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Unit4: International Study with Historical Interpretations
WHI04 1C: The World Divided: Superpower Relations, 1943‐90
Introduction
June 1706 was the first time that WHI04 was taken by candidates entered for the IAL History
qualification, and was the first time that candidates encountered AO3‐focused questions relating to
Historical Interpretations. It was pleasing to see that most candidates were well prepared in terms of
knowledge and that many responses were both well‐informed and well‐written. However, the
approach of some responses to both Section A and Section B limited the ability of candidates to be
rewarded at the higher Levels of the mark scheme.
The paper is divided into two sections. Section A contains a compulsory question relating to the
historical issue outlined in Key Topic 1 – Historical Interpretations. The question requires candidates
to make a judgement on a stated viewpoint, through the analysis of two extracts from historical
works which address the historical issue and their own knowledge of the historical issues. The
question assesses AO3 skills ‐ candidate ability to analyse and evaluate, in relation to the historical
context, different ways in which aspects of the past have been interpreted ‐ in combination with
AO1 skills – candidate ability to demonstrate, organise and communicate knowledge and
understanding to analyse and evaluate the key features related to the periods studied, making
substantiated judgements and exploring concepts.
Section B also targets AO1 skills. Section B provides a choice of essays relating to Key Topics 2‐4.
Questions set may address more than one topic or relate to a single topic. The essays assess
knowledge and understanding of the period in depth – questions may relate to a single event or a
longer period – by targeting five possible second order concepts – cause, consequence,
change/continuity, similarity/difference and significance. Questions may combine second order
concepts, for example, consequence and change. Candidates answer one question from a choice of
three. The most common weakness in Section B essays was the lack of a sharp focus on the precise
terms of the question and/or the second order concept that was being targeted.
Candidates are, in general, clearly aware of both the structure and the timing of the examination
paper; there was little evidence on this paper of candidates having insufficient time to answer
questions from Sections A and B.
Candidate performance on each section and individual questions for Paper 2E is considered in the
next section. Please note that it is recommended that centres look at a selection of Principal
Examiner Reports from across the different routes of the paper to get an a overall sense of examiner
feedback, centre approaches and candidate achievement. It is also useful to take note of the
indicative content in the mark schemes.
Centres may also wish to refer to the Getting Started guide that is to be found on the IAL History
Pearson Edexcel website.

Section A
Unit 4 is the first time that candidates have encountered the AO3 skills requirement and most were
aware of the need to address the viewpoint given in the question by analysing the interpretations
presented in the extracts and drawing on their own knowledge. The viewpoint stated in the question
will be represented clearly within one extract with counter‐evidence being presented in the other.
However, both extracts may include material which can be both compared as well as contrasted.
Higher Level responses came to a judgement about how far they agreed with the viewpoint by
analysing both extracts and integrating their own knowledge into the overall discussion. These
responses often addressed the extracts from the beginning using them to discuss differing
arguments in relation to the viewpoint and deploying own knowledge to expand the discussion and
where appropriate indicate other areas of debate not covered. Higher Level responses also met the
descriptor requirement to reach a judgement based on the views given in both extracts and did not
just refer to the general lines of debate within the overall Key Topic area.
The generic mark scheme clearly indicates the three bullet‐pointed strands which are the focus for
awarding marks and centres should note their progression:




interpretation and analysis of extracts
deployment of knowledge of issues related to the debate
evaluation of and judgement about the interpretations

Some approaches by candidates matched the descriptors in the lower Levels of the mark scheme.
Candidates who wrote a Section B AO1 style answer without any explicit reference to the sources
found it difficult to achieve a mark beyond low‐Level 2 as all the bullet point descriptors require
some engagement with the extracts. Also candidates who wrote responses almost entirely based on
comprehension and understanding of the extracts rather than discussing the views presented in the
extracts were unlikely to achieve beyond Level 2. Some responses wrote very briefly about each
extract and then wrote extensively on aspects not included in the extracts. Again these responses
were not using the extracts to develop the debate and so could at best reach low Level 3. A few
candidates seemed to have a prepared response to a generalised debate with regard to the Key
Topic which ignored the viewpoint given in the question altogether and so were not able to focus on
the question set.
Some candidates viewed this as an AO2 source analysis and evaluated the extracts with regard to
aspects of provenance which is not an appropriate approach. There may be some occasions when
the title of the book from which the extract is taken furthers the discussion of the viewpoint but it is
not intended that the candidates use the information provided to help forward the debate and no
instruction is given with regard to this (unlike the AO2 requirements). Candidates should be
encouraged to refer to the extracts and to discuss the interpretations to be found within the
extracts. Here it is worth noting the guidance given in the Getting Started document. Students are
not expected to be familiar with the writing of the selected historians but they should be familiar

