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[bookmark: _Toc179377969][bookmark: _Toc241158356]Overview
This student resource pack supports students undertaking the History project for History Extension 11–12. It provides activities, scaffolds, samples and models to support students as they develop and refine their historical inquiry. The resource pack should be used in conjunction with the sample program of learning, History Extension – History project teacher guide and Sample assessment notification for additional context, teaching guidance and assessment information. Ways this student resource pack can be used include:
· using the resources as worksheets, samples and models, tailoring them to address contextual needs and specific learning objectives
· reviewing the resources during faculty meetings or planning days, jointly planning opportunities for team teaching, mentoring, lesson observation and sharing of student samples
· employing the examples of resources and/or activities as a blueprint for designing student-specific tasks that cater to individual learning styles and needs
· leveraging the strategies, texts, assessment practices, pedagogical practices and/or syllabus planning as an opportunity to backward map, ensuring a cohesive and comprehensive learning experience in History Extension.
[bookmark: _Toc241158357]Outcomes
A student:
HX-12-02 constructs a position about an area of historiographical interpretation, and discusses and challenges other positions
HX-12-03 plans, conducts and presents a substantial investigation involving analysis, synthesis and evaluation of information from historical sources of differing perspectives and historiographical approaches
HX-12-04 communicates through detailed, well-structured texts to explain, argue, discuss, analyse or evaluate historiographical issues
History Extension 11–12 Syllabus © NSW Education Standards Authority (NESA) for and on behalf of the Crown in right of the State of New South Wales, 2024.

[bookmark: _Toc241158358]Resource 1 – unpacking the History project
As your teacher guides you through the History project assessment notification, record the key information you will need as you begin your project.
What is the History project?
In your own words, explain what you will be investigating.
	

	

	


What will I need to do?
Record the key requirements of the History project.
	

	

	


What is an historiographical position?
Based on your initial understanding, explain what you think it means to develop a position in a History Extension investigation.
	

	

	


What is the purpose of the process log?
	

	

	


What do the marking criteria tell me about successful completion of the project?
	

	

	


My initial thinking
One aspect of the History project I am looking forward to is:
	

	

	


One aspect I think may be challenging is:
	

	

	


One question I currently have about the History project is:
	

	


[bookmark: _Toc241158359]Resource 2 – History project process log entry
[bookmark: _Toc241158360]Worked example
Date: 12 March 2026
Initial topic idea: Richard III and his historical reputation.
Possible historiographical issue: Why have interpretations of Richard III changed over time?
Source identification: Shakespeare’s Richard III; Thomas More’s account of Richard III; contemporary accounts and records; interpretations by modern historians; evidence relating to the discovery of Richard III’s remains.
Questions emerging from research: How was Richard III represented by Tudor writers? How influential was Shakespeare in shaping his reputation? Why have some modern historians challenged earlier interpretations? How has new evidence affected interpretations of Richard III?
Thoughts and reflections: my original idea was to investigate whether Richard III was a good or bad king, but this seems too focused on finding a single answer. I am now more interested in investigating how and why different interpretations of Richard III have been constructed and changed over time.
Using the worked example as a guide, complete your first process log entry. Work through each question as you begin to select your topic, shape your initial ideas and design your historical investigation. Record your thinking, including any questions, possibilities or challenges that emerge as your investigation begins to take shape.
Date:
What historical topic or issue interests you?
	

	

	


Why does this interest you?
	

	

	


What questions or ideas are beginning to emerge?
	

	

	


Are there any possible areas of disagreement or debate?
	

	

	


What ethical considerations might I have to undertake if investigating this topic?
	

	

	




[bookmark: _Toc241158361]Resource 3 – What makes a topic historiographical?
[bookmark: _Toc112681291]This resource will help you distinguish between a descriptive historical topic and a historiographical issue. A descriptive topic focuses primarily on what happened in the past, while a historiographical investigation examines how and why historians have interpreted the past differently.
Consider the worked example below. As you read it, identify how the focus shifts from explaining an historical event to investigating the interpretations historians have constructed and what may have shaped their perspectives.
Descriptive topic – What happened? – The causes of the Russian Revolution
This topic would lead to an investigation of historical events and factors such as economic hardship, political instability and the impact of the First World War. The focus is on explaining the historical events themselves. While appropriate for Modern History, this alone would not provide the historiographical focus required for a History Extension major project.
Versus
Historiographical issue – How and why has the past been interpreted differently? Why have historians interpreted the causes of the Russian Revolution differently?
This investigation examines different historical interpretations. For example:
Richard Pipes emphasises radical ideology and Bolshevik opportunism.
Sheila Fitzpatrick emphasises social and structural pressures within Russian society.
Orlando Figes highlights the interaction of social, political and cultural factors.
The focus is no longer simply on what caused the Russian Revolution. It is on how and why historians have constructed different explanations, the debates between these interpretations and what has shaped historians’ views and perspectives.
Using this worked example as a guide, complete the table below by transforming each descriptive topic into a possible historiographical question. There may be more than one appropriate question for each topic.
An asterisk (*) has been placed next to questions covered by the HSC topics.
Table 1 – descriptive verses historiographical
	Descriptive topic
	Consider …
	Historiographical topic

	The fall of the Roman Empire*
	Historians have attributed its decline to different internal and external causes.
	Why have historians disagreed about the causes of the fall of the Roman Empire?

	The impact of the atomic bomb on Japan*
	Historians have debated the decision to use the atomic bomb, its necessity and its consequences.
	How has context influenced how historians have debated the justification for the atomic bomb?

	Richard III
	His reputation has been constructed very differently from Tudor writers to modern historians.
	Why have interpretations of Richard III changed over time?

	The role of propaganda in Nazi Germany*
	Historians have debated the influence of propaganda and how Germans responded to it.
	

	The role of Columbus in the ‘discovery’ of the Americas
	Interpretations and representations of Columbus and his historical significance have changed over time.
	

	The cause of the Salem witch trials
	Historians have used different evidence and approaches to explain why the trials occurred.
	

	The Irish Famine
	Historians have debated its causes, responsibility for its consequences and the actions of the British Government.
	

	The history of a local community
	Different sources, perspectives and producers of history can construct different accounts of a community’s past.
	

	Ned Kelly
	Historians and other producers of history have represented Kelly differently as a criminal, rebel and cultural figure.
	




[bookmark: _Toc241158362]Resource 4 – identifying a historiographical issue
Practise identifying an historical issue by reading both quotes and answering the questions.
The use of the atomic bomb in 1945
Source 1 – The Atomic Bomb and the End of World War II
‘The atomic bomb was the least abhorrent choice available to American leaders. It ended the war quickly and avoided the enormous casualties that would have resulted from a land invasion of Japan’ (Feis 1966).
Source 2 – Atomic Diplomacy: Hiroshima and Potsdam
‘The atomic bomb was not primarily used to end the war with Japan. Instead, it was used as a diplomatic weapon to intimidate the Soviet Union at the beginning of the Cold War’ (Alperovitz 1965).
What is the historical event?
	

	


What is the key argument by Herbert Feis?
	

	


What is the key argument by Gar Alperovitz?
	

	


What is the difference in interpretation (historiographical debate) between the 2 historians?
	

	

	


Why do these interpretations exist?
	

	

	


How might we phrase this historiographical debate into a History Extension investigation?
	

	

	


Remember:
historians interpret the same event differently
historians debate causes, significance or meaning
interpretations are shaped by perspective, context or evidence.


[bookmark: _Toc241158363]Resource 5 – historiographical versus non-historiographical
An historical topic can provide the starting point for many different investigations. Whether an investigation is appropriate for History Extension depends on the question being asked, rather than the topic itself.
Read each investigation question below. Decide whether its primary focus is:
Historical – investigating what happened in the past, including causes, consequences, experiences or significance.
Historiographical – investigating how the past has been constructed, interpreted, represented or debated, and what has shaped those interpretations.
Place a tick in the appropriate column. Be prepared to explain what helped you make your decision.
Table 2 – historical verses historiographical
	Topic list
	Historical
	Historiographical

	What caused the fall of the Roman Empire?
	
	

	Why have historians disagreed about the causes of the fall of the Roman Empire?
	
	

	What were the consequences of the atomic bombings of Japan?
	
	

	How have historians’ contexts influenced interpretations of the decision to use the atomic bomb?
	
	

	What role did Richard III play in the disappearance of the Princes in the Tower?
	
	

	Why have interpretations of Richard III changed over time?
	
	

	What caused the Salem witch trials?
	
	

	How have historians used evidence to construct different explanations of the Salem witch trials?
	
	

	What impact did the Irish Famine have on Ireland?
	
	

	Why have historians disagreed about responsibility for the consequences of the Irish Famine?
	
	

	Why did Ned Kelly become an outlaw?
	
