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Introduction 
This exemplar material serves as a general guide. It provides the following benefits to a teacher: 
 
• Gives teachers an appreciation of the variety of work that can be produced for this unit 
 
• Shows how the mark scheme has been applied by a senior assessor 
 
• Provides examples of both good and weak application of different parts of the mark scheme 
 
• Provides real examples of work conducted under controlled assessment conditions. 

It is important to make the point that the teacher support materials play a secondary role to the 
Specification itself.  The Specification is the document on which assessment is based and specifies 
what content and skills need to be covered in delivering the course.  At all times, therefore, this 
teacher support should be read in conjunction with the Specification.  If clarification on a particular 
point is sought then that clarification should be found in the Specification itself.  

Guidance on using the generic mark scheme 

• The generic mark scheme must be used.   
 
• It consists of five bands.  Each of these bands has descriptors which cover a range of criteria 

and all the assessment objectives.   
 
• A 'best fit' approach should be adopted when using the mark scheme.  This means that an 

answer does not have to meet all the criteria in a band before being placed in that band.  
Look for a best match.  If an answer matches Band 4 better than either Band 3 or Band 5, 
even though it may contain elements of both Bands 3 and 5, it should be placed in Band 4. 

 
• The descriptors should be read and applied as a whole. 
 
• Answers should be read as a whole.  A 'tick box' approach should not be used when marking 

work, nor should it be used by candidates when they are writing their answers. 
 
• The most important criteria in the descriptors of any band are the ones in the first few bullet 

points.  These are to do with relevance, focus, command of the topic being analysed, 
organisation, the ability to form one's own arguments and judgements and justify them.  In 
other words – to answer the question.   

 
• When marking the work use these first bullet points to determine which band an answer goes 

into.  The quality of the use of sources/interpretations will be used to determine where in the 
band the answer can be placed.   
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Other guidance on deciding the mark within a band 

• The extent to which the statements within the band have been achieved 
 
• The quality of written communication. 
 
For example: 
 
• An answer that convincingly meets nearly all the requirements of a band descriptor should be 

placed at or near the top of that band. 
 
• An answer that meets many of the requirements of the band descriptor but never does so in 

a convincing manner should be placed in the middle of the band.   
 
• If an answer is on the borderline between two bands but it is decided that it fits better the 

descriptors for the lower of these two bands, then it should be placed near the top of that 
band. 

Annotation of candidates' work 

Annotating work can be helpful to both the marker and to the moderator.  There are two types of 
annotation: 
 
• Formative annotation.  This might consist of short comments made throughout the work.  It 

can be used to identify where a candidate, for example, produced explanation or an 
argument, or supports a point of view with use of evidence from sources.  Such comments 
are very helpful when a marker comes to make an overall assessment of the work. 

 
• Summative annotation.  This comes at the end of the work and attempts to sum up the key 

qualities of the work that have led to it being placed in a certain band.  It is helpful if the 
terminology of the generic mark scheme is used. 

 
OCR has produced a detailed guide to controlled assessment for this specification.  It can be 
downloaded from the OCR website using the following link: 
 
http://www.ocr.org.uk/download/sm/ocr_32340_sm_gcse_ca_guide.pdf  
 
Anyone who has not read the guide should do so as it contains some very important guidance. 
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Script A – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 



 

6 of 56 GCSE History B 



 

GCSE History B 7 of 56 



 

8 of 56 GCSE History B 



 

GCSE History B 9 of 56 



 

10 of 56 GCSE History B 

Script A – Moderator commentary 

The question, although familiar and predictable, is fine.  It is based on the 2010 generic question 
for the Depth Study.  However, it should be noted that some of the best work has been produced 
by candidates using questions on less familiar topics.  This often produced 'fresher' work and 
encourages candidates to produce arguments and points of view that are genuinely their own.  
This is what we are trying to encourage – provided they are supported by analysis and evidence. 
 
The first paragraph identifies a number of factors as well as Lenin.  It is good to see the candidate 
telling us what the argument is going to be (Trotsky was the most important factor).  It is 
encouraging to see the candidate having a point of view of his own.  Perhaps the introduction also 
needs a brief explanation of what the political change in 1917 consisted of. 
 
We might have expected the candidate to have started with Lenin as he is named in the question.  
His importance really needs to be compared with each of the others.  However, the candidate 
starts with the First World War (although it is difficult to see this as a long-term factor as the 
candidate states).  There is a good explanation of how and why the war had an impact back in 
Russia.  Evidence from sources is used to support the argument.  There are weak attempts at 
evaluation – the answer would be stronger without these.  A comparison with Lenin is attempted 
but it is not developed. 
 
