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Principal Examiner Feedback 

Summer 2022 

Pearson Edexcel Advanced Level in Politics (9PL0/02) 

Paper 2: UK Government and Non-core Political Ideas 

Introduction 

In many ways, this was a unique exam series as the exams took place for the 

first time since 2019 with a cohort of students who had no experience of 

external examinations, a disrupted two years of education and had received the 

Assessment Information about the exam series. Overall, students should be 

commended for their resilience and hard work in dealing with this unique 

experience. In turn, centres should be applauded for how they prepared their 

students both for the pressure of exams and for the requirements of A level 

Politics. It was fantastic to see many students really try to engage with some of 

the big debates in UK politics supported with contemporary evidence.  

One main area that is worth highlighting is the importance of exam technique 

and timing. This is perhaps the most noticeable area where the impact of having 

no experience of external examinations was visible. It is important that students 

plan their timing, and stick to it, so that they can achieve to their full potential.  

There are, as with any examination, however, several areas to reflect upon and 

lessons to be learned, which will enable future cohorts to address the 

examination effectively. 

Question 1(a) 

This was an optional question and was less popular with students as Q1(b). A 

majority of students were able to use the source to develop an analysis of the 

different opinions it contained in relation to the question. In particular, those 

answers which could clearly focus on how both Houses of Parliament were 

effective or not in shaping government legislation.  

The strongest responses were able to focus in on the question by analysing 

whether the Lords or the Commons are effective in shaping government 

legislation and the relationship between the two chambers in the legislative 

process. This allowed students to develop a range of different arguments from 

the source about whether the Lords, backbenchers in the Commons and public 

bill committees had influence over government legislation. Where these 

arguments could be highlighted with examples, especially modern examples, a 

stronger level of debate and engagement with the question was achieved. 

Considering this debate, answers could argue for a range of different views 

including both chambers being effective, neither being influential, one chamber 



being more powerful than the other or that the effectiveness of Parliament was 

largely dependent of the size of the government majority in the Commons.   

Interestingly students were often stronger on debating the revising role of the 

House of Lords over the role of backbenchers in the Commons. A particular area 

of confusion in the Commons was around the work of public bill committees, 

whose role and work were often confused with that of select committees. This 

may be linked to the introduction of new evidence-gathering powers in 2007 for 

the committees, which are non-specialist and temporary, being created for the 

duration of every bill, and then disbanded. In addition, students when discussing 

the Commons used examples that focused on the scrutiny of government, like 

decisions to take action in Iraq or Syria, or on PMQs, rather than having a laser-

like focus on the shaping of legislation.  

It is important to note that arguments that were introduced into the debate that 

were not drawn from the source are only rewardable with AO1. A good example 

of this was debates around the effectiveness of private members bills, which 

were not in the source, and were often debated in how the Commons might 

create legislation without really linking to the question, which focused on the 

shaping of government legislation.  

One very pleasing aspect was the ability of students to bring together competing 

arguments from the source to create effective comparative analysis in order to 

build substantiated conclusions. The most effective approach taken was to pair 

up naturally competing arguments from the source (AO1), develop each point 

with wider knowledge in order to analyse comparatively (AO2) the strength of 

the arguments to lead to substantiated conclusions throughout the essay (AO3). 

Given that the marks are split evenly between the three AOs, then this approach 

enabled students to access the higher mark bands. This approach could be 

launched in a clear introduction, developed through the body of the essay and 

drawn to a clear judgement in the conclusion. 

A broad point that is worth considering is the role of introductions and 

conclusions, which were absent in several answers. Introductions that work best 

are punchy – detailing any key definitions, setting up the debate and indicating 

the view that will be argued – rather than overlong and trying to cover all the 

ideas from the source. Conclusions that work best are also punchy and should be 

the natural conclusion from all the evaluation made throughout the essay rather 

than attempting to cram all the evaluation into one paragraph, given that AO3 is 

worth one-third of the marks.  

 

 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

This is a clear example of a short, punchy conclusion that sets up the debate and 

the main thrust of the argument the reader can expect throughout.  

 



 

Examiners Comment 



Here we clearly see the correct pairing of two arguments from the source, where 

the analysis and evaluation is then logically developed based on well-selected 

and deployed evidence.  



 



 

Examiners Comment 

Here we can see the correct pairing of arguments from the source about the role 

of public bill committees in the Commons that are then developed using own 

knowledge to build analysis and evaluation.  



