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PE Report Paper 31 

Introduction 

Due to the special circumstances in which candidates sat the November series papers 

the entry for this paper was much smaller than usual. This means that lessons learned 

from this series reflect the outcomes for this small candidature and may not accurately 

reflect patterns and trends for a larger cohort. Therefore, in seeking further 

understanding of how the marking operates on this paper it is recommended that 

interested parties also read the reports from Summers 2018 and 2019. 

It was noted in the 2018 and 2019 reports that candidates were well prepared for this 

unit. Although candidates appeared to have been well prepared on the specification, 

there were fewer examples of the wide-ranging knowledge seen in previous series. 

Despite seeing some good knowledge and understanding of the period fewer 

candidates than in previous series were able to precisely select material to address 

questions directly.  Candidates appeared to be reasonably comfortable in dealing with a 

range of political, economic and social aspects of the period. Candidates were generally 

well prepared for the question styles and there was evidence of good understanding of 

the demands of all questions. The improvement in approach to the inference question 

which was noted in 2019 also continued in this series.  

The Modern World Depth Studies are designed to encourage candidates to understand 

the complexity of a society within a short coherent period and the question styles 

reflect this. Section B provides a single enquiry based on two interpretations and two 

contemporary sources with the focus in this paper being Nazi policies towards women. 

The questions in this section form a coherent package leading to a final question in 

which candidates, having explored the utility of the provided sources, analyse the 

different views presented in the interpretations and the reasons for those differences, 

and are then invited to judge the extent to which they agree with one of the 

interpretations. Because of the specific focus in section B, the questions in section A are 

designed to explore other areas of the specification which are not covered in B. 

In Q1 candidates are asked to provide two supported inferences from source A. No 

marks were available for candidates who either provided simple paraphrases of the 

source or ignored the specific focus of the question. 

In Q2, the focus will always be on causation but the question does not require a 

judgement to be made or for the answer to prioritise or show interaction of factors.  

The most successful candidates showed a consistent analytical focus throughout their 

answers which was supported by relevant knowledge. In Q2 the stimulus points in the 

question will often be useful reminders to candidates of specific areas of content which 

they can write about. Candidates do not need to use these stimulus points but there is 

an expectation that there will be some depth of knowledge, evidenced by three discrete 

aspects of content being covered (although this does not mean candidates need to 

identify three different causes or events). The knowledge displayed by candidates was 

generally good although candidates need to remember that the focus of the question is 

on causation, with many providing descriptions of the context rather than engaging with 

the analytical focus of the question. It is also important to remind candidates that the 



analytical focus of their answers is on the years stated in the question. Examiners 

cannot reward lengthy descriptions of the background to the period as this knowledge 

is unlikely to be relevant to the specific enquiry. 

All of the sub-questions in section B relate to either the two interpretations, sources B 

and C, or both the sources and interpretations. Q3(a) targets the ability to analyse and 

evaluate source utility and, in doing so, introduces the enquiry which will be dealt with 

in further detail in Q3(b), Q3(c) and Q3(d). In Q3(a) candidates are expected to evaluate 

the usefulness of the content, taking account of the provenance of the sources and 

applying contextual knowledge in making judgements about the utility of the sources as 

evidence for the specific enquiry in the question. These strands are linked and should 

be dealt with together, rather than in isolation. There is no need to compare the two 

sources and very few candidates attempted to do so in this series. 

Q3(b) and Q3(c) examine the views expressed in the two provided interpretations. It 

should be recognised that the interpretations offer alternative views but do not 

necessarily conflict with each other. Candidates are expected to identify the main 

difference between the views in 3(b) and use the interpretations to support those 

claims. This question was generally well done and most candidates who were able to 

show how the interpretations differed could also support their answers with direct 

references to, or examples taken from the interpretations. The focus in Q3(c) is on why 

the interpretations might differ and many questions answered this question 

successfully. It is not possible to provide effectively substantiated reasons why the 

interpretations are different based on such things as where and when the 

interpretations were published although some candidates still attempt to do so. 

