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Paper Introduction
It was pleasing to see responses of a decent standard from candidates attempting the
new AS Paper 2A which covers the options Anglo-Saxon England and the Anglo-Norman
Kingdom, c1053-1106 (2A.1) and England and the Angevin Empire in the reign of Henry
II, 1154-1189 (2A.2). The paper is divided into two sections. Section A contains a
compulsory two-part question for the option studied, each part based on one source.
It assesses source analysis and evaluation skills (AO2). Section B comprises a choice of
essays that assess understanding of the period in depth (AO1) by targeting five second
order concepts - cause, consequence, change/ continuity, similarity/difference and
significance.
Generally speaking, candidates found Section A more challenging mainly because some
of them were not clear on what was meant by ‘value’ and ‘weight’ in the context of
source analysis and evaluation. The detailed knowledge base required in Section A to
add contextual material to support/challenge points derived from the sources 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 and B. The ability range was diverse, but the design of the
paper allowed all abilities to be catered for. Furthermore, in Section 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 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 Key Topic, and, as a result, full coverage of
the specification is enormously important.
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Question Introduction
a) On Question 1(a), stronger responses demonstrated a clear understanding of the
source material on the succession of Harold Godwinson to the earldom of Wessex and
showed analysis by selecting some key points relevant to the question, explaining their
meaning and selecting material to support valid inferences (e.g. the succession was
dependent on the will of the king). Knowledge of the historical context concerning
Harold’s succession to Wessex was also confidently deployed in higher scoring answers
to explain or support inferences, as well as to expand or confirm some matters of detail
(e.g. Harold’s qualities as a leader, the influence of the Godwin family in politics). In
addition, evaluation of the source material was related to the specified enquiry and
based on valid criteria to show the value of the source. Similarly, explanation of utility
referred relevantly to the nature or purpose of the source material or the position of
the author (e.g. the court connections of the writer). Weaker responses demonstrated
limited understanding of the source material on the Harold’s succession to the earldom
of Wessex, some even confusing it with his later succession to the throne and
attempted some analysis by selecting and summarising information and making
basic/undeveloped inferences relevant to the question. Lower scoring answers also
tended to add limited contextual knowledge to information taken from the source
material to expand or confirm some points but these were not developed very far.
Although related to the specified enquiry, evaluation of the source material by weaker
candidates was limited and often drifted into ‘lack of value’ arguments. Furthermore,
although the concept of utility was often addressed by noting some aspects of source
provenance, it was frequently based on questionable assumptions (e.g. the author was
a not biased because he was a monk).
(b) On Question 1(b) stronger responses demonstrated understanding of the source
material on the basis of Duke William’s claim to the English throne and showed analysis
by selecting key points relevant to the question, explaining their meaning and
selecting material to support valid inferences (e.g. the negative portrayal of Harold).
Knowledge of the historical context concerning the basis of Duke William’s claim to
the English throne was also confidently deployed in higher scoring answers to explain
or support inferences as well as to expand, confirm or challenge some matters of detail
(e.g. the contradictory accounts in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle). In addition, evaluation
of the source material was related to the specified enquiry and explanation of weight
referred relevantly to the nature or purpose of the source material or the position of
the author (e.g. the pro-Norman stance of William of Jumièges and its retrospective
date). Judgements were also based on valid criteria such as the use of duress in
Harold’s oath to William. Weaker responses demonstrated limited understanding of
the source material on the basis of Duke William’s claim to the English throne
and attempted some analysis by selecting and summarising information and making
undeveloped inferences relevant to the question (e.g. the disloyalty of Harold). Lower
scoring answers also tended to add limited contextual knowledge to information taken
from the source to expand or confirm points but this was not developed very far (e.g.
support for William from the church). Although related to the specified enquiry,
evaluation of the source material by weaker candidates was limited and often lacked
focus on either the ‘has weight’ or ‘doesn’t have weight’ aspect of the question.
Furthermore, although the concept of utility was often addressed by noting some
aspects of source provenance, it was frequently based on questionable assumptions
(e.g. the author, William of Jumièges, would tell the truth because he was a monk).

