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Introduction

We like to imagine that history is something we can simply retrieve: a stable record of
what happened, waiting to be consulted and arranged in the right order. But history is
never that innocent. What survives from the past is fragmentary, uneven, and often
shaped by power long before it reaches the historian’s desk. Documents are written
for particular audiences, objects are torn from their original settings, memories are
selective, archives are incomplete, and entire lives can disappear almost without a
trace. What we call "history" is therefore not the past itself, but the ongoing effort to
reconstruct, interpret, and argue about that past from the remains available to
us.

That does not make history unreliable. It makes it demanding. The discipline earns
its authority not by pretending to offer a neutral window onto what once was, but by
developing careful ways of questioning evidence, testing interpretations, and
confronting its own assumptions. Historiography sits at the heart of that process. It
asks how historical knowledge is made, why some narratives become dominant,
what methods shape interpretation, and how historians themselves are influenced by
the intellectual and political worlds in which they write. To study history seriously is
therefore also to study the conditions under which history becomes thinkable at
all.

This article follows that process from three angles. First, it considers history as a
constructed practice rather than a simple collection of facts. Second, it examines the

evidentiary foundations of the discipline, from primary and secondary sources to
context, source criticism, and archaeology. Finally, it turns to the human dimension of
historical writing: bias, perspective, agenda, and the unavoidable selectivity involved
in turning fragments of the past into meaningful narrative. Taken together, these
themes reveal a discipline that is more self-critical, more methodologically rigorous,
and more intellectually alive than the familiar caricature of history as a static
catalogue of dates and events.

Chapter 1 – History as Construction

History is often introduced as if it were something solid: a body of knowledge waiting
to be retrieved, a storehouse of facts arranged in correct order, a record of what
happened. Yet the materials in your dataset point in a different direction. They show
that history is not simply found but made: not invented out of nothing, certainly, but
constructed through choices about evidence, interpretation, framing, and emphasis.
The past happened once. History is what later human beings do with what remains.
That distinction matters because it shifts our attention from history as a finished
product to history as a method: a way of asking questions, testing claims, and
building arguments out of fragments that survive unevenly. In the words of Dr. Lane
So Barksdale, "Historia is more basically a learning or knowing by inquiry" [18904,
07:01]. [18903, 18904, 18905]

One of the clearest threads across the videos is that historiography is not a
decorative extra added to "real" history. It is the discipline thinking about how
historical knowledge gets produced in the first place. Several entries insist that
historians do not merely gather facts but organise them into explanations. They ask
why one account becomes authoritative while another remains marginal; how
methods change over time; what kinds of evidence are trusted; and how present
concerns shape the questions put to the past. Historiography, in that sense, is the
reflexive core of the discipline. It asks not only, "What happened?" but "How have we
come to know it in this way?" and "What assumptions underlie that knowledge?" One
video captures this succinctly by defining historiography as "the history of history"
[18907, 00:20-00:23]. [18905, 18907, 18910]

That reflexive move immediately complicates any naïve faith in objectivity. None of
the material suggests that historians are free to say whatever they like. On the
contrary, the insistence on evidence, criticism, and method is constant. But neither
do the videos treat history as a neutral mirror of the past. One video makes the point
memorably by emphasising the historian’s labour of selection: "What do I leave in,
what do I leave out?" [18904, 05:35-05:38]. That question is not a failure of the
discipline; it is its permanent condition. Every historical narrative is selective because
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no narrative can contain the whole of lived reality. The challenge is therefore not to
eliminate selection–an impossible goal–but to make selection responsible, argued,
and open to scrutiny. [18904, 18906, 18907]

This makes the historian less like a passive recorder and more like an architect
working with unstable materials. The historian works with traces–documents, letters,
diaries, inscriptions, interviews, objects, ruins, measurements, silences–that do not
arrive pre-arranged into meaning. They require ordering, argument, and judgment.
Several of the videos underline that historical work begins with questions, not with
piles of facts [18903, 18905]. The question determines what counts as relevant
evidence, what comparison becomes useful, and what kind of explanation is being
sought. Facts matter, but they never speak entirely for themselves. [18903, 18905,
18910]

The act of questioning is especially important because historical enquiry changes
over time. One recurring insight in the dataset is that the discipline has not always
asked the same things of the past [18905, 18910]. Older traditions often centred
rulers, wars, institutions, and "great men". Later approaches brought in class,
gender, race, labour, everyday life, discourse, emotion, and material culture.