with the issues that make the question controversial. Reference to the works of name historians,
other than the material in the extracts provided is not expected but students may consider historians’
viewpoints in framing their arguments.
Also many candidates appeared to create their discussion by reference to only the first few lines of
each extract and so lost an opportunity to develop key points made later in the extracts. Candidates
have sufficient time to consider the extracts carefully and to draw out a variety of different key
points in order to compare and contrast the interpretations presented.
Question 1
Candidates for this Option were almost universally well‐prepared in relation to both their knowledge
and understanding of the debate surrounding the origins of the Cold War. Candidates were clearly
aware of different views and the best responses were able to deploy this in discussing the extracts
and using their understanding to reach a judgement on the view stated in the question. However, a
significant number of candidates seemed to ignore the statement altogether and write a general
response with regard to the general origins of the Cold War rather than the Cold War policies of the
USA. Often these responses failed to acknowledge the wording of the statement at all, and so
although knowledgeable did not focus on the question asked and so were mainly awarded Level 3
marks. There were some very good answers which were able to develop the view points in the
extract and also expand on some of the events mentioned, particularly in Extract 1. Many were able
to contrast the ‘defensive’ viewpoint in Extract 1 with the more ‘expansionist’ viewpoint in Extract 2.
Some suggested that both were to some extent aspects of the same motivating belief in American
values. This was an example of where the titles of the books used were deployed by some
candidates to show the differing views. Most candidates were clearly aware of the historiography
but only a few described the debate rather than used it to analyse; the main problem lay in the
failure to address the specific question as outlined above. There were some very good and very
interesting responses which were a pleasure to read.
This is a Level 5 response. It engages directly with the extracts in relation to the view stated in the
question.
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This is a Level 4 response. Here the response is answering the question using the ext
racts in support of the discussion rather than to lead the discussion.
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Section B

Most candidates were clearly aware of the requirements for the essay skills assessed in Section B.
Most candidates showed progression from the AS units and were well‐prepared to write, or to
attempt, an analytical rather than a descriptive response. There was little evidence to suggest that
the range and depth of essays were affected by the time taken to consider the two extracts in
Section A. Many candidates were able to access Levels 3 , 4 and 5 but weaker responses either did
not provide enough factual support for a depth study essay or deal well with the conceptual focus of
the question. Centres are reminded that any of the second order concepts listed in the introduction
can be addressed in the essay section and candidates need to be aware that not all questions will
refer to causation and that not all responses require a main factor/other factors response. Indeed, a
persistent number of candidates attempt to respond to all questions by addressing the relative
significance of generic causal factors whether appropriate or not.
The generic mark scheme clearly indicates the four bullet‐pointed strands which are the focus for
awarding marks and centres should note their progression:





analysis and exploration of key features and characteristics of the period in relation to the
second‐order conceptual demands of the question
selection and deployment of knowledge
substantiated evaluation and judgement
organisation and communication of argument

At Level 4 and above there is a requirement for the exploration of key issues by an analysis of the
relationships between key features of the period and many good responses remained in Level 3
because these relationships were stated rather than explained or because key features were
addressed separately e.g. stating that each key feature in turn was the main reason rather than
developing a logical argument. It is also important to note that the reference to valid criteria in the
third bullet point is not a reference to the different factors/key issues/key features being discussed
but to the measurement criteria being used to reach an overall judgement. This is the extent to
which students are able to explain and justify their decision to ascribe greater significance to one
cause than another, or to judge a development as significant or an action as ineffective etc.
Here are two Level 5 responses. They engage fully with the wording of the question and the
responses, along with their overall conclusion, establish criteria for judgement.
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Question 2
This was the more popular of the two questions. There were many high Level and interesting
response to the question focusing on the extent to which relation between the USA and USSR
improved. Those at the highest Level were able to differentiate between improved and improved
‘greatly’ and these tended to give a clear indication of the pattern of change over time. Some
candidates appeared to produce a prepared answer on the causes of the improvement rather than
the extent. At A level the emphasis should be on clearly addressing the specific focus of the

question. Some responses provided a narrative description of events and some unfortunately did
not read the time period accurately and wrote about the period pre‐1962. There were also a few
unfortunate candidates who placed events in 1960/1961 as the starting point. Knowledge of the key
dates and a clear understanding of the chronology are very important.

Question 3
There were some interesting responses to this question. Many candidates were able to discuss the
relative significance of the Reagan presidency in relation to other contributory factors such as the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the deployment of missiles in Europe, the rise of Solidarity in Poland,
the role of Margaret Thatcher etc. At the higher Levels candidates were able to determine
significance by consideration of the impact made by the different factors; the scale of the
international response to each, the extent to which diplomacy was affected, the extent to which
each led to the likelihood of war etc. Most suggested that there were a series of inter‐related factors
of which the Reagan presidency was only one. Some candidates were confused in their chronology,
particularly those who were under the assumption that Gorbachev came to power at the same time
as Reagan and Thatcher rather than in the mid‐1980s.
This is a Level 3 response. It explains rather than explores the key features and issues.
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This is a Level 5 response. It explores rather than explains the key features showing the links
between them.
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Paper Summary
Based on their performance on this paper, candidates are offered the following advice:
Section A
 Candidates should use the time available to read and consider both extracts carefully before
planning their answer
 Candidates should read the question carefully and make sure that the address the view
specifically stated in the question
 Candidates should aim to interpret both extracts by analysing the issues raised and showing an
understanding of the arguments presented by both authors
 Candidates should aim to integrate own knowledge with the key points raised in the extracts.
Section B
 Spending a few minutes planning helps to ensure the second order concept is correctly
identified
 Candidates must provide more precise contextual knowledge as evidence. Weaker responses
lacked depth and sometimes range
 Candidates should avoid a narrative‐descriptive approach; this undermines the analysis that is
required for the higher levels
 Candidates need to be aware of key dates as identified in the specification so that they can
address the questions with chronological precision
 Candidates should try to explore the links between issues in order to make the structure of the
response flow more logically and to enable the integration of analysis.
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