
WJEC 2014 Online Exam Review

GCE History HY3

Unit HY3 involves the submission of an extended essay of 
between 3,000-4,000 words.  The essay is an independent 
investigation into an issue of historical controversy arising 
from the chosen depth study.  A particular focus is on 
explaining how and why different historical interpretations 
are formed.  This will involve discussion of the general 
historical debate surrounding the chosen issue and also a 
consideration of the evidence which may be of value in 
forming a particular interpretation. 
 
In this resource, a blank version of the answer is 
accompanied by an annotated version.  Click on the + sign in 
the left hand pane to access the annotated example. 
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Sticky Note
Centres should ensure that the Candidate is responding to the exact question approved - in this case the exercise was "Charles I was more responsible than Parliament for the outbreak of the Civil War."  



Sticky Note
There is no need for this type of introduction which does not serve a useful purpose.  It leads to a sectional approach which is not good practice.

Sticky Note
This section is not of any great value in that it is not focused on describing historiography.  It is knowledge based but that is not the focus of the set exercise.  

Sticky Note
The [1] refers to the source being discussed.  The Moderation Panel has strongly advised that Centres ensure that candidates insert the selected source and attribution into the appropriate place in the body of the exercise.   The Candidate does identify OWN SOURCES at the end of the exercise but it would be much clearer if the sources were identified as OWN SOURCES or SCHOOL SOURCE here.



Sticky Note
The section on Source 1 (Stone) is largely comprehension of the historian's interpretation. Although there is a direct link to the question set the candidate is not attempting to evaluate the validity of the interpretation

Sticky Note
Here the candidate uses the source to show support for his / her judgement rather than to discuss how the work of Stone may have influenced other historians.

Sticky Note
The candidate repeats the process with another historian.  However there is an absence of valid source evaluation which is an issue with candidates using sources from historians just to show support for or to contradict a specific interpretation. 

Sticky Note
Although Clarendon was a contemporary he is being used as an historian here and so the emphasis is again on support / contradiction rather than gauging the value of the source to an historian making an interpretation.



Sticky Note
Source 4 is a visual source and should have been included here.  The candidate fails to address the source evaluation issues (aside from origin) and does not show how the source would have been of value to an historian making an interpretation despite clearly understanding the significance of the painting.

Sticky Note
The candidate again offers  comprehension of the historian's interpretation and suggests that it supports a judgement of the question set.     However there is very limited source evaluation and no attempt to show how different interpretations have been developed.



Sticky Note
Source 6 is a contemporary source - the execution speech from Charles - but it is used to continue the debate about the judgement to the question set and there is nothing on the value of the source to an historian making an interpretation.

Sticky Note
This is the sixth historian to be used and once again the candidates repeats the earlier process.  The Moderation Panel would suggest that candidates should use eight sources overall and at least five of those should be contemporary sources which would allow candidates to debate the value of the particular source to two or three historians (or schools of history) forming different interpretations.



Sticky Note
Yet another historian in Source 8 and yet another attempt to merely focus the discussion on the judgement to the question set.  Using these historians in this way does show awareness of different interpretations but does not allow candidates to focus on the key demands of the exercise which is to evaluate the evidence base which helps the creation of an interpretation.

Sticky Note
Source 9 is included at the end of the exercise - how much better it would have been if it had been placed here.   

Sticky Note
Source 10 is included at the end of the exercise but, as with 9, neither source is  fully evaluated nor does the candidate consider how they may have influenced the interpretation of particular historians.  



Marks awarded by moderator:

Suggestions to improve provided by moderator:

Sticky Note
There is a conclusion but the teacher's comment "This isn't the c/wk question" deserves some reflection.

Sticky Note
This script was moderated as Level 3 at AO2b and given the following marks:

A02b   20 The candidate is able to discuss the interpretation offered in the context of one or more alternative interpretations

A02a  18    The candidate is able to use some of the sources to develop a response which begins to discuss the validity of both the interpretation presented and an alternative.

AO1  15 The candidate is able to explain, analyse and discuss the set issues when considering the interpretation in the question. There is an attempt to reach a substantiated judgment and the account shows good quality of written communication (despite some spelling issues).

