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Introduction

This was a welcome return to a full examination process following the impact of
the pandemic over the last few years. To help students manage their exam
preparation, Advance Information (AI) was released to centres in February,
giving students guidance about the topics for which they should focus their
revision. It was particularly heartening to note how well prepared most
candidates were for this examination. Many of the responses made clear that
candidates had developed an outstanding knowledge and understanding of the
specification content and were able to demonstrate all of the associated skills
which led to the construction of some truly impressive work.

It is worth noting that the longer 30-mark questions are, of course, marked
using three distinct Assessment Objectives. Whilst AO1 knowledge and
understanding was typically very strong, as was AO2 which covers analysis, AO3
could still be a challenge for some candidates. There were some truly
outstanding examples of fully relevant and sustained evaluation of political
information, constructing fully effective arguments and judgements, which were
consistently substantiated leading to fully focused and justified conclusions.
Equally there were numerous candidates who found that the level that they
achieved in AO1 and AO2 was not matched by their AO3 and this AO is, of
course, worth a third of the best-fit mark.

The sitting of the A level Politics examination in 2022 was only the second full
running of a summer series since the new specification was first examined in
2019. Although resit papers were sat in November 2020 and November 2021,
the entries for these were very small (less than 100), and we therefore did not
receive the usual feedback on the level of demand of those papers. After every
full series, we review how our papers have performed to understand what
adjustments may be required for future series; in light of feedback from
teachers about this summer’s papers, we will take additional care in our review
process this autumn.



Question 1a

This was the more popular of the optional Section A questions.

The majority of candidates were able to identify a range of checks and balances
on the US Congress and the UK Parliament from a variety of sources. However, a
minority of candidates treated this a more general question on the checks and
balances, and so included erroneous points such as the checks and balances
carried out by the legislative branches on the other branches of government.
Points related to this were given no credit.

Candidates should be reminded of the need to take the time to carefully read the
guestion to ensure they are fully cognisant of the focus of the question.

Common strengths:

Candidates who were able to directly and explicitly compare relevant and
related points from each country were able to access the higher levels.
The vast majority of candidates addressed the comparative element of the
question. Very few candidates used the simplistic US/UK format in their
answers — describing features of US politics followed by features of UK
politics, with no direct comparison — which meant they were less likely to
access the higher levels.

The typical Level 4 response was able to successfully incorporate political
vocabulary such as unconstitutional, veto, ultra vires, gridlock and so on.
Candidates should be encouraged to use specialist terms rather than
general phrases such as ‘throw it out’, ‘ban it’ or ‘reject/turn down’.

The most successful responses were able to embed recent, relevant
examples from both countries as part of their analysis of the differences.
Candidates who focused their answer on the question from the outset
were more likely to reach the higher levels — a number of candidates
wasted time with often lengthy introductions and/or conclusions. This is
not required for the 12-mark questions.

Common weaknesses:

Candidates who made unrelated comparisons were limited to the lower
levels because of the lack of comparison, which is essential to reach Level
2 and above. For example, some responses made points about the
presidential veto acting as a check on Congress, and made a separate,
unrelated point about the prime ministerial power of patronage.

There was a tendency to rely on very historical examples, particularly on
the UK element of the question.

Candidates who relied more heavily on US examples were less likely to
access Level 3 - some responses did not draw upon any UK examples
whatsoever. Candidates are to be reminded that the comparative
questions would expect exemplification from both countries to access the
top AO1 marks.



There are still a minority of candidates who are confused about the
requirements for passing legislation in the US - it should be emphasised
that legislation can be passed with a simple majority rather than a 2/3
majority. Similarly, there were a number of candidates who also believed
that the UK prime minister can veto legislation. A further common mistake
was stating that Congress has no whip system whatsoever.

There was a tendency to rely on stating rather than explaining points in
the lower levels. For example, candidates might state that there is
separation of powers in the US and a fusion of powers in the UK, without
explicitly explaining how this relates to differences in the checks and
balances on Congress and Parliament. This limits both the AO1 and AO2
marks, as there is a lack of knowledge demonstrated of those checks and
balances, and only limited accompanying analysis of the differences.

A minority of candidates included the comparative theories here - this is
only relevant for Section B, Question 2.

Candidates must focus on the comparison specified in the question - this
asked for differences, and so any similarities that were identified could not
be credited.
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Commentary:

This is a top Level 4 response. The candidate makes three developed
points with good exemplification throughout. Point 1 is the strongest
with regards to integrating AO1 and AO2.

