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New GCE 6GP03 3B – Introducing Political Ideologies
General Comments
The standard of responses to this first sitting of the new specification Unit 3B was broadly in line with the
standards previously associated with the old specification Unit 4B. A major discriminator between mediocre
and good performance was, as ever, the difference between candidates who were able to provide a broadly
accurate but essentially descriptive accounts of the ideology or sub-traditions in question, and candidates
who were able properly to analyse and evaluate such material.
The separate marking of AO2 is likely to expose this distinction more effectively. The extent to which
candidates were able to respond to the new requirements linked to synopticity was also a significant
discriminator in the marking of essay responses. While some centres are evidently already training
candidates to recognise from the outset, and through the body of the argument itself, contention between
two or more viewpoints or perspectives, most candidates failed to do this adequately, sometimes just
uncritically presenting a single viewpoint.
Enhancing candidates awareness of debates, discussions and arguments about the nature of the ideological
traditions that feature in Topic B, usually (but not always) associated with rival sub-traditions within the
ideology, is an important way of improving performance and outcomes.

Question 1
The relationship between liberalism and democracy is a well established and familiar theme on the political
ideologies specification. However, it seems that this question focused on the issue that many candidates
find most challenging: the reasons why liberals have supported democracy. Breaking perhaps the most
basic rule of examination technique – answer the precise question set, rather than the one you would have
preferred to comeup – many candidates wrote, sometimes at considerable length, about why liberals have
feared democracy. A great deal of attention was therefore given to irrelevant issues such as the ‘tyranny of
the majority’.
A further reason for under-performance was that in a number of cases candidates wrote not about
democracy, but about the liberal aspects of liberal democracy. They therefore, and unhelpfully, discussed
the benefits of constitutionalism, institutional checks and balances and civil liberties, seemingly unaware
that these have appealed to liberals in part because they serve to constrain ‘excessive’ democracy. Strong
responses, on the other hand, were often able to highlight a range of liberal arguments in favour of
democracy, such as those associated with public accountability and freedom, political participation and
personal self-development, and the maintenance of balance and stability in a pluralist society.
A key distinction was nevertheless between those candidates who merely referred to the supposed benefits
of democracy and ones who explained why and how democracy furthered specifically liberal aspirations
and concerns. This was not a question that required candidates to say much, if anything, about differences
between classical liberalism and modern liberalism.
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Examiner Comments
This answer links the benefits of democracy to several relevant points: freedom of choice, education and selffulfilment, government accountability and a curb on absolutism. There was a recognition of the liberal fear
of power and its capacity to corrupt; the answer would have been better if it had explained that point, with
reference to the liberal view of human nature as self-interested and therefore likely to use power to abuse
others. The answer, therefore, had range but lacked some depth of explanation.
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Question 2
A very common approach to this question was to state, often early on, that anarchism and collectivism are
clearly linked because of the existence of a collectivist anarchist tradition within wider anarchist ideology.
This was then followed by an often generalised description of various aspects of collectivist anarchist
thinking, including mutualism, anarcho-syndicalism and anarcho-communism. More effective responses
provided an explicit definition of collectivism and explained how and why it is linked to anarchism.
In the best responses, the social essence of human nature, which is basic to collectivist thinking, was linked
to the idea of spontaneous harmony and natural order, explaining why statelessness is both feasible and
desirable. In some cases, collectivism was mistaken for collectivisation, and in other cases – more helpfully,
but still inadequately – collectivism was understood to mean common ownership, in which case the
question
was reworked to focus on the link between anarchism and communism.
DocID
0248100284906
(Page 1 of 3)

