
[bookmark: _Hlk148085229]Modern History (Year 11) – sample program of learning
Investigating modern history – Case studies – List A: The decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty – Modern History 11–12 Syllabus (2024)


Contents
Overview	2
Planning considerations	2
Suggested timeframe	3
Outcomes	3
Learning sequence 1 – the historical context (3 hours)	5
Learning sequence 2 – the nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty (16 hours)	39
Learning sequence 3 – a relevant historical debate or issue (6 hours)	143
Overall program evaluation	177
References	178



[bookmark: _Toc112681289][bookmark: _Toc243492518]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc168398232]This sample program of learning addresses Investigating modern history through Case studies – List A: The decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty. The activities are designed to allow students to develop historical knowledge of the Russian Empire from the late 19th century through to the abdication of Nicholas II in March 1917 and engage students with the historiographical debate over the fall of the Romanovs. Additional support for this program is available on Planning, programming and assessing Modern History 11–12 (2024).
[bookmark: _Hlk208494654]Note: this resource includes topics that might be considered controversial or sensitive. Teachers are to respect the diverse views and experiences of all students and approach discussions in a manner that is impartial, free from harassment and discrimination, supportive of students’ wellbeing needs and aligned with the department’s Professional and ethical standards, Anti-racism policy, Controversial issues in schools procedures and Values in NSW public schools. Teachers should facilitate rational discourse and objective study while tailoring the content to meet the unique needs of their students. Where possible, teachers should consult with the school’s wellbeing team before using contexts that might be sensitive for some students.
[bookmark: _Toc243492519]Planning considerations
[bookmark: _Hlk168414142]Consider the Universal Design for Learning principles of engagement, representation and expression in conjunction with this sample program of learning when planning for teaching and learning. 
Suggested learning intentions and success criteria have been provided to demonstrate how they may be written. They are carefully designed using syllabus outcomes and content. Learning intentions and success criteria are both an explicit teaching and formative assessment strategy.
Program registration and evaluation supports enhancing student outcomes. Evaluation is an important, ongoing part of the programming cycle and must be considered before program implementation. Evaluating teaching and learning programs for HSIE 7–12 provides advice to support this process. Ensure registrations and evaluations are in line with school procedures, department policies and NESA requirements.
This sample program is supported by sample assessment task 1 (source-based historical analysis and interpretation – suggested weighting 25%). The notification should be issued at the conclusion of Learning sequence 2 and the task completed after Lesson 17, once students have engaged with the interpretation assessed in the task and the wider debate it sits within. Schools should adjust the timing in line with their assessment schedule and procedures.
[bookmark: _Toc243492520]Suggested timeframe
[bookmark: _Toc112681290]This sample program of learning is designed to be completed over approximately 25 hours. This duration can be adapted to suit the school context.
[bookmark: _Toc243492521]Outcomes
A student:
· MH-11-01 – explains continuity and change in the modern world
· MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
· MH-11-04 – accounts for the different perspectives of individuals and groups in their historical context
· MH-11-05 – analyses different types of sources for evidence to support a historical account or argument
· MH-11-06 – explains differing interpretations and representations of the past
· MH-11-07 – communicates historical understanding, applying historical knowledge, terms and concepts
Modern History 11–12 Syllabus © NSW Education Standards Authority (NESA) for and on behalf of the Crown in right of the State of New South Wales, 2024.

[bookmark: _Toc243492522]Learning sequence 1 – the historical context (3 hours)
The following learning sequence is designed to be completed in approximately 3 hours. It aligns to Term 1 Week 5 in the Scope and sequence – Modern History 11–12.
Table 1 – Learning sequence 1 details 
	Lessons
	Teaching and learning activities
	Registration

	Lesson 1 – the nature of autocracy
Outcomes
MH-11-01 – explains continuity and change in the modern world
MH-11-07 – communicates historical understanding, applying historical knowledge, terms and concepts
Content
The historical context
the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire at the beginning of the 20th century 
Historical concepts
Continuity and change
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students are introduced to the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire at the start of the 20th century. Through vocabulary instruction, contextual reading, source analysis and continuity and change activities, students examine how the tsar, the Romanov dynasty, the Orthodox Church and the nobility helped maintain autocratic rule. Students then apply this understanding by using evidence and key terms to construct an explain paragraph on the nature of Russian autocracy.