Question 1b

The majority of candidates were able to identify at least one difference between
the methods used by interest groups in the US and pressure groups in the UK.
This was, however, often simply a difference by example rather than through
analysis.

Overall, this question saw more marks awarded in the lower levels than Q1a.

Centres are reminded that the comparative element of the specification may be
directed at similarities or differences, where relevant, and so should take this
into account when covering content.

Common strengths:

See also the common strengths for Q1a in relation to explicit comparisons,
structure of the response, political vocabulary, exemplification, and
introductions/conclusions.




The most successful responses focused on the differences between the
methods used in each country. This was explained using specialist political
vocabulary related to interest groups and pressure groups, such as
separation and fusion of powers, iron triangles, PACs/Super-PACs and so
on.

Such responses supported their points with well-chosen, relatively recent
examples from both countries.

Some of the strongest responses were able to analyse the impact of the
differing access points in particular, supported by exemplification.

Common weaknesses:

See also the common weaknesses for Q1a in relation to comparisons, historical
examples, US and UK examples and comparative theories.

A number of candidates chose to focus on similarities instead - this was
not the specified aspect of the topic required, and so such points were not
credited.

Responses that answered by example tended to remain in the lowest level
- for example, some candidates made very general points about direct
action taken by groups such as Extinction Rebellion in the UK and
compared this with direct action being less likely by groups in the US such
as the NRA. This is, of course, a creditable point - but without the
accompanying explanation and analysis to underpin this, it is simply
description rather than comparative analysis and so unlikely to move up
through the levels.

Conversely, some responses contained no examples at all. Candidates
should be reminded that examples are required, and contribute to the
AO1 mark.

Some responses chose to describe the differences in general, so focusing
on the type of interest groups and pressure groups you might see in each
country, or their objectives, rather than the methods used. This was likely
to stay in the bottom level for lack of relevance.

A number of candidates made unsupported assertions, such as that US
interest groups only focus on lobbying and campaign finance, making
vague comparisons to UK pressure groups who only focus on direct
action.

A common mistake was stating that UK pressure groups cannot make any
donations at all.
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(Total for Question 1 = 12 marks)

Commentary:

This is a top Level 4 response. The candidate makes a range of points,
directly and explicitly comparing the US and the UK. There are some
mistakes here in regards to financing in the UK; such mistakes should
be discounted, and only positive marking carried out on the accurate
points and evidence included.

Question 2

This question has the added specific requirement to include comparative
theories. Centres are reminded that this question has a mark scheme cap related
to this: candidates cannot access Level 4 if there is no explicit discussion of at
least one theory. Therefore, responses that do not include any comparative
theories are limited to a maximum mark of 9/12.

However, it is important to note that referring to or discussing comparative
theories also does not mean automatic entry to Level 4. The response is marked
as a whole, and so the points made, analysed and exemplified also form part of
the decision on whether a response overall meets the requirements for Level 4.

Common strengths:



The strongest responses were able to directly incorporate one of the
comparative theories into their response. To gain access to Level 4, this
does need to be more than a passing reference, and so should include
some explanation of how the theory affects the comparison made, e.g.
structural theory was often linked to the constitution/lack of a codified
constitution in each country, and how this affected the checks and
balances that made it harder for a US president to achieve their goals.
Responses that accessed the highest levels were consistently focused on
the question, with clear and explicit use of the language of the question
throughout their response. It is likely using this technique helped to
remind candidates that they were writing about a particular aspect of
presidents/prime ministers rather than a more general discussion of these
roles.

As with Qla/b, candidates who were able to directly and explicitly
compare relevant and related points from each country were able to
access the higher levels.

The vast majority of candidates addressed the comparative element of the
question. Very few candidates used the simplistic US/UK format in their
answers — describing features of US politics followed by features of UK
politics with no direct comparison — which meant they were less likely to
access the higher levels..

The typical Level 4 response was able to successfully incorporate political
vocabulary such as gridlock, patronage, separation and fusion of powers,
whip system, veto override, majority, divided government and so on.
Candidates should be encouraged to use specialist terms rather than
general phrases such as ‘the president will be ignored’ or ‘more/less
support’ or ‘can talk to more people’.

The most successful responses were able to embed recent, relevant
examples from both countries as part of their analysis of the differences.
Candidates who focused their answer on the question from the outset
were more likely to reach the higher levels. A humber of candidates
wasted time with often lengthy introductions and/or conclusions. This is
not required for the 12-mark questions.