Examiner Feedback on Example

Part a
This is a Level 3 response. The source material has been clearly comprehended. There
are valid and supported inferences relating to the favour of the king and Harold’s skills.
Supporting knowledge on the power of the Godwin family is used to develop the
inferences. There is an attempt to establish valid criteria for judging value through
comments on ‘little known facts’ although this could have been developed in more
depth.
Part b
This is a level 4 response. The evidence is integrated with some reasoned inference
and the candidate has distinguished between fact and opinion. Knowledge has
been used to illuminate what is in the source as well as to discuss its limitations.
The candidate has attempted to establish some valid criteria for evaluation,
although the final judgement is a little weaker.
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Examiner Comment
(a) On Question 2(a), stronger responses demonstrated a clear understanding of
the source material on Henry II’s reactions to Becket’s decision to go into exile
and showed analysis by selecting some key points relevant to the question,
explaining their meaning and selecting material to support valid inferences
(e.g. the succession was dependent on the will of the king). Knowledge of the
historical context concerning Henry II’s reactions to Becket’s decision to go into
exile was also confidently deployed in higher scoring answers to explain or
support inferences, as well as to expand or confirm some matters of detail (e.g.
Henry’s outrage at Beckets behaviour and the treatment of Becket’s family and
supporters). In addition, evaluation of the source material was related to the
specified enquiry and based on valid criteria to show the value of the
source. Similarly, explanation of utility referred relevantly to the nature or
purpose of the source (e.g. command from Henry outlines the actions that he
clearly intended to be taken to deal with Becket). Weaker
responses demonstrated limited understanding of the source material on Henry
II’s reactions to Becket’s decision to go into exile and attempted some analysis
by selecting and summarising information and making basic/undeveloped
inferences relevant to the question. Lower scoring answers also tended to
add limited contextual knowledge to information taken from the source
material to expand or confirm some points but these were not developed very
far. Although related to the specified enquiry, evaluation of the source material
by weaker candidates was limited and often drifted into ‘lack of value’
arguments. Furthermore, although the concept of utility was often
addressed by noting some aspects of source provenance, it was frequently
based on questionable assumptions (e.g. Henry might not have meant what he
said).
(b) On Question 2(b) stronger responses demonstrated understanding of the source
material on Henry II’s extension of control in Ireland in 1172 and
showed analysis by selecting key points relevant to the question, explaining
their meaning and selecting material to support valid inferences (e.g. Henry II
instilled fear in the Irish kings). Knowledge of the historical context concerning
Henry II’s extension of control in Ireland in 1172 was also confidently deployed
in higher scoring answers to explain or support inferences as well as to expand,
confirm or challenge some matters of detail (e.g. the limited control Henry II
exercised over Strongbow). In addition, evaluation of the source material
was related to the specified enquiry and explanation of weight referred
relevantly to the nature or purpose of the source material or the position of
the author (e.g. the pro-Henry stance of the author and is position in Henry’s
court). Judgements were also based on valid criteria such as the submission of
the majority of Irish kings to Henry II. Weaker responses demonstrated limited
understanding of the source material on Henry II’s extension of control in
Ireland in 1172 and attempted some analysis by selecting and summarising
information and making undeveloped inferences relevant to the question (e.g.
the power of Henry II). Lower scoring answers also tended to add limited
contextual knowledge to information taken from the source to expand or
confirm points but this was not developed very far (e.g. the role of Rory
O’Connor). Although related to the specified enquiry, evaluation of the source

material by weaker candidates was limited and often lacked focus on either the
‘has weight’ or ‘doesn’t have weight’ aspect of the question. Furthermore,
although the concept of utility was often addressed by noting some aspects of
source provenance, it was frequently based on questionable assumptions (e.g.
the author, Gerald of Wales is a good source because he was an eyewitness to
events).

