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Paper Introduction
It was pleasing to see responses of a decent standard from candidates attempting the
new AS Paper 1A which covers The Crusades, c1095-1204. The paper is divided into
three sections. Section A and Section B contain a choice of essays that assess
understanding of the period in breadth (AO1) by targeting five second order concepts
- cause, consequence, change/ continuity, similarity/difference and significance.
Section C contains one compulsory question that assesses the ability to analyse and
evaluate historical interpretations (AO3) concerning the reasons for the failure of the
Fourth Crusade. Candidates have to answer three questions – one from each Section.
Generally speaking, candidates found Section C more challenging mainly because
some of them were not entirely clear about how to analyse and evaluate the extracts
they were presented with. Moreover, the detailed knowledge base required in
Section C to add contextual material to support/challenge points derived from the
extracts was also often absent. Having said this, although a few responses were quite
brief, there was little evidence on this paper of candidates having insufficient time
to answer questions from Sections A, B or C. The ability range was wide, but the
design of the paper allowed all abilities to be catered for. Furthermore, in Sections A
and B, few candidates produced wholly descriptive essays which were devoid of
analysis and, for the most part, responses were soundly structured. The most
common weakness in Section A and B essays was a lack of knowledge. It is important
to realise that Section A and Section B questions may be set from any part of any of
the four Themes, and, as a result, full coverage of the specification is enormously
important.

8HI0_1A_Q01
Question Introduction
On Question 1, stronger responses targeted the reasons for the launch of the First and
Second Crusades and included an analysis of links between key factors and a clear
focus on the concept (causation). Sufficient knowledge was used to develop the stated
factor (the need to free and defend Jerusalem) and a range of other factors (e.g. other
religious factors such as remission of sins, political factors involving the papacy, and
the motive of wealth acquisition). Judgements made about the relative importance of
Jerusalem were reasoned and based on clear criteria. Higher scoring answers were
also clearly organised and effectively communicated. Weaker responses tended to be
generalised and, at best, offered a fairly simple, limited analysis of the reasons for the
launch of the First and Second Crusades in the years 1095-1146. Low scoring answers
were also often off focus or essentially a narrative of the period under discussion.
Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it was not developed very
far (e.g. Jerusalem as an important Christian city). Furthermore, such responses were
often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made unsubstantiated or
weakly supported judgements.

Examiner Comment on Example Script

This response has a well-focussed introduction which clearly sets out how the question
will be answered. The stated factor, the need to free and defend Jerusalem is well
treated. Jerusalem is located within other religious reasons for crusading and is used
to develop the idea of Just War and the remission of sins. The stated factor is weighed
against other factors and the political reasons involving the papacy are treated
thoughtfully. The range is a little limited and there is some imbalance with the First
Crusade receiving much more extensive treatment than the Second Crusade. The
conclusion is sustained by being drawn from the material presented, and takes this
response towards the top of level three.

Examiner Tip

Planning is essential to make sure that the time frame is fully covered and the question
is answered fully. This response would benefit from having specific examples about
why crusaders wanted to crusade.
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8HI0_1A_Q02
Question Introduction
On Question 2, stronger responses targeted the reasons for Muslim military success
after the unification of Syria by Nur ad-Din, and included an analysis of links
between key factors and a clear focus on the concept (causation). Sufficient
knowledge was used to develop the stated factor (Nur ad-Din and the unification of
Syria) and a range of other factors that explained increased Muslim military success
(e.g. the importance of the concept of Jihad, the role of Saladin and divisions among
the crusaders). Judgements made about the relative importance of the unification of
Syria by Nur ad-Din were reasoned and based on clear criteria. Higher scoring answers
were also clearly organised and effectively communicated. Weaker responses tended
to be generalised and, at best, offered a fairly simple, limited analysis of the reasons
for increasing Muslim military success in the years 1146-69. Low scoring answers were
also often off focus or essentially a narrative of the period under discussion.
Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it was not developed very
far (e.g. one military consequence of Nur ad-Din’s unification of Syria). Furthermore,
such responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made
unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.
Examiner Comment on Example Script

This is a well focussed response with good knowledge and attention to detail used as
the base from which to evaluate the substantial points made. The candidate
successfully considers the central issue in the question which is the unification of Syria
by Nur ad-Din and how that improved Muslim military success. There is good detail and
telling points of analysis are made. The candidate offers balance in considering the
limitations to some of Nur's tactics as well. The candidate confidently makes use of
key concepts such as Jihad and uses this to broaden the analysis. The response is well
argued and equally well organised and is secure level 4.
Examiner Tip

