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Introduction
These exemplar answers have been chosen from the 
summer 2019 examination series. 

OCR is open to a wide variety of approaches and all 
answers are considered on their merits. These exemplars, 
therefore, should not be seen as the only way to answer 
questions but they do illustrate how the mark scheme has 
been applied. 

Please always refer to the specification https://www.ocr.
org.uk/Images/170128-specification-accredited-a-level-
gce-history-a-h505.pdf for full details of the assessment 
for this qualification. These exemplar answers should 
also be read in conjunction with the sample assessment 
materials and the June 2019 Examiners’ report or Report 
to Centres available from Interchange https://interchange.
ocr.org.uk/.

The question paper, mark scheme and any resource 
booklet(s) will be available on the OCR website from 
summer 2020. Until then, they are available on OCR 
Interchange (school exams officers will have a login for 
this and are able to set up teachers with specific logins – 
see the following link for further information http://www.
ocr.org.uk/administration/support-and-tools/interchange/
managing-user-accounts/). 

It is important to note that approaches to question 
setting and marking will remain consistent. At the same 
time OCR reviews all its qualifications annually and may 
make small adjustments to improve the performance of 
its assessments. We will let you know of any substantive 
changes.

https://www.ocr.org.uk/Images/170128-specification-accredited-a-level-gce-history-a-h505.pdf
https://www.ocr.org.uk/Images/170128-specification-accredited-a-level-gce-history-a-h505.pdf
https://www.ocr.org.uk/Images/170128-specification-accredited-a-level-gce-history-a-h505.pdf
https://interchange.ocr.org.uk/
https://interchange.ocr.org.uk/
http://www.ocr.org.uk/administration/support-and-tools/interchange/managing-user-accounts/
http://www.ocr.org.uk/administration/support-and-tools/interchange/managing-user-accounts/
http://www.ocr.org.uk/administration/support-and-tools/interchange/managing-user-accounts/
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Exemplar 1 Level 6, 28 marks



Exemplar Candidate Work

6

A Level  History A

© OCR 2019



Exemplar Candidate Work

7

A Level  History A

© OCR 2019



Exemplar Candidate Work

8

A Level  History A

© OCR 2019

Examiner commentary
The opening paragraph outlines the views offered by the two passages about the reasons for the Emancipation. In dealing with 
Passage A, the response also acknowledges that it puts forward more than one reason for the Emancipation. The response also offers 
a view as to which of the interpretations it finds more convincing, although the reasoning given is perhaps less strong than the rest 
of the response.

The response uses brief quotations from Passage A to outline its view and then evaluates these arguments using detailed contextual 
knowledge, for example commenting on the creation of the Zemstvo to show that Alexander was not devoted to autocracy. This 
approach is also seen when the response deals with the issue of modern statehood and serfdom. There is also some consideration 
of the issue of control, which could have been used to challenge the issue of autocracy and the response uses the example of the 
mir to support this. Therefore the response focuses on some of the main issues in the passage and evaluates each using contextual 
knowledge, however the depth of knowledge used and issues discussed could have been further developed. 

The response then considers Passage B and again uses brief quotations to outline its argument before going on to evaluate them. 
The depth of knowledge used is greater than in handling Passage A, with reference to the losses and the army reforms which 
improved the quality of command. 

The response then reaches a judgement as to which is more convincing and explains why it believes that B offers a stronger 
view. However, there are areas that could be developed and greater depth of knowledge used. Despite this, there is good focus 
throughout and contextual knowledge is consistently used and therefore it is placed in Level 6, but not at the very top of the Level. 

Exemplar 2 Level 4, 20 marks
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Examiner commentary
The response starts by briefly placing Emancipation in its wider context. It then explains briefly the views of the two passages before 
offering a view as to which is more convincing. However, the ideas are not developed.

In considering Passage A, the response offers some weak evaluation at the start before considering what it believes to be the 
main motive, to avoid revolution from below. However, the supporting knowledge is limited and quite general and therefore the 
evaluation is weak. This continues with comments about Alexander being a  good ruler, although there is some mention of the mir 
to support the argument. However, the evaluation of A is limited and the depth of supporting knowledge used is very limited.

In discussing Passage B, the response shows a clear awareness that the main reason given was the impact of the Crimean War 
and some knowledge is used to show its importance in bringing about Emancipation. However, as with Passage A, the depth of 
knowledge used is very limited. There is a brief comment about loans, but again the detail needed for the higher levels is lacking. 

The conclusion does reach a judgement, but as with the rest of the response this lacks real support. The response is placed in Level 
4 because there is some evaluation and the answer does not simply rely on explanation, but it cannot go any higher because of the 
lack of depth to the contextual knowledge used to evaluate. 

Exemplar 3 Level 4, 16 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening does explain the views of the two Passages and offers a view as to which is more convincing. However, this is not 
developed.

