Qualification
Accredited

AS LEVEL
Examiners’ report

HISTORY A
H105

For first teaching in 2015

Y248/01 Summer 2018 series
Version 1

www.ocr.org.uk/history

AS Level History A - Y248/01 - Summer 2018

Examiners’ report

Contents
Introduction ..............................................................................................................................................3
Paper Y248/01 series overview ................................................................................................................4
Section A overview ...................................................................................................................................4
Question 1 ............................................................................................................................................5
Question 2 ............................................................................................................................................9
Section B overview .................................................................................................................................14
Question 3 ..........................................................................................................................................15

2

© OCR 2018

AS Level History A - Y248/01 - Summer 2018

Examiners’ report

Introduction
Our examiners’ reports are produced to offer constructive feedback on candidates’ performance in the
examinations. They provide useful guidance for future candidates. The reports will include a general
commentary on candidates’ performance, identify technical aspects examined in the questions and
highlight good performance and where performance could be improved. The reports will also explain
aspects which caused difficulty and why the difficulties arose, whether through a lack of knowledge, poor
examination technique, or any other identifiable and explainable reason.
Where overall performance on a question/question part was considered good, with no particular areas to
highlight, these questions have not been included in the report. A full copy of the question paper can be
downloaded from OCR.
Please note: This is the final series for this AS unit. A resit opportunity is available in summer
2019. For more information, please see: http://www.ocr.org.uk/administration/support-andtools/siu/as-history-withdrawals-060618/
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Paper Y248/01 series overview
Most candidates attempted Question 2 when making their selection from Section A. Almost all
candidates attempted the essay question first. It was common for both Section A and Section B
responses to be at least several pages in length however, the number of responses that required an
additional booklet was limited in number. All candidates were able to attempt both questions and the
level of general contextual knowledge was sound. The depth of the knowledge, in terms of specific detail
and range, was limited, and this was one of the limiting factors in terms of candidates reaching the
higher parts of the mark scheme. The level of generalised knowledge acted as a brake on the level of
sophistication of the responses. This was the case with regards to the essay question as well as the
interpretation question. The level of written communication was relatively high, with most key terms spelt
accurately. However, the level of analysis when assessing the significance of factors within the essay
was more commonly bolted on and lacked substance.

Section A overview
The majority of candidates completed Question 2. Those candidates that completed Question 1 usually
produced more limited responses in comparison. This was due to the time demands outlined in Question
1, requiring candidates to go some way beyond the immediate aftermath of World War One in their
analysis of the Treaty of Versailles. Moreover, candidates were far more comfortable writing about the
failures of the Treaty of Versailles, sometimes struggling to illuminate its successes in post-war Europe.
Consequently, candidates opted for the multi-causal analysis of appeasement and the road to World War
II. The length and quality of Question 2 responses suggest that candidates found this question much
more accessible than Question 1; Question 2 responses commonly reaching Level 3 or Level 4 due to
the common focus on meeting the demands of the question.
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Question 1

Responses were usually limited by a range of factors. Firstly, candidates found it difficult to go beyond
the immediate post-war period. The Treaty of Versailles created lots of immediate post-war controversy,
but candidates did not explore much further than this. Therefore, responses often focused on the degree
to which the aims of the Treaty satisfied the ‘Big Three’ and Germany. In so doing, the candidate was
usually restricted to discussing the aims of the Treaty due to the impact of WWI; doing little to go beyond
1919. This suggests candidates wanted to write about the fairness of the Treaty, or the extent to which it
satisfied the ‘Big Three’, rather than the successes and failures of the Treaty between 1919 and 1935.
To improve the quality of such responses, candidates could have provided a clear definition of what
success and failure would look like in post-war Europe. The second difficulty faced was the ability to
write about the successes of the Treaty. Overall, it is commonly agreed that the Treaty was a cause of
the Second World War, and so a failure. However, candidates had to analyse at least one success to be
able to access Level 4, and go beyond a Level 3, ‘partial’ response.
More successful candidates were able to go beyond 1919, and sometimes into the 1930s. This was
usually achieved by discussing the long-term failure of contributing to the rise of aggressive German
nationalism, and therefore another war. Few candidates discussed the occupation of the Ruhr and
hyperinflation, a useful means for analysing the economic impact of reparations and how this failed to
cause post-war stability, alongside the accompanying political consequences. However, where this was
discussed, the Dawes and Young Plan were occasionally used to detail German recovery and suggest
that the Treaty was not a failure as it was able, with some amendments, to redress the economic
demands of France without destroying Germany’s economy. Very few candidates discussed the ‘spirit of
Locarno’, an excellent means of conveying the medium-term success of the Treaty into the 1920s.
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Exemplar 1
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Exemplar 1 demonstrates a response that goes some way beyond 1919. There are two developed
explanations, and one less developed section addressing the role of the League of Nations, with its
origins in the Treaty. This is a good example of a response that covers the time period relatively well.
However, there are two limitations. Firstly, the response is one-sided. The successes of the Treaty are
not analysed in any depth, so the response remained in Level 3, a partial address of the question.
Secondly, the response omits a conclusion, finishing abruptly. This hindered the quality of sustained
question analysis, continuity and evaluation.