Examiner Comments
This answer begins with a useful attempt to define ‘collectivism’, though a better and fuller definition would
have been ‘the belief that humans operate both more ethically and more efficiently as cooperative groups
than as self-striving individuals’. It goes on immediately to make the link with the anarchists’ positive view
of human nature. It then describes one form of collectivist anarchism - accurate, but less useful than the
final section where it explains the view that ‘collectivism is the only way a stateless society would function’.
The final point, that ‘anarchism, and freedom from a state, is only possible if social solidarity exists first’,
summarises the connection well.
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Question 3
Responses to this question were generally well focused and there were a significant number of high quality
answers. The strongest responses often started by analysing the nature of gradualism, explaining it in terms
of evolutionary socialism and parliamentary or constitutional processes. Many candidates recognised
that the notion of the ‘inevitability of gradualism’ derived from Fabian thinking in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. High quality responses were often able to examine a number of reasons why
the victory of gradualism was thought to be inevitable, noting, for example, the numerical strength of the
working class, the reasons why the politically emancipated working class would support socialist parties,
and the processes through which socialist governments will enact socialist reform over a period of time.
Weaker performance sometimes stemmed from a focus on the issue of gradualism without properly
addressing the question of inevitability, or from, in some cases, misconstruing gradualist inevitability
with Marxist inevitability. Some weak responses simply explained the democratic socialist belief in the
‘inevitability of gradualism’ in terms of the flaws and failings of revolution and insurrectionary change.

DocID 0248300031237
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Examiner Comments
This answer starts by correctly identifying ‘gradualism’ as the parliamentary road to socialism. It
correctly identifies the processes which will make this ‘inevitable’: universal suffrage means that the
working class get the vote; since they are the majority class and their natural home is socialism, socialist
parties will inevitably win elections. They will then introduce policies such as ‘the support of trade
unions, the nationalisation of industries and greater distribution of wealth in society’. The answer links
gradualism to the Fabian Society and the founders of the UK Labour Party, who wrote the totemic Clause
IV. The answer then digresses onto the perceived failures of gradualism in the UK, which was unasked-for
and, therefore, gained no further marks.
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Question 4
This question elicited a wide range of responses. Unfortunately, some candidates chose to interpret this
question in a highly generalised sense, considering broad differences between traditional conservatism and
the New Right rather than focusing just on their views of society. In such cases, candidates often wrote,
semi-relevantly at best, about issues such as tradition, hierarchy, authority and property, before addressing
the issue of society. Strong responses, on the other hand, provided clear and analytical accounts of the
traditional conservative emphasis on an organic society and the contrasting liberal New Right focus on
an atomistic society. Whereas atomistic individualism tended to be well understood and explained, very
commonly drawing on the services of the much-used Thatcher quote, accounts of organicism were more
variable. In some cases, candidates merely stated that traditional conservatives view society as a ‘living
thing’, while in other cases they were able to explain what it means to view society in organic terms and
how organic models of society differ from mechanistic ones. The best responses dealt confidently with the
issue of extent, usually by highlighting differences within the New Right, whereby, although the liberal New
Right clearly departs from organicism, the conservative New Right remains faithful to organicism.
In some cases, candidates got confused because although they tried to highlight differences between
traditional conservatism and the New Right, they only seemed to recognise the conservative New Right or
DocID 0248300031201
neoconservatism. This made it impossible to construct an adequate response.
(Page 1 of 3)
Although this conclusion does not assert that the prime minister is dominant, nor does it suggest he is not,
it remains firm because it reiterates the circumstances which determine whether an individual can dominate
or otherwise.

Examiner Comments
This answer firstly identifies the traditional conservative belief in an organic society and gives some useful
explanation: ‘a natural order where all parts are necessary but some are more important than others’. If it
had also explained that the whole is more important than the sum of its parts, and that this is a collectivist
rather than individualist perspective, it would have gained more marks. On New Right neo-liberalism, the
answer gives the Thatcher quote ‘There is no such thing as society’, without which no answer would be
complete. It refers to individualism, but there is no explicit reference to atomism. This answer failed to get
into Level 3 because it did not correctly address the ‘extent’ part of the question by identifying New Right
neo-conservatism as organic, like traditional conservatives. New Right neo-liberals ‘believe in a complete
meritocracy’; New Right neo-conservatives do not.
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Question 5
This was a question that was answered successfully by a large proportion of candidates. A range of different
approaches were adopted, however. Some candidates merely pointed out that anarchists view the state as
evil and oppressive because it is irreconcilable with their beliefs about unbounded freedom and personal
autonomy. While not being irrelevant, such points failed to highlight what is distinctive about the anarchist
approach to the state and state power.
Others explained the evil and oppressive nature of the state from the anarchist perspective in terms of
the tendency for those who exercise political authority over others to become, necessarily, corrupt and
tyrannical. In the best answers, this was explained in terms of the anarchist emphasis on the malleability of
human nature and its negative as well as positive potential. There were some very impressive responses that
adopted such a line of argument.
A third approach was to examine what is distinctive about the anarchist interpretation of state authority,
focusing on its tendency to be sovereign, compulsory, coercive, exploitative, destructive and so forth. Once
again, candidates who were able to explain, rather than simply describe, why, from an anarchist perspective,
state authority has these characteristics were able to achieve a very high level of performance. The most
impressive responses often acknowledged each of these three lines of argument.

