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1a

This was the less popular choice for the optional questions. Most candidates were able
to identify the key limitations on each legislative institution, but it was notable that there
was a lack of range and depth to these limitations. Frequently, the limitations were
referenced with little accompanying explanation er exemplification.

Candidates were more able to address the limitations on Congress, and seemed less
confident on UK limitations. There were also some continuing errors on limitations, for
example, that Congress require a 2/3 majority to pass legislation, which is incorrect.
Similarly, some candidates asserted that Royal Assent is comparable to the presidential
veto.

The strongest responses were directly comparative and took note of the explicit key
wording in the question- to compare different limitations rather than analyse
similarities. In the top levels, this was supported by direct exemplification drawn from
both countries.

Going forward, candidates need to be aware that they are expected to directly compare
the institutions- rather than describe the US and the UK in separate sections, and
should be prepared to use recent rather than historical exemplification as is relevant to
the focus of the question.

1b

This was the most popular choice for the optional questions. Candidates were well
versed in the roles of the prime minister and the president. However, there was a
notable lack of exemplification from both countries, and the exemplification from many
candidates was often very historic, when more modern examples could and should
have been used.

There was a tendency amongst candidates in the lower levels to drift off the pointin to
a more generic comparison of prime ministers and presidents, such as one is and MP
and the other elected, rather than analysing the roles each plays in their respective
country. There was also a tendency to repeat the same point in different ways, for
example when describing how the fusion/separation of powers affects the role of each.

As with Question 1a, candidates should be reminded to take note of the explicit key
wording in the question- this question asked candidates to compare the ways in which
the roles are different, but a significant number of candidates focused solely on the
similarities, which was not being examined here.

This is a typical example of a level 4 response- it is detailed and directly comparative,
but lacks specific exemplification, so remains in the bottom of the level.
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2

Question 2 prompted some excellent examples with strong knowledge and analysis of
parties in both countries. However, there were a significant number of responses where
candidates missed the opportunity to make comparative points and treated this as two
different discussions- one based on unity in the UK< and a completely separate
discussion about US parties. Many candidates also failed to attempt to make any
synoptic points based on the comparative theories, and so consequently failed to
access Level 4. The requirement to integrate one of the comparative theories- rational,
structural or cultural theory- is essential for candidates to achieve the top level.

The strongest responses here were able to identify themes to discuss for unity, most
often based structural areas that may cause division within parties. For example,



candidates were able to draw clear and direct comparisons between the party whip
system in each country, or how the federal nature of US parties differs from the more
national system in the UK.

Some candidates were able to make comparisons between policy areas that caused
divisions, however, this was less successful as such responses tended to lack
comparison and instead were more of a description of arguments within the party. A
minority of responses were unable to move beyond basic identification of issues that
cause divisions between the parties, often in a very generalised way, for example, that
gun control is less supported by the Republicans but more supported by the
Democrats. Such responses rarely moved out of the lower levels as they lacked analysis
and frequently failed to compare the parties. There was surprisingly little knowledge of
the factions that exist in both countries.

Here is a extract of a strong level 4 response where the candidate makes clear and
directly comparative points.
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3a
This was the least popular of the three optional essays.

A number of candidates misinterpreted the question as requiring a focus on
presidential powers. This was incorrect. The focus of the question was on the influences
on political party policies and ideas, with the presidential power of persuasion a given
factor as just one of the influences on political parties that candidates should evaluate.
Such responses tended to evaluate the importance of the presidential power of
persuasion for helping presidents become more powerful rather than addressing the
question directly.

Candidates who did attempt to address the question directly did so with varying
degrees of success, which was dependent on the depth of their knowledge about firstly,
what is meant by the presidential power of persuasion, and secondly, the range of
factors that affect party policies and ideas.

The strongest responses were able to clearly and explicitly identify a range of factors
that influence the parties. Factors included the federal nature of the US system of
government, and the impact of this on how parties make policy. For example, there
were some sophisticated discussions about the relationship between party leaders in
Congress and the president in terms of negotiating the passage of legislation, with
good, exemplified contrasts drawn with the impact of interest groups and/or the
proximity of elections.

