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Generic Marking Principles 
 

These general marking principles must be applied by all examiners when marking candidate answers. They should be applied alongside the 
specific content of the mark scheme or generic level descriptors for a question. Each question paper and mark scheme will also comply with these 
marking principles. 
 

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 1: 
 
Marks must be awarded in line with: 
 
• the specific content of the mark scheme or the generic level descriptors for the question 
• the specific skills defined in the mark scheme or in the generic level descriptors for the question 
• the standard of response required by a candidate as exemplified by the standardisation scripts. 

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 2: 
 
Marks awarded are always whole marks (not half marks, or other fractions). 

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 3: 
 
Marks must be awarded positively: 
 
• marks are awarded for correct/valid answers, as defined in the mark scheme. However, credit is given for valid answers which go beyond the 

scope of the syllabus and mark scheme, referring to your Team Leader as appropriate 
• marks are awarded when candidates clearly demonstrate what they know and can do 
• marks are not deducted for errors 
• marks are not deducted for omissions 
• answers should only be judged on the quality of spelling, punctuation and grammar when these features are specifically assessed by the 

question as indicated by the mark scheme. The meaning, however, should be unambiguous. 

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 4: 
 
Rules must be applied consistently, e.g. in situations where candidates have not followed instructions or in the application of generic level 
descriptors. 
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GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 5: 
 
Marks should be awarded using the full range of marks defined in the mark scheme for the question (however; the use of the full mark range may 
be limited according to the quality of the candidate responses seen). 

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 6: 
 
Marks awarded are based solely on the requirements as defined in the mark scheme. Marks should not be awarded with grade thresholds or 
grade descriptors in mind. 
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ANNOTATIONS 
 

Annotation 
Qs 1 to 3 

Meaning and use 

 
Correct response. Use when a mark has been achieved in Q1, 2 and 3. 

 
Not good enough. Use in Q1, 2 and 3 when a response is partly correct but is insufficiently creditworthy for a mark to be awarded. 

 
Benefit of doubt. 

 
No marks awarded in question 

Underline. For material which prevents a mark from being awarded. 

 

Annotation 
Q 4 

Meaning and use 

 
Creditworthy material in the Structure skill 

 
Main Conclusion 

 
Intermediate Conclusion 

 
Argument Element 

 
Creditworthy material in the Use of Documents skill 
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Evaluation of documents 

 
Comparison of or inference from documents 

 
Creditworthy material in the Quality of Argument skill 

 
Treatment of counter-position 

 
Level achieved. Add annotation at the end of Question 4 in the order of S, U, Q from left to right. 

 
Elevated demonstration of a skill 
Higher mark within a level awarded 

 
Diminutive demonstration of a skill 
Flaw or weakness 
Lower mark within a level awarded 

 
Examiner has seen that the page contains no creditworthy material 
Use to annotate blank pages 

Highlight Where helpful, use to identify the part of the answer to which another stamp pertains. 

 
There must be at least one annotation on each page of the answer booklet. 
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Question Answer Marks 

1(a) All airports around the world ought to introduce these valuable tools (to improve our safety). 1 

1(b) R Patting-down travellers relies only on feeling the shape of objects through clothing, but this can be difficult if they are 
wearing thick clothing.  

R Furthermore, there are obvious privacy concerns about a security guard touching certain parts of a person’s body.  
IC1 This offers a potential hiding place. 
IC2 (MC) Full-body scans are essential if we want to detect all concealed weapons. 
 
Award one mark for each of the following [max 4]: (Max 3 if relationship between different elements not explicitly stated) 
 
• Identification and/or description of the first sentence or either half of the first sentence as one or two reasons 

supporting the 2nd IC. 
• Identification and/or description of the first sentence as two reasons jointly supporting the 2nd IC. (Implies the first 

mark also scored.) 
• Identification and/or description of ‘there are obvious privacy concerns about a security guard touching certain parts of 

a person’s body’ as a reason supporting the 1st IC. 
• Identification and/or description of ‘This offers a potential hiding place’ as (the 1st) IC. 
• Identification and/or description of ‘Full-body scans are essential if we want to detect all concealed weapons’ as (the 

2nd) IC (or the MC of the paragraph). 
• Identification of the unstated assumption that full-body scans would be able to detect weapons through thick clothing 

and/or in a potential hiding place. 
 
Reference to start and end of elements must be unambiguous. 
 
Sample 4-mark answer 
 
The first sentence contains two reasons acting jointly [1] to support the MC / 2nd IC of the paragraph [1], ‘Full-body scans 
are essential if we want to detect all concealed weapons’ [1]. The MC is supported by the 1st IC, ‘This offers a potential 
hiding place’ [1], which is itself supported by the reason ‘there are obvious privacy concerns … a person’s body’ [1]. 

