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In this booklet we have outlined some activities that will help prepare you for A-Level History.  

You will develop skills in: 

 Causation - How and why events take place in History 

 Source analysis – extracting information, interpreting historical sources and identifying 

similarities/differences in sources. 

 Interpretation - Forming judgements about particular historical events 

 Supporting points with a precise range of evidence 

 Historiography – Understanding how and why historians have interpreted the past. 

You can also see an outline of KEY CONTENT covered in Year 12 and 13, a set of GUIDELINES on 

how to organise yourself during the two year course and the SUMMER TASKS you were given for 

both units.  

 

 

 

 

  

 



In Roald Dahl’s Matilda Bruce Bogtrotter was challenged to eat a huge chocolate cake and in 

accepting the challenge with glee he set about taking bite after bite and lump after lump until the 

cake was gone and he was feeling decidedly sick.  The picture is not dissimilar to that of some A-

Level students.  Having chosen this subject you are probably attracted by the hunger for 

knowledge about the past, but eventually become daunted by revising from a thick file and a 

forthcoming examination.  Your enjoyment of the subject will quickly evaporate and in the exam 

you will regurgitate a list of ill-digested, random facts that lack coherence.  We want to avoid this 

as much as possible so you learn how to answer exam questions, but also continue to enjoy the 

study of History and see the broader picture of why and how the world developed in the way it 

did.  This booklet aims at starting this process.   

 

 

It is important that you note that like most subjects the History course is following the NEW A-

Level structure.   

During the course of the two years you will sit two exams (80%), each one covering the two 

content units below.  You will also complete a coursework piece (20%). 

A-Level – 80% exam and 20% coursework completed over 2 Years 

7042/1H – Tsarist and Communist Russia 1855-1964 – 2hr 30mins – 3 essays (40%) 

7042/2S – The Making of Modern Britain 1951-2007 – 2hr 30mins – 3 essays (40%) 

7042/3C Coursework – (20%) The Unification of Germany and the challenge of Nationalism 

(20%)    

 

 

 

 

 

 



Structure of the A-Level 
 

Component 1 – Tsarist and Communist Russia 1855-1964 

This unit focuses on Change and Consolidation’ within Russia over 100 year period.  You will be asked to 
consider what changed and why, as well as considering what aspects of Russia remained the same.  You will 

therefore consider the long and short term drivers of change as well as the relationship between these two 
factors.  In doing so you will consider how the Tsarist and Communist government reacted to the demands 

for change and the consequence of these decisions. 

The key content you cover includes: 

Trying to preserve autocracy, 1855–1894 

 Political authority and the state of Russia: autocracy; the political, social and economic condition 

of Russia in 1855 and the impact of the Crimean War 

 Political authority and attempts at reform: Alexander II; emancipation of the serfs and attempts at 
domestic and military reform 

 Government and Tsars: Alexander II and Alexander III as rulers; attitudes to and imposition of 
autocracy; key developments 

 Political authority in action: Russification; treatment of ethnic minorities and Jews 

 Opposition: ideas and ideologies; individuals; liberals and radical groups and the Tsarist reaction 

 Economic and social developments: industrial developments and the land issue; social divisions; 
nobles, landowners and position of the peasantry; the cultural influence of the Church 

The collapse of autocracy, 1894–1917 

 Political authority, government and Tsar; Nicholas II as ruler: political developments to 1914; 1905 

 Revolution; Duma government 

 Economic developments to 1914: industrial and agricultural growth and change 

 Social developments to 1914: change and conditions of working and living in towns and 

countryside; social divisions; cultural changes 

 Opposition: ideas and ideologies, liberalism, socialism; Marxism; individuals and radical groups 

 Political authority, opposition and the state of Russia in wartime: the political, economic and social 

problems of wartime; opposition and the collapse of autocracy; the political developments of 1917 

 Political authority, opposition and government: the Bolshevik takeover and the establishment of 

Bolshevik government by December 1917; opposition 

Part two: The Soviet Union, 1917–1964 

 The emergence of Communist dictatorship, 1917–1941 (A-level only) 

 Political authority and government: new leaders and ideologies; Lenin's Russia, ideology and 
change; Stalin's rise, ideology and change 

 Political authority and government: the consolidation of Bolshevik authority and development of 
the Stalinist dictatorship 

 Economic developments: Lenin's decrees; the Stalinist economy; collectivisation and the Five Year 

Plans 



 Social developments: effect of Leninist/Stalinist rule on class, women, young people, religion and 
national minorities; propaganda and cultural change 

 Opposition: faction; the Red Terror and the purges 

 The political, economic and social condition of the Soviet Union by 1941 

The Stalinist dictatorship and reaction, 1941–1964 

 Political authority, opposition and the state of the Soviet Union in wartime: the political, economic 
and social impact of war; effect on Stalin, government and 'the people' 

 Political authority and government to 1953: High Stalinism; the revival of terror; destruction of 

'supposed' opposition and cult of personality; the power vacuum on Stalin's death 

 Political authority and government: Khrushchev’s rise to power; policies and ideology; de-
Stalinisation; political and party change 

 Economic and social developments: changes in industrial organisation from Stalin to Khrushchev; 

agriculture and the Virgin Lands scheme; social and cultural change from Stalin to Khrushchev 

 Opposition: cultural dissidents; communist divisions; hardliners and reformers; opponents of 

Khrushchev and his fall from power 

 The political, economic and social condition of the Soviet Union by 1964 

Component 2 – The Making of Modern Britain, 1951-2007 

This option provides for the study in depth of the key political, economic, social and international 

changes which helped to mould Britain in the second half of the 20th century. It explores 

concepts such as government and opposition, class, social division and cultural change. It 

encourages students to reflect on Britain’s changing place in the world as well as the 

interrelationship between political policies, economic developments and political survival. The key 

content you cover includes: 

Key content you cover:  
The Affluent Society, 1951–1964 

 Conservative governments and reasons for political dominance: Churchill, Eden, Macmillan and 
Home as political leaders; domestic policies; internal Labour divisions; reasons for Conservatives' 
fall from power 

 Economic developments: post-war boom; balance of payments issues and 'stop-go' policies 
 Social developments: rising living standards; the impact of affluence and consumerism; changing 

social attitudes and tensions; class and 'the Establishment'; the position of women; attitudes to 
immigration; racial violence; the emergence of the 'teenager' and youth culture 

 Foreign relations: EFTA and attempts to join the EEC; relations with and policies towards USA and 
USSR; debates over the nuclear deterrent; Korean War; Suez; the ‘Winds of Change' and 
decolonisation 

 
The Sixties, 1964–1970 

 Wilson and the Labour governments: Wilson's ideology and leadership; economic policies and 

problems; devaluation; industrial relations; the trade unions; other domestic policies; Labour 
divisions; the beginning of the 'troubles' in Northern Ireland; the end of post-war consensus; loss 

of 1970 election 

 Liberal reforming legislation: private members' bills and the end of capital punishment; divorce 

reform; the legalisation of abortion; the legalisation of homosexual relations; educational reform 



 Social and cultural change: the expansion of the mass media; growth in leisure activities; the impact 
of scientific developments; the reduction in censorship; progress towards female equality; changes 

in moral attitudes; youth culture and the 'permissive society'; anti-Vietnam war riots; issues of 
immigration and race 

 Relations with and policies towards USA, particularly issue of Vietnam; response to world affairs and 
relations with Europe; decolonisation including 'withdrawal East of Suez' and Rhodesia. 

