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1 (a) What is the significance of the evidence in Source A that the rescue services were not 
alerted until 2 hours after the party was due back? [3] 

 
  Had the rescue services been alerted much earlier the children might not have been in such 

a poor state and the incident far less serious [1]. The delay suggests either an attempt at a 
cover-up by the centre [1] or incompetence in not alerting the rescue services earlier [1]. It is 
consistent with the evidence in Source B that the safety standards were inadequate [1]. Lack 
of flares/radio meant that the canoe party was unable to alert rescuers themselves [1]. 

 
 
 (b) How useful is the evidence given in Source B in judging responsibility for the 

canoeing incident? [3] 
 
  It is from an expert source [1] on the inside of the company [1]. We have no reason to 

believe that the instructor has a motive beyond expressing serious concerns about safety [1]. 
Because the memo is before the incident there is no vested interest for the instructor to 
exculpate himself [1]. 

 
  However, Source B concerns matters such as poor equipment and insufficient training for the 

children, which may not be very relevant as the main cause of the incident seems to have 
been the poor decision to ‘abandon’ the children [1]. The information about staff resignations 
is not useful as we have no information as to whether this was due to concerns about safety 
[1]. Also the information may no longer be relevant, because the centre may have responded 
to the letter by bringing safety levels up to standard before the incident in March [1]. 

 
  Maximum 2 marks if one side considered. No mark for judgment. 
 
 
 (c) How relevant is the evidence in Source E in coming to a judgement about 

responsibility for the incident? [3] 
 
  The first part of the evidence is not relevant [1] as the children’s mental and physical state 

would have been the result of what had happened to them irrespective of who was to blame 
[1]. 

 
  However, the second part is relevant [1] as it suggests the centre had been unwise to let the 

children go out to sea [1]. The possible defence that conditions had suddenly changed is 
undermined by the fact that the wind had been blowing offshore for several days [1]. 

 
  Do not allow points about reliability of evidence, e.g. from an eye witness. 
  Maximum 2 marks if only one side considered. 
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 (d) Should the Budmouth Sea Adventure Centre be held responsible for the sea-canoeing 
incident? Write a short, reasoned argument to support your conclusion, with critical 
reference to the evidence provided and considering a plausible alternative conclusion. 

    [6] 
 

Level 3 
5–6 marks 

A strong answer, which provides a reasoned argument including thorough 
evaluation of all or most of the evidence to support an acceptable conclusion 
in terms of probability and evaluates the plausibility of at least one alternative 
conclusion. 

Level 2 
3–4 marks 

An answer which evaluates some of the evidence, draws an acceptable 
conclusion in terms of probability and may mention the plausibility of at least 
one alternative conclusion. 

Level 1 
1–2 marks 

A weak answer, which refers to some of the evidence, possibly including a 
simple evaluative comment. The conclusion may be unstated or over-stated. 

Level 0 
0 marks 

No credit-worthy material. 

 
  Indicative Content 
 
  Possible answers: 
 

• The accident was caused by negligence on the part of the centre, e.g. in 
underestimating dangers involved in sea canoeing as indicated in Source D. 

• The accident was caused by negligence on the part of the instructors, e.g. 
mishandling of situation suggested in Source A. 

• The accident was simply due to changes in the weather etc. and the inherent risk in 
any ‘adventure’ activity e.g. if the risk of sea canoeing was as great as alleged in 
Source D it is unlikely that the activity would be allowed. Given their public profile it 
would seem unlikely the Centre is engaged in an illegal activity. 

• The accident was due to the centre being misinformed about the level of expertise of 
the participants e.g. the centre had said that participants needed 30 hours of 
canoeing experience in a freshwater environment. This line of thought is rather 
speculative but should be credited if used as a ‘plausible alternative conclusion’. 

 
  The evidence against the Budmouth Sea Adventure Centre is rather damning. 
  Source A suggests that the original incident was rather mishandled with the children drifting 

off with none of the adults being aware of this. In addition, they lacked flares and the incident 
was not reported promptly to the rescue services. 

  Source B which is an expert source inside the company suggests that equipment and 
preparation were probably inadequate. 