	

	How and why have representations of Ned Kelly changed over time?
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc225144029][bookmark: _Toc225151152]

[bookmark: _Toc241158364]Resource 6 – evaluating investigation questions
The way a History Extension investigation question is framed can influence the direction and scope of the project. A strong question provides opportunities to critically investigate how history has been constructed, interpreted, represented or debated.
Read each possible question about Richard III. Rank each question as:
S – Strong: provides clear opportunities for a focused historiographical investigation
D – Developing: has historiographical potential but may require further refinement
L – Limited: as currently framed, is likely to lead primarily to a descriptive historical investigation.
For each question, justify your decision. Remember that there may be more than one reasonable judgement if you can support your reasoning.
Table 3 – refining the question
	Sample question
	Rank S/D/L
	Justification/Why

	What type of king was Richard III?
	L
	As currently framed, this is likely to focus primarily on describing and evaluating Richard III as an historical figure rather than investigating how his history has been constructed.

	Was Richard III responsible for the disappearance of the Princes in the Tower?
	
	

	How have historians interpreted Richard III’s reign?
	
	

	Why is Richard III viewed differently today than he was by Tudor writers?
	
	

	To what extent has Shakespeare shaped Richard III’s historical reputation?
	
	

	How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc225151153]

[bookmark: _Toc241158365]Resource 7 – questions of the question
Use the following prompts to explore your initial area of historical interest and begin identifying possible directions for your investigation. You may not be able to answer every question yet. Record questions or areas that require further research and return to these prompts as your investigation develops.
What interests me about this area of history?
What specific aspect, issue, event, person, representation or debate could I explore?
Which key question or questions from the Constructing history focus area might this investigation connect to?
Where might there be different interpretations, perspectives or representations to explore?
Who has produced history about this area?
What evidence or sources might be available?
What do I need to research further before I can identify a possible historiographical issue?
How could I narrow the scope by considering factors such as time, place, people or a particular historical problem?
Is the potential investigation manageable and achievable?


[bookmark: _Toc241158366]Resource 8 – developing your investigation question
Following the worked example of Richard III, use the 4-step process below to begin developing a possible question for your own History Extension project. At this stage, your question is a working question. It should continue to develop as you undertake preliminary research and encounter different interpretations, evidence and perspectives.
Step 1 – start with an area of historical interest
What area of history interests you?
	

	


Why does this area interest you?
	

	


Step 2 – narrow the focus
Identify a more specific aspect of your area of interest that you could investigate. Consider a particular event, person, issue, debate, representation, period or historical problem.
You might also consider concepts such as evidence, context, perspective, representation, changing interpretations or producers of history.
My possible focus is:
	

	

	


[bookmark: _Toc225160233]Step 3 – explore the historiographical possibilities
You may not yet know where the historiographical debate or differing interpretations lie. Use your preliminary research to begin exploring how the history has been constructed, interpreted, represented or debated.
Record what you currently know or questions you need to investigate further.
Who has produced history about this topic?
	

	


What different interpretations, representations or perspectives can I identify?
	

	

	


What evidence or sources are being used to construct these accounts?
	

	

	


What might have shaped these interpretations or representations? Consider context, perspective, purpose, evidence or approach.
	

	

	


What do I still need to find out?
	

	

	


Connect to the Constructing history – Key questions
Consider how your investigation connects to the key questions you have explored in Constructing history:
What is history?
Who are the producers of history in different eras?
How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
Why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Which key question or questions could your investigation explore?
	

	

	


How does your investigation connect to these key questions?
	

	

	


Step 4 – develop a working investigation question
Use what you have discovered to draft a working question. There is no single formula for a History Extension question. Your question does not necessarily need to include words such as historians, interpretations or historiography. What matters is that the investigation provides opportunities to critically examine how history has been constructed.
Possible ways of framing a question might include:
How and why has …?
To what extent …?
Why has …?
How has …?
What has shaped …?
What happened …?
My working investigation question is:
	

	

	


Test your working question
Use these questions to identify the strengths of your question and where it may need further refinement:
Does my investigation connect meaningfully to one or more of the Constructing history – Kkey questions?
Does the question provide opportunities to investigate how history has been constructed, interpreted, represented or debated?
Are there different perspectives, interpretations or representations that could be critically examined?
Can I investigate what has shaped these interpretations?
Is there sufficient evidence and scholarship available to support the investigation?
Is the focus specific and manageable?
Does the question provide opportunities for critical analysis rather than primarily description?
Does the investigation avoid significant overlap with examinable content from other Stage 6 courses I am undertaking?
Peer evaluation
Share your working question with a partner. Discuss:
What do you think this investigation is really trying to find out?
Where might the historiographical issue lie?
What interpretations, representations or producers of history could be explored?
Does the question allow investigation of what has shaped these interpretations?
Is the scope manageable?
What preliminary research might help refine the question further?
Record one suggestion from your partner:
	

	

	


Return to your working question. What, if anything, would you now change?
	

	


[bookmark: _Toc241158367]Resource 9 – conducting your investigation
Different producers of history may investigate the same historical issue but construct different interpretations of the past. Consider the question in the centre of the graphic organiser:
If 2 producers of history investigate the same historical issue but construct different interpretations, why might that be?
For each of the 4 categories, explain how that factor could contribute to different interpretations of the past.
Perspective – How might a producer’s experiences, values or viewpoint influence the way they interpret the past?
Context – How might the time, place and circumstances in which a history is produced shape its interpretation?
Purpose – How might the reason for producing the history, or its intended audience, influence how the past is presented?
Evidence – How might the evidence available, the evidence selected or the way evidence is interpreted lead to different conclusions?
Record your ideas in the corresponding sections of the graphic organiser.
Figure 1 – graphic organiser
[image: Diagram organizes a historical inquiry around question, “If 2 producers of history write about same issue but reach different conclusions, why might that be?” Four surrounding circles labelled Perspective, Context, Purpose, and Evidence connect to central question through arrows, highlighting factors shaping differing historical conclusions.]


[bookmark: _Toc241158368]Resource 10 – designing your investigation
Using your own historical question, complete the following key areas of investigation.
What do I need to find out to answer my question?
	

	

	


Which producers of history might I investigate? What perspectives, interpretations or representations might they contribute?
	

	

	


What types of sources will I use? Justify why this source is useful.
	

	

	


What might I argue? What is my possible argument direction?
	

	


Context and purpose of sources
	

	

	


Do not forget to record this in your process log as part of your investigation.
[bookmark: _Toc1848296809]

[bookmark: _Toc241158369]Resource 11 – concept map
Figure 2 – concept map
[image: Concept map organises a central 'Topic' with 4 surrounding concepts, each linked to a keyword, synonyms and antonyms for vocabulary development and directional arrows show relationships.]


