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General Comments 

 
Paper 2B offers an unusual challenge in as much as its two separate Sections test different 

assessment objectives with significantly different question types. 

 

Section A comprises three questions. Question part (a) focuses on Assessment Objective 1 

testing knowledge and understanding of the characteristics of the period studied. Question parts  

(b) and (c) address Assessment Objectives 3 and 4 with candidates asked to consider two 

historical sources and a modern extract before answering questions based on cross-reference 

and evaluation of a historical interpretation.  

 

In Question part (a) most candidates signpost their answer by beginning their paragraphs with 

‘one feature’ ‘a second feature’ etc. This is good exam practice and saves the examiner having 
to determine whether there are two features being addressed. Whilst detailed answers are 

encouraged, some candidates continue to write more than is necessary. Although there are two 

pages allocated for this answer, focused, concise responses can reach Level 3 in much less than 

one side and save valuable time for the higher tariff questions. 

 

In Question part (b) the majority of candidates demonstrate an understanding that they should 

be exemplifying agreement and difference (or disagreement) either by quoting or paraphrasing 

the sources. An increasing number of candidates are considering the extent of support but some 

of them are not providing rewardable support. It is not enough to repeat the areas of agreement 

and difference and then make a judgement of ‘partial’ agreement. Instead candidates should 
look for evidence of the depth of support or difference. How strongly is the case made in the 

source? Is there a difference in tone or overall message, as opposed to just detail?   

 

What is not required, however, is a consideration of the reliability of the individual sources. 

What candidates are asked to do is compare what the sources say, not whether what is said is  

trustworthy. 

 

Question part (c) asks the candidates to consider a historical interpretation and the extent to 

which they agree with it, based on what the sources and extract tell them and their own 

contextual knowledge. The most effective way of beginning to answer this question is to 

establish what it is the extract  says about the given interpretation and consider whether it in 

any way contains contradictory information. If so, this should be used as part of the counter-

argument. Having said that, candidates should be careful about how they use the information 

in the extract. There is clearly a problem with arguing that the interpretation given in Extract X 

is correct because there is information in Extract X which supports it. Valid support for the 

interpretation must come from the two sources and the candidate’s own knowledge- as must 

evidence disputing what the interpretation says. 

 

Centres are reminded that to reach the highest marks candidates need to reach a judgement on 

the validity of the interpretation. Many candidates leave this aspect of their answer until a 

concluding final paragraph, but best responses are often those which state their position at the 

beginning of their response and follow it through in each paragraph.  

 

Centres often ask about common errors in candidates’ responses. Reference has been made 
above to some of those errors, but the below may provide a useful summary. 

 



 

• In Part ((a) candidates sometimes provide over-lengthy responses or fail to make it clear that 

they are providing information on two separate features. Judgements are often left to a 

short summary at the end. 

• In Part (b) candidates may show that there are similarities and differences in the sources, 

but fail to support their statements with information from the sources (though this is not 

possible where the suggestion is that one source says something which the other does not). 

Best answers sometimes explain similarity and difference but do not go on to consider the 

extent of the agreement/disagreement. 

• In Part (c) candidates sometimes fail to address both sides of the argument, or interrogate 

the sources/extract in sufficient detail to find support and opposition to the hypothesis. 

Contextual knowledge is not always used to support arguments, leaving responses as little 

more than a source/extract audit. Judgements are often left to a short summary at the end. 

 

Section B focuses on Assessment Objectives 1 and 2 with an emphasis on change and causation.  

 

Part (a) asks for a candidates to explain two ways in which an aspect of a country’s history in one 
period was different from (or similar to) another period. In this year’s examination, comparison 

between the two periods was stronger, rather than leaving the examiner to work out the 

differences from a narrative account of the aspect in both periods. There seemed to be an 

increase in the use of  ‘comparative vocabulary’, such as ‘similarly’ or ‘whereas’ in helping 
demonstrate similarity or difference. This is to be encouraged. 

 

Part (b) asks candidates to consider the causes of change. Most candidates are very much at 

ease with this type of question, though once again this year, many responses gave the reasons 

for change but did not explain why those reasons brought about the change. For example, in B2 

the question asked why penicillin developed. Most candidates wrote on the work of Fleming or 

Florey and Chain and gave an account of the US government providing funding. Perhaps they 

considered the answer self-evident, but many of those candidates did not go on to give an 

explicit account of why this work or funding led to the development of penicillin. 

