalls and no streets
and no cafés with tables outside and no one to push you from pillar to post on
Saturday afternoon.’”
(p. 50)
-“There hadn’t been many times in his life when he had been quite so insistent
on having his own way and he had certainly never gone to Father with quite
so much of desire from him to change his mind about something, but the idea
of staying here, the idea of having to live in such a horrible place where there
was no one at all to play with, was too much to think about.”
(p. 51)
Later on, Bruno discusses with Maria and again mentions lack of friends as the reason not
to like the place:
“‘Don’t you like it then?’ she said finally.
‘Like it?’ replied Bruno with a slight laugh. ‘Like it?’ he repeated, but louder
this time. ‘Of course I don’t like it! It’s awful! There’s nothing to do, there’s
no one to talk to, nobody to play with. You can’t tell me you’re happy we’ve
moved here, surely?’
(p. 58-59)
Thus, in the second phase of the story the essence of the theme of friendship is lack of
friends. This is changed as Bruno’s first encounter with Shmuel starts the third phase of the
story; time in Auschwitz after the two boys have met. In this phase, friendship is found
again, as recorded in the first meeting of the boys:
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“Bruno felt very happy all of a sudden. A picture came into his head of Karl
and Daniel and Martin, his three best friends for life, and he remembered
how much fun they used to have together back in Berlin and he realized how
lonely he had been at Out-With.”
(p. 113)
Gradually friendship becomes something that has to be protected. Bruno decides not to talk
about Shmuel to his parents or Gretel, because he is afraid of losing the new friend he
finally has found, and he cannot afford it. He makes the same conclusion a couple of times.
“Bruno decided that that was more than enough exploration for one day and
he set off home, excited about what had happened and wanting nothing more
than to tell Mother and Father and Gretel – who would be so jealous that she
might just explode – and Maria and Cook and Lars all about his adventure
that afternoon and his new friend with the funny name and the fact that they
had the same birthday, but the closer he got to his own house, the more he
started to think that that might not be a good idea.
After all, he reasoned, they might not want me to be friends with him any
more and if that happens they might stop me coming out here at all.”
(p. 136-137)
In this phase of the story, the accounts of Bruno disliking the place disappear; finding a
friend has made life meaningful again.
“However, with each day that passed he began to get used to being at OutWith and stopped feeling quite so unhappy about his new life. After all, it
wasn’t as if he had nobody to talk to anymore.”
(p. 138)
-“It slowly dawned on him that things weren’t too bad there after all,
especially since he’d met Shmuel. He knew that there were many thing that
he should be happy about - - But the best thing was that he had a friend
called Shmuel.”
(p. 184)
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There are some accounts of the theme of friendship including also the point of view of
Shmuel, although they are not as common as accounts from Bruno’s perspective. A crisis
occurs in Bruno’s and Shmuel’s friendship as Bruno lets Shmuel down by lying to
Lieutenant Kotler that he has never seen Shmuel. Bruno feels bad afterwards. Shmuel does
not come to the fence for several days, most probably due to the severe physical
punishment he has got. When the boys finally meet, Bruno asks for forgiveness.
“’I’ve never let a friend down like that before. Shmuel, I’m ashamed of
myself.’
And when he said that Shmuel smiled and nodded and Bruno knew that he
was forgiven, and then Shmuel did something that he had never done before.
He lifted the bottom of the fence up like he did whenever Bruno brought him
food, but this time he reached his hand out to hold it there, waiting until
Bruno did the same, and then the two boys shook hands and smiled at each
other.” (p. 181)
Finally, the theme of friendship is present when Bruno visits the camp. At this phase of the
story the boys are for the first time on the same side of the fence, with the exception of the
incident when Shmuel was in Bruno’s house when Bruno lied to Lieutenant Kotler. It is
obvious that their friendship has grown deep during the time they have known each other.
Now the boys enjoy the last moment they have together, as Bruno is going to move back to
Berlin the next day.
“Shmuel smiled too and the two boys stood awkwardly together for a
moment, unaccustomed to being on the same side of the fence.
Bruno had an urge to give Shmuel a hug, just to let him know how much he
liked him and how much he’d enjoyed talking to him over the last year.
Shmuel had an urge to give Bruno a hug too, just to thank him for all his
many kindnesses, and his gifts of food, and the fact that he was going to help
him find Papa. Neither of them did hug each other though, and instead they
began the walk - -”
(p. 213)
The last phase of the story is started by the death of Bruno and Shmuel. That is the final
climax of the theme of friendship, too. Bruno’s commitment to his friend and decision not
to fail him again made him stay in the camp for a while, although he would already have
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liked to leave the camp. With no clue about the death that is just about to take place, Bruno
tells Shmuel that he is his best friend.
“He looked down and did something quite out of character for him: he took
hold of Shmuel’s tiny hand in his and squeezed it tightly.
‘You’re my best friend, Shmuel,’ he said. ‘My best friend for life.’ - - And
then the room went very dark and somehow, despite the chaos that followed,
Bruno found that he was still holding Shmuel’s hand in his own and nothing
in the world would have persuaded him to let it go.”
(p. 219-220)
Finally, friendship seems to be the most focal factor explaining Bruno’s way of relating to
Shmuel. This indicates that Bruno values interpersonal relationships more than the
ideological norms communicated by the environment. However, there is a limitation to this
interpretation, which may be worth noticing. Although Bruno prioritizes friendship, he is
initially not ready to pay any price for friendship. This is shown when Lieutenant Kotler
asks Bruno, if he knows Shmuel. Bruno is afraid of the angry Lieutenant and fear makes
him decide to lie instead of telling the truth.
“Bruno’s mouth dropped open and he tried to remember the way you used
your mouth if you wanted to say the word ‘yes’. He’d never seen anyone look
so terrified as Shmuel did at that moment and he wanted to say the right
thing to make things better, but then he realized that he couldn’t; because he
was feeling just as terrified himself.
‘Do you know this boy?’ repeated Lieutenant Kotler in a louder voice. ‘Have
you been talking to the prisoners?’
‘I…he was here when I came in,’ said Bruno. ‘He was cleaning glasses.’
‘That’s not what I asked you,’ said Kotler. ‘Have you seen him before? Have
you talked with him? Why does he say you’re his friend?’
Bruno wished he could run away. He hated Lieutenant Kotler but he was
advancing on him now and all Bruno could think of was the afternoon when
he had seen him shooting a dog and the evening when Pavel had made him
so angry that he –
‘Tell me, Bruno!’ shouted Kotler, his face growing red.
‘I won’t ask you a third time.’
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‘I’ve never seen him before in my life. I don’t know him.’
(p. 177-178)
However, this incident shaped Bruno’s thinking about friendship, and made his
commitment to friendship even stronger. He thinks about this situation many times
afterwards, and his commitment can be seen when he decides to stay in the camp to look
for Shmuel’s father, although he would already like to go home. He does not want to let his
friend down again. Additionally, his commitment to friendship is shown also in his
willingness to go and see Shmuel every day, with the risk of being caught by his parents
and getting punished for leaving the yard. Thus, despite the occurrence with Lieutenant
Kotler, it may be valid to conclude that interpersonal relationships are more important for
Bruno than the ideology surrounding him. He has not internalized the ideology personally,
whereas the need for a friend is a very personal experience.
Taking these findings into account, it is well justified to say that the novel The Boy in the
Striped Pyjamas is a story of friendship; forbidden and therefore secret friendship. The
whole story is narrated around the theme of friendship, and friendship is what binds the
plot together. Finally, friendship is what brings an end to the story. The change of the
essence of the theme of friendship through the story reflects this central role of friendship
in the story (illustrated in the Table 3).
Table 3. The changing role of friendship in the story.