The end of Post-War Consensus, 1970–1979 

 Heath’s government: Heath as leader; political and economic policies; industrial relations and the 

miners' strikes; the 'troubles' in Northern Ireland, including the Sunningdale Agreement 

 Labour governments of Wilson and Callaghan: political, economic and industrial problems and 
policies; problems of Northern Ireland 

 Society in the 1970s: progress of feminism; the Sex Discrimination Act; race and immigration; 
youth; environmentalism 

 Britain's entry into and relations with Europe; the state of the 'special relationship' with USA; 

attitudes to USSR and China 

The impact of Thatcherism, 1979–1987 

 The Thatcher governments: Thatcher as leader, character and ideology; ministers; support and 

opposition; electoral success; internal Labour divisions and the formation of the SDP; Northern 
Ireland and the troubles 

 Thatcher's economic policies and their impact: monetarism; privatisation; deregulation; issues of 
inflation, unemployment and economic realignment 

 Impact of Thatcherism on society: sale of council houses; miners' strike and other industrial 

disputes; poll tax; extra-parliamentary opposition 

 Foreign Affairs: the Falklands; the 'special relationship' with USA; moves to end the Cold War; 
Thatcher as an international figure; attitudes to Europe, including Thatcher's policies; divisions 

within the Conservative Party over Europe 

Towards a new Consensus, 1987–1997  

 Fall of Thatcher and her legacy; Major as leader; economic developments, including 'Black 
Wednesday' and its impact; political sleaze, scandals and satire; political policies; approach to 

Northern Ireland; Conservative divisions 

 Realignment of the Labour Party under Kinnock, Smith and Blair; reasons for Labour victory in 
1997  

 Social issues: the extent of 'social liberalism'; anti-establishment culture; the position of women 

and race-relations 

 Foreign affairs: relations with Europe, including the impact of the Single European Act and 

Maastricht Treaty; interventions in the Balkans; contribution and attitude to the end of the Cold 

War

The Era of New Labour, 1997–2007  

 The Labour governments: Blair as leader, character and ideology; constitutional change; domestic 

policies; Brown and economic policy; Northern Ireland and the Good Friday Agreement 



 The Conservative Party: leaders and reason for divisions; reason for electoral failures in 2001 and 
2005 

 Social issues: workers, women and youth; the extent to which Britain had become a multicultural 
society 

 Foreign affairs: attitudes to Europe; the 'special relationship' with USA; military interventions and 

the 'war on terror'; Britain's position in the world by 2007 

 

Both components will be tested by within a 2hr 30 minutes examination.  The first question in 

both papers are compulsory and based on 3 sources, while the remaining two are essay based.  

Component 3 – The Unification of Germany and the Challenge of Nationalism 1789-1890 

This option provides an opportunity for students to research and write-up an extended historical 
investigation.  This will provide students with an enhanced understanding of the nature and 
purpose of history as a discipline and how historians work.  Students are required not only to 
consider validity of a particular view, but to evaluate the merits of at least two different historical 
interpretations, as well as three primary sources.  The focus of the coursework is based around the 
Unification of Germany and covers the following key areas: 

• Germany 1789-1848 and the rise of German Nationalism 

• Germany in revolution 1848-9 

•  Austrian-Prussian rivalry 1849-68 

•  Prussia and France 1866-71 

•  Bismarck’s Germany 1871-90 

Students will study the content in Year 12 and cover the core skills before completing the 
coursework in Year 13. 

 

 



Skills in the Russia Unit 
 

Tsarist and Communist Russia 1855-1964: Causation 

At GCSE you will be familiar with the idea that there are different range of reasons might explain 

why an event occurs in the past.  They are broadly divided into 3 types: 

- Underlying (or long-term) causes which don’t directly lead to the event but contribute in 

some way. 

- Direct (or short-term or catalysts) causes which can be put into chronological order and 

directly contributed to the event occurring. 

- Trigger causes which spark the event off.  These are often the final act before some key 

event. 

However, at A-level you not only have to describe these causes, but also start to consider what 

the relationship is between them and which aspects, if any, are the most significant. 

Look at the following example of a question that has a more modern context: 

 

 

There are of course a variety of reasons that explain why this happened some of which are listed 

below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPECIAL RELATIONSHIP 
WITH USA 

 “Explain why Britain invaded Iraq in 2003?”   

TERROR THREAT 

BELIEF THAT IRAQ 
POSSESSED WEAPONS OF 

MASS DESTRUCTION 

HUMANITARIAN 
ISSUES INSIDE IRAQ 

ACCESS TO NATURAL 
RESOURCES  

UN SECURITY 
RESOLUTION 1441  



Some of these factors are underlying reasons why Britain invaded Iraq and some might be 

considered short term, or even trigger factors.  Obviously you would need to develop each of 

these points with precise evidence, but at A-Level it is also important to consider what the 

RELATIONSHIP between each of these reasons might be. 

For example: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This explanation helps to link one factor to the other.  Obviously the next step would be to 

further develop the issues surrounding the Special Relationship and the contribution it made to 

Britain’s invasion of Iraq. 

You have a go: 

Take two of the key reasons outlined on the previous page and try to explain why they can be 

linked together 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TERROR 
THREAT 

SPECIAL 
RELATIONSHIP WITH 

USA 

As a result of the attacks on 
Britain (7/7) and America 

(9/11) the special relationship 
between Blair and Bush 

hardened.  They both became 
convinced that action needed 

to be taken to prevent 
countries like Iraq harbouring 

terrorist organisations.  

  
 



Having done this try to consider what the most SIGNIFICANT factor was in explaining why 

Britain invaded Iraq in 2003? 

What about in the context of the Tsarist and Communist Russia course?  You may need to 

consider the causes or consequences of a given event ‘explaining why’ they took place or what the 

consequences of events were. 

Take the following example: 

  

 

In this context you must think; what are you being asked to focus on and what is the time frame 

you must work between? 

Having identified the parameters of the question you then need to apply your own knowledge to 

consider 4 or 5 reasons why they needed to modernise. 

You have a go; 

Stage 1 - Using the reading you have been given (Sally Waller page 1-5) try to fill the 5 boxes with 

KEY REASONS (one example is given). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Explain why many Russians believed that the country needed to modernise when 
Alexander II took the throne in 1855.” 

DISASTROUS DEFEAT 

IN CRIMEAN WAR 

 

 

 

 



 

Stage 2 – develop each of these KEY REASONS with a range of precise evidence to support the 

claims – you should get this from your reading and will help to build up your spider diagram on 

the previous page. 

 

Stage 3 – (this is where it gets tricky) try to consider how each of these reasons might be 

RELATED TO ONE ANOTHER and link the factors together. DRAW ARROW to connect one 

factor to another. 

Stage 4 – Highlight the MOST IMPORTANT or significant reason/s 

Having completed this final task you should of course have a sound ESSAY PLAN ready to write 

up which has the 3 KEY elements that the examiners want from this type of question – tick them 

off: 

 A range of reasons why something happened        

 Precise evidence to support your claims 

 Show how reasons might be inter-related 

 Given a judgement related to the question 

Tsarist and Communist Russia: Interpretation 

It is often assumed by students new to A-Level History that the past is a matter of record and all 

you need to do is learn the ‘story’ of what happened and when.  But what if this is not the case?  

What if there are different versions of the past?  Which version do you believe and why?   

In reality, History is a living subject, breathing subject, where 

historians (that don’t all look like this!) debate the past.  As a 

student of history you must therefore be AWARE of the 

DIFFERENT INTERPRETATIONS and then consider which view is 

MORE VALID based on your own understanding. 

