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6HI02
General Comments
There were many candidates who attained high levels in this examination, having demonstrated a good
range of historical knowledge, clear understanding of historical development and its related concepts. While
the option-speciﬁc comments set out below offer detailed reference and examples of student work, the
purpose of the comments that follow is to highlight problems experienced by students across all options,
and to suggest strategies for improving performance in the future.
Some candidates continue to create difﬁculties for themselves because they do not plan their time and do
not read the sources with sufﬁcient concentration.
The marks awarded for (a) and (b) questions indicate the amount of time that should be spent on each. The
best responses in both (a) and (b) tended to be based on analysing the sources as a set, with a sense of
context, to establish arguments that relate to the question. This approach allows the response to be sourcedriven, directed towards developing a judgement, as the question requires. It is therefore likely to score
highly because it is coherent and focused. A key point is that the analysis should be carried out before
the response is planned and written, so that the response is structured around points of argument, with
selective source reference offered in support. Candidates who base a response on the sources in isolation
are rarely able to cross-reference effectively and build a developed conclusion, sometimes running out of
time.
Under pressure, candidates sometimes overlook key words or connections within the source, which can
cause a serious misunderstanding that undermines a whole response. This is less likely if they habitually ask
themselves whether what they think the source is saying is logical and appropriate in the context of the
period to which it relates. Conﬁdence in reading and using historical sources is derived from regular and
ongoing use of historical texts for research. The essential skills of reading, comprehension, analysis and
making notes from a range of historical texts lay the necessary foundations for handling extracts from such
texts under examination conditions.
It is pleasing that the great majority of candidates avoided these basic pitfalls, and produced responses that
varied from competent to excellent. Most candidates achieved good L2 in at least one objective, thereby
demonstrating some knowledge and understanding of the period that they had studied, and the ability
to analyse and comprehend individual sources, at least at face value. The skills of inference and crossreferencing, however are required to reach the higher levels.
Broadly speaking, the performance descriptors related to the E/U boundary, as described in the Speciﬁcation,
page 233, indicate a secure L2 performance, and a candidate achieving good L2 in all three descriptors will
move beyond the borderline area.
Progression towards higher levels in objective AO2 depends on the ability to make developed inferences
from sources that have been cross-referenced as a set. Candidates who analyse sources into relevant points,
reason from the evidence and link points taken from more than one source are likely to achieve L3. Those
who also demonstrate the ability to apply provenance and contextual understanding to the evaluation
of such evidence are moving into L4. It is the ability to weigh the evidence in order to come to an overall
judgement that takes account of any conﬂicts, takes a response to the top of L4.
Progression in AO1 depends on the contextual understanding that is applied to the sources as a set,
in order to develop and explain their implications as relevant arguments, and on the deployment of
contextual knowledge to support, challenge and develop such arguments towards an overall judgement.
Examples of such progression are included in the option-speciﬁc comments below, but certain points are
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applicable across all options and may usefully be summarised here to highlight the ways in which candidate
performance can be improved.
Most candidates made some attempt to draw inferences from source material but weaker candidates
tended not to develop them. A developed inference requires the point to be clearly stated and supported
by some reference to the source material, and the connections between them made explicit. This can be
described, as in the AO2b mark scheme, as ‘reasoning from the evidence’ and the reasoning needs to be
explicit. It is the key difference between treating sources as information (L2) and treating them as sources of
evidence, which needs to be interpreted and explained.
Many candidates appeared to believe that pointing out agreement or disagreement between sources or
parts of sources meets the requirements of cross-referencing. There remains a widespread tendency for
candidates to analyse (or too often describe) the content of each source in turn, then try to draw out points
of comparison. This tends to lead either to responses that are overly long, or to comparisons that are brief
and general. The purpose of cross-referencing is to develop and bring out the implications of sources as a
set, on the basis that if they are used in combination they offer more understanding than can be developed
by considering them separately or cumulatively. Cross-referencing therefore requires sources to be
broken down so that comparisons can be drawn between points, rather than between whole sources.
