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Introduction
General comments
A significant number of candidates were able to achieve marks at Level 3 or above in all
assessment objectives, offering a considered analysis of the given source evidence, focused
towards the demands of the questions, allied to strong contextual understanding and with
effective deployment of well-selected own knowledge. It was pleasing to see that many of the
issues raised in previous sessions which had hampered candidate performance were reduced,
with skills in handling evidence generally being demonstrated in relation to the specific issues
raised. That said, certain common errors were apparent, in some cases, where candidates
appeared to be attempting to apply source skills in a manner not appropriate to the questions.
Therefore, this report attempts to set out certain areas in which future responses could be
improved, whilst also illustrating different levels of response across the various questions.

A questions
In January it was suggested that the most common reason for low performance in the part (a)
question was an inability to comprehend and interpret the source material effectively, and that,
more often than not, it stemmed from rushed and careless reading. Fewer examples of this issue
were found this time around, although there is still a correlation between the degree to which
candidates examine the content of the sources, considering the detail within in the context
of both the provenance and the issues raised by the question, and the degree to which the
subtleties of the sources are explored towards a successful response. Together, the sources offer
a range of views, and the majority of candidates were adept at identifying and developing from
these. However, the evidence provided by individual sources often has certain ambiguities which
can be developed in different ways, and some otherwise sound responses fail to consider this.
The following reasons seem to account for some of these limitations:
1. Some responses took sources taken at face value, or seem to ignore the information given in
the source header.
2. Whilst most candidates seek to evaluate the sources, some tend towards generic or stock
responses which fail to really engage consideration of provenance with the specifics of what
the sources have to say. Although many candidates are able to draw upon taught approaches
to provenance, nature and the like, it is those who are able to balance this with independent
thought who tend to produce the strongest analysis.
3. Most candidates were able to cross-reference successfully. However, a significant minority of
candidates still conduct a sequenced trawl through the sources. Such responses thus focus too
heavily describing the sources and/or drawing inferences from them, resulting in a limited
summative comparison.
4. Some responses still tend to deal with reliability as a separate issue, either sequentially, or as
a comparison of the reliability of the three sources.
In the main, candidates seemed well prepared concerning the issue of the application of
contextual understanding for question A, an issue highlighted in January. Many candidates were
able to consider evidence in the light of historical context, using this to consider discrepancies
between sources or towards giving weight to the evidence. However, a small minority still
seem to desire to go beyond this, offering an explanation of the issues in the question in

History 6HI02 C
2

depth, with limited reference to sources. Such responses at best became sidetracked, and in
the more extreme cases failed to address the demands of the question, which is the analysis,
interpretation and evaluation of evidence from the sources in order to reach a judgement.
A small minority of candidates were hampered by time management issues, in terms of devoting
too long to the a) question at the expense of the subsequent question. This was often where
candidates had described the content of individual sources at length.