  The claim in Source C that the environment is ‘ultimately safe’ is undermined by the expert 
evidence in Source D. It seems unlikely that the children had sufficient freshwater experience 
and the sea would seem to be an inherently unsafe environment. 

  Source E suggests weather and tide conditions were not suitable for the expedition and the 
centre should have known this. 
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2 (a) ‘The sample used in the research in Source A is not sufficiently representative to 
allow its conclusion about the beneficial effects of chocolate to be drawn.’ Is this a 
valid criticism? [3] 

 
  Although the study is confined to men, this is an objection to the range of the research not 

the validity of the conclusion [1]. Although it consists of Swedish men there is no reason to 
believe that the results cannot be generalised to other men [1] given that they share the 
same organic human make-up [1]. In any case, the conclusion does not attempt to 
generalise beyond the sample [1]. 

 
  On the other hand: 
  We are told lifestyle differences have been accounted for, but we do not know whether this is 

true of age and health differences [1]. There may be reasons why you cannot generalise 
from Swedish men to all men [1] e.g. genetic differences linked to ethnicity [1]. 

 
  Allow: Women not included [1] nor are other ethnic groups/nationalities [1]. 
 
  No judgment mark. 
 
 
 (b) If “chocolate is good for you”, can you reliably conclude that “eating a Whizzo! will 

benefit your health”? (Source B) [3] 
 
  No [1]. The other ingredients in Whizzo! could be bad for you [1] meaning that any beneficial 

effects of the chocolate would be outweighed by the bad effects of the other ingredients [1]. 
  Even if one Whizzo! is good for you, eating lots of them may not be [1]. 
 
 
 (c) Does the information about comfort food in Source E challenge the conclusion about 

the health benefits of chocolate in Source A? Justify your answer. [3] 
 
  No [1]. Source A draws a conclusion about the benefits of chocolate on physical health [1]. 

Information about the use of chocolate as a psychological aid does not affect this conclusion 
[1]. Also, the gender difference suggests chocolate may be of less significance to men as a 
comfort food [1]. Additionally, one would have to make the assumption that it is bad to use 
food in this way [1] and that such use is necessarily linked to overindulgence [1]. 
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 (d) “Chocolate is good for you.” 
 
  How justified is this statement? Write a short, reasoned argument to support your 

conclusion, using and evaluating the information provided in Sources A–E. [6] 
 

Level 3 
5–6 marks 

A reasoned argument, which uses and evaluates all or most of the evidence 
provided. 

Level 2 
3–4 marks 

A simple argument, which uses and/or evaluates evidence. 

Level 1 
1–2 marks 

A weak answer, which makes some correct reference to evidence but 
consists of opinion and/or assertion rather than argument 
or a weak argument which makes no reference to evidence. 

Level 0 
0 marks 

No credit-worthy material. 

 
  Indicative content 
 

• Source A suggests there are health benefits in moderate consumption for Swedish 
men. 

• However, this might not apply to other groups/excessive consumption. 

• Source B indicates the dangers of health being used to promote chocolate bars. 

• Source C directly challenges the statement by showing chocolate to be unhealthy. 

• Evidence is from a credible expert. 

• However only deals with consumption of large amounts. 

• Source D suggests it can be addictive which would encourage excessive 
consumption. 

• Source E suggests the statement is particularly inapplicable to women who are 
more likely to use chocolate as a ‘comfort food’. This is likely to encourage 
excessive consumption. 

 
  The statement is too sweeping and none of the sources would support the statement in this 

particular form. 
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3 (a) Using the exact words from the passage as far as possible, identify the main 
conclusion. [2] 

 
  2 marks: The electric car will prove a disappointment to those who think it is (a solution to the 

problem of the car). 
  1 mark: This (the electric car) is not the solution to the problem of the car that many hope for. 
 
 
 (b) Using the exact words from the passage as far as possible, identify three reasons 

used to support the main conclusion. [3] 
 

• This (the electric car) is not the solution to the problem of the car that many hope 
for. 

• They are no use on a long journey. 

• An age of the electric car would not see any major reduction in pollution of the 
atmosphere. 

• One either has a noisy and safe electric car or a silent and deadly one. 

• The electric car makes no contribution to the problem of urban congestion. 
 
