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Intro 
 
For a non-Dutch audience it is necessary to introduce the main players in this history, Van Tijn 
and Harmsen  a bit more. In the present historical profession in the Netherlands they are both 
still relatively well known. But Van Tijn already died 21 years  ago, and when Harmsen died in 
2005 the times had changed that much, that no obituary appeared in the established press of 
the discipline. In the nineteen seventies that was completely different. Both dominated the 
debate in the field of social history in the Netherlands, Harmsen even more than Van Tijn. After 
the introduction of these two historians we will introduce the main institution for social history 
in the Netherlands, the International Institute of Social History,  IISH. Subsequently I will pay 
attention to a number of organizations in the field. People interested in social history  were 
organized in the Dutch Association for the practice of Social History (NVSG), founded in 1967. It 
had a forerunner, founded  in 1953, the Social-Historical Study Circle (SHS). In the nineteen 
seventies a group exclusively interested in Labour History emerged, the Working Group History 
of the Dutch Labour Movement (Werkgroep Geschiedenis van de Nederlandse 
Arbeidersbeweging: WGNA). In the Dutch Association Van Tijn was prominent, in the Working 
Group, Harmsen. The Dutch Association published the journal Tijdschrift voor Sociale 
Geschiedenis (Journal of Social History), TvSG;  a group within the Working Group the Jaarboek 
voor de Geschiedenis van Socialisme en Arbeidersbeweging in Nederland, (Yearbook of the 
History of Socialism and Labour Movement in the Netherlands) further named Yaerbook. With 
all these organizations, The Dutch Association, the Working Group and the journals, the IISH 
had organizational and personal ties. After the sketch of this landscape of people and 
organizations, I will focus on the debate between these groups. Finally I will try to analyze the 
position of the IISH in this complex.  
 
Theo van Tijn 1927-1992 
 
So I want to start with Theo van Tijn. He was born in the Jewish family of Eli van Tijn and Mina 
de Bruin. His father was a primary school teacher in Amsterdam. We can find his father, on the 
left wing of the Dutch Labour Party, in those days called SDAP. His father joined the left wing 
fractions of the SDAP when they broke away and founded the parties OSP and later RSAP. This 
was the same route taken by one of the founders of the SDAP, Frank van der Goes, then a well-
known literary figure. Eli van Tijn participated in the preparation of the festivities for van der 
Goes’ 80th birthday in 1939. Eli van Tijn was active in the resistance against the German 
occupier. He was arrested and killed in a German concentration camp.1  

                                                      
1 ‘Joods Monument - Elias van Tijn’, http://www.joodsmonument.nl/person/356959/nl, accessed 5/30/2013. 
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 Theo followed politically in his father’s footsteps and right after the war became a 
member of the Revolutionair Communistische Partij (Revolutionar Communist Party). This party 
was , with a number of steps the successor of the RSAP. It was a member of the IVth 
International. It was never very successful, probably having around 200 members and reaching 
a vote of at the max 2224 in 1948.2 The party was bitterly opposed by the Communistische 
Partij Nederland (CPN), the Stalinist communists, who at that moment, profiting from their 
prestige gained in the resistance during the Second World War, were a serious political force on 
the left side of the political spectrum. The IVth International changed its course in 1951. Since 
then it pursued the line of working within the mass parties: Social Democratic or Communist. As 
working within the communist party was obviously an illusion, the following of the RCP joined 
the Dutch postwar social democratic party, the PvdA, to form a semi-secretive cell. In the PvdA 
they produced the journal Socialistisch Perspectief of whose editorial board van Tijn was a 
member.  
 The Trotskyists joined other oppositional cercles witin the PvdA, like pacifists, Christians 
and orthodox Marxists, to form the (second) Social Democratic Centre in 1955. As an effect of 
political developments on a national level, the PvdA ended up in the opposition in 1958, the 
party campaigned against its own leftwing supporters. Van Tijn more or less functioned as the 
leader of the Marxist opposition in the period 1958 – 1960. In 1960 the SDC was abolished, but 
the periodical Socialistisch Perspectief was allowed to continue. Van Tijn broke with the IVth  
International in 1961. From this date he never again had an active role in politics. But politics 
always remained attractive. Even in 1972 he answered  in an interview with a journal of the 
labour youth organization, on a question whether he would become politically active again: not 
now, ‘but who knows, maybe in half a years-time’.3  
 
History 
Theo van Tijn had not only been busy in politics in the nineteen forties and fifties. He studied 
history at the University of Amsterdam and graduated in 1952. His teacher was professor in 
social and economic history T.S.Jansma (1904-1992) . After graduation he became Jansma’s 
assistant until 1955. During his studies, for a short while he followed lectures by 
N.W.Posthumus in economic history.4 This detail is of importance as Posthumus is the founder 
in 1935 of the IISH and was part of a group of historians in the Netherlands who introduced 
Marxist inspired social and economic history in the beginning of the twentieth century. This 
form of historical research would become clearly a source of inspiration for Van Tijn. In 1955 he 
took up a job as teacher in a high school. The hours during the holidays and evenings, he 
divided between politics and research. In this year also he married Doortje Sachse. The 
marriage did not  last and at the beginning of the nineteen seventies he became the life partner 
of the Belgian historian Daisy Devreese. She became a collaborator of the IISH in 1974.  