Examiner Feedback on Example

Part a
This is a level 2 response. The candidate has understood the source material and
made some undeveloped inferences. Knowledge has been added to the answer and
the provenance has been noted. The comments on the limitations of the source
are not focused on the question and cannot be rewarded here.

Part b
This is a level 3 response. There is understanding of the source material and
some undeveloped inference. There is a range of contextual knowledge added
to the response but on occasions the candidate does focus on addressing the
enquiry rather than considering the weight of the source for the enquiry. The
candidate does move towards judgement although it is developed.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 3, stronger responses targeted the extent to which the Norman’s harsh
response to the rebellions in England in 1067-75 is explained by the involvement of
the Vikings. These also included an analysis of relationships between key issues and a
focus on the concept (causation) in the question. Sufficient knowledge to develop the
stated factor (Viking involvement in the rebellions in the north and East Anglia and
their late arrival in 1075) and a range of other factors (e.g. the involvement of the
former earls Edwin and Morcar and Edgar atheling, the treasonous acts of the AngloSaxon population; the ease with which William was able to bribe the Vikings to leave)
was demonstrated. Judgements 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 the involvement of the Viking in the rebellions invited a harsh
response from the Normans. Low scoring answers also often lacked focus
on causation and were essentially a rebellions and the Norman
response. Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it tended
to lack range/depth (e.g. limited comments on the harrying of the
north). Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and
structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.

Examiner Feedback on Example

This is a level 3 response. There is some analysis and an attempt to explain the links
between the relevant features and the question but the answer does tend to lapse into
description. The knowledge used is relevant and does have some focus on the
concepts. Occasionally the response is confused and explanations are unclear.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 4, stronger responses targeted the reasons for William I’s problems in
controlling his French territories 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 actions of hostile neighbours) and a range of other
factors (e.g. the role of Robert Curthose, disobedient vassals, distractions in
England). Judgements made about the relative importance of hostile
neighbours 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 end of the Terror. Low scoring answers also often lacked focus on causation or
were essentially a narrative of the events in Normandy in the years 1067-87.
Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it was not developed
very far (e.g. limited comments on the French king’s support for William’s enemies).
Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure,
and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.

Examiner Feedback on Example
This is a high L3 response. It contains analysis supported by mostly accurate
knowledge and has some focus on the conceptual demands. The comment on p4
linking Philip I with Robert Curthose has hints of L4 reasoning. The general trend of
the argument is clear although in places there is a lack of coherence.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 5, stronger responses targeted the extent to which the Anglo-Norman
kingdom in 1106 was different from the Anglo-Saxon kingdom before the
Conquest. These also included an analysis of relationships between key issues and a
focus on the concept (similarity/difference) in the question. Sufficient knowledge to
develop the argument was demonstrated too (e.g. kingship; money and trade,
organisation of society, the church, castle building and the militarisation of the
state). Judgements made about the extent of similarities and difference between
the Anglo-Norman and Anglo-Saxon kingdoms 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 Anglo-Saxon and AngloNorman kingdoms differed. Low scoring answers also often lacked focus on similarity
and difference or were essentially a description of features of the Anglo-Norman
kingdom during the period under discussion. Where some analysis using relevant
knowledge was evident, it tended to lack range/depth (e.g. limited comments
feudalism of the money system). Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief,
lacked coherence and structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported
judgements.

Examiner Feedback to Example
This is a level 3 response. There is an identification and description of the features
introduced into England by the Normans. There is some attempt at explanation but a
drift into change rather than focus on difference and similarity. There is also an
attempt to establish criteria for judgement but the overall judgement is missing.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 6, stronger responses targeted the reasons for the extension of Angevin
territories in France in 1154-72 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 (Henry II’s skills in diplomacy) and a range of other
factors (e.g. use of force in Brittany; military campaigns in Toulouse; weakness of
the French king). Judgements made about the relative importance of Henry II’s skills
in diplomacy 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
Henry II’s extension of Angevin territories. Low scoring answers also
often lacked focus on causation or were essentially a narrative of the years 1154-72.
Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it was not developed
very far (e.g. limited comments on agreements with Louis VII). Furthermore, such
responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made
unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.

