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Draft program 
 

 Monday 7th 
March 

Tuesday 8th 
March 

Wednesday 9th 
March 

Thursday 10th 
March 

Friday 11th 
March 

9:15-
10 

Welcome, 
opening session 

Essay seminar  
 

Full day: Digital 
history, Norwegian 
National Library 

 Essay seminar Essay seminar 

10:15-
11 

Seminar 1: «How 
I Learned to Stop 
Worrying and 
Love Theory» by 
Toufoul Abou-
Hodeib, UiO. 

Seminar 3 
“History of 
Emotions: 
Possibilities 
and 
Challenges”  
By Wojtek 
Jezierski, 
UiO/University 
of Gothenburg 
 

Cont. Seminar 5:  
«Numbers in 
history. History 
in 
Numbers» by 
Espen Storli, 
NTNU 

Seminar 6:Ethics: 
The Right to 
Privacy in History 
Svein Atle 
Skålevåg, UiB 
 
Additional persons 
will contribute to a 
roundtable 
 
 

11:15-
12 

Cont. Cont. Cont. Cont. 
 

Cont. 

12:00-
13:15 

Lunch with 
‘Walk and talk’ 

Lunch with 
‘Walk and 
talk’ 

Lunch Lunch with 
‘Walk and talk’ 

Lunch with ‘Walk 
and talk’ 

13:15-
14 

Seminar 2: 
““Nothing to 
declare? A 
thorough 
inspection of the 
historian's theory 
baggage” by 
Klaus Nathaus, 
UiO  
 

Essay seminar  
 

Cont. Round table 
 

Essay seminar 

14:15-
15 

Cont. Seminar 4: 
«Historians 
methods’ and 
how to account 
for them» by 
Klaus Nathaus 

Cont. Cont. Group work, ethics 

15:15-
16 

Essay seminar Cont. Cont. Essay seminar   
 

Concluding plenary 

16:15-
17 

Essay seminar   Essay seminar  

 Dinner at 
restaurant 18:00 

  Dinner at 
restaurant 
18:00 

 

 

 
  



Abstracts for modules (reading lists and texts are available in Teams) 
 
Seminar 1: discusses what role theory plays in historical writing and research  
 
« How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love Theory» by Toufoul Abou-Hodeib, UiO 
What is historical theory? How is it different from a theory or philosophy of history? And who needs 
theory when the facts can speak for themselves? Focusing specifically on social theory, this lecture 
looks at what role theory plays in history writing and research. Looking beyond what is regarded in 
the discipline as the empiricism/theory dichotomy, the lecture re-familiarizes the idea of theory by 
looking at some of the theories and concepts commonly taken for granted by historians. It further 
looks at how such assumptions influence both the selection and interpretation of facts. On the other 
side of this issue, several questions then arise: how does one link facts to theory without subordinating 
the former to the latter? What constitutes the starting point for thinking theoretically about one’s own 
work? And what relationship do sources, concepts, and theories have to each other? The lecture 
addresses these questions by looking at a text that crosses the disciplinary boundaries of history and 
the social sciences (Mitchell). The lecture concludes by looking at some of the methodological 
implications historical theory has for understanding the formation of an archive and for archival 
research.  
 
Seminar 2: introduces us to the ways historians – at least – account for theory and – at best 
– utilize it to their advantage 
 
“Nothing to declare? A thorough inspection of the historian's theory baggage,” by Klaus Nathaus, 
UiO 
Theories are sets of assumptions that presuppose explanations for phenomena of a similar kind. They 
are generalizing and precede the study of individual cases. In this way, theories differ from historians' 
interpretations, which are particular and the outcome of empirical analysis. For good reasons, 
historians insist on the historic specificity of the phenomena they study. And yet, inevitably, their 
work involves theory. Working with examples from published research, the seminar wants to trace 
theory “in action.” It is interested in the ways of how historians “declare” theory and deploy it 
productively to their advantage, i.e., to ask new questions, challenge existing interpretations, and 
develop original arguments. 
 
Seminar 3: introduces us to a particular historiography and dives into the readings to 
identify how scholars conceptualize and develop historical arguments  
 
“History of Emotions: Possibilities and Challenges” by Wojtek Jezierski, UiO/ University of 
Gothenburg 
Questions to think about in preparation for the seminar: 1) What kinds of consequences, limitations, 
and methodological differences can you identify in relation to different approaches and types of 
sources used by different strands of history of emotions? How do modern historians' approaches (e.g. 
Scheer) differ from medievalists' (Rosenwein, Jezierski) or archeologists (Tarlow)? 2) You do not 
have to become 100% historian of emotions to work historically with emotions. Try to think how this 
perspective can help us ask new questions, generate interesting research perspectives also in relation to 
more traditional research problems. Discuss using the course literature and relate it to your own 
research field. 3) Is there a way for you to include the perspective of history of emotions into your 
own PhD thesis? What would focusing on emotional patterns add to your project? How would it 
expand your perspective? 4) What types of emotions can you access in your source material: self-
reported, personal, attributed emotions? Are there any specific genre problems in your material that 
you would have to deal with when studying emotions? What challenges would it involve? Discuss 
using Jezierski's and Scheer's articles. 
 

