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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)
Section A exemplification
In Section A the question relates to the Historical Interpretation enquiry defined in Key
Topic 1 of the Unit Option being studied. The debate under discussion is that created by
the viewpoint and focus of the question not the overall question posed by the Key Topic.
The task requires students to analyse two extracts selected from historical writings to
reach a judgment about how far they agree with a view reflected in one extract in the
light of the counter-evidence in the other and of their own knowledge of the controversy
This is reflected in the descriptors used in the level of response mark scheme.
The level of response mark scheme identifies progression in three separate elements or
traits across 5 levels:
Strand 1 – interpretation and analysis of extracts
Strand 2 – deployment of knowledge of issues related to the debate
Strand 3 – evaluation of and judgement about the interpretation.
It is important to note that the view given in the question should clearly be discussed in
relation to the content of the extracts and candidate knowledge of the issue under
consideration.

Example 1
This is a high Level 5 response answering WHI04 1D Q1.
Question 1: How far do you agree with the view that China’s entry into the
Korean War was triggered by US forces invading North Korea in October 1950?
Explain your answer using Extracts 1 and 2 and your knowledge of the issues
related to this controversy.

Examiner commentary
This response demonstrates a sustained evaluative argument in relation to the view
stated in the question throughout. The interpretations are considered with confidence
and knowledge of the historical context is integrated. There is an explicit
understanding of the nature of historical debate. There is sustained discussion of the
interpretations in relation to the key words in the stated view focusing particularly on
whether China’s entry was ‘triggered’ by an event or was caused by more long-term
factors.
The opening paragraph refers directly to both interpretations and shows an awareness
of the debate created by the differing viewpoints. The debate is outlined and the
argument introduced – that China’s entry into the Korean War can be explained more
by longer term influences than by US invasion of North Korea in October 1950.
Evaluation is sustained throughout the response.
The second paragraph interprets each Extract with confidence, using the language
and evidence included to highlight key issues being raised, and integrates this with
knowledge of the historical context to suggest that Extract 2 is more convincing.
The third paragraph demonstrates an ability to use the interpretations with
discrimination; to further the argument against the view stated in the question the
response illustrates key issues that both interpretations raise.
The fourth paragraph introduces a different aspect of the debate not directly
addressed in the Extracts – the international context in which the Korean War was
fought. However, this is not introduced using ‘stand alone’ knowledge but by
integrating contextual knowledge with a discussion of what is not mentioned in
Extract 1 and alluded to in Extract 2.
Each further paragraph follows a similar pattern with the content of the Extracts and
the historical context being used to determine the extent to which each interpretation
can be justified. Knowledge is precisely selected and appropriate deployed.
The concluding paragraph brings together the different elements of the debate
discussed in the main body of the response. It reaches a fully substantiated
judgement on the views given in both Extracts while arguing against the view stated
in the question.
Overall it meets Level 5 for all three strands of the mark scheme, allowing the award
of High level five.

Example 2
This is a mid-Level 4 response answering WHI04 1C Q1.
How far do you agree with the view that the Cold War policies of the USA, in
the years 1945–53, were motivated by an ideological mission to defend ‘liberty
against the forces of darkness’ (Extract 1, line 3)?
Explain your answer using Extracts 1 and 2 and your knowledge of the issues
related to this controversy.

Examiner commentary
This response demonstrates a clear understanding of the extracts and analyses the
issues of interpretation raised within them. The viewpoints are identified in the
introduction and through reference to relevant points in the extract throughout the
response.
The evidence from Extract 1 is used to support the view in the question and the
evidence from Extract 2 identified as supporting an economic argument for US
motivation. The extracts are compared rather than the differences just being shown.
The analysis of Extract 1 suggests some Level 5 qualities, e.g. the reference to the
USSR’s pursuit of expansionist policies requiring the USA to defend ‘liberty’, but
Extract 2 is not approached with the same level of confidence. Strand 1, therefore,
exhibits high Level 4 qualities.
Sufficient knowledge is deployed to explore relevant aspects of the debate particularly
in relation to Extract 1. Contextual knowledge is used to explore the viewpoint in
Extract 1, e.g. with reference to Berlin, China and Korea, but there are some aspects
of expansion of detail rather than integration of knowledge and the deployment of
knowledge with regard to Extract 2 is relevant but lacks depth. Strand 2, therefore,
exhibits Level 4 qualities, but not strongly.
An overall line of argument is suggested in the opening paragraph, i.e. that US
policies in the Cold War were motivated by a combination of the two viewpoints
outlined in the Extracts.
However, although the response does demonstrate understanding that the issues
raised in the Extracts are matters of interpretation and the evidence provided in the
extracts is discussed, there is no clear process of coming to an overall judgement. The
main paragraphs outline the viewpoints and compare them but criteria for judging
motivation are not clearly established and the final judgement is based on the limited
substantiation that both viewpoints can be corroborated and so together explain US
motivation. Strand 3, therefore, definitely meets the qualities of Level 3 with some
aspects of Level 4 present.
It is worth noting that there is no need for the candidate to state that the Extracts are
secondary sources as this is not a requirement of the AO3 skill being assessed; it is
the view provided by the extract that is being analysed and not its author or origin.
Evaluation of the Extracts using provenance criteria more associated with AO2
assessment will not be credited and prevent candidates from using the time available
effectively.
Overall the response demonstrates understanding of both viewpoints but Extract 1 is
more confidently dealt with than Extract 2. There is an awareness that the issues are
matters of interpretation but the response becomes a repetitive comparison towards
the end and lacks a substantiated overall judgement. The response meets all of the
criteria for Level 3 with Level 4 qualities clearly shown in Strand 1 and Strand 2, and
partially in strand 3, so overall this leads to a ‘best-fit’ judgment of mid-Level 4.