At one level understanding interpretation in History is appreciating 

two different points of view about a given question – e.g. Oliver 

Cromwell was a bad man? Answer; Yes and No.  Evidence is then 

provided to support both sides of the argument.  However at A-level 

you need to understand that historical interpretations are thoughtful 

efforts to represent and explain past events’ 

There are 3 important elements:  

- You need to understand to the context in which people lived. 

- You need to understand that interpretations are an attempt to give you an image of the 

past for a particular reason or purpose. 

 

 

 

 



- People giving their interpretation are often influenced by events around them 

Let us consider the following modern example 

                                                                                

One interpretation of this might be; 

        

 

 

 

 

On the other hand some might argue that; 

     

 

 

 

 

A completely different interpretation of this question may argue; 

 

HOW FAR IS THE GROWTH OF 

AEROPLANE TRAVEL RESPONSIBLE 

FOR CLIMATE CHANGE? 

AEROPLANE TRAVEL HAS PLAYED A MAJOR 

ROLE IN CLIMATE CHANGE  

INCREASED TRANSPORTATION OF 
GOODS BY AIR AS WELL AS 

GREATER FOREIGN TRAVEL HAS 
MEANT THAT MORE PLANES ARE IN 

THE SKY AND THUS INCREASING 

CARBON EMISSIONS 

THE INCREASE OF BUDGET AIRLINES 
HAS MADE TRAVEL MORE 

ACCESSIBLE TO A GREATER 
PROPORTION OF THE POPULATION 

THUS INCREASING CARBON 

EMISSIONS 

MORE THAN 20% OF THE PLANETS 
OXYGEN IS PROVIDED BY THE AMAZON 

RAINFORESTS.  150 ACRES IS LOST 
EVERY DAY, WHICH IS CONSEQUENTLY 

LEADING TO AN EVER INCREASING 
AMOUNTOF CARBON DIOXIDE IN THE 

ATMOSPHERE 

What other evidence can you find to support 

this? 

THE DESTRUCTION OF THE WORLD’S FORESTS FOR 

HUMAN NEED IS HAVING A GREATER IMPACT  

CLIMATE CHANGE IS A NATURAL PROCESS AND MAN 

HAS MADE LITTLE CONTRIBUTION IN RECENT YEARS  



     Find out who Sarah Palin is and why she might support this view 

 

 

 

 

Each of these interpretations can be well supported by those that argue them, but how do you 

decide which view is more valid? 

In studying History at A-Level part of the skills is simply understanding that there ARE 

DIFFERENT interpretations about the past and explaining them within your essay.   

That is to say in the previous example if you only discussed aeroplane travel as one man made 

cause of climate change that would be a low level answer.  If you were to consider another man-

made cause of climate change that would help develop your answer to the next level.  But to be 

‘Hot at History’ you may need to consider other interpretations that challenge the inference 

made in the question – in this case perhaps climate change is not man-made at all! 

Having done this the final and perhaps most challenging aspect is to consider HOW VALID each 

of these interpretations are and therefore what your ultimate opinion is.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this question, it is suggested that the Russian Tsar’s wanted to modernise the country. 

STAGE 1:  You therefore need to ARGUE this is TRUE and find evidence to support this. 

STAGE 2:  You should also ARGUE whether OTHER GROUPS wanted modernisation within 

Russia and find evidence to support this. 

STAGE 3:  You should ARGUE that some historians AND contemporary’s may not have had a 

desire to modernise Russia and find evidence to support this. 

“The desire to modernise Russia was at the 

heart of Tsarist policy in the 1850s.” Assess 

the validity of this view? 



In doing each of these stages you will have covered a range of interpretations. 

You have a go:  

Using the reading from Sally Waller (page 1-6) and Michael Lynch (page 1-9) complete each of 

the following stages and prepare a plan for this essay question. 

 

 

 

Essay Structure 

Without good English skills and the ability to organise your answer, it will be difficult to 

communicate your ideas and opinions effectively.  It is therefore important to work on your 

Spelling, Punctuation, Grammar and Structure. 

 

POINT: 

This is where you write your opinion in a full sentence which directly 
answers the question   

EVIDENCE: 

This is where you write all your evidence to back up your claim.  
Remember more layers of evidence the better the answer.   

EXPLAIN: 

This is where you refer back to the question and explain the significance 
of your opinion in relation to other factors.   

LINK: 

Try to make connections within other the next aspect to be considered 
to show the relationship between factors.   



A good paragraph in History is very much like a good Hamburger.  You’ve got to have a bun on 

the top and bottom to stop your hands getting messy and keep the filling organised and together.  

Once this is sorted you’ve got to fill it with layers of tasty flavours which make it mouth-watering 

to eat.  I always think that the more layers the better the hamburger and the same is true of a 

paragraph in history.  The more evidence you’ve got from a wider range of perspectives, the better 

the answer.  

Is it making you hungry for more??? 

 

You have a go: 

Based on this structure and using the example of the Tsarist and Communist essay question on 

page 9 which you wrote notes on, write up one paragraph below.  Don’t forget to use some of the 

key linking phrases that help give your answer a clear structure: 

 However… 

 On the other hand… 

 Another reason why… 

 A further factor… 

 Whilst… 

 It could be argued… 

 Because… 

 Consequently… 

 Hence… 

 Similarly… 

 Although… 

 Moreover… 

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________



__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Skills in the Modern Britain Unit 
 

Component 2: The Making of Modern Britain 

Many of the skills covered in the Tsarist and Communist Russia unit will also be relevant for this 

side of the course and visa-versa.  One further skill you will need to cover for both units involves 

source analysis and considering the validity of a particular argument presented in a source. 

At the most elementary level historians use sources to extract information about the past.  

Through this process we can better understand what happened, when, where and how.  However, 

as we have already seen, not all historical sources, or indeed, historical accounts may necessarily 

agree about the past and therefore contradict one another.  Identifying these differences, 

explaining why they are different and then forming a judgement on which account might be 

more accurate is taking source analysis to a higher level.  As an A-level student this is something 

you will need to develop.  

Below are two sources, one by a historian widely considered as an expert on the topic of Anti-

Semitism and the Holocaust and the other written by a young German woman who is recalling 

her memories of Bergen-Belsen (a concentration camp).  The subject matter is broadly the same – 

German people’s knowledge of concentration camps - but look at the differences that have been 

highlighted; 

Source A 

"There were large numbers of Germans – civil servants, railway workers, policemen – who 

were involved in what can be termed the ‘machinery of destruction’.  It seems that the 

German people were not simply cogs in a vast apparatus beyond their control.  It has also 

been claimed that most Germans were directly implicated in it.  With so many involved, the 

question to be asked is: how could the German people subsequently plead total ignorance?  It 

has also been asserted that the notion that the ordinary Danes or Italians would have acted as 

the ordinary Germans did is not believable."   

- adapted from A Farmer, Anti-Semitism and the Holocaust, 1998 

1 3 2 



Source B 

"I had heard of concentration camps even prior to 1938.  But neither my mother nor anybody 

acquainted with us knew of Bergen-Belsen which, as the crow flew, must have been within 

half an hour or forty minutes from our town in the car.  And during all our walks and cycling 

in the area, we just never knew.  After the liberation of the camp in 1945, the local population 

was officially made aware of the existence of Bergen-Belsen.  The people denied it.  They 

said, ‘No, no, Germany didn’t do this.’  Because that was the first time many people had 

actually heard of a concentration camp.  So my mother approached the British man who was 

in charge of the town and she said she would be willing actually to go to Belsen and bring 

back her impressions to pass on to other people."   

- adapted from the recollections of Hannah Hyde, a young German woman from Hamburg, 

speaking about Bergen-Belsen. 

When reading the two sources it can be seen that there are some very obvious differences in how 

far the German people were aware of concentration camps. 