Phase of the story

Role and essence of friendship

In Berlin

Foundations of Bruno’s everyday life

In Auschwitz before Bruno has
Lack of friendship, desire for a friend
met Shmuel
In Auschwitz after Bruno has
met Shmuel

Friendship found again
Friendship as a priority that has to be protected

In the camp

Preparations for separation
Manifestations of a deep and committed friendship

After the death of Bruno and
Shmuel

Friendship as a question of life and death
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6.2.2 Similarity and shared humanness
Looking at the story The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas as a whole, it looks like two out of the
three elements of genocidal dehumanization fail in Bruno’s mind. Exclusion is there, since
there is nothing he can do about the fence that divides the two sides making a strong social
division between the in-group and the out-group. However, the processes of denial and
essentialization do not seem to have full access to Bruno’s thinking. For example, when he
finds Shmuel as a discovery of his journey of exploration, he immediately grants him
personality, he views Shmuel as a person with identity, not as a representative of an outgroup.
“But while he was thinking this his feet were taking him, step by step, closer
and closer to the dot in the distance, which in the meantime had become a
speck, and then began to show every sign of turning into a blob. And shortly
after that the blob became a figure. And then, as Bruno got even closer, he
saw that the thing was neither a dot nor a speck nor a blob nor a figure, but a
person. In fact it was a boy.”
(p.108)
Had denial of humanity in respect to the people in the camp occurred in Bruno’s mind, he
would have come to a different conclusion. Probably, he would have concluded that what
was sitting there, was a Jew and he as a non-Jew had to make every effort to stay away
from him. However, neither denial of humanity nor essentialization of identity managed to
affect Bruno’s thinking that much. Introductions are made and the boys learn each other’s
names, which tell about them acknowledging each other’s human identity.
This failure of denial and essentialization can be seen even in the end of the story, when
Bruno reacts to his father’s comment on Auschwitz not being a suitable place for children
to live in. Father’s perception of children does not include children that are dehumanized.
However, Bruno’s conception of children differs from that:
“‘There are hundreds of children out here.’ said Bruno, without really
thinking about his words before saying them. ‘Only they’re on the other side
of the fence.’
A silence followed this remark, but it wasn’t like a normal silence where it
just happens that no one is talking. It was like a silence that was very noisy.
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Father and Gretel stared at him and he blinked in surprise.
‘What do you mean there are hundreds of children over there?’ asked
Father. ‘What do you know of what goes on over there?’”
(p. 197)
The climax of the failure of denial and essentialization in Bruno’s mind is when he decides
to change the reference group and become a part of the out-group. This is not a conscious
decision as such, as the psychological construction of preferred in-group and imminent
out-group does not really exist in his thinking; he is aware of it, and the fence is there to
tell about it, but for him personally the interpersonal relationship with Shmuel is prior to
Shmuel’s membership of the out-group, and thus he decides to cross that border. The
situation is described as follows:
“‘It reminds me of how she [grandmother] always had the right costume for
me to wear. You wear the right outfit and you feel like the person you’re
pretending to be, she always told me. I suppose that’s what I’m doing isn’t it?
Pretending to be a person from the other side of the fence.’
‘A Jew, you mean,’ said Shmuel.
‘Yes,’ said Bruno, shifting on his feet a little uncomfortably. ‘That’s right.’”
(p. 212)
This failure of denial of humanity and the process of essentialization are linked with
Bruno’s discoveries concerning similarity. His eyes seem to be somehow more open to
similarity than difference. He does notice differences, too, but in his thinking differences
do not automatically result to a social and moral asymmetry between the groups. Many
times in the story, remarks on similarity are made. The sense of similarity and irrelevance
of differences may be justified by Bruno’s deep longing for friendship. His desire for a
friend is stronger than his need to follow the surrounding ideology. On the other hand,
Bruno has not internalized the ideology, and it is hard for him to do so, if the adults keep
silent. In this sense, even the communication culture of silence protects Bruno from
dehumanizing Shmuel. Bruno’s discoveries of similarity with Shmuel seem to strengthen
his experience of shared humanness. By shared humanness I perceive the opposite to the
result of the process of essentialization introduced earlier.
After finding out that the boys have exactly the same birthday, Bruno makes a statement of
similarity:
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“‘We’re like twins,’ said Bruno.
‘A little bit,’ agreed Shmuel.
Bruno felt happy all of a sudden.”
(p. 113)
When Bruno has a haircut, his appearance resembles Shmuel even more than before:
“When he looked himself in the mirror Bruno couldn’t help but think how
much like Shmuel he looked now, and he wondered whether all the people on
that side of the fence had lice as well and that was why all their heads were
shaved too.
‘When he saw his friend the next day Shmuel started to laugh at Bruno’s
appearance, which didn’t do a lot for his dwindling self-confidence.
‘I look just like you now,’ said Bruno sadly, as if this was a terrible thing to
admit.
‘Only fatter,’ admitted Shmuel.”
(p. 191)
Shmuel shares Bruno’s understanding of similarity and shared humanness. In fact, when
Bruno is about to enter the camp and has changed his clothes to a pair of striped pyjamas,
Shmuel makes a conclusion, which shows that in his mind what discerns the two boys, are
not any inherent qualities but circumstances. Due to circumstances, Bruno is healthy and a
bit fatter, whereas he is skinny and pale. Other than that, Shmuel finds no difference.
“If it wasn’t for the fact that Bruno was nowhere near as skinny as the boys
on his side of the fence, and not quite so pale either, it would have been
difficult to tell them apart. It was almost (Shmuel thought) as if they were
exactly the same really.” (p. 211)