                                                      
2 ‘Rrevolutionair_communistische_partij.pdf’, 
http://www.historici.nl/pdf/kpp/revolutionair_communistische_partij.pdf, accessed 5/29/2013. 
3 T. Stom and W. van de Zandschulp, ‘rapport Mansholt etc.’, De Kapitalist. Uitgave van de FJG 4.5 (1972), pp. 3–7, 
at p. 7. 
4 I. Schöffer, ‘Theo van Tijn 1927-1992’, Tijdschrift voor Geschiedenis 106.1 (1993), pp. 5–9. 
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 His research was concentrated on the labour movement in Amsterdam during the 
second half of the nineteenth century. In 1965 he received his doctoral degree with a thesis 
titled  ‘Twenty years  Amsterdam (1855-1875).5 In this study van Tijn used quantitative and 
statistical methods and with that he was one of the pioneers of new forms of social history in 
the Netherlands. Social history until the nineteen sixties had been largely dominated by studies 
on the labour movement. Therefore it always held a certain association with, what at the 
beginning of the nineteen sixties, can be termed the traditional left and the acceptance in 
Academia developed slowly.6 ‘Labour history’ was not the term used for this form of social 
history in the Netherlands, adding for a long time to the confusion about the subject and 
content of the discipline. It was a field of interest where the perspective of the emancipatory 
impulse of the old labour movement could be followed in the commemorative books written 
on occasion of many jubilees. Specifically in labour history Van Tijn’s contribution can be found 
in the use of theoretical concepts. He tried to transform social history to a science. Over the 
years he was interested in the effects of business cycles on social movements, in particular the 
labour movement. He was inspired in this by the Marxist economist Sam de Wolff (1878-1960) 
who had a prominent role in the SDC. One of Van Tijn ‘s notions about trade unions plays an 
important role in the present paper. He tried to measure the success or failure of a trade union 
in its ability to bargain a deal with the employers.7 In this study he considered the trade union 
as a sales cartel of labour.  
 But Van Tijn’s ideas about the discipline went beyond labour history. He belonged to the 
group of historians who introduced the French approach of the Annales in the Netherlands. He 
was convinced that introducing methods from the social sciences into social history would 
increase our knowledge. Van Tijn wanted to transform social history to a broad, integral, 
historical discipline, away from just a small subtopic. A lot of his efforts were aimed at 
organizing just this. He was the organizer of large research projects were many PhD students 
participated. He was the initiator (since 1969) of the two-yearly conference 
Maatschappijgeschiedenis. He held important positions in many boards operating in the 
historical infrastructure. To mention just two: he was the president of the NVSG from 1967 to 
1975 and he was a member of the board of the IISH from 1973 to 1989.  
 Even though he was involved in the work of this institute, he was not very active in 
collecting documents. There was however one exception: in the nineteen eighties he traveled 
quite a few times to Poland to assemble an archive of and on Solidarnosc.8 This archive can be 
consulted in the IISH in Amsterdam.9  
 
 

                                                      
5 T. van Tijn, Twintig jaren Amsterdam; de maatschappelijke ontwikkeling van de hoofdstad van de jaren  ’50 der 
vorige eeuw tot 1876 (Amsterdam, 1965). 
6 M. Prak, ‘De nieuwe sociale geschiedschrijving in Nederland’, Tijdschrift voor Sociale Geschiedenis 20.2 (1994), pp. 
121–48. 
7 T. van Tijn, ‘A contribution to the scientific study of the history of trade union’, International Review of Social 
History 21 (1976), pp. 212–39. 
8 P.M.. Klep, ‘In memoriam Th.van Tijn (1927-1992)’, BMGN 107.4 (1992), pp. 773–7. 
9 ‘Solidarność (Polska) Collection’, http://www.iisg.nl/archives/nl/files/s/ARCH01358.php, accessed 5/31/2013. 
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Ger Harmsen 1922-2005 
 
Harmsen was born in a working class family in Amsterdam. His father, Jan Harmsen, was a 
carpenter.  Father, and mother Emma Blase, were originally Protestant, but turned to atheism 
in the nineteen twenties. Harmsen was not touched by politics during his school years, although 
he reports that the conflict between social democrats and communists was hotly debated.10  
His high school years he followed a commercial study. Here he met Henk Brouwer who 
introduced him to nature, which became a lifelong passion of Harmsen. In the end he became a 
meritorious expert on mosses. He got involved in the NJN (Nederlandse Jeugdbond voor 
Natuurstudie: Dutch Youth Association for the Study of Nature)  where his intellectual 
capacities were awakened. During the Second World War he lived in the rural area of the 
Veluwe, enrolled in the HBS (Highschool) in Apeldoorn, graduating in 1943.  
 He was sent to Germany for the Arbeisteinsatz. He had several jobs ending up in 
Stolzenau am Weser where he could work in the laboratory of Reinhold Tüxen, a well-known 
plant sociologist. Harmsen could return to Amsterdam from British occupied Germany in 1945. 
In the fall of 1945 he married Annie van de Lugt, a girl he had met in Apeldoorn.  
 In 1946 he enlisted as a member of the CPN. As was said in the paragraph on Van Tijn 
already, in the early years after the Second World War this party had a relatively large 
following, especially in (among others) Amsterdam. Harmsen was a student in geography at 
that time and made a rapid career in the Party. In 1947 he was leader of the communist training 
programs. Another communist intellectual from those days, A.A. de Jonge, judged Harmsen in 
that period after hearing a lecture of Harmsen for the student organization Pericles as hostile 
and workerist.11 Despite this performance, he became a well-known figure in the small circle of 
left wing intellectuals who withstood the pressure of the emerging Cold War at the end of the 
nineteen forties. It is very likely that precisely because of this popularity in independent left 
wing circles Harmsen received a publication ban from his party.  
 
History 
This lasted until 1956. In the years during the ban Harmsen qualified for entrance to the 
university and started his studies history, philosophy and Russsian at the University of 
Amsterdam. He graduated in 1955.In history his teacher was the well-known historian J.Presser, 
the man who later became famous for his horrifying study on the persecution of the Jews in the 
Netherlands during World War II.12 In 1956 he was accepted back as writer for the main 
communist periodical Politiek en Cultuur. This was even before the twentieth congress of the 
CPSU.13 This rapprochement did not last long. Harmsen, who had taken up a job as a teacher in 
the province of Zeeland, moved in oppositional circles within the party. The conflict did not 
                                                      
