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Section A – Introduction  

The Period Study focusses on an understanding of the unfolding narrative of a 

time period. In this first GCSE History (9-1) examination, most candidates 

seemed well-prepared for the question styles in this examination. Most 

candidates attempted the required three questions, although it would appear 

that some candidates answered Section B first. Whilst this is perfectly 

acceptable, it should be noted this has could have implications on timing and 

unfinished questions, perhaps explaining the number of blank responses for 

Question (Q) 2. 

Q1 will always focus on consequence, requiring candidates to explain two valid 

consequences, giving equal attention to both. Very few candidates did not 

attempt Q1, which is deliberately designed to be accessible to the entire ability 

range. However, some provided more detail than was necessary, leaving less 

time to address higher-tariff questions. 

Q2 is a new style of question that focusses on analytical narrative. Candidates 

are expected to write an account that not only describes what happened, but 

also finds connections and makes sense of events, with an analysis of the links 

between events as they unfolded.  

The analytical narrative will always focus on a period containing events or ideas 

that can be perceived as a sequence; this could cover several years or a much 

shorter period. Candidates should be clear about the time-span of the question. 

They must ensure that they cover an acceptable range and what it is the 

narrative is designed to analyse: in this case, the events of détente during the 

1970s.  

It was clear that most candidates found the new style of question challenging. It 

is vital they understand the narrative concept, with the sense of a beginning, 

development and end, rather than produce three paragraphs that do not link 

directly. The quality of responses varied, based primarily on the depth of 

knowledge of the topics addressed.  

The stimulus points serve a different purpose from those on other questions: 

they will be useful reminders to candidates of sign-posts along the narrative and 

not aspects they need to develop. Candidates do not need to use these stimulus 

points but there is an expectation that there will be some depth of knowledge. 

This should be shown by three discrete points in the narrative being covered, 



although this does not mean candidates need to identify three different events. 

This question appeared to be the answer left blank most frequently, perhaps 

due to timing.  

For Q3, candidates were required to analyse the importance of an 

event/person/development. The question focussed on what difference the 

event/person/development made in relation to situations and unfolding 

developments. For example, in the first choice on this question, candidates were 

not being asked to comment generally on the importance the development of 

the atomic bomb, but to consider its importance on relations between the 

Superpowers in the years 1945-49. It was clear many candidates had been 

prepared for the importance-style questions. Responses ranged from impressive 

analysis focussed on the appropriate second-order concept (Assessment 

Objective (AO) 2), which were supported with accurate, relevant and good 

knowledge (AO1), to those from candidates that offered simple comment, with 

limited knowledge for support.  

All the Period Study examination questions use a levels of response mark 

scheme. Progression in AO1 is shown by the candidate's increasing ability to 

select information precisely and show wide-ranging knowledge and 

understanding. Progression in AO2 is shown by a candidate's response moving 

from simple or generalised comments, to analytical explanations that show a 

line of reasoning, which is coherent, logical and sustained. Centres are reminded 

that the indicative content in the mark scheme does not imply what must be 

included in a response, nor does it give any expectation as to how candidates 

are expected to structure their responses. 

Sufficient space is provided in the exam papers for all questions to be answered 

in full. Although some candidates did write on extra sheets, their responses 

were not always as successful as those of candidates who produced more 

concise answers. It is of vital importance that candidates do not continue 

answers from one question in the space reserved for another and, if they wish 

to write more than the booklet allows, they should identify this clearly on the 

paper, and ask for additional sheets.   

 

  



Section A:  Comments on Superpower Relations and the Cold War, 1941-91 

Question 1 

In Q1, candidates were asked to provide two consequences of the fall of the 

Berlin Wall. There were 4 marks available for each consequence, which needed 

to be explained (AO2) and supported with specific information showing good 

knowledge and understanding (AO1).  

Most candidates understood the second-order of concept of consequence. 

Where responses were not awarded the top mark for either Level 1 or Level 2, it 

was almost always due to weaker performance for AO1. There were also 

responses where candidates merely rephrased the same consequence as their 

second answer, and this could not be credited a second time. 

Where generalised comments were made about a consequence, candidates 

tended to note that people were now able to travel more, there were more 

opportunities for better homes and jobs, or simply that it led to the end of the 

Cold War.  

AO2 at Level 2 used the features of the period to explain a consequence. 

Examples included the opening of the Wall leading to a growth of protest in East 

Germany, demanding significant reforms and, later, for the reunification of 

Germany. The USSR was now unwilling to continue its control over the Eastern 

Bloc, and the unification of East and West Germany led a much larger single 

German nation.  

