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Thinking like a Historian- Different perspectives
[bookmark: _GoBack]	To forge a progressive and sustainable path for our future, it is important that we can reconcile our history with the present. We live in a world that is not devoid of a rich history and with this history comes controversies and a stark difference in perspectives on what the definitions of our past should entail. An ideal example of a portion of history that has always been clouded by conflicting opinions is that of the United States. While there has always been the argument that history should be an account based solely on facts, different accounts of a particular historical event have always painted conflicting opinions which may lead scholars to believe that one account is more accurate than another. This may in fact not be the case because, in spite of the general perception that history is a factual account of past events, it should also be understood that these facts are also based on the perspective and inclinations of the individuals or entities recounting them. 
    	According to Daniel Immerwahr, in spite of the fact that history is a composition of past factual events, there is something more to this structure that makes those who are looking back to be drawn to it and consequently form opinions (p.1). This extra component is known as a narrative and involves recounting historical events and reorganizing the facts in a systematic way that is bound to show priority and relevance to the immediate context of those who seek to access them (Immerwahr, p.2). In recent times, the importance of using narratives as a means of portraying history has always been a hot topic of debate with most scholars and authority figures arguing that history should be solely based on facts while historians claim that it is impossible to recount history without the incorporation of narratives. An example of an instance where the authority has shown a stance in how history is portrayed in the current world is in a case in Florida in 2006, where the state government passed legislation barring the interpretation of history in public schools (Immerwahr, p.1).
    	While both sides of the argument are legitimate in their rights, the significance of narratives cannot be overlooked. This is particularly the case because it is these narratives that help form opinions and shape the general mindset of the public on an individual historical event. A good example of how narratives can affect how history is viewed and initiate conflicting perspectives is in the case of Alexander Hamilton and Aaron Burr, both influential figures in laying the foundation of the United States as a nation. While most historical data and scholars consider Hamilton a cornerstone in establishing America as an economic powerhouse, Burr is widely regarded as his biggest critic and a constant hindrance to Hamilton’s reform efforts and achievements. This example is relevant in this context since it portrays a deeply opinionated view of both personalities that is based on the “American” view of what is good and “progressive” and while the history may be factual, it tends to be significantly biased. 
Another way of looking at this piece of American history would have been that Burr also played a significant role in the early reform process by being the individual who criticized Hamilton’s methods and ensured accountability. While this perspective is also factual, that of Hamilton being the hero and Burr the villain gains more traction because it is in line with American ideologies and beliefs of capitalism and federalism as a means of economic progress. As such, one perspective might be considered fact and the other a narrative based on context and perspective. 
Based on the above analysis, there are a number of important points that stand out that can be applied to get a better grasp of what history means. It is worth noting that while history strives to paint an accurate and factual account of important past events, it tends to be also subjective to some extent based on a number of factors including; what the audience considers necessary, the objectives of the topic under study and the historian’s perspective. These factors tend to shape which part of history is given priority and which is predominantly ignored and consequently summarize what the additional factor in describing history as a narrative is. 
While the distinction between facts and narratives about history remain vivid, this is not to mean that the two are entirely exclusive of each other. In actuality, based on the above analysis it would be almost impossible to paint history as just facts and nothing else as each version of a particular historical event remains subjective to the entity recounting it. This realization consequently makes us open minded and more receptive to different perspectives of history. Doing so will give us an ‘outside the box’ view of history in the future and enable us to be more objective in our analyses and interpretations. 
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