[bookmark: _Toc241158370]Resource 12 – worked example – Thomas More’s construction of Richard III
Before completing Resource 13, examine the worked example below. It demonstrates how a source can be analysed by identifying what a producer of history constructs, how that construction is developed, what may have shaped it and how it contributes to an historiographical investigation.
The working investigation question is:
How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?
Source extract
Source A – The History of King Richard III
‘Richard, the third son, of whom we now treat, was in wit and courage equal with either of them, in body and prowess far under them both: little of stature, ill featured of limbs, crooked-backed, his left shoulder much higher than his right, hard-favored in appearance … He was malicious, wrathful, envious, and from before his birth, ever perverse’ (More 1963).
Source details
Producer of history – Thomas More
Title – The History of King Richard III
Date – written in the early sixteenth century, approximately 2 to 3 decades after Richard III's death.
Type of history being produced – an historical account of Richard III’s rise to power and reign, written by a Tudor-era humanist and writer.
Summary of the source
More constructs a strongly negative representation of Richard III. He presents Richard as physically deformed and associates his appearance with negative characteristics including secrecy, deceit, arrogance and ambition.
The extract therefore does more than provide information about Richard. Through his selection of details and highly evaluative language, More constructs a particular image of Richard for his reader.
Historical construction
What interpretation does More construct?
More constructs Richard III as a morally flawed, deceitful and ambitious ruler. His description encourages the reader to associate Richard’s physical appearance and personal characteristics with his later actions.
How is this interpretation constructed?
More uses:
strongly evaluative descriptions of Richard’s character
descriptions of Richard’s physical appearance
connections between physical characteristics and moral character
selected details that reinforce a negative representation
language that positions the reader to view Richard with suspicion.
Rather than simply stating that More presents Richard negatively, the investigation considers how More produces that representation.
Evidence and support
Evidence within the extract includes More’s descriptions of Richard as physically different from his brothers and his attribution of characteristics such as secrecy, deceit and arrogance.
These descriptions support More’s broader construction of Richard as morally and politically suspect.
However, students should distinguish between evidence about Richard III and evidence of how More constructs Richard III. For this investigation, More’s language is particularly valuable as evidence of the latter.
Context, perspective and purpose
More wrote during the Tudor period, after Richard III had been defeated by Henry Tudor at Bosworth in 1485.
This context is relevant, but it should not automatically be assumed that More’s account was simply Tudor propaganda. When evaluating More’s construction, historians need to consider:
the accounts and traditions about Richard available to More
More’s distance from the events he describes
the political and intellectual environment in which he wrote
his purpose and approach as a producer of history
the extent to which his portrayal reflected, inherited or developed existing representations of Richard.
Further evidence is required before establishing precisely how these factors shaped More’s construction.
Other factors shaping the construction of history
What type of history is this?
More’s work is a historical narrative, but its literary qualities and strong characterisation are also important when considering how Richard is presented.
What appears to be important about More’s approach?
More does not simply record events. His selection of details, characterisation and language create a powerful narrative about Richard’s character and actions.
What evidence was available to More?
More wrote after Richard’s reign and drew upon earlier written and oral accounts. This makes it important to investigate where the representation originated rather than assuming every feature of the portrayal was created by More himself.
Usefulness for the investigation
More’s account is useful for answering: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
It provides evidence of an influential early 16th century construction of Richard III and allows the student to investigate:
how Richard was represented after his death
how language and characterisation contribute to historical construction
the development and transmission of Richard’s negative reputation
how later historians have accepted, challenged or reassessed this representation.
Its usefulness therefore lies not simply in determining what Richard III was really like, but in investigating how a particular Richard III was constructed and communicated.
Link to historiographical debate
More’s portrayal became an important part of Richard III’s historical reputation, but later historians have disagreed over how his account should be interpreted and how much historical value should be attached to it. This creates an important historiographical problem: ‘To what extent did More create a negative image of Richard III, and to what extent was he drawing upon an image that already existed?’
This question will be explored further in Resource 13, through Charles Ross’s examination of More and the historical debate surrounding his account.
Limitations
More’s account cannot, on its own, establish Richard III’s character, motives or actions. More was not an eyewitness to Richard’s reign, and the origins and reliability of some of the traditions incorporated into his account require further investigation.
However, these issues do not make the source unhelpful. For an investigation into Richard III’s historical reputation, More’s account is highly significant because it provides evidence of how Richard was constructed and represented in the early Tudor period and became part of a longer historical tradition.
Constructing history – Key questions
This source connects particularly strongly to:
Who are the producers of history in different eras?
More demonstrates the role of an individual producer in constructing and transmitting an influential representation of the past.
How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
The source allows students to examine how selection, language, characterisation and historical narrative were used to construct Richard III.
It also begins to support, why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Later historians have reassessed More’s account, its evidence and the historical tradition from which it emerged. Comparing these approaches allows students to investigate how and why interpretations of both Richard III and More’s historical account have changed.


[bookmark: _Toc241158371]Resource 13 – source evaluation scaffold
Thomas More’s History of King Richard III, written in the early 16th century, contributed to an influential negative representation of Richard III.
In this resource, you will analyse an extract from historian Charles Ross’s Richard III (1981). Ross considers how later historians have assessed the historical value of More’s account and its portrayal of Richard III.
As you read, consider how Ross evaluates More’s construction of Richard III, the different historical interpretations he presents and what this reveals about how approaches to history can change over time.
Use evidence from the extract to support your responses.
Source A – Richard III
‘All this makes any convincing assessment of the value of More’s work difficult indeed, and it is not surprising that historians have differed widely in their conclusions. No one would nowadays accept the judgment of James Gairdner, a careful scholar whose excessive trust in the value of tradition, without which, he said, the study of history is like attempting “to learn a living language without a teacher”, led him in the end to assert that “a minute study of the facts of Richard’s life has tended more and more to convince me of the general fidelity of the portrait with which we have been made familiar by Shakespeare and Thomas More”. This of course is to ignore the special problem of Richard’s reign, that is, how much importance should be attached to the Tudor tradition. More’s judicious modern editor, R. S. Sylvester, reached the conclusion that “Richard III, in the pages of history, is indeed evil incarnate; but the portrait More drew reflects an image which his age bequeathed to him. His acceptance of that image stems not so much from his own partisanship, as from the trustworthiness which he attributed to those who had already, both orally and in writing, created the main features of the legend … Few of Richard’s defenders would care to deny that More’s portrait of the King reflects a view of him current in the court of Henry VII. What they have failed to notice, however, is the remarkably accurate way in which More renders this. Had [Richard’s defenders] noticed this, they would not perhaps have dismissed his narrative as mere Tudor propaganda”’ (Ross 1981).
Source details
	Producer of history:
	

	Title:
	

	Year of publication:
	

	Type of history being produced:
	


Understanding Ross’s assessment
What problem does Ross identify when historians attempt to assess More’s account of Richard III?
	

	

	


What does Ross suggest historians need to consider when assessing the historical value of More’s portrayal?
	

	


Different interpretations
Ross presents the views of 2 historians who have assessed More’s account.
James Gairdner
How does Gairdner assess More’s portrayal of Richard III?
	

	

	


What appears to underpin Gairdner’s assessment?
	

	

	


R. S. Sylvester
How does Sylvester explain More’s negative portrayal of Richard III?
	

	

	


How does Sylvester’s assessment differ from Gairdner’s?
	

	

	


Evidence and construction
What evidence does the historian use to support their argument?
	

	


Context and perspective
[bookmark: _Toc886184555]Identify evidence from the extract that Ross uses to demonstrate that More’s account has been interpreted differently by later historians.
	

	

	


How does Ross use the interpretations of Gairdner and Sylvester to construct his own discussion of More’s historical value?
	

	

	


Factors shaping historical interpretations
The interpretations of More’s work have themselves been constructed in different historical contexts.
For each historian, consider what Ross tells us about the factors that may have shaped their assessment.
Table 4 – shaping interpretation
	Producer of history
	What might have shaped their interpretation
	Evidence from extract

	Thomas More
	
	

	James Gairdner
	
	

	R. S. Sylvester
	
	

	Charles Ross
	
	


Consider factors such as context, perspective, purpose, evidence, methodology and engagement with earlier historical interpretations. Only make a connection where it can be supported by the extract or other evidence available to you.
Usefulness for the investigation
Return to the working investigation question: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
	

	

	


How is Ross’s discussion useful for investigating this question?
	

	

	


What does the extract reveal about how Richard III’s historical reputation has been challenged, reassessed or reconstructed over time?
	

	

	


Limitations and further investigation
What can this extract help you investigate effectively?
	

	

	


What can this extract not establish on its own? What additional evidence or interpretations would you need to investigate?
	

	

	


Constructing history – Key questions
Which Constructing history – Key question or questions does this source help you investigate?
☐ What is history?
☐ Who are the producers of history in different eras?
☐ How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
☐ Why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Choose one of the Key questions you selected. Explain how the Ross extract helps you explore it.
	

	

	




[bookmark: _Toc241158372]Resource 14 – comparing constructions of the past
Historiography involves more than identifying that producers of history have different interpretations. Historians investigate how interpretations have been constructed, what has shaped them and why approaches to the past may change over time.
You have examined Thomas More’s construction of Richard III and Charles Ross’s later evaluation of More’s account and Richard’s historical reputation.
Use your analysis from Resource 13 and the worked example to compare these constructions and consider what they reveal about the changing historical reputation of Richard III.
Table 5 – comparing the producers of history
	Feature
	Thomas More
	Charles Ross

	When was this history produced?
	
	

	What is the producer investigating or constructing?
	
	

	How is Richard III represented or discussed?
	
	

	What evidence or earlier accounts are drawn upon?
	
	

	How is the evidence used or evaluated?
	
	

	What factors may have shaped this construction or approach?
	
	

	What does this source allow us to investigate about Richard III’s historical reputation?
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc225324059]Moving beyond similarities and differences
What is one significant difference between the way More and Ross approach Richard III?
	

	

	


What evidence from the 2 extracts demonstrates this difference?
	

	

	


What might account for this difference in their approaches?
Consider factors such as context, perspective, purpose, evidence, methodology and engagement with earlier historical interpretations.
	

	


What evidence supports the connection you have made?
	

	

	


Construction and reconstruction
More and Ross are not simply presenting 2 opposing opinions about Richard III.
How does More contribute to the construction of Richard III’s historical reputation?
	

	

	


How does Ross engage with, evaluate or reassess that earlier construction?
	

	

	


What does the comparison reveal about how Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed over time?
	

	

	


Investigating the historiographical debate
Ross shows that historians have disagreed about how More’s account should be treated. Using the Ross extract, complete the following.
Gairdner’s assessment of More:
	

	


Sylvester’s assessment of More:
	

	


The key point of disagreement:
	

	

	


What is behind this disagreement?
Consider what each historian understands about historical tradition, evidence and the origins of More’s portrayal of Richard III.
	

	


Connecting to the investigation question
Return to the working investigation question: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’ Using More and Ross, write 2 to 3 sentences that begin to answer this question.
Your response should:
identify how More contributed to Richard III’s historical reputation
explain how that construction has subsequently been evaluated or challenged
identify at least one factor that helps explain why approaches to Richard III have differed.
	