 

Part (c) asks candidates to consider the extent of change or the causes of that change. 

Sometimes this is phrased as the extent to which an event or development might have been the 

key turning point. The evidence from this year’s paper suggests that candidates have a good 
understanding of how to address such questions and that they appreciate that to score in the 

higher levels, they must bring factors into their responses which are additional to the two 

stimulus points given in the question. 

 

Centres are reminded that in accessing responses, examiners consider:   

 

• the quality of explanation in answering the question 

• the use of contextual knowledge in supporting the explanation 

• the candidate’s overall judgement and justification of that judgement. 

 

There were many responses which addressed all three of these criteria at a high level and 

received significant reward.  

 

Common Errors 

 

A summary of common errors is as follows: 

 



 

• In Part (a) candidates sometimes respond in a way which fails to make comparisons, thus 

leaving the response as two separate, unrelated paragraphs. 

• In Part (b) candidates sometimes provide unnecessary detail instead of restricting their 

answer to explaining causes. !nswers often don’t explicitly state why the cause led to the 

stated outcome. 

• In Part (c ) candidates may answer well on the given topics, but fail to bring a third topic into 

their answer. Candidates sometimes fail to provide an explanation of how the hypothesis 

may be supported and opposed. Judgements are often left to a short summary at the end 

and do not always include a consideration of the extent to which the candidate agrees or 

disagrees with the hypothesis.. 

 

Example Responses 

 

This report provides an example of a top response for each of the three question sub-parts. 

Examples have been provided from the three most popular options in the expectation that 

centres will be able  to apply the approach shown in each example to their own chosen option.  

 

Individual Questions 

 

Section A 

 

There were very few responses to the questions on Topic A5, with most candidates having been 

prepared for The First World War (Question A1), Russia and the Soviet Union (Question A2) the 

USA (Question A3) and Vietnam (Question A4). 

 

In Question A1 part (a), there was a preference for the system of alliances, which was well-

known. Candidates who answered on the Allied drive to victory scored less well, with some 

candidates confusing it with Ludendorff’s Offensive. Almost all candidates found similarity and 

difference between Source A and B in part (b), though answers were not always supported with 

detail from the sources. Agreement on the need to support business interests was well-covered, 

as was the fact that Source A did not support what Source B says about the aim to split France 

and Britain. In part (c), most candidates acknowledged that business interests were part of the 

German motivation and some developed the argument to talk about colonial acquisition to gain 

raw materials. Best answers took their answer further, using contextual knowledge to explain 

the historical context of the Moroccan Crisis and its part in the Great Power rivalry of the time. 

 

Candidate response 

 

This response scored at the top of L3. Two features were identified and excellent supporting 

material was provided 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

In Question A2 part (a), the reluctance of Nicholas to work with the Dumas and his antipathy 

towards them was covered by most candidates. There was also good knowledge of the reasons 

why NEP was so unpopular with many Bolsheviks. In part (b) candidates found it easier to explain 

similarity than difference and the was some misunderstanding of Source A, where a number of 

candidates read the source as saying the Provisional Government must be obeyed. There were 

some excellent responses in part (c), though candidates must take care that where they have 

extensive contextual knowledge, they do not allow this to cause them to overlook what is said 

in the two sources and the extract. 

 

Candidate response 

 

This answer comfortably reached the top of L4.It began with a judgement which is supported 

throughout the response. A variety of reasons for the overthrow of the Provisional Government 

was explained and there was an excellent conclusion. 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

In Question A3 candidates seemed to very-much enjoy writing about the more ‘modern’ lifestyle 
and dress of the flappers. Where they remembered that they were asked to give two features 

of the flappers (one of which could validly have been that they were very much in the minority) 

high marks were awarded. The opposition of the Supreme Court was rarely attempted, but when 

it was, candidates seemed to have good knowledge. Part (b) presented few problems with 

answers generally focusing on the fairness of the trial. In part (c) some candidates wandered a 

little from discussion of whether the conviction of the two men was a result of them being 

foreigners into whether it was a result of them being ‘Reds’. Fortunately, such answers, provided 
similar arguments to those about foreigners and no real damage was done. 