The candidate can then reassemble the points into an answer to the question.
An area of particular weakness seems to be the application of provenance, using the nature and purpose
of a source to evaluate the signiﬁcance and reliability of the evidence within it. Very few candidates failed
to mention provenance, and equally few were able to apply it effectively. Many candidates could identify
‘bias’, often quite accurately, but few were then able to make a reasoned judgement as to how far this
discredited the evidence within the source. Many simply discounted the problem by ﬁnding a matching
bias in other sources. Others assumed that the nature of a source dictated its value – newspapers were
generally deemed unreliable, private letters accurate. Some candidates had difﬁculty accepting that opinions
could be both sincere and objectively unreliable. There is also a tendency for candidates to see provenance
only in negative terms, and not to take into account that testimony which is unwitting or from a ‘biased’
source can provide very strong evidence if it runs against expectation. The key issue is that provenance
needs to be related to particular points within a source to demonstrate its effects on the quality of
the evidence in relation to the particular enquiry. In (a) questions, where candidates are dealing with
contemporary sources, this is often the means by which they can come to an overall judgement.
Candidates also offered some strange perceptions as to the value of historians’ interpretations. Some
candidates were aware of different ‘schools’ of historians, and often sided with one or other according
to their own preference. A few engaged in polemics to the point where their response was seriously
undermined. It is clear that the concept of reliability remains difﬁcult for many candidates, but most have
some idea of how to approach contemporary sources. However, historians’ views do not lend themselves to
explicit evaluation for ‘reliability’. The best candidates demonstrated an understanding that historians
offer views that are based on reliable research, but are nevertheless interpretations using evidence and
judgement. As such, they indicate possible explanations of the past, from which we can learn by comparing
the different interpretations, and evaluating them in the light of the evidence in order to develop our own.
Candidates will address this more fully in A2, especially in Unit 3. it is not expected that they will routinely
demonstrate a full appreciation of historical interpretation at AS level. However, those who understand
that historians’ views are interpretations, and that they can be both valid and varied, are likely to reach high
levels at AS as well as laying good foundation for further progress. In the context of the Unit 2 examination,
the historians’ sources often provide a structure for the (b) response as a whole. They allow conﬂicting
arguments to be established, evaluated against the other sources and the candidate’s contextual knowledge,
and used as the basis of a balanced judgement as required for L4. In doing this candidates can evaluate the
historians’ sources without speciﬁc consideration of ‘reliability’.
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In both (a) and (b) questions the best candidates offered an overall judgement drawn from
their preceding arguments. However an effective judgement cannot simply ignore the existence
of conﬂicting evidence, or describe differences before asserting a preference. The key to L4 is
recognition of different or conﬂicting interpretations and an attempt to weigh the quality of
evidence in order to judge between them or resolve apparent conﬂicts. In (b) questions candidates
could also assess historians’ judgements, such as the role and signiﬁcance of particular factors,
in the light of the evidence and their own knowledge. Some candidates offered these elements
within the body of their response, others in a developed conclusion. The best did both, pointing to
evaluation as they developed their arguments, and summarising the results in a direct comparison
at the end.
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Option C1
Question 1a
This question was tackled well with the vast majority achieving at least a good Level 2 and many moving
into Levels 3 and 4. Most candidates supported the challenge presented by source 3 with detailed crossreferencing and it was pleasing to see that the majority were aware of the need to address the source
attributions as part of the process of arriving at a judgement. However, there is still a tendency among some
candidates to dismiss evidence out of hand if the author is deemed to be biased. Perhaps unsurprisingly
it was Haig who was subjected most frequently to this treatment. Those performing at higher levels
were able to apply the provenance to evaluate speciﬁc elements of a source rather than make sweeping
generalisations. Thus, many noted that while Haig would be keen to defend his command in the immediate
aftermath of the war, he was also in a better position to appreciate the overall strategic impact of the
Somme campaign. Along with a precise application of provenance, another hallmark of high performing
candidates was the ability to reconcile conﬂicting sources through close reading. Many, for example, noted
that Carrington and Shaw qualiﬁed their stances and so shared some common ground, with the former
admitting there was no ‘decisive victory’ and the latter acknowledging that something ‘was gained’. Those
who were able to combine the skills of close textual reading, precise cross-referencing and the directed
application of provenance to weigh up the strength of the evidence contained in the source material
accessed the very top marks.