(1)  In source A it says “large numbers of Germans… were involved in… the ‘machinery of 

destruction” including a wide range of society.  WHEREAS in source B it says that after the 

liberation and official announcement of Bergen-Belsen it “was the first time many people had 

actually heard of a concentration camp”  

(2)  In source A it also suggests that “the notion that the ordinary Danes or Italians would have 

acted as the ordinary Germans did is not believable,” implying that German population were 

uniquely anti-Semitic and actively engaged in the process.  This is CONTRADICTED in source B 

where it suggests the people denied it saying “No, no, Germany didn’t do this,” implying they 

were shocked that something like this could happen. 

In both these case DIFFERENCES have been IDENTIFIED, however it is important to note that 

there are SIMILARITIES; 

(3) In source A it says that with “so many involved” German must have been aware of the 

concentration camps, a fact that is supported by Source B, where the woman claims “I had heard of 

concentration camps even prior to 1938”. 

One important skill is therefore apparent in this process.  By identifying similarities and differences 

it shows you can analyse sources, comparing and contrasting the evidence that two accounts 

provide.  However to go that step further you need to EVALUATE why there is this difference of 

opinion.  This can then act as the basis of considering which source is more RELIABLE or USEFUL.   

For example; 

Look at the sections of source B that are highlighted red.  By noticing these particular aspects we 

can possible draw some conclusions about the reliability of the source: 



 As it is written by a young German woman after the war, she may be keen to stress that 

she and her fellow inhabitants of Hamburg had no knowledge of the horrors of Bergen-

Belsen – in the source she certainly seems determined to stress this at the start. 

 Given that this is only one interpretation from one part of Germany, one could question 

whether it is representative of the entire population. 

There are also aspects of source A that must be taken into account; 

 The language used, particularly when pointing out “how could the German people 

subsequently plead total ignorance?” implies that the historian is expressing a 

particularly critical view on the role of the German people in the Holocaust.  There 

are some historians that challenge this view – Your own knowledge on the 

Historiography of the past will help develop this. 

So which account is more reliable, useful and accurate? 

These skills in source analysis (where you examine what the source is saying and what it means – 

this is more than just describing it) and source evaluation (where you examine a source for its 

reliability or utility) are required for this unit. 

You have a go; 

Below are two more sources focused on the subject matter you will be taught; The Making of 

Modern Britain.  Read them both carefully and the complete the following tasks 

STAGE 1:  In one colour highlight differences between the two sources about this topic 

STAGE 2:  In a different colour highlight any similarities between the two sources. 

STAGE 3:  In a final colour highlight any aspects that might help explain the authors view or might 

help evaluate its reliability/utility. 

Source A 

"Twenty five years ago much of Western Europe lay literally in ruins.  Economic and 

industrial life had come to a standstill.  For us here in Britain it was different.  We were 

bruised, we were exhausted, but our economy and our industry remained intact.  In Europe 

they were able again to start from scratch but we had to make do and mend.  So it was not 

surprising when those countries, first matched and then overtook Britain in economic 

performance.  A new world has already emerging; and it is to the credit of our Party that from 

an early stage we recognised that fact.  Later we tried to join the united and prospering efforts 

of the major countries of Western Europe, but then Britain was foiled in the attempt by the 

veto of President de Gaulle.  Our special strength is our stamina, in going on with what needs 

doing until it is done.  We never know when we are beaten and that way we are never beaten.  

That is why Europe needs us.  We speak our mind.  We have something to say, and once 

more when we give our word the world believes us." 

- Adapted from Edward Heath’s speech to the Conservative Party Conference in 1971  



Source B 

"For years we argued: should Britain join the EEC or not?  At last we did.  Our case is based 

on the real advantages for Britain and Britain’s friends of our staying in.  It offers the best 

protection for our standard of living, the best foundation for greater prosperity.  Al the 

original six members have found that.  They done well – much better than we have – over the 

past 15 years. 

Staying in protects our jobs.  Jobs depend upon our industries investing more and being able 

to sell in the world.  If we came out, our industry would be based on the smallest home 

market of any major exporting country in the world, instead of on the Community market of 

any major exporting country in the world, instead of one the Community market of 250 

million people.  It is very doubtful if we could then negotiate a free trade agreement with the 

Community.  Even if we could, we would have to accept many Community rules without 

having the say we now have in their making.  So we could lose free access not only to the 

Community market itself but to the 60 or more other countries with which the Community 

has trade agreements. 

- From a campaign leaflet produced by the Britain in Europe campaign entitled ‘Why you 

should vote yes’.  This was distributed to all households by the Post Office during the days 

immediately before the 1975 referendum on Europe. 

 

Remember that the key to answering this question is to explain the value of the sources by 

considering the content, as well as its provenance – who  – this usually means: ‘up to a point 

but…’ – in other words an assessment of both differences and similarities.  The latter is often 

more difficult, but if you look carefully they are there.  Also remember to explain the differences 

rather than describing them. 

Historiography 

As mentioned earlier, there is often a keen debate that takes place amongst historians about the 

past.  Often these debates can lead to different groups of historians taking one view and another 

group having a different perspective.  When this occurs they can fall into ‘Historical Schools of 

thought’.   

 

 

 

 

 



General Skills 
General Skills: Taking Notes 

On both side of the course your teacher may often set you tasks that 

require you to read a series of texts and make notes from them on a 

given topic.  At the time this sounds simple enough, you write it in 

your record book and move on to your next lesson.  Of course 

when you get home and see the mountain of reading you’ve been it 

suddenly occurs to you – WHAT SHOULD I WRITE DOWN??? 

Copying out the text word-for-word is certainly not the answer, nor 

very feasible so what do you write down and what do you leave out? 

The answer to this is not simple and like any skill it will take time to develop and is often quite 

personal to the individual.  Some people like 

 Writing bullet points in a list format 

 Making spider diagrams with arrows, drawings and colour 

 Writing in full paragraphs with developed explanations 

There is not right, or wrong answer to this, but whatever technique you use the process of reading 

and making notes essentially involves a FILTERING process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By then end if this process what you should be picking out from the reading might include some 

of the following aspects: 

 

 

 

The last aspect of your opinion on what you have read is really important because it shows that 

you are THINKING about the text rather than simply writing about the past. 

You have a go; 

 

 

differences 

significance 

arguments 

Key evidence 

criticisms 

events 

dates 

names 

similarities + your opinion 



In the tasks you have been given over the summer you will need to develop these skills 

 

General Skills: Setting up your folder with notes and reading: 

Over the course of the two years you will be given a lot of reading material, complete a lot of essays 

and make a lot of notes.  When revising these will be vital in helping you to prepare for the exams 

and so it’s important that you set up a system to organise your work now.  Please: 

¦ Buy TWO lever-arch folders for each of the COMPONENT with a pack of 10 part dividers – 

Keep this at home 

¦ Label the dividers with the key topic areas for the TWO components 

¦ Insert reading and work into each sub-section every two weeks. 

¦ Put all essays, exam papers and feedback into a separate section.   

¦ Bring a travelling folder to Sixth Form which has the last two weeks of work and reading. 

¦ Bring in all textbooks. 

General Skills: Setting Up an electronic folder 

¦ In the N drive on your computer set up a separate folder entitled History 

¦ Within this folder set up the following sub-folders 

o 7042/1H – Tsarist and Communist Russia 

 Presentations 

 Essays 

 Notes 

o 7042/2S – Making of Modern Britain 

 Presentations 

 Essays 

 Notes 

o 7042/3C 

 Presentations 

 Essays 

 Notes 

 

General Skills: Presentations 

Over the course of the two years you will be asked to complete a number of class presentations, 

either individually or as a group.  These are an important part of your development as it not only 

builds your confidence in presenting to an academic audience, but also ensures you understand the 

topic more thoroughly.  However there are some do’s and don’ts to consider when preparing and 

delivering your presentation: 

¦ DO use PowerPoint. 