10 G. Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale): een levensverhaal (Nijmegen, 1993), p. 81. 
11 Ruud Vreeman, ‘“Het gaat om bukken of rechtop lopen”. een beschouwing over Ger Harmsen en de 
vakbeweging’, in Pim Fortuyn (ed.), Afscheid van de dialectiek?: rondom het afscheid van Ger Harmsen als 
hoogleraar, (Nijmegen, 1988), pp. 21– 31, at 21. 
12 J. Presser, Ondergang : de vervolging en verdelging van het Nederlandse jodendom, 1940-1945 I, II ( ’s-
Gravenhage, 1977, orig 1965) English translation  J Presser, The destruction of the Dutch Jews, (New York, 1969). 
13 M. Kropman, Rondgang door de historische geschriften van Ger Harmsen (Amsterdam, 1981), p. 16. 
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erupt at that time because Harmsen himself was too busy with his doctoral thesis on the history 
of the youth movement, which appeared in 1961.14 The communist daily De Waarheid (‘The 
Truth’) wrote a denigratory review of this work.15  
 Harmsen returned to Amsterdam, first as teacher and later started working at the 
Documentatie Centrum Nieuwste Geschiedenis (Documentation Center for Contemporary 
History), DNG in abbreviation. This was a small institution founded around the chair of Jacques 
Presser at the University of Amsterdam in the faculty of Political and Social Sciences. In 1961 
Presser was succeeded by Frits de Jong Edz. who appointed Harmsen in 1965.16  
 At the end of the nineteen fifties Harmsen had become involved in the International 
Society for Socialist Studies (ISSS), an organization founded in 1957, where the British historian 
G.D.H.Cole was actively involved in. The Dutch section of this organization was relatively 
successful and lively, while the sections of the other countries not exactly flourished. In 1966 
Harmsen and van Tijn debated for the first time with each other at a meeting of the ISSS in 
Woudschoten.17  
 Important for the follow-up of this story, Harmsen became a member of the SHS in 
1962. This, he became through a ballot and at the recommendation of Arthur Lehning.18 
Harmsen took this invitation as the recognition of the merits of the scholarly work of an (ex)-
communist.19 In 1965 he became the secretary of the SHS and editor of the Mededelingenblad. 
This lasted until 1967. Then a conflict erupted which resulted in his stepping down as secretary. 
Van Tijn became the president and started the transformation of the SHS to the NVSG. 
Harmsen returned as editor of the Mededelingenblad. Politically Harmsen found refuge with 
the PSP, a small pacifist-socialist party. In the middle of the nineteen sixties he became a couple 
of years member of the board of this party.20 In 1965 he also started writing for the periodical 
Buiten de Perken, which originated in anarcho-syndicalist circles.  
 
Student movement 
In the second half of the nineteen sixties Harmsen became more and more involved in the 
emerging student movement. He wrote a number of texts which had a substantial impact. In 
1971 Harmsen became researcher at the university of Groningen and in 1973 he was promoted 
to professor. His teaching assignment was ‘dialectical philosophy and historical sociology’. In 
Groningen, as in some other universities, the CPN had gained a new following in the student 
movement. Harmsen was given a rough time by communist student activists. He was scolded 
at: “Nato professor’ was just one nickname, and sabotaged in his educational and 

                                                      
14 G. Harmsen, Blauwe en rode jeugd: een bijdrage tot de geschiedenis van de Nederlandse jeugdbeweging tussen 
1853 en 1940, Van Gorcum [etc.] (1961). 
15 De Waarheid 10 August 1961 p.5. 
16 I. Andringa, DNG gedocumenteerd: kroniek van het Documentatiecentrum Nieuwste Geschiedenis, Universiteit 
van Amsterdam, 1993 (S.l., 1993), p. 7. 
17 ISSS Berichten 1966 nr.47. With lectures by Van Tijn and Ernest Mandel. Nr.49 announces lectures by Harmsen 
and Van Tijn.  
18 Mededelingenblad SHS 22 1962 7 lists Harmsen as a member. 
19 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), pp. 387–388. 
20 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), p. 421. 
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organizational work. Harmsen gives some examples of other scholars who suffered also from 
the smear campaign. But for himself  he states: ‘… I was at least familiar enough with stalinism 
to be able to fathom what happened to me’.21  
 In 1970 Harmsen started his long cooperation with the publisher the SUN (Socialistische 
Uitgeverij Nijmegen). This was a radical student publishing house at the Roman Catholic 
university of Nijmegen. The Nijmegen student movement was one of the most radical in the 
Netherlands, but not CPN dominated. For this publishing house he wrote Voor de bevrijding van 
de arbeid, which found its origin in the schooling activities Harnsen started in 1970 for the 
Trade Union of Industry workers.22 This particular trade union had strong ties with Dutch social 
democracy and active trade unionists had not forgotten that communists had called them 
‘social fascists’ in the past. Even though Harmsen was not a member of the CPN anymore, it 
took quite some years to gain the trust of trade union staff and members. But in the end he was 
highly esteemed in trade union circles.23  
 Hans Blom, historian from the University of Amsterdam,  summarized the  work of the 
historian Harmsen in the following points: All processes in society are the result of the struggle 
between propelling and restraining forces. The class struggle is the central contradiction. The 
historian has the task to further the liberation of the working classes by shedding light on the 
struggle. He or she must do that by giving the most attention to the history of the working 
classes and especially its organized struggle. He or she must write narrative history which 
promotes insights usable in the struggle.24 Harmsen states that his work as a historian could not 
do without the inspiration of a political praxis, where it ‘also wanted to be a contribution to’.25 
 Unlike van Tijn, Harmsen always remained active in collecting archival and library 
material. His farm in Friesland became something of a small IISH. His collection ended up in the 
IISH and holds next to Harmsen’s personal papers quite a number of archives of activists from 
the labour movement.26 
 
IISH 
 
The third piece in this story we have to introduce is the IISH and we start with some words on 
the founder. Nicolaas Wilhelmus Posthumus was the first professor in economic history in the 
Netherlands.27 He started his studies at the end of the eighteen nineties in Amsterdam. He was 
                                                      
21 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), p. 566.  
22 G. Harmsen and B. Reinalda, Voor de bevrijding van de arbeid : beknopte geschiedenis van de Nederlandse 
vakbeweging (Nijmegen, 1975). 
23 D. Visser, ‘Een professor in de vakbond’, in  Pim Fortuyn (ed.), Afscheid van de dialectiek?: rondom het afscheid 
van Ger Harmsen als hoogleraar (Nijmegen, 1988), pp. 15–20. 
24 H. Blom, ‘Ger Harmsen: een “ouderwets” historicus in dienst van de stuwende krachten in de geschiedenis’, in 
Pim Fortuyn (ed.), Afscheid van de dialectiek?: rondom het afscheid van Ger Harmsen als hoogleraar (Nijmegen, 
1988), pp. 33–47, at pp. 42–43. 
25 G. Harmsen, ‘Geschiedschrijving en arbeidersbeweging’, in  Luuk Brug (ed.), ‘Geschiedenis en bevrijding : de 
bestudering van het verleden in de emancipatiestrijd van nu’ ([Odijk], 1980), pp. 21– 35, at p. 23. 
26 See http://search.socialhistory.org/Record/ARCH02542/Description (10 June 2013). 
27 See biography of Posthumus by A.Mellink: http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/posthumus.html (7 August 2012); Leen 
Dorsman, ‘Posthumus, Nicolaas Wilhelmus’, in Lucian Boia (ed.) Great Historians of the Modern Age, (New York, 

