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Introduction 

  

It was pleasing to see a number of responses of a decent standard from candidates 

attempting the AS Paper WHI02/1C Russia, 1917-91 From Lenin to Yeltsin.  The 

paper is divided into two sections. Section A contains a compulsory two-part 

question for the option studied, each part based on one source. It assesses source 

analysis and evaluation skills (AO2). Section B comprises a choice of essays that 

assess understanding of the period in depth (AO1) by targeting five second order 

concepts - cause, consequence, change/ continuity, similarity/difference and 

significance. 

  

Candidates tend to find Section A more challenging than Section B mainly because 

some of them were not clear on what was meant by ‘value’ and ‘weight’ in the 

context of source analysis and evaluation. Some candidates’ responses lacked the 

detailed knowledge base required in Section A to add contextual 

material to support/challenge points derived from the sources. The ability range 

was diverse, but the design of the paper allowed all abilities to be catered for. 

Furthermore, in Section B, few candidates produced wholly descriptive essays which 

were devoid of analysis and, for the most part, responses were soundly structured. 

The most common weakness in Section B essays was a lack of knowledge about the 

topic in the question selected. It is important to realise that Section A and Section B 

questions may be set from any part of any Key Topic, and, as a result, full coverage 

of the specification is enormously important. 

  

The candidates' performance on individual questions is considered in the next 

section. 

 

Question 1 

 

(a) On Question 1(a), stronger responses demonstrated a clear understanding of the 

source material on the reasons for the stagnation of the economy under Brezhnev 

and showed analysis by selecting some key points relevant to the question, 

explaining their meaning and selecting material to support valid inferences (e.g. 

the economy stagnated because the command economy failed).  Knowledge of 

the historical context concerning the reasons for the stagnation of the economy 

under Brezhnev was also confidently deployed in higher scoring answers to 

explain or support inferences, as well as to expand or confirm some matters of 

detail (e.g. the central planning was inefficient, technology was outdated and the 

obsession with growth led to the placing of a low priority on cost and quality). In 

addition, evaluation of the source material was related to the specified enquiry 

and based on valid criteria to show the value of the source. Similarly, explanation 

of utility referred relevantly to the nature or purpose of the source material or 

the position of the author (e.g. Volkogonov’s account was written after the fall of 

the Soviet Union  which meant he had more freedom to provide a critical account 

of the management of the economy). However, there was a number of weaker 

responses demonstrated limited understanding of the source material on the 

reasons stagnation of the economy under Brezhnev.  The most common problem 

here was to write entirely from own knowledge without making reference to the 

source.  This type of response cannot score highly.  Many scripts lacked the 

development of inferences with reference to the source material and use of 

explanation.   Weaker candidates continue to drift into arguments concerning 

‘lack of value’ which is not rewarded in part a. Furthermore, although the concept 



 

of utility was often addressed by noting some aspects of source provenance, it 

was frequently based on questionable assumptions. 

 



 



 



 

 
 

This script shows the qualities of a level 3 response.  The candidate begins to 

develop inferences and uses contextual knowledge to support the inferences.  

There is some evaluation based on valid criteria. 

 

 



 

(b) On Question 1(b) stronger responses demonstrated understanding of the source 

material on the advantages of Stalin’s collectivisation programme for the Russia 

peasant and showed analysis by selecting key points relevant to the question, 

explaining their meaning and selecting material to support valid inferences (e.g. 

collectivisation would allow improvement in farming by the introduction of 

modern machinery). Knowledge of the historical context concerning the 

advantages of Stalin’s collectivisation programme for the Russia peasant was also 

confidently deployed in higher scoring answers to explain or support inferences 

as well as to expand, confirm or challenge some matters of detail (e.g. 

Collectivisation was beneficial to the peasants because of the introduction of large 

machinery such as tractors, which would be supplied by the state through huge 

machine and tractor stations). In addition, evaluation of the source material 

was related to the specified enquiry and explanation of weight referred 

relevantly to the nature or purpose of the source material or the position of the 

author (e.g. the speech is by Joseph Stalin who was responsible for the policy of 

collectivisation and clearly in a position to comment on its advantages). 

Judgements were also based on valid criteria such as the propaganda nature of 

the speech. Weaker responses demonstrated limited understanding of the source 

material on the advantages of Stalin’s collectivisation programme for the Russia 

peasant and attempted some analysis by selecting and summarising information 

and making undeveloped inferences relevant to the question. A number of 

candidates knew little about the collectivisation programme, and those 

candidates tended to accept Stalin’s claims unquestioningly.   Some responses 

struggled to ascribe weight to the evidence and set statements about value and 

limitations in juxtaposition and judgements were based on questionable 

assumptions.  

 

 



 

 



 



 



 

 
 

This is a level 4 entry response demonstrating a mixture of level 3 and level4 

qualities that place it at the borderline of level 4. 