¦ DO complete it on time for the lesson 

¦ DO have a more detailed set of notes to refer to, but that can also be used as a hand-out for 

the rest of the class. 

¦ DO make sure you have saved/sent your work to yourself so you can access it. 

¦ DO use images, but make sure they’re RELEVANT 

¦ DO listen to the presentations 

¦ DON’T use complicated background colours and fonts as they often clash. 

¦ DON’T make the font too small 

¦ DON’T fill each slide with writing – pick out the key aspects that you’re going to discuss. 

¦ DON’T just copy the reading – give your opinion 

¦ DON’T shirk your responsibility if you’re working in a group – take part, both in the 

preparation and presentation. 

¦ DON’T read off the board – face your audience! 

General Skills: Preparing for Assessments 

80% of the course will be exam based so it’s important to prepare effectively for the assessment – 

work smart!  Make sure you: 

¦ Prepare essay plans from past papers 

¦ Write essays and get them marked. 

¦ Write flash cards to remember key content 

¦ Make revision active rather than passive – you’ll remember more! 

 

General Skills: Homework  

You are going to be set homework in most of your lessons.  The basic principle to work on is that 

for every 1 hour lesson you should spend a further 1 hour of your own time working on that subject.  

Of course this doesn’t have to just be at home.  You can do homework in the Durning Room during 

assignment workshops or even in your free time!  Either way please make sure: 

¦ Work is handed in on time. 

¦ Has your name on it. 

¦ Is worth marking!   

 

 

 

 

 



Resources to Get Hold Of 
 

Books to purchase for course. 

The department only has a limited supply of books available and so students are expected to 

purchase their own copies of the books listed below.  These will be used in every lesson, as part of 

homework and will be vital for revision.   

 

 

Optional Additions 

The standard textbooks are all that is required to access the course. However some students like to 

read more around the subject and get a variety of viewpoints. If this appeals to you there are a few 

books that we can recommended as useful for the course. 

Russia: 

‘A People’s Tragedy’ Orlando Figes 
‘The Whisperers’ Orlando Figes 
‘A History of Modern Russia’ Robert Service 
‘The Last of Tsars: Nicholas II’ Robert Service 
‘Lenin’ Robert Service 
‘Stalin: The Court of the Red Tsar’ Simon Sebag Montefiore 
 

Book Author ISBN Publication Date Cost 

AQA History A-Level History: 
Tsarist and Communist Russia 
1855-1964 (strongly advised) 

Chris Corin and 
Terry Fiehn 

97814718378
07 

June 2015 Between  
£14 - £25 
on 
Amazon 

AQA History A-Level – Tsarist 
and Communist Russia 1855-
1964 (compulsory) 

Sally Waller 97801983546
73 

May 2015 Between  
£15 -£25 
on 
Amazon 

AQA History for A-Level: The 
Making of Modern Britain 1951-
2007 (compulsory) 

J M A Hugh 97801983546
42 

Sept 2015 Between  
£15 - £24 
on 
Amazon 

Access to History: Britain 1945-
2007 2nd Edition (strongly 
advised to purchase) 

Michael Lynch 97814718390

92 
Oct 2015 Between 

£13 - £27 
on 
Amazon 

Access to History: The 
Unification of Germany and the 
Challenge of Nationalism 4th 
Edition (compulsory) 

Alan Farm and 
Andrina Stiles 

97814718390
30 

Oct 2015 Between 
£13 - £27 
on 
Amazon 



Modern Britain: 

‘The History of Modern Britain’ Andrew Marr 

‘Never Had It So Good: A History of Britain from Suez to the Beatles’ Dominic Sandbrook 

‘White Heat: A History of Britain in the Swinging Sixties 1964-1970’ Dominic Sandbrook 

‘State of Emergency: The Way We Were: Britain, 1970-1974’ Dominic Sandbrook 

‘Seasons in the Sun: The Battle for Britain, 1974-1979’ Dominic Sandbrook 

‘Our Times’ A.N. Wilson 

‘The Downing Street Years’ Margaret Thatcher 

 

Unification of Germany:  

‘A History of Modern Germany: 1800 to Present’ Martin Kitchen 

‘A History of Germany: 1815-1990’ William Carr 

‘Iron Kingdom: The Rise and Downfall of Prussia 1600-1947’ Christopher Clark 

‘Bismarck: A Life’ Jonathan Steinberg 

‘History of Germany 1780-1918: The Long Nineteenth Century’ David Blackbourn 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.amazon.co.uk/Never-Had-So-Good-History-ebook/dp/B00S5ZAXFY/ref=sr_1_5?dchild=1&keywords=dominic+sandbrook&qid=1588756306&s=books&sr=1-5
https://www.amazon.co.uk/White-Heat-History-Swinging-1964-1970/dp/0349118205/ref=sr_1_4?dchild=1&keywords=dominic+sandbrook&qid=1588756306&s=books&sr=1-4
https://www.amazon.co.uk/State-Emergency-Were-Britain-1970-1974/dp/0141032154/ref=sr_1_2?dchild=1&keywords=dominic+sandbrook&qid=1588756306&s=books&sr=1-2
https://www.amazon.co.uk/Seasons-Sun-Battle-Britain-1974-1979/dp/0141032162/ref=sr_1_3?dchild=1&keywords=dominic+sandbrook&qid=1588756306&s=books&sr=1-3


Sample Essays 
 

The following are some sample essays which previous students have completed. They are 

designed to demonstrate the quality of the work you will be doing at A-level and will hopefully be 

an interesting read. 

7042/1H – Tsarist and Communist Russia 

Using your understanding of the historical context, assess how convincing the arguments in these 

three extracts are in relation to the impact of Soviet industrial policy between 1921 and 1941. 30 

marks 

In Extract A, Ponomaryov argues quite convincingly that the Soviet industrial economy 

between 1928 and 1941 was a triumph for Russia as it created a socialist economy – a 

triumph over the ‘capitalist system’. This is somewhat convincing, as the industrial policy 

was based on Lenin’s 1920s plans for building socialism; and the motivations behind the Five 

Year Plans was certainly one based on Leninist Marxism just like Lenin’s War.  Communism, 

the Five Year Plans were based as having a command economy that would set high quotas 

(for example, to increase overall production by 300% in the First Five Year Plan) in order to 

create an industrial economy that was giving goods to the state for redistribution.  Each part 

of the new industrial policy was geared towards creating the conditions in which a new 

‘socialist man’ could flourish, so factories like Magnitogorsk were built where 100,000 

people lived in communal barracks – showing how the new industrial policy was based on 

creating both the economic and social conditions for socialism, making the interpretation 

convincing in that this industrial policy helped create the conditions for ‘building socialism’.  

The extract is also convincing in that the ‘hardships’ were ‘shouldered by the working class’.  

This is convincing as the workers worked in 12 hour days, in poor and overcrowded 

conditions – with rents that took a half of their wages, showing the burden on the working 

class.  However, Ponomaryov’s inference that this was done with ‘heroism’ and was self-

motivated is less convincing.  There were strict labour laws in 1940 that restricted the 

workers’ rights and meant that they had very little choice in continuing to work.  However, it 

is still convincing in showing that the industrial policy had a negative impact on workers.  