 
 (c) Evaluate the strength of the reasoning in the argument. In your answer you should 

consider any flaws, unstated assumptions and other weaknesses. [5] 
 
  Marks for each evaluative point as follows, up to a maximum of 5 marks: 
 
  2 marks Valid evaluative point, clearly expressed. 
  1 mark Weak attempt at a valid evaluative point. 
 
  Paragraph 2 

• Assumption: that many people want/need to use their cars for long journeys. 

• Assumption: there are long distances between/infrequent charging points. 

• Inconsistency: if the early motor car overcame similar problems it suggests the 
electric car could one day overcome them as well. 

• Exaggerated conclusion: whilst a long journey may be more difficult and requiring 
more planning one cannot conclude they are of ‘no use’. Even as regards difficulty, 
we cannot conclude this without more information about re-charging points etc. 

 
  Paragraph 3 

• Assumption: that producing electricity necessarily involves burning fossil fuels. 

• One cannot draw the conclusion that there would not be a major reduction in 
pollution without information about the relative amount of pollution. Producing 
electricity to power cars, even using fossil fuels, may require less consumption of 
fossil fuel/produce less pollution than that required to power the individual fossil-
fuelled car. 
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  Paragraph 4 

• Assumption: that the electric car has to be noisy all the time to be safe for 
pedestrians/cyclists. There could be some sort of automatic warning that sounded 
when the car was approaching a pedestrian or cyclist. 

• Assumption: that there are not already very quiet and dangerous hazards; cycles 
already present such a danger to pedestrians. 

• Assumption: other road users rely on hearing to become aware of hazards. 

• The noisy electric car would still fulfil the main aim of a less polluting/fossil fuel using 
means of transport. 

• Restricting the options: it might be possible to create a noise that is sufficient to 
warn pedestrians and cyclists which is still not as noisy as the internal combustion 
engine. Electric cars could therefore be considerably quieter. 

• “Deadly” may exaggerate the danger posed by noiseless vehicles. 
 
  Paragraph 5 

• Assumption: that congestion caused is the only factor that needs considering when 
evaluating traffic jams. Stationary traffic also increases pollution therefore a traffic 
jam of electric cars would not be the same as a traffic jam of fossil-fuelled cars as it 
would cause less pollution. One could use a similar argument as regards noise. 

• The electric car would not have to solve all problems associated with cars in order 
not to prove a disappointment. 
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 (d) ‘It would be better if cars did not exist.’ 
 
  Write your own short argument to support or challenge this claim. The conclusion of 

your argument must be stated. Credit will not be given for repeating ideas from the 
passage. [5] 

 

Level 3 
4–5 marks 

Developed, coherent argument. Reasons strongly support conclusion. 
Development may include intermediate conclusion or apt examples. 
Simply structured argument – 4 marks. 
Effective use of IC etc. – 5 marks. 

Level 2 
2–3 marks 

A simple argument. One reason + conclusion – 2 marks. 

Two or more separate reasons + conclusion – 3 marks. 

Level 1 
1 mark 

Some relevant comment. 

Level 0 
0 marks 

No relevant comment. 

 
  Maximum 3 marks for wrong conclusion or if conclusion is implied but not stated. 
  No credit for material merely reproduced from the passage. 
 
  Specimen level 3 answers 
 
  Support [86 words] 
 
  Whilst the car is convenient for the individual, the health costs are far too high to justify this 

convenience. The use of cars for short journeys has made a major contribution to obesity. 
Without their cars, people would be far more likely to walk and cycle on short journeys thus 
getting the exercise they need to maintain good health. Obesity is a major contributor to 
conditions such as heart disease and diabetes which shorten life expectancy. So it would be 
better if cars did not exist. 

 
  Challenge [103 words] 
 
  The car has been a major contributor to the freedom of the individual. Before the car, people 

lived very narrow and boring lives rarely going outside their immediate neighbourhoods. 
Some people lived their whole lives never venturing further than a few miles from their 
homes. With the car, people were able to experience a great variety of different places and 
so broaden their horizons. It may well be that the liberation the car brought was a major 
contributor to creating the questioning mind-set that is a key requirement of modern 
democratic society. So it would not be better if cars did not exist. 

 


