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Introduction  
The examination comprises 6 questions from which candidates must select 3. 

Each question has sub-parts (a), (b), (c) and (d). Sub-part (a) is a multiple choice 
question. Sub-parts (b), (c) and (d)  use the same question stem and test the same 
assessment objectives in all 6 questions. 

This feedback considers the range of approaches on question sub-parts (b), (c) and (d) 
including common errors and successful approaches to answering the question. It then 
provides examples from across all 6  questions, with a brief commentary on the quality 
of the response.  

 

Feedback  
Sub-part (b) 
Candidates who were most successful on this question provided brief, but precise 
responses. It is not necessary to write in full sentences and one-word responses are 
acceptable, if appropriate. 
The most common errors were offering explanation in a response or providing three 
alternatives in a response. If one of those alternatives was incorrect, then only one 
mark could be given.  
 

Question 1(b) 

 
Commentary    

The response has two points, neither of which are related to the Objectives Resolution. 
No marks were awarded. 

 



 
Commentary    

The reference to Islamic principles was awarded one mark. The suggestion that the 
Objectives Resolution said Urdu must be the national language is incorrect. One mark 
was awarded. 

 
Commentary    

Both of the points made are correct and two marks were awarded. Note that the 
candidate has saved time by responding in incomplete sentences. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 2(b) 

 
Commentary    

One of the two places mentioned is too imprecise (West India). The other is incorrect 
(Bombay) No marks were awarded.  

 
Question 3(b) 

 
Commentary    

Both of the points made are correct and two marks were awarded. Note that the 
candidate has saved time by responding in incomplete sentences. 

 

 



Commentary    

This response was too imprecise. If the candidate had given an indication of about what 
the British and Muslims were being convinced two marks would have been awarded. 
After some consideration, the response was awarded one mark. However, candidates 
must realise that precise detail is required. 

 

Question 4(b) 

 
Commentary    

This response correctly identifies two consequences, economic difficulties as a result 
of the Hijrat, and worsening relations between Hindus and Muslims after Gandhi 
withdrew his support. Two marks were awarded. 

 
Commentary    

This response identifies two events during the campaign, rather than consequences. 
However, as increased violence might be a possible consequence, one mark was 
awarded. 

 

 

 

 



Question 5(b) 

 
Commentary    

The question calls for two precise pieces of information. The candidate’s response 
suggests that the there is no real understanding of what the Eight Amendment did. As a 
result, no marks were awarded. 

 
Question 6(b) 

 
Commentary    

The two events identified do not fall within the chronological perimeters of the 
question. Consequently no marks were awarded. 

 

 



 
Commentary    

The candidate has correctly identified two events which damaged relations and, 
therefore, two marks were awarded. 

 

 
Commentary    

The candidate has correctly identified two events which damaged relations but the 
second event does not fall within the chronological perimeters of the question. 
Consequently one mark was awarded. 

 

 

 

 

  



Sub-part (c) 
Candidates who were most successful on this question understood that they were 
asked to consider causation. It was not necessary to provide extensive detail about the 
person, event or issue identified. Instead, it was important to provide sufficient 
contextual knowledge to demonstrate how the given outcome came about. 
The most common errors were providing detail of the outcome, but not explaining how 
it came about, or the inverse, explaining how the outcome occurred without supporting 
the response with precise historical knowledge. 
 

Question 1(c) 

 

 

Commentary    

This is a very generalised response with little specific knowledge demonstrated. One 
mark was awarded for reference to discontent caused by the war. 

 

 

 



 

Commentary    

The response demonstrates some knowledge of the reasons for opposition to Ayub 
Khan, but does not develop the reasons for the factors leading to opposition. The 
response also lacks precision in the contextual knowledge provided.  

Four marks were awarded. 

 

 

 



 

 

Commentary    

This is an excellent response. It explains why the given factors brought about opposition 
to Ayub Khan and supports the explanation with very precise contextual knowledge. 

6 marks were awarded. 

 

 

 



Question 2(c) 

 

Commentary    

This response lacks precision. Two marks were awarded for reference to successful 
military campaigns and territorial conquests. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 3(c) 

 

 

Commentary    

This is an excellent response. The candidate has shown a clear understanding of the 
importance for the British of gaining land through the Doctrine of Lapse. There is also a 
good understanding of how the acquisition of the princes’ land increased British 
control. 

6 marks were awarded. 



 

 

 



Commentary    

This response explains what the Doctrine of Lapse was and gives an example of it in 
operation. However, the explanation as to why the policy was introduced is not strong. 

Three marks were awarded. 

Question 4(c) 

 



Commentary    

This is an excellent response. The candidate identifies a number of reasons for Gandhi 
calling off his campaign of non-cooperation with the British and explains why the 
factors led to him doing so. 

Six marks were awarded. 