The common types of specific information that were added to these 

explanations were the fall of the communist government in East Germany, 

Gorbachev's abandonment of the Brezhnev Doctrine, and the newly-enlarged 

Germany becoming a member of NATO, whilst the Warsaw Pact broke up. 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

These are clear examples of Level 2 responses. Both are Level 2 for AO2 

by giving a feature of the period to explain a consequence. The first 

 



discusses 'the break-up of the Eastern bloc' and 'the end of communism'.  

This is supported at AO1 with specific information on 'free elections'. 

 

The second consequence is Level 2 AO2, by commenting on 'the end of 

the Warsaw Pact' with specific information on its breaking up in 1991. 

The response shows a sound understanding of the period, and of 

countries not wishing to be controlled by the Soviet Union, with the 

comment ‘did not want the Soviet Union in their lives'.   

Examiner tip:  

Q1 is designed to provide an accessible start to the assessment of the 

Period Study and requires specific information added to two different 

explanations offered on consequences, for the focus of the set question. 

 

  



Question 2 

This new-style question was approached most appropriately when candidates' 

responses were structured to demonstrate the beginning, development and end 

of the Superpowers, following the principles of détente during the 1970s. Those 

responses using language demonstrating an analysis of links between the 

various stages of détente, moved into Level 3 of the mark scheme for AO2. 

The stimulus material provided candidates with a possible start and end point 

for a narrative account: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) 1 in 1972 and 

Afghanistan, with a given date of 1979. Some candidates lost valuable time by 

giving details of the background to détente, including the hotline between 

Washington and Moscow in 1963 and the 1963 Test Ban Treaty. It was felt 

acceptable, given the timeframe of the 1970s in the question, to credit from 

Nixon becoming US President in 1969   with his aim to improve US-Soviet 

relations  as well as Carter's lead on boycotting the 1980 Moscow Olympic 

Games. Knowledge on the 'Second Cold War', Reagan, and 'Star Wars' was not 

credited. Centres should note that the purpose of the stimulus for Q2 of the 

Period Study may be chosen to demonstrate either the chronological span of the 

question or key features of the narrative. 

At Level 1, most responses had an understanding for AO2 of the basic narrative 

of détente as a period when relations between the Superpowers started to 

improve and then from a high-point in the mid-1970s, began to deteriorate 

towards the end of the decade. The simple narrative was typically added to, with 

simple knowledge prompted by the stimulus material. This included SALT 1 

agreeing to build fewer nuclear weapons, a general statement about better 

relations developing, and then frequently making a comment about tension 

growing again with the Soviet Union's invasion of Afghanistan.  

Generally, Level 2 responses were able to show a clear sequence of events with 

the use of more accurate and relevant information. This included the start of the 

1970s détente symbolised by arms negotiations, with Nixon and Brezhnev 

signing SALT 1 in 1972. SALT 1 limited the numbers of Inter-Continental Ballistic 

Missiles (ICBMs) and Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs). This was 

generally followed by accurate and relevant information on the Helsinki 

Agreements and, finally, with relevant information on SALT 2 and how it was not 

ratified by the USA, following Carter's opposition to the Soviet Union's invasion 



of Afghanistan. Although these responses often showed a clear sequence of 

events, the linkage between them was often quite implicit.  

Level 3 responses often made it clear that SALT 1 was a very significant 

achievement in developing co-operation between the two Superpowers. This led 

to Nixon visiting Moscow in 1974 and the very symbolic joint US-Soviet Apollo-

Soyuz space mission. Responses then explained that to maintain détente, the 

USA and the USSR, together with other nations, supported the terms of the 1975 

Helsinki Agreements, to develop security, cooperation and human rights.  

This greater co-operation significantly reduced the threat of direct conflict 

between the Superpowers. However, the USSR's invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 

was condemned by the USA with the Carter Doctrine. It led to the USA refusing 

to ratify SALT 2, increases in US defence spending and a boycotting of the 1980 

Moscow Olympics led by the USA – thereby bringing the period of détente to an 

end. Some common misunderstandings included the 1975 Helsinki agreements, 

which were written as nuclear disarmament treaties in themselves. Others 

confused the 1970s with Reagan and Gorbachev’s agreements of the 1980s. 



 

 



Examiner comment:   

This response is a clear example of a high Level 2 script with AO2 clearly 

stronger than AO1. The answer follows a narrative structure, is mostly well-

organised, events are linked, and attempts are made at analysis with ‘this lead 

to...', '...but never ratified due to...' 'Finally, this showed the end of detente....', 

'The Second Cold War had begun’ which all combine to create a clear sense of 

sequence.  AO1 is secure and the candidate, whilst only referencing SALT1, 

explores SALT2, the Helsinki Conference and the invasion of Afghanistan in 

more detail – therefore giving aspects beyond the stimulus material. The 

candidate shows sufficient knowledge and understanding of the events.  