 

Candidate response 

 

This response scored in the top level. Similarity and difference were both identified, explained 

and supported from the sources. The candidate also considered the extent of the support, 

concluding that Source B supported Source C, only to a ‘slight’ extent. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

There was a significant increase in the number of candidates attempting Question A4 in this 

year’s exam. Life in South Vietnam under Diem was particularly well-known. Hearts and Minds 

was less popular and some candidates confused it with a desire to win support from the public 

in the USA. Similarity and difference in what Sources A and B said about the results of the Tet 

Offensive was covered well and most candidates appreciated the subtlety behind suggesting in 

part (c) that the American victory might not really have been a success.  

 

Section B  

 

There were very few responses to the questions on Topics B1, B3, B5 and B6, with most 

candidates answering on Medicine (B2), China (B4) and The Middle East (B7). 

 

In Question B2 part (a), where candidates had a sound grasp of chronology, high reward was 

achieved by explaining developments in x-rays and blood storage, or those brought about by 

war, such as plastic surgery and improvements in brain surgery. Where candidates lacked 

precise knowledge, they tended to fall back on general comments about the work of Simpson, 

Lister, Koch and Pasteur. The reasons for the development of penicillin (part (b) were well-

known with detailed accounts of the work of Fleming, Florey and Chain and of US funding. Some 

candidates wrote about the need for penicillin, though this was not, in itself a reason for its 

development. Answers to the part (c) questions showed an excellent understand of 

developments in medical treatment and public health in the years 1845-75, though sometimes 

candidates showed some confusion about the difference between the two terms.  

 

Candidate response 

 

This response scored at the top of L3. Two reasons for the development of penicillin are 

discussed and how those reasons contributed to the given outcome is explained. 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 
 
 

 

 

Question B4 saw some excellent responses.  Part (a) was particularly well argued with students 

showing a good understanding of the impact of 1950 Marriage Law and able to explain the 

greater role of women in politics as a result of policies introduced by the CCP. Good knowledge 

was also shown of the cause of student unrest (part (b)). Disillusionment with the policies of the 

CCP, overseas education, poor living conditions and the treatment of Wei Jingsheng and Hu 

Yaobang were all used to explain the outbreak of student protest, though the events in 

Tiananmen Square might be more accurately be seen as a consequence of student unrest than 

the cause of it.  C(ii) was the more popular of the part (c) questions, though there were good 

responses on the changing nature of Sino-Soviet relations. Part c(ii) was particularly well-

answered with some excellent analysis of the impact of the First Five-year Plan, , the Great Leap 

Forward, the Cultural Revolution and Deng’s modernisation policies. Most impressive was the 
ability of many candidates to justify their judgements with precise details of the comparative 

impact of the various policies. 

 

Candidate response 

 

This response scored at the top of L4. It is not expected that candidates will necessarily write as 

extensively as this candidate, but it may be informative to see how the very best answers to Part 

(c) questions set up an argument, use contextual knowledge to address that argument 

throughout the response and then reach a reasoned conclusion. 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

In Question B7 part (a), most candidates focused on the intentions behind the two proposals, 

with the Balfour Declaration seen as a political statement designed to elicit support from the 

Jewish community, whereas the Peel Commission was a more genuine attempt to provide a 

solution. Other responses noted that, unlike in the Balfour Declaration, the Peel Commission 

had come to accept that the two communities could not live together. Candidates readily found 

two reasons for the Second Intifada, most commonly in the failure of the Oslo Accords and 

Sharon’s provocative speech at Temple Mount. ! minority of candidates attempted c(ii) and 
some were obviously challenged by the requirement to assess the significance of Kissinger’s 
work. Most were uncritically in favour of his efforts. C (i) was more popular and better answered, 

with the majority of candidates arguing that the Suez Crisis led to the replacement of the 

influence of Britain and France in Egypt with that of the USA and the Soviet Union. 

 
Candidate response 

 

This response scored in L3. It provided a succinct, yet precise, explanation of differences 

between the terms of the Balfour Declaration and the terms of the Peel Commission Report. 
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