4 
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Question Answer Marks 

1(c) 1 mark for each correctly identified IC (max 3) 
Mark only the first three answers given 
 
• (The) scanners are not an invasion of privacy. 
• (but) this is ridiculous. 
• (so) who would want to look at them? 
• Civil liberties moaners (who put their privacy above the lives of others) should not underestimate the extent to which 

people would like to stay alive. 

3 

Question Answer Marks 

2(a) 2 marks for a developed version of any of the following points 
1 mark for a weak or incomplete version of any of the following points [max 6] 
 

Paragraph 4: 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that it would not be possible to ‘pat down’ all passengers. 
 

Paragraph 5: 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that people would not want to look at images of people who are unidentifiable. 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that modification would in fact be made to scanners to ensure speedy removal 

of images. 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that images would not be present for long enough for the image to be captured 

and passed on by, e.g. an unscrupulous security guard. 
• Reliance on unsupported claim – the author relies on the readers acceptance of the unsupported principle that 

‘Protecting life is more important than privacy.’ 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that this principle applies in cases where possible success in reducing (not 

eliminating) a possible threat to life justifies a lot of invasion of privacy. 
• Ad hominem – the author dismisses the authors as ‘civil liberties moaners’ rather than countering their arguments. 
• Straw man – the author portrays the reasons for the oppositions’ views (that they put their privacy over the lives of 

others) in a way that makes them easy to dismiss. 
 

Paragraph 6: 
• Appeal to popularity – whereby because most people would tolerate the inconvenience we should go ahead and use 

the full body scanners. 
• Reliance on questionable assumption – that these security checks will guarantee that we will reach our destination 

safely. 

6 
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Question Answer Marks 

2(b) Award marks from any one of the following lines of explanation [max 3] 
 
The author restricts the options available to either the status quo or the use of full body scanners on every traveller [1]. 
There might be options other than full body scanners that would not have the drawbacks of pat downs. [1] If such options 
exist, then the author’s argument is severely weakened. [1] 
 
The author relies on the assumption that full body scanners would be able to detect weapons through thick clothing or in 
other potential hiding places [1]. However, it seems likely that this assumption is correct [1] and so the overall argument is 
not weakened by much [1]. 
 
The author assumes that the ‘pat down’ system allows for no flexibility in the event of a passenger wearing thick clothing 
[1] or if a passenger is suspected, for some other reason, of concealing a weapon in a ‘private’ place. If, as seems 
reasonable, such contingency responses are available, [1] then the need for full body scanners is lessened and hence the 
support for the author’s conclusion is weakened [1].  

3 

   

Question Answer Marks 

3(a) 1 mark for each of the following points [max 3] 
 
• The y-axis has no scale, so the size of the cost cannot be seen. 
• The y-axis might not start at zero, in which case the increase in cost could actually be smaller than it looks. 
• It is possible that y-axis uses a logarithmic scale, in which case the increase could be much bigger than it looks. 
• The x-axis changes its scale after 2000, which disguises the length of time that the cost was constant before then. 
• We don’t know what ‘cost’ refers to (for example, it could be the total or a cost per passenger, etc.), so it is impossible 

to interpret the significance of the apparent increase.  
• We do not know if the ‘cost’ has been adjusted for inflation; if not there might be no actual increase in real terms.  
• Allow: This data appears to have been collected in discrete annual totals and so is inappropriately represented as a 

continuous line. 

3 
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Question Answer Marks 

3(b) 1 mark for each of the following points [max 3] 
 
• The people with a telephone number that is accessible to a polling company might not be representative of ‘the public’. 
• The question posed is unclear / might have been misunderstood so could have been interpreted differently by different 

respondents. 
• The question posed did not refer to ‘all passengers’ so one cannot make this claim based on the data collected. 
• The timing of the survey is not stated and if, for example, the survey was conducted in the aftermath of a terrorist 

attack, it might be expected to show a temporary increase in support for security. 
• No allowance is made for shades of opinion, for example we do not know the strength with which the respondents 

agreed or disagreed 

3 

   

Question Answer Marks 

4 ‘We should reduce the security checking at airports.’ 
 
Example high-scoring answers 
 
Argument to support (734 words) 
 
We should reduce security checking at airports: it is expensive, it is inconvenient, and it doesn’t work. 
 
Common sense tells us that the costs are enormous: security equipment is expensive; security guards need to be paid and 
rent needs to be paid on rooms in which security checks are conducted. Doc 3 seems in favour of beefed-up security and 
even its author admits that security is expensive. Graph A in Doc 4 doesn’t help us much because of the complete absence 
of a y-axis scale but it does at least tell us that the cost is more than it was before 2001. 
 