In considering Passage A the focus is on explanation of what the passage says. It suggests that Alexander was concerned by the 
threat of revolution from below, but no contextual knowledge is used to support this. The response then drifts from the focus of 
the Passage and knowledge about Alexander’s beliefs and developments under Alexander III are imparted and not clearly used to 
evaluate. There is some mention of the redemption payments, but again this contextual knowledge is not being used but simply 
deployed. 

In dealing with Passage B, it argues that fear of revolt was not an issue, but that the Crimean War was the main factor in bringing 
about Emancipation. The paragraph continues to explain and although there is some awareness of other reforms that were 
introduced this knowledge is not used to evaluate the passage. 

The response does not really reach a judgement as to which is more convincing and the response focuses around explanation rather 
than evaluation and therefore it is on the boundary of Level 3/Level 4 and would certainly need some clear evidence of evaluation 
to go higher. 
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Exemplar 1 Level 6, 23 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening identifies the groups who opposed Russian rulers and offers a view as to whether each group was more successful in 
opposing the Tsars or the Commissars. However, it notes that it was only partial successful under the tsars and very unsuccessful 
under the Commissars, so offering a more nuanced view. 

The response starts by considering the issue of peasant opposition and throughout the paragraph there are comparisons made 
between different rulers. The response shows the failure of peasant opposition across the period of communist rule, noting how 
it was met by force. This is then compared with opposition under the tsars and again comparisons are made and similarities show 
between the different tsars. However, the answer does compare peasant opposition under Alexander II and Nicholas II, where it was 
more successful with that of Alexander III, although this would benefit from greater development. Despite this there is comparison 
and therefore synthesis throughout the paragraph, which is a characteristic of a high level response.

The response then considers opposition from workers and argues that again it was more successful under the tsars. Opposition 
under Alexander III is compared with that under Lenin and detailed knowledge is used to support the argument. Opposition from 
wreckers under Stalin is then compared with Nicholas II’s rule  and the Lena goldfields and similarities are shown. The response 
does make a brief mention of the success of worker opposition in bringing down the tsar but this would also benefit from greater 
development. There is also comparison between Stalin and Khrushchev and this leads on to a judgement about the period as a 
whole. Once again the paragraph is characterised by comparison and synthesis, helping to take the answer into the higher levels. 

Political opposition is treated in a similar way with continual comparison and good supporting detail across the period. The 
response draws on a wide range of examples to support the argument and there is good supporting detail. The response reaches 
a judgement showing a subtle awareness of some of the changes achieved. Once again, the response focuses on comparison and 
reaches a judgement.

The conclusion does follow from the main body of the essay, but as with the interim judgements it would benefit from greater 
development and it is this that prevents the response from reaching the very top of Level 6. It is placed in Level 6 as there is 
synthesis and well-supported comparisons throughout. 

Exemplar 2 Level 3, 15 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening is not well focused on the question but makes general comments about the development of Russia. The only link to 
the actual question is the final sentence, but even this is limited. 

The response follows a chronological approach, starting with opposition under Alexander II. Such an approach makes comparisons 
and therefore synthesis very difficult. In considering the rule of Alexander II much of the response is descriptive with only limited 
explanation as to success and failure in considering the Polish revolt. This approach continues when considering Alexander III and 
Nicholas II, although the focus is more on explanation rather than description. There is some limited comment that opposition was 
successful as Nicholas II was removed. 

The response does then offer the view that opposition was less successful under the communists. Once again there is some 
explanation of the failings of opposition under Lenin, with some very limited comparison made with Nicholas II over the Russo-
Japanese war. In discussing Stalin and the lack of opposition there is also some limited comparison with Alexander III, but again the 
comparison is not developed. In discussing Khrushchev there is again some explanation but no comparison.
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Exemplar 3 Level 3, 9 marks

The conclusion does offer a judgement, but it is limited and not well supported. The answer is mostly explanation and some is 
developed, which is why it reaches Level 4. It is placed at the top of the level because there is some limited comparison/synthesis, 
but to go any higher this would need to be further developed. The response also contains reasonable support which also helps take 
it to the top of the level. 
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Examiner commentary
This response has been chosen to show the importance of focusing on the exact wording of the question. Although the response 
shows some knowledge of the topic and there is sound explanation the focus is not clearly on the demands of the question; rather 
than focusing on the demands of the question the response considers how the governments responded to the opposition. This 
approach is seen clearly from the introduction.

The response considers how rulers dealt with the opposition, looking first of all at the nature of government and argues that they 
were successful in tackling opposition, therefore by implication that opposition was unsuccessful. However, the response needs to 
be driven by opposition and not the government and the structure it deployed. 

This approach is also seen in discussing the secret police, with the focus again on how the government responded and whether 
they were successful rather than focusing on the opposition and what they achieved. This is also seen when considering the issue of 
censorship. There is much description of what was done rather than an argument as to the success. The conclusion and judgement 
is limited.

There is only partial focus on the question and therefore it is placed in Level 3, despite the good knowledge and explanation. The 
lack of focus limits the mark that can be given and there would need to be a stronger focus on the demands of the question if it was 
to go higher. 
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Exemplar 1 Level 6, 22 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening paragraph identifies a range of themes to be considered and offers a view as to the impact of the Russo-Japanese war 
compared to other conflicts. 