 

 

 



 

Question 2 

This was the most popular essay question. On Question 2, stronger responses were 

targeted on how accurate it is to say that Khrushchev’s attempts to reform the Soviet 

system in the years 1953-64 were a complete failure. These also included an analysis 

of relationships between key issues and a focus on the concept (consequence/impact) 

in the question. Sufficient knowledge to develop the argument was demonstrated too 

(e.g. de-Stalinisation, decentralisation of the party, the impact of the reform of the 

economy).  Judgements made about whether Khrushchev’s attempts to reform the 

Soviet system were a complete failure were reasoned and based on clear criteria. 

Higher scoring answers were also clearly organised and effectively communicated. 

Weaker responses tended to be generalised and, at best, offered a fairly simple, 

limited analysis of whether Khrushchev’s attempts to reform the Soviet system in the 

years 1953-64 were a complete failure. Low scoring answers also often lacked focus 

on consequence/impact in relation to failures and successes or were essentially a 

description of policies and events during the period under discussion.  Some 

candidates developed extensive material on foreign policy which was not the focus of 

this question which is focused on Khrushchev’s domestic reforms.  

Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was evident, it tended to lack 

range/depth.  Furthermore, such responses were often fairly brief, lacked coherence 

and structure, and made unsubstantiated or weakly supported judgements.  

 



 

 



 



 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

This is a level 4 response with a clear focus on judging the failures and successes of 

reforms.  There is an occasional wander into irrelevant material and the occasional 

inaccuracy but the clear argument and relevant support place it into level 4. 

 



 

Question 3 

There were a small number of responses to this question and the majority were weak 

and lacking in focus on how far the Soviet government’s treatment of culture changed 

in the years 1917-53.  The question asked candidates to reach a judgement about 

the extent of change in the treatment of culture and required candidates to explore 

those changes to relevant areas of culture including art, music and film.  However, a 

large number of those candidates who tackled this question focused on areas of social 

policy such as the changing policies towards women. Such answer could not score 

highly since they were not relevant to the question.  

 

Question 4 

 

There were very few responses to this question.  

The stronger responses targeted the extent to which Soviet education policy was 

successful in the years 1918-41 and included an analysis of the links between key 

factors and a clear focus on the concept (consequence).  Sufficient knowledge to 

develop the argument (primary, secondary and higher education, control of the 

curriculum and teachers and the focus on literacy) was demonstrated. Judgements 

made about the extent to which Soviet education policy was successful in the years 

1918-41 were reasoned and based on clear criteria. Higher scoring answers were 

also clearly organised and effectively communicated. Weaker responses tended to 

be generalised and, at best, offered a fairly simple, limited analysis of the extent to 

Soviet education policy was successful in relevant period. Low scoring answers also 

often lacked focus on consequence or were essentially a description of some 

policies in the relevant period. Where some analysis using relevant knowledge was 

often evident, it tended to lack range/depth. Furthermore, such responses were 

often fairly brief, lacked coherence and structure, and made unsubstantiated or 

weakly supported judgements.  

Based on their performance on this paper, candidates are offered the following 

advice: 

  

Section A 

  

Value of Source Question 1(a) 

  

 Candidates must be more prepared to make valid inferences rather than 

to paraphrase the source  

 Candidates should be prepared to back up inferences by adding 

additional contextual knowledge from beyond the source  

 Candidates need to move beyond stereotypical approaches to the 

nature/purpose and authorship of the source  e.g. look at the specific 

stance and/or purpose of the writer  

 Candidates should avoid writing about the deficiencies of the source 

when assessing its value to the enquiry  

  

Weight of Source Question 1(b) 

  

 Candidates should be prepared to assess the weight of the source for an 

enquiry by being aware that the author is writing for a specific audience. 

Be aware of the values and concerns of that audience.  

 Candidates should try to distinguish between fact and opinion by using 

their contextual knowledge of the period  



 

 In coming to a judgement about the nature/purpose of the source, 

candidates should take account of the weight that may be given to the 

author's evidence in the light of his or her stance and/or purpose  

 In assessing weight, it is perfectly permissible to assess reliability by 

considering what has been perhaps deliberately omitted from the source  

  

Section B 

  

Essay questions  

  

 Candidates must use more factual details as evidence to develop their 

answers. Weaker responses lacked depth and sometimes range  

 Candidates should take a  few minutes to plan their answer before 

beginning to write  

 Candidates should pick out three or four key themes and then provide 

an analysis of (for e.g.) the target significance mentioned in the 

question, setting its importance against other themes rather than 

providing a description of each  

 Candidates need to ensure that the knowledge they select is relevant to 

the theme of the question and the time period set in the quesion 

 Candidates would benefit from paying careful attention to key phrases in 

the question when analysing and use them throughout the essay to 

prevent deviation from the central issues and concepts    

 Candidates should try to explore links between issues to make the 

structure flow more logically and the arguments more integrated.  
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