6.2.3 Difficulty to think beyond experience and lack of information
One of the most important reasons for Bruno’s way of action is the lack of information and
difficulty to think beyond his own experience. This is widely seen in the story. Both
difficulty to think beyond his own experience and lack of information lead Bruno to
misunderstand and draw wrong conclusions.
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Firstly, on many occasions Bruno reflects things that he hears happening around him only
based on his own experience. He is very confident in the way he sees things, and it seems
that he is not very good at accepting things that speak against his own experience. This is
seen, for example, in Bruno’s discussion with Shmuel, when they talk about the train that
brought Shmuel to the camp. Bruno has the same experience – coming by train – but he is
not able to think that his experience may not take into account all the possible factors in the
whole.
“‘The train was horrible,’ said Shmuel. ‘There were too many of us in the
carriages for one thing. And there was no air to breathe. And it smelled
awful.’
‘That’s because you all crowded onto one train,’ said Bruno, remembering
the two trains he had seen at the station when he left Berlin. ‘When we came
here, there was another one on the other side of the platform but no one
seemed to see it. That was the one we got. You should have gone on it too.’
‘I don’t think we would have been allowed,’ said Shmuel, shaking his head.
‘We weren’t able to get out of carriage.’
‘The doors are at the end,’ explained Bruno.
‘There weren’t any doors,’ said Shmuel.
‘Of course there were doors,’ said Bruno with a sigh.
‘They’re at the end,’ he repeated. ‘Just past the buffet section.’
‘There weren’t any doors,’ insisted Shmuel. If there had been, we would all
have got off.’
Bruno mumbled something under his breath along the lines of ‘Of course
there were,’ but he didn’t say it very loud so Shmuel didn’t hear.”
(p. 132-133)
Other times it is not only the inability to think beyond his own experience, but also pure
lack of information on the contents of the concepts that makes Bruno not to understand
what really is happening or what exactly is said to him. He has not internalized the Nazi
ideology. This is exemplified by an account of Bruno’s thoughts when Herr Liszt teaches
him about the importance of history. Bruno does not seem to understand what is meant by
‘history’ and ‘The Fatherland’.
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“‘- - How much do you know of your own history anyway, young man?’ - ‘Well, I know I was born on April the fifteenth nineteen thirty-four –‘ said
Bruno.
‘Not your history,’ interrupted Herr Liszt. ‘Not your own personal history. I
mean the history of who you are, where you come from. Your family’s
heritage. The Fatherland.‘
Bruno frowned and considered it. He wasn’t entirely sure that Father owned
any land, because although the house in Berlin was large and comfortable
house, there wasn’t very much garden space around it. And he was old
enough to know that Out-With did not belong to them, despite all the land
there. ‘Not very much.’ He admitted finally. - Herr Liszt made a hissing sound through his teeth and shook his head
angrily. ‘Then this is what I am here to change,’ he said in a sinister voice.
‘To get your head out of your storybooks and teach you more about where
you come from. About the great wrongs that have been done to you.’
Bruno nodded and felt quite pleased by this as he assumed that he would
finally be given an explanation for why they had all been forced to leave their
comfortable home and come to this terrible place, which must have been the
greatest wrong ever committed to him in his short life.”
(p. 100-102)
Both difficulty to cross the borders of his experience and lack of information have the
same function in the story; they make Bruno misinterpret the reality. They seem to be one
of the main reasons why Bruno fails to understand the function of Auschwitz. Although he
is a sharp boy, there are critical moments when he simply does not either understand or
accept what he is told, because it contradicts with his previous experience or he does not
understand the meaning behind the words.
This paradigm of basing conclusions on one’s own experience and insufficient information
is exposed when Bruno enters the camp. He finally has an opportunity to see the life in the
camp inside the fence. Many things are not as he had imagined.
“Bruno opened his eyes in wonder at the things he saw. In his imagination he
had thought that all the huts were full of happy families, some of whom sat
outside on rocking chairs in the evening and told stories about how things
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were so much better when they were children and they’d had respect for their
elders, not like the children nowadays. He thought that all the boys and girls
who lived here would be in different groups, playing tennis or football,
skipping and drawing out squares for hopscotch on the ground.
He had thought that there would be a shop in the centre, and maybe a small
café like the ones he had known in Berlin; he had wondered whether there
would be a fruit and vegetable stall.
As it turned out, all the things that he thought might be there – weren’t.
There were no grown-ups sitting on rocking chairs on their porches.
And the children weren’t playing games in groups.
And not only was there not a fruit and vegetable stall, but there wasn’t a café
either like there had been back in Berlin.”
(p. 214)
The last phrase “like back in Berlin” communicates about Bruno’s previous experiences
being a reference point for his understanding of things that he has not experienced. He
finds out that there is no correspondence between the things that he has thought, and the
reality he now sees. The passage then continues to describe all the things that were there,
which Bruno has not been thinking of.
Despite the exposure of the contradiction between the reality and his own conclusions, it is
of course not possible for Bruno to change his reference point of interpretation suddenly –
after all, his life story is the only framework he has lived in, and it is understandable that he
draws interpretations from there. Hence, Bruno continues his life, making the best
interpretations out of the information and experience he has. On the other hand, the
circumstances in the camp are so extreme, that it would probably not have been possible to
understand them even if the nine-year-old had had a little bit more information. Under
these circumstances, after the door of the gas chamber has been shut, he makes his
interpretation of the situation:
“Bruno raised an eyebrow, unable to understand the sense of all this, but he
assumed that it had something to do with keeping the rain out and stopping
people from catching colds.”
(p. 220)
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6.2.4 Silencing as a culture of communication
Although Bruno does not always understand what is he is told and although he is not very
good at understanding things that are beyond his own experience, he still does make an
effort in order to make sense of the camp and other things around him. He puts questions to
adults, and sometimes to Gretel, too, in order to get explanations. However, several times
he is told not to question and not to say aloud his own opinions. These incidents take place
more in the first phases of the story; towards the end of the book Bruno does not ask that
many questions anymore. On the other hand, in this point he has his own secret source of
information, Shmuel, although even his accounts are not enough to help Bruno to grasp the
whole picture of the period of the world history that he is living in. An example of
silencing is recorded when Bruno tells his father that he does not like the life in Auschwitz:
“‘Come, come,’ said Father, wanting to have none of that. ‘Let’s have none
of that,’ he said.”
(p. 49)
-“‘But you will be quiet now,’ said Father, raising his voice and interrupting
him because none of the rules of normal family life ever applied to him. - ‘Go to your room, Bruno,’ he said in such a quiet voice that Bruno knew that
he meant business now - -’
(p. 54)
Bruno is also silenced by his mother especially on occasions when he is not allowed to
question the decision concerning the move to Auschwitz. But also Maria, who seems to
keep her thoughts mainly to herself in general, very strongly tells Bruno to keep quiet.
“‘I still think that he’s made a terrible mistake,’ said Bruno quietly after a
few minutes - ‘Even if you do, you mustn’t say it out loud,’ said Maria quickly coming
towards him and looking as if she wanted to shake some sense into him.
‘Promise me you won’t.’
‘But why?’ he asked, frowning. ‘I’m only saying what I feel. I’m not allowed
to do that, aren’t I?’
‘No,’ she said. ‘No, you’re not.’
‘I’m not allowed to say what I feel?’ he repeated, incredulous.
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‘No,’ she insisted, her voice becoming grating now as she appealed to him.
‘Just keep quiet about it, Bruno. Don’t you know how much trouble you could
cause? For all of us?’”
(p. 66-67)
The culture of silencing created by the adults may be one of the reasons why Bruno
actually lacks information – he is thought to know everything, but in reality there are huge
gaps in the thinking of a son of the commandant. In addition to complete silencing, Bruno
sometimes gets answers from his parents but they are very vague and implicit.
Interestingly, Bruno’s Father does not speak to Bruno a lot about his work. Neither does
the mother provide him with sufficient explanations. For example, the only thing told to
him concerning his father’s job is that whatever it is, it is important, like in the incident
below:
“‘Well, sometimes when someone is very important,’ continued Mother, ‘the
man who employs him asks him to go somewhere else because there’s a very
special job that needs doing there.’
‘What kind of a job?’ asked Bruno, because if he was honest with himself –
which he always tried to be – he wasn’t entirely sure what job Father did. - ‘It’s a very important job,’ said Mother, hesitating for a moment. ‘A job that
needs a very special man to do it. You can understand that, can’t you?’”
(p. 4-5)
Both of these choices of behavior by the adults, silencing and being silent, contribute to
Bruno’s lack of information and support the misinterpretations. This being the case, it is
one of the factors that affects the end of the story as it keeps Bruno from understanding
what in reality is happening.