Common weaknesses:

In terms of the comparative theory, a number of candidates simply
referred to it rather than developing an explanation of how it affected the
president/prime minister, e.g. by stating that structural theory affects a
president because it makes it harder for them to achieve their goals
compared to a prime minister. The lack of accompanying explanation
means this would not qualify for a Level 4 award, even if the rest of the
response is well-developed. There must be analysis present to access that
top level.

A common issue was found in generic responses about why a president
might be less effective, rather than focusing on legislative goals. Similarly,
a number of candidates drifted into discussions of foreign policy that were
not always clearly or explicitly related to legislative goals.

There was also a common misunderstanding of impeachment: this was
often argued as reason for a lack of legislative success for a US president,
again without being able to relate this to legislative goals.



A minority of candidates tried to challenge the question, or wrote a
balanced response where they argued that the US president is actually
more effective than the UK prime minister in achieving their legislative
goals. This was not the focus of the question, and so was not credited.
Candidates in the lower levels tended to focus on descriptions of the role
of the president and the prime minister, or described how they acted as a
check on the legislature, rather than focusing on the question of achieving
legislative goals.

There was also a lack of exemplification in the lower levels, or, where
exemplification was included, it was often very historic. Many such
responses exclusively relied on examples from the Bush and Blair eras.
Teachers are encouraged where possible to use contemporary political
examples, for this brings insight and helps to engage students with the
subject.

Candidates who made unrelated comparisons were limited to the lower
levels because of the lack of comparison, which is essential to reach Level
2 and above. For example, some responses made points about how
Congress can override the presidential veto, but then made a separate,
unrelated point about the prime ministerial power of patronage.
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Commentary:

This is a top Level 4 response. Here, you can clearly see how the
candidate has embedded the comparative theory within their response,
choosing the structural theory. Note that candidates are only required to
include one comparative theory; it is not necessary to try to incorporate
all three theories. The second point made is not quite as well explained
as points one and three; however, there is sufficient explicit
comparison, explanation and substantiation for a top Level 4 award.

Question 3a

This was the most popular of the optional extended response questions,
particularly for the first extended response answer by candidates.

The most effective approach to answering this question was demonstrated by
candidates who analysed and evaluated throughout their responses, thus
accessing the AO2 and AO3 marks. Centres are reminded that the balance of the
assessment objectives is equal on this specification - so equal attention should
be paid by candidates to AO1 knowledge and understanding, AO2 analysis and
AQO3 evaluation. All three assessment objectives must be addressed to access
the higher levels, and many candidates found their marks restricted here by a
reliance on AO1 to the exclusion of AO2 analysis and AO3 evaluation.

Common strengths:

e The strongest responses were able to directly compare and contrast the
three branches of government, with consistent judgements throughout
their response as to whether or not the president or one of the other
branches was the most powerful.

e Such responses would clearly set out the argument they intended to
follow in their introduction, and then support that throughout their
response with a range of developed points, supported by relevant,
contemporary exemplification from across the branches of government.



High-scoring responses were able to utilise a range of powers and also
limitations that linked the branches together, for example, the presidential
tendency to dominate foreign policy, but how this could be limited by the
congressional power of the purse. This would be argued as a developed
point, with often sophisticated analysis of the Constitution and other
factors, such as the political climate or the presidential term of office,
affecting how powerful each branch may be in relation to this area of
discussion.

Many high-level responses were well-substantiated, with a range of
examples across all three branches of government.

Very strong responses were able to discuss how the power of the
president can ebb and flow, depending on the circumstances they find
themselves in, exemplifying this with a range of examples over time.
There were also some excellent discussions about the impact of divided
government and the increase in partisanship and how this affects the use
of the formal and informal presidential powers, and therefore their ability
to become the most powerful branch.

Common weaknesses:

Responses in the lower levels tended to be more narrative-based. Such
responses would be more focused on listing the powers of the president,
following this up with description of the limitations on the power of the
president, with an overall conclusion — usually that the president is most
powerful. This meant that candidates missed out on valuable AO2 and
AO3 marks, as there was often little, if any, attempt to draw comparisons
between the powers of the different branches, and even less attempt to
draw out a line of argument related to whether one branch is more
powerful than the others.

