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Introduction
WHI01 Depth Study with Interpretations
The exemplification that follows is designed to show the key features of the generic mark
schemes and what distinguishes the qualities of one level from another. These examples are
from different options. Additionally, the Paper-specific principal examiner reports contain more
examples.
Unit 1, WHI01, assesses both AO1 (20 marks) and AO3 (5 marks).
The level of response mark schemes identify progression in three separate elements or traits:
Strand 1 - analysis and exploration of key issues raised by the view presented in the question
Strand 2 - selection and deployment of knowledge
Strand 3 - substantiated evaluation and judgement.
The first three responses show progression from Level 3 to the top of Level 4 in answering the
same WHI01 option 1A question.
Q2. Historians have different explanations for France becoming a Republic in 1792.
‘The impact of the King’s flight to Varennes was the main reason why France became a
Republic in 1792.’
Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.
In addressing this question, the Level 3 response demonstrates an understanding of the
demands of the question but does not clearly address the given factor. The mid-high Level 4
response clearly demonstrates an understanding of the demands of the question and addresses
the viewpoint with regard to the main reason. The high Level 4 response directly addresses the
demands of the question and the relative importance of the main reason (‘given factor’)
suggested in the statement.

Option 1a Question 2
Q2 - Historians have different explanations for France becoming a Republic in 1792. ‘The impact
of the King’s flight to Varennes was the main reason why France became a Republic in 1792.’
Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.
Example Level 3 response

Examiner commentary
The view in the statement is addressed in the opening paragraph. A statement with
regard to the ‘given factor’ is made and other factors identified but not developed.
The response then addresses a key issue suggested as ‘one of the bigger reasons’
for France becoming a republic – the King’s own actions and behaviour.
The response does attempt to analyse the impact of these actions in relation to the
desire of the people to get rid of the King, which would then lead to the creation of a
republic. The ‘impact of the flight to Varennes’ is addressed in this paragraph but as
one of several actions taken by the King rather than main reason as identified in the
question. Although this is a valid line of argument, the way in which this is
organised makes it difficult for the candidate to come to a judgement about the
viewpoint in the question statement.
This is followed by a brief discussion of the role of religious reform which, although
relevant, is limited in development with regard to the creation of a republic.
The response then addresses the radicalisation of politics during this period and its
relationship to the creation of a republic. The supporting material acknowledges the
focus of the question as a matter of interpretation and continues an implied criterion
for judgement from the previous paragraphs based on the extent of popular support
for getting rid of the monarchy.
A final factor – the war and the environment of fear created by it – is then
discussed. The supporting material demonstrates some understanding of the issue
but is lacking in depth.
The concluding paragraph returns to the factors identified in the opening paragraph.
It states that the King’s actions were the most important reason and attempts to
substantiate this by stating that these actions caused all the other reasons and
mentioning some historiographical approaches. It does not show in the conclusion
how these factors are linked nor does the main body of the response. There is a
sense of attempting to establish importance. The specific given factor is not
addressed in the conclusion but has been linked earlier in the response. There is an
awareness of the extent to the role of popular support for the monarchy might be a
criterion for judgment but it is implied (as it is in the rest of the response).
Strand 1 – Understanding and some analysis of the issue raised by the question is shown by
selection and explaining some key points of view that are relevant. (Level 3)
Strand 2 – Knowledge is included to demonstrate some understanding of the issues raised
by the question, but material lacks range or depth. (Level 3)
Strand 3 – Attempts are made to establish criteria for judgement on the view and to relate
the overall judgement to them, although with weak substantiation.
(Weak within Level 3)

There are weaknesses within the Level 3 descriptors in Strand 2 and 3 which put
this at mid-Level 3.

Q2 - Historians have different explanations for France becoming a Republic in 1792. ‘The impact
of the King’s flight to Varennes was the main reason why France became a Republic in 1792.’
Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.
example mid-Level 4 response.