B questions
Candidates were, on the whole, focused on the question with many at least attempting analysis.
However some responses offered relevant and in many cases well detailed factual knowledge
that they did not always link to arguments in the given sources. The sources provide viewpoints
on issues or stated factors that candidates can utilise, offering an analysis of these drawing
on contextual knowledge. A number of candidates engaged with sources with clear conceptual
understanding but failed to support their answer with sufficient contextual detail. These
disappointingly relied on the sources too much, without showing their ability to balance the
presentation or argument, although this was not in itself a barrier to the higher levels. On the
other hand, a significant minority of responses were both well detailed and with a very secure
connection between own knowledge and the sources. The best candidates synthesised sources
and knowledge to develop a clear line of reasoning and to test the validity of the views provided
using their knowledge. Such answers were able to reach Level 4 in both assessment objectives by
offering a balanced analysis, integrating contextual knowledge with source material.
There was some overall improvement in candidates’ handling of evidence within the part b)
question, with greater focus towards the demands of AO2b. However, there is still a minority of
candidates who attempt to address issues of the provenance and reliability of secondary evidence
in answers. Whilst reasoned and focused consideration of historiographical issues can obviously
play a role in the analysis and evaluation of the given views at the highest levels, this at times
tended towards doing so for the sake of it. Speculative comments regarding the authorship of
one source being twenty years after another, or assertions based on the title of the book it is
from does little to help candidates engage with the views and interpretations. At best this means
candidates are wasting time and at worst it became a substitute for valid argument and analysis.
Many candidates addressed the question as they might a part a), by simply analysing the sources
and commenting on the provenance. Stronger responses often clearly identified the views within
the given evidence as a starting point, analysing these through interrogation and corroboration
using their own knowledge, exploring the relationship between and relative strengths of the
different views, offering judgement on their overall strength and validity, or aspects of these.
One further aspect in which candidates could develop their work is through considering the
specific demands of particular questions and what higher level analysis would be for these.
Where a question has essentially asked which is the most important factor in bringing about
an outcome, the majority of responses are well able to identify these from the sources and
own knowledge, offering a mainly focused response with some analysis. However, fewer
candidates offer real explicit awareness and development recognising that factors are often
interrelated. Similarly, many candidates reach Level 3 by broadly examining success and failure
on such questions, without weighing up the relative merits in order to judge whether successes
outweighed failures. The given evidence often gives consideration to these issues, either
individually or as a set; whilst students are clearly free to reach alternative judgements, students
giving careful consideration to these in the first place are more likely to achieve the highest
levels in both
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Question 1(a)
Virtually all candidates could access Level 2 by highlighting the basic challenge between the
sources and supporting this with cross-referencing of surface detail. Thus, the depiction of
Raglan as uncaring and incompetent in Source 1 was contrasted with the positive attributes
outlined in sources 2 and 3. Higher performing candidates picked up on some of the finer nuances
of the sources and recognised that the challenge posed by Sources 2 and 3 was, to an extent,
mitigated by their focus on personal qualities rather than professional competence. There was
also evidence of careful application of provenance by many candidates. It was, for example,
noted that Panmure’s observations were made shortly after Raglan’s death and this was used to
evaluate the weight that should be applied to his rather insipid compliments. At the lower levels,
comments on source attribution were rather less secure. Many dismissed The Times as biased or
became bogged down in speculation about the combat experience of the two authors of Sources
1 and 2. The very best took account of differences in timing and focus to qualify the extent of
any challenge posed.
The following response, though lacking clarity on occasions, is conceptually operating at Level 4
although part b is borderline level 3/4.