The interpretation is also less convincing in its suggestion that the ‘USSR had been 

converted into an industrial country’ as less than a quarter of the population were working 

in the factories at this point, and industrial areas were concentrated in particular regions 

(like Donbass) and around Moscow, suggesting that while the economy may have started to 

become more industrial, the ‘country’ itself was not. 

 

Kuromiya similarly and convincingly suggests that the industrial policy had a positive impact 

on the economy, but stresses that this came at the expense of the population, and therefore 

their positive impact was united.  The suggestion that the ‘achievements were dazzling but 

characterised by continuous crisis’ is very convincing.  Under the Second Five Year Plan they 

underwent a gigantomania as many impressive industrial complexes were built, such as the 



Moscow Metro and the Dnieprostoi Dam which seem to advertise and symbolise Russian 

industrial success.  However, there were also real issues and ‘crisis’ which matched these 

successes, for example the devastating fuel crisis under the Third Five Year Plan, and the 

fact that they often failed to meet targets: under the First chemical targets (to increase by 

600%) were not met, and under the Second coal targets were not met.  This makes the 

interpretation convincing as despite some symbolically ‘dazzling’ successes, there were also 

limitations to this image of prosperity and success.  The source is also very convincing in its 

suggestion that these apparent successes came at ‘the expense of the population’, as 

production was prioritised over the wellbeing of the population – this is particularly seen in 

the Third Five Year Plan which geared itself towards rearmament.  With the threat of war – 

spending on defence doubled and 87% of their production was in munitions.  This meant 

that grain was simply not reaching the peasant markets as they were used for export to 

fund this – and the standard of living fell by 13%.  The same happened under the Second 

Five Year Plan where despite the successes in industry, there was a famine in 1932.  The 

interpretation is limited in its generalisation that the ‘working class was forced to cope and 

live in destitution’, as the introduction of privileges in 1931 provided an incentive for some 

to work, and many workers showed genuine enthusiasm towards industrialising Russia 

shown in the Stakhanovite movement but ultimately this was quite unlike the creation of 

NEP men under the NEP, who were more free to be innovative in Russia – suggesting as 

Kuromiya does that Stalin’s industrial policy had a more negative effect on the people under 

the Five Year Plans than under the NEP. 

 

In contrast to the above interpretations, Barber and Harrison very convincingly suggest that 

the industrial policy ‘before 1928’ (under the NEP) was more successful that Stalin’s 

command economy which did ‘damage’ to the economy.  The interpretations suggestion 

that the plans were ‘over ambitious’ and therefore showed ‘the triumph of political decrees 

over economical considerations’ is very convincing.  The fact that they were ambitious did 

little to help the economy and instead created the foundations for competition in the 

economy as managers were forced to falsify their production in order to avoid arrest for 

sabotage of their industry.  Similarly, Stalin’s political motivation to have supreme power led 

to ‘resources’ being used with ‘less efficiency’.  This is seen in the ‘industrial purges’ that 

started with the Shakhty Show trial in which 5 engineers were executed for economic 

sabotage.  While this was intended to provide a scapegoat for economic failures, the 

industrial purge that followed simply meant that efficient and skilled managers were 

removed, leading to a poor organisation of industry, making the interpretation convincing in 

that resources like skilled managers were wasted for political gains.  However, Barber and 

Harrison’s suggestion that the ‘reorganisation of the NEP did decisive damage to the rural 

economy’ is not wholly convincing.  The NEP had created some unfavourable conditions by 

1928 – despite its early successes – with NEP men paying twice as much for grain than the 

state, and therefore damaging central control of the rural economy.  Most importantly, the 

NEP never exported more than 3 million tonnes of grain, suggesting that it wasn’t wholly 

beneficial and under collectivisation from 1929, while production may have declined state 



procurements did not as they hand under the NEP, suggesting that the interpretation is less 

convincing in its evaluation of ‘damages to the rural economy’ after Stalin’s Great Turn.  This 

interpretation is therefore most convincing in illustrating the counter-productive policies 

that became a part of Stalin’s industrial policies, nor the detrimental effect of Lenin’s NEP. 

 

Examiner comment: 

Sound grasp of key arguments and excellent provision of OK to support and question 

interpretations.  Coverage is not complete nor evaluation always balanced but sufficient for 

lower L5 25/30 

 

‘The main aim of Alexander III was to reverse his father’s policies.’ 

Assess the validity of this view with reference to the years 1855 to 1984 - 25 marks 

 

Alexander III came to his reign in 1881 to a Russia that he believed to have been destabilised 

by his father’s policies and reforms that had earned him the name ‘Tsar Liberator’.  And 

while it is true to say however that there was some continuity in their policies after 1866, 

regression ultimately characterised Alexander’s regime, while his father had radically 

changed society.   

 

Under Alexander III many of Alexander II’s policies that had created a freer society were 

reversed in order to increase his central power.  This can be most noted in his reforms to 

local government that starkly opposed his father.  Alexander II had created a Zemstra in 

1863 which was elected through electoral colleges and would have powers to reform social 

policies but turned into a much more politically critical body, where liberal intelligent would 

meet and could criticise tsarist policies.  Alexander III therefore helped to steer this critical 

body towards only social reform by introducing Land Captains in 1889 who had the power to 

influence elections to the Zemstra (and therefore could elect non-critical members of the 

nobility to the body). The 1890 Zemstra Act also had the effect of increasing central control 

by steering Zemstra discussion only on to social reform and not onto politics, helping to 

suppress some of the ‘seedbeds of liberalism’ that had been introduced under his father.  

Alexander III also attempted to eradicate political opposition in the judicial system.  His 

father had also attempted this, but had been unsuccessful with his introduction of show 

trials but the case of Vera Zasulich (who had shot and killed Trepor but had been acquitted) 

was never allowed to happen under Alexander III as it may give way to further political 

opposition.  Therefore, his reform to introduce Governor Generals in 1881 who dealt with 

political crimes and closed court sessions meant that political opposition was being 

suppressed and not allowed to manifest as it had done under his father.  However, while 

Alexander did introduce these policies to eradicate the opportunities of political opposition 

he was somewhat limited in his success.  While it is true that the People’s Will had been 

executed when Alexander III came to power it simply had the effect of pushing opposition 

underground seen in the creation of the 1883 Emancipation of Labour Group and the 

Muscovite Society of Publishers and Translators who were all pushed underground.  



Nevertheless, while under Alexander II political opposition had been able to manifest with 

the creation of the Zemstra for example, it was not tolerated under Alexander III and was 

mainly pushed underground. 

 

However, it must be noted that there was some continuity between Alexander II and 

Alexander III, suggesting that he did not want to completely ‘reverse his father’s reforms’.  

In 1866, an assassination attempt on Alexander II by Karakazov had stated Alexander was on 

path to reverse some of his reforms which Alexander III could be said to have simply been 

continuing after his 1881 manifesto an Unshakeable Autocracy.  After 1866 some of his 

education reforms were revised under Tolstoy who was one of the new conservative 

ministers he had put in place (along with Sharator to head the Third Section for example).  

Under these changed he limited university to only those from gimnazii?? (academic) 

schools, and replaced many subjects that were seen as ‘radical’ (like literature with scientific 

courses (like maths) in order to reduce the threat of radicalised students like the one who 

had made an attempt on his life.  Alexander III extended this policy by forbidding students 

from grouping more than 5 people (so that revolutionary groups could not gather) and 

restricting the peasantry to primary education ‘lest they be taken from the environment to 

which they belong’.  However, the nature of this reform is still different to Alexander II who 

didn’t reverse his policies on class, which had somewhat blurred the lines of social 

distinctions for example in his 1874 military reforms which had extended conscription to 

everybody regardless of class, and of which 14% of Junker (military) schools were peasants 

suggesting that Alexander III still more repressive than he father, even when following his 

father’s policy. 

