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Student's Full Name  

In Arabic: _______________________ 

In English: ______________________

Student's ID (Registration number):
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Tutor's Name (in Arabic):

______________________________

Your Section Number: 

Branch/Centre:
EXAM QUESTIONS, GRADES AND TIME ALLOCATION FOR EACH QUESTION:

	QUESTION
	MINUTES
	TOTAL POINTS
	POINTS EARNED*

	Part A
	60
	17
	

	Part B
	60
	17
	

	Part C
	50
	16
	

	Total number of questions you must answer: 3 (The compulsory question in Part A, one question from Part B and one question from Part C)


* To be filled out by tutor
Part A: Question One: Compulsory (17 marks) (60 minutes)
Discuss the theme of equality in George Bernard Shaw’s play Pygmalion. How is this theme dealt with in terms of gender?

Suggested Answer and Marking Emphasis:
The student can argue either that George Bernard Shaw is indeed a feminist or a male chauvinist. Allow for arguments on both sides of the spectrum for [truth] is in the eye of the beholder. 

Shaw makes Eliza defy men with her daunting "I am a good girl, I am" echoed repeatedly throughout the play. Here Eliza is defying societal expectations of young women in her position. Shaw's feminism is not only shown in the character of the defiant and feisty flower girl but also in the character of Higgins' mother, who does not approve of her son's behaviour. Mrs. Higgins rejects the way men view women. She tells Higgins and Pickering that they are babies playing with a "live doll." Mrs. Higgins' outburst "Oh, men! men!! men!!!" at the end of Act Three (p.168) also emphasizes Shaw's dissatisfaction with the doll like image of women. Mrs. Higgins' anger is cleverly shown increasing in intensity with the gradual addition of exclamation marks. Mrs. Higgins' anger parallels Eliza's feminist rage, which is clearly shown in the scene where Eliza throws Higgins' slippers in his face. This represents quite a remarkable reversal in Eliza's poor girl servant attitude, but somehow the reader is not really surprised because Eliza possesses a defiant spirit at the outset of the play. Shaw is also true to his feminism when he refuses to end the play with the traditional marriage of the hero and heroine. Allowing for a marriage between Higgins and Eliza would mean that Shaw has succumbed to the conventions of society which he has set out to question. Higgins is a domineering character and would definitely dominate in a marriage with Eliza. In this case, Eliza would have been put back into her "proper" place so to speak. This, of course, would have meant that Shaw was denying any form of equality between men and women, in addition to maintaining that a woman's place was in the home. By allowing Eliza to marry Freddy in the "epilogue," however, Shaw is indeed reversing the situation between men and women and turning things upside down in his usual style. Freddy would be fetching Eliza's slippers, not vice versa. Surprisingly, it is Higgins who sounds the ultimate feminist call in the play when he tells Eliza in Act Five, "I think a woman fetching a man's slippers is a disgusting sight: did I ever fetch your slippers? I think a good deal more of you for throwing them in my face. No use slaving for me and then saying you want to be cared for: who cares for a slave?" (p. 100). While Higgins vocalizes these thoughts in the play, it is hard to imagine him actually putting them into practice in a marriage with Eliza, for example. She would forever be fetching his slippers.

Another interesting point to consider is that Eliza's supposed reformation comes at the hands of men. It does not come from within. Higgins claims in Act Five: "By George, Eliza, I said that I'd make a woman of you; and I have" (p. 104). Both Higgins' and Pickerings' attitudes presuppose woman under the male gaze. Is there a counter argument provided in the play? Can anybody dispute Higgins' claim? Arguing that it is not Higgins who changes Eliza, but Pickering, who treats her like a lady and teaches her self respect, does not put an end to the debate. Pickering is as much of a man as Higgins; the creator is still male, whether the artist shaping the doll/sculpture is the gentle Pickering or the harsh Higgins. Shaw's chauvinism is clear—only man can reform woman. We are back to where we started; without man, there is no woman. So, is Shaw really calling for the equality of women in Pygmalion?

Learning Outcomes and Distribution of Marks: (Total allocated marks: 17)

I. Knowledge & Understanding: 80% equal to about 14 marks divided as follows:

*Knowledge of the content of the play: 4 marks

*Knowledge of terms such as theme (students should not merely

  summarize the play), gender, equality, feminism: 4 marks

*Understanding of arguments as presented in Unit 26 and Pedersen's 

  article,  the effective synthesis of ideas, the student's own view or 

  understanding of the play: 6 marks.