Total: 53 out of 80

Sticky Note
To improve the candidate needed to focus on making an attempt to answer the question by using the sources (including a majority of their own sources amongst those used) to discuss how and why historians may have formed the interpretations considered.   The candidates needs to be evaluating the value of their selected sources to discuss how and why the interpretation presented, and at least one other alternative interpretation, were produced.  The candidate needed to be making better use of source evaluation by deploying their evaluation directly to answer the question set regarding the interpretation.  Too often the evaluation was on the content of the source, too much on support / contradiction or even comprehension rather than attempting to judge the value of the source in answering the question set regarding the interpretation.  



Sticky Note
This is not acceptable - if the "sources" are used, as they are here, as "quotes" then must be included in the word count: they are excluded if presented as sources in the same format as the WJEC exemplar packs.

Sticky Note
All footnotes are included in the word count.  These are brief and used correctly but some candidates use the footnotes to extend the exercise and so they must be included in the word count.



Sticky Note
A bibliography is required and this serves the purpose though it is used to identify the sources and their origin which is not standard practice.























Sticky Note
In this introduction the candidate is attempting to do too much in discussing both the background history and the historical debate.   It would be better to focus on the former in a short introduction.

Sticky Note
The candidate is aware of three schools of history and is going on to explain each of these schools in turn.  This is a knowledge based response rather than one which uses the source(s) to show how different historians came to their interpretation.



Sticky Note
The candidate has outlined three schools of history and is aware of how they developed though that is an outline of knowledge rather than making use of the selected sources to show how each may have influenced the historian's interpretation.

Sticky Note
It is becoming apparent by now that the candidate is approaching this task in discrete sections - the introduction, a section on schools of history, another on particular historians, then a selection of sources and finally a conclusion.

Sticky Note
The candidate again shows awareness of the work of A J P Taylor and there is some awareness of the influences on Taylor but, unfortunately, there is no selection or use of the evidential material on which Taylor based his interpretation.

Sticky Note
This quote from Shirer (it is not labeled as a SOURCE with an attribution) counts towards the word count.   If used as a SOURCE it would not.   This approach of using sources from historians limits the opportunities to show how and why an interpretation is made.  The candidate would have been better advised to use Shirer as an historian,  to show how his interpretation influenced another historian or, if used as a contemporary, to discuss what value evidence from a high ranking journalist would have to historians such as Taylor and Parker.



Sticky Note
Again the candidate looks at the work of the historian and is knowledgeable of the view of Shirer and even aware of the constraints on his views by the time of writing.  However it is not enough to offer a quotation from the author in support of the same author's view - he did say that, didn't he?

Sticky Note
The SOURCE - if it is a SOURCE - needs to be clearly labeled OWN SOURCE or SCHOOL (COLLEGE) PACK.  Candidate need to lay out these extracts as SOURCES in the way shown in the WJEC exemplar material otherwise they are QUOTES in support of the argument and so contribute towards the word count.

Sticky Note
Document 7 is being used as support for the argument but it is a QUOTE in this usage: it is comprehension of the source rather than valid source evaluation - though there is a mention of the "fairness" of the author.



Sticky Note
The candidate has now considered three schools of history and three particular historians but has not made any valid  evaluation of a selected or provided source outside of the historians considered.

Sticky Note
This section starts with Churchill and drifts to Germany and Hitler.   There is no real focus on the Munich Crisis of 1938 - rather it is on the background before switching to the Churchill speech.



Sticky Note
Here is a contemporary SOURCE / QUOTE which is not developed to show how it may have influenced an historian making an interpretation.  Instead the candidate uses the QUOTE to say how it supports the view of A J P Taylor and to offer a judgement on Churchill.

Sticky Note
This section deals with the cartoon and its authorship.  The candidate focuses on the biography of the cartoonist and comprehension of the cartoon.  There is a brief reference to the question set and a brief reference to how some historians see the source.   Source evaluation comments need to focus on how and why the source would have influenced or been of value in making of a particular interpretation.



Sticky Note
Here there is some background on the origin of the source, some comprehension of the source and some comments on the Munich Agreement but the candidate does not discuss how and why this source may have value in reaching one or more of the schools of history outlined above.