The candidate moves on to the Tsar's mistakes.  The section on 1905 and the Duma are not really 
made relevant to 1917.  The answer is much better on the Tsar's mistakes in relation the First 
World War.  There is some use of sources to support the argument.  Towards the bottom of page 3 
there is a link made with the March Revolution and a comparison with Lenin. 
 
The answer then moves to Lenin.  His role is explained.  There is some use of sources to support it 
but weak evaluation.  Comments like these should be left out, for example, it is from a book from 
1987 so not accurate.  There is a good final paragraph assessing Lenin's importance. 
 
The answer moves on to Trotsky and then the Provisional Government.  The relative importance of 
Lenin and Trotsky are compared.  As Trotsky is the candidate's choice as most important factor we 
might have expected rather more analysis of him.  There is some use of sources to support.  The 
importance of the Provisional Government is explained well. 
 
The candidate does keep to the question and does compare the importance of each of the factors 
with the importance of Lenin.  He argues that Trotsky was the most important factor and it would 
have been better to have seen this emerging more strongly as the answer developed, for example, 
explaining why Trotsky was more important than each of the other factors.  As this has not been 
done the conclusion needs to be longer to finally establish the case for Trotsky.  However, it would 
have been better to have argued this throughout the answer so that a conclusion was not 
necessary. 
 
The candidate does compare factors and does make links, and does answer the question.  There 
is almost no irrelevance and the organisation is sound if not perfect.  The candidate demonstrates 
a good command of the topic, although there is some uncertainty in relation to short-term and long-
term causes.  The strength of the answer is that the candidate has a clear view of what his answer 
is and argues and supports it.  These qualities are in Band 5.  There is a frequent use of sources 
as evidence to support the analysis and the arguments – there could have been a little more.  
However, the major weaknesses of the work are the naive attempts at evaluation – these should 
have been left out.  The candidate touches on interpretations but this is not a major focus.   
 
Band 5 – selects and deploys relevant knowledge and information well.  This is used to answer the 
question.  Good understanding of the events.  The candidate is aware of links and makes good 
comparisons.  He develops an argument of his own which is supported.  Good regular use of 
sources to support the argument, although sometimes the sources are used to illustrate points 
rather than to support arguments.  Some awareness of interpretations.  The answer is too long but 
there is almost no irrelevance.  One way of shortening the answer would have been to have 
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covered fewer factors.  We are not expecting candidates to cover every possible aspect of a 
question.  They should make clear at the beginning of the answer what their strategy is.   
 
Overall – Band 5/48.  A few weaknesses here and there prevent full marks being awarded. 
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Script B – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script B – Moderator commentary 

 
The question is acceptable for the Role of the Individual.  It fits the generic question. 
 
There is nothing that can really be identified as an introduction.  The candidate begins by making a 
series of statements about Haig.  These statements are valid in themselves but are not related to 
why the Allies won in 1918, for example, references to the BEF and the Somme.  It is possible to 
link these to eventual victory but the candidate fails to attempt this.   
 
The candidate then tries to discuss a TV programme but there is little of merit in this and what is 
said is not related to the question.  The candidate then moves on to the Somme; again there is a 
failure to use any of the material to engage with the question.  By this stage of the answer very little 
has been said that engages directly with the question about Allied victory in the war.   
 
The candidate, without being explicit about it, then appears to move on to other factors that helped 
the Allied victory.  American entry into the war is dealt with first.  A couple of basic points are made 
with some attempt at providing support from sources, but all at a basic level.  However, the 
candidate does get closer to engaging with the question.  The candidate then moves on to other 
factors – tanks, the war at sea, and problems facing Germany.  These sections are better than the 
first half of the answer as they are closer to the question.  However, most of the factors are 
described.  There is no causal explanation and certainly no comparison in terms of importance.   
 
The candidate returns to Haig at the end.  This might be intended as a conclusion.  There are 
several general assertions and the references to the Somme add little.  A very weak conclusion.   
 