http://search.socialhistory.org/Record/ARCH02542/Description%20(10
http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/posthumus.html
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influenced by the German Historical School. He was a fervent social-democrat and for a while 
active in party circles. He founded the NEHA (Netherlands Economic History Archives)in 1914. 
He had some German examples in his mind by doing so. In the thirties he accepted more and 
more collections from labour organizations in the NEHA. Out of this complex the IISH emerged. 
Next to the NEHA and the IISH, he founded quite a number of other institutions, like the RIOD, 
the State Institute of War Documentation and the faculty of Political and Social Sciences of the 
University of Amsterdam.28  
 The crucial moment in the creation of the IISH was the coming together of the ideas of 
Posthumus and Nehemia de Lieme (1882-1940), the director of the Centrale, an insurance 
company from the social democratic movement.29 The last was able to provide the first with 
the necessary funds to start a rescue operation with regard to collections of people and 
organizations persecuted by Hitler Germany or the Soviet Union. Posthumus knew to create 
and operate a network of scholars and activists from within the political movements involved 
and from all over Europe. Between 1935 and 1940 an impressive collection of archives and 
libraries was brought together. Posthumus and his right hand Annie Adama van Scheltema-
Kleefstra had a group of people around them who were quite often at the same time scholars 
and activists. A number of these people were also refugees. The Institute could collect 
important archives in these networks. One of the practices which is still functioning today, is 
raising the awareness of actual movements for the importance of keeping their records for 
future research. In the nineteen thirties for example Arthur Lehning travelled to Spain to ensure 
that the archives of the CNT and FAI were not lost.30 He was until 1935 a member of the 
secretariat of the IAA (International Working Men's Association) and since then a  collaborator 
of the IISH. 
 This period also saw the creation of two journals: The International Review for Social 
History (1936-1939) and The Bulletin of the International Institute for Social History (1937-
1940). These were the most important research achievements of the pre-war years. 
 
Occupation and recovery 
The German authorities seized the Institute shortly after the Netherlands was occupied by the 
German army in May 1940. They were immensely interested in the collections, mainly for 
intelligence and ideological reasons. The battle within the Nazi bureaucracy for this catch is a 

                                                                                                                                                                           
1991), pp. 182–183; Leo Noordegraaf, ‘Nicolaas Wilhelmus Posthumus (1880-1960). Van gloeiend marxist tot 
entrepeneur’, in J.C.H.Blom et al (eds.) Een brandpunt van geleerdheid in de hoofdstad. De universiteit van 
Amsterdam rond 1900 in vijftien portretten, (Hilversum, 1992), pp. 287–312. 
28 On the RIOD, now NIOD, Institute for War, Holocaust and Genocide Studies see: Jaap Cohen, Het bewaren van de 
oorlog : de roerige beginperiode van het Rijksinstituut voor Oorlogsdocumentatie 1945-1960, (Amsterdam, 2007); 
on the Faculty of Political and Social Sciencers see:  A.Gevers (ed.), Uit de zevende. Vijftig jaar politieke en culturele 
wetenschappen aan de Universiteit van Amsterdam, (Amsterdam, 1998).  
29 See biography of de Lieme by Margreet Schrevel: http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/lieme.html (7 August 2012). 
30 A. Lehning, Spaans dagboek : 7 oktober-5 november 1936   gevolgd door Aantekeningen over de revolutie in 
Spanje, april 1937 (Oude Tonge, 1996). 

http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/lieme.html
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case study in itself.31 In the end the collections were taken and transported to the East. The 
building of the Institute in Amsterdam was stripped of collections as well as of furniture. 
 After the Second World War Posthumus divided his attention between a number of 
institutions of which the newly created RIOD was one. In the IISH particularly the activities of 
librarian Annie Adama van Scheltema-Kleefstra led to a remarkable restitution of archives and 
libraries form the former occupied countries where to the collections were shipped.32  
Nevertheless reconstruction proved slow and difficult. The Centrale could not finance the whole 
operation so new financiers had to be found. Public authorities like the city of Amsterdam, the 
province of North Holland and the Central Government stepped in. 
 Posthumus left in 1950 to be succeeded by A.J.C.Rüter (1907-1965).33 Rüter guided the 
IISH to the established academic world. He (re)founded the IRSH in 1956 and made it already 
soon a prestigious journal in labour and social history. But he maintained also the relations with 
organized labour and the relatives of the leaders of which the Institute already had archives. He 
was successful in finding funds for the work of the IISH. Through the money from 
‘Wiedergutmachung’, Volkswagen Stiftung and Ford foundation, the IISH could finally perform a 
number of its basic tasks with regard to collection management.  
 
Growth 
In the years 1965 – 1980 the staff grew. Collections  also expanded, in size and in diversity. The 
IISH sought a closer connection to the established academic world, in casu the University of 
Amsterdam. This project ran into trouble because of the turmoil at the universities at the end 
of the sixties. The management was not able to execute a clear policy of its own. Frictions 
internally mounted and made productivity low and costs high. It is a paradox that at the time 
that social history was a very popular discipline, the IISH went through difficult years. 
 Starting in 1983 a reorganization knew to redress a lot of the shortcomings of the 
previous period. With E.Fischer, a pupil of Van Tijn, as director the IISH had again an 
entrepreneur at the helm. In the field of research the Institute caught up with developments in 
social history through the appointment of Jan Lucassen, also a pupil of Van Tijn, bringing new 
fields and new methods into the research practices of the Institute. The discipline of labour 
history was modernized profoundly by Marcel van der Linden, who was not a pupil of Van Tijn, 
but was politically closely related. 
 
