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DEHUMANIZATION 
Seminar 
Fall term 

AY 2021-22 
 
 
 
 
General information 

• Designed for PhD level, open to advanced MA-students as well, 2cp (= 4 ECTS 
credits).  

• See e-learning site for all readings and further material and announcements 
related to the course: https://ceulearning.ceu.edu/course/view.php?id=13413 
 

TOPIC, AIM AND STRUCTURE OF THE COURSE 
This course concerns post-WW2 approaches to dehumanization. Dehumanization 
happens when people are depicted, regarded, or treated as not human or less human. 
Take the civilians that are tortured, raped, or killed in the shameful line-up of wars and 
violent conflicts that we have stockpiled over historical time, with no end in sight. Take 
that homeless people, sick people, refugees, or those deemed ‘racially inferior’ are 
often treated in a far from respectful manner, likened to bacteria, vermin, or waste, and 
treated alike. Take the age-old view that women are only a ‘second’ sex with all the 
consequences this view has had for the oppression and the violence women have had 
to face. Take abusive work relations as part of which people are treated as exploitable 
machines. These are all paradigmatic examples of dehumanization occurring as part 
of our contemporary social world. Philosophers and other scholars have addressed 
dehumanization since Greek Antiquity (even though often without using the word 
which has a rather recent prevalence). This course focuses on how understanding 
dehumanization has developed in philosophy and other fields (e.g. social psychology 
or genocide studies) since the early reactions to the Holocaust and other NS-atrocities.  

In addition to studying the by-now classic contributions of authors from a variety of 
disciplinary backgrounds (e.g. Hannah Arendt, Frantz Fanon, Herbert Kelman), we will 
discuss contemporary issues related to the phenomenon, taking historical, 
philosophical and empirical issues into account, for instance: dehumanization before 
the Columbian exchange, how it figures in accounting for the Holocaust and other 
genocidal activities, how it relates to misogyny, racism, social exclusion, outgroup bias, 
mind attribution, or one’s imagination of one’s own future self.  

LEARNING GOALS, REQUIREMENTS, DELIVERABLES AND GRADING  
Students will understand the core issues related to the topic of the course. They will 
practice their reading, analytic and discussion skills. In particular, students will learn to 
connect empirical and philosophical concerns. A secure background in philosophical 
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reasoning is required. Yet, no preliminary knowledge about the topic of the course is 
necessary for successful participation.  

Students are required to read the mandatory material for each class and to 
participate in oral discussions. Students might have to prepare short presentations of 
the core readings, depending on number of students participating. See for more details 
on general rules of participation in the Handout attached to this Syllabus.  

Students are encouraged to follow their own interest, with respect to disciplinary 
background or material covered (e.g. from, anthropology, gender studies, history, 
literary studies, nationalism studies, philosophy, political sciences, public policy, 
religious studies, sociology, urban studies, visual studies, etc.) 

Grading will be based on the written final paper (see information on grading in the 
attached Handout). Exceptional participation during the course can lead to an upgrade 
(e.g. from A- for the paper to an A for the overall course).  
 

SCHEDULE 
 
Wk 1: Stuurman 2021  
 
Wk 2: Arendt 1951 
Wk 3: Fanon [1952] 2008 
 
Wk 4: Kelman 1973  
Wk 5: Bandura et al 1975  
 
Wk 6: Kuper 1989 
Wk 7: Opotow 1990  
 
Wk 8: Leyens et al 2000 
Wk 9: Haslam 2005 
 
Wk 10: Lang 2010 
Wk 11: Mikkola 2020 
 
Wk 12: Film (to be decided together)   
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REFERENCES  
 

General background    (with extensive overview of the literature) 

• Kronfeldner, M. (2021). The Routledge Handbook of Dehumanization. Taylor & 
Francis Group. (accessible as ebook via the CEU library/ vpn, see: 
https://sierra.ceu.edu/record=b1433145; preprints are also available here: 
https://philpapers.org/rec/KRORHO)  

 

Mandatory readings  (will be made available on e-learning site of the course) 
 
• Arendt, H. (1951). The origins of totalitarianism. Harcourt, Brace and Co. (parts 

of it)  
• Bandura, A., Underwood, B., & Fromson, M. E. (1975). Disinhibition of 

aggression through diffusion of responsibility and dehumanization of victims. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 9(4), 253–269.  

• Fanon, F. ([1952] 2008). Black skin, white masks (R. Philcox, Trans.). Grove. 
(parts of it)  

• Haslam, N., Bain, P., Douge, L., Lee, M., & Bastian, B. (2005). More human 
than you: Attributing humanness to self and others. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 89(6), 937–950.  

• Kelman, H. G. (1973). Violence without moral restraint: Reflections on the 
dehumanization of victims and victimizers. Journal of Social Issues, 29(4), 25–
61. 