Example 3
This is a mid-Level 3 response answering WHI04 1B Q1.
How far do you agree with the view that the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914
was a result of the alliance system developed by the great powers?
Explain your answer using Extracts 1 and 2 and your knowledge of the issues
related to this controversy.

Examiner commentary
This response is useful in demonstrating both the key features of a Level 3 response
and a common area of weakness in responses at Level 3 and below – the use of AO2
skills and language in an AO3 question type. The response attempts to both discuss
the extracts as interpretations (which is required) and to evaluate the extracts as
source of evidence (which is not required).
The references to origin, nature, purpose and weight are either irrelevant or not used
accurately. The introductory paragraphs to the consideration of each extract attempt
to evaluate the origin of the extract. For the AO3 assessment, the candidate is being
asked to analyse the content of the extracts rather than to address historiography or
the reliability of the author. These paragraphs on origin are irrelevant and so not
rewardable within the mark scheme. The use of AO2 language such as nature,
purpose and weight within the response are misapplied and highlight that this
approach is not useful for AO3 responses. However, elements of this material are
rewardable as it is clear that the candidate is actually considering the content of the
extract when using these terms and is demonstrating understanding and providing
some analysis.
The rewardable material demonstrates the key features of a Level 3 response. In
dealing with each extract the response selects some of the key points of
interpretation. In the consideration of Extract 1 understanding with some analysis is
clearly demonstrated and the reference to the arms race does hint at some Level 4
analysis of issues. Extract 2 is weaker in this respect with key points being selected
but some not being explained. Each extract is considered separately and the
differences between them indicated in a separate paragraph. Strand 1 meets the
qualities of Level 3.
For Strand 2, the response clearly meets Level 3 with regard to Extract 1. Knowledge
of the issues related to the role of the alliance system is included which is both linked
to and used to expand views given in the extracts. However, knowledge is less
securely deployed with regard to Extract 2. Strand 2 meets the qualities of Level 3,
but not strongly.
The structure of the response has led to Extract 1 being given more consideration
than Extract 2 with the discussion of the extracts in relation to the other and the
judgement coming briefly at the end. However, discussion of the views in the extract
is attempted both in each separate section and when considering them together. The
candidate is attempting to address the key points in relation to the viewpoint
expressed in the question. Attempts are also made to establish criteria for judgement.
It is suggested that Extract 1 suggests that alliance system was not the only
contributory factor and that Extract 2 has elements which may also support the
viewpoint in the question. However, the judgement is given with very limited
substantiation. Strand 3 meets the qualities of Level 3, but not strongly.
Overall, the response deals more effectively with Extract 1 than Extract 2 but
understanding and some analysis are demonstrated, and knowledge of issues related
to the debate is included. The structure of the response led to a limited opportunity
for a discussion of the viewpoints in relation to each other and for coming to a
substantiated judgement.
There were elements of the response that were not relevant to AO3, but the
rewardable material met the Level 3 descriptors in all three strands with Strand 2
and 3 being slightly weaker, leading to a mid-Level 3 mark.

Example four
This is a mid-Level 2 response answering WHI04 1C Q1.
How far do you agree with the view that the Cold War policies of the USA, in
the years 1945–53, were motivated by an ideological mission to defend ‘liberty
against the forces of darkness’ (Extract 1, line 3)?
Explain your answer using Extracts 1 and 2 and your knowledge of the issues
related to this controversy.

