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Introduction 
 
It was pleasing to see a number of well-informed and well-written responses from 
candidates on IAS Paper WHI02 1C which covers the option 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. 
 
In Section A it was clear that some candidates understood what was meant by ‘value’ 
and ‘weight’ in the context of source analysis and evaluation. However, in this series 
many candidates relied more heavily in their knowledge base, particularly in answering 
1b and focused lesson the evidence in the source. Some candidates are still writing 
about limitations in question a and this did impact on the length of part b for some 
candidates. 
 
In Section B, some candidates produced wholly descriptive essays which were devoid of 
analysis, but more responses were soundly structured. The most common weakness in 
Section B essays was the lack of a sharp focus on the precise terms of the question and 
the date range set by the question and/or focus on the second order concept that was 
targeted. In some cases candidates struggled to develop sufficient relevant material to 
address the question and some included material that did not relate to the question. 
 
It remains important to realise that Section A topics are drawn from highlighted topics 
on the specification whereas 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. There 
was little evidence on this paper of candidates having insufficient time to answer 
questions from Sections A and B. 
 
The candidates' performance on individual questions is considered in the next section.  
 

Question 1a) 

A good number of candidates demonstrated an understanding of the source and were 
able to draw out inferences about the purpose of education in the Soviet Union in the 
1930s. In particular, these candidates were able to draw out the importance of instilling 
communist values in youth through education.  A number of candidates did not keep a 
sharp focus on the question and wrote generically about education in the Soviet Union or 
the purpose of the Komsomol without regard to the source or the focus on ‘purpose’.  A 
number of candidates do not go beyond paraphrasing and summarising the source 
material and this limited their achievement.  In addition, many comments on the 
provenance of the source were highly generic, going little further than noting the 
provenance of the source in the caption and too many candidates discussed lack of value 
at the end of their answer and judged upon this, thus undermining an answer that 
should be focused on value.  



  



 



 

This is a secure level 3 response achieving level 3 in all the bullet points in the mark 
scheme. It draws out a range of inferences from the source and explores them using 
good contextual knowledge.  Value is considered both in terms of the source content and 
the provenance of the source.   

 

Question 1b) 

Whilst there were some well-developed responses to this question with good 
interrogation of the source to establish its weight, too many candidates wrote 
extensively about collectivisation without regard to the source.  This meant that answers 
tended to fall into levels one and two because their focus on the task was very limited.  
A number of good answers interrogated the source with confidence and drew out and 
developed reasoned inferences about the impact of collectivisation on peasant families.  
The evaluation of the source was done well in a small number of cases with candidate 
considering the untypical nature of Shevtsova’s family and the genuine nature of the 
plea by a child.  However, too many candidates relied on stereotypical phrases such as 
‘may be biased’ and ‘could be exaggerating’ without providing justification for their 
claims from the source.  A significant number wrote at length about what was not in the 
source. Unless it can be shown that this is a deliberate attempt at manipulation by the 
source, this is not successful technique.  Candidates are asked to reach judgements 
about the source provided rather than comment on what could be used instead. 



 



 



 



 

This response enters level 4.  In particular it shows a good understanding of the values 
and concerns from which the source has been drawn.  It has a clear awareness of the 
importance of the nature of the source and the value that can be placed on the youth of 
the writer.   

Question 2 

This was by far the most popular essay question.  The best answers were underpinned 
by a depth of knowledge on the aims of Soviet economic policy in the years 1917-28 and 
an explicit focus on the extent of change.  High scoring answers drew out a continuity in 
aims including the desire to achieve a Communist economic system and highlighted key 
changes in aims such as the need to focus on winning the Civil War in the early years of 
Lenin’s rule and the later change to the NEP with the aim to win the support of peasants 
for the regime.   The standard of answers was variable. One of the reasons for the 
lower-achieving answers was because of the lack of precision in determining the focus of 
the question, ‘aims of Soviet economic policy’. Some veered off into description of 
policies rather than aims and other answers did not focus on the time period and wrote 
at length about Stalin’s policies in the 1930s and 1940s, and in some cases even 
reviewed economic policies by Khrushchev and Brezhnev. Candidates’ responses would 
benefit by careful planning before writing which would help with focus on the question.  



 



 

 



 



 

This is a good level 3 response.  It demonstrates a clear knowledge of Soviet economic 
policy in the period specified in the question and considers change. The penultimate 
paragraph does show a real focus on the task.  However, it does not reach level 4 
because of a variable focus on the question.  It tends to explain why policy changed 
rather than explore the extent of change in the aims. 

Compare this response to the following one which achieves level 4. 



 



 

 



 



 

 



 



 

This response is a level 4 response.  It is fully focused on changing aims and discusses 
how far they changed.  The supporting evidence used to develop the arguments is 
precise and well-selected.  It reaches a supported judgement. 

 

Question 3 

There were a small number of answers to this question.  The best of theses answers had 
a secure focus on the question and engaged in the debate regarding Khrushchev’s 
reduction of controls over the arts and artists.  These responses were well informed and 
considered the relaxing of controls on literature and music, including access to foreign 
radio stations.  They explored the restoration of controls between the ‘Thaws’.  A few 
candidates struggled to bring any precise examples to support their answers and wrote 



more generically about controls over the press. Some candidates wrote descriptively 
about Khrushchev’s rule in the Soviet Union with little regard for the focus of the 
question and this type of answer did not score highly.    

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

This is a low level 4 response.  It explores the key issues and is developed with a range 
of secure knowledge. It considers both sides of the argument and reaches a judgement, 
although this is a little weaker than the main body of the response and wold benefit from 
further development.      

Question 4 

There were a small number of answers to this question.  The best responses considered 
political stagnation across the period and debated the extent to which attempts to 
overcome it were unsuccessful. Most focused on Gorbachev’s regime and considered his 
political reforms and reactions to them.  A number of candidates struggled to focus on 
political stagnation and wrote at length about the economy while others wrote 
descriptive responses with a focus on the coup.  These responses lacked the focus 
necessary to achieve the higher levels of the mark scheme.  



 



 

This is a level 3 response.  It shows some understanding of the question but is limited in 
depth.  The criteria for judgement are not developed and this prevents the answer from 
accessing level 4. 

 

 

 

 

 



Based on the performance of this paper, candidates are offered the following advice: 

Section A 

 Make sure you are aware of the topics highlighted for the source question and 
have prepared for them 

 A careful reading of the sources is needed so that the issues raised are clearly 
identified 

 You must ensure that you draw out inferences, but these should always be 
directly linked to the source and not driven by contextual knowledge 

 You should consider the nature, origin and purpose of the source 
 Do not merely restate what the provenance says – think about how it can be used 

to address the question. In a, this requires a consideration of how it adds value 
and in b, this requires considering value and limitations 

 Contextual knowledge should be used to support the answer, not to drive it, and 
should be made relevant to the enquiry 

 Question 1a does not require a consideration of the limitations of sources 
 It is unlikely that weight can be assessed by listing all the things that a source 

does not deal with. 

 
Section B 

 
 Spending a few minutes planning helps to ensure the second order concept is 

correctly identified  
 Candidates must provide more precise contextual knowledge as evidence. Weaker 

responses lacked depth and sometimes range  
 Candidates should avoid a narrative/descriptive approach; this undermines the 

analysis that is required for the higher levels   
 Candidates need to be aware of key dates as identified in the specification so that 

they can address the questions with chronological precision  
  Essay questions are set over a period of at least ten years; candidates need to 

address the whole time period set in the question 
 Candidates should try to explore the links between issues in order to make the 

structure of the response flow more logically and to enable the integration of 
analysis. 
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