Examiner Comments
The following two examples illustrate either end of the mark range. The ﬁrst script is typical of responses
that fell within the Level 2 mark band. The sources are taken in isolation and summarised and then surface
matched, although there is one, partially developed, attempt at a comparison on the loss of life. A separate
section is then dedicated to the analysis of provenance to explain the conﬂicting interpretations. It would
have been more useful if this had been integrated with the analysis as part of the process of weighing
up the strength of the sources as evidence. The response was awarded a low Level 2 (6/20) for the brief
attempt to provide a developed comparison and the awareness of the need to utilise provenance, although
this was undermined by confusion over military ranks.
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Examiner Comments
By contrast the following script, which is operating at Level 4, uses the sources as a set and integrates
references to the source attributions into the analysis as part of the process of arriving at a judgement.
Inferences are drawn from the tone of Source 1 and this is used in conjunction with an examination of the
provenance to evaluate the evidence contained in the source. Close textual reading and a brief, focused use
of contextual knowledge about the battle are employed to reconcile the differences between the sources.
The response merited a secure Level 4 award (18/20), with a rather weak conclusion which fails to arrive at
a judgement preventing it from gaining full marks.
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Question 1bi
This was the less popular of the two choices for part (b). This may have been a consequence of a narrow
reading of the question by many candidates. However, those who attempted it produced some very good
answers with an impressive range of own knowledge deployed to argue both for and against the view. Most
candidates could access through the source material the debate on the role of censorship in shaping the
reporting of the war and many supplemented this with a ﬁrm grasp of the nature of late Victorian and early
Edwardian society. Weaker candidates tended to rely almost exclusively on information from the sources
but a pleasing number built up focused and developed responses by the careful application of relevant
contextual understanding. Generally, candidates were able to argue against the view in the question more
effectively than they could argue for it, with many displaying an impressive knowledge of the nature and
role of the press in representing the war. The relationship between the new press and the jingo crowd was
explored by many, with the volunteer movement and Mafeking Night being used as evidence of the patriotic
fervour that prevented the press from adopting a pro-Boer stance. Higher performing candidates used
Source 4 to discuss the role and outlook of the war correspondent, with Winston Churchill often used to
exemplify Stanley’s point. Very few, however, could extend their knowledge of Churchill’s career to explore
the informal relationship that existed between commanding ofﬁcer and war correspondent. Similarly, only
the very best employed any sense of the chronology of the war to show that as the conﬂict drifted on into
its guerrilla stage so enthusiasm waned and press attitudes began to shift.

Examiner Comments
The response below displayed many of the characteristics of the top level in both AO1 and AO2.
A good range of accurate own knowledge is deployed in combination with the source material to
offer a focused, balanced and developed analysis. The candidate interrogates the source material
through cross-referencing and integration with own knowledge, and this leads on to an overall
judgement which utilises both relevant factual material and information from the sources. The
script was awarded a secure Level 4 in both assessment objectives.
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Question 1bii
The question focused on the impact of war on the role and status of women in society. Although all
three sources clearly dealt with the impact of the Great War, the question did not specify any particular
conﬂict and candidates could, therefore, include material relating to any of the three wars covered by the
speciﬁcation. Nearly all focused exclusively on the First World War, with only a very small number extending
the range by making brief references to the work of Florence Nightingale and/or Mary Seacole. This was as
expected. Virtually all those who opted for this question achieved at least Level 2 by accessing the debate
through the source material and then extending it by reference to their own knowledge. The most common
reason for failing to move into Level 3 and higher was an over-reliance on generalisations when assessing
the claims made in the sources. Thus, although weaker candidates understood in general terms the demands
that total war made on the domestic workforce, they were often unable to cite speciﬁc evidence to
illustrate how women were affected. However, there were many responses that used Source 8 as a platform
to develop extensive own knowledge detailing the nature and scale of the new employment opportunities
that opened up in both the civilian and military spheres. According to the quality of evidence deployed and
the extent of source integration this line of argument could take candidates to the Level 3/4 borderline.