Suggested duration: 2 hours
Prior learning: students may have encountered aspects of modern world history in Stage 5, including industrialisation, empire, political change and social inequality. This lesson does not assume prior knowledge of Russian history.
Key vocabulary: autocracy, dynasty, nobility, Russian Orthodox Church, tsar 
Note: each lesson lists its key vocabulary. Most terms are explicitly taught through the vocabulary tracker (see Student resource pack – Activity 1) before students meet them in the content activities, and the tracker is revisited as new terms are introduced.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 1–6
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intentions and refer to them throughout the learning, making connections to prior learning. Unpack the success criteria and ensure students understand the learning goals.
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to explain the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire at the start of the 20th century 
to identify continuities and changes in Russian society by 1900.
Success criteria
I can:
identify features of Russian autocracy under the late Romanovs 
explain whether each feature represented continuity or change, using evidence from the source set
use key terms accurately in my written work to show my understanding of autocracy
write an explain paragraph with at least one piece of evidence from a source or the contextual reading.
Note: students arriving in Year 11 Modern History may have varying levels of familiarity with topics such as the Industrial Revolution and the Russian Revolution, especially for those who come from diverse educational backgrounds. To support all learners, including students learning English as an additional language or dialect (EAL/D), consider introducing key concepts with clear visuals, such as an illustrated timeline or image to help explain the Industrial Revolution. This visual support can help build foundational understanding and vocabulary.
Retrieval activity: display the following 3 prompts. Give students 2 minutes to write what they can recall.
What was the Industrial Revolution, and what changed because of it?
What is a monarchy? Name a country that has one now or had one in the past.
Have you heard of the Russian Revolution? What do you already know about it?
Take responses and record key ideas on the board, making sure to address and correct any misconceptions.
Note: students who have not met this content, including newly arrived EAL/D learners, should be given the definitions directly rather than asked to retrieve them. Some students will hold the knowledge but lack the English to express it, so accept gesture, home language or partial answers.
Build students’ understanding of how Russia grew and how it was governed by playing the following video – Where did Russia come from? Alex Gendler (5:19).
Note: turn captions on and provide the transcript to students who need it. Replay the section from 2:30 if students need a second listen before responding.
Before playing, write the terms ‘empire’, ‘expansion’ and ‘territory’ on the board and confirm the meaning of each. Give students a purpose for listening – ‘listen for how Russia grew so large, and for one thing that made governing it difficult’.
Next, display the following map of the Russian Empire in 1914. Ask: ‘Which continents does the empire cover? Which oceans and seas border it? What do you notice about its size compared with the countries around it?’ Take one to 2 responses. Note that students will return to questions of scale, ethnic diversity and distance throughout the unit.
Confirm the meaning of scale (the size of the empire) and ethnic diversity (the many peoples, languages and religions living within one state). Pose the following question for discussion: How could the scale and ethnic diversity of the Russian Empire affect the leadership style of the state?
Suggested response
A ruler of such a vast and varied empire might claim strong, central and unlimited power to hold it together, because there was no shared language, religion or culture to unite its people.
Next, introduce the term autocracy. Explain that this is the word historians use for the Russian system of government and that students will use it throughout the unit.
Display the following extract on the Tsar’s power and read it aloud.
‘The Emperor of all the Russias is an autocratic and unlimited monarch. To obey His supreme authority, not only from fear but for the sake of conscience, God Himself commands’ – Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire 1832.
Ask students to identify the 2 key points this extract claims about the tsar's power. Draw out that it is unlimited and that it is justified by God rather than by the people. Note that Nicholas II inherited this position and defended it.
