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Section B - Exemplars with examiner commentaries

The exemplars that follow were selected to show key features of the generic
markschemes and what distinguishes the qualities of one level from another.
The examples are taken from different options in the unit.
In addition, the Paper-specific principal examiner reports also contain examples.
The Unit 4 WHI04 examination contains two sections:
Section A – Historical Interpretations – assesses both AO3 (20 marks) and AO1
(5 marks)
Section B – International Study – assesses AO1 (25 marks)
In Section B the question relates to the content defined in Key Topics 2-4 of the Unit
Option being studied.
The level of response mark scheme identifies progression in four separate elements or
traits across 5 levels:
Strand 1 – analysis and exploration of key features and characteristics of the period in
relation to the second-order conceptual demands of the question
Strand 2 – selection and deployment of knowledge
Strand 3 – substantiated evaluation and judgement
Strand 4 – organisation and communication of argument.
Questions may target the second-order concepts of cause, consequence, change,
continuity, similarity, difference and significance. Some questions may target a
combination of second-order concepts e.g. continuity and change.
Both of the following responses, examples 1 and 2, were awarded Level 5 marks:

Example 1
June 2017 WHI04 1C Q2
How accurate is it to say that superpower relations between the USA and USSR
improved greatly during the years 1962–79?

Examiner commentary
The response is focused on the nature of change and continuity over time. Key issues
with regard to the nature and extent of change are explored by a sustained analysis
of the relationship between rapprochement, détente and confrontation across the
whole period.
Throughout the response the emphasis is on determining whether relations improved
greatly. The response does not attempt a detailed commentary on the whole period
but uses sufficient, precisely-selected knowledge to demonstrate aspects of change,
such as the Nixon Presidency, and to challenge the extent of change.
This particular response uses knowledge of the historiography of the period to show
understanding of the demands and conceptual focus of the question but this is not a
requirement for Level 5.
Criteria relating to the qualitative and quantitative extent of change are established
and applied in the process of reaching and substantiating the overall judgement. The
answer is well organised with an argument that is logical and coherent throughout
and communicated with clarity.
Overall, the response meets the qualities expected at Level 5 in Strands 1-4.

Example 2
June 2017 WHI04 1B Q2
How accurate is it to say that the peace treaties of the Versailles Settlement
(1919–23) produced a period of peaceful international relations in the
years 1923–33?

Examiner commentary
This response is focused on the consequences of the peace treaties of the Versailles
Settlement.
Key issues with regard to the impact of the Settlement on international relations in
the years 1923-33 are explored by sustained analysis and discussion of the extent to
which the key elements of the Settlement resulted in a period of peace. The response
does not attempt a detailed commentary on the impact of the whole settlement over
the whole period but does deploy sufficient, precisely- selected knowledge to highlight
the key features of the settlement and the impact of the Settlement across the whole
period.
The immediate impact on Germany and the losing states is covered as is the role of
the League of Nations in the 1920s and up to 1933. Criteria for judgement are
established by measuring the extent of stability and absence of confrontation created
through the settlement against the extent of frustration caused and the levels of
increasing confrontation over the period.
The overall judgement is substantiated. The answer is well organised in relation to the
question asked and the argument is logical and coherent and communicated clearly.
Overall, the response meets the qualities expected at Level 5 in Strands 1-4.

Example 3
This is a Level 4 response:
June 2017 WHI04 1B Q3
How far do you agree that the British and American contribution was more
significant than the Russian contribution to the defeat of Germany in the
Second World War?

Examiner commentary
The response is focused on the relative significance of the British and American and
the Russian contribution to the defeat of Germany.
Key issues of the impact of the contributions of the different Allied offensives and
actions in relation to the German defeat are explored. Sufficient knowledge is
deployed to demonstrate understanding of the contribution made by the different
Allies and the extent to which the Russians were more significant that the British and
the Americans.
Valid criteria with regard to the impact on the German war effort of British and
American and Russia actions are established. The qualitative and quantitative impact
is addressed but the evaluation of the Russian contribution – which it is argued was
greater – is less well substantiated. The overall judgement is supported, but without a
convincing discussion and evaluation of the relative significance of the contributions.
The answer is generally well organised and the argument logical and communicated
with clarity, but without the overall coherent focus on relative significance.
Instead the response is organised by considering separately the impact of key
features of the Russian and British and American contributions and claiming, rather
than fully establishing, their interdependence.
Overall, the response meets the qualities expected at Level 4 in Strands 1-4.

Example 4
This is a Level 3 response:
June 2017 WHI04 1A Q2
How far do you agree that Metternich was the main obstacle to the growth of
German and Italian nationalism in the years 1815-48?