Narrative responses also tended to make simple, assertive judgements in
the conclusion, often unsupported or contradicting the line of argument
within the main body of the response. Some of these conclusions involved
‘sitting on the fence’ - where a candidate simply concluded that because
of the constitutional checks and balances, no one branch can be most
powerful, as the system was designed to make them all equally powerful.
Responses that remained in Level 3 or below often also tended to focus on
one branch to the exclusion of the others, or missed out one branch
almost completely, usually Congress.

A minority of responses unfortunately tried to turn this into an essay on
whether or not the Supreme Court is the most powerful body. While this is
certainly creditable, it was not the sole focus of the question, and so
marks would have been limited for the lack of addressing the question,
and the lack of range on all assessment objectives.

Some candidates wasted time with very lengthy introductions that set out
each and every factor they planned to include in their response. While a
summary of such points may be helpful to organise a candidate’s work, in
some cases these introductions went on for a page. In comparison to the
rest of the response, this meant that candidates had written a substantial
amount for little credit, and so often ran short on their analysis and
evaluation later. This was particularly true for candidates who chose to
answer this as their second extended response.



e There were a number of common factual errors here. For example, that
legislation requires a 2/3 majority in Congress; that Trump’s ‘travel ban’
was ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court; mixing up case names
(Snyder v Phelps and Obergefell v Hodges was a common confusion); that
Congress can veto the president’s veto; that Congress can revoke
executive orders and so on.
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Commentary:

This is a strong Level 5 response. The candidate makes a clear
judgement at the outset, and mostly follows this through in the
arguments and evidence presented. The AO1 is the strongest part of the
response, but it is clear that all three assessment objectives merit a
Level 5 award.

This response was not awarded full marks because, although it still
reaches level 5, the AO3 judgement does wobble at times. For example,
when discussing the Supreme Court, the candidate contradicts
themselves by altering their line of argument to the Supreme Court
being most powerful instead. This does not preclude a Level 5 award,
and because the AO1 scores top Level 5 and the AO2 mid-Level 5, this
response - on balance - merited a mid-Level 5 award.



Question 3b

As with Question 3a, the most effective approach to answering this question was
demonstrated by candidates who analysed and evaluated throughout their
responses, thus accessing the AO2 and AO3 marks. Centres are reminded that
the balance of the assessment objectives is equal on this specification - so equal
attention should be paid by candidates to AO1 knowledge and understanding,
AO2 analysis and AO3 evaluation. All three assessment objectives must be
addressed to access the higher levels, and many candidates found their marks
restricted here by a reliance on AO1 to the exclusion of AO2 analysis and AO3
evaluation.

Common strengths

The strongest responses were able to directly compare and contrast the
role of each institution in protecting constitutional and civil rights, with
consistent judgements throughout their response as to whether or not one
institution was more able to protect those rights than the other.

Such responses would clearly set out the argument they intended to
follow in their introduction, and then support that throughout their
response with a range of developed points, supported by relevant,
contemporary exemplification related to each institution.

The strongest responses were able to accurately distinguish between
constitutional and civil rights, often drawing links between them, with
relevant evidence.

High-scoring responses were able to refer to a range of rights, including
constitutional and civil rights. Some responses often took a thematic
approach, e.g. focusing on constitutional rights such as the second
amendment, or civil rights such as abortion and the actions or lack of
action/successes/problems with protecting such rights. This would be
argued as a developed point, with often sophisticated analysis related to
the Constitution and/or statute law, and how well the specific right
is/has/has not been protected in relation to each institution.

Many high-level responses were well-substantiated, with a range of
examples related to both types of rights and both institutions.

Very strong responses were able to discuss how the success/lack of
success in protecting constitutional and civil rights has varied, depending
on the circumstances they find themselves in, exemplifying this with a
range of examples over time. There was some exceptional analysis of this
related to the impact of presidential appointments and the approach taken
by Supreme Court justices, most often linked to the issue of abortion and
states’ rights.

Common weaknesses

Responses in the lower levels tended to be more narrative-based. Such
responses would often simply describe Supreme Court cases related to
rights rather than analyse and evaluate how well they have been able to
protect them. This meant that candidates missed out on valuable AO2 and
AO3 marks, as there was often little, if any, attempt to draw comparisons
between the Supreme Court and Congress and their respective ability to



protect rights, and even less attempt to draw out a line of argument
related to whether one branch is more able to do so than the other.
Narrative responses also tended to make simple, assertive judgements in
the conclusion, often unsupported or contradicting the line of argument
within the main body of the response. Some of these conclusions involved
‘sitting on the fence’ - where a candidate simply concluded that because
both are able to protect rights using the Constitution, one by interpreting
it in cases, and the other by passing legislation, no one institution can
protect rights more than the other as the system was designed to allow
both a role.