	

	


Constructing history – Key questions
Which Constructing history – Key question is most clearly demonstrated by comparing More and Ross?
☐ What is history?
☐ Who are the producers of history in different eras?
☐ How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
☐ Why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Explain your choice using evidence from the 2 sources.
	

	

	


Apply this thinking to your own investigation
Think about the producers of history you have identified for your own History Extension project.
Identify 2 producers, interpretations or representations that could be compared.
	

	


Where do they differ in their construction or interpretation of the past?
	

	


What might explain this difference?
	

	


What further research or evidence would you need before you could support this explanation?
	

	




[bookmark: _Toc241158373]Resource 15 – referencing your research
The Victoria University Oxford Referencing Guide uses numbered footnotes to acknowledge sources within your writing and a bibliography at the end of your work. The format of a reference will vary depending on the type of source being used.
Referencing a book
First footnote
Author First Name Last Name, Title of Book (Place: Publisher, Year), page number.
Example
Charles Ross, Richard III (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981), p. 21.
Subsequent footnote
Last Name, Shortened Title, page number.
Example
Ross, Richard III, p. 21.
Bibliography
Last Name, First Name. Title of Book. Place: Publisher, Year.
Example
Ross, Charles. Richard III. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981.
Referencing a chapter in an edited book
First footnote
Author First Name Last Name, ‘Chapter title’, in Editor First Name Last Name (ed.), Title of Book (Place: Publisher, Year), page number.
Subsequent footnote
Last Name, ‘Shortened Chapter Title’, page number.
Bibliography
Last Name, First Name. ‘Chapter title’. In Editor First Name Last Name (ed.), Title of Book. Place: Publisher, Year, page range.
Referencing a journal article
First footnote
Author First Name Last Name, ‘Title of Article’, Journal Title, volume, issue (Year), page number.
Subsequent footnote
Last Name, ‘Shortened Article Title’, page number.
Bibliography
Last Name, First Name. ‘Title of Article’. Journal Title, volume, issue (Year), page range.
Referencing a website or webpage
First footnote
Author or Organisation, ‘Title of Webpage’, Website Name, publication or update date if available, URL (accessed Day Month Year).
Subsequent footnote
Author or Organisation, ‘Shortened Webpage Title’.
Bibliography
Author or Organisation. ‘Title of Webpage’. Website Name. Publication or update date if available. URL (accessed Day Month Year).
Referencing a primary source published in an edited collection
Some primary sources students use may have been reproduced or published in a later edited collection. In these cases, acknowledge both the original work and the edition being used.
Example
Sir Thomas More, The History of King Richard III, written c. 1513–1518, in Richard S. Sylvester (ed.), The Complete Works of St. Thomas More, Volume 2: The History of King Richard III (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963), pp. 7–8.
Your turn
Select 2 different sources that you have engaged with during your History project. Where possible, choose different types of sources.
For each source, provide:
Source 1
	Source type:
	

	First footnote:
	

	Subsequent footnote:
	

	Bibliography entry:
	


Source 2
	Source type:
	

	First footnote:
	

	Subsequent footnote:
	

	Bibliography entry:
	


Exchange your references with another student. Use the Oxford referencing guide to check:
Is the correct format used for the type of source?
Is all required publication information included?
Is punctuation and formatting consistent?
Is a page number included where appropriate?
Is the subsequent footnote appropriately shortened?
Does the bibliography entry use the correct format?
Make any necessary corrections to your references.


[bookmark: _Toc241158374]Resource 16 – using references purposefully
Read Examples A to C below. Consider where the references have been placed and how effectively they support the historical interpretations and developing historiographical analysis.
Use the following references:
1. Sir Thomas More, The History of King Richard III, written c. 1513–1518, in Richard S. Sylvester (ed.), The Complete Works of St. Thomas More, Volume 2: The History of King Richard III, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1963, pp. 7–8.
Charles Ross, Richard III (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981).
Example A
Richard III’s historical reputation has been interpreted differently over time. Thomas More presents Richard III negatively and describes him as morally flawed.¹ Charles Ross, however, shows that later historians have questioned More’s portrayal.² This shows that historians have different views about Richard III.
In this example, references are present but are not used effectively to support analysis. The interpretations are identified but receive little explanation, and the paragraph does not explore the relationship between them. The references therefore appear to confirm where information came from rather than supporting a developing historiographical argument.
What could be added or changed to improve this paragraph?
	

	

	


Example B
Richard III’s historical reputation has been interpreted and reassessed over time. Thomas More constructs a strongly negative representation of Richard, portraying him as physically and morally flawed.¹ In contrast, Charles Ross examines how later historians have assessed More’s portrayal and the historical tradition on which it was based.² This comparison demonstrates that Richard’s reputation has been interpreted differently as historians have reconsidered earlier accounts.
In this example, the references are placed directly after the ideas they support and there is some explanation of the different approaches to Richard III’s historical reputation. The comparison is clearer than in Example A. However, the paragraph still requires further analysis of how and why these interpretations differ and what this reveals about the construction and reconstruction of Richard’s reputation.
Example C
Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed through changing assessments of the accounts that shaped his negative reputation. Thomas More contributed to an influential negative construction of Richard, portraying him as physically and morally flawed and describing him as ‘malicious, wrathful, envious’.¹ Rather than accepting this portrayal at face value, later historians have questioned the origins and historical value of the tradition represented by More. Charles Ross demonstrates this debate by contrasting James Gairdner’s confidence in the general fidelity of the traditional portrait with R. S. Sylvester’s argument that More inherited an image of Richard already established through earlier oral and written accounts.² This distinction shifts the historiographical issue beyond whether More’s portrayal is simply accurate or inaccurate. Instead, it raises questions about how Richard’s reputation was constructed, transmitted and subsequently reassessed. The comparison therefore demonstrates how changing approaches to evidence and earlier historical interpretations have contributed to the reconstruction of Richard III’s historical reputation.
In this example, the references are placed directly after the specific evidence or interpretation they support. The sources are not simply included to demonstrate that research has occurred; they are used purposefully to support the developing argument. The paragraph explains the relationship between interpretations and considers what that relationship reveals about the construction and reconstruction of Richard III’s historical reputation.
Compare the examples
As the examples develop from A to C, identify:
where a reference simply identifies the source of information
where a reference supports an explanation of an interpretation
where evidence from a source is integrated into the analysis
where different interpretations are connected or compared
where the sources contribute directly to the developing historiographical argument.
What makes the use of references in Example C more purposeful than in Examples A and B?
	

	

	


[bookmark: _Toc226636784]

[bookmark: _Toc241158375]Resource 17 – historiographical analysis
Using the sources provided, write a one-paragraph response to the following working investigation question: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
Source A – Thomas More, The History of King Richard III
‘Richard, the third son, of whom we now treat, was in wit and courage equal with either of them, in body and prowess far under them both: little of stature, ill featured of limbs, crooked-backed, his left shoulder much higher than his right, hard-favored in appearance … He was malicious, wrathful, envious, and from before his birth, ever perverse.’ (More, 1963)
Source B – Charles Ross, Richard III
‘All this makes any convincing assessment of the value of More’s work difficult indeed, and it is not surprising that historians have differed widely in their conclusions. No one would nowadays accept the judgment of James Gairdner, a careful scholar whose excessive trust in the value of tradition, without which, he said, the study of history is like attempting “to learn a living language without a teacher”, led him in the end to assert that “a minute study of the facts of Richard’s life has tended more and more to convince me of the general fidelity of the portrait with which we have been made familiar by Shakespeare and Thomas More”. This of course is to ignore the special problem of Richard’s reign, that is, how much importance should be attached to the Tudor tradition. More’s judicious modern editor, R. S. Sylvester, reached the conclusion that “Richard III, in the pages of history, is indeed evil incarnate; but the portrait More drew reflects an image which his age bequeathed to him. His acceptance of that image stems not so much from his own partisanship, as from the trustworthiness which he attributed to those who had already, both orally and in writing, created the main features of the legend … Few of Richard’s defenders would care to deny that More’s portrait of the King reflects a view of him current in the court of Henry VII. What they have failed to notice, however, is the remarkably accurate way in which More renders this. Had [Richard’s defenders] noticed this, they would not perhaps have dismissed his narrative as mere Tudor propaganda”.’ (Ross, 1981)
Developing your response
When writing your response, ask yourself:
Have I developed a clear historiographical position?
Have I explained how Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and/or reconstructed?
Have I used relevant evidence from More and Ross to support my position?
Have I explained the relationship between the interpretations rather than simply listing what each producer of history says?
Have I considered what may have shaped the different constructions or approaches?
Have I made a judgement about what these interpretations reveal about the historiographical issue?
Is my judgement supported by evidence?
Remember, a historiographical argument is not a summary of what different historians say. It develops a supported position about the historiographical issue by analysing and evaluating how history has been constructed, interpreted and debated.
If needed, use the following scaffold to organise your thinking. You do not need to follow this wording in your final response.
While More constructs Richard III as ______________________________, Ross demonstrates that later historians have ______________________________. The comparison suggests that Richard III’s historical reputation has been ______________________________ because ______________________________.
Working investigation question
How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?
My historiographical position is:
	