From SHS to NVSG to TvSG 
 
The Sociaal Historische Studiekring (Social Historical Study Circle) was founded in 1953. The first 
meeting took place in the IISG on 2 January. It published a modest journal called 
Mededelingenblad which appeared for the first time in April of 1953. The board stated explicitly 
                                                      
31 K.H. Roth, The International Institute of Social History as a pawn of Nazi social research - New documents on the 
IISH during German occupation rule from 1940 to 1944, International Review of Social History - Supplement, 34 
(1989). 
32 See biography of Annie Adama van Scheltema-Kleefstra by Maria Hunink: 
http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/kleefstra-a.html (7 August 2012).  
33 L.J. Rogier, ‘Levensbericht A.J.C. Rüter’, Jaarboek KNAW (1966), pp. 389–405. 

http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/bios/kleefstra-a.html
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that the journal did not have scholarly pretentions.34 In the same issue the complete list of 
members of the circle was published: 26 in all, presided over by a board of four. The chairman 
was Arthur Lehning.35 It was maybe a small group, but there were important people in it. For 
our story the most important one was A.J.C.Rüter. At that time he was director of the IISH and 
held the chair of Dutch history at Leiden University. He had written a pioneering study on a 
series of important strikes in 1903.36 The book was published in the year the IISH was founded, 
1935, and in that year also, Posthumus asked Rüter to come and work at the young Institute. 
The subject of Rüters thesis was typically what preoccupied the members of the Studiekring: 
socialism and the labour movement.  
 The Studiekring welcomed both academics and amateurs, but only accepted members 
after a personal recommendation and a ballot. In his opening speech Lehning lamented the lack 
of interest the world showed for the history of socialism and the labour movement. The SHS 
was a modest effort to counterbalance that trend. One of the main subjects with which the 
organization dealt was the project ‘Biographical Dictionary of Socialism and the Labour 
Movement in the Netherlands’. The project resulted many years later in a nine volume 
publication which was the basis for an augmented data file online.37 One can roughly say that in 
these surroundings and in those days ‘Social History’ was the same discipline as ‘History of the 
Labour Movement’ or ‘Labour History’. 
 
Definitions 
But influences from wider areas could not be kept out. Especially Rüter as professor, director of 
the IISH and secretary of the Dutch Committee on Historical Sciences, who represented the 
Dutch historical profession on a number of occasions in meetings abroad, was familiar with the 
different meanings of the term ‘Social History’ in different cultural and historical traditions. In 
the introduction of the reestablished International Review of Social History Rüter, after a 
nuanced overview, comes to the following definition: ‘Social history is taken to mean the 
history of estates, classes, social groupings regardless of name, seen both as separate and as 
mutually dependent units. … Considerations will be paid in all this to the close connection 
between social groupings and economic structure as well as to the interaction between their 
development and that of political events, ideas and culture’.38 This was of course written with 
the acquisition of articles for the reestablished journal in mind. But in a lecture for the SHS in 
1956 Rüter outlined comparable views. Stressing that social history had too long been 
dependent on economic history, especially because of Marxist ideas being prominent in both 
disciplines. He emphasized the importance of political and ideological factors.39 

                                                      
34 Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring jrg.1 1953:1 1. 
35 Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring jrg.1 1953:1 2. 
36 A.J.C. Rüter, De spoorwegstakingen van 1903. Een spiegel der arbeidersbeweging in Nederland (Leiden, 1935). 
37 See: http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/  (4 June 2013) 
38 A.J.C. Rüter, ‘Introduction’, International Review of Social History 1.1 (1956), pp. 1–7, at p. 4. 
39 A.J.C. Rüter, ‘Korte samenvatting van de inleiding van Prof. dr. A.J.C. Rüter over : de sociale geschiedenis, mede 
in haar verhouding tot de economische geschiedenis.’, Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring 8 (1956), 
p. 3. 

http://www.iisg.nl/bwsa/
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 By this time membership had grown to 40.40 It is interesting to see that the circle 
remained active in much the same way during the nineteen fifties and early nineteen sixties. It 
was occupied with the biographies of labour leaders and it presented at the meetings lectures 
of members on diverse subjects related to the history of the established labour movement. But 
as most of the professional social historians, to use that term, in the SHS worked at the 
universities in the Netherlands (and the remainder worked at the IISH), it was unavoidable that 
discussions about the subject and scope of the discipline popped up regularly. In 1962 the SHS 
discussed three advices written on request, reacting to the question ‘What is social history?’. 
The writers were Fr. De Jong Edz., Arthur Lehning and J.Rogier. It is here not the place to go 
deep into the details of these three texts. What is important, in the light of looking at the 
relations these people and the Institute maintained, and roughly what ideas about social 
history they adhered to, is to look at a passage of the advice of Frits de Jong. We already 
mentioned de Jong as professor and director of DNG. Just a few years after the discussion here 
recorded, in 1965, de Jong became also director of the IISH. He hoped that ‘social history’ 
would become an ‘approach’ within the discipline of history in general. But at the same time 
that it would not be neglected as a separate activity. To ensure that, he recommended to view 
‘social history’ as the history where labour relations were the pièce de résistance.41 And a 
concrete interpretation of this he saw clearly in the way the section Dutch History of the IISH 
had classified its holdings, namely in four categories: social situations, theories, movements and 
measures. Not coincidentally de Jong had been the manager of this IISH department between 
1947 and 1957. 
 
Change 
In 1967 discussions in the Studiekring led to the transformation of this small dedicated circle to 
a larger, more general social history association. In May of 1967 Harmsen stepped down as 
secretary of the SHS and editor of the Mededelinegnblad. Lehning as chairman thanked 
Harmsen and deplored him leaving, as Harmsen had been the most active secretary the SHS 
had ever had.42 This was large-hearted of Lehning as the stepping down of Harmsen had to do 
with a sharp conflict between Harmsen and him over the way the periodical Buiten de Perken 
had been discontinued.43 In the same meeting Van Tijn asked the IISH collaborators Rudolf de 
Jong en Leo van Rossum to write a note on the future of the SHS. This text was on the agenda 
of the next meeting of 11 November 1967. The meeting chose one of the options presented by 
the aforementioned two. It is the option which makes the SHS from ‘a little, obscure, circle, not 
known outside Amsterdam’ to a ‘social-historical association with outward authority and 
possibilities’ as SHS member B.W.Schaper, professor in general history in Leiden, put it.44 The 
same meeting appointed Van Tijn as the successor of Lehning as chairman and also appointed 
Harmsen again as editor of the Mededelingenblad.  
                                                      
40 ‘Kort verslag etc.’, Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring 11(1957), p.2. 
41 F. de Jong Edz, ‘“Wat is sociale geschiedenis”. Praeadvies van Prof.Dr.Fr.de Jong’, Mededelingenblad Sociaal 
Historische Studiekring 21 (1962), pp. 1–3, at pp. 2–3. 
42 Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring 33(1967) p.2. 
43 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), pp. 438–439. 
44 Mededelingenblad Sociaal Historische Studiekring 34(1967) p.4. 
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 At the end of 1967 the SHS was transformed into the NVSG. Van Tijn remained the 
chairman until 1975 and guided the NVSG into the direction  of a gathering of professional 
social historians and students, where the opinion grew that social history should use 
quantitative methods, should pay more attention to structures instead of events and should be 
very closely connected to the social sciences. The history of the labour movement was seen as 
just one subtopic in the broad field of social history. And in a note of the NVSG from 1973, it 
was stated that to analyze the class struggle, it was necessary to shed equal light on both 
parties in the conflict, to form a real understanding of its history.45 
 