It should also be noted, however, that a significant number of candidates demonstrated
a fundamental misunderstanding of what is meant by presidential persuasion- a lot of
focus on persuading the public/media/voters rather than Congress. This is an explicit
part of the specification that candidates should be well versed in.

As mentioned on the Section A and B questions, there was also a disappointing
tendency for candidates to be solely reliant on historical examples, which should be
discouraged where there are more recent and suitable modern examples. It is
surprising, for example, to see whole essays with references only to Clinton and Bush,
and none to Trump or Obama.

Finally, candidates should be reminded of the need to ensure their responses are
evaluative rather than descriptive to ensure they are able to access AO3 marks and
reach the higher levels. Structuring essays as simple ‘for/against’ models should be
discouraged, as this leads to a heavy focus on AO1 and is likely to lead candidates in to
omitting evaluation altogether.

Here is an example of a strong level 5 response where the candidate has interwoven all
three AOS throughout their response, with explicit exemplification.
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3b
This was the most popular essay question.

Candidates were well versed in the presidential checks and balances, but were less well
prepared for the checks and balances available to the other branches of government.

There was a tendency for candidates to simply describe the checks and balances
without directly addressing the question. This meant that a number of responses lost
marks for both AO2 analysis and AO3 evaluation. This was often accompanied by a
general discussion of the role of each individual branch of government, and again
lacked a clear focus on the question.

The strongest candidates were able to identify specific checks and balances for each of
the three branches, and analyse how far these checks were an obstacle to effective
government. Explicit exemplification of the use of these checks and balances, along with
clear evaluation of the impact of the identified checks and balances, distinguished
between the higher-level responses.

There was, however, a distinct lack of evaluation in many responses, and in a significant
number of responses, the evaluation attempted failed to link that evaluation to the
argument presented. For example, some responses tried to draw a parallel between
impeachment and majorities in Congress as checks on presidential power, but were
unable to explain how far each check caused problems for effective government.

It was also disappointing to see candidates attempting to turn the question into a
different one, by solely focusing their answer on how far the Bill of Rights protects
individual rights or the impact of the power of judicial review. Candidates should be
reminded to address the question as set.

As mentioned on the previous questions, there was also a disappointing tendency for
candidates to be solely reliant on historical examples, which should be discouraged
where there are more recent and suitable modern examples. It is also worth reminding
candidates that exemplification needs to be focused and relevant. Here, there were a
number of candidates whose essays led by example- so structuring their essay around
descriptions of examples with a simple statement that the example demonstrated an
obstacle to effective government, but then failed to link this to a specific check or
balance or include analysis and evaluation.

Finally, candidates should be reminded of the need to ensure their responses are
evaluative rather than descriptive to ensure they are able to access AO3 marks and
reach the higher levels. Structuring essays as simple ‘for/against’ models should be
discouraged, as this leads to a heavy focus on AO1 and is likely to lead candidates in to
omitting evaluation altogether.

Here is an example of a strong level 5 response with consistent evaluation throughout.
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3c
Most popular second choice.

Candidates were able to describe the presidential role in appointing Supreme Court
justices. However, there were a significant number of responses where candidates were
unable to move on from describing the presidential role, and were seemingly unaware
of the role played by the Senate in approving presidential nominations.

The strongest responses were able to describe both the presidential and Senate roles,
and included specific, recent exemplification. This was often linked to analysis and
evaluation of other features of the US system that help to uphold the judicial role of the
Supreme Court. Most commonly, such responses evaluated the lasting impact of
ideological reasons for presidential nominees, linking this clearly to the independence
of justices once appointed.

A number of candidates, however, were unable to discuss the political and judicial
nature of the Supreme Court beyond the appointment process. Such responses were
often very limited in range, and lacked analysis beyond the political aspect of presidents
nominating justices in line with their personal beliefs. These responses were also
usually lacking in specific exemplification.

Candidates should be reminded of the need to ensure their responses are evaluative
rather than descriptive to ensure they are able to access AO3 marks and reach the
higher levels. Structuring essays as simple ‘for/against’ models should be discouraged,
as this leads to a heavy focus on AO1 and is likely to lead candidates in to omitting
evaluation altogether.

This response achieved a top level 4 award. A wider range of arguments to analyse and
evaluate would have lifted this into level 5.
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