	

	

	

	

	


Review your response
After the teacher modelling, return to your response and identify one aspect that you would strengthen or refine.
Consider:
the clarity of your position
how you have used evidence
how effectively you have connected or compared interpretations
whether you have explained what may have shaped the interpretations
how clearly you have developed and supported your judgement.
One aspect I would strengthen or refine is:
	

	

	

	

	




I would improve this by:
	

	

	




[bookmark: _Toc226636858][bookmark: _Toc241158376]Resource 18 – challenging interpretations
When challenging or evaluating an historical interpretation, consider 3 key questions:
What is being challenged? (The interpretation, evidence, approach or assumptions.)
What is the basis for the challenge? (The context, perspective, purpose, evidence, methodology or engagement with other interpretations.)
What does this mean for the interpretation? (What can it help establish, what requires qualification and how convincing is it in relation to the historiographical issue?)
Read the following partial response to the working investigation question: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
Thomas More constructs a strongly negative representation of Richard III, portraying him as physically and morally flawed. However, the historical value of this representation cannot be established simply from the strength or influence of More’s characterisation. More wrote after Richard’s death and drew upon earlier oral and written traditions, raising questions about the origins and reliability of the negative image he presents.
Charles Ross demonstrates that historians have approached this problem differently. While James Gairdner placed considerable confidence in the general fidelity of the traditional portrait represented by More and Shakespeare, R. S. Sylvester argues that More inherited an image of Richard that had already been constructed through earlier oral and written accounts. Sylvester’s interpretation provides an important challenge to treating More either as a straightforwardly reliable account or simply as Tudor propaganda because it distinguishes between More creating Richard’s negative reputation and transmitting a representation that already existed.
Ross’s discussion therefore demonstrates that evaluating More requires consideration not only of what he wrote, but of the evidence, traditions and earlier constructions on which his portrayal was based.
1. Where is More’s representation of Richard III being challenged or qualified?
Identify the words or sentences where the writer moves beyond describing More’s representation and begins to question how it should be understood or evaluated.
	

	


What language makes this an historiographical argument rather than simply a description of different interpretations?
Identify examples of language that focus attention on the construction, interpretation, evaluation or reconstruction of history.
	

	

	


How effectively does the paragraph evaluate More’s account?
Consider:
when More produced his account
the earlier oral and written traditions available to him
the origins and reliability of the negative representation
what further evidence would be required to establish how these factors shaped his account.
	

	

	


How does the paragraph use Gairdner and Sylvester to develop the historiographical argument?
Explain how their different assessments of More help the writer move beyond simply stating that historians disagree.
	

	

	


Why is the distinction between More creating Richard III’s negative reputation and transmitting an existing representation important?
What does this distinction allow historians to investigate about the construction of Richard III’s historical reputation?
	

	

	


Which aspect of the paragraph most effectively demonstrates evaluation rather than description? Why?
Consider where the writer:
evaluates evidence or historical tradition
qualifies an interpretation
establishes connections between interpretations
explains what the disagreement means for the historiographical issue.
	

	

	


How could the paragraph be further strengthened?
Identify one area requiring additional evidence, another interpretation or further investigation. Explain how this would strengthen or qualify the argument.
	

	

	


Apply this approach to your own investigation.
Select one interpretation or representation from your own History project.
What interpretation, argument or representation are you evaluating?
	

	


What aspect could be challenged, questioned or qualified?
	

	

	


What is the basis for this challenge?
Consider context, perspective, purpose, evidence, methodology or another interpretation.
	

	


What evidence supports your evaluation?
	

	


What does this evaluation allow you to conclude about the interpretation?
	[bookmark: _Toc226549323]

	




[bookmark: _Toc241158377]Resource 19 – linking the argument sample
Working investigation question
‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed through changing interpretations of both Richard and the evidence used to represent him. Thomas More contributed to an influential negative construction of Richard, portraying him as physically and morally flawed. However, later historians have questioned the origins and historical value of this representation and the traditions on which it was based. Charles Ross’s examination of the differing interpretations of James Gairdner and R. S. Sylvester demonstrates that the debate cannot be reduced to whether More’s account is simply accurate or inaccurate. Rather, Richard’s changing reputation reflects the ways producers of history have interpreted, transmitted and reassessed earlier constructions of the past.
More’s History of King Richard III contributed to an influential negative representation of Richard after his death. More’s characterisation presents Richard as physically flawed, ‘malicious, wrathful, envious’ and morally corrupt. The language and details selected by More construct a powerful image of Richard rather than simply recording events from his reign. However, More wrote after Richard’s death and drew upon earlier oral and written traditions. This raises a significant historiographical question: ‘To what extent did More create Richard’s negative reputation, and to what extent was he transmitting an image that had already been constructed?’ Examining the origins of More’s portrayal is therefore essential to understanding how Richard’s historical reputation developed.
The significance of this question becomes clearer when later historians’ assessments of More are considered. Ross identifies James Gairdner’s considerable trust in historical tradition, noting that Gairdner’s study led him to accept the general fidelity of the portrait made familiar by More and Shakespeare. R. S. Sylvester, however, offers a more qualified interpretation. He argues that More’s portrayal reflected an image inherited from earlier oral and written accounts rather than simply More’s own partisanship. The difference between these interpretations shifts the debate from whether More portrayed Richard negatively to why that portrayal existed and how historians should evaluate the tradition from which it emerged. Richard’s reputation is therefore reconstructed not only when historians produce new interpretations of Richard, but also when they reassess the earlier histories through which that reputation was created and transmitted.
Ross develops this historiographical problem further by resisting a simple choice between accepting More as reliable and dismissing his account as Tudor propaganda. By placing different assessments of More alongside one another, Ross demonstrates that the historical value of More’s account depends partly upon how historians understand the origins, transmission and reliability of the Tudor tradition. This complicates the earlier negative construction of Richard because it requires historians to investigate the construction itself, rather than treating the reputation it produced as historical fact. Changing approaches to evidence and earlier historical interpretations have therefore contributed to the continuing reconstruction of Richard III’s reputation.
In conclusion, Richard III’s changing historical reputation demonstrates that historical interpretations are themselves constructed and subject to reassessment. More contributed to the transmission of an influential negative representation, but subsequent historians have questioned how that portrayal developed and how much historical value should be attached to it. The differing approaches identified by Ross demonstrate that Richard’s reputation has been reconstructed as historians have reconsidered the evidence, traditions and earlier interpretations on which it was based. The historiographical debate therefore concerns not simply what Richard III was like, but how knowledge about Richard has been produced, transmitted and challenged over time.
Questions
As a class, read through the example and consider:
1. Where is the overall historiographical position established?
Where does the argument develop or become more sophisticated?
Where are interpretations compared, challenged, qualified or connected?
Identify the linking ideas or sentences – the ‘jam layers’ – that connect different parts of the argument.
Which sentence demonstrates historiographical thinking most clearly? Why?
How does each paragraph make a different contribution to the overall thesis?
Where does the writer’s judgement develop or become more nuanced?
Would the overall argument be weakened if one of the body paragraphs were removed? Explain your response.
How does the organisation of the response help answer the investigation question?
Reminder
A sustained argument does not require every paragraph to perform the same function or follow a fixed formula. Each paragraph should make a purposeful contribution to the overall thesis and connect with the developing argument.
Your linking sentences should do more than connect paragraphs. They may:
connect an interpretation or piece of evidence to the overall thesis
establish a relationship between interpretations
qualify or extend a judgement
lead the argument forward to the next aspect of the investigation.
[bookmark: _Toc226549324]

[bookmark: _Toc241158378]Resource 20 – role of paragraphs
Write the role of your next paragraph in one sentence.
Example:
This paragraph will challenge:
	

	


This paragraph will support:
	

	


This paragraph will strengthen:
	

	