The response starts by considering the issue of living conditions and offers a view about the Russo-Japanese war in relation to other 
conflicts. There is good detailed explanation of the impact of the Russo-Japanese war and the answer then goes on to compare this 
with the Crimean War, with evidence of synthesis when it is compared to Stolypin’s reforms, which are well explained. The response 
considers a good range of wars, but there could be more direct comparison with the Russo-Japanese conflict and the interim 
judgement would benefit from further development.
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Exemplar 2 Level 5, 17 marks

In discussing food shortages the response again shows a good understanding of the impact of a range of wars, with detailed 
knowledge used. There are comparisons made and there are links back to the Russo-Japanese conflict. The comparisons are more 
evident and the judgement is more developed than in the previous paragraph.

The final issue discussed is political freedom and again the explanation and knowledge used to support the argument is good. There 
is clear explanation and analysis of the impact of the Russo-Japanese war, but there is a tendency as the paragraph develops for 
the response to list the wars and not make detailed comparisons. There is some comparison with the Crimean War, but this would 
benefit from further development. 

The conclusion does reach a judgement and there is some support for the claims made. The response does have synthesis in each 
paragraph, but the judgement would benefit from greater development and therefore the response does not reach the top of the 
level. 
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Examiner commentary
The opening paragraph identifies a number of themes to be discussed and offers a view as to which wars had the greatest impact 
on the lives of the peasants. 

The response starts by considering food supply and famine. There is some limited comparison between the Russo-Japanese war 
and World War II, but this is not developed and much of the response explains the impact of the latter. The response also makes a 
limited comparison between the Russo-Japanese war and the Crimean War, but again this is not developed, and the focus is largely 
explanation. The response also discusses the impact of the Civil War, but no comparison is made. 

The response then considers the issue of freedom, explaining the impact of the Russo-Japanese war. There is some limited 
comparison with other wars, but the focus tends to be on explaining the impact of each war separately rather than making 
comparisons. Each war is treated in a discrete manner, with only very limited synthesis. 

In discussing the working conditions of the peasants the response also sees only limited comparisons with the focus once again on 
explanation of the impact of each war. However, towards the end of the paragraph there is some more developed comparison.

The conclusion does have a judgement, but it is not developed. The response just reaches Level 5 as there is some limited synthesis 
or comparison in each paragraph, but this would need to be more developed and the comparisons explained more fully for the 
response to go higher within the level. 
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Question 4

Exemplar 1 Level 6, 23 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening identifies a number of themes to be discussed and offers a view about the issue in the question. 

The response starts by examining the issue of culture. It argues that the communists did more to change the lives of nationalities, 
arguing that the tsars simply repressed cultures. There is some evidence of continuity shown between the rule of Alexander II, 
Alexander III and Nicholas II and good detailed knowledge is used to support the claim. This is contrasted with the rule of the 
communists and comparisons are made between the rule of Lenin and Stalin, and the response also compares these developments 
with those under the tsars. Improvements under Lenin are seen as short-lived and direct comparisons with Stalin are made, allowing 
an interim judgement to be reached.

In discussing political change the response starts with comparison between the tsars and Stalin. There is good supporting 
knowledge of the changes under the tsars and comparisons between Alexander II and Nicholas II. The response also sees the 
continuity across the policies of the tsar. This is then compared with the rule of the communists and there is some comparison of the 
developments under Lenin with those under the tsars, with the response going on to argue that these changes continued under 
Stalin. The continual awareness of continuity and change and comparisons ensures that the answer will reach the top level. The 
response shows how these developments continued under Khrushchev before reaching a judgement.

The last issue considered is that of repression. The response argues that there was continuity across the period but is aware that 
it reached new heights under Stalin. However, in discussing developments under Khrushchev there is explanation rather than 
comparison.

The response does reach a judgement, but it would benefit from some further support. There is comparison throughout the 
response and a judgement, but both would benefit from further development if the response was to be placed at the top of Level 6.

Exemplar 2 Level 4, 15 marks
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Examiner commentary
The opening does offer a view that there was greater change under the communists. The response shows some knowledge of 
changes to the position of nationalities within Europe and there is some attempt to compare different regions and compare the rule 
of the tsars with communists. However, some of the material is less well focused on the nationalities within the Empire and this limits 
the analysis and conclusions drawn. There is an attempt to compare the economic developments under Stalin with those under 
Reutern, but the latter lacks depth.

The response then considers Asia and again there is some awareness of how Asia was used by both the tsars and communists, but 
this quite general and the same is seen in terms of the use of land. The comparisons would be more convincing if there was greater 
detail to support the analysis. 

The response then looks at Poland in more depth. There is some limited comparison of the Russification with Comecon, but again 
the argument lacks depth. 

The response does reach a judgement but this is not developed. There are attempts at comparison, but these are not developed 
and the lack of detailed support and weak judgement keeps the response in Level 4. The comparisons would need to be more 
convincing and developed for Level 5 to be given. 
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