Examiner Tip:  

Candidates should try to ensure that responses show a clear sequence of 

events, which is supported with accurate and relevant information. 



 

 

 



 

 

Examiner Comment:  

This script is an example of a low Level 3 answer, where AO2 is awarded a low 

Level 3 and AO1 is awarded a strong Level 2, thus the overall mark is a low 

Level 3. The sequencing is strong – 'Detente was first seen in ...’, 'Later on in 

1979 East and West relations were yet again improving...’, 'However, these 

talks would fall apart with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan', 'Detente came to 

an end in 1979....'. These phrases lend a strong coherence to the structure of 

the response. Good knowledge is shown of SALT1, SALT2 and some knowledge 

is shown of the invasion of Afghanistan. 

 



Examiner Tip:  

Candidates should try to ensure that responses show a clear sequence of 

events, which is supported with accurate and relevant information. 

 

 

  



Question 3 

This question comprises two 8-mark questions based on the second order 

concepts of significance and consequence. Candidates who addressed the 

importance of the factor raised in relation to the stated development, and 

supported this with good knowledge and understanding, achieved Level 3. 

Candidates' responses that explained the importance of the factor without 

relating it to the stated development remained in Level 2.  

The first option was on the importance of the USA's development of the atomic 

bomb for relations between the Superpowers in the years 1945-49.  

Level 3 responses invariably kept very firmly to the date range in the question 

and analysed clearly the importance of the USA's development of the atomic 

bomb for significantly increasing tension between the Superpowers. 

Explanations included Stalin's suspicions being raised due to Truman 

deliberately delaying the first meeting of the Potsdam Conference, Stalin 

becoming more determined for the USSR to develop its own atomic bomb 

especially after its use by the USA in Japan, and the USA's development of the 

bomb, making the USSR more determined to tighten its grip on Eastern Europe.  

Some candidates made clear that this start of the breakdown in the relationship 

between the Superpowers was in contrast to what had, until very recently, been 

the 'Grand Alliance' fighting against Nazi Germany. High-scoring responses 

explained how the relationship between the Superpowers became more 

strained with the Truman Doctrine, Marshall Plan, the first Cold-War crisis over 

Berlin in 1948-49 and the formation of NATO. Very few candidates mentioned 

Kennan's or Novikov's Telegram, but some used Churchill's 'Iron Curtain' speech 

to exemplify the growing rift between East and West. 

Level 2 responses were mostly good explanations of the USA's development and 

use of the atomic bomb, together with some initial consequences on the 

immediate early Cold War but without focussing on its explicit importance for 

relations between the Superpowers.  

Level 1 responses often gave a simple comment on how it made relations 

difficult between the USA and the USSR and often gave lengthy descriptions on 

the USA's use of the bomb on Japan. A common mistake at both Levels 1 and 2 

was for candidates to give material way beyond the time period in the question, 

such as information on the impact of the development of the atomic bomb on 



events such as the Cuba Missile Crisis, the concept of Mutually Assured 

Destruction and the building of the Berlin Wall. There was also a number of 

candidates who believed that the USA and USSR were actually at war with one 

another. Some candidates were not entirely sure what countries were meant by 

the term 'superpowers' in the question and wrote with reference to a range of 

countries, including Germany and Japan. 

The second option was on the importance of the Bay of Pigs incident for 

relations between the USA and the Soviet Union. Level 3 responses analysed the 

ways in which the Bay of Pigs incident led to a worsening of relations between 

the USA and the Soviet Union. Candidates referred to a number of reasons such 

as the USA's support for Cuban exiles demonstrating its anti-communist stance, 

Castro declaring himself a communist and consequently Cuba developing closer 

ties with the Soviet Union. Other references included the humiliated Kennedy 

now needing to show US strength, challenging Khrushchev’s belief in co-

existence, whilst for the USA, increasing the commitment to containment.  

Some candidates also mentioned that the Bay of Pigs incident led to more 

strained US-Soviet relations as Khrushchev regarded Cuba as the beginning of 

the spread of communism into Latin America and a restoration of the balance of 

power due to US missile bases in Turkey. Candidates showed misunderstanding 

of the focus of the question by focussing on the setting up of the hotline 

between Washington and Moscow, as well as détente as an immediate 

consequence of the Bay of Pigs. They frequently confused chronology. Some 

regarded the Bay of Pigs as a consequence of the USSR placing nuclear missiles 

in Cuba. Other candidates confused the Superpower leaders at the time of the 

incident, with Truman, Reagan, Stalin and Gorbachev mentioned in a number of 

responses. 