That shift does not simply reflect fashion. It reflects changes in society, politics,
archival practice, and moral attention. Historiography allows us to see that what
counts as a meaningful historical problem is itself historically conditioned. Historians
write from within their own moments, and their moments influence which silences
become intolerable, which narratives begin to look incomplete, and which inherited
certainties start to fray. [18905, 18907, 18910]

Contradictions in the material are less striking than differences of emphasis. The
videos do not generally disagree about whether history requires evidence, context,
and criticism; on that, they are remarkably aligned. Where they diverge is in what
they foreground. Some stress practical technique: how to ask questions, classify
sources, or test reliability [18903, 18904]. Others stress broader historiographical
change: how the discipline has evolved, what it has neglected, and why some
interpretations rise to dominance [18905, 18910]. The result is not confusion but a
layered understanding of history as both craft and argument, both method and
culture. [18903, 18905, 18910]

Chapter 2 – Evidence, Sources, and Context

This layered understanding becomes even clearer once we turn to evidence itself. A
central lesson repeated in a dataset is that the distinction between primary and

secondary sources is crucial, but often misunderstood. A wonderfully deflationary
phrase from one video should probably be pinned above every beginner’s desk:
"Primary does not mean better nor read me first" [18903, 09:14]. That line unsettles
one of the most common assumptions about historical research: that primary
sources are pure and secondary sources derivative. In your materials, primary
sources are often described as the "building blocks" of historical work [18903]. They
include letters, diaries, newspapers, official records, interviews, objects, and other
traces that emerge from or near the period being studied. Secondary sources, by
contrast, "provide arguments, analysis, evaluations, commentary" [18903]. Yet this is
not a hierarchy of truth. It is a distinction of function. [18903, 18904]

Several parts of the dataset also suggest that a source’s status depends on the
question being asked. A newspaper article may be primary evidence for how an
event was discussed at the time, yet secondary commentary if the historian is using it
to reconstruct an event already filtered through journalistic interpretation. A memoir
may be a primary source for memory and self-fashioning, but not a transparent
window onto the event recalled. A later scholarly work may be secondary in relation
to the past it analyses, while functioning as primary evidence for the historiographical
moment in which it was written. The point is not to dissolve the distinction, but to
handle it with intelligence. Primary and secondary are relational categories within
enquiry, not permanent badges attached to a source forever. [18903, 18905,
18910]

Once that is understood, source criticism moves to the centre of the historical
enterprise. A document is never valuable merely because it survives, nor inherently
trustworthy because it was produced close to the event. Historians must ask who
produced it, for whom, under what conditions, and with what interests in mind. One
of the clearest formulations in available in the material says that, in evaluating a
source, we need to know "who the author is" [18906, 05:11]. Another adds the
necessary counterpart: "who their audiences are" [18906, 05:20]. Those two
questions open the way to a whole method. Why was this account written? What
social position did the writer occupy? What conventions shaped the genre? What did
the audience expect or fear? Does the argument follow from the evidence? Is the
claim corroborated elsewhere? [18903, 18906] Historical interpretation becomes
credible not by taking sources at face value, but by probing the conditions of their
production. [18903, 18906, 18910]

The WPA slave narratives offer one of the strongest demonstrations in our dataset of
why source criticism matters so much. These testimonies are indispensable: elderly
formerly enslaved people recalling slavery in the 1930s provide access to voices and
experiences that no official archive could fully replace. Yet the same materials warn
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us not to treat them as transparent speech. "A classic example of this is the WPA
slave narratives" [18906, 05:27], one video notes, precisely because the setting of
the interview shaped what could be said. Conducted in the Jim Crow South, often by
white interviewers, these conversations were structured by racial power, memory,
and audience. One source puts it starkly: "those stories have a skew to them"
[18906, 06:12]. Another explains why: the former slave "is going to want to tell a
story that is going to make that white audience happy" [18906, 06:04]. Here
distortion is not noise to be removed; it is evidence in its own right. The narratives tell
us not only about slavery remembered, but about self-presentation, fear, and racial
hierarchy in the 1930s. [18906]