 



 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

This section develops the arguments from the source around the role of the 

House of Lords to reach substantiated conclusions. It is worth noting there is no 

requirement to link back to Component 1 in the source-based questions.  



 

Examiner Comment 

The conclusion here is the view that the reader can predict from reading the rest 

of the essay showing that there has been a clear, logical argument throughout. 

This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 1(b) 

This question was more popular. The question focused on whether devolution 

had created more problems than solutions whilst the source provided a range of 

points covering all four nations within the United Kingdom.   

The stronger answers were able to develop a wide-ranging argument from the 

political information in the source. The question saw students using the source, 

then evaluating the arguments using key topical examples that had been well 

selected and thought out. The question allowed students to debate both 

problems and solutions created by devolution in England, Northern Ireland, 

Wales, and Scotland. This led to students arguing for a wide range of views 

ranging from devolution has created more problems than solutions overall, or 

vice versa, or making the case for one position or the other by country; it was 

good to see views or opinions being argued throughout the essays from 

introduction through to conclusion. Stronger answers were able to call on lots of 

recent evidence to back up the arguments including the recent election results in 

devolved elections, the current nature of politics in Northern Ireland, the 

rescinding of EVEL in 2021, and the ongoing debate around Indyref 2 in 

Scotland.  

The one area that caused the most difficulty was the understanding the roll out 

and impact of devolution on England. Whilst the West Lothian Question was 

generally debated well, EVEL and the rescinding of EVEL was covered less well 

as was the debate around the role out of Metro Mayors. 



 

Examiner Comment: 

This is a short, direct and effective introduction that links to the source, lays out 

the debate, sets out the direction of travel for the answer and is nicely linked to 

ideas of representation and democracy.  

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

Examiner Comment 



This is a high-level answer that work with the source to pair up arguments 

effectively, builds analysis by effectively deploying evidence and develops logical 

chains of reasoning. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 2(a)  

This question was tackled by fewer students than 2 (b). The key to this question 

was a clear understanding and definition of both judicial independence 

(independent of all external pressures, in particular improper pressure by the 

executive or the legislature or the media) and judicial neutrality (judges must be 

seen to act without fear or favour, affection or ill-will).  

Stronger answers could define both terms and have a debate about whether 

both judicial independence and judicial neutrality was sufficient in the UK’s 

democratic system. Students were able to focus on the impact of the 

Constitutional Reform Act 2005, the appointments process, pay, tenure, the live 

streaming of the Court, the judicial oath, and the increasing diversity of the 

Court. On the flip side, there was focus on the view that ministers have 

increasingly been misrepresenting judicial decisions, questioning judges and 

threatening to reform the judiciary, as well as the politicisation of the role of the 

Lord Chancellor and Attorney General. There were strong synoptic links here 

made to the role of the media in reporting on cases and the nature of the 

language used. In stronger answer, cases were well selected to help to illustrate 

the arguments. 

Where candidates were confused about the meanings of the two terms, they 

were less able to develop clear AO2 analysis to reach substantiated AO3 

conclusions. Where candidates blended both terms together or only focused on 

one term, this limited their ability to access the higher levels in the mark 

scheme. It often saw cases being stated and used as evidence of either 

independence or neutrality without really explaining why. The lack of definition 

for the two terms did see some students veering off from the question to debate 

issues about how powerful that Court is or how democratic it is instead.  



 

Examiner Comment 

A clear introduction that defines both terms that are going to be debated before 

setting up a clear direction of travel for the rest of the answer. 

 



 



 



 



 



 

Examiner Comment: 

There are plenty of synoptic links included within here back to Component 1, UK 

Politics and Core Political Ideas, which is a key element of the AO1 component of 

the answer. There is a real sense of debate, which is quite wide ranging, in here 

about neutrality and independence that leads to logical conclusions which are 

drawn together in the final paragraph. Like all answers in the exam hall, there 

are places where the answer could be improved; however, it clearly meets the 

requirements of the level-based mark scheme effectively. This was awarded 

Level 5. 

Question 2(b) 

This question was far more popular, possibly as the debate around ministerial 

responsibility has been newsworthy in recent times. This question also required 

students to be able to clearly identify the meanings of both individual and 

collective ministerial responsibility and effectively evaluate if both are still 

important today in UK politics.  