Examiner commentary
This response is useful in exemplifying some of the weaknesses found at Level 3.
At Level 3 responses are not fully secure in their understanding of the demands and
conceptual focus of the question, although some understanding is shown. In this case,
the response is unsure whether the focus is to consider Metternich as the ‘main
obstacle’ to German and Italian nationalism or to consider his ability to deal with the
success.
Also the majority of the supporting evidence is related to German nationalism with the
situation in Italy only being dealt with in general terms. Italy is often just added into
paragraphs and in some instances inaccurately, such as the paragraph relating to
railway building. This means that sufficient knowledge has not been deployed to
demonstrate understanding of the demands of the question. These limitations can
also be seen in the plan at the beginning of the response and in the fact that the
candidate has left out the words ‘German and Italian’ when writing out the question.
The response, therefore, demonstrates some analysis of, and attempts to explain
links between, relevant key features of the period and the question. The role of
Metternich in undermining German nationalism is clearly shown and some other
obstacles are also briefly addressed. However, it does also tend towards a description
of Metternich’s role and of other key features. Mostly accurate and relevant
knowledge is included to demonstrate some understanding of the demands and
conceptual focus but the material lacks range with regard to Italian nationalism
particularly.
Attempts are made to establish criteria for judgement, for example, when establishing
Metternich’s ability to repress, but the overall judgement has weak substantiation
owing to the limitations of the conceptual focus.
The answer does show some organisation and the general trend of the argument is
clear but the counter-argument lacks coherence.
Overall, the response meets the qualities expected at Level 3 in Strands 1-4.

Example 5
This is a high Level 2 response
June 2017 WHI04 1A Q2
How far do you agree that Metternich was the main obstacle to the growth of
German and Italian nationalism in the years 1815-48?

Examiner commentary
This is response acknowledges that the focus is on Metternich’s role as the main
obstacle to the growth of German and Italian nationalism but it is an explanation of
his role as the main obstacle rather than a discussion as to whether he was.
As a result, much of the material becomes descriptive and has not established criteria
to judge whether he was the main obstacle. There is some analysis of key features
relevant to the period of the question. Mostly accurate and relevant knowledge is
included to show some understanding but there is a lack of range in regard to both
coverage of the whole time period and Italian nationalism.
A judgement is given but with limited support. The answer does show some attempt
at organisation in relation to the question but is lacking in coherence, clarity and
precision.
The response meets the qualities of Level 2 securely for Strand 1 and 4, has
limitations within Level 2 for Strand 3 but is a borderline Level 2/3 for
Strand 2. Hence the response was awarded a high level two mark overall.

Section B Level descriptor
Target: AO1 (25 marks): 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, as relevant, of
cause, consequence, change, continuity, similarity, difference and significance.
Level

1

Mark

Descriptor

0

No rewardable material.

1–4

Simple or generalised statements are made about the topic.
Some accurate and relevant knowledge is included, but it lacks range
and depth and does not directly address the question.
The overall judgement is missing or asserted.
There is little, if any, evidence of attempts to structure the answer, and
the answer overall lacks coherence and precision.

2

5–8

There is some analysis of some key features of the period relevant to
the question, but descriptive passages are included that are not clearly
shown to relate to the focus of the question.
Mostly accurate and relevant knowledge is included, but lacks range or
depth and has only implicit links to the demands and conceptual focus
of the question.
An overall judgement is given but with limited support and the criteria
for judgement are left implicit.
The answer shows some attempts at organisation, but most of the
answer is lacking in coherence, clarity and precision.

3

9–14

There is some analysis of, and attempt to explain links between, the
relevant key features of the period and the question, although some
mainly-descriptive passages may be included.
Mostly accurate and relevant knowledge is included to demonstrate
some understanding of the demands and conceptual focus of the
question, but material lacks range or depth.
Attempts are made to establish criteria for judgement and to relate the
overall judgement to them, although with weak substantiation.
The answer shows some organisation. The general trend of the
argument is clear, but parts of it lack logic, coherence or precision.

4

15–20

Key issues relevant to the question are explored by an analysis of the
relationships between key features of the period.
Sufficient knowledge is deployed to demonstrate understanding of the
demands and conceptual focus of the question and to meet most of its
demands.
Valid criteria by which the question can be judged are established and
applied in the process of coming to a judgement. Although some of the
evaluations may be only partly substantiated, the overall judgement is
supported.
The answer is generally well organised. The argument is logical and is
communicated with clarity, although in a few places it may lack
coherence or precision.

Level

Mark

5

21–25

Descriptor
Key issues relevant to the question are explored by a sustained
analysis and discussion of the relationships between key features of
the period.
Sufficient knowledge is precisely selected and deployed to demonstrate
understanding of the demands and conceptual focus of the question,
and to respond fully to its demands.
Valid criteria by which the question can be judged are established and
applied and their relative significance evaluated in the process of
reaching and substantiating the overall judgement.
The answer is well organised. The argument is logical and coherent
throughout and is communicated with clarity and precision.