Sticky Note
These sources lack variety and seem to be dealt with in isolation without coherence.   The candidate does not offer any detailed source evaluation and does not discuss the value or otherwise of these particular sources to different historians /  schools of history. 



Marks awarded by the moderator: 

Suggestions for improvement by the moderator:

Sticky Note
There is some valid source evaluation here of the two newspapers, although brief.   There is also some reference to the Munich debate though the exact issue is not featured.  It is still not linked to the creation of different interpretations.

Sticky Note
The conclusion is reasonable on appeasement and has some relevance but the focus is not fully on the exact question set about whether Chamberlain followed the 'only realisitic policy.'   Centres need to ensure that the judgement provided is on the exact question set. 

Sticky Note
This script was moderated as Level 3 at AO2b and given the following marks:

AO2b   24  The candidate is able to consider the interpretation in terms of the development of the historical debate that has taken place.  There is some attempt to explain why the interpretations have been formed.

AO2a   21  The candidate begins to discuss the validity of  both the interpretation presented and an alternative as well as showing  awareness of the wider historical context; shows the ability to deploy the selected sources to support the judgement reached about the interpretation presented.

AO1  15 The candidate is able to explain, analyse and discuss the set issues when considering the interpretation in the question. There is an attempt to reach a substantiated judgment and the account shows good quality of written communication.

Total: 60 out of 80

Sticky Note
The candidate needed to make use of the selected sources to discuss how and why historians make interpretations rather than focus so much on the knowledge of historians and schools of history.  The candidate needed to have a more integrated approach rather than deal with the issues in sections and the candidate needed to be more clearly focused on the exact question set (Munich rather than appeasement).   The sources needed to be clearly identified and there needed to be a greater variety of types of sources.  There should have been a WORD COUNT included.



Sticky Note
The Moderator noted by comparison with the provided document pack that the candidate had selected sources from their own research.  Failure to do so would restrict candidates to Level 2 at AO2a.

























Sticky Note
The word count, excluding sources, is within the 3,000 to 4,000 words allowed for the HY3 exercise.



Sticky Note
There is a reasonable attempt to define the terms here and to briefly introduce the historiographical debate.

Sticky Note
The candidate here shows knowledge and awareness of the presented interpretation and two schools of history as well as introducing a number of the principal historians.  This aspect of the exercise would be better if it was  integrated into a discussion of the value of the sources as they are considered.

Sticky Note
The candidate has labeled her own sources with her initials.  This presentation of the the source being considered is good practice and is recommended.



Sticky Note
Here the candidate offers a consideration of the source in context and there are source evaluation comments and a debate on the value of the source to support or contradict the set interpretation.   This is quite acceptable but the candidate could also have attempted to consider the value of this source to one or both of the schools of history outlined above.  

Sticky Note
There is a worrying assumption that Hitler is offering an interpretation in this source



Sticky Note
Another OWN SOURCE though there is no clear link between the section above and this source.  This source is an interpretation from an historian and this generally limits the opportunity that candidates have to discuss how and why interpretations are made except by considering how one historian influenced another.




Sticky Note
Here the candidate is clearly trying to say how and why certain factors  influenced the this particular historian in forming her interpretation but it is not linked to the discussing the value of a particular piece of evidence (SOURCE) to this historian.


Sticky Note
Another OWN SOURCE and another historian so the same constraints as on the Dawidowicz source will apply.



Sticky Note
There is the same type of response as for the Dawidowicz source.   The sequence of unconnected sources and the lack of coherence that results from using the same methodology inhibits a flowing response: it becomes a routine and repetitive exercise, with mechanistic coverage of the source.   However there is some focus on how and why Broszat came to make an interpretation and there are valid source evaluation comments - what is missing is the discussion of the value of    selected sources.


Sticky Note
Another OWN SOURCE and another historian and again the sectional nature of the exercise is apparent.   The same constraints as above are evident in what follows.




Sticky Note
These paragraphs have some value in that the candidate begins to focus on the influence of Mommsen's work and it's effect on other historians - both Broszat and Hoffer are mentioned.  It is not fully developed but it goes beyond the quality of the work above. 


Sticky Note
This is the fifth source and all are OWN SOURCES.  It is expected that 8 to 10 sources are used and that at least two are taken from the provided pack.