 

Q3(d) carries the highest number of marks on the paper. Successful candidates will 

have already seen how the views in the interpretations are different, why this might be 

the case and, in completing Q3(a) have understood that there is likely to be evidence in 

support of both interpretations. They are now asked how far they agree with one of the 

interpretations. The strongest answers to Q3(d), therefore, focused clearly on the 

interpretations themselves, reviewing the alternative views and coming to a 

substantiated judgement. Candidates who focused exclusively on the view provided in 

interpretation 2 and used this as a basis for an essay based on their own knowledge 

were less successful than those who considered the alternative views from both 

interpretations and the majority of candidates did focus on both this year. There is no 

expectation that both interpretations are dealt with in equal depth but both should be 

examined explicitly. The use of contextual knowledge is an important element in this 

evaluation but it must be precisely selected to support the evaluation and most 

candidates were able to use their knowledge to support their analysis. In addition, some 

of the strongest answers were able to show how the differences of view in the two 

interpretations were conveyed in reaching their overall judgements.  

There were fewer impressive answers to this question than in previous series although 

most candidates dealt comfortably with the interpretations, taking a range of 

approaches.  However, this question was accessible to all candidates and even those 

who did not score highly understood the need to offer evaluative responses leading to 



an overall conclusion. Only a few candidates were unable to identify the view being 

offered by the interpretations, so the majority were able to construct a response in 

relation to these views. Once again, candidates rarely seemed rushed and full answers 

were generally provided showing that timing wasn’t generally an issue on this paper.  

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

and although some candidates did write on extra sheets they were not always as 

successful as those who produced more concise answers. It was noted last year that 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 clearly identify this on the paper and ask for additional sheets. It was pleasing 

that the vast majority of candidates followed this instruction carefully. It is intended that 

the space provided is sufficient for the majority of the candidates to be able to construct 

a fully rewardable response. 

Spelling, punctuation and grammar were assessed on Q3(d). Although the general 

quality f SPaG was not as high as in previous series it was once again clear that the most 

impressive aspect of this strand was again the use of specialist terms which perhaps 

reflects the good understanding most candidates had of this depth study. 

  



Question 1 

In Q1 candidates were invited to make valid inferences about the treatment of the Jews 

during Kristallnacht. There were two marks available for each inference; one for the 

inference itself and one for the supporting information. 

Most candidates seemed to understand how to make an inference, and most used the 

content of the source to provide support. There were fewer examples of candidates 

simply paraphrasing the source than in previous series, which shows an improved 

understanding of what it means to make an inference from a source about a specified 

enquiry.  

Successful candidates tended to make inferences about the nature of the cruel and 

inhumane treatment of the Jews. Other candidates managed to draw out inferences 

about the planned nature of the attacks, or the ways in which the Nazis specifically 

targeted aspects of Jewish economic and religious life through the attacks on shops and 

religious buildings. On the other hand, a small number of candidates used their own 

knowledge to support inferences but this does not meet the assessment objective for 

this question.   

Candidates made appropriate use of the table provided for their answers. 



 

Examiner comments: 

The candidate has provided two clear inferences about the specified enquiry which are 

supported by details taken from the source.  

 

  



Question 2 

Candidates performed very well on this question and it was clearly based on a topic for 

which they had been well quite well prepared. A good number of candidates were able 

to explain why the German economy recovered in the period 1924-9 and nearly all 

candidates had a good general understanding of the changes which took place. 

Knowledge of the role of Gustav Stresemann was good. Candidates knew about other 

reforms and successes like the Dawes and Young Plans, although there was some slight 

confusion between the two.  

Where candidates were able to go beyond the stimulus points, apart from using the 

Young Plan, they sometimes focused on Germany’s improved standing in the 

international community. This knowledge was used appropriately by some candidates 

to show how this greater stability provided a platform for international trade but those 

who simply recounted the achievements of Locarno, for example, could not really 

access the higher levels of the mark scheme. There was little understanding of broader 

contributions to economic recovery such as increased mechanisation and wage growth.  

The main problem in answering this question is that candidates clearly had a very 

detailed knowledge of the problems which preceded the period 1924-29. So, for 

example they provided lengthy explanations of the privations caused by hyperinflation 

or the problems caused by the French occupation of the Ruhr. However, the focus of 

this question required candidates to explain why these problems were overcome in the 

period 1924-29 and too many candidates focused exclusively on the preceding period 

which meant that they could gain little credit for their knowledge.  

Candidates gaining level 4 did so because they gave an analytical explanation which was 

directed consistently at the conceptual focus of the question supported by knowledge 

which was precisely selected to address the question directly. At level 3, candidates 

often displayed good knowledge but did not select examples with precision to support a 

consistent analysis of causation. At level 2, candidates often described the nature of the 

economic recovery which left links to the question too implicit to meet the AO2 focus on 

analysis. At level 3, candidates were mainly focused on the conceptual focus of the 

question but sometimes lacked the wide-ranging knowledge  

Overall, it was clear that candidates were generally quite secure in their understanding 

of this style of question and this topic. 