Question 2

The appeasement question required a multi-causal knowledge of events prior to World War II. In almost
all cases, at least three causes were cited in some detail. The most common causes other than the
named factor were the Great Depression, the Failure of the League of Nations and German aggression.
All candidates dealt with the named factor, appeasement. This was usually addressed first. A significant
number of candidates cited German aggression and Hitler’s long-term aims as the most important
reason for the outbreak of war. The most common method of analysis in the arguments found in
Question 2 linked cause and effect, arguing that Nazi aggression was one of the reasons necessitating
appeasement. Almost all candidates explained how appeasement gave Hitler the confidence to keep
pushing for more demands, referring to the invasion of Poland as the final straw that made war
inevitable. Fewer than expected candidates mentioned Munich as the high-point of appeasement and
there was no consideration of the demands made at Berchtesgaden and Bad Godesberg prior to
Munich. Responses usually focused on the remilitarisation of the Rhineland and the Nazis marching into
their ‘own backyard’. However, this was sometimes misquoted as ‘back garden’ or words to a lesser
effect.
Japan and Italy’s role, with the invasions of Manchuria and Abyssinia respectively, were also commonly
discussed and linked to the failure of the League of Nations.
A very small number of candidates chose to write about the Nazi-Soviet Pact as an event that made war
inevitable.
Illustrative responses and those limited by generalised and inaccurate evidence were not common but
were evident.
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Exemplar 2
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Exemplar 2 is an example of a very limited response. The candidate does not use accurate knowledge
and fails to fully explore the factors considered. Therefore, there is little in the response that goes
beyond identifying a range of causes for World War II hence there is little relevant knowledge and it is
generalised and poorly used, sometimes ambiguous and limited in the way it is communicated.
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Section B overview
Section B, the interpretation question, required candidates to understand the causes of World War I,
specifically with reference to the individual countries involved. The main aim of the question is to get
candidates to accurately place the interpretation into context, thereby relating its strengths and
weaknesses to the surrounding events it does mention, and limitations to the events it neglects to
mention. No source evaluation (Assessment Objective 2) is required. This is purely an interpretation
exercise, where the evaluation of its strengths and weaknesses are required. The general level of
surrounding knowledge was fair to good, with almost all candidates fully aware of reasons why some
countries could be blamed solely for the outbreak of war, and why it is unfair to blame one individual
nation. The major weakness was the inability of candidates to explicitly address the strengths and
limitations of Henig’s interpretation. It was common for a candidate to begin by saying the interpretation
was ‘valid’ or ‘strong’ but then the rest of the argument, commonly one to two pages, made no further
reference to its strengths, and critically, exactly why what happened makes Henig accurate or less valid.
Thus, most responses fell away into an illustration of the surrounding events and not a detailed and
explicit consideration of what makes Henig’s interpretation strong and, or limited.
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Question 3

Most responses argued, albeit implicitly, that the strength of the interpretation stemmed from the
alliances, especially those relating to the Balkan region. This was often done in an illustrated manner,
describing the alliances with perhaps a cursory mention of Henig. More sophisticated responses also
mentioned another strength - the Balkan Wars and prior unrest, such as the Bosnian Crisis. The Balkan
Wars meant numerous specific countries in the region bore some responsibility, thus no single nation
was to blame.
The limitations of the interpretation usually highlighted the role of Germany, especially providing the
‘blank cheque’ to Austria-Hungary. However, few responses discussed the role of the Kaiser and his role
in Morocco, his personality or the naval arms race with Britain. Serbia also received blame for the
outbreak of war, mainly due to the assassination of Franz Ferdinand but also, at times due to PanSlavism. Russia was pinpointed for its rapid mobilisation and Austria-Hungary for its aggressive
ultimatum and, or the bombing of Belgrade.
Therefore, the level and accuracy of knowledge used was commonly good. Few responses offered
generalised, inaccurate knowledge. The main issue was the technique, candidates failing to directly
evaluate the strengths and limitations of the interpretation by Henig in a meaningful and sustained
fashion i.e. without resorting to several paragraphs on the causes of World War II with no reference to
Henig.
It is not necessary to form a judgement, to agree or disagree with Henig. Assessment Objective 3
requires candidates to explain why the interpretation is strong and why it is limited, with direct reference
to the events in the build up to the outbreak of war.
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Exemplar 3

16

© OCR 2018

AS Level History A - Y248/01 - Summer 2018

Examiners’ report

17

© OCR 2018

AS Level History A - Y248/01 - Summer 2018

Examiners’ report

18

© OCR 2018

AS Level History A - Y248/01 - Summer 2018

Examiners’ report

Exemplar 3 demonstrates a very good analysis of the given interpretation. The quality of relevant and
accurate knowledge is high, moreover the knowledge is used to explain why Henig’s interpretation is
strong, and why the interpretation is limited. The response therefore explicitly evaluates the interpretation
with a strong contextual awareness of wider events and other interpretations, framing the interpretation
in its wider, historical context.

Copyright acknowledgements
Section B, Q3
R Henig, 'The Origins of the First World War', p39, Routledge, 1989.
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•
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•
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weaknesses of students and teaching departments.
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