History 6HI02 C
4

History 6HI02 C
5

History 6HI02 C
6

Examiner Comments
The basic challenge between the sources is highlighted and
supported in the first paragraph. There then follows a lengthy
examination of the provenance of the sources. Although not
all the points are fully directed and developed, there is valid
comment on the constraints that may have affected the opinions
of the authors of sources 2 and 3. The candidate briefly alludes
to the difference in focus between Source 1 (professional)
and Sources 2 and 3 (personal). Finally, there is a supported
conclusion in which as judgement is reached. Throughout
this answer, the candidate has used the sources as a set and
displayed sophisticated source-handling skills. The response
would, therefore, receive a secure level 4 mark.
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Question 1 (b) (i)
This was the slightly less popular of the options for part b. Most candidates could access the
debate through the conflicting interpretations presented in the sources but, at the lower levels,
only very limited contextual knowledge was deployed to exemplify and develop the issues raised
in the source material. Indeed, for some the very fact that social welfare reform followed on
from the Second South African War was proof enough of a direct causal link. Higher performing
candidates picked up and expanded on the references to the recruitment crisis and linked this
to some of the Liberal reforms after 1906, although here some drifted into lengthy accounts of
military rather than social reform. Many candidates displayed an impressive range of relevant
contextual knowledge about national efficiency debates and the state of the nation and could
use this to develop the counter-argument presented in Source 6. The very best could present a
balanced and supported analysis, in which detailed and secure own knowledge was used evaluate
the representations in the sources and arrive at an overall judgement.
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Examiner Comments
For part bi the response displays a clear understanding of the key issues involved in the
question but lacks the contextual knowledge required to achieve a top mark. In the first
paragraph the candidate leads with Source 6 and cross-references this with source 5.
Close textual reading allows a sophisticated argument about the extent to which the
second South African War was the catalyst for rather than initiator of social reform.
This is then supported in the following paragraph by some relevant but rather vague
contextual knowledge. The conclusion is focused, integrates the sources into the overall
judgement and attempts balance. However, again a lack of depth to the candidate’s own
knowledge makes it less convincing than it might have been. The extract typifies the
approach adopted by the candidate throughout the piece and, as a result, an award on
the borderline of Level 3/4 was made for AO2b but this was offset by an AO1 award at the
bottom end of Level 3.
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Question 1 (b) (ii)
Virtually all candidates recognised the basic contrast between the views in Sources 7 and 8 (for
the contention) and those in Source 9 (against). For those who failed to go beyond Level 2 the
main reason was a lack of detailed contextual knowledge; responses in this bracket tended to be
restricted to generalisations about life in the trenches or assertions about Haig’s incompetence.
At the higher levels there was an appreciation of the different themes raised Sources 7 and 8,
with Kelly addressing tactical advancement and Corrigan focusing on technological innovation,
and this was combined with sufficient own knowledge to extend and evaluate the key issues
raised. It was encouraging to see that a sizeable number of candidates were not prepared
to accept without some discussion Laffin’s view that senior commanders were ‘inflexible’,
and, when assessing the extent to which warfare was revolutionised, were keen to take into
consideration the problems posed by trench warfare. A few candidates, rather than looking for
evidence of tactical and technological development between 1914 and 1918, instead chose to
treat the Great War as a constant and compare it to the preceding conflicts in South Africa and
the Crimea. This had some validity and was rewarded accordingly. However, such an approach
missed the significance of the source material, which focused on progress or otherwise in the
course of the Great War.

History 6HI02 C
14

History 6HI02 C
15

History 6HI02 C
16

History 6HI02 C
17

Examiner Comments
This excerpt from a script presents the case in support of the view in the contention.
Although the candidate has outlined the debate from the sources in the introduction, the
source material is then sidelined in favour of a detailed exposition using own knowledge.
The range of material used is impressive but opportunities to integrate this detailed
understanding of the topic with the source material have, for the most part, been
ignored. As it stands, this response would, unsurprisingly, receive a low mark for AO2b yet
this would not be fully compensated by a high award in AO1. For Level 3 in AO1, responses
should begin to link contextual knowledge with points drawn from the sources. To avoid
falling into this trap, this candidate could, instead of using quotations from the sources
as an afterthought at the end of paragraphs, have started each fresh argument with
evidence from the sources, thus underlining the fact that it is the representation in the
source material that is being evaluated through the deployment of contextual knowledge.

