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PE Report Paper P4 

Introduction 

The Period Study focuses on an understanding of the unfolding narrative of a time period, 

with candidates required to answer three questions targeted at Assessment Objective 1 

(Knowledge and Understanding) and Assessment Objective 2 (Analysis of Second Order 

Concepts).  As of the 2019 series, the Period Study forms a separate booklet to the British 

Depth Study sat during the same examination. Candidates should be reminded not to 

answer the British Depth Study questions in the Period Study booklet, or vice versa, and 

where extra paper is used, to ensure that separate sheets are used for the Period Study 

and the Depth Study, with each attached to the relevant booklet. 

Question 1 will always focus on consequence, requiring candidates to explain two valid 

consequences, giving equal attention to both. It is deliberately designed to be accessible 

to the entire ability range, however some candidates provided more detail than was 

necessary, leaving less time to address higher tariff questions. 

Question 2 focuses on analytical narrative. The analytical narrative will always focus on a 

period containing events or ideas that can be perceived as a sequence; this could cover a 

number of years or a much shorter period. Candidates should be clear about the time 

span of the question to ensure they cover an acceptable range and what it is the narrative 

is designed to analyse. It is vital they understand the narrative concept, with the sense of 

a beginning, development and end, rather than produce three paragraphs which do not 

directly link. These stimulus points serve a different purpose to those on other questions: 

they will be useful reminders to candidates of sign posts along the narrative and not 

things 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, shown by three 

discrete points in the narrative being covered, although this does not mean candidates 

need to identify three different events.  

For Question 3 candidates were required to analysis the importance of an event/ 

person/development. The question focuses on what difference the 

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

They had to answer two topics out of a selection of three. Responses ranged from 

impressive analysis focused on the appropriate second-order concept (AO2), which were 

supported with accurate, relevant and good knowledge (AO1), to those from candidates 

that offered simple comment with limited knowledge for support. 

Progression in AO1 is shown by the candidate's increasing ability to select information 

precisely and to 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 reminded that the indicative content in the markscheme 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.  



It is important to recognise that in this series there was a noticeable increase in the 

number of responses with handwriting which was difficult to read. It is vital that 

candidates are made aware that examiners can only credit what they can read. 

 

Question 1 

In Question 1 candidates were asked to provide two valid consequences of the collapse 

of the Soviet Union. There are 4 marks available for each consequence. This implies a 

link between the stated event and the events or developments that are identified by the 

candidate. Candidates should make sure that they explain how these 

events/developments happened as a result of the collapse of the Soviet Union and not 

merely subsequent to it. This explanation should be supported with specific information 

showing good knowledge and understanding (AO1). Most candidates understood the 

second-order concept of consequence. Those that did well knew specific information 

such as the end of the Warsaw Pact and the Cold War, the gaining of independence for 

the Baltic states and the increasing resistance to Gorbachev’s regime inside the Soviet 

Union. Weaker answers were vague, frequently making generalised references to 

Superpower relations. There were unfortunately a significant number of candidates that 

wrote about reforms in Poland or the opening of the Berlin Wall; thereby writing about 

causes for the fall of communism in the Soviet Union rather than consequences. Some 

candidates merely repeated the same consequence and as such were only awarded for 

one of them. There were also a number of candidates who wrote about the USSR at the 

end of the Second World. A limited number of candidates left the question blank. 



 

Summary 

The overall score is Level 1 and 1 mark. The first consequence is Level 1 for AO2 for the 

collapse of the Communist Party. There is no material which can be awarded AO2 and 

the second consequence has no rewardable material.  

Question 2 

In Question 2 candidates were asked to write an analytical narrative of the Cuban 

Missile Crisis. Whilst candidates often demonstrated good knowledge and 

understanding of the events of the actual missile crisis many needed to develop the 

linking of events. There needed to be a clear overall structure of a beginning, 

development and end to attain Level 3. This was demonstrated in responses using 



language such as ‘consequently’, ‘as a result’, ‘this led to’.  Many candidates were familiar 

with the spy-plane detecting the missile sites, Kennedy’s setting up of the blockade and 

address to the American people, Khrushchev’s ordering the Soviet ships to return, and 

the eventual agreements made between the two leaders of the Superpowers Weaker 

answers often included material outside the time frame of the question on the Bay of 

Pigs, the setting up of the hotline and the Test Ban Treaty of 1963. There were also a 

few candidates that confused the Long and Novikov telegrams as part of the 

communication between Kennedy and Khrushchev during the missile crisis or confused 

the US spy plane over Cuba with Gary Power’s spying mission. 

 



 

Summary 

The overall score is Level 2 and 4 marks. For AO2 there is a narrative with some 

organisation but there is a lack of coherence. For AO1 there is some knowledge and 

understanding but this is quite weak. Overall, the score is Level 2 and 4 marks. 

 

Question 3  

This Question is comprised of two 8-mark questions based on the second-order 

concepts of significance and consequence. Candidates had to explain the importance of 

two of the following three topics: the formation of NATO, the summit meetings of 1959-

61 and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. Candidates’ responses which 

addressed the importance of the factor raised in relation to the development and 

showed good knowledge and understanding were awarded Level 3. For the first 

question many good responses showed good knowledge and an understanding of the 

significance/consequence of NATO for the development of the Cold War with the 

acceleration in the arms race and the creation of the Warsaw Pact. A significant number 

of non-rewardable or low-scoring responses mistakenly saw events such as the Truman 

Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, the Berlin Blockade or even the Potsdam Conference as 

consequences of the formation of NATO. For the third question offered many good 

responses explained the deterioration of Superpower relations following the Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan with knowledge of the non-ratification by the USA of SALT 2, US 

support for the mujahideen and the boycotting of the 1980 Moscow Olympics. The 

occasional candidate mistook the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan as simultaneous to the 

USSR’s development of satellite states in eastern Europe in the immediate post-Second 



World War period. Few candidates opted for the second question on the 1959-61 

summit meetings. Responses included some excellent Level 3 analysis of importance 

with secure knowledge on the various talks held in Geneva, Camp David, Paris and 

Vienna although some candidates were confused and wrote about the talks being held 

during the Soviet invasion of Hungary or as a means by the West to try and bring down 

the Berlin Wall. 

 



 

 



 

Summary 

The first response is Level 3 for AO2.  For AO1 the knowledge is not always accurate or 

relevant such as West Germany’s membership of NATO or the use of ‘salami tactics’ in 

Eastern Europe. The second response is Level 3 for both AO2 and AO1. The explanation 

shows analysis of importance with a coherent structure and accurate and relevant 

information is included showing good knowledge and understanding. 

Paper Summary 

Based on the performance seen on this paper, candidates are offered the following 

advice: 

• Share the knowledge that you have learned: if you are not sure how to answer 

the question, pick out the topic specified and write down what you can 

remember about it. Aim to write something for every question. 

• When tackling Question 1, ensure the explanation shows the link between the 

event and the consequence and don’t simply describe something that happened 

after the event. 

• On Question 2, make sure that you focus on the date range specified in the 

question and don’t waste time writing about things that happened before or 

after. 

• On Question 2, make sure your narrative response has a beginning, middle and 

end. Don’t write it in the first person or as a story – a historical narrative is like a 

television documentary, as opposed to a drama, and it needs to be clear that the 

events you’re writing about actually happened. 

• On Question 3, read the question really carefully to make sure you are selecting 

the correct content for your answer. 

• Good answers on Question 3 will explain why the development/event/person 

specified was important, but better answers explain the impact they had on the 

second development/event/person named in the question. So try to ensure that 

you can explain the impact for the second development/event/person, rather 

than keeping it general. 
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