The third option was on the importance of the Brezhnev Doctrine for the Soviet 

Union's control of Czechoslovakia. At Level 3, there was a clear understanding of 

the Brezhnev doctrine itself, as a measure to maintain the USSR's sphere of 

influence over the Eastern Bloc as a whole, as well as necessary intervention 

specifically with regards to Czechoslovakia. At this level, the main focus of 

responses was specifically on the impact of the Brezhnev Doctrine on the Soviet 

Union's control of Czechoslovakia by the removal of Dubcek and measures taken 

by Brezhnev to reassert the adherence to communist ideology within 

Czechoslovakia and ensuring continued firm membership of the Warsaw Pact.  



Some candidates at this level included the USSR's involvement in making Husak 

Czechoslovakia's new leader as a communist hardliner who would abolish many 

of Dubcek's reforms. These measures were seen as necessary by Brezhnev as 

events in Czechoslovakia had threatened the USSR's control of Eastern Europe.  

Many Level 2 responses had some clear links to the Brezhnev Doctrine but 

frequently included information on events in Czechoslovakia during the 'Prague 

Spring.' Some misunderstandings by candidates on this question included the 

confusion over events in Czechoslovakia in 1968 with Hungary in 1956, and a few 

responses asserted that the Brezhnev Doctrine was to help foster closer ties 

between the USSR and the USA. 



 



 

Examiner comment:  

This is an example of a mid Level 2 response on the importance of the Bay of 

Pigs for relations between the USA and Soviet Union. AO2 is a secure Level 2, 

especially in the latter part of the answer, but AO1 is weaker.  The candidate 

shows some confusion between the Bay of Pigs invasion and the Cuban 

Missile Crisis. The focus is on the Missile Crisis, rather than the invasion.  

Examiner tip:  

Candidates should focus on the ways in which the specified aspect in the first 

part of the statement makes a difference to the development given in the 

second part of the statement. 



 

 

 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

The second part of the answer is a low Level 3 on the importance of the 

Brezhnev Doctrine for the Soviet Union's control of Czechoslovakia, and where 

AO2 is more secure than AO1.  AO2 is placed at low Level 3 because although 

the analysis of importance is somewhat limited, there are efforts at 

explanation. AO1 is securely in Level 2 because accurate and relevant 



information show some knowledge and understanding of the Doctrine and its 

impact on Czechoslovakia.   

Examiner tip:  

Candidates should focus on the ways in which the specified aspect in the first 

part of the statement make a difference to the development given in the 

second part of the statement. 

 

Based on their performance in this exam, candidates are offered the following 

advice: 

 Focus responses within the time period if a date range is given in the set 

question  

 Be clear about the various Superpower leaders that are relevant for key 

events during the period 1941-91 

 Link the events used to support the narrative for the given explanation in 

Q2 

 

  



Section B of paper 2 assesses the British Depth Study with candidates required 

to answer three questions targeted at AO1 and AO2. Candidates receive an 

examination paper with either the two Medieval Depth Studies or the two Tudor 

Depth Studies. It is the only time for the Edexcel GCSE History examination 

where candidates need to ensure that they answer questions on the particular 

option for which they have been entered.  

From this summer's scripts, there were very few candidates who attempted to 

answer questions from both Depth Studies. However, there was a significant 

number of candidates who had started answering the questions on the study for 

which they were not entered, before crossing out their work and moving to the 

section for which they were entered. There was also a number of candidates 

who had continued their Depth Study responses in the booklet under the option 

they had not studied, rather than asking for extra paper. Candidates do need to 

indicate clearly where their response to an item should be found, if it is different 

to the specified section of the answer booklet. 

Q4(a) and Q5(a) follow an identical format to Q1 on Paper 1. Candidates need to 

be clear that the feature identified should be a characteristic of the topic and, 

that having identified a feature, they should add a further detail that will explain 

the feature or provide context. Some candidates did not seem to understand 

that two marks are available for each feature – one for identifying the feature 

and one for additional information about the identified feature; answers that 

listed four features or disconnected points of separate information were limited 

to a maximum of two marks. There was also a number of answers that tried to 

use the same point as two separate features. 

  



Q4(b) and Q5(b) follow an identical format to the 12-mark tariff to Q4 on Paper 1 

and Q2 on Paper 3, but with a difference in the second-order concept being 

assessed. On Paper 1 the 12-mark tariff question focusses on the process of at 

least 100 years, whereas on Papers 2 and 3 it relates to the causes of an event, 

development, success, failure and so on, over a shorter period of time within a 

Depth Study. The stimulus points do not normally include dates and are simply 

intended to help candidates to associate what they have learned with the 

question being asked. Use of the stimulus points is not compulsory but it should 

be noted that the mark schemes do require deployment of material not 

prompted by the stimulus points to reach the top of Levels 2 and 3 and entry 

into Level 4. 