Examiner Tip
Ensure you read the attributions carefully. All the
information included in the attribution is there to
help you weigh up the evidence contained in the
source.
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Question 2
This was the slightly less popular of the options for part b. Nearly all candidates could utilise
the sources as a starting point for the arguments for and against the contention in the question.
For those operating at the lower levels contextual knowledge was limited and although there
was a general appreciation of the dominant ‘separate spheres’ ideology this was not directed
specifically on the world of work. It was also noticeable that a number of candidates exemplified
their responses with material that went well go beyond the scope of the question, with an
exploration of women’s contribution to the wartime economy being a common feature. Higher
performing candidates not only recognised the conflicting viewpoints presented in Source 14
(against) and Source 15 (for) but also appreciated the subtleties contained in Delves’ stance in
Source 13. This evidence was then used as a platform to deploy some detailed and focused own
knowledge, with an awareness shown that experience might vary according to class, occupation
or location.
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Examiner Comments
This excerpt is operating at high Level 3 for both assessment objectives. The conflict
between Sources 14 and 15 is explored in detail and used as a platform to examine some
of the key issues relating the question. There is an appreciation of that the attitude of
trade unions to female workers was not uniform across the occupations and there is some
specific exemplification drawn from one case-study. However, although there is some
relevant observation on the wider context of ‘separate spheres’, contextual knowledge
would require greater range and depth to reach Level 4. Similarly, although there is
some judicious selection from Sources 14 and 15 to establish some of the key issues,
opportunities to integrate Source 13 are missed and the reasoning from the evidence of
the sources is restricted by a lack of specificity in contextual knowledge. Nonetheless,
this is a response that displays a clear understanding of some of the main issues involved
in the debate and a sound, if generalised, grasp of the topic. It received good Level 3
marks for both assessment objectives
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Question 2(a)
There were some very good responses to this question with an encouraging number of candidates
able to, at least partially, evaluate the extent of the challenge posed by identifying areas of
reconciliation between the sources. Thus, a sizeable number noted that both Sources 11 and 12
made reference to Mrs. Pankhurst’s autocratic nature, with those performing at higher levels
appreciating that for The Times this was evidence of her selfless commitment to the cause
whereas Billington-Greig viewed it as little more than self-aggrandisement. Similarly, many noted
that both Sources 10 and 11 referred to the ‘emotion’ that was at the heart of Mrs. Pankhurst’s
approach and appreciated that, in contrast to the positive reading in Source 10, BillingtonGreig in Source 12 regarded this as an exploitative tool. Most candidates made some attempt
to evaluate the significance of the source attributions and this frequently went beyond simple
claims of bias. The very best directed any examination of provenance towards the strength of the
evidence contained in the sources – for example Brailsford’s personal and ideological connection
with the women’s movement was used to evaluate the worth that should be attached to his
positive assessment of Mrs. Pankhurst.
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Examiner Comments
For part a, this response was awarded a secure Level 4 mark. The first two paragraphs
contain detailed and supported cross-referencing in which similarities as well as
differences between the sources are highlighted. The remainder of the response attempts
to weigh up the evidence contained in the sources by exploring the source attributions.
Although this might have been more effective had it been integrated with the section on
cross-referencing and, hence, directly applied to specific evidence, it does nonetheless go
well beyond generalised assertions about bias or reliability and is focused on the task.
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Question 2(b)
The more popular of the two b options was bii. This was a question in which many candidates
displayed an impressive command of the subject matter. Higher performing responses recognised
that the key word in the question was ‘formidable’ and, as such, appreciated that Perkin
(Source 17) was challenging Pugh (Source 18) by noting the halting nature of progress in this
period. There was also an awareness shown by many that the view espoused by Robins (Source
16) may well have be driven by her political agenda. Some contextual knowledge based around
the ‘angel in the house’ philosophy was shown by most candidates with those performing at
higher levels able to use a detailed understanding of the topic to expand on the themes raised
in the sources and seize on some of the legislative reforms adumbrated in Source 18 to argue
both for and against the contention. The very best offered a balanced analysis in which the
source material and contextual knowledge was used in combination to arrive at a considered and
focused judgement.
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Examiner Comments
For part bii, this script exemplifies many of the characteristics of a Level 4 response.
In the opening paragraphs the debate is outlined through a detailed examination of the
source material and this is then developed by some accurate and focused contextual
knowledge. The sources (first Perkin and then Pugh) are used as a starting point for the
analysis and, consequently, there is a clear recognition that it is the validity of contrasting
interpretations of the past that needs to be tested. By adopting this approach, the
candidate ensures that their detailed contextual knowledge will be rewarded at both
AO1 and AO2b. The conclusion (another key requirement of a top performing script) is
developed and uses the source material and own knowledge in combination to evaluate
the extent to which progress in this period can be considered ‘formidable’. This is by no
means a perfect answer but it is conceptually very sound, addressing all the key skills
involved in a part b question, and, hence, was fully deserving of the secure Level 4 award
it received for both assessment objectives.

Examiner Tip
For part b questions use the sources in the
introduction to give an overview of the debate, and
remember to refer to them again to support your
judgement in the conclusion.

Grade Boundaries
Grade

Max. Mark
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D

E
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