6.2.5 Shmuel’s choices of omissions
According to Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber (1998) things that are not dealt with in
the narrative may be of importance in terms of the meanings behind the story; there may be
a reason to keep quiet. The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas includes a lot of omissions, both in
the level of writing and in the level of characters. Leaving the study of authorial omissions
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for literature researchers, I have decided to focus on the decisions of omission by
characters in the story, with a specific emphasis on Shmuel’s choices to keep quiet.
Even after the analysis, the question of how much Shmuel actually knows about the things
happening in the camp remains unanswered. He tells his story to Bruno in the beginning of
their friendship, and the two boys discuss a lot during the year that their friendship lasts.
Although it is not clear how much information and understanding Shmuel has regarding
the camp, it is evident that he makes decisions of telling and not telling things while
discussing with Bruno.
Many times Shmuel’s decisions of growing silent are related to representations of the
theme of Difficulty to think beyond experience and lack of information. This means, that
usually when Shmuel makes a decision not to say anything, he does it after Bruno has
made a statement which reflects his limited experience and lack of information. The
alternation of the two themes is well represented in the conversation Bruno and Shmuel
have when they meet for the first time. This discussion is like a collision of two different
realities; one with football, served dinners and chocolate, the other one with constant
malnutrition and fight for life. Shmuel simply grows silent when Bruno asks him about
exploration in the camp, and what time their dinner is served.
“‘Are there many other boys over there?’ asked Bruno.
‘Hundreds,’ said Shmuel.
Bruno’s eyes opened wide. ‘Hundreds?’ he said, amazed. ‘That’s not fair at
all. There’s no one to play with on this side of the fence. Not a single person.’
‘We don’t play,’ said Shmuel.
‘Don’t play? Why ever not?’
‘What would we play?’ he asked, his face looking confused at the idea of it.
‘Well, I don’t know,’ said Bruno. ‘All sorts of things. Football, for example.
Or exploration. What’s the exploration like over there? Any good?’
Shmuel shook his head and didn’t answer. He looked back towards the huts
and turned back to Bruno then. He didn’t want to ask the next question but
the pain in his stomach made him.
‘You don’t have any food on you, do you?’ he asked.
‘Afraid not,’ said Bruno. ‘I meant to bring some chocolate but I forgot.’
‘Chocolate,’ said Shmuel very slowly, his tongue moving out from behind his
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teeth. ‘I’ve only ever had chocolate once.’
‘Only once? I love chocolate. I can’t get enough of it although mother says
it’ll rot my teeth.’
‘You don’t have any bread on you?’
Bruno shook his head. ‘Nothing at all,’ he said. ‘Dinner isn’t served until
half past six. What time do you have yours?’
Shmuel shrugged his shoulders and pulled himself to his feet. ‘I think I’d
better get back,’ he said.’”
(p. 134-135)
On the basis of this and a few similar accounts in the data, I suggest that the biggest reason
for Shmuel’s decisions to keep quiet in certain situation is the difference between the
realities of Bruno and Shmuel, and Bruno’s lack of judgment. Bruno’s choice may be
motivated by confusion about the differences between the realities in which Bruno and
Shmuel live, and comparisons which Bruno makes although the realities are not really
commensurable. Later in the story, Shmuel even makes an explicit remark on Bruno’s
distorted understanding when they have been arguing whether such a thing as a good
soldier can exist:
“Both boys stayed very quiet for a few minutes neither wanting to say
anything he might regret.
‘You don’t know what it’s like here’ said Shmuel eventually in a low voice,
his words barely carrying across to Bruno.”
(p. 144-145)
There are also other possible interpretations for Shmuel’s choices of omission. Keeping
silent may even have a deeper function. It could be motivated by protecting the friendship,
which in the end has become important to Shmuel, too. This is one possible reason why
Shmuel decides not to explain to Bruno that he has been severely punished for speaking
with him in his house and eating the food that he offered. Although Bruno helps Shmuel’s
choice by speaking so much that there is no space for Shmuel to give an answer, it is still a
decision by Bruno not to explain. The decisions may be motivated, for example, by fear or
willingness to speak about something nicer while Bruno is around.
“‘Shmuel,’ he said, running towards him and sitting down, almost crying
with relief and regret. ‘I’m so sorry, Shmuel. I don’t know why I did it. Say
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you’ll forgive me.’
‘It’s all right,’ said Shmuel, looking up to him now. There was a lot of
bruising on his face and Bruno grimaced, and for a moment he forgot about
his apology.
‘What happened to you?’ he asked and then didn’t wait for an answer. ‘Was
it your bicycle? Because that happened to me back in Berlin a couple of
years ago. I fell off when I was going too fast and was black and blue for
weeks. Does I hurt?’
‘I don’t feel it anymore,’ said Shmuel.
‘It looks like it hurts,’
‘I don’t feel anything any more,’ said Shmuel.”
(p. 180)
One more possible motivation for silence is Shmuel’s will to carry on. Life in the camp is
difficult, and thinking about all the painful things does not help.
“One afternoon Shmuel had a black eye, and when Bruno asked about it he
just shook his head and said that he didn’t want to talk about it.”
(p. 155)
On the other hand, we can only speculate who tortured Shmuel, for example, in this given
situation. In any case, all the atrocities that took place in the camp happened under the
command of Bruno’s father. It may also affect Shmuel; he does not want to shock or
offend Bruno by giving him a glimpse of reality of his father on the other side of the fence.
Again, he may be afraid of losing Bruno as his friend.
“‘But that’s all right because I hate them too. I hate them,’ he repeated
forcefully.
‘You don’t hate Father, do you?’ asked Bruno.
Shmuel bit his lips and said nothing. He had seen Bruno’s father on any
number of occasions and couldn’t understand how such a man could have a
son who was so friendly and kind.”
(p. 202)
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6.2.6 Authority
Finally, the theme of authority is strongly present in the novel from its beginning to its end.
Its representations in the story are manifold, as it exists in different relationships and
different layers. One common function for it is that it is used for justifying something and
making someone to accept something that she or he would not like to.
The role of authority in Bruno’s process has to be seen in relation to the other factors
presented in this chapter. Together with the lack of information and silence as a culture of
communication, strong authority makes Bruno accept the situation as it is. Due to the
strong authority, he has no other option than to obey when he is told to be silent and not to
ask more questions. Thus, these themes link together.
Bruno is explicitly told that his father is an authority for him, and he has to respect
whatever he says. Father makes a statement of that himself when Bruno is trying to tell
him that they should go back to Berlin.
“‘I remember when I was a child,’ said Father, ‘there were certain things
that I didn’t want to do, but when my father said that it would be better for
everyone if I did them, I just put my best foot forward and got on with them.’
‘What kinds of things?’ asked Bruno.
‘Oh, I don’t know,’ said Father, shrugging his shoulders.
‘It’s neither here nor there anyway. I was just a child and didn’t know what
was for the best. Sometimes, for example, I didn’t want to stay at home and
finish my schoolwork; I wanted to be out on the streets, playing with my
friends just like you do, and I look back now and see how foolish I was.’
‘So you know how I feel’, said Bruno hopefully.
Yes, but I also knew that my father, your grandfather, knew what was best for
me and that I was always happiest when I just accepted that. Do you think
that I would have made such a success of my life if I hadn’t learned when to
argue and when to keep my mouth shut and follow orders? Well, Bruno? Do
you?’” (p. 51-52)
Some time after this incident, Bruno still thinks that his father has made a terrible mistake.
However, the authority of the father is absolute and he does not have an option not to obey.
Many times Bruno’s mother tells that Bruno has no alternative and that they have to follow
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what father has decided. In addition to mother, the authority of Bruno’s father in confirmed
to Bruno also by Maria.
“‘Your father knows what is for the best,’ she said. ‘You must trust in that.’
- - ‘Because your father is a good man,’ said Maria. ‘A very good man. He
takes care of all of us.’ (p. 61)
Eventually Bruno learns this lessons exactly as told, and even in the last moment of his
life, while marching to the gas chamber of the extermination camp that his father is
responsible for, he is assured of his father’s rightfulness and he fully trusts his discernment.
“He didn’t know what everyone looked so frightened about – after all,
marching wasn’t such a terrible thing – and he wanted to whisper to them
that everything was all right, that Father was the Commandant, and this was
the kind of thing that he wanted the people to do then it must be alright.”
(p. 217)
Bruno is not the only person to whom father is authority; mother and Gretel also have to
obey him, and outside the family there are a lot of soldiers that are under his order; at
bottom, Bruno’s father is the authority in the whole of Auschwitz. An example of mother
being subordinate to father is seen couple of times when a decision concerning the family
has to be made.
“Later that night Bruno overheard snippets of Mother and Father’s
conversation. - - Their voices were unusually loud and Bruno could only
make out a few fragments of them:
‘…to leave Berlin. And for such a place…’ Mother was saying.
‘…no choice, at least not if we want to continue…’ said Father.
‘…as if it’s the most natural thing in the world and it’s not, it’s just not…’
said Mother.
‘…what would happen if I would be taken away and treated like a …’ said
Father.
‘…expect them to grow up in a place like…’ said Mother.
‘…and that’s an end to the matter. I don’t want to hear another word on the
subject…’ said Father.
That must have been the end of the conversation because Mother left
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Father’s office then and Bruno fell asleep.”
(p. 127)
In this passage the absence of alternatives is present. The same can be found in Father’s
speech even more explicitly, the other times when he gives justifications by referring to
authorities over him.
“‘I’d prefer all of us to stay together,’ he said - ‘Well, for the moment that’s going to be impossible,’ said Father. ‘I’m afraid
that the Fury will not relieve me of my command just yet. - -’”
(p. 196)
The construction of authority has many layers in the story. I have analyzed it mainly in
relation to Bruno and his father. However, authority is also a focal part of Shmuel’s life.
He experiences subordination all the time, and if there is anything in him or his actions that
does not please the authority, punishment follows. For him, authority means forceful,
insane and painful actions towards him. This creates fear, which can be seen, for example,
when Shmuel is in Bruno’s house to polish the glasses and Bruno offers him some food.
"‘No, if he comes back –‘ said Shmuel, shaking his head quickly and looking
back and forth towards the door.
‘Who comes back? You don’t mean Lieutenant Kotler?’
‘I’m just supposed to be cleaning the glasses,’ he said, looking at the bowl of
water in front of him in despair and then looking back at the slices of chicken
that Bruno held out to him.
‘He’s not going to mind,’ said Bruno, who was confused by how anxious
Shmuel seemed. ‘It’s only food.’
I can’t, said Shmuel, shaking his head and looking as if he was going to cry.
‘He’ll come back, I know he will,’ he continued, his sentences running
quickly together. ‘I should have eaten them when you offered them, now it’s
too late, if I take them he’ll come in and –’”
-‘What are you doing?’ he shouted. ‘Didn’t I tell you to polish the glasses?’
-‘Who told you that you were allowed to talk in this house?’ continued Kotler.
‘Do you dare to disobey me?’
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‘No, sir,’ said Shmuel quietly. ’I’m sorry, sir.’”
(p. 174-176)
Apart from fear, insane manifestations of authority make Shmuel hate soldiers. This is
stated by Shmuel, when discussing about the soldiers with Bruno.
“‘Father is very knowledgeable about life on that side of the fence.’
‘I don’t think the soldiers like us,’ said Shmuel. ‘Well,’ he added with
something as close laugh as he could muster. ‘I know they don’t like us. They
hate us.’
Bruno sat back in surprise. I’m sure they don’t hate you,’ he said.
‘They do,’ said Shmuel, leaning forward, his eyes narrowing and his lips
curling up a little in anger. ‘But that’s all right because I hate them too. I
hate them,’ he repeated forcefully.”
(p. 201-202)