This example points to a larger principle echoed across the videos: context is not an
optional supplement to historical interpretation. It is what makes interpretation
possible. One video states that "we don’t want to just look at the documents to find
out what happened but also understand the context in which those documents live"
[18906, 03:06]. Another, speaking from an archaeological perspective, distils the
same insight into a sharper phrase: "In archaeology, context is everything–without it,
an artefact is just an object" [18908]. Temporal, geographical, social, political, and
intellectual contexts shape meaning. A diary without context can appear candid
when it is strategic. An official decree can look stable when it is defensive. An
artefact can seem decorative when it is ritual, commercial, or domestic. Context
protects the historian against the illusion that proximity automatically yields clarity.
[18906, 18908, 18910]

At the same time, context reminds us how incomplete the record always is. One
video says bluntly that "the historical record is incomplete" [18906, 05:03]. Another
implies the same when it notes that what we often call "history" begins with writing
[18910]. That statement is useful not because it is final, but because it exposes a
bias built into the archive itself: written records overwhelmingly preserve the
perspectives of those who could write, store, and dominate institutions of
preservation. If historians relied only on texts, the past would appear far narrower
than it was. This is where archaeology enters not as decoration but as correction.
"Archaeologists focus on human history as told through the physical evidence left
behind" [18908, 02:23]. That phrase expands the evidentiary field dramatically. It
brings into view pottery, tools, architecture, waste, burial practices, landscapes,
bones, coins, and the material residue of lives often absent from written archives.
[18908, 18910, 18912]

The importance of archaeology in your material lies not merely in its capacity to add
detail, but in its power to challenge textual dominance. Written sources frequently
reflect elite agendas, rhetorical strategies, and ideological self-presentations.

Material culture can complicate those claims, supplement them, or expose their
limits. A text may celebrate abundance while the refuse record suggests scarcity. A
ruler’s inscription may proclaim order while settlement patterns reveal instability. A
literary tradition may centre kings and generals while household remains disclose the
routines of labour, diet, trade, illness, and ordinary domestic life. Several of the
videos stress that archaeology helps recover "ordinary people" and the wider "social,
political, and economic structures" in which they lived [18908]. This is not antiquarian
colour. It is a fundamental broadening of historical vision. [18908, 18909,
18910]

Yet archaeology is no escape from interpretation. It, too, demands method, restraint,
and criticism. One video offers a salutary warning that excavation is "in and of itself
destructive" [18908]. Once a layer is dug, it cannot be restored. That is why
archaeological credibility depends on technique: controlled excavation, stratigraphy,
careful recording, and increasingly non-invasive tools such as lidar and
ground-penetrating radar [18908]. Another video on dating methods distinguishes
between "relative dating techniques" and "absolute dating", the latter seeking a more
precise age for an object [18912]. Radiocarbon dating is identified as the best-known
absolute method [18912]. Such details are more than technical footnotes. They
reveal that material evidence, like textual evidence, does not interpret itself. It has to
be located in time, sequence, and context before it can sustain historical argument.
[18908, 18912]

From this vantage point, the discipline begins to look less like a hunt for definitive
proof and more like an exercise in triangulation. No single source–whether
document, oral testimony, artefact, or later interpretation–carries the whole burden of
truth. Historians build stronger accounts by making different forms of evidence
interrogate one another. A written account can be checked against material remains.
A testimonial record can be read through its social setting. A later scholarly
interpretation can be evaluated by revisiting the sources on which it depends. The
best historical arguments emerge not from purity but from cross-examination. They
acknowledge that every source is partial, situated, and shaped by purpose, yet they
refuse the lazy conclusion that all interpretations are therefore equal. [18903, 18906,
18908]

Chapter 3 – The Human Shadow

At this point this article begins to cast a longer shadow–one that falls not only across
sources, but across historians themselves. Bias, in material, is not treated as an
embarrassing contamination that could someday be removed completely. It is treated
as an inescapable feature of human understanding. That is not a counsel of despair.
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It is a call for self-awareness. Historians write from within their own times, political
climates, moral vocabularies, institutional pressures, and narrative conventions. They
choose some questions because those questions feel urgent. They find some
categories persuasive because those categories are available in their present. One
video notes that "the questions historians ask have changed over time" [18905].
Another shows how the discipline has moved beyond narrow accounts of "great men"
toward broader concerns with social structures and marginalised actors [18910].
This change does not discredit history. It demonstrates that historical enquiry is itself
historical. [18905, 18910]