The strongest answers were able to develop an effective approach by analysing 

both terms and their importance over time – sometimes contrasting the fortunes 



of individual ministerial responsibility with collective ministerial responsibility. 

One highlight was the ability for students to draw comparisons between different 

governments and examples to make clear evaluations.  Answers that really tried 

to explain why they felt that either, both or neither were still important were 

able to really access the higher end of the mark scheme. Many were able to use 

well-selected current examples to really bring the essay to life.  

The framing of the debate was all important in this question; the key was to 

really focus on analysing whether both were still important rather than just 

listing large numbers of examples and stating whether the minister had resigned 

or not. A list of examples showed strong AO1 but did not really allow students to 

develop either their analysis or evaluation. In terms of synoptic links, many 

referred to the role of the media and to how in particular collective responsibility 

has been impacted by the use of referenda in the UK. 

One area that caused some limitations is where students only debated one of the 

terms or confused the two terms, limiting their ability to access the higher end 

of the mark scheme. Some confusion did occur around individual ministerial 

responsibility, with some students discussing it in terms of all MPs rather than 

ministers. Similarly, some issues arose where students confused votes of 

confidence within the Tory party in their leader with votes of confidence in 

Parliament and collective ministerial responsibility.  



 

Examiner Comment 

Here the student has defined the key terms for discussion, before opening the 

debate and providing a direction of travel for the essay. 

 



 



 



 



 



 

Examiner Comment 

The answer clearly covers the debate on both collective and individual ministerial 

responsibility. It selects and deploys a range of evidence to support the analysis 

and builds logical conclusions. It has enough clear links here back to Component 

1. This was awarded Level 5.  



Non-core Political Ideas 

There are number of key points which are worth re-emphasising in terms of the 

overall skills required by the paper: 

• The importance of timing so that students can complete the paper. 

• The importance of using key thinkers and their ideas from the 

specification for that non-core idea. Thinkers not listed in the specification 

can be used in addition but not as a substitute for key thinkers. 

• The importance of the core ideas and principles of each political idea, as 

well as the key terminology.  

• The focus of the question is on the extent of the agreements and tensions 

within that political idea between the different strands/tensions rather 

than between the key thinkers. 

Question 3(a) 

This question was the more popular of the two anarchism questions. As a broad 

question, the key to success here was an effective structure to the answer.  

Students approached this in different ways – some focusing on agreements and 

disagreements over human nature, the state, economy and society, whilst 

others used a thematic approach looking at consistency over rejection of the 

state, liberty and the future anarchist society.  

Stronger answers really developed a view throughout the answer about the level 

of consistency within anarchism to score higher-level AO3 rather than simply 

stating where they agree or disagree. This involved making substantiated 

judgements about the level of consistency throughout rather than simply stating 

the view in the conclusion. The reader should know exactly what to expect in the 

conclusion when they get there based on the argument throughout the essay.  

In general, the debates between collectivist and individualist anarchism were 

well backed up using key thinkers. This really means that students were able to 

build the debate by examining the contributions made by the thinkers to either 

individualist or collectivist anarchism rather than simply stating that a thinker is 

a collectivist or an individualist anarchist. In some instances, the debate became 

focused on a debate between thinkers rather than a debate between the 

different strands supported by the thinkers, which limited the ability to reach the 

higher ends of the mark scheme.  

One area to remain focused on is structure. Where students essentially provide a 

description the views of individualist then collectivist anarchists, the answer 

becomes knowledge heavy and misses out on analysis and evaluation.  



 

Examiner Comment 

This is short and to the point. It lays out the debate and indicates the main 

thrust of the argument. It is worth noting given the time and corresponding 

marks allocated to ideas questions, it is important for the introduction to not be 

overlong.  

 



 

Examiner Comment 

There is a clear attempt to develop an argument around agreement within 

anarchism and utilises the ideas of different thinkers from the specification. 



 



 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

The answer remains focused on the question, developing points where 

agreement and disagreement appear between the strands to try to make 

judgements about extent. The argument is built up by deploying the ideas of 

named key thinkers from the specification. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 3(b) 

This question was slightly less popular than 3 (a) but was still answered by 

many students. The most effective strategies looked to shape the essay in terms 

of areas of agreement over the anarchist view on human nature before exploring 

the disagreements. This was often done by looking at what is human nature, 

how is it impacted by the state, society and economy and what type of future 

society will allow human nature to flourish. Within this, the most effective 

answers were able to explore the differences between individualist and 

collectivist anarchism, as well as the tensions within both. The very best answers 

were able to make substantiated judgements about the depth of the agreement 

or disagreement within anarchism over their view of human nature.  