Overall this answer is Band 2/17 marks.  The answer contains some potentially relevant material 
which is almost nowhere deployed relevantly to answer the question.  There is some irrelevance 
but the main characteristic of the answer is a failure to use potentially relevant material to directly 
engage with the question.  There is little use of sources as support.  There is very little on Haig, 
especially as he is named in the question.  There is no attempt at comparing factors or making 
assessments.  There are some views but these are assertions.  Some relevant knowledge and 
information, some description of relevant factors.  Little understanding of broad context or the 
overall picture.  The answer is structured to some degree – it has a shape.  It briefly attempts a 
conclusion but it is very weak.  Little use of sources as supporting evidence. 
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Script C – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script C – Moderator commentary 

 
The question is acceptable for the Role of the Individual.  The first paragraph is rather crowded.  It 
presents the two interpretations about Haig – for and against.  There is support from sources and 
the candidate does present his own judgement – that Haig was not the most important reason for 
the Allied victory.  The final sentence is interesting.  This opening paragraph is the only section on 
Haig (apart from the conclusion).  As Haig is named in the question, one would have expected 
rather more on his contribution (what he actually did), although there is a good explanation of 
different interpretations. 
 
The candidate then moves on to other factors: the entry of the US into the war, the naval blockade 
and the failure of the final German offensive, and tanks.  In each of these sections there is some 
support from sources.  This sometimes works well but is not always effective.  There is some good 
explanation, for example, see the section on the US.  There is also some effective linking, for 
example, between the blockade and the failure of the German offensive.  There is some good 
explanation of the failure of the offensive and the effects of the blockade.  Overall, these sections 
contain good explanation, good command of the topic, some linking, some support from sources 
and an awareness of different interpretations.  The linking also involves comparing the relative 
importance of the factors.   
 
However, a major weakness is that the question asks about the importance of Haig and he does 
not reappear in this answer until the conclusion.  There is some very good work in the body of this 
answer but there is little that gives us the candidate's views and judgements about the question, ie 
the overall importance of Haig.  It would have been better if Haig had been compared with the 
other factors as each was dealt with.  The conclusion is weak.  The candidate argues that although 
Haig was important to the Allied victory, the other factors were also important.  However, much of 
what is said here simply repeats what has already been said about each of these factors.  There is 
little direct comparison, or linking, between Haig and the other factors. 
 
There is much good work in this answer.  The candidate has selected relevant knowledge and 
information and deployed it relevantly.  He demonstrates a good understanding of the topic and 
makes some interesting points.  In places there is a good understanding of interrelationships.  
There is some use of evidence from sources to support explanations.  There could be more and it 
does not always contribute to answering the question.  In places there is some interesting 
discussion of interpretations.  Some of the above are on the borderline between Bands 4 and 5.  
The main weakness of the work is that it lacks judgements/arguments from the candidate in 
relation to the question – how important was Haig in relation to the other factors.  This is only dealt 
with, and not very satisfactorily, in the conclusion.  The overall strategy of the candidate is to deal 
with each factor in turn (although there is some linking).  This means there is little comparison 
between Haig and the other factors and this in turn means there is little argument.  It is a shame 
this is left until the conclusion where it is not developed enough.  Overall – top of Band 4/42 
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Script D – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script D – Moderator commentary 

 
The question is acceptable and fits the generic question for the Role of the Individual.   
The introduction, however, is weak – the candidate fails to state what his argument is going to be 
or how the answer will be organised (a vague claim that 'you must first analyse both sides of the 
argument in great detail' is not enough).  The spelling and grammar are weak and this continues 
throughout the answer.   
 
The candidate begins by attempting a defence of Haig using some evidence from sources as 
support.  In places the answer loses focus on the 'unnecessary deaths' aspect of the question 
although there is an attempt to deal with this at the top of the second page.  The attempts at 
evaluation of sources are weak, for example, 'Both of these sources are very relibale because they 
come from a german point of view'. 
 
The second page of the answer does mention criticism of Haig and does try to deal with the 
criticisms.  This means that for most of the second page the candidate continues to attempt to 
defend Haig.  However, the candidate then turns to explaining the anti-Haig case.  Some of this is 
rather basic and simplistic.  It is a statement of the anti-Haig case rather than an evaluation of it.   
 
By the time one approaches the end of this answer it is still not clear what the overall 
argument/point of view of the candidate is.  There has been a defence of Haig and an explanation 
of the criticisms of him, but no overall argument.  This means that much rests on the conclusion.  
However, the conclusion is very weak.  It is unclear and fails to state the candidate's point of view.  
It contains assertions and no analysis, argument or evidence. 
 
Overall – a reasonable attempt to explain the arguments for and against Haig.  However, this is all 
the candidate does.  There is little attempt made by the candidate to develop, argue and justify a 
personal point of view.  The candidate surveys the relevant points and arguments but rarely goes 
any further (there are hints of attempting to do so on the first page). 
 
