Throughout the years, there have been a series of events cumulating in what we can today call history. These events are ones that have impacted our society in some way, shape or form thus shaping society into what it has become today. To understand history, we first have to understand how it can be defined. History can be seen as the common sense of view of historians, as they find truths in different parts of history in which they can all agree to. We all wish to learn the facts and truths of what has gone on before our time, and how we’ve gotten here today. To do so, we examine the facts written in history. But these “facts” or “truths” found by historians don’t always speak for themselves. They will recite history in ways that are meaningful for them, thus making it meaningful for us. The question is, can we always rely on what is written? 
Howard Zinn argues in “The Use and Abuse of History”, “…there is no such thing as impartial history. All written history is partial in two senses. It is partial in that it is only a tiny part of what really happened. That is a limitation that can never be overcome. And it is partial in that it inevitably takes sides, by what it includes or omits, what it emphasizes or de-emphasizes.”(p.51) In other words, not all history expresses the truths. This is proven by historians expressing the facts of history based on their values, taking on a certain bias towards a nation or subject of history, as well as the media altering the history so that it is spun to validate a certain point. These factors will show that there is in fact no such thing as impartial history.
[bookmark: _GoBack]To begin, when examining the facts of history, it is clear that historians write about these truths based on their values and ideals. While looking up history on certain countries and states, we can notice that there is always a lot of the “good” that is reported, and very little of the “bad”. The United States is considered to be one of, if not the most powerful country in the world. How often in history do we hear of the bad that the United States has done for the world? It is rare, thus instead we only hear of the actions the state has taken to benefit not only themselves, but the states surrounding them. This is due in part to the hiding of certain facts that are consciously left out when reporting and teaching history in order to keep the reputation of such a strong country. Zinn displays this in his article when talking about the Ludlow Massacre, which took place during the Colorado coal strike. When believing the United States National Guard would protect them, the miners who voted for this strike would instead be beaten, killed and jailed if breaking the strike. 
Therefore the question that remains would be why would such a tragic event be left out of American history? “…it would be considered bold, radical, perhaps even “communist” to emphasize class struggle in the United States”. (p.53) This statement from Zinn shows that what is reported in history is only what is valued by a state. If it is not for their benefit, or if they feel it will weaken them in any way, it is unlikely that we will ever hear of these events in history. This set of values shows that historians or writers of history choose to ignore certain important events in history, and will continue to do so based on their ideals. It is inevitable that certain facts of history will continue to be omitted due to these ideals. Thus, as we continue to study history, we will continue to be taught more of what was “good”, and less of what was “bad”. 
Secondly, it is evident that there is a clear sense of bias when reporting history and revealing the truths that exist behind it. In order to understand this further, it is important to understand what the term bias stands for. Being considered biased is taking a clear stance on a subject matter without looking at the opposing side. In other words, bias is having an unfair opinion on a certain matter. When historians apply bias to report happenings of the past, it clearly shows that history is indeed partial. As we continue to look at the events of the Ludlow Massacre, we are shown that it is rare there is ever a time where history can be shown as objective. 
“There is the subjective decision to omit it from history, based on a value system that doesn’t consider it important enough.”(p.55) In other words, when only reporting half of a story, or incorporating the partial truths of an event that has passed in history, this is considered subjective; or in other words biased. The reason the Ludlow Massacre serves as an important example in showing how bias is incorporated into history, and how it can spin a story a certain way, is that this piece of history was originally seen as an important historical event as it was taught showing how John D. Rockefeller built the Standard Oil Company, and never shown as massacre in the United States. 
Another example of bias can again be linked to the military. Zinn brings attention to the fact that there is so much attention drawn to military affairs, wars and battles, and the fact that many of our heroes are heroes from the military, but there is little-to-no attention given to those who struggled against war. Many learn about the actions taken towards war, but fail to learn about the anti-war movements that were taken, and how groups criticized war. (p.61) This is all thanks to bias, thus taking stance on always examining the pros and never the cons. It is for this reason that bias will continue to play a part in the fact that history is, and therefore history will never be impartial. 
Furthermore, the media plays a big part in history and in showing how partial history can be. Many of us rely on the media to report incidents that happen throughout the world, and major events that occur, which is why most of our information comes from them. But what the media fails to do is report tragedies that would lay a mark on their country. The media will portray their political leaders in such a way that shows how dependent they are on them, and the trust they relay in them, having their portraits displayed as well as statues of them created. 
Howard Zinn mentions how the political leaders are treated like gods. (p.60) When being portrayed as such, it leaves little room for citizens to believe that anything they say or do could be wrong. Having such a position of power shows those leaders can say or do anything, and make us believe it. An example of this is even being shown in the United States education system, which emphasizes on the actions and doings of leaders in their countries. We can link this back to the theory of biases as well, as we will not see a country talk about the wrongdoings of their former leaders. Instead students have been only taught the positives and the effects that these leaders have imposed on their country. 
The media will always play a role in hiding things from the public, thus again making us only focus on what is the “good” and not the “bad”. As historians decide and interpret history in ways that are meaningful for them, the media will continue to display history in such a way, which will make it just as meaningful for us. It is rare that we will go into detail and research the facts after the media reports an issue, as we are believed to trust the media. Although if we were to take the time and research certain aspects, we would see that there is a lot in history that is interpreted wrongly and go against what historians and the media report to us. It is for these reasons that the media plays a big part in determining how history is indeed partial. 
In conclusion, there are many factors that exist to show that history cannot be impartial. The fact that historians recite history based on their simple values, morals and ideals prove to play a major part in how history is perceived. Also, a historian having many biases when it comes to history plays a role in the explanation of history. Finally, the media is the third factor that influences how history is represented. With history being so questionable, we have to ask ourselves; will the truths of past events ever be revealed, or will what is written continue to be what we are forced to believe for years to come?
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