In Q4(c) and Q5(c) candidates choose between (i) and (ii) and the questions may 

target any of the second-order concepts (cause, consequence, change, 

continuity, significance, similarity and difference). This question follows the same 

principles as Q5 and Q6 on Paper 1 but without a requirement for Spelling, 

Punctuation and Grammar (SPaG) to be assessed. For Q4(c) and Q5(c) the 

stimulus points in the question will often be useful reminders to candidates of 

the two sides of the issue or the chronological range covered in the question. 

Note that they will not necessarily be presented in chronological order. Note 

also that the stimulus points will usually relate to aspects of content, rather than 

directly indicating a factor that should be included. Candidates do not need to 

use these stimulus points but there is an expectation that there will be both 

depth and breadth of knowledge, shown by three discrete aspects of the 

question being covered. 

Many answers remained at Level 3, despite excellent knowledge, because they 

missed the focus of the question. Candidates who reached Level 4 realised that 

the topic provides the context but that there is a specific focus on which a 

judgement should be offered. Similarly, whilst it was pleasing to see how many 

answers were clearly structured to consider both sides of the issue, sometimes 

other structures may be more appropriate.  Although the question asks how far 

the candidates agrees, the answer should also take account of the second-order 

concept being assessed, for example, structuring the answer to look at different 

aspects of change and continuity or of significance.  

One reason that many responses remained in Level 3 was that the judgement 

tended simply to be a summary of the two sides of the issue and the decision 



that the statement was ‘somewhat’ true. At Level 4, there should be a sense of 

evaluation, recognising nuances of partial agreement and showing which 

evidence carries most weight. Answers should also show what criteria are being 

applied. For example, a judgement on significance could be based on the 

number of people affected, the length of time that the effects were felt, the 

groups affected, or how wide-ranging the secondary effects were. Ideally, this 

will create a sense of argument running throughout the answer and the best 

answers often had plans, showing that the argument was thought through 

before beginning to write the actual response. 

If extra paper is taken, Candidates should signal clearly that the answer is 

continued elsewhere. However, in many cases where additional paper had been 

taken, the marks had already been attained within the space provided, rather 

than on the extra paper. Candidates should be discouraged from assuming that 

lengthy answers will automatically score highly.  Indeed, candidates taking extra 

paper often lacked time on the final, high-mark question and therefore 

disadvantaged themselves. There were also some completely blank answers to 

the final question, suggesting that time management was a problem for some 

candidates.  

There were no indications that, for Paper 2 as a whole, candidates had found it 

difficult to answer both sections in the one hour and forty-five minutes allowed. 

All examination questions use a levels of response mark scheme. Progression in 

AO1 is shown by the candidate’s increasing ability to select information precisely 

and show wide-ranging knowledge and understanding. Progression in AO2 is 

shown by a candidate’s response moving from simple or generalised comments 

to analytical explanations, which show a line of reasoning that is coherent, 

logical and sustained. Centres are also reminded that the ‘Indicative Content’ in 

the mark scheme does not imply what must be included in a response, nor does 

it give any expectation as to how candidates are expected to structure their 

responses. 

  



Question 4(a)  

Candidates were asked to describe two features of the Eltham Ordinances. 

Where candidates attempted this question, they were generally able to answer 

confidently, achieving Level 2 by identifying a motivation for the Ordinances. An 

example was cutting costs, and an example of how this was achieved was by 

providing set mealtimes. Other common responses mentioned banning hunting 

dogs and reducing the number of palace servants. Many candidates were able to 

associate the Eltham Ordinances as one of Wolsey’s policies, although a number 

of responses confused the Eltham Ordinances with other features of Henrician 

policy, most commonly the Amicable Grant or the Break with Rome. A high 

proportion of candidates left the answer blank.  

 

 

 



Examiner comment:  

The candidate has identified two features of the Eltham Ordinances and 

provided supporting detail for each one. Therefore, this response achieved 4 

marks.  

Examiner tip:  

The content you need for full marks on this question should easily fit on the 

lines provided: if you are writing in the blank space underneath, you have 

probably written too much.  

 

  



Question 4(b) 

Candidates were asked to explain the causes of the Pilgrimage of Grace. The 

majority of candidates were able to expand on the first stimulus point, although 

significantly fewer were confident in linking enclosure to the Pilgrimage. At Level 

2, many responses delivered a detailed explanation of the conditions in the 

monasteries, with descriptions of monastic vice being a common feature, but 

often went on to explain how this led to Dissolution without making a link to the 

Pilgrimage of Grace.  

Stronger answers developed from the first stimulus point with specific details of 

the Valor Ecclesiasticus and linked this back to upsetting people in the north of 

the country. Common additional information offered by candidates included 

Cromwell’s unpopularity, and unrest stimulated by the religious changes 

connected to the Break with Rome. However, a large number of responses 

remained in Level 3 due to over-reliance on the first stimulus point, which 

prevented candidates from demonstrating wide-ranging knowledge.  

