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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 D
Question D1
1a There were some very good responses to this question, but many candidates found the sources
demanding. As in other options, a common weakness was the desire to analyse sources separately and in
isolation, which often drifted into description of their content. For example, the implications of Source
2 needed to be developed in conjunction with Source 3 to show how religion caused divisions within
Ireland and acted as a barrier to progress in dealing with the Irish national problem. Without careful
cross-referencing the full implications of the evidence were difﬁcult to see. Another tendency was to
introduce signiﬁcant quantities of contextual knowledge into the response. At best this distracted from the
interpretation of the sources, and in some cases led to signiﬁcant misinterpretation. In particular, many
candidates assumed that the Fenians were automatically Catholic in religion, and could therefore only make
sense of the last sentence in Source 1 as a desire to disestablish the [Anglican] Church of Ireland. A number
constructed invalid arguments on this basis and failed to develop valid inferences from Sources 2 and 3.
Better responses identiﬁed the religious conﬂicts within Ireland and contrasted them with resentment of
English rule and an ‘alien aristocracy’, thereby suggesting that the main obstacle to progress was English
power. The best candidates addressed the sources as a set, arguing that all three sources suggested a link
between land, religion and English power, epitomised by Source 2 and the determination of Protestant
Orangemen to retain the English link. By keeping the Irish divided, this posed an obstacle to solving the
national problem.

Examiner Comments
The response set out below goes a long way to developing a balanced judgement about the role of religion.
It argues that the Fenian desire to take religion out of the equation by separating Church and State was
an attempt to avoid the conﬂicts between Protestant and Catholic Irishmen exhibited in Sources 2 and
3, in order to unite them in a struggle for land and freedom. In this way, all three sources suggest that
religion was a major obstacle. The response has some weaknesses of organisation and expression, but the
argument is clearly developed. The Sources are cross-referenced and provenance is taken into account.
It does offer a perceptive overall judgement based on inference and reasoning from the evidence of the
Sources as a set. It therefore reached L4, but the lack of a developed conclusion to summarise the points
meant that it achieved only 17 marks out of 20.
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1bi Question 1bi was the more popular of the two options in part (b) and was generally answered well.
Some candidates attempted to rely on the sources to structure their response, but this only worked well
if they had previously cross-referenced them. Sources 4 and 6 could be used effectively to argue that a
peaceful solution to Ireland’s problems was highly unlikely in 1814, and that therefore the war made little
difference or, as Source 6 suggested, actually prevented civil war. Few candidates were able to develop the
role of the Tories effectively, and most concentrated on the situation in Ireland, particularly the roles of
Carson and Craig and the resistance to Home Rule in Ulster. On this issue there was great deal of sound
knowledge. Some candidates were also able to explain the problems faced by the Liberals, and Asquith
in particular, and the best utilised Source 4 to show the interaction of English domestic politics with
the situation in Ireland. Source 5 was effectively used to introduce a counter argument, and some good
candidates were able to refer to events during the war, particularly the issue of conscription and the Easter
Rising to develop the argument that delay in implementing Home Rule lad to frustration, more radical
attitudes, and eventually failure to ﬁnd a peaceful solution. Others were able to link Sources 4 and 5 to
argue that, had the war not distracted politicians like Churchill and Redmond from the issue of Home Rule,
a solution based on partition would have been developed in spite of the difﬁculties. The best responses
attempted to weigh up the arguments in order to reach a balanced judgement. Some argued that Source
5 was not reliable, representing what Dillon wanted to believe rather than reality, while others challenged
Churchill’s view that the Tories would support Ulster as a means of pressurising Redmond into making
concessions. The very best responses showed clear understanding that all such judgements are based on
interpretation, and cannot be conclusive.
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1bii Question 1bii was handled less effectively than 1bi, although there were a number of good responses.
Weaker responses tended to select points taken at face value from the sources, and lacked detailed
knowledge to develop them. Some misunderstood source 7 and argued that the British government was
opposed to Home Rule. Better responses cross-referenced Sources 7 and 8 to argue that partition was
increasingly accepted as inevitable in Britain, and utilised Sources 8 and 9 to suggest that opinion in Ireland
remained divided. This was supported by contextual knowledge of the Anglo-Irish war and the later civil
war in Ireland to suggest that partition was not accepted in 1918 but came to be seen as unavoidable in
the ensuing three years. Some candidates also referred to long-term developments to show how resistance
to Home Rule in Ulster had made partition an increasingly likely solution since the failure of Gladstone’s
efforts at Home Rule, and argue that all but a small minority had accepted the idea by 1918. Others focused
on Collins’ arguments in Source 9 and the ﬁnal sentence of Source 8 to suggest that it was only accepted as
a temporary measure for political reasons.
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Question D2
2a Many candidates found the sources accessible and were able to make comparisons as required by the
question. Few failed to reach L2, but a signiﬁcant number treated the sources as information rather than
evidence. Such responses were characterised by a claim that Sources 11 and 12 totally disagreed with
Source 10, or an attempt to ﬁnd some agreement by surface matching – for example, by claiming that the
‘Ladies of the Punjab’ agreed with the Hunter Committee by ‘deploring the loss of life’ at Amritsar or that the
Committee itself stated that Dyer’s actions ‘saved the Punjab’. Candidates are expected to comprehend the
sources, even at face value, which does require attention to the meaning rather than to single phrases taken
out of context. A few candidates sought to judge the evidence on the basis of contextual knowledge, and,
for example, challenged Dyer’s evidence on the basis of knowing that he ran out of ammunition. It is helpful
for candidates to approach the sources with contextual awareness, in order to understand the signiﬁcance of
its provenance or to see the implications of their content, but care is needed in the introduction of external
‘facts’ that detract from the task of evaluating the evidence as it stands.

