
 

  

ENGLISH: LANGUAGE ANALYSIS 
 
‘Prince should learn the meaning of war.’ 
 
 
In 2005, Prince Harry of Windsor drew considerable criticism for appearing in Nazi military uniform 
at a party. His costume choice was widely discussed in the media, with many arguing that it was 
highly offensive to those affected by the Holocaust. The three newspaper articles under discussion 
were written in response to this issue. Each, while constructed with different forms of persuasive 
language, suggest that Prince Harry’s appearance in the uniform was entirely inappropriate. 
 
The first article is an editorial entitled ‘Prince should learn the meaning of war’ (The Australian, 
15/01/05). The editor contends, with an austere tone, that Harry’s appearance in ‘Nazi regalia’ 
trivialises the horrors of World War II. The choice of tone implies the writer is assuming the moral 
high ground, increasing the perceived severity of the issue. The editorial constitutes an appeal to 
the reader’s desire for freedom, suggesting that statements such as those made by Harry 
‘encourages claims of moral equivalency between the aggressors and the democracies’ and 
‘demeans the cause of freedom’. Through the implicit threat on the democratic rights of the 
individual, the reader is compelled to take an antagonistic view of the Prince.  
 
The editor also uses words loaded with connotations of war, referring to the atrocities of the past 
with bitter verve. ‘Auschwitz’, ‘Nazi regime’, ‘evil’, ‘death camps’ and ‘horrors’ are all words used to 
emphasise the emotional impact of the piece. As Harry is said to trivialise such things, the reader is 
positioned to find him personally offensive, reinforcing the editor’s contention. The strong references 
to history and democratic values suggest the editorial is aimed at older, more reserved readers. 
 
A more compact editorial, ‘Harry, you stupid boy…’ was printed in the Sunday Age (16/01/05) and 
conversely targets a more liberal audience. This editor’s contention is that the Prince’s actions were 
not out of character and his behaviour is typically boorish. She carries out this attack of his persona 
with a dry, sarcastic tone throughout the article. The opening line, a rhetorical question (’Oh dear, 
Harry, a swastika?’) wryly implies that the monarch’s costume choice was typical, personality-wise; 
it is suggested that he does not think his actions through.  
 
The image of Prince Harry created by the editor undermines his character. He is portrayed as 
shallow, merely wearing the costume to ‘look chic’ and to ‘[try] to be ‘one of the lads”’. The Prince is 
also suggested to be spoilt and ungrateful, referring to his ‘expensive education and imminent 
acceptance…’, then to his ‘under-age drinking and marijuana episodes’. The editor positions the 
reader to be repelled by Harry, thus increasing support for her contention. 
 
This article also contains a pro-Australian-republic subtext. The concluding statement ‘such 
reprehensible behaviour merely serves to fuel speculation about the relevance of the monarchy’. 
The writer connects the republic debate and the Prince Harry incident in an implicit way, giving the 
reader something to contemplate after the editorial ends. 
 
The third article is markedly different to the others. It is an opinion piece, entitled ‘Harry is a child of 
the new century’ by Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen. Like the Sunday Age editorial, it 
relates Prince Harry’s costume controversy to other issues, however his underlying issue is explicit 
rather than hinted at. The scandal is used to illustrate the author’s contention that events like the 
Holocaust are losing their importance in modern society, rather than to express his opinion of Harry 
directly. Cohen, moving beyond the general context of the issue at hand, discusses the ‘fading’ 
importance of historic events, such as the Nazi reign.  
 
In order to make his subject matter more urgent, Cohen begins by trivialising the issue of Harry’s 
costume itself, using the ironic comment ‘before the papers returned to more serious issues such as 
the sexual affairs of cabinet ministers’. He then introduces the more sombre topic of Auschwitz,  



 

  

placing the religiously loaded statement ‘Even to let Auschwitz in is to let God out’. This is the start 
of serious religious overtones that flow throughout the article. The author’s use of such deep, 
philosophical statements implores readers to consider his viewpoint with an amount of introspection. 
 
Cohen also uses a personal anecdote to place more emotional weight behind his discussion. As a 
child, he pleaded for answers from his rabbinical teachers, asking why God ‘turned His back’, but 
received none. This glimpse into the crisis of faith suffered by the author pulls readers into the 
distressing, lingering shadow left by the Holocaust.  
 
To conclude, the author ends on a simple statement which becomes a dire warning – ‘Prince Harry 
just chucked it all. Some day, I fear, so shall we all, and then… it will happen again. And again.’ The 
repetition of ‘again’ emphasises the sense of futility Cohen has imbued in his article. ‘Prince Harry 
just chucked it’ contrasts with the rest of the paragraph through its colloquialism, creating a twisted 
irony that is in line with the author’s suggestion that ‘tragedy…works its way towards the back of the 
newspaper and ultimately falls off the page’. This language is chosen to appeal to the emotions, 
creating a sense of fear in the reader and enforcing the notion that Harry’s ignorance has greater, 
more sinister implications. 
 
Each article, although written about the same topic, is aimed at a different audience. The first 
editorial (from The Australian) is aimed at readers who view Harry’s actions as disrespectful and 
impudent, while the second targets those who are more concerned with the values of the Monarchy, 
as it denigrates Harry’s persona and the potential for its future role. The third occupies a middle 
ground, not directly condemning the Prince, but using the incident to open a discussion of the 
Holocaust’s declining prevalence within the modern mindset.  
 
Given their differing audiences and contentions, each article is perhaps equally convincing in what 
they profess. 
 
 