[bookmark: _Toc226549325][bookmark: _Toc241158379]Resource 21 – linking paragraph samples
A linking sentence connects your paragraph to your overall argument and leads into the next idea. Examples of linking connections are outlined below.
Reinforcing the argument:
Link back to argument – This reinforces the view that _________________, as it demonstrates that __________________.
Build the argument forward – This further supports the argument that ________________, highlighting that ________________.
Reinforcing evaluation – This strengthens the argument that ____________________, as it underscores the limitations of ____________________.
Consolidating the argument – Taken together, these interpretations suggest that ____________________, reinforcing the overall argument that ____________________.
Moving the argument forward:
Introduce the next layer (paragraph) – While this highlights ____________________, a further consideration is ____________________.
Shift to a new aspect of the argument – Although this interpretation emphasises ____________________, it is also important to consider ____________________.
Extending the line of reasoning – This develops the argument further by demonstrating that ____________________, particularly in relation to ____________________.
Evaluating or challenging the argument:
Strengthen evaluation – Therefore, this interpretation is less convincing because ____________________, reinforcing the argument that ____________________.
Connecting evidence to judgement – When considered in light of this evidence, it becomes clear that __________________, supporting the view that __________________.
Transitioning through comparison – While this interpretation highlights ____________, it ultimately reinforces the argument that ___________ when compared with ___________.
[bookmark: _Toc226637390][bookmark: _Toc241158380]Resource 22 – identifying paragraph refinements
[bookmark: _Toc215089750][bookmark: _Toc226637391]Read the following response to the working investigation question: ‘How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?’
Richard III’s historical reputation has been debated by historians. Thomas More presents Richard III negatively and describes him as morally flawed. However, later historians have questioned More’s account. Charles Ross shows that historians such as James Gairdner and R. S. Sylvester have different views about how reliable More’s portrayal is. This shows that Richard III has been interpreted differently over time. More’s account is important, but later historians provide different interpretations of Richard III.
Identifying areas for refinement
Highlight or annotate where the response:
describes interpretations but provides limited analysis or evaluation
refers to producers of history but does not analyse their interpretations in sufficient depth
provides minimal specific evidence
identifies different interpretations but does not explain how or why Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed
presents an argument, but does not develop it sufficiently
uses broad rather than precise historiographical language.
Write down your impressions of the strengths and areas for refinement in the response.
	

	

	


Stronger response
Now read the refined version:
Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed through changing assessments of the accounts that shaped his negative reputation. Thomas More contributed to an influential construction of Richard as physically and morally flawed, using strongly evaluative characterisation to present him as ‘malicious, wrathful, envious’. However, later historians have questioned how More’s portrayal should be understood and the extent to which it reflected an earlier Tudor tradition. Charles Ross demonstrates this debate by contrasting James Gairdner’s confidence in the general fidelity of the traditional portrait with R. S. Sylvester’s argument that More inherited an image of Richard already established through earlier oral and written accounts. This distinction complicates the interpretation of More as either a reliable account or simply Tudor propaganda. Instead, it demonstrates that Richard’s historical reputation has been reconstructed as historians have reconsidered the origins, transmission and historical value of the traditions on which that reputation was based.
Identifying the refinements
Highlight or annotate where the stronger response demonstrates:
clear historiographical framing
analysis of how Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed or reconstructed
purposeful use of specific evidence
connections between different historical interpretations
evaluation or qualification of interpretations
precise historiographical language
a clear position that is developed and reinforced throughout the paragraph.
What makes this a stronger response?
	

	

	


Compare the responses
The stronger response has not simply added more information or more sophisticated vocabulary. Consider what the writer is now doing differently.
Identify one example of each of the following:
A description that has become analysis:
	

	


Evidence that has been used to support the argument:
	

	


A connection established between interpretations:
	

	


A judgement that has been strengthened or qualified:
	

	


Historiographical language that makes the argument more precise:
	

	


Reflection
What is one refinement from this example that you could apply to your own History project essay?
	

	

	




[bookmark: _Toc241158381]Resource 23 – refining your own writing
Feedback reflection
What feedback have you received on your essay?
	

	

	

	

	


What will you improve?
	

	

	

	

	


Strengthening evaluation
Where can I challenge interpretations more clearly?
Revise:
weak or descriptive sentences
add evaluation language (limited, more convincing, undermines).
Improving clarity and coherence
Does my argument flow clearly from paragraph to paragraph?
Check:
linking sentences
repetition versus progression
clarity of expression.
Sustaining the argument
Does every paragraph clearly support my position?
Revise:
topic sentences
linking back to the question.
Referencing check (Oxford)
Check:
footnotes are accurate and consistent
references support specific claims
bibliography is complete.
Process log
Check:
the topic choice, specific question and research intentions clearly outlined
sequentially dated records or digital recordings of the inquiry process, such as research plans, resourcing or correspondence
evidence of academic research such as sources, summaries and notes
progressive dated drafts of work
ethical considerations where relevant.
[bookmark: _Toc241158382]Resource 24 – submitting the project
Under the History project topic area navigate to the ‘Certification of the History project’ heading. Each student must sign a statement, witnessed by the supervising teacher, that the submitted project is their own work. The signed ‘History Project Declaration and Certification Form’ must be submitted with each essay and retained by the school in accordance with the school’s assessment policy.
Elements to check:
Have I used feedback to improve my project?
Have I completed the History Project Declaration and Certification Form?
Have I constructed an essay of no more than 2,500 words, to:
analyse historical and historiographical perspectives or issues
explain and argue for an historiographical position
discuss and challenge other historiographical positions?
Have I used footnotes or endnotes:
to acknowledge the source of statements in the text
to make minor clarifications to the text
with consistent formatting?
Have I created a bibliography for all sources used and have I formatted it consistently?
Have I maintained a process log and documentation of historiographical investigation?
Process log focus
Students ensure the process log documents the full development of the investigation.
Entries should confirm:
the final historiographical question
the development of the investigation over time
the sources consulted and research conducted
evidence of drafting and revision.

[bookmark: _Toc241158383]Resource 25 – end-of-phase summary questions
Consider the following questions before moving forward with your project.
Table 6 – designing the project
	Phase 1 – design
	Yes or no
	Reflection

	Am I confident in my topic selection?
	
	

	Is my question refined enough to support effective research?
	
	

	Do I have a clear understanding of where to begin my research?
	
	

	Have I broken the process into manageable tasks?
	
	

	Do these tasks have clear deadlines that will support completing the project before the due date?
	
	

	Am I happy with my proposal?
	
	

	Have I reflected and acted upon teacher feedback for the proposal?
	
	

	Is my process log up to date?
	
	


Table 7 – investigating the project
	Phase 2 – investigate
	Yes or no
	Reflection

	Do I have a diverse and balanced range of sources?
	
	

	Which sources are the most useful?
	
	

	Does my evidence clearly address some or all key questions in History Extension?
	
	

	Are there any gaps in my research? If so, can these gaps be justified or is there additional evidence I can collect?
	
	

	Have I accounted for any historiographical issues with the sources?
	
	

	Have I developed an informed personal perspective through my research?
	
	

	Have I mapped out the subtopics and evidence for my essay?
	
	

	Have I reflected and acted upon teacher feedback and advice?
	
	

	Is my process log up to date?
	
	


Table 8 – constructing the project
	Phase 3 – construct
	Yes or no
	Reflection

	Have I submitted drafts for teacher feedback and advice?
	
	

	Have I used evidence effectively throughout my essay to prove my thesis statements?
	
	

	Have I included detailed analysis and evaluation of the key questions relevant to my project?
	
	

	Is my essay under 2,500 words?
	
	

	Have I referenced all sources in the text and in my bibliography?
	
	

	Have I reflected and acted upon teacher feedback and advice?
	
	

	Is my process log up to date?
	
	


Table 9 – submitting the project
	Phase 4 – submit
	Yes or no
	Reflection

	Have I used feedback to improve my project?
	
	

	Have I completed the History Project Declaration and Certification Form?
	
	

	Have I constructed an essay of no more than 2,500 words to:
· analyse historical and historiographical perspectives or issues
· explain and argue for a historiographical position
· discuss and challenge other historiographical positions?
	
	

	Have I used footnotes or endnotes:
· to acknowledge the source of statements in the text
· to make minor clarifications to the text
· with consistent formatting?
	
	

	Have I created a bibliography of all sources used and have I formatted it consistently?
	