 

Nevertheless, Alexander III still left some of the fundamentals of his father’s reforms 

untouched, most notably in the 1861 Emancipation of the Serfs and the drive towards 

industrialisation.  Alexander III did not reverse these policies but aided them by ending the 

‘temporary obligation’ period of the peasants to the nobility in 1881 and therefore fully 

freeing the Serfs even making further concessions toward the peasantry in abolishing the 

poll tax in 1885 and creating the Peasant Land Bank in 1883 showing that Alexander still 

went some way to improve this father’s policies despite his repression in Russification and 

reversing some of the father’s tolerance of political opposition that built into his father’s 

reforms. Therefore, Alexander III certainly reversed his father’s policies and even bred 

political opposition with his aim ultimately being one characterised by a reaction in contrast 

to his father’s aim of liberation.   
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7042/2S – Modern Britain 

With reference to these sources and your understanding of the historical context, assess the value 

of these three sources to an historian studying the reasons for the 1984/85 miners’ strike.  

           30 marks 

Source A, a speech made by the head of the NUM at the time of the 1984-85 Miners’ Strike, Arthur 

Scargill, is very valuable when examining the reasons why the strike took place.  Here Scargill 

retrospectively states that the strike was ‘a political strike’ which he sees to have been caused by 

Thatcher herself.  This is a valuable interpretation as it shows how the Miners felt they were forced 

into taking action when faced with a dishonest government.  Scargill’s emphasis on the ‘intransigent’ 

‘unjust’ government shows clearly how the NUM did not trust the Thatcher administration and 

believed that the pit closures were a political manoeuvre, rather than a justified economic plan. 

 

Furthermore, Source A’s content shows us both sides of the proposed pit closures, which were the 

catalysts for widespread strike action.  Here Scargill points out how the government violated its own 

NUM-approved, Coal Board approved ‘Plan for Coal’ only to announce 5 immediate closures behind 

the miners’ backs.  This supports Scargill’s leak in 1984 of a proposed 70 pit closure plan over double 

the closures proposed to the Coal Board itself.  This once again is valuable as it shows how mistrust 

of the government and dishonestly was a significant cause of the very much politicised Miners’ 

Strike. 

 

However, Source A is limited by its provenance and purpose.  Arthur Scargill was the socialist, 

extremely left-wing head of the NUM in 1984.  Therefore, the entire speech has been made to justify 

the strike action of 1984-85, with a clear focus on the dishonesty of the ‘ruthless’ ‘capitalist’ 

government.  This means that to some extent the reasons for the strike could have been overly 

politicised and blamed on the Thatcher government, as the Right Wing Conservative government of 

the time was a stark contrast to Scargill’s own political beliefs. 

 

Overall Source A is valuable as it shows us the strong feelings of betrayal amongst the miners of the 

NUM, however, not all did strike with the NUM, e.g. the Nottinghamshire Miners and how they felt 

the strike was caused by the manipulations of the capitalist government. 

 

Source B, in stark contrast to A is an extract from Thatcher’s own autobiography.  This source is once 

again very valuable as it demonstrates Thatcher’s opinions on why the strike began, and was 

necessary.  There is an emphasis throughout on the ‘critical’ nature of this period and like Source A, 

Thatcher recognises how it was a political strike.  Source B argues that the Miners’ Strike was a result 

of ‘Marxist, militant’ unionist, who had previously made Britain ungovernable.  The extent of 

industrial action had been seen continuously up to this point, however, the Miners’ Strike of 1973 



which lead to the ‘3 day-week’ and the Winter of Discontent (1978-79) were two examples fresh in 

Thatcher’s mind of how unchallenged Union powers could cripple the country. Thatcher argues that 

the British coal industry was ‘unable to compete’ on an international market, and then infers that 

the left-wing unionists could not accept the decline of coal and felt the need to take militant action.  

The 1984 Battle of Orgreave is seen as a definitive example of the politicisation of the issue, that 

Thatcher argues allowed the government to defeat the power of the Union movement. 

 

On the other hand, the value of this source is limited as coming from Thatcher’s own autobiography 

it places all the responsibilities on the Miners, refusing to acknowledge that the governments pit 

closure policy was ever at fault or inflammatory towards the Miners whose livelihoods depended on 

coal and who were not provided with alternatives.  Finally, ideologically Thatcher opposed 

everything the NUM and its often very left-wing members stood for, so the source focuses mainly on 

the government’s ‘defeat of the Marxist militants’, rather than the underlying causes of the strike 

itself. 

 

Overall the source provides a valuable insight into Thatcher’s opinion as to why the strikes began 

and how they were unjustifiable, but is limited by its right-wing bias and focus on Conservative 

victory over anything else. 

 

Source C is perhaps the most valuable to an historian studying the reasons behind the Miners’ Strike 

in 1984-85.  Although it is a Conservative Party document, that pre-dates both the 1984 Miners’ 

Strike and the Winter of Discontent, Source C’s content recognises the need for the next Tory 

government to break the powerful Unions if it wants the freedom to ……………… and denationalise 

industry in order to make it more efficient.  The negative tone (‘vulnerability to powerful Unions’) 

demonises the nationalised industries and supports the miners mistrust of the government shown in 

Source A.  The Conservatives wanted to denationalise industry (which they did from 1979 onwards 

e.g. BT in 1981) and destroy the public monopolies in many key areas.  This threat to the Miners 

whole livelihoods and way of life is the reason behind the 1984 strike. 

 

Furthermore, the admission of a Tory ‘stealth’ policy to achieve denationalisation further explains 

the Miner’s anger and the strike of 1984, making this source very valuable.  When the NUM had 

been told 23 pits would be closed, Arthur Scargill discovered and leaked plans for a further 70 

closures.  Naturally, the dishonestly of the hostile Capitalist government, combined with the now 

imminent threat.  Unemployment explains why the Miners took to strike action once again, this time 

in a particularly extreme way – there were 5,000 miners picketing at Orgreave in 1984.  Lastly, 

Thatcher’s decision to stockpile coal and oil in advance and announce closures in Spring/Summer 

when the demand for coal was lowest proves once more the government’s ‘stealth’ plan that so 

angered the Miners. 

 



Lastly, this source is limited to a minor extent as once again it is a Conservative view point that 

predicts that the strikes would be caused by de-nationalisation, whereas here it was the outright 

closure of many pits that outraged the Miners.  However, overall it is a very valuable source as it 

shows the aims of the opposition Conservative government in the 1970s and how these prior plans 

to break the Unions that had brought down the two previous governments eventually caused the 

Miners’ Strike of 1984-85. 

 

To conclude, all three sources have their own merits and validity when studying the Miners’ Strike of 

1984-85, however, whilst Sources A and B are extremely opinionated.  Source C shows us the history 

behind the pit closures and how the government planned to reform industry as a whole and it was 

these changes (and closures in this case) that led to the NUM taking direct action against the 

government in 1984. 

 ‘Margaret Thatcher’s achievements as prime minister in the years 1979 to 1990 were limited.’ 