Higher performing candidates were able to move the analysis on from a narrow focus on employment by
linking the reference in Source 7 to ‘attitude’ with Asquith’s apparent volte-face in Source 8 to explore the
effect of the war on women’s sense of self and the public perception of women’s position in society.

Examiner Comments
The following example illustrates the approach adopted by many of the good responses to this question.
The candidate starts by using the sources to establish the debate and then continues to use the sources as
a set to develop the different lines of argument. Reasoning from the evidence is achieved through crossreferencing the sources and integrating them with own knowledge. There is a clear structure, with both sides
of the debate addressed and the focus sustained throughout. However, the response is by no means perfect.
The breadth of own knowledge is a little restricted and there are some rather sweeping statements made.
The conclusion is also rather too brief. As a result the response scored highly in AO2 with a high Level 4 but
slightly less well in AO1 where it was awarded a borderline Level 3/4.
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Option C2
Question 2a
The majority of candidates performed well on this question with very few falling below a solid Level 2. The
reason for some failing to achieve higher was a tendency to analyse the sources in sequence leaving any crossreferencing implicit rather than explicit. The conﬂict between Sources 10 and 11 was highlighted by virtually
everyone, although the comments on provenance, especially for Source 11, were often restricted to simple and
generalised assertions of bias. A number of candidates struggled to make sense of the apparent shift in tone
between Sources 10 and 12 with many missing the signiﬁcance of the phrase ‘in their eyes at least’. A pleasing
number of candidates could apply sound contextual knowledge to advance their understanding of the sources,
with many aware that The Times was staunchly anti-suffrage. Better responses drew an important distinction
between popularity and publicity and, by locating Emily Davison’s actions in the Suffragettes’ maxim of ‘deeds
not words’, could reconcile Source 10 with the contention in the question by arguing that there is no such thing
as bad publicity. There were many strong responses to this question with evidence of detailed cross-referencing
and the careful application of provenance to weigh up the strength of the source material, and these operated
within the good Level 3/low Level 4 bracket. However, only a few continued to the next stage and reached a
judgement based on their analysis of the evidence. Candidates should be reminded that it is important to leave
enough time to provide a develop conclusion in which a substantiated assessment of ‘how far’ is reached.

Examiner Comments
The example that follows displays many of the characteristics of a strong response to part (a)
questions. The sources are taken as a set and cross-referencing is, therefore, sustained throughout
the piece. Similarly, comments on provenance are not restricted to an isolated paragraph at the
end but are integrated throughout thereby providing an on-going evaluation of the strength of
evidence contained in the source material. There is close textual reading of Source 12 (‘in their
eyes’) to reconcile it with source 10 and there is an attempt to arrive at a developed judgement.
Although more could be made of source 11, the quality of the analysis and sustained focus on
cross-referencing and evaluating evidence merits an award of 18/20.
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Question 2bi
This was the more popular of the two options for part (b). Most candidates had ﬁrm grasp of the context of
the period and could locate any possible advances that accrued from educational reform in the prevailing
ideological culture of ‘separate spheres’ and ‘the angel in the house’. However, a number of candidates were
limited in their knowledge of speciﬁc changes in educational opportunities and were, therefore, restricted to
an analysis based on a combination of source material and generalised background. These rarely managed
to go beyond borderline Level 2/3. Better responses used the references to the Girls’ Public Day School
Company and higher education in Source 14 to explore the nature and limitations of the new openings for
women at schools and universities. Similarly, Source 13 led many to examine the impact of the Education
Act of 1870. Those operating at the higher levels were aware of the importance of class as well as gender
in educational opportunities and recognised that the report in Source 13 was focusing on working-class
girls while the new schools mentioned in Sources 14 and 15 were targeting a middle and upper-middleclass market. The best responses appreciated that all three sources could be used both to challenge, by
emphasising the deeply embedded nature of the separate spheres ideology in Victorian public consciousness,
and support, by underlining the potential beneﬁts of educational reforms, the contention in the question.