Examiner commentary
This response includes a brief plan. The time allocated to each response is one
hour which should provide sufficient time for candidates to plan a response. A
well-produced plan can aid candidates in identifying the conceptual demand of the
question and creating a well-structured, organised and coherent response.
Key issues relating to the view presented in the question are addressed and
explored from the opening paragraph of the response. The response refers to the
given factor – the impact of the King’s flight to Varennes – and begins to discuss
its importance in relation to two other key issues – the impact of France being at
war and failure of the Constituent Assembly to solve the problems of the people.
There is a general agreement with the view stated in the question and there is a
suggestion that the key issues are inter-linked with each factor seen as being
contributory.
This opening section shows an understanding that the question requires a
discussion of the reasons why France became a republic (causation) but there is

also a reference to responsibility for the fall of the constitutional monarchy that
might suggest a slightly different focus.
The response then addresses the given factor suggesting that the ‘flight to
Varennes’ was responsible to a ‘large extent’ for France becoming a republic. It is
clearly focused on the ‘impact’ and does not give an unnecessary description of
the ‘flight to Varennes’ itself (as might be seen at low Level 3 or Level 2). It links
the impact of the ‘flight to Varennes’ to the subsequent political situation and
social unrest but in terms of the fall of the constitutional monarchy rather than
the creation of a republic.
In the following paragraph the war is identified as also being ‘responsible to a
very large extent’ for France becoming a republic. It continues to develop the
criteria used in the previous paragraph of the extent to which it posed a threat to
the constitution and stirred up the people. The extent of threat to the
constitutional monarchy is compared with that of the impact of the ‘flight’ and
developed with reference to radical politics and the creation of a republic. This
paragraph is most clearly related to the creation of a republic.
The final issue explored is the Constituent Assembly which is identified as being
‘responsible to a certain extent’ for the fall of the constitutional monarchy. It
provides supporting evidence – mainly connected to church reform - to show the
reasons why the people were dissatisfied with the Assembly and consequently
blamed the monarch for the situation. Again, the extent to which the people were
affected by the actions (criterion) of the Assembly is used to come to the
judgement of ‘certain extent’.
In the concluding paragraph, the response returns to the three factors identified
as making causal contributions to the creation of a republic. The extent to which
both the monarchy was undermined and the people were affected are used to
established criteria for judgement. The focus is on the fall of the constitutional
monarchy rather than the creation of the republic but the two are clearly interlinked. The relative importance is not clearly established but a hierarchy of
importance is made clear and the inter-relationship between the causal factors is
established.
Strand 1 – Key issues relevant to the question are explored by analysing and
exploring issues of interpretation raised by the claim. (Level 4)
Strand 2 – Sufficient knowledge is deployed to demonstrate issues raised by the
question and to meet most its demands. (Level 4)
Strand 3 - Valid criteria by which the view can be judged are established and
applied in the process of coming to a judgement. Although some of the evaluation
may only be partly substantiated, the overall judgement is supported.
(Weak within Level 4)

Q2 - Historians have different explanations for France becoming a Republic in 1792. ‘The impact
of the King’s flight to Varennes was the main reason why France became a Republic in 1792.’
Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.
Example top of Level 4 response

Examiner commentary
Key issues relating to the view presented in the question are identified and directly explored
from the opening paragraph of the response. The response refers to the given factor – the
impact of the King’s flight to Varennes – and begins to discuss its importance in relation to
two other key issues – the impact of France being at war and the impact of the actions of the
sans-culottes.
Disagreement with the view is asserted but an inter-relationship between the key issues is
established and a hierarchy of importance indicated. The response suggests that the most
important reason will be that which creates an environment which necessitates the
replacement of the constitutional monarchy with a republic. This opening section there is clear
understanding that the question requires a discussion of the reasons why France became a
republic (causation) and the need to come to a judgement as to the main reason.
The response then addresses the given factor in the view presented. It is clearly focused on
the ‘impact’ and does not give an unnecessary description of the flight to Varennes itself (as
might be seen at low Level 3 or Level 2). It provides evidence that, although the ‘flight’ did
question the King’s commitment to constitutional monarchy and create fear of counterrevolution, the eventual outcome was that the moderates maintained control and the
constitutional monarchy remained (criterion for judgement).