The candidate is never really in control of the topic or the arguments – but is not far off.  The work 
is mostly relevant, there is some understanding of the main aspects of the topic but this is 
uncertain in places.  There is some use of sources to support the explanations but more is 
required.  The sources are not used to support the candidate's own point of view – whatever that 
is.  There are weak attempts at evaluating sources. 
 
Towards the top end of Band 3 – uses mostly relevant knowledge and information and this is 
deployed relevantly up to a point, but it is not deployed to support arguments that are the 
candidate's own.  The organisation breaks down in places.  There are some structured 
explanations and some understanding of the topic and the issues.  The conclusions are not at all 
clear: they are barely attempted and are not substantiated.  There is some explicit use of sources 
to support explanations but more is needed, especially in relation to an argument and conclusion 
that are the candidate's own.  Weak attempts at evaluation – the candidate would have done better 
by leaving these out.     



 

26 of 56 GCSE History B 

Script E – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script E – Moderator commentary 

 
The question matches the general question for the Depth Study.  It is an ambitious question in 
terms of covering the period from 1941 instead of just covering the war with the US.  This means 
that the Viet Minh will have to be covered as well as the Viet Cong, and that the French and even 
the Japanese roles will need to be recognised as well as that of the USA. 
 
The introduction provides a brief introduction to guerrilla warfare and identifies the other possible 
factors.  It is a pity that the candidate does not at this stage tell us what their overall argument is 
going to be.  It looks at this stage as if it will be left until the conclusion at the end. 
 
The answer continues with an explanation of guerrilla warfare and some good supporting evidence 
from sources, although the attempts at evaluation are weak.  The candidate demonstrates a sound 
understanding of the topic.  It is important to note that the supporting sources come from the 
French period as well as the American.  By the end of this section the candidate has made the 
case for guerrilla warfare being important.  The answer so far is focused and relevant, although it is 
a pity that there have, as yet, been no judgements in relation to comparative importance.  This is 
the disadvantage of dealing with each factor separately.  The 'how?' part of the question now 
needs to be dealt with. 
 
The candidate moves on to other factors.  The first covers the attitudes of the US, France and 
Japan towards the Vietcong and their level of preparedness.  These are well explained with plenty 
of broader context used.  There is also regular use of sources to provide evidence to support the 
points being made.  There is, however, some very simplistic evaluation.  Right at the end of this 
section there is a reasonable attempt to compare the relative importance of this factor with guerrilla 
warfare.  A good point is made but this comparison needed to be developed and should have been 
ongoing throughout the answer. 
 
The candidate then explains the importance of the support of the Vietnamese people for the 
Vietcong and the lack of support the American government had in the US.  The latter is rather brief 
and rushed.  However, overall, these sections contain the same qualities as the earlier sections – 
good command of the material, good explanation, relevance and focus, good use of sources and 
some, but not enough, attempts at comparison. 
 
The conclusion is where another attempt is made to compare the importance of the factors.  As 
has already been said, this should have been a major feature of the answer all the way through.  
The conclusion is rather weak and claims that guerrilla warfare was only as important as it was 
because of the other factors.  This needed to be developed more with much more linking of the 
factors explained.  Although a strong piece of work, the answer lacks a strong personal argument 
by the candidate and has a tendency to put off directly confronting the question until the 
conclusion. 
 
The candidate has selected relevant material and deployed it relevantly.  The answer is organised.  
The candidate has a strong command of the material and has written some excellent explanations 
that are supported by regular and effective use of sources.  All of these are Band 5 attributes.  The 
major area where the answer fails to hit the very highest standard for GCSE is the lack of a 
personal argument.  It would have been better if the candidate had started by stating how 
important she thought guerrilla warfare was compared to the other factors and then had spent the 
rest of the answer defending her judgement by comparing its importance with that of other factors 
through supported argument.  As it is, most of the comparison is left until a rather brief conclusion.  
This places the answer in the middle of Band 5.   
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Script F – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script F – Moderator commentary 

The question is acceptable for the Role of the Individual unit.  The candidate starts by listing other 
possible factors but the answer begins to fall apart after this.  There is some description of events 
and of what Haig did and random quotations from sources that are often not cited as such and are 
not used in any meaningful way.  There is also the occasional reference to the Somme for no good 
reason.  The answer is disjointed and only directly answers the question in isolated sections every 
now and then.  There are passages that appear to address the question but, in fact, are 
unreferenced quotations taken from books (the teacher annotated the work identifying where this 
happens). 
 
The answer then moves on to discuss factors other than Haig and improves a little.  The answer is 
more coherent and there are attempts to directly address the question.  However, there are still 
sections of irrelevance and misunderstanding.  There are also small sections of limited 
explanation.  The answer then returns to the Somme for no obvious reason. 
 