Examiner commentary
This response is useful in demonstrating some of the key features of a Level 2
response. Here the candidate response is using the extracts and their own knowledge
to address the motivations behind the Cold War policies of the USA in the years
1945-53, but not explicitly in relation to the viewpoint outlined in the question.
The response also attempts to use AO2 skills to answer this AO3-focused question
(as in the 1B level three example above). This is a general commentary on the
extracts rather than an attempt to use the extracts to discuss the debate created by
the question. Although reference to Extract 1, line 3 is made in the second paragraph,
there is little indication that this is the viewpoint which should be under discussion.
Within the overall response there is an acknowledgement of the ideological and
economic motivations suggested by the extracts and so there is some understanding
of the debate.
The response does attempt to analyse the extracts in relation to motivation behind US
foreign policy but not the specific debate outline in the question. It is a commentary
on what they say rather than analysing them in relation to the given viewpoint. As a
result the best descriptor fit is Level 2 – demonstrates some understanding and
attempts analysis of the extracts by describing some points within them that are
relevant to the debate. Strand 1 meets the qualities of Level 2.
As the focus of the response is not specifically directed to the viewpoint in the
question then deployment of knowledge is not being used to explore relevant aspects
of the debate. However, knowledge is being used to link or expand some views given
in the extract rather than just being added to the information. Strand 2 is borderline
Level 2-3.
The judgement made in the response is not in relation to the viewpoint outlined in the
question but it does refer to the ideological and economic motivations outlined in the
extracts and so the best fit here would be Level 1 – judgement on the view is
assertive, with little supporting evidence. If some acknowledgement of ideological
motivations had not been present, then Strand 3 would have been below baseline
with no reward. Strand 3 meets the qualities of L1.
Overall, this response acknowledges the focus of the question but does not consider
the viewpoint given in the question. Such responses are not able to develop the
debate suggested by the question and the extracts and so are likely to meet the
qualities of Level 2 for Strand 1 and 2 and may not be able to rewarded for Strand 3.
Here, Level 1 has been achieved in all Strands and the relative strengths of Strands 1
and 2 move the mark to a mid-Level 2.

Example five
In clarifying the qualities required for high-level performance, it will be helpful to
consider this response in relation to the high Level 5 response below to the
same question:

Examiner commentary
This response addresses the viewpoint in the question and relates it to the extracts
from the beginning. It interprets the extracts with confidence and analyses the issues
raised by considering the claims made and evidence given in the extract. Knowledge
of the historical context is integrated with the analysis to present a sustained
argument and to reach a substantiated judgement on the views given in each extract.
All 3 Strands meet the qualities within Level 5, allowing the award of a high level five
mark.

Generic level descriptions for section A
Generic Level Descriptors for Paper 4
Section A
Target:

AO1 (5 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.
AO3 (20 marks): Analyse and evaluate, in relation to the historical
context, different ways in which aspects of the past have been
interpreted.

Level

1

Mark

Descriptor

0

No rewardable material.

1–4

Demonstrates only limited comprehension of the extracts, selecting some
material relevant to the debate.
Some accurate and relevant knowledge is included and presented as
information, rather than being linked with the extracts.
Judgement on the view is assertive, with little supporting evidence.

2

5–8

Demonstrates some understanding and attempts analysis of the extracts by
describing some points within them that are relevant to the debate.
Mostly accurate knowledge is included, but lacks range or depth. It is added to
information from the extracts, but mainly to expand on matters of detail or to
note some aspects which are not included.
A judgement on the view is given with limited support, but the criteria for
judgment are left implicit.

3

9–14 Demonstrates understanding and some analysis of the extracts by selecting
and explaining some key points of interpretation they contain and indicating
differences.
Knowledge of some issues related to the debate is included to link to, or
expand, some views given in the extracts.
Attempts are made to establish criteria for judgement and discussion of the
extracts is attempted. A judgement is given, although with limited
substantiation, and is related to some key points of view in the extracts.

4

15–
20

Demonstrates understanding of the extracts, analysing the issues of
interpretation raised within them and by a comparison of them.
Sufficient knowledge is deployed to explore most of the relevant aspects of the
debate, although treatment of some aspects may lack depth. Integrates issues
raised by extracts with those from own knowledge.
Valid criteria by which the view can be judged are established and applied and
the evidence provided in the extracts discussed in the process of coming to a
substantiated overall judgement, although treatment of the extracts may be
uneven. Demonstrates understanding that the issues are matters of
interpretation.

5

21–
25

Interprets the extracts with confidence and discrimination, analysing the issues
raised and demonstrating understanding of the basis of arguments offered by
both authors.

Sufficient knowledge is precisely selected and deployed to explore fully
the matter under debate. Integrates issues raised by extracts with those
from own knowledge when discussing the presented evidence and
differing arguments.
A sustained evaluative argument is presented, applying valid criteria and
reaching fully substantiated judgements on the views given in both
extracts and demonstrating understanding of the nature of historical
debate.

