Summarise Rosenstone's ideas about what makes Oliver Stone a filmmaker historian in four to ten bullet points.
1. Historical information cannot ever be conveyed with total neutrality and therefore any historian (in the traditional sense of the word or not) brings bias and interpretation to an area of study. This means that Oliver Stone´s historical perspectives through his films are no less valuable to an area of study that any others, especially considering that…

2. Stone dedicated much of his early film making career to a particular period in American history, which arguably makes him an expert on that period and Rosenstone support this further by defining a historian as ´someone who devotes a significant part of his or her working career to making meaning (in whatever medium) out of the past´.

3. Rosenstone also describes filmmaker historians as offering the ´view from below´ that academic or at least more traditional history can often neglect. Herodotus, one of the fathers of History and whose influence on the discipline is still evident today, talks about the great and wonderous deeds of the Greeks and Barbarians in the opening passage of his History, but what about the normal lives of ordinary people and how they were affected by these enormous historical events. 

4. Rosenstone argues that it is the duty of the historian to be provocative, challenge convention and raise questions about the past, so that it can be revisited and better understood. In presenting conflicting accounts or interpretations of historical events, Stone is able to present perspectives that might otherwise be ´repressed by official discourse´, as Rosenstone puts it. 
 
5. The pursuit of academic history is and always has been something of an ´elitist endeavour´ as Rosenstone states, which is problematic when it comes to a wider populace in any given country reconciling itself with and understanding its own past. It can be argued that the in making history more accessible to a mass audience, the film maker historian is having a democratising effect on the past and a national understanding of collective past. Obviously, there are issues to be considered here on reliability, but no more so than any other cultural output or creation, I would argue.

6. Rosenstone argues that ´the truth of individual fact is less important than the overall truth of the metaphors we create to help us understand the past´, and that Stone´s representations of history, although possibly not factually correct in every aspect, make history by making myth and by making myth, tell the truth.. 

7. [bookmark: _GoBack]Finally, Rosenstone argues that what History is, is a fluid and ever-changing field of study, and that current ideas on what ´proper History´ is are just the latest in a cumulative and ideological set of ideas. He states that history does not reside in the verifiability of individual facts but in the construction of the overall narrative of the past, in which film absolutely has a role to play. 