 



 

 

Examiner comments: 

This answer securely meets the requirements for both A01 and A02 at level 3. An 

explanation is given, showing some analysis, which is mainly directed at the conceptual 

focus of the question. It shows a line of reasoning that is generally sustained, although 

some passages may lack coherence and organisation. [AO2] The response meets these 

requirements but does not develop analysis sufficiently for L4.  

Accurate and relevant information is included, showing good knowledge and 

understanding of the required features or characteristics of the period studied. [AO1] 

the knowledge about loans and other factors is not all completely accurate but there is 

certainly sufficient awareness of three aspects of content.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 3(a) 

This was probably the question where candidates’ performance was most unbalanced 

and few managed to display the analysis required to reach level 3. Although many 

answers consisted of thoughtful comments about the content of the sources, there are 

three strands to the mark scheme that all need to be addressed. Candidates need to 

approach the utility question bearing in mind that judgements about utility should be 

based on the usefulness of the sources for the specified enquiry, in this case the extent 

of support for the Nazi regime in the years 1933-9. The best responses were those that 

were able to address ‘how useful’ by establishing the strengths sources have as 

evidence before determining how far the limitations affect their usefulness.  

It is important for candidates to remember that judging utility may involve some 

comments about reliability but answers which focus solely on this criterion do not fully 

consider the value of the sources as evidence. Reliability can only ever be a small 

element of utility because an unreliable source can still be very useful. In addition, 

candidates need to consider provenance with greater care in order to access the higher 

levels. For example, comments which make simplistic remarks about provenance, such 

as stating that the source comes from a witness so it is useful, need to think about how 

utility can be assessed for this particular author in these circumstances. For example, in 

dealing with Source B many candidates considered the viewpoint as being from a 

witness without taking into account that the witness was an opponent of the Nazi 

regime. Further still, very few candidates were able to adequately demonstrate how the 

provenance affects the usefulness of the source content, as required for level 3. In 

many cases, candidates either explored the utility of the content or the provenance but 

failed to consider both which made it impossible for them to gain marks above level 2.  

The third strand which candidates need to address in any assessment of utility is the 

use of contextual knowledge in the process of interpreting the sources and applying 

criteria for judgements on source utility. Many candidates displayed awareness of the 

context and used this to reject or support claims made in the content of the source but 

fewer applied this knowledge to the provenance. Contextual knowledge need not be 

highly detailed but an awareness of the situations in which the sources were created is 

an essential part of any response and some otherwise impressive answers remained in 

level 2 because of this lack of contextual awareness.  

There were generally fewer answers at level 1 which provided generic points about 

provenance than in previous series, such as Source C being a photograph and therefore 

a ‘snapshot in time.’ At level 1, most responses simply extracted detail from the sources 

and stated that they were useful without explaining how the source content could be 

used by a historian addressing the specified enquiry.  



 



 

 

Examiner Comments: 

This response meets the requirements for level 3 on all three strands of the mark 

scheme by showing how provenance affects the utility of the content and using 

contextual knowledge in the process of interpreting the sources.  



Question 3(b) 

In this question candidates are expected to identify the main difference between the 

views presented in interpretations 1 and 2. In this case, the interpretations provided 

different views about the extent of support for the Nazi regime in the years 1933-39. In 

order to access level 2 marks, candidates were expected to provide some support from 

the given interpretations, which many did, in the form of well-chosen, short quotations.   

Most candidates were able to identify the differences of view and supported 

these statements with details from the interpretations for level 2 marks. 

 

It is important for candidates to gain a clear understanding of the different views 

presented in the interpretations in order to support their answers to Q3(d) which are 

based around having a clear understanding of the different views being presented. 

 

 

Examiner Comments: 

The candidate has identified a difference of view between the interpretations and 

supported this with details from both interpretations. 

  



Question 3(c) 

 

There was a much stronger understanding of the demands of this question this year 

and many candidates were able to provide convincing explanations of why the 

interpretations may differ. The majority of candidates gaining marks at level 2 explained 

that the historians might have relied on different types of sources in forming their 

opinions and used sources B and C to support this explanation. In order to gain marks 

at level 2 it is also essential the explanation is substantiated effectively and this might 

be based on information taken from either the sources or the interpretations 

themselves 

depending on the approach taken. 