Now complete a contrast activity on the board. Write 2 headings: ‘What autocracy is’ and ‘What autocracy is not’. Model the first entry under each heading, then invite students to suggest further entries. To support all learners, offer sentence starters such as ‘Under autocracy, the ruler …’ and ‘Unlike autocracy, a democracy …’ 
Suggested entries 
What autocracy is: one ruler, power for life, power inherited, no elected body that can overrule the ruler, authority claimed from God.
What autocracy is not: a democracy, a system with an elected parliament that makes law, a system where the ruler can be voted out.
Link back to the earlier discussion of the empire’s scale and ethnic diversity. Ask: Does the scale and diversity of this empire help explain why its rulers claimed this kind of power?
Core lesson
Distribute the student resource pack and direct students to open Activity 1 – vocabulary tracker.
Note: students are introduced to the first 5 of 22 key terms that will be tracked across the case study: autocracy, dynasty, tsar, Russian Orthodox Church and nobility. The definitions and applications in the student resource pack for Lessons 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 13 and 16 are to be completed as new terms are taught. These terms are explicitly taught before students begin the first content activity so they can access the language used to describe power and authority in the Russian Empire.
Introduce each word using the same structure:
say the word and have students repeat it
read the provided definition with the students together as a class
invite students to record the term in their first language in the ‘in my language’ column if that helps them hold the meaning (this column is optional)
you may provide a historical example, as this is the first lesson and students are not expected to know the Romanovs context yet.
Direct students to complete the final column, ‘Apply it’, to show their understanding of each term. The first term, autocracy, is completed for students as a model. For the remaining 4 terms in this lesson, students read the definition and complete the ‘Apply it’ column. Repeat this routine each time new terms are introduced in later lessons and reuse these definitions in choral response and retrieval practice from Lesson 2 onwards.
Check for understanding by conducting a choral response:
read the definition of the term while students respond with the correct term
repeat multiple times to ensure students are familiar with each term.
Note: frame Russification respectfully as a state policy that suppressed the languages, cultures and religions of minority communities. Be mindful of Ukrainian students from a refugee background who are navigating ongoing trauma from Russian aggression and forced Russification and may find content and discussions triggering.
Direct students to Activity 2 – contextual reading. Explain that this reading gives them the background they need before working with the primary sources in Activity 3. Read the passage aloud, modelling pace, while students follow along with their finger or eyes on the text.
Direct students to underline 4 unfamiliar terms – Romanov, zemstvo, Russification and Alix of Hesse – as you pronounce them, so they can find them again in the second read.
Pause after each of the following phrases and check for understanding:
after ‘autocratic and unlimited monarch’ – ask: Which of our words from Activity 1 does this define?
after ‘senseless dreams’ – ask: What was Nicholas rejecting, and what does that tell us about him?
after ‘77%’ and ‘1.5%’ – ask: Who held the power and who did not?
Take one response each. 
Confirm that students have taken 3 key ideas from the reading: autocracy was unlimited, Nicholas defended it personally, and a tiny elite governed a vast peasant population.
Once you have finished reading, allow 2 minutes for a vocabulary check before students read for themselves. Return to the 4 terms you pronounced – Romanov, zemstvo, Russification, Alix of Hesse – and ask students to give the meaning of each to the person next to them. Confirm or correct each one briefly. Students may add these terms to their vocabulary tracker now. 
Direct students to re-read the contextual reading silently and answer the 5 questions in their books. 
Frame the task: 'Now you have read it for yourself, use the second read to find the answers.’ 
Circulate to support students who may need to be pointed in the right direction in the text.
Direct students to compare their answers with the person next to them. Each pair should agree on the best wording for each answer.
Nominate 2 to 3 pairs to read their answer for selected questions. Confirm or correct against the suggested responses below.
Suggested responses – Activity 2
1. Nicholas II became tsar in October 1894 after the sudden death of his father, Alexander III. He belonged to the Romanov dynasty, which had ruled Russia since 1613.
2. The Fundamental Laws defined the tsar as ‘an autocratic and unlimited monarch’ whose authority came directly from God.