• Kuper, L. (1989). The prevention of genocide: Cultural and structural indicators 
of genocidal threat. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 12(2), 157–174. 

• Lang, J. (2010). Questioning dehumanization: Intersubjective dimensions of 
violence in the Nazi concentration and death camps. Holocaust and Genocide 
Studies, 24(2), 225–246. 

• Leyens, J.-P., Paladino, P. M., Rodriguez-Torres, R., Vaes, J., Demoulin, S., 
Rodriguez-Perez, A., & Gaunt, R. (2000). The emotional side of prejudice: The 
attribution of secondary emotions to ingroups and outgroups. Personality and 
Social Psychology Review, 4(2), 186–197.  

• Mikkola, M. (2021). In Kronfeldner (2021) (Handbook, see above)   
• Opotow, S. (1990). Deterring Moral Exclusion. Journal of Social Issues, 46(1), 

173–182.  
• Stuurman, S. (2021). In Kronfeldner (2021) (Handbook, see above)  

 
 
Further specific readings will be suggested as we move on, depending on how things 

develop and tailored to students’ interests and background.  



	

Handout 2021-22 

GENERAL RULES: PARTICIPATION, PRESENTATIONS, WRITTEN ASSIGNMENTS 

 
Maria Kronfeldner  

 
Interaction in class should be based on mutual reliability and mutual respect and should result in a fair 
and open intellectual exchange.  
 
Participation  

- Students are required to attend classes regularly.  
- Students should participate actively in seminar discussions.  
- Students have to prepare the required reading for the course in depth.  
- They have to be able to ask questions and make comments on the required reading and  
- respond to the presentations of other students.  

 
Presentations should  

- include the reconstruction of the main arguments of the text and  
- interpretative remarks or  
- substantial research questions for discussion.  
- If asked, students also have to exhibit research skills (e.g. referring to further literature 

regarding the topic).  
- Students are expected to prepare and distribute a one-page handout (strict limit!) that they 

distribute before their presentation. The tendency in student presentations is to simply 
accumulate material, especially via powerpoint presentations. Yet, the art of thinking also 
consists in selecting the relevant from the irrelevant.  

 
Written assignments  
Format and length of the written assignments varies. See course syllabus or specification on the e-
learning site for this. If a longer term paper is assigned as an argumentative piece, this can be:  

- either a careful critique of a particular and important argument for a position,  
- a comparison between competing arguments about alternative solutions to a problem, 
- or a defense of some particular position/argument against some relevant criticism.  

In all these cases, your own argumentation, your critical voice, should be a significant part of the 
paper. Rule of thumb for the ideal: 20/80 (20% retelling of what others said; 80% your own way of 
organizing and defending things).   
 
I will evaluate assignments according to the criteria in the student record manual:  

 
 
Feedback: I will not comment on the performance of students during class, except where this is 
necessary, but in case students would like more feedback on their class performance, they can see 
me during office hours or after class. In response to the term paper, students will receive a feedback 
sheet, which will translate the CEU grading system into specific criteria for academic argumentative 
writing. See next page.   
 
To stay up-to-date students need to regularly check the e-learning site (moodle) of the course!  
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FEEDBACK-SHEET     
 
Seminar:    
Piece:     
Student ID/Name:    
 

1. General evaluation 
 
 
 
Grade (tendency):  
(not necessarily the final grade) 
 
 

2. Comparison to previous pieces (if applicable) 
 
 
 

3. What you could improve 
 
 
 

4. Further remarks 
See also comments in your text.  
 
 
 
SPECIFIC CRITERIA (Grade will result from scores on all criteria and also whether one is at the top or 
low end of a grade with respect to a specific criterion, which is not possible to represent in the grid, though)  
A =4.00-3.68, A- =3.67-3.34; B+ =3.33-3.01; B =3.00-2.68; B- =2.67-2.34; C+= 2.33 (Minimum pass) 
 Research topic, argumentation and research skills  A  A- B

+ 
B B- C

+ 
C 

I. Does the paper have a precise, manageable, meaningful, independent 
and relevant substantial question, given its topic? Does it have a clear 
structure and upshot? 

       

II. Are the arguments precise, coherent and exhibiting argumentative 
depth?  
 

       

III. Are important concepts explicated?  
 
 

       

IV. Does the paper critically engage with the literature in an original way 
(e.g. anticipating counterarguments, developing an original organization 
of the material and/or argumentation)?  

       

V. Is there an indication for adequate comprehension of the relevant  
literature (incl. are the interpretations charitable)?  
 

       

VI. Is the paper mentioning relevant references, and is it clear who 
speaks (authorial voice)? Is there an indication of mastery of research 
techniques (e.g. have independently found sources been used)?  

       

Form and Presentation  
VII. Does the paper conform to the standards of academic writing?  
(quotations, layout, spelling, grammar, punctuation, word count mentioned, academic 
writing style, labeling of tables and figures, bibliography properly formatted and complete)  

       

 


