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Introduction 
 
It was pleasing to see a range of well-informed and well-written responses from 
candidates on IAS Paper WHI02 1A which covers the option India, 1857-1948: The Raj 
to Partition. The paper is divided into two sections. Section A contains a compulsory two-
part question for the option studied, each part based on one source. It assesses source 
analysis and evaluation skills (AO2). Section B comprises a choice of essays that assess 
understanding of the period in depth (AO1) by targeting five second order concepts - 
cause, consequence, change/ continuity, similarity/difference and significance. 
 
It is pleasing to note that in Section A more candidates understood what was meant by 
‘value’ and ‘weight’ in the context of source analysis and evaluation this series. Most 
candidates did possess a knowledge base on which they could draw to support/challenge 
points derived from the sources. Some candidates are still writing about limitations in 
question 1a and this did impact on the length of question 1b for some candidates. 
 
In Section B, while some candidates produced wholly descriptive essays which were 
devoid of analysis, more responses were soundly structured. The most common 
weakness in Section B essays was the lack of a sharp focus on the precise terms of the 
question and/or the second order concept that was targeted.  
 
It remains important to realise that Section A topics are drawn from highlighted topics 
on the specification whereas Section B questions may be set from any part of any Key 
Topic, and, as a result, full coverage of the specification is enormously important. There 
was little evidence on this paper of candidates having insufficient time to answer 
questions from Sections A and B. 
 
The candidates' performance on individual questions is considered in the next section.  
 

Question 1a 

There were some good responses that achieved high Level 2 or beyond. These responses 
demonstrated an understanding of the source material and an ability to draw and 
develop inferences from the material using their contextual knowledge to explain 
inferences as well as expanding on matters in the source. Valid comments were made on 
the provenance of the source and value explained. Most candidates who failed to reach 
Level 3, did so because of questionable assumptions regarding the provenance and a 
mistaken tendency to discuss the limitations of those and using contextual knowledge 
incorrectly to evaluate the limitations.  There were also a number of responses with very 
limited contextual knowledge on the Royal Titles Act and which provided lengthy 
descriptions of the role of the East India Company before the Raj and the 1857 Mutiny 
without focus on the task set.   



 



 

 



 

 

This is a good level 3 response achieving level 3 on bullet points 1 and 3 in the mark 
scheme. It has good inferences and makes valid points about the provenance of the 
source to establish its value. It is weaker in using contextual knowledge to interrogate 
the source to establish its value.  



Question 1b) 

The best responses were written by candidates who successfully made reasoned 
inferences, evaluating the weight of the source in relation to the enquiry and using 
contextual knowledge to illuminate limitations of what could be gained. Most candidates 
who did not achieve Level 4 failed to do so due to making inferences that were not fully 
developed or reasoned. Candidates often used accurate contextual knowledge was but 
this was usually only included to confirm/challenge details rather than going the step 
further to illuminate what could therefore be gained from the source.  Some candidates 
with an in-depth knowledge of the famine lost focus on the task of source evaluation and 
wrote at length about the famine without regard to the source and this limited their 
achievement in the levels.   Candidates do need to remember that stand alone 
knowledge is not rewarded in A02 and that knowledge is used with the source material 
to reach judgements about the weight that can be attached to the source. 



  

 



 



 

This is a level 4 entry response. It attempts to interrogate the evidence and does 
distinguish clearly between claims and information.   It includes reasoned inferences and 
considers both the strengths and limitations of the source. It has a judgement that 
arises out of the main body of the answer. 



Question 2 

This was a popular question which produced a number of well-focused responses. Those 
candidates who did answer the question showed some awareness of the second order 
concept – change and continuity – and were able to draw out ways in which progress 
self-government was limited as well as ways in which real progress was made.  These 
included the continued authority of the Viceroy, the Morely-Minto Reforms and the 
Rowlatt Acts of 1919.  The most common problem which limited achievement in this 
answer was candidates who wrote extensively about events that were out of the period 
or who described events without liking them to the focus of the question.  

 

 



 

 





 



 

This is a secure level 4 response. It maintains a clear focus on the question throughout.  
The knowledge is sufficient although there are occasions where there is a lack of clarity.  
The judgement is based on valid criteria. 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 3 

This was a popular question which drew a range of answers. At the highest level, 
candidates wrote well-informed responses which explored the given factor, repression, 
and contrasted this method of ruling with other factors including inquiries and 
consultations, conciliation and acts of Parliament.   Candidates who did not achieve the 
higher levels often produced very descriptive answers with a focus on the Amritsar 
Massacre and little else.  It is important that candidates cover the time period set in the 
question.  Candidates would benefit by taking a few minutes to plan their answer to 
address the question set before writing.   



 



 



 

 

This is a low level 4 response. The introduction shows a clear focus on the question and 
this is developed during the answer. The time frame is covered well.  The supporting 
knowledge is sufficient to address the questions and key issues are explored.  There are 



occasional weaknesses in the analysis but valid criteria for judgment are established and 
supported. 

Question 4 

This was by far the most popular question.  The best responses developed a very clear 
comparison of Gandhi’s and Jinnah’s approaches to achieving Indian independence 
across the time period and drew out the similarities and differences including the shared 
aim of removing the British from India and their similar use of negotiations as well as 
differences driven by their differ religions as well as Gandhi’s direct action campaigns 
compared to Jinnah’s disapproval of such methods and preference for direct negotiation 
with the British on behalf of the Muslim population.   Lower scoring responses tended to 
deal extensively with Gandhi and offer a limited perspective on Jinnah.  Some candidate 
wrote about each man separately and missed the opportunity to develop a comparison 
and this limited their analysis and achievement. 



 



 

 

 

 



 

This is a clear level 4 response. It has an explicit focus on comparison and draws out 
both similarities and differences.  It is underpinned by knowledge which is sufficient but 
not extensive. The range is more limited which prevents it from achieving the highest 
mark. Hence it is mid-level 4 rather than achieving full marks. 

 

Based on the performance of this paper, candidates are offered the following advice: 

Section A 

 Make sure you are aware of the topics highlighted for the source question and 
have prepared for them 

 A careful reading of the sources is needed so that the issues raised are clearly 
identified 

 You must ensure that you draw out inferences, but these should always be 
directly linked to the source and not driven by contextual knowledge 

 You should consider the nature, origin and purpose of the source 



 Do not merely restate what the provenance says – think about how it can be used 
to address the question. In a, this requires a consideration of how it adds value 
and in b, this requires considering value and limitations 

 Contextual knowledge should be used to support the answer, not to drive it, and 
should be made relevant to the enquiry 

 Question 1a does not require a consideration of the limitations of sources 
 It is unlikely that weight can be assessed by listing all the things that a source 

does not deal with. 

Section B 

 
 Spending a few minutes planning helps to ensure the second order concept is 

correctly identified  
 Candidates must provide more precise contextual knowledge as evidence. Weaker 

responses lacked depth and sometimes range  
 Candidates should avoid a narrative/descriptive approach; this undermines the 

analysis that is required for the higher levels   
 Candidates need to be aware of key dates as identified in the specification so that 

they can address the questions with chronological precision  
  Essay questions are set over a period of at least ten years; candidates need to 

address the whole time period set in the question 
 Candidates should try to explore the links between issues in order to make the 

structure of the response flow more logically and to enable the integration of 
analysis. 
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