Sticky Note
Another OWN SOURCE and another historian.  It is used to show support for one school of history.   There are some valid source evaluation comments.  It does go on to consider the influence of Dawidowicz and Broszat and the criticisms of Goldhagen  in a general manner.






Marks awarded by the moderator:

Suggestions for improvement:

Sticky Note
Similar treatment here to the earlier sections - entirely focused on issues of historiography with little use of supporting evidence

Sticky Note
The concluding paragraphs indicate that there has not been enough of a focus on the exact question set in the essay.   Centres should ensure that candidates address the key words in the question throughout the essay and provide a conclusion that offers a direct answer to the exact question set.


Sticky Note
This essay was awarded a Level 4 mark at AO2b and the following marks:

AO2b  25
AO2a  22
The candidate begins to offer an answer to the particular question set by focusing on the interpretation (and other interpretations), and is able to provide some reason(s) why a particular historian or school of history would form an interpretation based on the evidence in the sources used.

[Please note that the descriptor at this level is the same for AO2a and AO2b]

AO1  20  The candidate is able to analyse and explain the key issues on the question set question and deploy accurate and relevant historical knowledge appropriately.   The candidate is able to communicate clearly, using appropriate language and structure.

Total: 67 out of 80




Sticky Note
The candidate needed to focus less on sources from historians - three is ample - and provide and consider the value of more contemporary sources (only one is used) as evidence to historians forming an interpretation.  67 is the highest mark that can be awarded for this kind of interpretations-driven work.    The candidate needed to focus more clearly on the exact question set rather than on the historiographical debate.


























Sticky Note
This is a reasonable introduction in which the candidate attempts to define the terms and establish the main line of debate.

Sticky Note
The candidate is clearly aware of the key issues in the interpretation and the development of the historiography though this would have been better presented if it was integrated into a discussion of the appropriate source / sources.

Sticky Note
The use of OWN SOURCE and the insertion of the source into the body of the exercise is good practice.  The fuller attribution allows candidate the opportunity to discuss a number of factors influencing the value of the source in forming an interpretation.

Sticky Note
The introduction of OWN SOURCE 1 is rather abrupt - candidates should find a way to link to and integrate the use of such sources.  The candidate shows awareness of the presented interpretation in the context of how it developed (and was challenged) and links it to other possible interpretations through the use of this source.   The comments on the value of the source lack development.



Sticky Note
This is a valid section, but not directly linked to the value of the source, in that the candidate is trying to show some of the influences on how and why this historian formed his interpretation.

Sticky Note
This section has some source evaluation and attempts to consider factors, for and against, the validity of the interpretation.   It does offer some comments on the "valuable viewpoint" of the source though there should be more focus on how and why it influenced the making of an interpretation rather than considering why the source is challenging the "revisionist" interpretation.

Sticky Note
The candidate should have attempted to provide some linkage or transition into this source.   These essays need to flow rather than become a series of sources.



Sticky Note
In this section, not totally convincing, the candidate attempts to focus on the exact question set by discussing the concept of a lost cause.

Sticky Note
The use of contemporary evidence is much to be encouraged as it allows the candidate to gauge the value of the evidence to historians making an interpretation.



Sticky Note
Here the candidate begins to comment on the value of this source by showing awareness that the source has value to show how the interpretation presented could be challenged.   It should have been better focused on how and why it influenced particular schools of history / particular historians.

Sticky Note
This is good practice in that the candidate has attempted to link into the next source.



Sticky Note
The use of the historian as a source is valid but it is constraining in that the candidate is limited to saying which school of history is supported - it would be better if there was some discussion on how this historian was influenced by or influenced others, in forming their interpretation(s).



Sticky Note
The candidate offers, in the section of Source 6 and 7, some source evaluation and uses the sources to discuss the interpretation and possible alternatives.  This is quite acceptable as the history of the issue is required.





Sticky Note
The candidate offers, in the section of Source 6 and 7, some source evaluation and uses the sources to discuss the interpretation and possible alternatives.  This is quite acceptable as the history of the issue is required.



Marks awarded by moderator:

Suggestions for improvement made by the moderator:

Sticky Note
The candidate provides a conclusion focused on the question set and offering a summary of why he / she has made a judgement.