One area to remain focused on is structure. Where students essentially provide a 

description the views of individualist then collectivist anarchists on human 

nature, the answer becomes knowledge heavy and misses out on analysis and 

evaluation. In addition, it is important to remain focused on the question and the 

issue of human nature – for example, the rejection of the state is an important 

topic to cover here but only if it is linked to human nature.  



 



 

 

 



 



 

Examiner Comment 

This is a strong and well-developed answer that keeps focused on human nature 

that perhaps is slightly let down by the conclusion. Nevertheless, the main thrust 

of the argument is clear throughout the essay. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 4(a) 

This question was focused on whether capitalism is compatible with ecologism. 

The stronger answers were able to identify where all ecologists feel that 

capitalism is damaging to the biosphere, and where deep ecology and social 

ecology have wide areas of agreement. With disagreement, the clear 

disagreements between shallow ecology and deep ecology and social ecology 

were clearly drawn out. Some answers went further to also explore the tensions 

within each strand.  

Stronger answers really developed a view throughout the answer about the level 

of agreement within ecologism to score higher-level AO3 rather than simply 

stating where they agree or disagree. This involved making substantiated 

judgements about the level of agreement throughout rather than simply stating 

the view in the conclusion. The reader should know exactly what to expect in the 

conclusion when they get there based on the argument throughout the essay. 

On area to focus on is structure: it is vital that both agreement and 

disagreement are covered, with some students only developing a debate on 

disagreement or not using all three main strands and tensions within ecologism 

(deep, shallow and social ecology). This limits the ability to access the higher 

end of the mark scheme. Where students essentially provide a description the 

views of the different strands on capitalism, the answer becomes knowledge-

heavy and misses out on analysis and evaluation. 



 



 

 



 

 



 

Examiner’s Comment 

This answer reveals a good use of key terminology, a deployment of the main 

ideas of the thinkers and remains focused on the question and covers all the 

three main tensions/strands within ecologism. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 4(b) 

The question allowed students to explore whether ecologism agrees over the 

issue of sustainability. The most effective strategies looked to shape the essay in 

terms of areas of agreement over the ecologist view on sustainability before 

exploring the disagreements. Within this, the most effective answers were able 

to explore the differences between shallow ecologism, deep ecologism and social 

ecology, as well as the tensions within them. The very best answers were able to 

make substantiated judgements about the depth of the agreement or 

disagreement within ecologism over their view of sustainability. 

On area to focus on is structure: it is vital that both agreement and 

disagreement are covered, with some students only developing a debate on 

disagreement or not using all three main strands and tensions within ecologism 

(deep, shallow and social ecology). It is also important to use the ideas of key 

thinkers to back up the debate between the different strands/tensions rather 

than focusing on a debate between thinkers or simply stating that Leopold is a 

deep ecologist.  



 



 



 



 



Examiner’s Comment 

This answer does provide balance, looks at agreement and disagreements 

between the strands supported by some of the key ideas developed by the key 

thinkers from the specification. Importantly the answer does look to draw some 



conclusions about the nature of the extent of the agreement/disagreement over 

sustainability. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 5(a) 

This was the more popular of the two questions on feminism. As a broad 

question, the key to success here was an effective structure to the answer.  

Students approached this in different ways – some focusing on agreements and 

disagreements over human nature, the state, economy and society whilst others 

used a thematic approach looking at consistency over patriarchy, the personal is 

political and sex and gender. Both were effective. A more problematic approach 

was to essentially work a way through the different waves or tensions within 

feminism as this tended to lead to knowledge-heavy answers that did not 

provide much in terms of analysis and evaluation. It is also key that the answer 

does provide coverage of both agreement and disagreement.  

Stronger answers really developed a view throughout the answer about the level 

of agreement within feminism to score higher-level AO3 rather than simply 

stating where they agree or disagree. This involved making substantiated 

judgements about the level of agreement throughout rather than simply stating 

the view in the conclusion. The reader should know exactly what to expect in the 

conclusion when they get there based on the argument throughout the essay. 