II. Language accuracy: 20% equal to about 3 marks
*Grammatical structure

*Punctuation

*Correct use of vocabulary

*Spelling 

Part B: Answer either Question Two or Question Three 

Question Two (17 marks) (60 minutes)
Why is Rousseau considered “the philosopher proper” of the French Revolution? Refer to relevant ideas in the Social Contract and show how these ideas influenced the revolutionaries.
Suggested Answer and Marking Emphasis:
This question, by its very nature, requires an emphasis on:

1) Rousseau's political philosophy (esp. the legitimacy of authority)
2) Some historical detail of the French Revolution

The student should point out that the French revolutionaries found the emphasis on "reason and clear moral principle" important to their cause, especially as authority was based on tradition in pre-revolutionary France (i.e. the hereditary French monarchy). Rousseau's ideas emphasized reason, not tradition. The difference between one man and another should, in this case, be based on what Rousseau calls "public utility": "Civil distinctions, therefore, can be founded only on public utility." According to this argument, a person "who was a brilliant military tactician" would be in charge of the army, and not someone who was the brother of an important person. Likewise, authority should also be based on "public utility," not heredity. These ideas certainly sounded convincing to the poor of Paris before the French Revolution in 1789, especially as their deprived position in society would remain so under the rule of the French monarchy. 

A very important idea which probably fueled public sentiments against the French monarch or sovereign is Rousseau's idea of the legitimacy of authority. Authority, in isolation, is to "command others to do things." However, having the right to command depends upon following the general will of the state. In a republic, then, the general will prevails over the particular will, and the sovereign here is not one person, but the people as a whole. Rousseau's concept of the general will guarantees what is best for the state as a whole. If individuals put aside their particular wills and think instead according to the general will, then what the individual wants and what the state wants will be the same. Hence, the problem of legitimacy will not arise because people's individual wills and the will of the state are the same. 

In this case, the government's authority would be considered legitimate, which was not the case in pre-revolutionary France where the general will of the state had to succumb to the will of the French monarch. Rousseau's political philosophy helped to fuel revolutionary fervour and his famous slogans, such as "Man is born free, and everywhere he is in chains" were often quoted during the time of the French Revolution that overthrew the monarchy in France.

Learning Outcomes and Distribution of Marks: (Total allocated marks: 17)

I. Knowledge & Understanding: 80% equal to about 14 marks divided as follows:

*Knowledge of basic terms used by Rousseau (legitimacy, sovereignty,         
  particular will, general will): 6 marks

*Knowledge of basic facts about the French Revolution: 2 marks

*Understanding the aim of the question and the effective synthesis of

  ideas: 6 marks.

II. Language accuracy: 20% equal to about 3 marks

*Grammatical structure

*Punctuation

*Correct use of vocabulary

*Spelling 

Part B

Question Three (17 marks) (60 minutes)
Discuss John Stuart Mill’s views on voting in a democracy.
Suggested Answer and Marking Emphasis:
Important points which should be addressed in the students’ answers:
*graduated suffrage or plural voting

*Mill’s emphasis on education

*voting is contingent upon education, and not social class (i.e. this is not 

  an eternal condition). 

John Stuart Mill’s views on voting may be considered conservative by those who believe in “universal suffrage.” Mill feared the “tyranny of the majority,” those “alike in biases, prepossessions, and general modes of thinking.” Universal suffrage, as Mill believes, would allow for the establishment of class government, which would rule in a false democracy. Mill had doubts about granting the working class political power by means of suffrage. The working class, as Mill believes, was not equipped with the adequate educational background to allow them to make reasoned judgements in a “true democracy.”
Therefore, Mill places great emphasis on education because it is the educated man or woman who can make a reasoned decision, and such decisions constitute the foundations of a true democracy. This can be achieved through the concept of “graduated suffrage,” which means that some people would be allowed more than one vote. Mill argues that the main objective of “plural voting” is to “assign education, as such, the degree of superior influence due to it.” This, however, does not mean that Mill excludes certain sectors of society from voting, but it does mean that some groups would, by virtue of their education and social and political awareness, be more “equal” than other groups. Some have accused Mill of creating a new kind of paternalism since in place of the aristocracy, Mill would allow for the birth of a “meritocracy,” so to speak. 