Bias, then, must be understood broadly. It is not only overt prejudice. It includes
framing, scale, emphasis, moral tone, rhetoric, and narrative shape. It appears in the
very act of deciding what matters. The line "What do I leave in, what do I leave out?"
[18904, 05:35-05:38] returns here with greater force, because it applies not only to
evidence but to exposition. Historical writing cannot be exhaustive. Every account is
selective. The ethical question is whether that selectivity is hidden or argued,
careless or disciplined. Several videos stress the importance of showing one’s
reasoning, clarifying one’s assumptions, and grounding claims in evidence rather
than letting narrative fluency masquerade as proof. Good historians do not pretend
to have no perspective. They make perspective answerable to method. [18904,
18906, 18907]

Audience complicates this further. As the videos repeatedly remind us, sources were
shaped by audiences, and historical writing is no different. A historian writes for
someone: fellow scholars, students, national publics, museum visitors, documentary
viewers, or general readers. That audience can influence tone, scope, and emphasis
without automatically destroying rigour. But it does mean that historical writing is
always part of a social exchange. One video insists that to understand a source we
must know "who their audiences are" [18906, 05:20]. The same insight applies to the
historian. A textbook, a monograph, a documentary script, and a public memorial
may all address the same past, yet each does so under different conventions and
pressures. The human shadow in history is therefore not merely individual
subjectivity. It is also the collective world in which narratives circulate, persuade, and
harden into common sense. [18906, 18907, 18910]

This is where agenda enters the discussion in a more complicated way. Agenda can
certainly mean distortion in the service of nationalism, propaganda, sentimentality, or
ideological simplification. Some videos acknowledge the long history of exclusionary
narratives and the ways certain traditions have marginalised or erased whole groups
[18905, 18910]. But agenda can also mean conscious correction. A historian may
seek to recover enslaved people, women, labourers, colonised populations, or other

actors pushed to the edges of older accounts. Such work is motivated, but motivation
is not the same as manipulation. The crucial question is whether the resulting
interpretation is transparent, evidence-based, and methodologically serious.
Historiography helps us distinguish between declared perspective and concealed
bias. It trains readers not to reject all interpretation as ideology, but to ask what kind
of interpretation is being offered and how responsibly it is argued. [18905, 18906,
18910]

Underneath all of this lies a humbling truth: historical knowledge is produced under
permanent conditions of incompleteness. "The historical record is incomplete"
[18906, 05:03] is one of the discipline’s foundational realities. Archives are patchy.
Preservation is uneven. Some lives survive in detail; others only in fragments; others
not at all. Even where evidence is abundant, certainty is not guaranteed. Documents
conflict. Memories shift. Material traces require interpretation. This means that the
most responsible historical writing often proceeds with a double posture: confidence
in method, modesty in conclusion. Historians can make strong arguments, but rarely
absolute ones. They can establish probabilities, patterns, and plausible explanations,
but they cannot resurrect the totality of what has been lost. [18906, 18908,
18910]

That incompleteness also gives silence a history. Absence in the archive is not
neutral. It may result from accident, suppression, inequality, illiteracy, institutional
neglect, or the fact that some people were never expected to leave a record in the
first place. Once this is recognised, historical interpretation acquires an ethical
dimension. The historian’s task is not only to interpret what survives, but to notice
what does not survive and to ask how that absence shapes the narratives we inherit.
Several of the videos imply this broader responsibility through their insistence on
source criticism, context, and archaeology as ways of compensating–never perfectly,
but significantly–for archival imbalance [18906, 18908, 18910]. The past is not only
what is present in the record. It is also what has been pushed to its margins. [18906,
18908]

What, then, counts as good history? The videos point toward an answer that is both
demanding and liberating. Good history is not history without perspective, without
uncertainty, or without narrative design. It is history that is rigorous, self-aware, and
proportionate. It asks clear questions. It uses evidence critically. It compares
interpretations. It situates claims in context. It acknowledges what cannot be known
with confidence. It resists both naïve realism–the idea that the past simply
speaks–and cynical relativism–the idea that all stories are equivalent because all are
selective. Several of the videos suggest, in different ways, that the most compelling
historical writing is possible only because the hard methodological work has already
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been done. Readability is not the enemy of rigour. At its best, it is the public form
rigour takes. [18903, 18904, 18907]