Sticky Note
This essay was moderated as a mid Level 4 response at AO2b with the following marks:

AO2b   28
AO2a   25
The candidate is able to discuss the interpretation offered in the context of alternative interpretations, in particular the work of particular schools of history.   There is an attempt to closely link the sources (with appropriate source evaluation comments) to directly answer the particular question set by explaining that there are other interpretations and is able to provide  reason(s) why a particular school of history would form an interpretation based on the evidence in the source used.

AO1     20   The candidate is able to analyse and explain the key issues on the question set and to provide a focused, sustained and substantiated judgement with relevant and precise historical knowledge.  The candidate is able to communicate in a response which is coherent and well -constructed.

Total: 73 out 80


Sticky Note
This is a good quality exercise which is focused on answering the question set and makes use of a variety of own sources.  However it could be improved by greater focus on the value of the sources to particular historians making an interpretation and more developed source evaluation comments.  The essay itself needed to be better constructed with more links between the sources and, although not mandatory, the use of one or two sources from the provided Document Pack.























Sticky Note
A valid and interesting introduction - despite the rhetorical questions - which sets the background of the investigation into place and considers the main lines of development of the historiography (though the Marxists were hardly in the "immediate aftermath" of the Revolution").

Sticky Note
Including the source, and attribution, in the appropriate place in the body of the essay is good practice but it should be clearly identified as OWN SOURCE or SCHOOL SOURCE.   This is an OWN SOURCE as the candidate does, later, identify sources from the school pack directly.


Sticky Note
Here the candidate is able to show how and why Soboul's interpretation has been formed by reference to the influences on him including the work of other historians.



Sticky Note
The use of contemporary (or primary) sources is very best practice because it allows the candidate the opportunity to discuss the value of the evidence in the source and the origin of the source to particular historians in forming their interpretation.  It is expected that candidates will research and evaluate a range of types of sources (using the majority of their own sources) as primary sources rather than mainly using historians.  The candidate goes on to begin to discuss how various historians would view such a source and the subsequent interpretation made by Soboul.




Sticky Note
Another OWN SOURCE and another example of primary evidence which is linked into the narrative and develops the argument being made.   The candidate then goes on to discuss the value of the source to Marxist historians as a group and to particular historians before considering the impact of the source on Revisionist historians.



Sticky Note
Using historians as sources is standard practice but usually they are used to outline their interpretation or to support / contradict the interpretation.  Here the candidate examines how and why Rude came to his interpretation including the influence of another historian on his thinking and even considers the value of Rude's work to other, more critical, historians.  This is good practice and should be encouraged.




Sticky Note
There are source evaluation comments linked to the value of the source and there is consideration of the value of the source to historians of both the Marxist and Revisionist schools of history.



Sticky Note
A section on the development of the historiography which is valid and does attempt to explain the influences on Schama and other historians of the Revisionist school.




Sticky Note
The candidate provides some valid source evaluation comments on the source and then considers the value of the source to supporting the views of a Revisionist historian.  This is not fully discussing the value of the source and that aspect could be more developed here.




Sticky Note
This section continues the consideration of other historians and the development of the historiography but it also includes valid source evaluation and stays firmly focused on the question set.


Sticky Note
The conclusion is valid and sums up the arguments made in the essay as well as showing a mastery of the historiography that underpins the exercise.



Marks awarded by moderator:

Sticky Note
This essay was moderated at the top of Level 4 at AO2b with the following marks:

AO2b   32
AO2a   28
The candidate is able to discuss the interpretation offered in the context of alternative interpretations, in particular the work of particular historians / schools of history and is  able to demonstrate an understanding of how and why this subject has been interpreted in different ways.  There is a sustained and developed attempt to closely link the sources (with appropriate source evaluation comments) to directly answer the particular question set and the candidate is able to provide  reasons why a particular historian or school of history would form an interpretation based on the evidence in the source used. 

AO1     20
The candidate is able to provide a focused, sustained and substantiated judgement based on accurate, relevant and precise historical knowledge appropriately.   The candidate is able to communicate with a high degree of accuracy in a response which is coherent, lucid and well-constructed.

Total: 80 out of 80
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