Having said the above, it is only fair to argue that Mill’s meritocracy is not an eternal phenomenon. When women or the poor reach a certain degree of education that would allow them to make reasoned decisions, they too would qualify for plural voting. Mill’s belief in the extension of education in his “ideal” democracy would, it seems put an end to plural voting, which in time would become unnecessary.
Learning Outcomes and Distribution of Marks: (Total allocated marks: 17)

I. Knowledge & Understanding: 80% equal to about 14 marks divided as follows:

*Knowledge of basic terminology used by Mill: 3 marks

*Knowledge of Mill's argumentation: 4 marks

*Understanding the aim of the question and the effective synthesis of

  ideas: 7 marks.

II. Language accuracy: 20% equal to about 3 marks

*Grammatical structure

*Punctuation

*Correct use of vocabulary

*Spelling 

Part C: Answer either Question Four or Question Five:
Question Four: (16 marks) (50 minutes)
Read carefully the following extract, which comprises the key articles from the Law of Suspects, passed by the Convention on 17 September 1793. The extract is preceded by some basic information.

Basic contextual information
In the autumn of 1793 the Convention was dominated by the Jacobins who sought to accelerate the process of revolutionary change. At the same time, France was fighting a war outside its borders that was going badly. The Law of Suspects was a comprehensive and far-reaching piece of legislation to enhance the powers of the revolutionary government. The "law of the previous 21 March" refers to the creation of watch committees throughout the country to scrutinize the activities of foreigners and suspects.

Extract

Article 1. Immediately after the publication of the present decree, all the suspects in the Republic who are still at liberty will be placed under arrest.

Article 2. Suspects are deemed to be:

      1. Those who whether by their conduct, liaisons, speech or writings 

          have shown themselves to be adherents of tyranny, federalism, or 

          enemies of liberty.

      2. Those who cannot justify, in accordance with the law of the 

           previous 21 March, their means of livelihood and the fulfillment of 

           their civic duties.

      3. Those who have been refused certificates de civisme.
      4. Public functionaries suspended or dismissed from their jobs by the 

          National Convention or by its commissioners and not reinstated, 

          notably all those who have been or should have been dismissed in 

          virtue of the law of the previous 14 August. 

       5. Those former nobles, including the husbands, wives, fathers, 

           mothers, sons and daughters of émigrés, who have not constantly 

          displayed their devotion to the Revolution.

       6. Those who have emigrated in the period between 1 July 1789 and 

           the publication of the law of 8 April 1792, even though they have 

           returned to France within the time-limit stipulated by this law or 

           previously.

Questions:

1. What kind of primary source is this?

2. What can you learn from this source with respect to "The Reign of Terror"? You should distinguish between the witting and the unwitting testimony.

 Suggested Answer and Marking Emphasis:
 This is a primary source and a document of record whose date corresponds with the events it describes. This public document came into existence for the purpose of clamping down on all the revolutionary government's opponents or would be opponents. This document was ratified by the Convention of September 1793, which was dominated by Jacobins and their vested interest was in showing their opponents as enemies of freedom who deserve the most stringent forms of punishment. 

The witting testimony is that the people who fall into the category of "suspects" as detailed in this law are enemies of the state. They are dangerous wrongdoers and deserve to be arrested and severely punished for creating "havoc" and disrupting peace and liberty. Since this document is a public document of record, i.e. a law, the content is presented as undeniable fact; therefore, there is no opposing point of view—this is the truth; these people are suspects; these laws are just. The nature of this document is such that it does not need to persuade its audience of anything; its content is presented in an authoritative manner, from a position of power. The two sides in this equation, the revolutionary government and the opposition, are not equally matched. One dictates the laws and the opposing faction(s) must abide by them—it is a matter of ruler and ruled. This, of course, is the witting testimony; the unwitting testimony, however, is a different story. The witting testimony is of course very important to the historian, but of even more significance is in what is left unsaid. The long list of opponents of the ruling revolutionary regime, as detailed in the "Law of Suspects," indicates that there is indeed growing opposition, and the two sides may not be as unequally matched as it first seemed. This law unwittingly reveals signs of a seething anger amongst the populace that would, in effect, signal the end of "The Reign of Terror." The fierce repressiveness of the ruling revolutionaries would in the near future bring about their downfall. (Of course, the student may not have read that much into this law because nowhere is this hinted at except for the fact that the list of the enemies of the state is quite long). 