The best responses were able to synthesise a range of causes into a coherent 

line of reasoning. A few candidates showed that the reason for the rebellion 

varied according to location or class, or differentiating between the two waves of 

revolt.  

There was a significant number of responses where candidates wrote about the 

events or consequences of the Pilgrimage of Grace, rather than focussing on 

causation, which, while displaying good knowledge of the topic, unfortunately 

resulted in a loss of marks at AO2. A number of candidates showed 

chronological confusion by placing the Pilgrimage within the Wolsey era or after 

the Dissolutions had been completed.  

 



 

Examiner comment:  

This response shows good development from the stimulus points. Although 

there are some inaccuracies, the candidate has remained focussed on the 

conceptual focus of the question. However, since the content of the response 

is limited to what is prompted by the stimulus, this answer cannot achieve a 

mark above the middle of Level 3. Therefore, this answer was awarded 8 

marks.  

Examiner tip: Make sure you include information beyond the stimulus points, 

or your answer will be capped at 8 marks.  



 

 

Examiner comment:  

This response demonstrates very specific knowledge and covers a range of 

points, all loosely connected to the theme of religion. Each one is used to 

explain the growing dissatisfaction that led to the rebellion. This answer 

achieved 12 marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Good answers can be very succinct and to-the-point, using precisely selected 

evidence to address the conceptual focus of the question. 

 

  



Question 4(c) 

Candidates were asked to write about an aspect of the rule of Henry VIII’s 

ministers – either Wolsey’s rise Q4(c)(i) or Cromwell’s political reforms Q4(c)(ii). A 

significant majority of candidates opted to answer Q4(c)(i).  

Responses to Q4(c)(i) were variable, with an unfortunate number of responses 

exemplifying Wolsey’s rise using events from later in his premiership, such as 

the Amicable Grant or his failure to secure a marriage annulment for Henry VIII. 

It was clear that a lot of candidates had been well-prepared to answer questions 

on Wolsey’s policies and his fall, but that, in some cases, less emphasis had been 

placed on his rise to power.  

Lower-achieving answers often included vague references to Wolsey’s 

background but were rarely able to exemplify Wolsey’s organisational skills or 

make effective use of the stimulus points. A disappointing number of responses 

assumed that ‘expedition to France’ referred either to the Field of Cloth of Gold 

or a fact-finding mission preceding the Treaty of London.  

In the mid-range responses, more detailed information was provided about 

Wolsey’s formative years, for example, although the links to his rise to power 

were usually left implicit. Candidates in this range found it difficult to achieve 

any sort of argument, with conclusions usually being simplistic and stated.  

Candidates who answered the question well paid clear attention to the question 

focus and did not go beyond 1515. They elaborated on the Battle of Spurs and 

campaigns with France in Henry’s early reign, often combining this with an 

explanation of how Wolsey’s education and work ethic, combined with Henry’s 

lack of interest, in day-to-day governance, enabled Wolsey to impress the king 

and achieve more power. Many responses at Level 4 also referenced Henry’s 

unwillingness to work with his father’s ministers and Wolsey’s parallel rise to 

prominence in the Church.  

Although significantly fewer candidates attempted Q4(c)(ii), responses to this 

question were generally much stronger. Some impressive knowledge of 

Cromwell’s reforms was demonstrated across Levels 3 and 4 answers, including 

his reforms to regional government in Wales and an explanation of how the 

legal aspects of the Break with Rome had an impact on the way England was 

governed. Some candidates had been taught the historiography surrounding 

this topic, with occasional references to the alleged revolution in Tudor 



government of Elton’s thesis, in the strongest responses. Though beyond what is 

necessary for this paper, which focusses specifically on AO1 and AO2, it was 

extremely pleasing to see that this wider aspect of the topic is being covered.  

Most candidates were able to build on the stimulus points and include a variety 

of points from their own knowledge, which helped to ensure that they scored 

highly on AO1; thus the limiter at Level 3 was often candidates’ inability to assess 

the extent of the consequence of the changes identified. At Level 4, candidates 

demonstrated an impressive ability to set criteria for making their judgements. 

The wider impact of parliamentary changes being more important than the 

narrower impact of the Privy Council reforms, was a popular view.  

At Level 2, candidates were usually able to expand on the stimulus points with a 

description of each one, or provide evidence of other changes that Cromwell 

made. A small number of candidates focussed on Cromwell’s later work with the 

Dissolution of the Monasteries or the marriage to Anne of Cleves, neither of 

which was sufficiently well-linked to changes to government to be creditworthy.   