Responses that remained in Level 3 or below often also tended to focus on
one branch to the exclusion of the others, or missed out one branch
almost completely - usually the Supreme Court.

As with Question 3a, some candidates wasted time with very lengthy
introductions that set out each and every factor they planned to include in
their response. While a summary of such points may be helpful to
organise a candidate’s work, in some cases these introductions went on
for a page. In comparison to the rest of the response, this meant that
candidates had written a substantial amount for little credit, and so often
ran short on their analysis and evaluation later. This was particularly true
for candidates who chose to answer this as their second extended
response.

There were a number of common factual errors here. For example, that
legislation is the same as a constitutional amendment; that Roe v Wade
had already been overturned (at that time, it was still only potential); that
the Equal Rights Amendment failed because of Congress; that Congress
has taken no action since the civil rights era; that the Supreme Court can
be directly influenced by presidential appointments after taking up the
role.

Of the three essays, this was the most unbalanced, where some
candidates completely missed out the section on Congress, or were only
able to make vague references to the civil rights era. Such responses were
most often limited to Level 1 or 2, at most, as there could be no AO2 or
AQ3 present without comparison to Congress and a consideration of
whether one institution was more able to protect rights than the other.
Responses that did include a discussion related to Congress often focused
on historical examples only.

Some candidates confused presidential action with congressional action,
for example when referring to DACA.

There were a number of responses where candidates made assumptions
about representation in Congress, and how increasing diversity would
automatically lead to more action taken to protect constitutional and civil
rights. Such responses were rarely able to substantiate this with specific
evidence.

A common mistake was to focus on one issue, such as gun rights. This is,
of course, a valid and excellent example to use; however, to focus on this
to the exclusion of other factors would limit the marks available across all
assessment objectives due to the lack of range.
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This is a Level 5 response. The candidate makes a clear judgement in
the introduction, which is followed through in most of the essay. The
first section of the response, focused on issues related to freedom of
speech, is the strongest. Here, the candidate skilfully weaves together
arguments related to the Supreme Court, contrasts this with
congressional action, then defends the original point about the
significance of the Supreme Court with a relevant, substantiated
counter-argument.

A similar approach is taken to arguments related to abortion and gun
control.

Overall, the balance of this essay is a little skewed towards the Supreme
Court, and so the final mark awarded was towards the lower end of the
level. More coverage of Congress would have lifted this to the top of the
level.



Question 3c

As with Questions 3a and 3b, the most effective approach to answering this
question was demonstrated by candidates who analysed and evaluated
throughout their responses, thus accessing the AO2 and AO3 marks. Centres are
reminded that the balance of the assessment objectives is equal on this
specification - so equal attention should be paid by candidates to AO1
knowledge and understanding, AO2 analysis and AO3 evaluation. All three
assessment objectives must be addressed to access the higher levels, and many
candidates found their marks restricted here by a reliance on AO1 to the
exclusion of AO2 analysis and AO3 evaluation.

Common strengths

The strongest responses were able to directly compare and contrast the
role of both political parties and interest groups in determining the
outcome of presidential elections, with consistent judgements throughout
their response as to whether or not one group was more influential than
the other.

Such responses would clearly set out the argument they intended to
follow in their introduction, and then support that throughout their
response with a range of developed points, supported by relevant,
contemporary exemplification related to each group, related to specific
presidential elections.

High-scoring responses were able to refer to a range of factors, including
campaign finance, the primaries and caucuses, endorsement and the role
of the individual presidential candidates. The factor identified would then
be argued as a developed point, with often sophisticated analysis related
to the degree of influence this gives political parties and/or interest groups
over the outcome of presidential elections.

Many high-level responses were well-substantiated, with a range of
examples related to both political parties and interest groups.

Very strong responses were able to discuss how the influence of interest
groups and political parties may vary between presidential elections,
depending on a range of criteria including - but not solely limited to -
political and/or economic circumstances, the term of office, i.e. is re-
election being sought, the impact of the electoral system itself, and were
able to exemplify the criteria chosen with a range of examples over time.