	

	Have I maintained a process log and documentation of historiographical investigation?
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc241158384]Resource 26 – possible answers and teacher guidance
[bookmark: _Toc241158385]Resource 13 – possible answers
Source details: Producer of history – Charles Ross, Title – Richard III, Year of publication – 1981, Type of history being produced – modern academic historical biography incorporating historiographical analysis of Richard III’s historical reputation.
Understanding Ross’s assessment
What problem does Ross identify when historians attempt to assess More’s account of Richard III?
Ross argues that assessing the historical value of More’s account is difficult because historians disagree about how much weight should be given to the negative tradition surrounding Richard III, particularly the extent to which More’s portrayal reflects reliable earlier traditions or later Tudor constructions.
What does Ross suggest historians need to consider when assessing the historical value of More’s portrayal?
Historians need to consider the origins and reliability of the traditions More inherited, rather than either accepting his portrayal at face value or dismissing it simply as Tudor propaganda.
Different interpretations
James Gairdner
How does Gairdner assess More’s portrayal of Richard III?
Gairdner largely accepts the established portrayal of Richard found in More and later represented by Shakespeare.
He argues that close study of Richard’s life strengthened his confidence in the general accuracy of this portrait.
What appears to underpin Gairdner’s assessment?
Ross identifies Gairdner’s strong trust in historical tradition as central to his approach. Gairdner believed tradition had considerable value in reconstructing the past.
R. S. Sylvester
How does Sylvester explain More’s negative portrayal of Richard III?
Sylvester argues that More’s extremely negative Richard was not simply the product of More’s own partisanship. Instead, More inherited an existing image of Richard from earlier oral and written accounts and reproduced a view that was already current during the reign of Henry VII.
How does Sylvester’s assessment differ from Gairdner’s?
Gairdner places greater confidence in the general historical fidelity of the traditional portrait itself. Sylvester is more concerned with explaining how that portrait was constructed and transmitted, distinguishing between More inventing the portrayal and More inheriting an already established negative tradition.
Evidence and construction
What evidence does Ross use to demonstrate that More’s account has been interpreted differently?
Ross contrasts Gairdner’s confidence in the general fidelity of More’s portrait with Sylvester’s argument that More inherited and reproduced an existing negative image of Richard. These contrasting assessments demonstrate disagreement over how More’s account should be understood and used as historical evidence.
How does Ross use Gairdner and Sylvester to construct his own discussion of More’s historical value?
Ross places their interpretations alongside one another to demonstrate the difficulty of evaluating More. Rather than simply accepting or rejecting More, Ross focuses attention on the more complex question of the origins of the negative tradition and how much historical value should be attached to it.
Factors shaping historical interpretations
Producer – Thomas More
Possible factors shaping the interpretation:
earlier oral and written traditions about Richard; an image of Richard already circulating in the early Tudor period.
Evidence available:
Sylvester argues that More inherited an image his age had ‘bequeathed to him’ and drew upon accounts already created orally and in writing.
Producer – James Gairdner
Possible factors shaping the interpretation:
strong confidence in historical tradition as evidence; his approach to reconstructing the past.
Evidence available:
Ross explicitly describes Gairdner’s strong trust in the value of tradition.
Producer – R. S. Sylvester
Possible factors shaping the interpretation:
critical examination of the origins and transmission of More’s portrayal rather than assuming More invented it.
Evidence available:
Sylvester distinguishes More’s own partisanship from the earlier traditions available to him.
Producer – Charles Ross
Possible factors shaping the interpretation:
critical engagement with previous scholarship and competing interpretations; evaluation of the evidentiary problem surrounding the Tudor tradition.
Evidence available:
Ross compares Gairdner and Sylvester and identifies the central problem as determining how much importance should be attached to the Tudor tradition.
Usefulness for the investigation
How is Ross’s discussion useful for investigating the working question?
Ross demonstrates that Richard III’s historical reputation has not remained fixed. More’s influential negative portrayal has itself become an object of historical investigation, with later historians questioning its origins, reliability and relationship to the Tudor tradition.
What does the extract reveal about how Richard III’s historical reputation has been challenged, reassessed or reconstructed over time?
It shows that later historians have approached More’s portrayal differently. Some have placed considerable confidence in the inherited tradition, while others have examined how that tradition was constructed and transmitted. Richard’s reputation has therefore been reconstructed not simply through new portrayals of Richard, but through changing evaluations of the earlier histories that helped create his reputation.
Limitations and further investigation
What can this extract help you investigate effectively?
It can help investigate how historians have evaluated More, how the negative tradition surrounding Richard has been interpreted and how historical approaches to Richard’s reputation have changed.
What can this extract not establish on its own? What additional evidence would be needed?
The extract cannot establish whether More’s portrayal of Richard was historically accurate or precisely how the negative tradition originated. Further investigation would require More’s complete account, sources produced during or closer to Richard’s reign, the evidence available to More and a wider range of later historical interpretations.
Constructing history – Key questions
Several answers are possible, but the strongest connection is:
Why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Ross demonstrates that historians have approached More’s account differently over time. Gairdner placed considerable trust in the historical tradition represented by More, whereas Sylvester investigated how More’s portrayal was constructed from earlier oral and written traditions.
Ross then evaluates these competing approaches rather than simply accepting or rejecting More.
The extract therefore demonstrates how historical approaches can change as historians reconsider evidence, methodology and earlier interpretations.
Students could also reasonably select:
How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
More’s portrayal demonstrates how a representation of Richard was constructed and transmitted, while Ross shows how subsequent historians have examined and reassessed that construction.
[bookmark: _Toc241158386]Resource 14 – possible answers
Comparing the producers of history
Thomas More
When was this history produced?
More’s History of King Richard III was written in the early sixteenth century, during the Tudor period and after Richard III’s death.
What is the producer investigating or constructing?
More constructs an historical account and characterisation of Richard III, presenting a particular representation of Richard’s character and reputation.
How is Richard III represented or discussed?
Richard is represented negatively. More describes him as physically flawed and characterises him as ‘malicious, wrathful, envious’ and morally corrupt.
What evidence or earlier accounts are drawn upon?
More drew upon earlier written and oral traditions about Richard III that were available after Richard’s reign.
How is the evidence used or evaluated?
More uses description, characterisation and inherited accounts to construct a strongly negative portrayal of Richard. His selection of details and evaluative language contribute to this construction.
What factors may have shaped this construction or approach?
Possible factors include the earlier oral and written traditions available to More, the Tudor context in which he wrote, his purpose and approach to historical narrative, and the evidence available to him. Further evidence is required to establish precisely how these factors shaped his account.
What does this source allow us to investigate about Richard III’s historical reputation?
More’s account allows us to investigate how an influential negative representation of Richard III was constructed and transmitted after his death.
Charles Ross
When was this history produced?
Ross’s Richard III was published in 1981.
What is the producer investigating or constructing?
Ross investigates Richard III’s historical reputation and evaluates how earlier accounts, particularly More’s, have been interpreted and assessed by subsequent historians.
How is Richard III represented or discussed?
Ross does not simply present Richard as either positive or negative in this extract. Instead, he examines the historical problem of how much value should be attached to the negative tradition surrounding Richard and More’s role within that tradition.
What evidence or earlier accounts are drawn upon?
Ross draws upon More’s account and the subsequent interpretations of historians including James Gairdner and R. S. Sylvester.
How is the evidence used or evaluated?
Ross compares different assessments of More to demonstrate the difficulty of evaluating the Tudor tradition. He considers whether More’s negative portrayal should be accepted as broadly reliable, understood as an inherited representation or dismissed as Tudor propaganda.
What factors may have shaped this construction or approach?
Ross’s approach reflects his engagement with earlier accounts, subsequent historical scholarship, competing interpretations and critical evaluation of historical evidence. More evidence would be required before making specific claims about how Ross’s wider historical context influenced his interpretation.
What does this source allow us to investigate about Richard III’s historical reputation?
Ross’s work allows us to investigate how More’s construction of Richard III has subsequently been interpreted, challenged and reassessed, demonstrating how Richard’s historical reputation has continued to be reconstructed over time.
Moving beyond similarities and differences
What is one significant difference between the way More and Ross approach Richard III?
More constructs a strongly negative representation of Richard III through characterisation and description.
Ross instead makes the construction of Richard’s reputation itself an object of historical investigation, evaluating More and the ways later historians have interpreted More’s account.
What evidence from the 2 extracts demonstrates this difference?
More describes Richard using strongly negative language, including ‘malicious’, ‘wrathful’ and ‘envious’.
Ross begins by acknowledging the difficulty of assessing the historical value of More’s work and presents contrasting assessments by Gairdner and Sylvester to demonstrate the historiographical problem.
What might account for this difference in their approaches?
Possible factors include their different historical contexts, purposes, available evidence and approaches to producing history.
More was constructing an historical narrative relatively close to the period and drew upon existing oral and written traditions. Ross, writing centuries later, could examine More’s account alongside subsequent scholarship and competing interpretations of the Tudor tradition.
What evidence supports this connection?
Ross explicitly demonstrates his engagement with previous scholarship by comparing Gairdner’s trust in historical tradition with Sylvester’s examination of how More inherited an existing image of Richard.
Further evidence would be required before making more specific claims about how Ross’s wider twentieth-century context shaped his approach.
Construction and reconstruction
How does More contribute to the construction of Richard III’s historical reputation?
More contributes to Richard’s negative historical reputation through his selection of details, characterisation and strongly evaluative language. His account constructs Richard as physically and morally flawed and helped transmit an influential representation of Richard after his death.
How does Ross engage with, evaluate or reassess that earlier construction?
Ross does not simply accept or reject More. He examines how historians have assessed More’s account and questions how much historical value should be attached to the Tudor tradition. Through Gairdner and Sylvester, Ross demonstrates that historians disagree about whether More’s portrait should be regarded as broadly reliable, inherited from existing traditions or dismissed as Tudor propaganda.
What does the comparison reveal about how Richard III’s historical reputation has been constructed and reconstructed over time?
The comparison demonstrates that Richard’s reputation has been constructed not only through accounts about Richard himself, but also through later historians’ changing evaluations of those accounts. More contributed to an influential negative portrayal, while Ross demonstrates how later historians have interrogated the origins, reliability and transmission of that portrayal. Richard’s historical reputation is therefore continually reconstructed as historians reassess both the evidence about Richard and the histories previously written about him.
Investigating the historiographical debate
Gairdner’s assessment of More
Gairdner placed considerable trust in historical tradition and believed detailed study of Richard’s life supported the general accuracy of the portrait familiar through More and Shakespeare. 
Sylvester’s assessment of More
Sylvester argues that More’s extremely negative portrayal should not simply be attributed to More’s personal partisanship. More inherited an image of Richard already developed through oral and written traditions and reproduced a view current during Henry VII’s reign.
The key point of disagreement
The disagreement concerns how More’s account and the tradition it represents should be evaluated as historical evidence.
Gairdner has greater confidence in the general fidelity of the inherited portrait, while Sylvester focuses on how that portrait had already been constructed and transmitted before More wrote.
What is behind this disagreement?
The disagreement reflects different approaches to historical tradition and evidence. Gairdner gives considerable weight to inherited tradition.
Sylvester interrogates the origins and transmission of that tradition and distinguishes between More creating the negative portrayal and More inheriting an existing representation.
Connecting to the investigation question
How and why has Richard III’s historical reputation been constructed and reconstructed over time?
Possible response: More contributed to an influential negative construction of Richard III through his characterisation of Richard as physically and morally flawed.
Later historians have reassessed both this portrayal and the historical traditions on which it was based.
Ross’s examination of Gairdner and Sylvester demonstrates that Richard’s reputation has been reconstructed as historians have changed the ways they evaluate evidence, historical tradition and earlier interpretations.
Constructing history – Key questions
The strongest answer is likely:
Why have approaches to history changed in different eras?
Possible explanation: comparing More and Ross demonstrates that approaches to Richard III have changed from constructing and transmitting an account of his character and actions to critically investigating how that historical reputation itself was produced.
Ross’s engagement with Gairdner and Sylvester also demonstrates that later historians have differed in the weight they give to tradition, evidence and earlier historical interpretations.
Students could also make a strong case for:
How has history been constructed, recorded and presented in different eras?
More demonstrates how historical reputation can be constructed through narrative, selection and characterisation.
Ross demonstrates how later historical scholarship can revisit and reassess those earlier constructions.
Apply this thinking to your own investigation
There is no single possible answer for this section. Responses will depend on each student’s investigation. Teachers should look for students to:
Identify 2 relevant producers, interpretations or representations rather than simply 2 sources.
Identify a meaningful point of similarity, difference or contention.
Propose factors that may account for those differences, such as context, perspective, purpose, evidence or methodology.
Support connections with evidence rather than assuming that different contexts automatically produce different interpretations.
Identify where further research is required before reaching a conclusion.
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Table 10 – glossary
	Keyword/term
	Definition