Examiner Comments
This answer firstly mentions the corrupting influence of the state on ‘both those who are subject to
authority and those who deliver it’. It goes on say that the state ‘is an offence to the principles of freedom
and equality’, and that anarchists reject social contract theory because the relationship between state and
individual is involuntary. They also dislike the state’s ‘alliance with the wealthy’ and its destructive capacity
for war. The answer utilises a couple of quotes to emphasise the coercive power of the state and ends with
the perspective that state taxation is legalised robbery. In sum, the answer covers a very good range of
points. If it had explained the corrupting power of the state with reference to human nature, it would have
attained full marks.
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Question 6
The debate at the heart of this question is between two tendencies within conservative ideology, one of
which, traditional conservatism, clearly favours pragmatism over principle, while the other, the liberal New
Right or neoliberalism, which distrusts pragmatism and places considerable faith in the politics of principle.
In many cases, even though this basic tension was acknowledged, the debate was presented as simplistic,
traditional conservatives practising pragmatic politics, while the liberal New Right practises the politics of
principle. Strong responses to this question were able to do two things in analysing traditional conservatism.
First, they were able to explain why conservatives favour pragmatism over principle, looking at intellectual
imperfection and the unfathomable complexity of political and social existence, making all theories and
principles unreliable at best. Second, they acknowledged that traditional conservatism is not simply a
belief in pragmatism; if it were, conservatism itself would not be an ideology in the conventional sense.
Good responses therefore recognised that in the case, for example, of One Nationist paternalism, there is
a pragmatic justification for it (social reform is the antidote to social revolution) as well as a principled
justification for it (the obligations that are associated with wealth and social privilege).
Similarly, strong responses were able to explain how and why the liberal New Right practises the politics
of principle, focusing on the extent to which neo liberals draw on rationalist beliefs, grounded in the liberal
tradition. Similarly, they were often able to discuss the idea that while the liberal New Right has embraced
abstract theories and political principles, its conversion to such a form of politics was perhaps dictated by
pragmatic factors (the failure of the post-war social democratic consensus, and so on).
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A general issue of concern was an unreliable grasp of the meaning of ‘pragmatism’. In a large number of
cases, candidates used the term pragmatism in a broadly appropriate way, but failed to provide an adequate
definition of it. In the best cases, pragmatism was defined as behaviour shaped in accordance with practical
circumstances and goals rather than ideological objectives, allowing subsequent comments about it to be
made with greater precision and insight. However, in some cases pragmatism was confused with a range
of other terms that each began with ‘p’, the most common one being paternalism. This suggests that
candidates had had little familiarity with the idea of pragmatism before they sat this paper.