Common weaknesses

Responses in the lower levels tended to be more narrative-based. Such
responses would often simply describe methods used by interest groups in
general, or describe the ideology of the political parties, rather than
address the questions directly. This meant that candidates missed out on
valuable AO2 and AO3 marks, as there was often little, if any, attempt to
discuss the role either group plays in presidential elections, or any
attempt to draw comparisons between the respective influence of each
group. This meant the line of argument was often very weak, assertive or
even missing in some responses.



Narrative responses also tended to make simple, assertive judgements in
the conclusion, often unsupported or contradicting the line of argument
within the main body of the response. Some of these conclusions involved
‘sitting on the fence’ - where a candidate simply concluded that both can
influence presidential elections equally as they can finance and they can
campaign for individual candidates.

Responses that remained in Level 3 or below often also tended to focus on
interest groups. Such responses often paid very little attention to the role
of political parties, and in some lower-scoring cases, missed out political
parties entirely.

Similarly, lower-scoring responses often focused on elections in general,
and so included uncreditable points related to congressional elections.

As with the other essays, some candidates wasted time with very lengthy
introductions that set out each and every factor they planned to include in
their response. While a summary of such points may be helpful to
organise a candidate’s work, in some cases these introductions went on
for a page. In comparison to the rest of the response, this meant that
candidates had written a substantial amount for little credit, and so often
ran short on their analysis and evaluation later.

Of the three essays, this was the least well answered, with a surprising
number of candidates unable to make relevant or substantiated points
related to the influence of either interest groups or political parties on
presidential elections, often simply describing the influence of the groups
- usually mainly interest groups - in general. These responses were most
often limited to Level 1 or 2, at most, as there was so little attempt to
argue a case focused on the view given in the question, and so there was
no AO2 or AO3 present.

Responses that did include a discussion related to political parties often
focused on ideology or made assertions about voting behaviour with no
explicit link to presidential elections, and no substantiation.

It is worth noting that the range of evidence provided to substantiate
arguments was the narrowest on this essay. For example, references to
interest groups focused almost exclusively on the NRA, often with very
repetitive points about financing and supporting the Republicans, and for
political parties, focusing almost exclusively on the 2016 Trump/Clinton
election. While the quality of the substantiation is, of course, the most
important factor when awarding levels, for some candidates who had
almost one-example responses, they found their overall marks limited
across the assessment objectives because the narrowness of their
exemplification was then reflected in the range of arguments they were
able to present. It is worth considering using a variety of examples when
considering the main influences on the outcome of presidential elections
to ensure that candidates have an array of arguments at their disposal for
analysis and evaluation.
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(Total for Question 3 = 60 marks)

Commentary:

This is a Level 5 response. This candidate clearly addresses the question
and attempts analysis and evaluation focused on the view in the
question throughout. The response is less successful at evaluating the



influence of each group, swinging back and forth between the
importance of interest groups in one point, then arguing actually
political parties are more important, and so this stays at the bottom of
Level 5.

Paper Summary

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

12-mark questions do not require an introduction or a conclusion - many
candidates wasted time structuring their responses in the same way that
they would answer a 30-mark essay.

12-mark responses must be directly and explicitly comparative between
the US and the UK throughout the response.

Candidates must carefully read the question to ensure they answer it as
effectively as possible, e.g. looking for topic words or phrases, checking
for similarities or differences.

Comparative theories are only required for Q02.

Comparative theories should be embedded within the points made for
QO02, rather than simply referred to in passing: there is a cap at Level 3, 9
marks, if candidates do not have some relevant explanation of a
comparative theory in their responses.

Substantiation is essential to access high-level AO1 marks in all questions.
For extended-response questions (Q03a, Q03b and Q03c), introductions
should set out the judgement candidates will argue throughout their essay
- this should summarise rather than be a detailed start to the essay.
Many responses included introductions spanning a page which wasted
time.

The strongest responses set out criteria for discussion in the introduction
and structure the essay around them with debate and exemplification to
support the arguments made.

Candidates should avoid a narrative approach, as this invites description
rather than analysis (AO2) and evaluation (AO3).

Analysis (AO2) and evaluation (AO3) should be integrated within the
essay rather than ‘bolted-on’ at the end.

30-mark essay responses must cover both aspects of the question to
access the higher levels.

30-mark essay responses must cover both views presented in the
question to access beyond Level 2.

There is no requirement to compare US and UK in the 30-mark questions.
Centres should remind candidates that the strongest responses include a
range of relevant and contemporary evidence that directly and explicitly
supports the arguments being made.

Timing is crucial: it was notable on the second 30-mark response that
many candidates ran out of time and so did not complete their answer.
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