	Analyse
	Breaking down historical sources (documents, artifacts) into their core elements, context, purpose, bias and content, to understand the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of the past, rather than just summarising events.

	Argument
	A reasoned, evidence-based interpretation of the past that answers a specific research question, rather than simply listing facts or describing events. It is a defensible, central thesis statement that persuades the reader to view an historical event or issue from a particular perspective.

	Authenticity
	The genuineness, originality and provenance of a primary source, verifying that an artifact, document or record is actually what it claims to be, rather than a forgery, counterfeit or misattributed item. It is the essential first step in source criticism (external criticism) to ensure a source is ‘real’ before analysing its content for reliability.

	Bibliography
	A structured list of all sources, books, articles, primary documents, websites and recordings, you consulted, read or cited during your research.

	Boolean search
	A precise, logic-based search method used to find targeted historical information by combining keywords with operators ‘AND, OR and NOT’ to narrow, expand or refine results.

	Certification
	Refers to the official verification, validation or authentication of a document or source as a genuine and accurate copy of the original.

	Challenge
	Means to critically question, dispute or provide evidence against existing interpretations, accepted narratives or sources.

	Coherence
	In a historical investigation, coherence refers to the logical and consistent connection of ideas, arguments and evidence throughout your work. A coherent historical investigation develops a clear line of argument in response to the inquiry question, with each idea supported by relevant evidence and connected logically to the overall argument. This ensures that the investigation works together as a whole, rather than presenting a collection of isolated facts or ideas.

	Construct
	To actively create a historical narrative, argument or interpretation by systematically assembling evidence (primary and secondary sources).

	Counter argument
	Is an opposing perspective or interpretation that challenges your main thesis, demonstrating that you have considered alternative viewpoints and analysed the topic from multiple angles.

	Critical evaluation
	The systematic evaluation of primary and secondary sources to determine their reliability, accuracy, perspective and value as evidence. It involves questioning the creator, context and purpose of a source to ‘read between the lines’ and interpret its meaning, rather than accepting it at face value.

	Database
	A structured, digital collection of organised information that allows researchers to store, search and analyse historical data, primary sources or bibliographic materials efficiently.

	Debate
	Refers to the continuous, evidence-based disagreement and dialogue among historians regarding the interpretation, significance and context of past events. Unlike a simple argument, a historical debate, often termed historiographical debate, is an academic process where new evidence, new methodologies or shifting perspectives lead to the re-evaluation of established narratives.

	Evaluate
	To critically assess the reliability, accuracy and usefulness of a source, or the validity of an argument, rather than simply accepting information at face value.

	Focus
	Narrowing a broad topic into a specific, manageable question or theme, allowing for deep analysis of primary sources rather than a shallow overview of general facts.

	Historiographical inquiry
	The process of developing knowledge and understanding by posing questions about the past, and applying skills associated with locating, analysing, evaluating and using sources as evidence to develop an informed argument or interpretation.

	Historiographical issue
	Investigating how and why historians have developed different interpretations of a specific past event, person or topic, including how these interpretations may have changed over time, rather than simply analysing the past itself.

	Historiographical language
	Critically analysing the specific words, narratives, arguments and rhetorical strategies that historians use to construct their interpretations of the past.

	Historiographical position
	A historian’s specific intellectual approach, argument and analytical lens used to interpret the past, positioned within the context of existing scholarship.

	Historiographical question
	A central, analytical question that investigates how and why historical interpretations of a specific topic have changed over time, rather than merely asking what happened in the past.

	Historiography
	The study of how history is constructed. It involves the critical analysis and evaluation of historical methodologies and the way history has been written over time.

	Interpretation
	A way of understanding and explaining what has happened in the past. The discipline of History acknowledges that there is often more than one view of what happened in the past.

	Judgment
	The informed evaluation, interpretation and synthesis of past events, figures and evidence, rather than a mere recitation of facts.

	Perspective
	A point of view from which historical events, problems and issues can be analysed, for example, the perspective of an individual or group in the past. This may involve empathetic understanding – the capacity to enter into the world of the past from the point of view of a particular individual or group from that time, including an appreciation of the circumstances they faced, and the motivations, values and attitudes behind their actions.

	Precision narrative
	The exactness, specificity and level of detail in describing past events, figures or data, rather than merely the overall correctness (accuracy) of a narrative.

	Primary source
	An original firsthand account, artefact or document created during the time period under study by a direct participant or witness.

	Process log
	A systematic, chronological record of a researcher’s actions, decisions and methodological steps taken during the investigation of a historical topic. It acts as a diary or journal that documents how research was conducted, including topics selected, sources found (both primary and secondary), and the evolving research argument.

	Producer of history
	Anyone who actively constructs or interprets the past rather than merely consuming existing historical narratives. They turn historical sources into evidence-based accounts.

	Project proposal
	A structured, written plan that outlines the topic, research question, methodology and sources you intend to use for an historical research project.

	Reconstruct
	A process of piecing together evidence from sources to develop an understanding or picture of the past. It may include the physical reconstruction of ancient sites.

	Reliability
	Consideration of the context, purpose, origin and audience of a source to determine how accurately an area of historical study is represented. A source is neither reliable nor unreliable in and of itself. It can only be judged reliable or useful for the question that is asked. Reliability requires an understanding of perspective.

	Representation
	A portrayal of the past that may reflect a popular view within society, past or present, or that may be constructed by historians.

	Research intentions
	A clear, concise statement defining what you plan to achieve, the specific questions you want to answer and the scope of your study.

	Scope
	Refers to the specific boundaries, range and limitations of your research topic, defining precisely what you will and will not cover.

	Secondary sources
	Document, book or article created after an event by someone who did not experience it firsthand.

	Significance
	The importance attributed to a particular aspect of the past such as an individual or event. Significance involves an understanding of the various considerations which cause different groups at different times to judge aspects of the past more or less historically significant.

	Source
	A source is used to elicit ‘evidence’ to answer a specific historical question, inform a historical inquiry, or to support or refute an interpretation.
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