6.3 Reconstructed narratives of Shmuel and Bruno
Earlier in this chapter the representations of dehumanization in The Boy in the Striped
Pyjamas have been introduced based on the theory-based analysis of the data. In that
process, theoretical concepts and their definitions helped to recognize the different aspects
of the phenomenon in the story. Furthermore, the deconstruction on Bruno’s way of
relating to dehumanization and Shmuel has been presented on the basis of an inductive
analysis.
However, dehumanization always occurs in relationships and interaction; it always has a
target. Therefore, all the representations of dehumanization also in the book The Boy in the
Striped Pyjamas have a reference to a person or group of people. In the context of
genocide the people who are dehumanized may also be called victims (Ehrenreich & Cole,
2005). Furthermore, there are perpetrators who aim at destruction and bystanders who
stand by for different reasons. Thus, there is one more possible way to approach
dehumanization in the novel; following the characters’ subjective experiences of
dehumanization. I have decided to provide this alternative or complementary way of
presenting dehumanization in the story by reconstructing the narratives of Shmuel and
Bruno and making them into songs. Shmuel’s song comprises some of the representations
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of dehumanization in the book from a perspective of a victim, and Bruno’s song presents
the answers of the second research question emphasizing the role of friendship.
When contemplating subjective experiences of dehumanization, differences may occur.
Bruno and Shmuel experience things differently in many respects, due to their different
positions and roles in the whole. However, both of them have experienced some aspects of
dehumanization; their narratives show different faces of the same phenomenon. To
emphasize this in the language of music, the songs have been constructed using the same
melody for the verse and the chorus. This aims at reminding that, after all, it is the same
story that Shmuel and Bruno are telling, although their experiences are different.
Using the same melody in the songs highlights the shared humanness of the two boys; both
of the narrators are human beings, equal in terms of humanity. Therefore, their narratives
are also told from a perspective of humanness, including emotional dimensions. Finally,
deciding to use the same melody also emphasizes the dialogical nature of the narratives.
They are separate narratives of a dialogical experience; Shmuel and Bruno have lived
through the narratives side by side, and experienced different aspects of the phenomenon.
Their narratives have been constructed in a dialogical process. In terms of music, it would
basically be possible to fuse these two songs, and sing the verses dialogically.
Despite the same melody, the differences in the narratives are clear. The differences are
explicitly visible in lyrics, but they are presented also in musical terms. In the chorus, a
small difference is made in the chord progression in order to bring forth the difference in
the nuance. Although both of the narratives in the end become narratives of life and death,
Shmuel’s narrative is gloomier. Bruno’s narrative describes also the positive feelings of
shared humanness and friendship. Therefore the chorus of Shmuel’s song includes two
more major chords than Bruno’s song.
Finally, the songs have different codas, meaning that in the end of the both songs, there is a
concluding section which is different both in terms of lyrics and melody. The codas are
meant to finalize the narratives, emphasizing the role of individual experience.

