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Question Introduction 

On Question 5, stronger responses were clearly focused on the extracts, and possessed 
the confidence and understanding to develop an extract-based analysis of how far the 
Fourth Crusade failed because it was in the interests of Venice to attack 
Constantinople. Higher scoring answers offered some comparative analysis of the two 
extracts, and used own knowledge effectively to examine the merits/validity of the 
views presented. Stronger responses were also focused on the precise question 
(whether it was the interests of Venice which led the Fourth Crusade to attack 
Constantinople), rather than the general issue of the failure of the Fourth Crusade, 
and put forward a reasoned judgement on the given issue, referencing the views in the 
extracts. Weaker answers tended to show some understanding of the extracts and 
attempted to focus on how far the Fourth Crusade failed because it was in the interests 
of Venice to attack Constantinople. Such responses, however, demonstrated limited 
development by relying on a basic ‘Dandolo versus crusaders’ approach. At the lower 
levels, basic points were selected from the extracts for illustration and comparisons 
made between the two extracts were fairly rudimentary. Weaker candidates 
sometimes also relied almost exclusively on the extracts as sources of information 
about the role of doge Dandolo and Venice generally. This in turn meant that weaker 
candidates tended to miss the counter argument in extract 1 and therefore failed to 
see that extract 1, unlike extract 2 did not blame Dandolo for the failure of the Fourth 
Crusade. Others made limited use of the two extracts and attempted to answer the 
question relying largely on their own knowledge. Moreover, in lower scoring responses, 
the candidate's own knowledge tended to be illustrative (e.g. just tacked on to points 
from the extracts) or drifted from the main focus of the question. Furthermore, these 
answers were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made 
unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.  

Examiner Comment on Example Script 

 

This response shows understanding of the extracts and shows some analysis of their 
key features. For example the importance of Zara to the Venetians is dealt with quite 
well. The knowledge used by the candidate develops the extracts and allows the 
candidate to offer some discussion. The extracts are not simply used as sources of 
information. The interpretation in extract 1 is assessed before looking at extract 2. 
The candidate does expand on some issues in the extracts but does not develop the 
rival interpretations that they represent very far. This limits the judgement on offer 
and makes this a competent level 3 answer rather than level 4.  

Examiner Tip 

 

When analysing the extracts highlight the two historian's interpretations. Plan your 
response with the rival interpretations in mind and refer to them in both the 
introduction and conclusion. 
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Paper Summary 

 
Features commonly found in responses which were successful within the higher 
levels: 

 
·         Candidates paying close attention to the date ranges in the question 

 
·         Sufficient consideration given to the issue in the question (e.g. main 

factor), as well as some other factors 
 

·         Explain their judgement fully – this need not be in an artificial or abstract 
way, but demonstrate their thinking in relation to the concepts and topic they 
are writing about 

 
·         Focus carefully on the second-order concept targeted in the question 

 
·         Give consideration to timing, to enable themselves to complete all three 

question with approximately the same time given over to each one 
 

·         An appropriate level, in terms of depth of detail and analysis, as required 
by the question – e.g. a realistic amount to enable a balanced and rounded 
answer on breadth questions 

 
Common issues which hindered performance: 

 
·         Pay little heed to the precise demands of the question, e .g. write about 

the topic without focusing on the question, or attempt to give an answer to a 
question that hasn’t been asked – most frequently, this meant treating 
questions which targeted other second-order concepts as causation questions 

 
·         Answer a question without giving sufficient consideration to the given issue 

in the question (e.g. looking at other causes, consequences, etc, with only 
limited reference to that given in the question) 

 
·         Answers which only gave a partial response, e.g. a very limited span of the 

date range, or covered the stated cause/consequence, with no real 
consideration of other issues 

 
·         Assertion of change, causation, sometimes with formulaic repetition of the 

words of the question, with limited explanation or analysis of how exactly this 
was a change, cause, of the issue within the question.  

 
·         Judgement is not reached, or not explained 

 
·         A lack of detail 

 

 

 



 

Section C responses: 

 
Features commonly found in responses which were successful within the higher 
levels: 

 
·         Candidates paying close attention to the precise demands of the question, 

as opposed to seemingly pre-prepared material covering the more general 
controversy as outlined in the specification 

 
·         Thorough use of the extracts; this need not mean using every point they 

raise, but a strong focus on these as views on the question 
 

·         A confident attempt to use the two extracts together, e.g. consideration 
of their differences, attempts to compare their arguments, or evaluate their 
relative merits 

 
·         Careful use of own knowledge, e.g. clearly selected to relate to the issues 

raised within the sources, confidently using this to examine the arguments 
made, and reason through these in relation to the given question; at times, 
this meant selection over sheer amount of knowledge 

 
·         Careful reading of the extracts, to ensure the meaning of individual 

statements and evidence within these were used in the context of the 
broader arguments made by the authors 

 
·         Attempts to see beyond the stark differences between sources, e.g. 

consideration of the extent to which they disagreed, or attempts to reconcile 
their arguments 

 
Common issues which hindered performance: 

 
·         Limited use of the extracts, or an imbalance in this, e.g. extensive use of 

one, with limited consideration of the other 
 

·         Limited comparison or consideration of the differences between the given 
interpretations 

 
·         Using the extracts merely as sources of support 

 
·         Heavy use of own knowledge, or even seemingly pre-prepared arguments, 

without real consideration of these related to the arguments in the sources 
 

·         Statements or evidence from the source being used in a manner contrary 
to that given in the sources, e.g. through misinterpretation of the meaning of 
the arguments, or lifting of detail without thought to the context of how it 
was applied within the extract 

 
·         A tendency to see the extracts as being polar opposites, again seemingly 

through expectation of this, without thought to where there may be degrees 
of difference, or even common ground 
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