Most candidates, however, were able to deﬁne the conﬂicts between Source 10 and Sources 11
and 12, to utilise provenance to question the reliability of Sources 11 and 12, and in some cases
to argue that Source 10 had greater reliability because British lawyers were questioning the
actions of a British soldier. Better responses were able to analyse Source 11 in detail, to see how
Dyer’s account of his actions offered evidence to support the view in Source 10 that they were
unreasonable and unjustiﬁed. His assumptions about the intentions of the crowd, the lack of a
warning, and the amount of ammunition used were all used to indicate an overreaction. Many
responses reached L3 on this basis. Few candidates, however, fully addressed the need to make
a judgement of ‘how far’ the evidence supported the views expressed in Source 10. The best
responses used the provenance and attitudes shown in Source 12 to reinforce the implications of
Dyer’s evidence about fears of a new ‘mutiny’ to show how far the evidence of Sources 11 and 12
supported the judgement of the Hunter Committee in Source 10.

2bi Question 2bi was slightly the more popular of the options in part (b) and produced a full range
of responses. Weaker candidates tended to describe Gandhi’s actions and assert that he did or did not
contribute to the achievement of progress towards independence. A signiﬁcant number went beyond 1939,
either in describing his role or in arguing that he contributed little because the key developments came in
1940-47. Some candidates relied almost entirely on the sources; others based an argument on contextual
knowledge and made brief references to the Sources as illustrative material. A few scored well in AO1
using this approach, but lost heavily in marks for AO2. Better candidates were able to analyse the sources
as a framework showing both the strengths and weaknesses of Gandhi’s leadership, and to develop their
arguments by reference to contextual knowledge. Sources 13 and 14 were cross-referenced to argue that
Gandhi’s leadership created popular support and posed serious problems for the British, while Sources 13
and 15 were utilised to argue that he contributed little to solving internal divisions or providing a practical
and workable basis for government. Reference was made to the campaigns of 1920-22, the Salt March and
the growth of support for Congress to develop the ﬁrst argument, while the Round Table Conferences and
his relationship with the Muslim League offered support for the alternative. Some candidates challenged
the evidence of Source 14 as sympathetic to Gandhi, but most who attempted an overall judgement
focused on the limits of Gandhi’s effectiveness in terms of progress towards independence. Some argued
that he retarded progress, and attempted to consider the contribution of other leaders. Those who offered a
balanced conclusion on this basis were able to achieve L4.
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2bii Although slightly less popular, Question 2bii was addressed by a large number of candidates. The
majority utilised Sources 17 and 18 to address the issue of Britain’s ‘indecent haste’ and weaker candidates
relied heavily on the material in the sources. Some were able to develop this with accurate contextual
knowledge – for example, concerning the operation of the boundary commission or the nature and extent
of violence to reach L3. Better responses also considered the role of Congress and the Muslim League, and
argued that Indian divisions, including the part played by individual leaders, were also a signiﬁcant factor.
Many good responses looked back at the history of Indian rivalries, or drew on Source 16 to consider how
far British reluctance to make progress was a cause or a result of Hindu and Muslim rivalry. The role of
Mountbatten and his links with Congress was also addressed. The best responses sought to evaluate the
different factors and adjudicate between them and considered how they interacted.

Examiner Comments
The response set out below offers an example, which not only seeks to show the interaction
between British and Indian misjudgements to explain the reasons for a violent partition, but
also differentiates between partition and the extensive violence that accompanied in assessing
their relative responsibilities. Based on analysis and cross-referencing of the sources as evidence,
developed by reference to accurate contextual knowledge, and offering a developed judgement
based on evaluation, it merited 37 marks out of 40.
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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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