6.3.1 Shmuel’s narrative of being dehumanized
Shmuel’s song is a compilation of results, theory, data and history. It combines different
representations and elements of dehumanization in the story, narrated from the point of

101
view of the dehumanized. Turning these elements into an artistic form may be risky in
terms of being truthful for the data and theory. However, there is a point in comprising the
phenomenon into a narrative that has a narrator – it aims at highlighting humanness of the
dehumanized.
The song is called Shmuel’s song, although it could probably be sung by many other
victims of dehumanization, too. In the story, Shmuel is one of the rare victims whose
narrative is presented more closely. There are many more victims of dehumanization in the
story, but their names and identities remain unknown. Servants in the house, as well as all
the people whom Bruno sees from his bedroom window trying to obey the soldiers, they
are people with individual identities and emotions, although dehumanization has denied
both.
Shmuel lives a life of a dehumanized person in the camp, as one out of thousands, but his
friendship with Bruno offers him another world; as friends they recognize each other’s
humanity. Figuratively speaking, when Shmuel takes the walk to the fence to meet Bruno,
he actually takes a walk back to recognition of his humanity and identity again. Only at
that spot of the camp beside the fence he is viewed as a human being.
Not all the victims in the story may have the same experience. They may not have spots in
the camp area to sit cross-legged and be viewed as human beings, especially by someone
representing the people on the other side of the fence. They have each other, the other
prisoners, who do recognize the humanness of the other. Even Shmuel tells about his
brother, father and grandfather who are in the camp. They all belong to the group which is
dehumanized and whenever a soldier is present, their humanness is severely denied. They
may share things, emotions and experiences; that is the only context where they are human
beings. It is this humanness of the dehumanized that the song constructed out of the
narrative of Shmuel emphasizes. A song is always somebody’s story, it is always sung by
someone. Through presenting a victim’s experience of dehumanization as a song, I give a
voice to the victim, highlighting his humanness; he has a story to be told, he has emotions
to be understood, he has thoughts to be heard.
To remind once more, the song includes elements of what we know about Shmuel’s life in
the camp through the story and the data analysis. However, in the reconstruction of the
narrative, elements drawn from the theory have been added. Furthermore, a connection to
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the historical record of the context may be found as well. The song can be found in
Appendix 1.

6.3.2 Bruno’s narrative of a forbidden friendship
The deconstruction of Bruno’s narrative has been deliberated in the chapter 6.2. On the
basis of that, I conclude that Bruno’s narrative is first and foremost a story of forbidden
friendship. This theme formulates the foundations of Bruno’s song, although it
encompasses the other elements of the results as well, such as communication culture of
silence, limited experience and information as the framework for interpreting the reality,
discoveries on similarity with Shmuel and trust in the father as the authority.
Bruno’s song proceeds chronologically describing his friendship with Shmuel and his
understanding of the things that are taking place around him. It starts from the point when
he meets Shmuel, and ends in the moment when they die together. The song can be found
in Appendix 2.
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7. DISCUSSION
The study has shown multiple faces of the phenomenon of dehumanization in John
Boyne’s book The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas. As a whole, the story highlights the drastic
difference which dehumanization makes. Bruno is pictured dying in the same way as
hundreds of thousands and even millions of other people. His father approves the death of
all the others; their destruction is the measure of success of his work. Bruno’s death is
different in his eyes, though. After Bruno’s death, he is looked for with big resources and
great grief for losing a dearly loved son. However, in reality, all the other millions of
people dying in the camp were sons and daughters to someone, too. They had,
nevertheless, been dehumanized; their identity had been reconstructed in a way which
removed all the normal identity traits such as profession, family membership and name,
and the only thing left was race, Jew. Through language use this only identity claim had
been given a single meaning, a threat, thus motivating the genocide. From this perspective,
Bruno’s story is a story of a non-dehumanized person dying in the way which was
approved for the dehumanized. This narrative illustrate the necessary role of
dehumanization in the modern genocide as claimed by Savage (2013, p. 151); there are
things that could not have taken place without dehumanization paving the way.
Throughout the study I have learnt, that dehumanization is a phenomenon of today. It is
not only about the bloody history which we learn about and try to explain. It is exactly
about our time. At the point of writing this thesis, the news tells about over one hundred
thousand of people having been killed in the war in Syria during the past years. In the
conflict of Ukraine, the game of language is dangerously played, every actor justifying
their actions by defending humanity. The question on the right of the woman versus the
humanness of the fetus continues to prevail in the discussion on abortion policies. In the
meanwhile, millions and millions of people live in the reality of human trafficking, with no
right to identity and acknowledged humanness.
This leads me to contemplate a whole series of questions in relation to role of education in
combating dehumanization; what kind of concept of humanness do the different
educational systems and policies support and convey to the children? How is human
dignity constructed in the current educational policies? How is human dignity defined
according to different theories of information and learning? Answers to these questions are
contextual by nature and would deserve attention within academic research. Especially the
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relationship between the concept of human dignity and the theories of learning, such as
constructivism, may carry a lot of aspects to be studied. If human dignity is a construction
free from absolutes, the door to dehumanization may be opened more easily.
Furthermore, Guerrina (2002, p. 63) argues that Us/Other dichotomy is one of the strongest
forces throughout the history of Europe. This construction has brought forth consequences.
As an attempt to deconstruct the strong dichotomization political institutions, such as the
European Union, have been formed in order to unite the citizens embracing different
identities. While the interventions to deconstruct the dichotomy of us and them in Europe
have taken place in the institutional level, it may be worthwhile to ask, if they have
contributed to people’s concept of humanness per se, or if they have only widened the ingroup conception of the Europeans.