Examiner Feedback on Example
This is a level 3 response. There is identification of relevant causes supported by
mostly accurate own knowledge. The passage on diplomacy is well developed. Here
is a little drift into Henry II’s reforms although the candidate does attempt to make
them relevant to Henry’s use of military force to extend is territory.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 7, stronger responses were targeted on the extent to which the nature
of kingship changed during the reign of Henry II. 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. the growing political, economic and legal powers of the king, the development
of bureaucratic government, the power of the barons and the nature of itinerant
kingship). Judgements made about the extent of change and continuity in the nature
of kingship 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 nature of kingship changed during the reign of Henry II. Low scoring
answers also often lacked focus on change/continuity or were essentially a
description of the measures introduced by Henry II, or actions taken by him during
the period under discussion. Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was
evident, it tended to lack range/depth (e.g. limited comments on the cartae
baronum). Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence
and structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.

Examiner Feedback on Example
This is a level 4 response. The key issues are explored and sufficient knowledge is
used to develop the analysis. There is a focus on change and continuity throughout
the answer. Valid criteria for judgement are established. The argument on p3 the
nature of kingship did not change is sophisticated. The argument is coherent
throughout the answer.
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Examiner Comment
On Question 8, stronger responses targeted the threats to Henry II’s control of the
Angevin lands in the years 1180-89 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 ambition of Philip Augustus) and a range of other
factors (e.g. the size and disparate nature of the empire, the threat from Henry’s
sons, Henry’s age and health). Judgements made about the relative importance of
Philip Augustus’ ambition 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 threats to Henry II’s control of the Angevin lands. Low scoring
answers also often lacked focus on causation or were essentially a narrative of the
years 1180-89. Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it was
not developed very far (e.g. limited comments agreements on the quarrel with Duke
Richard). Some responses focused on vents out of the period such as the great
Rebellion of 1173-74 Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief, lacked
coherence and structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported
judgements.

Examiner Feedback to Example
This is a level 3 response. There is some analysis and an attempt to explain the links
between the causes although the focus on ‘ambition’ is not well-developed. There is
occasional repetition. The knowledge is accurate and relevant but does lack depth.
There is an attempt to establish criteria for judgement but judgements are not
always developed.
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Paper Summary
Based on their performance on this paper, candidates are offered the following
advice:

Section A

Value of Source Question (1(a)/2(a))
·

Candidates must be more prepared to make valid inferences rather
than to paraphrase the source

·

Candidates should be prepared to back up inferences by adding
additional contextual knowledge from beyond the source

·

Candidates need to move beyond stereotypical approaches to the
nature/purpose and authorship of the source e.g. look at the specific
stance and/or purpose of the writer

·

Candidates should avoid writing about the deficiencies of the source
when assessing its value to the enquiry

Weight of Source Question (1(b)/2(b))
·

Candidates should be prepared to assess the weight of the source for
an enquiry by being aware that the author is writing for a specific
audience. Be aware of the values and concerns of that audience.

·

Candidates should try to distinguish between fact and opinion by using
their contextual knowledge of the period

·

In coming to a judgement about the nature/purpose of the source,
candidates should take account of the weight that may be gived to the
author's evidence in the light of his or her stance and/or purpose

·

In assessing weight, it is perfectly permissible to assess reliability by
considering what has been perhaps deliberately omitted from the source

Section B

Essay questions
·

Candidates must provide more factual details as evidence. Weaker
responses lacked depth and sometimes range

·

Candidates should take a few minutes to plan their answer before
beginning to write

·

Candidates should pick out three or four key themes and then provide
an analysis of (for e.g.) the target significance mentioned in the question,
setting its importance against other themes rather than providing a
description of each

·

Candidates would benefit from paying careful attention to key phrases
in the question when analysing and use them throughout the essay to
prevent deviation from the central issues and concepts

·

Candidates should try to explore links between issues to make the
structure flow more logically and the arguments more integrated
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