3. The zemstvos were elected local councils, set up in 1864, that ran rural services such as roads, schools and hospitals.
4. He dismissed them as ‘senseless dreams’, committing to maintain autocracy as firmly as his father had.
5. About 77% of the population were peasants, just under 1.5% were hereditary nobility.
6. Autocracy was unlimited, Nicholas II personally defended it and a tiny elite governed a vast peasant population.
Direct students to Activity 3 – source set: pillars of autocracy.
Note: this activity uses 3 short sources to let students see Russian autocracy from 3 angles: as a constitutional fact, as a personal commitment of the tsar and as a social reality. The teacher models Source 1 (I do). Students work in pairs on Source 2 (we do) and independently for Source 3 (you do). Sources sit in Activity 3 of the student resource pack. 
Use the following gradual release of responsibility to model the source set.
Note: this activity develops evidence-gathering – using sources to build knowledge about the past. This is different from source analysis, where the source itself is being investigated. Students are introduced to source analysis later in the unit and in the assessment task. Naming the difference now helps students choose the right approach later.
Source annotation routine – use this for source activities in this unit. The routine is printed in Activity 3 of the student resource pack so students can follow it as you model.
1. What is the source? Identify the type of source, the author if known and the date.
2. Which words carry the evidence? Underline the key words or phrases that provide evidence.
3. What does the source tell me? Write 1 to 2 sentences answering the guiding question, using evidence from the source.  
I do – model Source 1 for the students.
Display Source 1 and annotate it as you talk, underlining and marking directly on the projected text. 
Direct students to annotate their own copy in Activity 3 as you go.
Suggested think-aloud – modelling Source 1
We have already seen this document. In Activity 2, you read that the Fundamental Laws defined the tsar as ‘an autocratic and unlimited monarch’. Now we are going to the source itself and reading it closely. Before I decide what it tells me, I check its origin. This is the Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire and the date is 1832. That matters. This is not someone’s opinion about the tsar's power – it is the law of the state, written down. That tells me its purpose. This document was written to state the tsar's power, not to argue for it.
Now I read for the words that carry the evidence. I am underlining ‘autocratic’ monarch and ‘unlimited’ monarch. These 2 words there are both strong. Autocratic tells me he rules alone. Unlimited tells me nothing sits above him – no parliament, no constitution, no court.
I underline the second phrase, ‘God Himself commands’. That is a different kind of claim. The first phrase makes his power legal. This one makes it religious.
Now I put the 2 together. If his authority is legal and religious at the same time, then opposing the tsar is not only breaking a law but also committing a sin. That is my answer to question 1, and I can point to the exact words that got me there.
Check for understanding – ask: What does this source tell you about the legal basis of Russian autocracy? Take one response before revealing the suggested response.
Suggested response
Source 1 – the law explicitly defined the tsar as autocratic and unlimited. It tied his authority to God, meaning that to challenge the tsar was to challenge religion, as well as the law.
We do – read Source 2 aloud. 
Annotate the projected source with the class, taking students' suggestions for what to underline before you mark it. Students annotate their own copy.
Ask: What does Source 2 add to what Source 1 told us about the tsar's power? 
Take 2 to 3 responses. Source 1 is the law; Source 2 shows the tsar himself committing to that law. 
Instruct students to answer the guiding question in pairs.
You do – direct students to read Source 3, annotate it independently, then answer the final guiding question.
Suggested responses – source 2 and 3
Source 2 – Nicholas dismissed liberal calls for reform as ‘senseless dreams’. He committed publicly to maintain autocracy ‘as firmly and unflinchingly’ as his father. The tsar was personally invested in the old order, not just inheriting it.
Source 3 – Russia was overwhelmingly rural and peasant. Ethnic Russians were less than half the population. A tiny noble class held senior positions. The tsar's autocratic state ruled a vast, diverse and deeply unequal society.
Direct students to Activity 4 – continuity and change table.