Key thinkers need to be used effectively, by using their main ideas to open an 

avenue for analysis rather than simply stating that Sheila Rowbotham is a 

socialist feminist. However, it is important to note that more than one key 

thinker from the feminism specification should be used in the answers. Thinkers 

from other areas in the specification, such as Wollstonecraft, Friedan and 

Luxemburg, can be used to enhance answers but should not be used as a 

substitute for the key thinkers from the feminism specification.  



 



 



 



 

Examiner’s Comment 

This answer adopts a thematic structure to the questions, exploring differences 

and similarities over patriarchy, how to tackle oppression and the personal is 

political. Key thinkers are deployed well; however, post-modern feminism could 

do with some more coverage here. This was awarded Level 5. 

Question 5(b) 

This answer was less popular than 5 (a) but still answered by many students and 

required a clear understanding and definition of patriarchy. Structure here was 

crucial, with students who focused on agreements and disagreements in a 

thematic way – say over the existence of patriarchy, its impacts and how it 

should be tackled – were able to develop clear arguments. Where the definition 

of patriarchy was less clear, it led to a structure that went wave by wave or 

strand by strand and this limited the ability to develop clear comparative 

analysis and draw substantiated conclusions.  

The very best answers were able to make substantiated judgements about the 

depth of the agreement or disagreement within feminism over their view of 

patriarchy. This was done by building the debate through examining the 

contributions made by the thinkers to feminism rather than simply stating that a 

thinker is a liberal or socialist feminist. 



 



 



 



 



 

Examiner’s Comment 

There is good balance to this answer, it focuses on the question and effectively 

develops the debate between the strands about the extent of agreement and 

deploys the ideas of key thinkers effectively for the most part to back up the 

arguments. This was awarded Level 5. 



Question 6(a) 

This question was focused on the consistency within multiculturalism in its 

approach to diversity. The stronger answers were able to identify where all 

multiculturalists feel diversity is of real value to society, is important for culture 

and identity and helps to counter marginalisation and oppression. With 

disagreement, the clear disagreements between the strands over what type of 

diversity, how far it should extend and its relationship to the nature of tolerance 

within society.  

Stronger answers really developed a view throughout the answer about the level 

of agreement within multiculturalism to score higher-level AO3 rather than 

simply stating where they agree or disagree. This involved making substantiated 

judgements about the level of agreement throughout rather than simply stating 

the view in the conclusion. The reader should know exactly what to expect in the 

conclusion when they get there based on the argument throughout the essay. 

On area to focus on is structure: it is vital that both agreement and 

disagreement are covered, with some students only developing a debate on 

disagreement or not using all three main strands and tensions within 

multiculturalism (liberal, pluralist, and cosmopolitan). This limits the ability to 

access the higher end of the mark scheme. Where students essentially provide a 

description the views of the different strands on diversity, the answer becomes 

knowledge-heavy and misses out on analysis and evaluation. 

There were a number of areas of confusion that arose - in particular with the 

view of cosmopolitan multiculturalism which supports diversity to allow 

individuals to pick and mix from different cultures until cultural differences 

dissolve into one single identity and culture rather than valuing diversity as a 

good in itself.  



 



 



 



 



 

Examiner’s Comment 

On reading this answer, it is clear what question it is answering due to its clear 

focus and structure. It is stronger on disagree than agree but there is balance in 

the coverage of agreement, particularly in the penultimate paragraph. This was 

awarded Level 5. 

Question 6(b) 

The question allowed students to explore whether multiculturalism agrees over 

the issue of the protection of minority cultures. The most effective strategies 

looked to shape the essay in terms of areas of agreement over the 

multiculturalist view on the protection of minority cultures before exploring the 

disagreements. Within this, the most effective answers were able to explore the 

differences between liberal, pluralist, and cosmopolitan multiculturalism. The 

very best answers were able to make substantiated judgements about the depth 



of the agreement or disagreement within multiculturalism over their view on the 

protection of minority cultures. 

On area to focus on is structure: it is vital that both agreement and 

disagreement are covered, with some students only developing a debate on 

disagreement or not using all three main strands and tensions within 

multiculturalism. It is also important to use the ideas of key thinkers to back up 

the debate between the different strands/tensions rather than focusing on a 

debate between thinkers or simply stating that Parekh is a pluralist 

multiculturalist.  