In the following paragraph, another potential cause is introduced – the war. This is not stated
as ‘another main reason’ (as might be seen at lower Level 4 or Level 3) but as being ‘more
important’ – so exploring the relationship between the key issues raised. It is suggested that
the direct action of the King in using his royal veto is more inflammatory in causing opposition
(criterion for judgement) than the impact of the ‘flight to Varennes’. The response indicates
this through phrases such as ‘To add insult to injury…’ and ‘proved that the king’s opinion
mattered no more…’. It also establishes the relative importance of the given factor to the war
– the war was ‘more important than the flight to Varennes…since after the flight…there was
still hope…however, after there wasn’t any hope left.’
Having established that war was more important than ‘the flight’ the response then
determines that [the actions and impact of] the sans-culottes was the most important reason.
This fourth paragraph argues that it was the physical response of the sans-culottes and their
call for a republic – although clearly linked to the war – which led to a republic being
established. Sufficient knowledge of the events of 1792 is used in support.
In the conclusion, the view presented is directly addressed in coming to an overall judgement.
The key issues identified in the opening paragraph, and which have been explored in the main
body of the response, are revisited with their relative importance established. The relative
importance is not just stated but substantiated using criteria related to the extent to which
the constitutional monarchy was undermined by each factor – e.g. ‘…even though it increased
fear for counter revolution and damaged the reputation it had not threatened constitutional
monarchy as the war had done…’.
Strand 1 – Key issues relevant to the question are explored by analysing and explaining
issues of interpretation raised by the claim.
Strand 2 – Sufficient knowledge is deployed to demonstrate issues raised by the question to
meet most of its demands.
Strand 3 – Valid criteria by which the view can be judged are established an applied in the
process of coming to a judgement. Although some of the evaluation may only be partly
substantiated, the overall judgement is supported.
Some of the supporting evidence is not always clearly explained and the evaluation might be
better substantiated at times but these limitations are clearly built into the Level 4 descriptor,
hence the answer demonstrated the qualities needed for the award of full marks.

Option 1B – Question 2
Q2. Historians have different explanations for why there was a revolution in Russia in 1905. ‘The impact
of Russia’s defeat in the Russo-Japanese war was the main reason why there was a revolution in Russia in
1905.’

Example weak Level 3 response

Examiner commentary
This is a response which does have an understanding of the issues raised by the question. It also
has knowledge of the given factor and events leading to the revolution in Russia in 1905. There is
an awareness of the need to make a judgement in relation to the point of view and to attempt to
determine the relative importance of the given factor – the impact of Russia’s defeat in the RussoJapanese war. However, the response has limitations in developing these qualities.
Strand 1 – shows an understanding of the issues raised and does select some key point of view.
However, the analysis and explanation is limited and there is some description. There is some
commentary rather than straight description e.g. reference to 1905 Revolution as a turning-point
and that it ‘painted a bad picture’ for the Tsar. The response has more qualities of Level 3 than
Level 2 but is limited within Level 3.
Strand 2 – Knowledge is included to demonstrate some understanding of the issues raised by the
question, but material lacks range or depth e.g. a range of factors is covered including the given
factor, the events of Bloody Sunday and social and political opposition but, apart from Bloody
Sunday, there is a lack of detail to support the analysis provided in Strand 1. The response meets
Level 3.
Strand 3 – Attempts are made to establish criteria for judgement on the view and to relate the
overall judgement to them, although with weak substantiation. There is an attempt to judge the
view by the extent to which the defeat in the Russo-Japanese war caused the discontent which led
to the outbreak of the 1905 revolution and its proximity in time. However, this is not always
explicit. The response has more qualities of Level 3 than Level 2 but is limited within Level 3.
Overall there is a sense of understanding the demands of the question and demonstrating this
with knowledge but in the form of a narrative commenting on the key issues rather than an
analysis of the key issues. This is often indicative of responses within Level 3.

Option 1D
Q2. Historians have different explanations for the Labour Party’s electoral victories in 1964 and 1966.
‘The leadership of Harold Wilson was the main reason why the Labour Party had electoral victories in 1964
and 1966.’ Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.

Example high Level 2 response

Examiner commentary
In addressing this question, the response does show an understanding of the issues raised
by the question and some analysis of the issues by selection some key points of view that
are relevant. In particular, there is an awareness of the need to address the reasons for
the electoral victories in both elections.
The response is aware of the impact of Wilson’s leadership and the weakness of the
Conservative Party in fighting the elections but the explanation is often limited, repetitive–
particularly in relation to Wilson’s leadership (the given factor) - and at some points
contradictory e.g. ‘young’ and ‘kind grandfather’.
The knowledge deployed to support the key points of view is, however, not always
accurate or secure or detailed. Knowledge of Wilson’s leadership is mainly generalised and
repetitive meaning that some of the key points made are not substantiated in attempting
to reach an overall judgement. Knowledge of the 1966 election is also deployed in brief
with limited accurate development. In the conclusion, an overall judgement is made and it
is stated that Wilson’s leadership was more effective in 1966 than 1964 but the criteria
used to establish this are not clearly drawn out and only implied in the main body of the
response.
Strand 1 – there is some understanding and some analysis of the issue raised by question and
some key points have been selected but the explanation is very limited. There are elements of both
Level 2 and Level 3. (Borderline L3/2)
Strand 2 – although range has been shown in the deployment of knowledge, the depth of
knowledge is limited with a combination of generalised statements alongside relevant but not
wholly accurate knowledge. (Level 2 with limitations)
Strand 3 – An overall judgement is given in relation to the question and there is some awareness of
possible criteria referred to in the conclusion but substantiation is limited. (Borderline L2/3)