Good responses avoid using a one-sided argument and look to balance the argument.
When planning always consider strengths and limitations in favour of the stated factor.
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Question Introduction
On Question 3, stronger responses targeted how far the government of the crusader
states changed in the years 1100-87. These also included an analysis of relationships
between key issues and a focus on the concept (change/continuity) in the
question. Sufficient knowledge to develop the argument was demonstrated too (e.g.
that there was difficulty in maintaining crusader unity over the period, that the ability
to respond to the Muslim threat therefore changed, with some balance in terms of
continuity such as the continued development of trade and agriculture, and continued
if decreasing military success). Judgements made about the extent of change and
continuity in the government of the crusader states were reasoned and based on
clear criteria. Higher scoring answers were also clearly organised and effectively
communicated. Weaker responses tended to be generalised and, at best, offered a
fairly simple, limited analysis of the extent to which the government of the crusader
states changed in the years 1100-87. Low scoring answers were also often off focus
(didn’t properly engage with change/continuity) or were essentially a description of
changes in the rulers of the crusader states during the period under
discussion). Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it tended
to lack range/depth (e.g. by over concentration on the issue of the various succession
crises and the actions of individual rulers such as Baldwin IV). Furthermore, such
responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made
unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.
Examiner Comment on Example Script

Question 3 asks for focus on change and continuity over time. Candidates tended to
struggle with this. This response shows how a good answer can be offered by
establishing at the start what criteria will be used to inform the candidate's judgement.
In this case stability of rule, the amount of territory occupied and the ability to deal
with growing Muslim power are used to assess change over time. Each issue is given
consideration and the time frame is covered. The candidate clearly exemplifies change
from Baldwin's successful reign to points of disunity within the time frame. The
candidate avoids simply showing government getting weaker, resulting in the fall of
Jerusalem to Saladin, by bringing in the increased power of Muslim opposition to the
crusaders. This balances the response nicely and although in places the detail is a little
short, it retains a focus on the stated factor of government and change and continuity
over time. This wins a level 4 award.

Examiner Tip

In order to show change and continuity over time divide the time frame into distinct
periods and define them by showing turning points. Show that turning points change
some features of the topic being considered and that other features either do not
change, or only change a little.
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Question Introduction
On Question 4, stronger responses targeted how significant the military orders were to
the survival of the crusader states in the years 1120-87. These included an analysis of
the links between key issues and a focus on the concept (significance) in the question.
Sufficient knowledge was used to assess the significance of the military orders (e.g.
their military and administrative roles, their appeal as a Christian militia to European
rulers who offered funds, their prowess in key military campaigns such as at
Montsigard) set against a range of other significant reasons for the survival of the
crusader states (e.g. the role of castles and fortified settlements, the control of
seaports and the growth of trade, as well as support from Byzantium and
Europe). Judgements made about the relative significance of the military orders
were reasoned and based on clear criteria. Higher scoring answers were also clearly
organised and effectively communicated. Weaker responses tended to be generalised
and, at best, offered a fairly simple, limited analysis of how far the military orders
were the most significant reason for the survival of the crusader states in the years
1120-87. Low scoring answers also often lacked focus (didn’t engage with significance)
or were essentially a description of the military orders during these
years. Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it lacked
range/depth (e.g. limited comments on the importance of the military orders as a
source of funding from European rulers). Furthermore, such responses were often fairly
brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported
judgements.
Examiner Comment on Example Script

Question 4 asks candidates to assess the significance of the role of the Military Orders
in the survival of the crusader states. Responses to this question were mixed. Many
candidates had clearly prepared a list of factors which helped the crusader states to
survive, and there was a tendency to get the Military Orders out of the way and get on
with the other factors. This response has some good features but is fairly typical. It
deals with the Military Orders first and has some accurate information about them.
However, there needs to be a little more if their significance is to be properly
evaluated. There is a decent range of other factors to weigh the significance of the
Military Orders against, but the candidate ought really to weigh each factor against
the significance of the Orders, rather than separate them. This is an example of writing
at level 3 - broadly accurate and analytical attempting to establish the criteria by
which a judgement can be made.
Examiner Tip

When exemplifying significance try to include several important features rather than
just the main one. The Military Orders were important in providing a permanent
military force to secure the crusader states; they attracted money and knights from
Europe; they were clearly feared and respected; they acted as managers and
administrators.
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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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