The conclusion is vague and full of assertions.  There is no proper argument, no content and no 
support. 
 
Overall Band 2 because much of the material included in the answer is potentially relevant to the 
question.  Some limited relevant knowledge, only sometimes deployed relevantly.  There is also 
irrelevance.  It is mostly descriptive or assertive but there are some attempts made at limited 
explanation.  Understanding of the material used and of the topic and events is weak.  Attempts to 
use sources but they are not used for any purpose.  They are inserted into the answer, often at 
random, and do not further the argument.  Many are not referenced or recognised as sources.  
Band 2/17. 
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Script G – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script G – Moderator commentary 

 
The question is fine for the Depth Study.  The candidate identifies a series of factors in the 
introductory paragraph and states his view that the war was the most important factor.  The answer 
then moves on to consider the importance of Lenin.  There is some reasonable explanation in 
relation to the April Theses and the candidate argues his role as a trigger rather than a long term 
cause.  There is also some useful support from sources, although there is also some weak and 
simplistic evaluation.  A similar pattern is followed for other factors: the war, Trotsky, Rasputin, the 
Tsar, and the Provisional Government.  Each is dealt with separately and while there is reasonable 
explanation of the role of each of them, there is no linking and no comparison.  Support from 
sources is a regular feature throughout.  There is occasional cross-referencing of sources but also 
some weak evaluation.  Each of these sections produces detailed explanations.   
 
In the conclusion, the candidate returns to the statement in the introductory paragraph that the war 
was the most important factor.  It is a shame that there is not more comparison of importance of 
factors before now – it is all left until the conclusion.  This means the question is only directly 
addressed in the conclusion.  For a higher band and mark there needed to be more comparison of 
the importance of Lenin with that of other factors in the main body of the answer.  In the 
conclusion, there is some direct comparison with the main argument being that the other factors 
were more important because Lenin did not appear until after the March Revolution.  There is 
some genuine argument here and the candidate's own views begin to emerge. 
 
Good relevant selection of knowledge and information.  Reasonable understanding of the events, 
although the candidate could have related some of the explanations more closely to actual 
events/developments in 1917.  Sometimes there is a lot about the factor but its impact on actual 
events in 1917 is not pinned down.  There is also little on the March Revolution.  The main problem 
with the answer is dealing with each factor separately and making few comparisons and links – 
until the conclusion.  There is plenty of support from sources, although not in the crucial place – the 
conclusion – where the final argument needs support.  Some of the attempts at evaluation are 
weak.  Overall – Band 4 rather than Band 5 with a mark of 39.     



 

GCSE History B 53 of 56 

Script H – Candidate work and moderator 
commentary 
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Script H – Moderator commentary 

 
The question is suitable for the Role of the Individual unit.  The candidate does begin by directly 
addressing the issue of unnecessary deaths (although does not discuss what might be meant by 
'unnecessary').  Several valid reasons are asserted and there is some minimal explanation in 
places.  The spelling and syntax are poor.  There is one reason heaped on top of another with little 
time left for reflection or proper explanation.  Later, there are also some points made in support of 
Haig, for example, relieving Verdun. 
 
There are some attempts to use and analyse sources but these are in a separate section of the 
answer.  The discussion of Source I is interesting but needs to be related to the question.  The 
extract from Coppard is not used in relation to the question.  By this stage, the answer is becoming 
disjointed.  The candidate jumps from one thing to another with little coherence.  The purpose of 
the paragraph on Pals battalions is not clear.  There are some reasonable points made about the 
letter from Haig but again this is not used as part of an organised answer to the question.  The 
same can be said about the comments on 'British Butchers and Bunglers'.  The candidate is simply 
commenting on one source after another (sometimes validly and interestingly) but these do not add 
up to an organised answer to the question.   
 
The conclusion is weak.  Overall, there are many interesting points made in this answer but it lacks 
organisation and coherence.  Separating the sources from the earlier part of the answer does not 
help.  This answer is borderline Bands 2 and 3.  Relevant knowledge and information has been 
selected, although there are many important issues not mentioned.  There is an attempt to deploy 
the material relevantly – with limited success.  Fewer but better developed and reasoned points at 
the beginning of the answer would have helped.  Structured explanations are limited in number.  
Some of the comments about sources in the second half of the answer are interesting but they 
needed to be integrated into the main answer.  There is a good awareness of different 
interpretations and some of the issues arising.  The organisation overall is weak.  Just Band 3/24. 
 
 