In the light of these interpretations, the historian would indeed feel the irony of the use of the word "liberty" in the "Law of Suspects." These "suspects" are identified in six main items, a rather lengthy list, again, unwittingly emphasizing the repressiveness of post revolution France. One can easily see how such a regime can, in fact, develop into a "Reign of Terror." We can also understand from these points that the list of "suspects" includes a great number of people, and this obviously means that the revolutionaries had indeed created many enemies against their terror filled reign. 
Learning Outcomes and Distribution of Marks: (Total allocated marks: 16)

I. Knowledge & Understanding: 80% equal to about 13 marks divided as follows:

*Knowledge of basic terminology: 2 marks

*Knowledge of the basic contents of the document: 4 marks

*Understanding the aim of the question and the effective synthesis of

  ideas: 6 marks.

II. Language accuracy: 20% equal to about 3 marks

*Grammatical structure

*Punctuation

*Correct use of vocabulary

*Spelling 

Part C: Answer either Question Four or Question Five:
Question Five: (16 marks) (50 minutes)

The theme of death appears in Jacques-Louis David's two paintings: The Lictors Returning to Brutus the Bodies of His Sons and The Death of Marat. How is this theme dealt with in the paintings? How does the treatment of this theme, along with the setting and choice of figures, help reflect the artist's political stance?

Suggested Answer and Marking Emphasis:
The theme of death appears in Jacques-Louis David's two paintings of Brutus and Marat. In both paintings, this theme is geared towards achieving a clear expression of the artist's political sentiments. However, the two paintings fulfill this in different ways through the choice of  characters and setting.

Both paintings seem to exhibit pro-republican sentiments and the artist's sympathies for the French Revolution. This is done through the choice of Brutus as the main figure of the first painting. Brutus is the stoic self-sacrificing figure in Roman history who ordered the execution of his two sons because they had conspired with the monarchy against the Roman republic. The selection of this incident betrays the artist's own personal views which are probably anti-monarchy. 

The point of focus in this painting is Brutus with his pensive and isolated mood. Death only appears as a minor theme in the background in order to emphasize the fact that this killing was carried out under the command of Brutus, the father of the now two dead sons. Therefore, the major theme here is that of sacrificing one's duty towards family in order to give priority to one's duty towards the state. Unlike the Marat painting, details of the dead bodies are not shown in this picture. The viewer can barely distinguish the legs of the two sons as they are carried on litters.  

The choice of the setting also helps contribute to the feeling that the event is related to the general interest of the public. The scene of ancient Rome transports the onlooker to a courtroom scene where rights are defended and justice is carried out regardless of the relationships that govern people. This is enhanced by the fact that Brutus was the magistrate who issued the death orders of his two sons. 

In contrst, The Death of Marat is centered around the titular figure of the painting; it has Marat as the only figure of focus. Jean Paul Marat, an activist during the French Revolution, was one of the people who advocated taking violent measures against anyone who was suspected of having royalist loyalties. David seems to be making a clear political statement by commemorating Marat's death in this painting. In fact, David was one of Marat's close friends, and he is reported to have been at the latter's house the night before he was killed. 

Unlike the presentation of death in the Brutus painting, here, death appears in the foreground of the picture, making it the major theme in this painting. This presentation seems to leave the viewer with a sense that a crime has been committed since the dying figure is shown to be helpless in a bathtub.  In order to intensify the impact of this scene on the observer, David presents the blood of the victim flowing as a result of what seems to have been a violent stab.
As for the setting of this painting, it shows Marat in the frugal background of his house where a person usually feels most safe. Therefore, the depiction of the death scene as it happened in the house of the victim helps in winning the sympathy of the viewer. Frugality and the lack of any signs of luxury were considered symbols of true French citizenship at the time of the revolution.
Although the two paintings present two very different temporal settings, they both convey the sense that the artist probably sympathized with the ideas and leading figures of the French Revolution. The Brutus painting depicts a scene from ancient Roman times whereas the Marat painting shows a scene from contemporary 18th century France. 
In conclusion, the Brutus seems to idealize the "general will" whereas the Marat seems to idealize the figure of one of the leaders of the Revolution. 

In the end, the choice of figures, the setting and the way the theme of death is portrayed in both paintings, all conspire to direct the onlookers' sympathies towards the ideals promoted by the French Revolution. 
Learning Outcomes and Distribution of Marks: (Total allocated marks: 16)

I. Knowledge & Understanding: 80% equal to about 13 marks divided as follows:

*Knowledge of basic terminology: 3 marks

*Knowledge of some historical background information: 3 marks

*Understanding the aim of the question and the effective synthesis of

  ideas: 7 marks.

II. Language accuracy: 20% equal to about 3 marks

*Grammatical structure

*Punctuation

*Correct use of vocabulary

*Spelling 
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