Overall there are some elements of the Level 3 descriptors but the deployment of
knowledge does not support or substantiate the judgement sufficiently to reach Level 3 –
examiner judgement here is that ‘best-fit’ is the top of Level 2. A ‘best fit’ judgment is
arrived at when answers display the qualities of more than one level.’

Option 1c: Question 2
Q2. Historians have different explanations for why the Nazis were able to establish a dictatorship in
Germany in the years 1933–34.
‘The impact of the Reichstag Fire was the main reason why the Nazis were able to establish a dictatorship
in Germany in the years 1933–34.’ Assess this view using your own knowledge of the issue.

Example Level 2 response

Examiner commentary
The introductory statement suggests some understanding of the issue raised in
the question with a reference to the Reichstag Fire (given factor) and other factors
that might have contributed to the establishment of a dictatorship in Germany.
However, it is not clear from the first line what the specific focus of the question.
The candidate refers to ‘contributed greatly to the Nazis’.
The given factor is then developed with an attempt at analysis by describing some
points relevant to the role of the Reichstag Fire. Some understanding is shown
with reference to the need for support, the responsibility of the communists, the
holding of elections and the Enabling Act but these are not explained. The
knowledge deployed is relevant but insecure and so not wholly accurate.
Further paragraphs include other factors which may have contributed to the
establishment of a dictatorship.
There is an understanding of the context in which the Night of the Long Knives
took place and its role in strengthening Hitler’s position but the explanation is
limited and analysis is mainly through description. The knowledge deployed is
relevant but insecure and so not wholly accurate. This is followed by a paragraph
which refers to events before the Reichstag Fire which is descriptive and the links
to the key issues in the question are relevant but implicit. Finally, a brief mention
of the death of Hindenburg is made showing some understanding but lacking in
detail to develop further.
In the conclusion a valid point is made about the role of the Reichstag fire in
relation to other factors but with limited support and any criteria for determining
why the other factors are more significant has been left implicit (both in the
conclusion and the main body of the response).
Strand 1 – Some understanding of the issue raised by the question is shown and
analysis is attempted by describing some points that are relevant (Level 2)
Strand 2 – Mostly accurate knowledge is included, but it lacks range or depth (e.g.
in relation to Hindenburg) and has only implicit links to issues relevant to the
question e.g. in relation to the economic crisis (Level 2)
Strand 3 – A judgement on the view is given, but with limited support and the
criteria for judgment are left implicit (Level 2)
There are weaknesses within the Level 2 descriptors, particularly Strand 2 and
Strand 3, which put this at mid-Level 2.

Option 1c Question 2
Q2. Historians differ in their judgements about the impact of Nazi policies on women in Germany
in the years 1933-39.
‘Nazi policies improved the life of women in German in the years 1933-39.’ Assess this view
using your own knowledge of the issue.
Example Level 1 response

Examiner commentary
In addressing this question, the response shows an awareness of a focus on
change but there is no consideration of whether the impact of Nazi policies
was to improve life for women In Nazi Germany.
The response describes three different areas of Nazi policy in relation to
women. The description is developed through the use of simple and
generalised statements about the role of women in Nazi Germany some of
which is accurate and relevant.
The paragraph on job opportunities, in particular, is limited in relation to the
chronology of events and the accuracy of the knowledge deployed.
The paragraphs concerning women’s domestic roles and families - include
generalised statements which are lacking in the detail expected in a depth
study.
There is a judgement on change but not the impact of the policies with regard
to improvement. There is no mention of ‘improved’ in the response itself and
so it is not possible to tell from the response the view being discussed.
Strand 1 – Simple or generalised statements are made about the view
presented in the question. (Level 1)
Strand 2 – Some accurate and relevant knowledge is included, but it lacks
rand and depth and does not directly address the issue in the question.
(Level 1)
Strand 3 – Judgement of the view is assertive, with little supporting evidence.
(Weak within Level 1)
The weaknesses place this at mid-high Level 1.