A new journal 
The new association also wanted to have a real scholarly journal. The existing 
Mededelingenblad did not match the aspirations of the new board. There had to be a new 
journal for the whole discipline where social historians with very different interests and 
practices could find a home. That was the program for the new Tijdschrift voor Sociale 
Geschiedenis. The NVSG decided on founding such a journal and started talks with two 
publishers: the SUN and Van Gennep. The publisher Van Gennep has not yet been mentioned, 
but at this point it is sufficient to say that this publisher also had a solid left wing reputation, 
but maybe slightly less strict than the SUN. A real difference was the location: Van Gennep was 
located in Amsterdam, the center of the academic, cultural and political world of the 
Netherlands. This was to Van Genneps advantage, in spite of Nijmegen’s alleged  more pure 
reputation. The practical differences with regard to the intended publication between the two 
publishers were minimal. The general assembly of the NVSG even didn’t want to make a choice 
and called both publishers to join hands and publish the journal in a joint undertaking. When 
this proved impossible the NVSG chose for Van Gennep.46  
 Van Tijn emphasizes that during the whole process up till this moment, there had been 
no opposition in the NVSG to the course and the procedure.47 Then it appeared that the SUN 
already had plans to publish a journal on the history of the labour movement and that it would 
proceed to publishing this, whatever the outcome of the NVSG debate. Harmsen decided that 
with regard to the choice for Van Gennep, he could not be a member of the editorial board of 
Mededelingenblad or the new journal anymore and went. He announced this in a letter to the 
board of the NVSG of 21 January 1975. He downplayed possible political or historical research 
differences but pointed to the risk that there could arise conflicts of interest. He was a 
collaborator of the SUN published journal Te Elfder Ure and the publishers advisor. He also 
stated: ‘Our journal will evolve the coming years into a periodical for the whole practice of 
social history and that is more than I can handle. I only know something about the limited area 
of the history of socialism and labour movement’.48 Other people involved were not that 
diplomatic, to use that neutral word for the moment. Albert Mellink a historian from Groningen 
with a similar political background as Harmsen, also stepped down as editor, but he declared 

                                                      
45 IISG Archief NVSG nr.30 Nota NVSG 1973. 
46 IISG Archief NVSG nr.29: 14 in favour of Van Gennep, 9 in favour of the SUN, 1 abstention. 
47 T. van Tijn, ‘Oneigenlijke geschiedschrijving’, Groniek 8 (1976), pp. 31–7. 
48 IISG Archief NVSG 27-32 brief G.Harmsen 21 januari 1975. 
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straightforward that he was not happy with the direction the TvSG was taking. His enthusiasm 
had dropped to zero.49 Some subscribers also dropped out. For example the then still Marxist 
collaborator of Harmsen in Groningen who in 2002 was killed for his right wing politics, Pim 
Fortuyn. He declared in a letter to the NVSG that since the best editors left for the other new 
periodical, that of the SUN, he was going to subscribe to that journal.50  
 
Growth 
At this point it is important to realise that the recorded events took place in a period of rapid 
quantitative expansion of the student population. The numbers of students increased and that 
was also the case for students in history and the specialisation social history. At the universities 
it led to ‘the unprecedented expansion of their staffs’.51 Specialized institutions also could 
grow: the IISH, grew from a staff of 57 in 1970 to 87 1978.52 The NVSG profited as well from the 
growth. It saw its membership rise sharply in the mid nineteen seventies. In 1975 it abolished 
the rule of recommendation and ballot for membership. 
 
Year Members NVSG53 
1971 152 
1972 153 
1973 158 
1974 167 
1975 500 
1976 680 
1977 729 
 
In 1982 membership was around 900 people. The members were also subscribers to the new 
journal TvSG, that first appeared in 1975. So fortunately not everybody had followed Fortuyn’s 
example.  
 The growth in membership should not be interpreted as a complete endorsement of 
Van Tijn’s program. The influx consisted for a large part of students in social history. And as it 
was in the nineteen seventies, they were left wing of all shades and colour. Some of them were 
ready to meddle with the affairs of the association. A group of students complained in a letter 
of 18 December 1978 about stagnating membership growth [!] and the fact that the journal 
was too much of a receptacle of different studies. It had not gained the status of some other 
journals. They then mentioned a number of examples of journals from other disciplines which 
had a clear left wing profile. They regretted the fact that the editorial board did not include a 
student. In my opinion the most important point they raised was the growing movement of 
history projects originating from neighborhoods, action committees and the like.  This current 

                                                      
49 IISG Archief NVSG 27-32 brief A.Mellink 22 januari 1975. 
50 IISG Archief NVSG 27-32 brief P.Fortuyn 13 maart 1975. 
51 Klep, ‘In memoriam Th.van Tijn (1927-1992)’, p. 775. 
52 IISG Annual Repports 1970 and 1978. 
53 Annual Reports 1971-1977, 1982 NVSG. 
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was inspired by the British History Workshop movement. This was again a child of social history 
that wanted to find a place in a discipline under construction.54 The board of the association 
reacted swiftly and admitted two students in its ranks.55 The editorial board of the journal 
remained as it was: it consisted of professional historians, of which, according to the statutes, 
one had to be a collaborator of the IISH.56 
 
Working Group History of the Dutch Labour Movement 
 
After the change from SHS to NVSG in 1967 ideas about giving special attention to the history of 
the labour movement remained alive.57 On the occasion of a course of lectures by Harmsen in 
1969, it resulted in the formation in Amsterdam of a Working Group in 1971 with Ger Harmsen 
and Bob Reinalda as central figures.58 The group controlled entrance with a ballot. The 
distinction with the NVSG, of which quite a lot Working Group participants were also a 
member, lay in the fact that the Working Group dealt with a subtopic of social history. But that 
was absolutely not how the members of the Working Group saw their field of interest. There 
was a non-separable connection between their interest in this history and in their political 
commitment. These were socialist historians, people who wanted to gain ‘insight in the history 
of the labour movement and its meaning for the realisation of socialism’.59 Membership was 
roughly between 30 to 40 people. Most of them started their involvement when they were 
activist students. Quite a number of them became historians with a solid reputation.  
 There were next to Harmsen also some established historians a member. The most 
important being Frits de Jong Edz. Who was director of the IISH until 1978. The Working Group 
had an inner circle which was the editorial board of the ‘other periodical’, The Yearbook etc. 
There were five people in this board and Harmsen and Reinalda were again the most important 
figures.60 The Yearbook appeared for the first time in 1976.  
 