Inconvenience is itself a cost and the enormous inconvenience, mentioned in Doc 2, does not need further elaboration. 
People are told to arrive an hour earlier at an airport than they might once have done. This time costs money in terms of 
lost business. The pro-security Doc 1 admits that there is inconvenience and suggests full-body scanners as a solution. 
These might replace, but would not lessen, the inconvenience and they seem like they would be even more expensive.   

27 
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Question Answer Marks 

4 Related to the cost and inconvenience of these security checks is the personal cost in terms of an invasion of privacy. 
Security pat-downs and the scanners so beloved of Doc 1 are, Doc 1 admits, deeply concerning to many travellers. The 
author of Doc 1’s suggestion that everything will be alright because the monitors can be modified to delete the scan images 
is more ridiculous than the claim he or she is trying to dismiss. It assumes the (presumably costly) modifications will be 
made and also assumes the professional integrity of security guards with mobile phones.  
 
It could be argued that it is the responsibility of a government to look after its citizens, although it should be obvious that 
governments cannot control every aspect of risk and some decisions do need to be taken by the citizens themselves. 
However, the extensive security checks are justified by some on the basis of an increased risk to the safety of citizens. But, 
everything in life has a risk and we must, every day, balance this risk against minor inconveniences. Air travel is, we are 
told, much safer than any other form of travel, and yet we travel by car, bus and bicycle. If air travel is indeed less risky 
than other forms of transport, then the figures in the upper graph in Doc 5 suggest that the risk of being a terrorist ‘casualty’ 
(the term is not defined) is miniscule. Pro-security claims of mushrooming terror in Doc 3 are contradicted by the upper 
graph in Doc 5. If anything has ‘mushroomed’ it is the cost, according to Doc 4 Graph A, or perhaps the total number of 
passengers shown in graph B of Doc 5. With more travellers we would expect more casualties; the lack of an increase in 
casualties in the upper graph in Doc 5 suggests a proportional decrease in casualties over the years. We would not 
tolerate a similar level of inconvenience for a different form of travel with a much larger risk. The inconvenience of travelling 
by air based on such a small risk is not justified.  
 
The security checks themselves fail on two levels. Firstly, they don’t work. The admittedly anti-security Doc 2 cites a bomb 
sent from Yemen to the UK that was not detected by all the security checks and this is corroborated by the pro-security 
Doc 3. Even the year of the event, 2010, corroborates so there is likely to have been some fact-checking by both authors. 
Terrorists just find alternatives to any new measures introduced. Introducing shoe removal after a shoe bomb is a bit like 
closing the stable door after the horse has bolted. Doc 2 states that the purpose of these checks is to reassure the public 
and to enhance politicians’ career progression and the poll results in Doc 4 back up this idea, at least superficially.  
 
Secondly, the increased security and the cost and inconvenience it brings are exactly what the terrorists hope to achieve. 
This is mentioned in Doc 2 and the fact that there is so much security effectively means that the terrorists have achieved 
their goal. As Doc 2 points out, there are alternatives to security, such as intelligence, which did find the Yemeni bomb and 
would be less inconvenient for passengers, less satisfactory for terrorists and they might work. 
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Question Answer Marks 

4 Argument to challenge (687 words) 
 
Airport security is essential if we wish to keep travelling safely round the globe. We should not reduce security checking at 
airports. 
 
The terror threat to air travellers is very real. Some examples are cited throughout the documents but these are just the tip 
of the iceberg. All the attacks mentioned in the Documents: 9/11 in Docs 1, 2, 3 and 4, the 2010 cargo bomb in Docs 2  
and 3, the shoe bomber in docs 3 and 4 (and alluded to in Doc 2) are the ones that succeeded, or nearly succeeded – the 
ones where the security checks did not work. We do not hear about the many thwarted attacks or the attacks that never 
happened because the terrorists were put off by the security checks.  
 