7.1 Suggestions for future research
The results of the study indicate that interpersonal relationships have a crucial role to play
in combating dehumanization. Personal meeting with an out-group member may lead to
acknowledging the identity of the other. However, bringing the two groups together does
not necessarily stop dehumanization; it may only help to prevent dehumanization if done in
the point when dehumanization has not yet occurred and the identity of the other has not
been essentialized. Even the soldiers interacted with the detainees daily, still without
approving their human dignity; in fact, they seem to be resistant to any exposure of the
humanity of the other. This may communicate institutionalized dehumanization, which
would be a relevant study for further research.
In genocide, there are always three groups of people that are relevant in terms of the
process to happen; perpetrators, victims and bystanders. The book is rich in its
representations of these genocidal relationships, and indeed it would be interesting to study
them, especially in terms of bystander roles. There are many bystanders in the story, but
their reactions may differ from each other. The role of moral disengagement as a part of
bystander activity could also be analyzed.
Fictional Holocaust literature has often been studied and argued on in terms of historical
inaccuracies. Indeed this is a valid point of view in analyzing the function and rightfulness
of the stories that shape our understanding of the drastic historical event, especially taking
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into account the rise of anti-Semitism in Europe (European Union Agency for Fundamental
Rights, 2013). However, I suggest that studying fictional Holocaust literature, from the
perspective of psychological and social processes with a strong theoretical framework, may
also contribute to the discussion on moral rightfulness of the stories. Of course,
inaccuracies in social processes cannot be judged in the same way as historical
inaccuracies, but certainly studying them in the light of theory would also contribute to the
discussion by bringing forth the possibility to compare the fictional presentation with the
reality of human mind.
In this study, dehumanization was studied on the level of representations. However, it
would be interesting and relevant to study the phenomenon in literature also as a process of
identity. According to Tappan (1999, p. 118), moral self is constructed dialogically as a
process where both psychological and social dimensions are present. It includes an element
of internal psychic processes, but also an element of social relationships. This dialogical
view on identity construction would offer an interesting insight to how dehumanization
occurs in The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas and other productions of Holocaust literature and
complement the results of this study.

7.2 Considerations of reliability
The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas offers the researcher a rich data for analyzing social
phenomena. It provides countless layers of understanding and possibilities for
interpretation. As such, it fits well into the framework of narrative research. When
considering the reliability of this study, the narrative nature of the study plays a crucial
role.
As Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998) remind, narrative research does not aim at
absolute findings in the sense that they would be the only possible answers to the research
questions. Instead, a good narrative analysis provides potential and even alternative
explanations and provides evidence from the data for the reader to be able to judge the
result. This is what Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998, p. 171) call the width of the
study. I have tried to meet this condition of reliability by giving a lot of space for
presenting the results including the various aspects and details that have been found in the
analysis. In the results some alternative explanations can be found, although the data would
certainly offer a good ground even for a bigger number of alternative ways of
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interpretation. Although the excerpts from the data take a lot of space in the presentation of
the results, I see it serving the aim of showing evidence for the findings and interpretations.
The other factor of the reliability of a narrative study is coherence (Lieblich, TuvalMashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 171). I recognize this as a challenge for this study; the data is
both wide and rich, analysis includes many stages and the results consist of a number of
alternative interpretations. Bringing all this into a coherent body of text is a challenge.
How well I have succeeded in this aim is for the reader to evaluate. However, I see
illustrating the results of the study in the form of songs as an attempt to bring more
coherence to the study and offer the reader one possible way of concluding the wide
totality of the data, theory and findings.
In terms of the criterion of insightfulness (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p.
171), I as a researcher may be biased to make an evaluation. I perceive the study bringing a
lot of new insight to understanding the phenomenon. I have also tried to protect the “sense
of innovation” and “originality in the presentation of the story and its analysis” (Lieblich,
Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998, p. 171) by combining different theoretical and
methodological elements throughout the study process, always asking myself, which
choices serve the purpose of the study best.
The last criterion for evaluation defined by Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber (1998, p.
171) is parsimony. It relates to “the literary merits of written and oral presentations of the
story and its analysis” and to the “ability to provide an analysis based on a small number of
concepts, and elegance or aesthetics appeal”. This study has presented the story used for
the analysis through its plot, characters and structure, and described it in respect to its
nature as a data used for research purposes. Furthermore, a picture of the data has been
created along the analysis and the record of the results. There may be space for
improvements of aesthetics of the study as a whole and in terms of the presentation of the
results.
While the reliability of a narrative study is not proved by its replicability and similarity of
the results by other researchers, the most important factor to be taken into account is to
acknowledge the role of interpretation in the process and make it transparent by
descriptions and examples of the manner of interpretation. In this study this has been done
by picturing the steps of the analysis and explicitly accounting for the high degree of
interpretation. It is important to notice that I do not claim these results as the only possible
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way of understanding the book. The study process consisted of countless decisions both in
terms of theory, methodology and analysis, and each of the choices have shaped the
direction of the study. Although I have tried to provide the reader with justifications for the
choices I have made, they may not have been the only possible ways of proceeding. Thus,
this is one possible way of making sense of dehumanization in the story; many other still
remain to be found and accounted for in further studies of the phenomenon.

7.3 Researcher’s position
To be very accurate, dehumanization is not an objective topic of research as such.
However, due to its negative consequences to other people, its denotation is openly
negative. Therefore, it is not surprising that the common starting point for studies on
dehumanization is the aim of combating dehumanization. Among many others, Haslam
and Loughnan (2014) explicitly ask in their article, what we could do in order to reduce
dehumanization.
In this sense, this study is not an exception; the consequences of dehumanization are in
principle perceived negative and therefore dehumanization is seen as a subject of
combating. Yet, it is important to acknowledge that there are also other factors that affect
my position as a researcher. To some extent, it is defined by the world view I embrace, one
of its cornerstones being the independence of human dignity from the attributes of a
person. This is a value-laden statement, which may be good to expose to the reader. As I
look for the factors affecting Bruno’s relation to dehumanization, I do it with a desire to
see whether there are things that we can learn from Bruno in order to enhance positive outgroup perceptions. Furthermore, the worldview and especially the idea of man make a
difference in conceptualizing dehumanization. Our answer to the question whether human
being is an animal or not may result in differences in our thinking particularly concerning
animalistic dehumanization. In this regard anthropocentrism and ethnocentrism could be
discussed. The idea of man according to my worldview clearly distinguishes human beings
from animals.
Based on these contemplations, some personal ontological perspectives to my way of
conceptualizing dehumanization rise. These perspectives are not dealt with in the current
discussion on the phenomenon, but I find introducing them useful in terms of making my
position transparent. Firstly, partly due to my worldview, I acknowledge that every human
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being has an inherent value as such, and it cannot be stolen by another person. In other
words, a person can be treated as less than a human being, but it will never change the fact
that he is a human being.
Consequently, another conclusion is made; if dehumanization means perceiving a person
as less than a human being although he is one, then it means perceiving him as something
that he is not. Although subtle forms of dehumanization can occur unconsciously, it is still
a violation against the fact that the other person is a human being. As I now conclude that
dehumanization does not change the fact that the dehumanized person is a human being, I
would like to suggest that dehumanization in the end has a deceptive nature. Therefore,
when defining dehumanization, I would like to emphasize that it is about perceiving or
picturing someone as less than a human being; it may have drastic consequences and the
other person is treated as a non-human, but it will not change the fact that he is one. This
may be more of a philosophical perspective, but I find it an important notion in terms of
underpinning the moral meaning of the phenomenon. In a way, this perception has
impacted the research process, as I have decided to emphasize the role of “humanness of
the dehumanized” especially in the reconstruction of Shmuel’s narrative of being
dehumanized.
Caine, Estefan & Clandilin (2013) emphasize that within narrative research, the researcher
should thoroughly consider who he is, where he comes from and what his relation to the
subject that is studied is. They suggest that even the social, intergenerational and family
context of the researcher are linked to the ontological commitment of the researcher. I
acknowledge that there are things in my own life story that have shaped my thinking on
dehumanization, although the phenomenon has not been familiar to me as a theoretical
concept.
To give a glimpse of this, it may be worthwhile to mention that that I was brought up in a
social surrounding that did not, in general, approve degrading behavior towards the other.
No reason was good enough to justify degrading actions toward another person. This may
be a common way to raise a child, but I also see an intergenerational commitment to it in
my family. When my grandmother grew old, she spent her days knitting woolen socks for
Russian prisoners. She would have all the reasons not to do that, as she actually had to
leave her home in Karelia to escape the war. Still, the identity of “the Russian” had not
been essentialized in her mind, but she granted full humanness to the people that once had
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been pictured as a threat and the enemy. Even today, my 94-year-old great-aunt does the
same. Sometimes she tells that people come to her and say that she should not send these
beautiful socks to Russia, but give them to the needy people in Finland instead. She
opposes and justifies her choice by comparing the circumstances of Finnish and Russian
prisoners concluding: “In the end, they are people, too.” This is the example of granting
humanness that I have been shown, and it may have affected my ideals and my position a
researcher, too.