There is a final, civic reason why all of this matters. History is constantly used in
public life to justify borders, identities, grievances, triumphs, myths of innocence, and
myths of destiny. If people cannot tell the difference between careful historical
argument and comforting legend, they become vulnerable to manipulation from two
directions at once: nostalgia on the one hand, cynicism on the other.
Historiographical literacy therefore matters beyond the seminar room. To read history
well is to ask how a story was assembled, what evidence it privileges, whose voices
it amplifies, and where its silences lie. It is to understand that rhetoric is inevitable,
but not all rhetoric is deceit; that perspective is unavoidable, but not all perspective is
distortion. A society able to ask such questions is better equipped not only to
understand its past, but to argue honestly about its present. [18905, 18907,
18910]

Seen as a whole, the material in the videos offers a deeply coherent vision of
historical practice. History is built, because the past does not arrive pre-arranged into
narrative. It is tested, because evidence must be classified, criticised, contextualised,
and made to check itself across different kinds of source. And it is shadowed by the
humans who write it, because no act of interpretation escapes perspective, selection,
or the moral and political pressures of its own time. Yet this does not reduce history
to fiction or ideology. On the contrary, it explains why method matters so much. The
discipline earns trust not by pretending to transcend the human condition, but by
developing ways to work within it honestly. [18903, 18906, 18910]

The historian, then, is neither a mere compiler of facts nor a free-floating storyteller.
The historian is a builder of warranted interpretations from incomplete remains; a
critic of sources and of the assumptions brought to those sources; a negotiator
between what survives and what can responsibly be said. Primary and secondary
are not rankings of truth but roles within enquiry. Source criticism is not pedantry but
the condition of credible judgment. Context is not scenery but the very medium in
which meaning becomes legible. Archaeology is not an accessory to the written
archive but a powerful means of recovering worlds the archive only partly records.
Bias is not fully removable, but it can be disciplined, exposed, and made answerable.
[18903, 18906, 18908, 18912]

And perhaps that is the most valuable lesson this article can leave with its reader:
the past never reaches us untouched. It arrives through memory, survival, power,
narration, material residue, and the choices of those who preserve, study, and
explain it. But that is not a reason to give up on historical knowledge. It is the reason

to take historical method seriously. Good history does not promise total recovery or
perfect neutrality. It promises something harder, and ultimately more trustworthy: a
disciplined effort to make the most responsible account possible from what remains,
while staying alert to the forces that shape both the evidence and ourselves. [18904,
18906, 18907]

Conclusion

If history sometimes feels less certain than we might wish, that is not because it lacks
standards. It is because it takes the complexity of the past seriously. The most
responsible historians know that evidence is partial, archives are uneven, context is
indispensable, and interpretation is never free from perspective. Yet they also know
that these limits do not make all accounts equal. On the contrary, they make method
essential. Historical knowledge becomes persuasive through criticism, comparison,
transparency, and the disciplined testing of claims against the surviving
record.

Seen in this light, the strength of history lies precisely in its refusal to confuse
confidence with certainty. It is a discipline built on questions, sustained by evidence,
sharpened by debate, and made more honest by its awareness of what cannot fully
be recovered. Historiography, source criticism, and attention to bias are not signs of
weakness or academic overcomplication. They are the tools that allow history to
remain both critical and credible.

Perhaps the most important lesson, then, is that history is never simply handed down
to us. It is made and remade through acts of selection, interpretation, and revision.
The past does not speak on its own; it must be approached through method,
argument, and care. That makes history not less valuable, but more so. A discipline
that recognises its own limits, and still strives for the most responsible account
possible, offers something rare: not certainty, but understanding disciplined by
evidence and humility.

