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The study of history has always been evolving.  It has never been the same at two points in time because two points in time are in fact different points in time.  Throughout the ages, the way historians approach history has changed in response to many factors, such as social norms, cultural standards, political changes, and economic policy.  However, just because the way history is studied now is not identical to the way it was studied in the past does not mean the two approaches have nothing in common.  The “doing” of history is perpetually changing due society’s constantly changing idea of normality1.  However, there are many aspects of the “doing” of history that have remained static throughout the ages.
The modern approach to the “doing” of history is perhaps more rounded than that of ancient cultures such as the Greeks or the Romans.  That is not to say that the Greeks or Romans approached the study of history incorrectly or incompletely.  Modern historians simply have exponentially more resources than did the historians of ancient cultures.  While an ancient historian, such as Herodotus or Plutarch, may have one account of an event, modern day historians have multiple, and can attempt to distinguish between what is biased and what isn’t.  Today’s historians have access to countless accounts of events and they understand how to use them to create to an accurate conclusion of what society was like during the time period in which they are studying.
Modern day historians have another advantage over ancient historians: they have the ability to look back on historical events and analyze them.  What went wrong?  What was well executed?  How can we learn from this?  Today’s historians know from studying Plutarch’s accounts of the lives of Pericles the benefits of rhetoric, or the ability to effectively use one’s language to favorably sway peoples’ opinions2.  
Thousands of years ago, few events were kept track of and recorded for the future studying of what would become “history”.  Many societies were not yet literate.  The number of documents that were recorded has also decreased.  Documents have likely been lost or ruined over thousands of years of weathering.  Modern-day historians do their best with what they have; and what they have may or may not be biased, exaggerated, or made up completely.  Who is to say that the author of the book of the Bible, Chronicles, isn’t completely fiction?  Some historians believe it is.  However, historians like Isaac Kalimi have different views3.  In essence, Kalimi debates whether the “Chronicler” intended Chronicles to be a work of fact or fiction.  He concludes that Chronicles can indeed be used as a source for accurate historiography.  However, one must not treat the whole book as a trustworthy source of information.  Rather, they must examine each event individually.  The book as a whole is fictional.  This is no fault of the Chronicler- he examined and wrote about historical events according to the way his society trained him to interpret them.  After reading “Placing the Chronicler in His Own Historical Context”, one should conclude that the Chronicler never meant to write a textbook.  He simply took historical events and put them in the perspective of his own time period to teach lessons to his readers.  He enhanced and exaggerated his stories to the benefit of the reader.  Today, history is well recorded and well preserved.  Unlike the Chronicler’s time, preserving history is more of a priority than “teaching society how to behave.”
Through trial and error, historians have made progress in discovering what works and what does not work in regards to studying history.  For example, presentism, or the interpretation and analysis of past events from the point of view of modern day society’s definition of what is normal, does not work.  Carlo Ginzburg stated in The Cheese and the Worms that historians must “destroy our false sense of proximity to people of the past because they come from societies very different from our own”4.  Modern day historians have learned to identify the cultural differences between norms of different societies and analyze them accordingly.  An example of this is the understanding of the difference between society’s current definition of the word “friend” and ancient Rome’s definition of “friend.”  David Konstan argues that the two definitions are very similar, but their realities are different5.  We cannot look back on the common patron-client relationship of ancient Rome with our understanding of the word “friend.”  Historians must be aware of the effects of presentism in history.  In order to accurately analyze history, we must pinpoint, acknowledge, and attempt to work around presentism.
History is universal.  It existed thousands of years ago, it exists now, and it will continue to exist thousands of years from now.  History is vital to the growth and education of humanity as a whole.  The study of history evolves with evolving societies and ages, and that is part of the science of it.  Historians must learn and reconcile with the fact that history is a balancing act between drawing connections between the past and the present and separating one’s perspectives and opinions of normality to avoid the consequences of misinterpretation of what society was like thousands of years ago.  In order to correctly “do” history, we must find a balance between realizing that history changes with context and knowing that there is something that doesn’t change about the nature of mankind.
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