Two words 
The Yearbook opened with a statement of principles about their way of doing social history. For 
the title of this text the editorial board chose a catechism-like form, often used in left wing 
circles: ‘In what does the history of the labour movement differ from the structurally practiced 

                                                      
54 IISG Archief NVSG 27-32 brief Utrechtse studenten 18 december 1978. 
55 They were Leontine Bijleveld and Jack Hofman. 
56 The journal was published ‘under the auspices’ of the IISH. The IISH subsidized the association at that moment 
with 3,000,- Guilders a year. 
57 B. Reinalda, ‘De geschiedschrijving van de arbeidersbeweging en haar verhouding tot de sociale geschiedenis in 
Nederland’, in, Luuk Brug (ed.), ‘Geschiedenis en bevrijding : de bestudering van het verleden in de 
emancipatiestrijd van nu’ ([Odijk], 1980), pp. 58–72. 
58 Groups in Nijmegen and Groningen proved not viable. 
59 G. Harmsen, ‘Werkgroepen “Geschiedenis Socialisme en Arbeidersbeweging in Nederland”’, Mededelingenblad.  
41(1972), pp. 33–6. 
60 Albert Mellink was one of the five, but not a member of the Working Group. 
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social history?’.61 The text gave a historiographical overview of the history of the labour 
movement and described the changes from SHS to NVSG we just recaptured. The Yearbook 
judged these developments as ‘professionalization and academic neutralization of the discipline 
social history’.62 That was not what they wanted. The Yearbook looked for the [speelruimte in 
Dutch] scope or latitude or room for maneuver of conscious collective acting. Not ‘structural’,  
but ‘dialectical’. The task of the historian is to analyze whether the labour movement uses its 
margin of freedom in a right way. This form of history looks at those moments in time where 
one can see a tendency of breaking and transcending the existing capitalist order.  
 For the editors of the Yearbook being active in social history only made sense when 
being in solidarity with the movement. The labour movement was the force behind the 
transition to a socialist society. More specific: the organized labour movement. And the history 
of this movement is the only real history.63 The Dutch word used here is ‘eigenlijk’, which can 
also be translated with ‘actual’. The opposite in Dutch is ‘oneigenlijk’. What than was the 
‘other’ history? What is the opposite word of ‘real’ or ‘actual’. ‘Figurative’ is one word, or ‘not-
real’. But in Dutch ‘oneigenlijk’ also means ‘inappropriate’.  
 These words were not taken lightly. Especially historians of the non-socialist labour 
movement felt insulted. In the Working Group the two words again and again were discussed. 
Harmsen explained the words in a meeting of 20 October 1976 and again on 26 January 1977. 
Here he broadened the issue (as was also done in the published text in the Yearbook) to the 
history of enterprises. Claiming that employers' organization’s did not have an actual (real) 
history as they are defensive, trying to slow down developments in society.64 It popped up 
again on 26 October 1977, leading to the exclamation of Carry van Lakerveld, curator of the 
Amsterdam History Museuem, ‘Let’s agree on never using those words again’.65 But in the 
introduction to the 1978 Yearbook the words were still used. No, trade union organizations on a 
religious basis did not have an actual history, it was said. But as a comfort the editorial board 
stated that their history had of course  a real meaning, be it as a restraining force. Besides, as to 
proof their objectivity: also within the left wing movement comparable things could happen: 
some organizations did not continue to take a proletarian class-position.66 And so ending up on 
the side of those not having a real or actual history. 
 
 
 

                                                      
61 ‘Waarin onderscheidt zich de geschiedenis van de arbeidersbeweging van de struktureel bedreven sociale 
geschiedenis?’, Jaarboek voor de geschiedenis van socialisme en arbeidersbeweging in Nederland 1 (1976), pp. 7–
20. 
62 ‘Waarin onderscheidt zich de geschiedenis van de arbeidersbeweging van de struktureel bedreven sociale 
geschiedenis?’ p.11. 
63 ‘Waarin onderscheidt zich de geschiedenis van de arbeidersbeweging van de struktureel bedreven sociale 
geschiedenis?’, p. 17. 
64 IISG archief Werkgroep Geschiedenis Nederlandse Arbeidersbeweging (further WGNA) 26 January 1977 
65 IISG archief  WGNA minutes 26 October 1977. 
66 ‘Ten geleide’, Jaarboek voor de geschiedenis van socialisme en arbeidersbeweging in Nederland 3 (1978), pp. 7–
26, at p. 18. 
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Conflict or not 
We have seen that Harmsen in his letter to the NVSG of 21 January 1975 denied any conflict 
about the course of the TvSG. In his memoirs he does the same, but before coming to the 
conclusion ‘there was no conflict between me and the NVSG’ accused others of all kinds of 
machinations leading to the choice for structural social history and the (less left wing) publisher 
Van Gennep.67 In the minutes of the Working Group we find a different statement. In the 
meeting of 20 October 1976 Harmsen is quoted as saying: ‘It was more a political decision that 
made the development of a Yearbook [as publication of the NVSG] impossible’.68 In the meeting 
of 17 November 1976 of the WGNA Bob Reinalda states that the discussion about the stepping 
down of Harmsen and Mellink as editors of the Mededelingenblad had not been made public. 
So again, there was more than just Harmsen’s  limited knowledge on other topics than the 
labour movement.69  
 One can fairly say that a sphere of polarization had emerged. Although in both camps 
there were calls for moderation. Two board members of the NVSG and collaborators of the IISH 
even intervened in an editorial text for the first issue of the second year of TvSG. They feared 
that the new members of the NVSG and the new readers of the TvSG would not recognize 
themselves in this text. It was changed accordingly: all talk about ‘structural social history’ was 
left out.70  But sometimes things were stronger than good sense. As an example I quote here 
the reaction of Working Group member Jeroen Sprengers on a review by Van Tijn of his 
publication on workers in Holland in the early nineteen century: ‘Its anyway clear that the 
practice of social history in the Netherlands has nothing to expect from a vain creature as Van 
Tijn’.71  
 Another issue, also on a review took place in the beginning of 1979. Working Group 
member Herman de Liagre Böhl got into conflict with TvSG editor J.de Meere. The conflict was 
essentially about a sharp-toned rejection by de Meere of de Liagre Böhls offer to review the 
Yearbook issues of 1976 and 1977. de Liagre Böhl wanted to do this as a compensation for the 
negative review of the Yearbook 1976 in TvSG nr.8 of May 1977.72 From this reviewing editor, 
he had understood that the journal would react positively to the offer. So he had already asked 
for two review copies, informed the editorial board of the Yearbook of the plan and even 
apologized to them for the delay in the publication. De Meere wanted none of it. Rejecting the 
whole idea, stating that de Liagre Böhl had infringed procedures, assumed all kinds of rights and 
finally implied that he also was incompetent. de Liagre Böhl reacted very hurt in a letter to the 
editorial board of the TvSG, but also to the board of the NVSG, making it more than just a 
conflict on a review proposal in a particular journal.73  

