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I t  is im portant  that  cent res take on board som e generic com m ents which are based 

on the m arking of this sum m er’s cohort , and consider and apply these when 

preparing candidates for future exam inat ions in these opt ions. 

 WHI 01 is both a study in depth and a study of interpretat ions, and it  is 

necessary for candidates to do both, at  all levels in the m ark schem e, in 

order to score m arks. I gnoring the stated view in the quest ion, and m erely 

writ ing inform at ion that  m ay be relevant  to the general focus of the 

quest ion does not  fully m eet  the cr iter ia for Level 1, and consequent ly none 

of the other levels. Even at  Level 1 the m ark schem e expects sim ple or 

generalised considerat ion of the stated view in the quest ion. Som e 

candidates paid very lit t le at tent ion to the stated view ( ignoring it  

com pletely or som et im es only referr ing to it  in the conclusion)  and narrated 

or described other inform at ion that  was either relevant  or not  to the actual 

quest ion. 

 Across all of the opt ions, in candidate responses, there was very lit t le 

evidence seen of planning. As the exam inat ion is two hours long, im plying 

that  candidates m ight  divide that  t im e equally between the two essays they 

choose, it  would seem  sensible to devote som e t im e (possibly no m ore than 

10 m inutes per quest ion)  to planning the st ructure of the answer to each 

quest ion. That  would hopefully ensure that  when the answer is writ ten the 

stated view is considered (Level 2, 3 and 4 all require, to varying degrees, 

understanding, analysis and explorat ion of the given view)  and then other 

factors/ views can follow, which will then allow the candidate to establish 

som e cr iter ia by which they are able to consider the im portance, or not , of 

the given view and m ake som e judgem ents. Those candidates who planned 

( this appeared on their  exam inat ion scr ipt  before they answered the 

quest ion)  invariably scored bet ter than candidates who had not  planned. 

Planned answers tended to score at  the top of Level 3 and into, and 

including the top of Level 4, whereas unplanned answers m eandered and 

judgem ents tended to be stated, rather than supported by valid cr iter ia, 

and often achieved m arks at  the Level 2 and Level 3 boundary or below. 

 The need to st ress to candidates that  in exam inat ion situat ions they m ust  

read the quest ion carefully, and not  take the quest ion as an opportunity to 

write all they know about  the topic, or answer a quest ion they would have 

preferred that  is near to the actual quest ion, but  not  the actual quest ion.  

 There was som e evidence of candidates running out  of t im e, but  they were 

very few. I m pressing the need to plan essays in the exam inat ion is surely 

the rem edy to this problem . 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Op t ion  1 B Ru ssia  in  Rev o lu t ion  1 8 8 1 - 1 9 1 7  

 Quest ion 1, 2 3 proved to be the m ost  popular. 

 I n quest ion 1 som e candidates were able to write in depth about  the growth 

of railways and its econom ic im pact , and judge this against  other factors. 

However, som e candidates offered com m ents that  were generalised and 

non-specific. 

 While quest ion 2 was popular,  m any candidates discussed change but  did 

not  consider how ‘significant ly’ the Tsarist  system  had changed or not .  

 

 I n quest ion 3 m any candidates were well versed on the wide ranging im pact  

of the First  World War and discussed if this was the key turning point  that  

ended Rom anov rule. However, som e candidates saw the quest ion as an 

opportunity to list  the reasons for the February 1917 revolut ion. Below is 

an exam ple of answer than gained a high m ark in Level 4. The key issue is 

addressed throughout  the answer, sufficient  knowledge is deployed and 

cr iter ia are established by which a judgem ent  is then m ade.  
 



  

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 I n quest ion 4 m any candidates were well versed in the roles of both Trotsky 

and Lenin. While som e candidates described what  they did, higher scoring 

candidates were able to judge one against  the other, and then reach a 

judgem ent  which, invariably did not  always agree with the quest ion 

proposit ion. 

 