 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

This response details a range of reasons for Wolsey’s rise, including his 

education, popularity with Henry, and religious connections, as well as 

developing from the stimulus points.  



 

The content of the answer targets the conceptual focus of the question and 

there is a conclusion, although the criteria against which the judgement is 

made are left implicit. Coupled with this, the candidate has not weighed the 

different causes against one another in the body of the essay, which means 

this essay lacks strong debate. This response gained 11 marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Try to express a sense of debate within your essay and, in your conclusion, 

evaluate the different causes against criteria to make a judgement.  

 

 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

This response demonstrates a wide range of content relating to the 

conceptual focus, analysing each one and comparing them with the factor 

named in the question.  

There is a coherent line of argument leading from the introduction to the 

conclusion, suggesting that the candidate has planned the response before 



beginning to write. The judgement is made against criteria – influence on 

future government developments. This answer received full marks.  

Examiner tip: Write a short plan for your essay before you begin writing, to 

ensure you have a coherent line of argument running throughout.  

 

  



Question 5(a) 

Candidates were asked to describe two features of Elizabeth’s religious 

settlement. Where candidates achieved marks in Level 2, usually they identified 

a relevant piece of legislation and provided some information about it, for 

example, associating the Act of Supremacy with Elizabeth’s role as supreme 

governor of the Church. A number of responses that received marks low in Level 

2 did so due to a lack of clarity or irrelevant material: Mary, Queen of Scots and 

Mary I both featured regularly, as did the grievances of the Puritans, serving as a 

reminder of the importance of staying focussed on the topic.  

At Level 1, candidates were able to identify Elizabeth’s religion or an aspect of 

her legislation, for example English Bibles, but did not add further context to 

this, for example by saying that each parish needed to have one.  

 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

Although the candidate begins with an incorrect statement, the rest of Feature 

1 identifies a legal aspect of the Religious Settlement and goes on to add a 

supporting detail. The second feature has confused the Book of Common 

Prayer with the English Bible but has enough evidence to be awarded a mark. 

Therefore, this response gained 3 marks.    

Examiner tip:  

Avoid crossing work out on the short question – instead, see if you can 

continue adding to it, because you will not lose a mark for a mistake. This will 

save you time. 



 

Examiner comment:  

Although the phrasing is clumsy, and the knowledge is a little vague, this 

response identifies two features of the Religious Settlement and provides each 

with a piece of supporting knowledge. Therefore, this response gained 4 

marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Be strict with the time you spend on this question: you do not need much 

information to achieve full marks.  

 

  



Question 5(b) 

Candidates were asked to explain the reasons for increased exploration during 

the Early Elizabethan period. The vast majority of candidates were able to 

achieve at least Level 1 on this question, with the weakest answers providing 

brief comment related to the stimulus points, for example, improved journey 

outcomes thanks to more accurate maps.  

At Level 2, candidates frequently described specific examples of aids or the 

positive examples set by Drake and, latterly, Raleigh. Many candidates 

emphasised the impact of rivalry with Spain, although at Level 2 this was often 

not linked explicitly to increased exploration. Other Level 2 answers maintained 

a good focus on AO2 but were limited by a lack of precise evidence, discussing 

luxury goods in vague terms, for example.  

At Level 3, responses were able to extrapolate from, for example, the successes 

of Drake and other traders, to explain that this motivated more Elizabethans to 

attempt the journey. 

 At Level 4, responses combined the motivation provided by other people’s 

successful journeys with the enabling factors of better maps and bigger, safer 

galleons, to provide a coherent and sustained explanation of the reasons for the 

increase.  

There was an over-reliance from some candidates on content that was only 

obliquely relevant to the topic, for example, increased poverty in the era. Whilst 

this may have led to more crew members available for the expeditions, it is not a 

reason why the number of explorative journeys increased. 



 

 

Examiner comment:  

This response covers three aspects of content but there are issues in each 

instance. In the first and second paragraphs, which develop the stimulus 

points, knowledge is vague, although the link to further exploration is explicit. 

The last paragraph demonstrates stronger subject knowledge but there is only 

an implicit link to increased exploration. This answer reached the top of Level 

2 – 6 marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Ensure that the evidence you select to answer the question is related back to 

the conceptual focus.  



 

 

Examiner comment: In comparison with the 6-mark example, this response 

covers very similar points but has achieved a mark in Level 4. The knowledge 

demonstrated is more detailed and links back to the question and is therefore 

more explicit. Although there is some deviation from the focus on the second 

page, the final part of the paragraph ties its content back to the question. This 

answer achieved full marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Select evidence precisely, to help you explain the causes of the event in the 

question.  