 

In trying to give an explanation for a reason for difference between interpretations, 

some 

candidates are still attempting to use aspects of the provenance such as the date 

produced, or even the title of the book, to provide this explanation and this is unlikely to 

provide a valid basis for a response to this question.  This was mentioned in the 2019 

Examiners’ Report but this approach is still being taken by a number of candidates. The 

full reasons why these approaches are unlikely to be valid are explained in the Getting 

Started Guide on pp 43-44: ‘Students should distinguish between their comments on 

contemporary sources and on these texts. Responses based on matters such as the 

origin or time of production of these secondary works are unlikely to be valid for this 

question.’  

 



 

Examiners Comment:  

Explanation of a valid reason for difference is given, in this case that the historians have 

relied on different types of source, and supported from the evidence given in the 

sources.  

  



Question 3(d) 

Most responses attempted to evaluate the different views presented in the two 

interpretations. These answers were well focused on the AO4 target for this question, 

namely the analysis and evaluation of interpretations. The overall quality of a response 

to this question is determined by reference to the three strands presented in the mark 

scheme:  

• the quality of the judgement based on reasoning;  

• the analysis of the provided material;  

• the deployment of knowledge of the historical context to support the application 

of criteria. 

 

A number of candidates produced responses which were solely based on the 

consideration of one interpretation (which limited the candidates’ performance 

particularly on the second strand), most candidates were able to establish some form of 

discussion based on the different views which they had established in Q3(b). The 

question informs candidates that they must address both interpretations but some 

otherwise well-informed candidates only focused on the view given in interpretation 2 

without any reference, implicit or otherwise, to interpretation 1.  

 

On the other hand many candidates produced responses which considered the view 

presented in interpretation 2 and then contrasted it with the view given in 

interpretation 1 and this structure produced some good responses. A very few 

candidates candidates looked to compare the different views directly and used both 

interpretations throughout the response and this was often used to very good effect. At 

level 4, candidates are expected to demonstrate precise analysis of the interpretations 

indicating how the differences of view are conveyed. Only a very small number of 

candidates were able to meet this strand of the mark scheme during this session. This 

can, however, be achieved in a variety of different ways but those candidates who 

examined the different points of emphasis in the two interpretations were often able to 

make a very convincing case; others were able to examine how the selection of 

information in the two interpretations influenced the views presented. There is 

additional guidance provided in Getting Started pp43, 45 and 47-9.   

 

In previous series there have been candidates who largely ignored the interpretations 

and simply wrote about the specified enquiry. Very few candidates followed this 

approach during this series which was pleasing. However, there were still instances of 

candidates making brief references to one or both interpretations, then writing about 

the issues without analysing the claims made in the interpretations in detail.  

 

The selection of contextual knowledge to support the evaluation was often a strong 

aspect of candidates’responses with most candidates showing a good awareness of 

how to deploy their knowledge as well as being in possession of an appropriate level of 

detail. Most candidates were able to provide full and structured responses with very few 

appearing to be rushed or running out of time.  

 



It is expected that candidates will reach a judgement when answering this question and 

the  

strongest candidates developed their evaluation throughout the answer, creating a 

consistently argued response. Less successful answers offered points to support the 

views expressed in interpretation 2, then used interpretation 1 to challenge those views, 

before reaching the view that interpretation 2 was ‘somewhat accurate’ or saying that 

they ‘partially agreed with the view. 

 

 



 



 

Examiner comments: 

This answer meets the requirements of the mark scheme at a secure level 3.  

There is an explained evaluation agreeing, in part, with the claims made in 

Interpretation 2. An overall judgement is given with some justification and a line of 

reasoning is generally sustained. The answer considers both sides of the argument.  

 

Good analysis of the interpretations is shown indicating difference of view and 

deploying this to support the evaluation despite some lapses in the quality of written 

communication which cause confusion over which interpretation is being considered.  

 

Relevant contextual knowledge is used directly to support the evaluation.  

  



Paper Summary 

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

 

In Q3(a) focus on using both the provenance and contextual knowledge to evaluate the 

usefulness of the content of the sources. 

When analysing the reasons for the different views in the interpretations focus on their 

content – candidates should not be concerned with the book title, date or author. 

In Q3(d) candidates must review the alternative views in both interpretations as well as 

use specific contextual knowledge to support the points made. It is helpful to make 

clear and specific references to both interpretations in the course of the answer. 

All the sub-questions in Q3 should be seen as part of the same enquiry with each 

question guiding candidates towards the final analysis in Q3(d). 
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