The security does work; those who suggest it does not often cite the ‘security theatre’ argument in mentioned Doc 2 – 
some expensive theatre. Common sense, and Doc 3, tell us that the costs involved in airline security are enormous. Graph 
A in Doc 4 doesn’t help us much because of the complete absence of a y-axis scale but it does at least tell us that the cost 
is a lot more than it was before 2001. Airlines, like most businesses, are reluctant to spend money where it is not 
necessary, as shown by the interview with the airline executive in Doc 3, but they do so because they know it is essential. 
In countries where governments have more responsibility for airport safety they too are prepared to spend the money. Doc 
2 claims that this is because safety crusades get politicians elected, but it could equally be because terrorist casualties get 
them unelected. Doc 5 contains two graphs and Doc 4 contains another. Graph A in Doc 4, although it tells us little about 
absolute costs because of the barren y-axis, does, at least, tell us that there has been an increase in security costs (and 
hence security measures) since 2001. The upper graph in Doc 5 tells us that, since 2001 there have been very few airline 
casualties, although ‘casualties’ is not defined they are clearly a bad thing; this despite a concurrent increase in air travel, 
as shown by the lower graph in Doc 5. Once can infer from these three graphs that the increased security spend has had 
the desired effect of reducing terrorist casualties despite an increase in travellers overall. 
 
There are those who say the risk does not justify the cost or that better alternatives exist. However, everything costs, 
including any alternatives. The intelligence alternative cited by the strongly anti-security Doc 2 also costs money and 
intelligence did not prevent the attack on the World Trade Center in 2001. We have little information about the actual cost 
anyway, the apparent increase in cost that one could infer from the flawed Doc 4, Graph A, could be at least partly as a 
result of the increased passenger numbers shown in the, better supplied with axes, lower graph in Doc 5. 
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Question Answer Marks 

4 Some, including the author of Doc 2, cite inconvenience, particularly the time spent queuing, as reason for reducing airport 
security. If inconvenience really is a big concern for passengers, then Doc 3 offers the possibility of full body scanners as a 
less inconvenient alternative to the current system of ‘ping then pat-down’. No-one is suggesting that the format of airport 
security should not evolve. Those who think that the current security measures are an invasion of privacy, including the 
author of Doc 1, have the right not to travel. We can all make choices based on the options available to us. Graph B in  
Doc 4 suggests that, a majority, at least of those who answered the survey, are comfortable with even more airport 
security. This is supported by the lower graph in Doc 5 which appears to show that people have not been put-off travelling 
by air either by the inconvenience or the invasion of privacy it might entail. They are prepared to, as the author of Doc 1 
might say, ‘tolerate the minor inconveniences for a guarantee that [they] will reach [their] destination safely’. 
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Level Structure*  Use of documents  Quality of argument  

 • Conclusion (MC) 
• Intermediate conclusions (ICs) 
• Strands of reasoning 
• Examples or evidence 
• Original analogy 
• Hypothetical reasoning 

 • Reference to documents 
• Evaluation of documents 
• Comparison of documents 
 (corroboration or contradiction) 
• Inference from documents 

 • Comprehensive and persuasive 
argument 

• Logical order of reasoning 
• Relevant material 
• Treatment of counter-positions 
• Absence of flaws and weaknesses 
• Non-reliance on rhetorical devices 

 

3 Excellent use of structural elements: 
• Precise conclusion 
• Multiple valid explicit ICs that 

support the MC 
• Multiple clear strands of reasoning 
• Some effective use of other 

argument elements to support 
reasoning 

7–9 Excellent use of documents: 
• Judicious reference to at least 

three documents 
• Multiple valid evaluative points, 

clearly expressed and used to 
support reasoning 

• Some comparison of or inference 
from documents 

7–9 Excellent quality of argument: 
• Sustained persuasive reasoning 
• Highly effective order of reasoning 
• Very little irrelevant material 
• Key counter-position(s) considered 

with effective response 
• Very few flaws or weaknesses 
• No gratuitous rhetorical devices 

7–9 

2 Good use of structural elements: 
• Clear conclusion 
• More than one valid IC 
 (may be implied) 
• Some strands of reasoning 
• Some use of other argument 

elements 

4–6 Good use of documents: 
• Relevant reference to at least two 

documents 
• At least two evaluative points used 

to support reasoning 
• May be some comparison of or 

inference from documents 

4–6 Good quality of argument: 
• Reasonably persuasive reasoning 
• Unconfused order of reasoning 
• Not much irrelevant material 
• Some counter-position(s) 

considered with some response 
• Not many flaws or weaknesses 
• May be some reliance on 

rhetorical devices 

4–6 

1 Some use of structural elements: 
There may be: 
• Conclusion 
• Implied ICs 
• Some strands of reasoning 
• Some use of other argument 

elements 

1–3 Some use of documents: 
There may be: 
• Reference, perhaps implicit, to a 

document 
• Some evaluation of a document 
• Some comparison of or inference 

from documents 

1–3 Some quality of argument: 
There may be: 
• Some support for the conclusion 
• Some order to the reasoning 
• Some relevant material 
• Some counter-position(s) 

considered with some response 

1–3 

0 No creditable response 0 No creditable response 0 No creditable response 0 

 
*Cap mark for Structure at 6 if no conclusion given 