Commentary    
This response shows an understanding of Gandhi’s dislike of violence, but the only link 
to the outcome is ‘due to his pacifist ideology’. There are no specific examples of 
violence given 

Three marks were awarded. 

 

 

 
 



Question 5(c) 

 
Commentary    

This is a very good answer with several reasons given. Those reasons, however, are 
generally  linked more to a ‘political crisis’ than to opposition from President Ishaq 
Khan. 

Consequently, a mark of five was awarded, instead of six. 

 

 
 

 

 

 



Question 6(c) 

 

 

Commentary    

The response explains that Britain was anti-communist and therefore supported 
Pakistan in the war. The two organisations are mentioned but, otherwise, the detail is 
very light. 

Three marks were awarded. 

 



 
 
Commentary    

This is an excellent response with a number of reasons given and an explanation of how 
those factors impacted on relations between Pakistan and Britain.  

6 marks were awarded. 

 

 



 
 

 



Commentary    

This response is factually incorrect. Whilst India may have supported the Soviet 
invasion, it was not attacked by Pakistan and the British were not upset. 

No marks were awarded. 

  

  



Sub-part (d) 
Candidates who were most successful on this question showed an understanding that 
there were two key elements to providing a high level answer. Firstly, the response 
should be balanced;  the statement made in the question had to be supported and 
argued against. Secondly, the factors considered by the candidate had to be explained 
in relation to the question, not just related. Candidates who did this scored well and an 
attempt to prioritise factors put candidates into the very highest level. 
The most common errors were to consider just the factor given in the question or to 
providing a narrative-based response, which provided information, but not explanation. 
 

Question 1(d) 

 



 

 

Commentary    

This response provides a rather superficial coverage of a variety of events in the period. 
The comments on Allama Iqbal contain an element of explanation, but the coverage of 
the other factors is more descriptive than analytical. 

8 marks were awarded. 



 



 

 

 



Commentary    

This response explains why a number of events in the period can be considered to be of 
significance and provides excellent contextual support. The conclusion discusses 
which of the events might have been most important, but as there is no comparison 
between two or more of the events,, a mark of 15 was awarded. 

Question 2(d) 



 

 

 



Commentary    

This is a purely descriptive response. Factors which weakened the empire are listed but 
not explained. 4 marks were awarded. 

 

 

 

Commentary    

This response demonstrates very little knowledge of the reasons for the decline of the 
Mughal Empire. Three marks were awarded for some valid comments about Maratha 
strength 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 3(d) 

  

 



 

 

15 



Commentary    

The candidate displaces a good knowledge of the impact of the consequences of the 
War of Independence, particularly how it impacted upon the status of Muslims. The 
explanation of how the war impacted in other ways on the people of India is less 
impressive, with some inaccuracy. 

A mark of 13 was awarded 



 

 

 



 

 

 



Commentary    

A very descriptive response. Some of the consequences of the war are given, with a 
little explanation. There are, however, some factual errors and no attempt to reach a 
conclusion. 

A mark of 7 was awarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 4(d) 

 

 



 

 

 



Commentary    

This is a very narrative-based response.  The candidate shows an understanding of a 
number of important events in the period, but the response lacks developed 
explanation of their significance. There is an attempt to prioritise the importance of 
events, but it lacks justification.   

A mark of 9 was awarded. 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



Commentary    

The response shows a good understanding of the importance of a number of events in 
the period, and provides a convincing explanation of their significance. However, the 
judgement is an assertion and there is no attempt to consider the relative importance of 
the events.  

A mark of 13 was awarded. 



 



 

 

 



Commentary    

This is an excellent response, with convincing explanation of why a number of factors 
were important in bringing about the downfall of Bhutto. There is an attempt to justify 
the relative importance of the factors in the main body of the response, though a little 
more evidence in the conclusion would have brought an even higher mark. 

A mark of 15 was awarded. 



 

 
 



Commentary    

This is a very poor response. The candidate appears to lack knowledge of this topic and 
has used the wording of the question and the stimulus points to construct a very 
generalised response 

One mark was awarded for reference to ‘high prices’, though inflation did fall under 
Bhutto. 

 

Question 6(d) 

 



 



 
 

 



Commentary    

This is a very good response with an explanation of the importance of the Indus water to 
Pakistan and also of the significance of the Kashmir, refugees and the division of 
assets. There is also an attempt to consider the relative importance of the factors, with 
Kashmir chosen as the most important. 

A mark of 15 was awarded. 

 



 
 
 



 

Commentary    

This response shows an awareness of the importance of various events in influencing 
events between India and Pakistan. The explanation, however, lacks depth and the 
response is, therefore, rather narrative-based and the judgement unsupported. 

A mark of 9 was awarded. 

 

 



 
Commentary    

This is a very generalised response with little specific knowledge demonstrated. One 
mark was awarded for reference to discontent caused by the war. 
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