  



Seminar 4: is a hands-on module where students discuss methodological issues and get 
practical advice on how to account for them in their thesis 
 
«Historians’ methods and ways to account for them» by Klaus Nathaus, UiO 
The etymology of the term “method” goes back to the two Greek word meta- (beyond, after) and 
hodos (travelled way). The route that is referred to leads from the research question to the expected 
answer, and the “beyond” implies a transcending reflection about the road taken. Pursuing a research 
project requires a lot of methodological decisions, many of them apparently too trivial for historians to 
talk about, and too many of them that lead to detours or dead alleys. The seminar wants to do two 
things. Firstly, it encourages participants to raise basic methodological issues they find challenging. 
While we will not be able to discuss in depth strategies to tackle them, collecting these issues first 
allows us to better understand how method is accounted for in monographic studies. Taking 
introductions to a published and a (yet) unpublished PhD thesis as examples, the seminar’s second aim 
is to look closely at how authors, with the power of hindsight and in accordance with scholarly 
conventions, transform the messiness of their journey (hodos) into a clean, coherent roadmap 
(methodos). – In preparation, please take a short note on three major methodological questions you 
face, including issues you think “nobody ever talks about.” Then, read the introduction to the doctoral 
thesis by Mala Loth (Last Stop Luxembourg: Lawyers’ Dynamism and the European Court of 
Justice’s Contribution to Social Equity, c. 1970-1990, University of Oslo, 2021) as well as to the 
monograph by Kieran Heinemann, Playing the Market: Retail Investment and Speculation in 
Twentieth-Century Britain (Oxford: OUP, 2021) with a focus on how the authors account for their 
methods. 
 
 
Full day, Thursday 10th March: Digital history, in partnership with the Norwegian 
National Library 
“What does the digital shift mean for historians?” This workshop explores some of the key 
methodological questions historians encounter when we start using digital tools to answer 
historical questions. It will also provide training in using digital source materials. What 
opportunities and problems arise with the digitalization of sources? How do tools and programs affect 
the questions historians ask? Is there anything in the algorithms that make some knowledge or some 
analyses unintelligible or opaque? We will also historicize the phenomenon. What is the history of 
Digital Humanities? Who were the actors that brought us here? Could it have been different? Should 
it? Furthermore, are there any particular ethical issues that arise or become more acute when historical 
materials are digitized? 

 
Seminar 5: discusses quantification and statistical thinking as methodological tools in the 
discipline of history  
 
«Numbers in history. History in Numbers» by Espen Storli, NTNU 
When, where and why did quantification and statistical thinking become a widespread practice? How 
has quantitative sources, theories and methodologies influenced history as a discipline in general, and 
economic history in particular? In this seminar we will discuss numbers and history. We will discuss 
quantification as a practice and the rise of statistical thinking in the 19th century, but emphasis will be 
placed on the deployment of statistical sources and approaches in history writing in general and in 
economic history in particular in the 1960s and 1970s. What has happened to quantitative history 
writing since? Underpinning this discussion is the larger question if and if so, how, sources and 
methodology define disciplines. 
 
 
  



Seminar 6: discusses an ethical problem in historical research 
 
“The Right to Privacy in History” by Svein Atle Skålevåg, UiB, additional persons will contribute 
to a roundtable 
The right not to have one’s personal matters disclosed or publicized is protected by international and 
national law. The principle restrains governmental and private action that threaten the privacy of 
individuals. Historians work with real people, some alive, some dead a (very) long time, others have 
close relatives who are alive. Sometimes our interest is in the person’s professional lives, in other 
cases lies in their private sphere. Some of the historical subjects are elites; others are “normal” 
peoples. Some interest us because they have been victims of crimes or injustices; others are 
perpetrators. Others interest us because they have been sick, have a particular sex or belong to a 
minority group. We sometimes use aliases when writing about historical persons, in other instances 
historians will use real names. What legal rules and ethical norms regarding the right to privacy apply 
to historical research? Do dead people have a right to privacy? In which situations should we hide 
identities for ethical reasons, and in which cases should we identify persons? Who should decide? 
How do institutions responsible for archival collections handle the right to privacy and in what ways 
will the digital shift create new challenges? 
 

 