One area of confusion that did develop was the mixing up of liberal ideas with 

those of liberal multiculturalists. The toleration of group differences is not seen 

as the same as treating members of minority groups as equals; what is needed 

is recognition and positive accommodation of minority group practices - for 

Kymlicka, this is about group-differentiated rights based on the liberal principles 

of autonomy and justice. However, liberal multiculturalists like Kymlicka, cannot 

accept that any group would have the legal right to restrict the basic civil 

liberties of its members.  



 



 



 

Examiner’s Comment 



In the exam hall, this is again a strong attempt to engage with the question and, 

from reading the answer, it is straightforward to work out what the question is. 

A range of key thinkers are deployed to support the debate between the key 

tensions/strands. This was awarded Level 4. 

Question 7(a) 

This question focused on whether the different types of nationalism have a 

consistent view on self-determination, and an effective definition of self-

determination was very helpful to writing a clear, structured answer.  

The most effective strategy was to structure the essay around areas of clear 

agreement between the types of nationalism and the areas where there was 

strong disagreement. This allowed for analysis to be developed through the 

essay to reach substantiated conclusions about whether nationalism is consistent 

in its approach. Much of the focus was on the consistency between liberal and 

anti/post-colonial nationalism and the inconsistency with expansionist 

nationalism.  

A more problematic approach was to essentially work a way through the 

different strands/tensions within nationalism, as this tended to lead to 

knowledge-heavy answers that did not provide much in terms of analysis and 

evaluation. It is also key that the answer does provide coverage of both 

agreement and disagreement.  

Stronger answers really developed a view throughout the answer about the level 

of agreement within nationalism to score higher-level AO3 rather than simply 

stating where they agree or disagree. This involved making substantiated 

judgements about the level of agreement throughout rather than simply stating 

the view in the conclusion. The reader should know exactly what to expect in the 

conclusion when they get there based on the argument throughout the essay. 

Key thinkers need to be used effectively, by using their main ideas to open an 

avenue for analysis rather than simply stating that Rousseau is a liberal 

nationalist.  



 



 

 



 



 

 



 

 

Examiner’s Comment 

This answer shows the value of planning upfront and starts with a clear 

definition of self determination to work with in the rest of the answer. The 



answer really tries to engage with the question and the nature of extent. This 

was awarded Level 5. 

Question 7(b) 

The question allowed students to explore whether nationalism has a common 

view of the nation. The most effective strategies looked to shape the essay in 

terms of the commonalities with nationalism on the nation before exploring the 

disagreements. Within this, the most effective answers were able to explore the 

differences between the various strands and tensions introducing much of the 

key terminology around progressive/regressive, inclusive/exclusive and 

rational/romantic. The very best answers were able to make substantiated 

judgements about the extent of the common view within nationalism over the 

nation.  

On area to focus on is structure: it is vital that both agreement and 

disagreement are covered, with some students only developing a debate on 

disagreement or not using all the main strands and tensions within nationalism. 

It is also important to use the ideas of key thinkers to back up the debate 

between the different strands/tensions rather than focusing on a debate between 

thinkers or simply stating that von Herder is a conservative nationalist.  



 



 



 



 

Examiner’s Comments 

Balanced, good use of key thinkers and their ideas to support the debate 

between the strands. The AO1 and AO2 are perhaps stronger here than the AO3 

but there is an attempt to grapple with the concept of extent. This was awarded 

Level 5. 

 

Paper Summary 

The following key points should be taken away from this exam series: 

• This was an extraordinary exam series; students and centres should be 

congratulated for their readiness to sit this unique exam series. 

• The importance of exam timing. 

• The need to plan answers so that responses have a clear structure that 

focuses on the demands of the question. 



• In source questions, the importance of contrasting competing arguments 

from the source; this is done by developing the arguments included in the 

source using own knowledge to create analysis and reach substantiated 

conclusions throughout. 

• The questions are on the big debates in politics, so answers should read 

like a debate where competing views are considered to reach a clear 

judgement on the question. 

• The use of contemporary examples can really strengthen analysis in 

answers to the questions in Section A. 

• The effective use of key terms from the specification helps lift the quality 

of responses. 

• The importance of introductions and conclusions.  

• In non-core ideas, the higher-level mark bands are achieved by focusing 

in on ’extent‘, and the debate needs to be developed using the ideas of 

key thinkers from within that section of the specification.  
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