Question 7
This question was both popular and successfully answered by a high proportion of candidates. There were
very few weak responses to this question, and many responses were very impressive. The least successful
way of addressing this question was by providing an essentially descriptive account of classical liberalism
and modern liberalism, allowing the examiner to identity implicit contrasts between the two.
Fortunately, most candidates had a good range of issues that enabled them to highlight where and when
modern liberalism departs from the ideas of classical liberalism. Successful responses therefore often worked
their way through issues such as individualism (egoistical individualism versus developmental individualism),
freedom (positive freedom versus negative freedom), the state (the minimal state versus the enabling or
interventionist state), and so on.
The strongest responses, however, dealt explicitly and clearly with the issue of extent. This was the
debate that lies at the heart of the question, between modern liberals who believe that modern liberalism
built on, and largely remains faithful to, classical liberal thinking, and classical liberals who believe that
modern liberalism has, in effect, betrayed core or classical liberal ideas and departed radically from them.
Support for the modern liberal tradition can, for instance, be found in the fact that modern liberals favour
welfare intervention but retain a commitment to individual self-reliance because their welfare philosophy
aims to help people to help themselves. Similarly, modern liberals support positive freedom, but only in
circumstances where social disadvantage prevents them from making wise decisions in their own interests.
From the classical liberal perspective, modern liberalism departs radically from classical thinking because,
by supporting state intervention, it embraces collectivism and abandons individualism. When the issue of
extent was either ignored or only partially addressed, candidates found it very difficult to demonstrate
synoptic skills.
This answer begins well by ‘setting out its stall’ in the introduction, and then by contrasting and explaining
the classical liberal belief in possessive individualism versus the modern liberal belief in developmental
individualism and concluding that ‘rather than departing from classical liberalism, modern liberals have built
on this idea’, and ‘they still hold that the individual is at the heart of the ideology’. The essay goes on to
analyse the classical liberal belief in negative freedom versus the modern liberal belief in positive freedom
(with some slight digression about natural rights). It then identifies their different views on equality and
social justice, and on free market versus Keynesian economics. The concluding paragraph provides an
excellent evaluation of the extent of departure, concluding that ‘they share the same key values’ and ‘rather
than departing from classical liberal ideas, modern liberalism has adapted them to the political realities of
society and in so doing has rescued liberalism from the rise of socialism.’ The only significant omission was
any reference to the classical liberal view that modern liberalism has betrayed core liberal values.
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Question 8
This question was successfully answered by a good proportion of candidates. Virtually all responses
recognised differences between communism and social democracy, the two most prominent forms,
respectively, of fundamentalist socialism and revisionist socialism. The use of the latter terminology often
helped candidates focus on the central issues of the question in hand, preventing them from writing about
wider differences between communism and social democracy.
In a small number of cases, candidates failed to focus adequately on the issue of capitalism, concentrating
instead, much to their detriment, mainly on the means of achieving socialism and therefore on differences
between revolutionary socialism and evolutionary socialism. The best responses recognised that socialism
has been divided in important ways over ends (that is, the nature of the future socialist society), and that
these differences are rooted in differing critiques of capitalism. For fundamentalist socialists, capitalism
is viewed as a system of class oppression which is destined to collapse or be abolished, giving rise to a
qualitatively different society. Many strong responses explained this in Marxist terms, by reference to the
idea of surplus value and the exploitative nature of the capitalist system. However, while some merely
described the exploitative nature of the capitalist system, better responses analysed and explained the
nature and implications of surplus value. Fundamentalist socialism is therefore defined by its opposition to
capitalism, in that it practises the politics of ownership and locates the roots of exploitation and oppression
in the institution of private property.
Strong responses were fully synoptic, in that they also analysed the alternative social democratic or
revisionist socialist position, usually acknowledging that while capitalism is still criticised (particularly in
terms of its tendency to distribute wealth unequally), it is also valued as a means of generating wealth.
From this perspective, revisionist socialism sought to reconcile socialism with capitalism, achieving a
kind of reform or ‘humanised’ capitalism, implying that socialism is no longer defined by its opposition to
capitalism. Instead, social democracy practises the politics of social justice, being defined by the pursuit of
relative equality within the capitalist system itself. Successful responses often examined the contribution of
theories such as Bernstein and Crosland in considering the nature and implications of revisionist socialism.

Examiner Comments
This answer begins, usefully, by defining the key title terms. However, ‘capitalism’ does not always take free
market form; and, rather than subdividing socialism into evolutionary and revolutionary, it would have been
more appropriate for this question to subdivide it into ‘fundamentalists’ – who seek the complete abolition
of capitalism, and ‘revisionists’ – who seek to tame or humanise capitalism. The essay goes on to explain
why socialism, with its goal of equality of outcome, opposes exploitative capitalism; but also why later
socialists came to see the positive, wealth-creating aspects of capitalism and therefore sought only to reform
it. There is some useful description of Marxist fundamentalism, and mention of other key socialist values
such as collectivism (though reference to ‘five key evils’ in the context of reformist socialism suggests some
confusion with modern liberalism). In conclusion, the essay disagrees with the title statement. There was no
explicit reference to revisionism or neo-revisionism, which would have gained more marks. 40/45.
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Statistics
Overall Subject Grade Boundaries
Grade

A

B

C

D

E

Overall subject grade boundaries

56

50

44

38

33

Uniform Mark

80

70

60

50

40
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