Examiner Comments
The example that follows highlights some of the characteristics of a high performing response. A very
good grasp of context is displayed and accurate own knowledge is deployed in conjunction with the
source material to advance a focused and occasionally sophisticated argument. The sources are used
frequently to draw out arguments both for and against the contention in the question. The candidate
develops reasoning from the evidence by cross-referencing information from the sources with their own
knowledge as well as with points drawn from the other sources. Although, there could have been a greater
range of material on speciﬁc reforms to the educational system, the quality of analysis, the strength of
the conceptual understanding and the sustained focused are sufﬁcient to place this script in the Level 4
bracket for both Assessment Objectives. It was awarded 21/24 for AO1 and 13/16 for AO2.
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Question 2bii
Many candidates who attempted this question based their responses largely around the source material.
Although nearly all identiﬁed the opposing standpoints adopted by Sources 16 and 18, lack of precise
contextual knowledge led some to treat the material as a summary of information rather than evidence
to be interrogated. There was some confusion over the term ‘Press boycott’ in Source 18 with a signiﬁcant
number mistakenly assuming that the press was on the receiving end of the boycott. Good responses
moved beyond viewing Sources 16 and 18 as being in absolute disagreement and were able to point to
some areas of reconciliation. Thus, Strachey’s grudging acknowledgement of the expansion of the women’s
movement is reﬂected in much of Source 16. Similarly, those with good contextual knowledge showed an
appreciation of the ambivalent nature of the evidence presented in source 17, by noting that the growth
of female representation on local government was taking place in the speciﬁcally gendered ﬁeld of School
and Poor Law Boards. Many candidates found it difﬁcult to provide detailed evidence linked to Rubinstein’s
focus in Source 16 on the 1890s and so, instead, presented a potted history of the progress of the women’s
movement since the mid-century. The material in this approach was of implicit relevance and could,
therefore, be awarded at level 3 for AO1 depending on depth and quality, but to move into the top of the
level and progress on into Level 4 more precisely focused evidence relating to the fortunes of the women’s
movement in the last decade or so of the nineteenth century was required. Here, for example, the very best
could use Rubinstein’s references to ‘party political activity’ to explore the activities and limitations of such
organisations as the Primrose League and the Women’s Liberal Federation and, thus, locate their judgement
ﬁrmly in the period deﬁned by the question.

Conclusion
There were many good responses offered in all options. A few lacked sound knowledge of the periods
that they had studied, and there were a number whose understanding was simplistic. Some had difﬁculty
in expressing their points clearly because they lacked conﬁdence in using the terminology of the period.
However, most candidates had some range of knowledge and some understanding of how to approach
the questions. Most attempted to focus on the question and there were relatively few who wrote purely
narrative or descriptive responses. A signiﬁcant weakness in part (b) was the tendency to rely mainly on
the information taken from sources, but most candidates offered some contextual knowledge or showed
contextual understanding. Most candidates were capable of reaching L3, although poor planning and timing
sometimes prevented them from doing so.
Points for improvement are:
In both (a) and (b) questions, sources should be analysed as a set to draw out points for and against
the claim in the question, before planning a response. This allows conﬂicting interpretations to be
established to structure the response.
Both (a) and (b) questions require a developed conclusion that addresses the conﬂicting arguments and
judges between them or shows how they can be combined.
Any judgement must be based on both quality and quantity of evidence – i.e. the content and
provenance of the sources, interpreted and evaluated in context. In (a) questions contextual knowledge
informs interpretation; in (b) questions it is deployed to develop it.
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