                                                      
67 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), pp. 610–612. 
68 IISG archief WGNA minutes 26 October 1976. 
69 IISG Archief WGNA minutes 17 November 1976. 
70 IISG Archief NVSG nr. 32 Letter of J.M.Welcker and J.R. van der Leeuw. The published tekst: ‘Bij de tweede 
jaargang’ Tijdschrift voor Sociale Geschiedenis 4.1(1976) 3. 
71 Folia Civitatis 10 January 1976. 
72 P.C. Jansen, ‘[Recensie van] Jaarboek voor de geschiedenis van socialisme en arbeidersbeweging in Nederland 
(1976)’, Tijdschrift voor Sociale Geschiedenis 3.2 (1977), pp. 225–9. 
73 IISG Archief NVSG nr.29. 
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conclusions 
 
With regard to contents the whole conflict in my opinion between the NVSG and the Working 
Group revolves around the political position. The Working Group considered itself a real part of 
the emancipation movement, of which the labour movement was the most important force. 
The people around Harmsen interpreted the combined rise of the student movement and the 
enormous growth in interest in social history as the proof of their correct political opinions and 
of their right way of practicing social history. Harmsen and his followers in the nineteen 
seventies were so convinced of this that the words ‘real’ and ‘non-real’, ‘just rolled out of their 
mouths’.74 The group around Harmsen could not accept it that anyone could consider the trade 
unions, which they considered as the most important vehicles of the cultural and political 
emancipation of the working classes as a sales cartel of labour.  
 A man like Van Tijn, who also had his heart on the left, saw the contribution of research 
and the discipline of social history to emancipation in a different way. He thought that every 
contribution of research is important, as any enlargement of knowledge about nature or society 
helps emancipation.75 Next to that Van Tijn was eager to introduce new methods into the 
discipline of social history and therefore was not afraid of theoretical reasoning. Harmsen, who 
as a philosopher was of course aware of theories and abstractions, was as an historian never 
innovative. He was interested in the organizational and biographical histories of the 
protagonists from the labor movement.  
 Their different political choices in the past, Stalinism versus Trotskyism, also played a 
role.76 
 The position of the IISH is less clear. The Institute in those years was involved in 
traditional source publications. It collected archives from organizations and people from the 
labour movement. In that the IISH stood close to Harmsen. But the IISH always was very careful 
not to take a political position. The IISH undertook all these activities because it was an 
institution within the world of pure research, whatever the political opinions of its 
collaborators, directors or board. Because most of the IISH research staff members were 
involved in organizations like the SHS and the NVSG and through contacts abroad and in the 
Dutch universities, were aware of developments within the discipline social history elsewhere,  
they were introducing new interpretations to social history which were not necessarily directly 
related to their own day to day working practices. It is interesting to see that how high the 
conflict between the currents Harmsen and Van Tijn went, Harmsen and the people around him 
never lost contact with the IISH. The interest in the histories of the labour movement remained 
a basis for cooperation for all people involved. 
                                                      
74 G. Harmsen, ‘Herinneringen aan Theo van Tijn (1927-1992). “Marxist, Sociaal-historicus”’, Bulletin Nederlandse 
Arbeidersbeweging 27 (1992), pp. 2–13, at p. 10. 
75 A. Knotter, ‘Geschiedwetenschap als engagement. Het perspectief van prof.dr.Th.van Tijn’, in Boudien de Vries 
e.a. eds., De kracht der zwakken. Studies over arbeid en arbeidersbeweging in het verleden. Opstellen aangeboden 
aan Theo van Tijn bij zijn afscheid als hoogleraar Economische en Sociale Geschiedenis aan de Rijksuniversiteit 
Utrecht, IISG: Studies + Essays 8 (Amsterdam, 1992), pp. 405–31. 
76 Harmsen, Herfsttijloos (Colchicum autumnale), p. 613. 
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 The radical nineteen seventies ended somewhere at the beginning of the next decade. 
The discipline underwent enormous changes as did the political landscape. Methods from social 
sciences and professionalization gained ground. Ironically making it possible for a modern social 
historian to reevaluate Harmsens contribution much more positively than was done somewhat 
earlier.77  
 Harmsen, as so many other activists, had to adjust his opinions. In the obituary for Van 
Tijn he stated ‘Anno 1992 I find it difficult to explain what the socialist principal includes and 
the Dutch working class I no longer consider as the pioneer of socialist society’.78 The conflict 
had more to do with the political atmosphere of the nineteen seventies than with other 
aspects. Although it did not become the dominant form of social history, the history of the 
labour movement, gained an important place in social history; a discipline in the process of 
expansion and construction. Harmsen and his followers, because of their militant position, 
contributed strongly to that. 
 
Huub Sanders 11 June 2013 
 

                                                      
77 G. Deneckere, ‘Sociale geschiedenis, het einde van de ideologie en de terugkeer van de bezieling. Een essay met 
de focus op het onderzoek naar collectieve actie in de jaren 1990’, Tijdschrift voor Sociale Geschiedenis 26 (2000), 
pp. 239–62. 
78 Harmsen, ‘Herinneringen aan Theo van Tijn (1927-1992). “Marxist, Sociaal-historicus”’, p. 13. 