Assess the validity of this view.        25 marks 

Margaret Thatcher’s achievements depend on the political perspective. From the point of view of 

the right wing, Thatcher was creative, transformed British politics and the economy whilst 

reasserting Britain’s place in the world by her image as the ‘Iron Lady’. However, the left wing 

approach to this is that she was socially destructive and did not achieve all of her aims. The greatest 

achievements of Thatcher were the role in the ending of the Cold War, privatisation and the 

‘smashing of the trade unions’. However, Thatcherism aimed to reduce taxation, inflation and 

centralisation – none of which did it manage. Thatcher’s greatest achievements were in politics and 

foreign policy, however she only achieved partial success in economics and social. Differentiation 

Good start 

Firstly, the political achievements of Margaret Thatcher is that she smashed the power of the trade 

unions so never again could they hold the government to ransom. The fact Thatcher managed to 

achieve three consecutive terms on its own is an achievement but she did it as a woman. Margaret 

Thatcher’s conviction politics and bold leadership style would have an impact on British politics 

after. Major was criticised for his role as a conciliator and Blair praised for his presidential style. 

However, Thatcher’s political conviction meant that her personal popularity reached a low of 21% in 

1981 and saw her downfall was mostly of her own making – ironic. Thatcher’s key 

Secondly the economic achievements of Thatcher were limited. The first policy of monetarism was 

later abandoned in 1986 because whilst it was successful in reducing inflation from 19% in 1979 to 

5% in 1982, it increased unemployment to 3 million in 1983. A great economic achievement of 

Thatcher was the smashing of the unions in the miners strike of 1984-5 which encouraged other 

employers to suppress wage demands, for example Rupert Murdoch in 1986. The legislation 

introduced by Norman Tebbit in 1980 and 82 were crucial to bringing the trade union membership 

down from 13.5 million in 1979 to 10 million in 1990. Thatcher was successful in privatisation, but 

selling off key assets the government raised £4400 million between 1986-7 which enabled the tax 

cuts and unemployment benefit. The deregulation of financial markets and other areas such as 

hospitals and schools allowed the way for popular capitalism as shareholders rose from 3 million in 



1979 to 9 million in 1989. Balance However, it led to the great stock market crash of 1987, inflation 

rose back up to 10.9% in 1990 and it did not stop boom and bust. In terms of government spending 

Margeret Thatcher actually increased it, which is another paradox, mainly due to high 

unemployment. Thatcher borrowed £30 billion to pay for the Welfare State and social security, 

personal debt also doubled, which was deemed irresponsible. Whilst Thatcher did achieve her aims 

of rolling back the state; ‘selling off the family silver’ and smashing the trade union. Overall living 

standards did increase, but manufacturing output did not recover until 1987. It is true to say she 

transformed the economy in terms of her privatisation and deregulation, Thatcher was unable to 

stem economic decline as inflation was still an issue, as well as balance of payments. Therefore, 

Thatcher did have limited success. 

Thatcher was seen as the ‘Iron Lady’ abroad as she won the Falklands War in 1982-3 and managed to 

gain EEC rebate to the extent of £700 million in 1984. However, the Falklands was a mere blip in the 

decline of the empire as the negotiations with China over Hong Kong were still going, it was a great 

political and military success. Thatcher’s role in the ending of the Cold War was crucial as without 

the firmness of Western pressure and spending on missiles such as the ‘Stars Wars’ shield the cold 

war many not have ended in 1989. In Europe Thatcher was successful in integrating Britain further in 

the EEC through the Single Market Act in 1986 and the ERM in 1990 but did she want to? however 

at the cost of rising divisions in the Conservative Party. Thatcher’s success in Rhodesia can be 

discredited as she was lucky with timing. Thatcher did achieve success in reasserting its new role in 

Europe and post-Falklands there was a surge of national prestige, however it did not last. Thatcher 

and Kohl? 

Socially, Thatcher has been criticised for her economic policies and attitude towards individualism 

and traditional Victorian Values as being socially divisive. This can be seen in the widening of the rich 

and poor gap, as the top band for income tax was reduced from 86% to 60%, however the basic rate 

was only reduced three percent. Thatcher polarised attitudes which led to the increase in violence 

and urban disturbances, for example the Poll tax rioting in 1990 and riots in Toxteth and Moss Side 

in 1981. Thatcher’s period saw an increase in extra-parliamentary groups as a void needed to be 

filled by direct action. However, the Housing Act of 1980 which saw the sale of 2 million council 

houses was a key achievement of Margaret Thatcher, although it was limited as it was mainly better 

off areas and the revenue raised went on paying off debts not building new homes. So, serious 

downsides? 

Thatcher achieved the curbing of local left wing councils by the Local Government Act of 1986 but it 

actually increased the power of central government, ‘nationalisation of blame’. 

In conclusion, Thatcher was limited in her achievements over the economy and socially. However, 

her achievements in destroying enemies such as the trade unions and left wing councils were greatly 

successful. Thatcher ran out of enemies in her destructive manner and this was a key reason to her 

downfall. Even Thatcher’s main achievements such as the ending of the post-war consensus can be 

limited by reasons such as Callaghan suggested that Keynesian was dead and Thatcher actually 

continued rising welfare spending. In summary, Thatcher did not transform the society of Britain, 

nor did she manage an economic revolution. 

Level 5, 23 marks 



The response is good. From the outset there is a clear argument advanced which is sustained 

throughout the response. Knowledge is used very well indeed with good, specific detail. At 

times however this can lack the development that would really drive home the point being 

made. It is clear that this candidate has a good appreciation of the period and that a 

balanced, substantiated answer is being advanced. The development of the factors in a little 

more depth would have warranted top of the level. As it is the style and specific support fully 

warrants the Level 5 awarded 

 

Summer Tasks 
 

Russia 7042/1H  

COMPULSORY TASK 

BACKGROUND: RUSSIA IN THE 19TH CENTURY 

1. Read and highlight handout entitled ‘Russia in 1815’ by Sherman pg 1-13 

2. Using the reading make notes under the following headings: 

 - THE GEOGRAPHY OF RUSSIA 

 - SOCIAL STRUCTURE 

 - THE POLITICAL STRUCTURE (AUTOCRACY) 

 - TRADE, INDUSTRY AND THE ECONOMY  

3. What would you conclude about Russia at the start of the 19th Century? 

 

OPTIONAL EXTENSION TASK 

3.  Read the article on Alexander II’s inheritance and the Crimean War from Bromley pages 13-22 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES 

5.  Watch the film Dr Zhivago to give you an insight into Tsarist and post-Tsarist Russia 

6.  Produce a timeline of key events in Russian History between the dates 1855-1917 – focus 

mainly on domestic politics and economics. 

 

 



Modern Britain 7042/2S  

COMPULSORY TASKs 

THE MAKING OF MODERN BRITAIN, 1951-2007 

1. You need to read Article 1 outlining the history of Britain’s two largest political parties. Once 

you have read them you need to: 

- Explain what you think are the three major principles or goals of each party. 

Use these articles and some online research to complete this task 

2. Read Article 2 about the Labour Government of 1945-51.  Your A-Level Course begins in the 

year 1951 so it is important to know the context of what came before it.  Once you have finished 

reading it: 

- Write down what you feel are the three most significant achievements of this 

government and explain why. 

- Write down one failure of this government and explain why you think it’s a failure.  

3. Complete Timeline activity outlined in Task 3 document. 

OPTIONAL EXTENSION TASKS 

4.  Watch film ‘The Iron Lady’ 

5. Research the History of the Liberal Party 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES 

6.  Read Andrew Marr’s ‘A History of Modern Britain’ 

 

Unification of Germany 7042/2S  

COMPULSORY TASK 

1. You need to open the word document titled ‘Unification of Germany Summer Task’.  

2. There are three research area to complete with questions to help guide you on what to look for. 

3. You can present your research how you like but perhaps as a word document or a PowerPoint. 

OPTIONAL EXTENSION TASKS 

4.  Do some background reading on the French Revolution- this event will have a huge impact on 

Ger4many in the 1800s. 