 

  



Question 5(c) 

Candidates were asked to debate an aspect of Early Elizabethan England history 

– either the reason for the failure of the Spanish Armada (5(c)(i) or changing 

attitudes towards the poor Q5(c)(ii). A significant majority of candidates opted to 

answer Q5(c)(i).  

Weaker responses to Q5(c)(i) tended to focus on vague descriptions prompted 

by the stimulus points, of the impact of bad weather and/or fire ships. A 

common error at this level was to describe fire ships as ships that fired cannons 

at the Spanish or destroyed their ships, as opposed to breaking their formation. 

A significant minority of candidates also misapplied their knowledge of improved 

galleons, perhaps fresh in their minds from answering 5(b), by explaining that 

the English had larger ships than the Spanish. Many candidates seemed to think 

Elizabeth was personally responsible for the tactics used.  

 In the mid-range, knowledge was usually accurate and more detailed, with 

Drake’s Raid on Cadiz, the weakness of the Spanish leadership and England’s 

tactics to attack Spain’s crescent formation the most common range of causes 

explained.  

However, links to the focus of the question were often left implicit, with 

candidates not analysing how the Raid on Cadiz had a long-term impact on the 

Armada’s ability to succeed, for example. This, coupled with a tendency to 

continue adding causes, rather than to analyse those already identified, often 

led to a list-like outcome that lacked coherence or an appreciation of the debate 

to be had. This was particularly evident in answers where candidates had 

continued on additional paper: although they knew much about the topic, this 

was not well-deployed to construct an evaluative analysis.  

Answers that achieved highly in Level 3 and in Level 4 were marked on their 

ability to group causes together and provide a supported judgement that 

identified key turning points in the event: Spain’s inability to secure a deep-water 

port, coupled with the bad weather, for example.  

When considering change in attitudes towards the poor in Early Elizabethan 

England in their responses to Q 5(c)(ii), weaker answers to the question often 

included material related to the poor from other sections of the course. 

References to a lack of education and the different leisure pursuits of the poor 



were common but usually not rewardable above Level 1, due to their lack of 

connection to the focus of the question.  

A small number of candidates developed the Houses of Correction stimulus 

point by writing about workhouses in Victorian England, displaying a slightly 

worrying lack of chronological understanding. Candidates that focussed on the 

different categories of poor, and/or the treatment of vagabonds, tended to 

achieve slightly higher marks because these were more relevant to the 

conceptual focus. At Level 2, candidates were able to describe deserving poor 

and idle poor, the treatment of vagabonds and the work of the Houses of 

Correction. They were unable to identify or explain how this reflected change or 

continuity in the reign of Elizabeth.  

At Level 3 and above, candidates were able to deploy more specific knowledge in 

relation to the topic. Common content included the names and dates of the 

poor legislation that was passed during this time period, although some 

candidates included references to the later Poor Laws, which were unfortunately 

not rewardable within the scope of this question. At this level, candidates were 

more likely to address the concept of change and continuity. Some answers 

deployed evidence about the lack of change in educational opportunities 

successfully, here, to exemplify continuity of attitudes. The changing treatment 

of vagabonds was also widely used. 

The best answers were able to identify the nuances in the change of attitudes. 

For example, they explained that there was little change in the attitudes of the 

public towards the poor, but that government legislation reflected a softening of 

approach from the ruling class. Criteria against which judgements were made 

also sometimes considered change at different times during the period, linking 

increased poverty with changing attitudes.  

 



 

 



 

Examiner comment:  

This response develops from the stimulus points and the candidate adds 

several points of their own. In many cases, this evidence is descriptive, 

focussing on the events of the Armada, rather than analysing the reasons for 

its failure. The conclusion is stated and unsupported. However, in the 

paragraph on the Raid on Cadiz, the candidate makes a link back to the 

conceptual focus and therefore this answer reaches the bottom of Level 3 – 7 

marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Remember to relate your evidence to the conceptual focus of the question 

regularly throughout your answer, to ensure you are writing an answer to the 

question, rather than a narrative of the topic.  



 

Examiner comment:  

In this response, the candidate has presented a balanced answer using varied 

evidence. This could be more precise, for example by naming the legislation 

described. Although the candidate has recognised the debate, there is a lack of 

coherence in the response, which might have been avoided by planning the 

order of the paragraphs before beginning the essay. The judgement has some 

support but the criteria are left largely implicit. This answer achieved Level 3 – 

11 marks.  

Examiner tip:  

Improve the sense of debate in your essay by writing a short plan before 

beginning and, in your conclusion, evaluate the different causes against the 

criteria to make a judgement. 

 

 

 



Grade Boundaries
Grade boundaries for this, and all other papers, can be found on the website on this link:

http://www.edexcel.com/iwantto/Pages/grade-boundaries.aspx
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