7.4 Reflections on the journey
Hyde (1994) calls for a new approach to describing research processes. According to her,
learning about self is a part of the research process and as such, deserves to be recorded
with all its “messiness and false starts in the research” (Hyde, 1994, p. 169). Hyde argues
that through the research process we learn both about ourselves, the topic of the research,
and the academic norms. Telling the story of her own dissertation process she encourages
other researchers to endure the unending number of decisions to be made during the
research process and continue in assurance that new insight can be gained even through our
imperfect processes.
Therefore, knowing that it is a brave step to take and may break the image of a well-done
professional research process, I decided to unveil a few things concerning the process, me
as a final phase student and a starting researcher, and the struggles that had to be faced
before the results were there. In the end, reliability of the study is not increased by making
the process look smooth, but honesty and sincerity may contribute to reflections of the
validity of the research.
The process of doing research and writing this master’s thesis has been an evolving one. It
has involved learning both in terms of the subject and in terms of doing research. Finding a
topic that would be of interest throughout the process took time, although I now can
conclude that in the end that was a successful process; I am still motivated by the data and
the theoretical perspective, and I see there are still many layers in the data which have not
gained time and space within this research project.
I have learnt that doing research project is like walking along a long corridor; you do not
see the end, you cannot know if you have to take turn at some point, and more importantly,
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all the doors along the way are open. At every step of the study there are decisions to be
made. Sometimes there is no other way than to try the different doors, enter a room and see
if it is a good place to be or not. Sometimes this results in new discoveries and changes the
rest of the journey, whereas other times steps have to be taken back to the corridor and
another door has to be tried.
In my process, I wavered a lot, for example, when choosing the methodological approach.
Likewise, trying to find the limits of the theoretical framework was a process of many
decisions; there would have been many other interesting perspectives that could have been
added, but in the end I as a researcher had to make a choice on what really is important in
terms of this thesis. In order to make these decisions, I had to go through a process of
comparing different alternatives and justify the choices I made. This was perhaps one of
the most important elements of the research process in terms of learning. Doing research is
making decisions and justifying them.
Finally, in every research process there is the point when it is time to draw conclusions and
finish the journey. It may be painful; there are still many books that could be read, many
new insight to be gained and many theoretical perspectives that could be added. However,
the world we live in and the social processes in it are way too complex to be covered in
one master’s thesis. The researcher has to be able to decide when it is time to close the
door. It does not necessarily mean that it would be closed forever; the point that has been
reached may become a starting point for another journey later on. Maybe someone else
picks up what has been found out, and continues the work.
It is now time for me to end this journey. Now that I look back, I can see there are many
things that could be improved or done in another way. However, I am thankful for the
process that I have been through, and the end result is not only the thesis, but the learning
that took place along the process. Thus, with all its messiness, lack of time and wavering, it
was an experience worth going through.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Shmuel’s song
Appendix 2: Bruno’s song

Appendix 1

Shmuel’s song
Lyrics
1.
Who would understand,
even if I told?
My life was turned to trash
when we were all sold,

3.
I am still alive,
unlike many more.
It’s only a question of time,
my strength is running short.

Sold to a destiny,
something that they say had to take place.
We are victims of indifference,
a dreadful hate they call fate.

Every new day
is a miracle and misery, all just the same.
Still everything I want and need
is just to live

2.
Now I’m hiding here,
watching them to march.
I live in pain and fear,
my body full of scars.

CHORUS
We are a threat, that’s what they say.
They tear us apart, they take us far away.
Like no human beings, not worthy of life,
they send us to die.

Atrocities all around,
that’s all I can see, smell and feel.
It’s not just my face that they made bleed,
But the whole of me.

We are all waste, that’s what they say.
They break our will, they force us to obey.
Like no human beings, not worthy of life,
they send us to die,
they send us to die.

CHORUS
We are a threat, that’s what they say.
They tear us apart, they take us far away.
Like no human beings, not worthy of life,
they send us to die.
We are all waste, that’s what they say.
They break our will, they force us to obey.
Like no human beings, not worthy of life,
they send us to die,
they send us to die.

CODA
Let me live, let me live.
Let me dream of a day
that makes me free.
Let me live, set me free.
Can’t you break the fence
between us and let me live?

Appendix 2

Bruno’s song
Lyrics
1.
I saw you sitting
right beside the fence.
I was exploring,
and I found you in the end.
You were very worn out,
sitting in your pyjamas, looking at me.
Something said inside of me:
You were a discovery.
2.
We are very similar,
boys of the same age
If not for your pyjamas,
we really look the same
Without you my life here
used to be very lonely and meaningless.
But now I've found the joy again,
I've found a friend.
CHORUS
I know I am not allowed
to leave this yard.
I know I am not allowed
to go that far.
But there is nothing I need
more than a friend.
I just need a friend.
When I look at my mirror
I'm reminded of you.
When I think of you smiling,
I'm happy for us two
for finding one another,
for finding a friend.
You are my friend.
You are my friend.
3.
I don't really understand,
why there is a fence.
What is the difference
between us and them?

No one would explain
and I don't even care to ask anymore
‘cause I don't want to lose the friend
I've finally got.
CHORUS
I know I am not allowed
to leave this yard.
I know I am not allowed
to go that far.
But there is nothing I need
more than a friend.
I just need a friend.
When I look at my mirror
I'm reminded of you.
When I think of you smiling,
I'm happy for us two
for finding one another,
for finding a friend.
You are my friend.
You are my friend.
4.
Now I'm a question mark:
what is going on?
I wanted to see this side,
and it's nothing I had thought.
Things that are taking place
are all very strange, I have to say.
But my Father is the boss in here;
there's no need do fear.
CODA
I have found a friend,
more precious than a treasure.
Wherever we may land,
I'll hold my hand in my hand.
You are my best friend,
more precious than a treasure.
Whatever may be the end,
I'm your friend, you're my best friend.