Videos

18903 How To Research History: A Guide to Doing It Properly
18904 A Basic Introduction to Investigating Primary Sources ~ With Dr.
Sobehrad ~ History Lecture 
18905 The History of History | Rapid Historiography 
18906 Historiography, the History of Writing History. Emily Blanck, Rowan University
18907 On History: Blue Talks Historiography
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https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=hMMoPteQuCQ
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=opqG- 9q_vgM
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724? video=XKRgibRw-Bw
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=HT_Hmi51k8s
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=8IRECel5Aqo
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=HT_Hmi51k8s
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=8IRECel5Aqo


18908 An Introduction to Archaeology: What is Archaeology and Why is it Important?
18909 History as a Discipline and its Scope!
18910 The Invention of History: Herodotus and Thucydides 
18912 Archaeological Dating Methods Explained - Relative and Absolute 

BOX - METHODOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATION: THE HUMAN-AI
ARCHITECTURE

FROM EXECUTION TO ARCHITECTURE

The production of this report serves as another practical case study in the evolution of
modern work. A first similar report was published about the impact of AI. The text of
this report, largely compiled by AI from video sources, shows that the successful
application of Artificial Intelligence is not a replacement for human agency, but a
mandate for its evolution. The human researcher involved transitioned from a
traditional "executor" of analysing and writing tasks to a "Director" or an "Architect of
Outcomes". In an era where AI can process vast transcripts and draft complex
analyses, the human value-add has shifted to Meta-Cognition - identifying which
geopolitical and economic problems are worth exploring - and Strategic Synthesis -
combining disparate AI-generated insights into this coherent and relevant report. This
collaboration represents a "Human-in-the-Loop" methodology, where the algorithm
provides the analytical muscle while the human provides the ethical and strategic
compass.

DATA ACQUISITION AND AUTOMATED TRANSCRIPTION

The foundation of this research was a curated selection of high-level video content
(YouTube).

To manage the scale of the data, a custom PHP-based automation was developed to
interface with the TranscriptAPI.

- The Process: This script systematically retrieved raw transcripts, ensuring that
metadata - such as video titles, author information, and precise timestamps - was
preserved.

- The Goal: By automating the "execution" of data retrieval, the researcher was freed
to focus on the "architecture" of the inquiry.

INTERROGATIVE ANALYSIS (THE Q&A FRAMEWORK)

The results of the AI analyses on the videos from a playlist are available via these links:
- Historiography - methods, sources, and interpretations of historians

NARRATIVE SYNTHESIS AND EDITORIAL REFINEMENT

The final stage involved the synthesis of these structured insights into the report. This
was performed using Gemini 3 Flash and GPT 5.1 and 5.2, acting as a sophisticated
research assistants.

- Strategic Synthesis: The AI integrated the collected data with the broader available
full transcripts. The human architect guided this process by defining the narrative arc
and ensuring that the tone remained professional and aligned with British English (UK)
standards.

- Citations and Verification: A systematic referencing system was maintained
throughout, ensuring that every claim in the report can be traced back to the original
video source via the consolidated reference list. However, some hallucinations were
noticed, so the referencing may contain errors.

THE SYNERGY OF INTELLIGENCE

This methodology demonstrates that the future of high-level research lies in the
synergy between human and machine. The AI provided the speed and scale
necessary to process thousands of minutes of video to an acceptable non-scientific
report, while the human researcher provided the Empathy, Ethics, and Strategic Vision
required to turn raw data into a meaningful contribution to the discourse on in this case
Historiography.

ABOUT VIDSTANCE.COM

This report, more information about this report, the video sources and other reports
(work in progress) are availabe on vidstance.com. VidStance captures, structures this
"oral living knowledge." It is also a tribute to the creators of high-quality content
published on YouTube; their work provides intellectual raw material for the public
debates of the 21st century.
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Rather than allowing the AI to generate generic summaries, a rigorous interrogative 
method was employed using GPT-4o. The AI was asked to collect information
about some ten different topics and contributed to this selection based on the video
sources. The AI was strictly constrained to the provided transcript. This ensured that
the resulting data remained grounded in the primary source material, preventing 
"hallucinations" and preserving the unique nuances of the expert speakers. The
outputs were consolidated into a structured CSV format, creating a searchable and
verifiable knowledge base for the final drafting phase.

https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=3tkTxALrVvg
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=FfAw3JHre_w
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=Ck-pjyurhZ8
https://vidstance.com/playlist-18724?video=5wj5eqorx0A
https://vidstance.com/vidstance-05