Before students begin, retrieve the concept. Ask students to define ‘continuity’ and ‘change’ in their own words and give one example of each from the lesson so far. Confirm that continuity is what stayed the same over time and change is what was different or new by 1900.
Note: this activity consolidates the source set findings into a structured analysis of continuity and change in the late Russian Empire. By 1914 the Russian Empire was a society under strain, where industrial growth, rural poverty and political repression sat alongside a tsar still committed to autocratic rule. 
The teacher models rows 1 and 2, students complete rows 3 to 6 in pairs.
Remind students to refer to the reading in Activity 2 to provide additional context to the sources.
Direct students to the continuity and change table in Activity 4 of the student resource pack. Rows 1 and 2 are pre-populated as a worked example. Rows 3 to 6 are blank.
Read the column headers aloud. Confirm that the left column names an aspect of Russian life, the middle column captures what was a continuity and the right column captures what was a change emerging by 1900.
Model rows 1 and 2 using the following think-aloud. Refer to the source set as you fill each cell so students see the link to evidence.
Suggested think-aloud – row 1
I start with political authority. Source 1 tells me the tsar's power was autocratic and unlimited and came from God and the reading told me this had been the law since 1832 and the practice for far longer. That is long-standing, so it goes in the ‘continuity’ column. For change, I look for what was new by 1900. Source 2 shows zemstvo delegates asking for a role in national government, and the reading says calls for representative government were growing. So the change is that people were starting to demand a share of political power, even though the tsar refused it.
Check for understanding – ask: Which source gave us the evidence for the continuity in row 1? Take one response, then model row 2 the same way. In pairs, students complete rows 3 to 6. 
Direct students to draw on the source set, their vocabulary tracker and the modelled rows as supports.
Note: remind students that the vocabulary tracker (Activity 1) is theirs to build on across the unit, including any translations they have recorded.
On completion of Activity 4, bring the class back and nominate 2 pairs to read their entries for a chosen row. Confirm or correct against the suggested responses below.
Check for understanding by directing students to circle one row where the change was significantly large by 1900 and one row where continuity was still dominant. Conduct a quick visual scan as you circulate.
Direct students to open Activity 5 – profile of Nicholas II and Empress Alexandra. Read Source A aloud, then use the following think-aloud to model the ‘Nicholas II’ row of the character profile. Students complete the row as you model it. Circulate to dispel any misconceptions you see students writing down.
Suggested think-aloud:
Nicholas II had the following strengths. He was dutiful, personally disciplined and deeply committed to his role. His weaknesses come straight out of the source. He tells us himself that he was ‘not prepared to be the Tsar’ and knew ‘nothing of the business of ruling’. He inherited the throne without training, saw compromise as weakness and remained politically inflexible.
This was significant because his commitment to autocracy made the regime rigid at a moment when Russia needed flexibility.
Before moving on, ask: ‘If Nicholas felt this unprepared, who filled the gap?’ Take one response.
Suggested response
His wife, Alexandra, whose strong will and religious conviction shaped his decisions, filled the gap. Students may also suggest his ministers or advisers, which is a reasonable answer at this stage.
Read Source B in Activity 5 of the student resource pack aloud, then use the following think-aloud to model the ‘Empress Alexandra’ row.
Suggested think-aloud:
Empress Alexandra had the following strengths. She was strong-willed, deeply religious and personally devoted to Nicholas. However, she also had some clear weaknesses. She was shy, unpopular at court and ultimately reinforced Nicholas’ instinct to resist reform rather than broadening his judgement. 
This was significant because it strengthened autocracy emotionally and spiritually but deepened the regime’s isolation.
Display Source C (a portrait of the imperial family, 1896).
Note: the visual conventions in this portrait are specific to European royal photography of the period – the family placed centrally, formal dress, military uniform and medals, direct gaze, controlled grouping. These conventions are not universal. Rulers are depicted differently across cultures in terms of perspective, symbolism, colour and the purpose the image serves. Ask students how leaders are shown in images familiar to them, then name the conventions at work in Source C explicitly.
Analysing the image: before discussing content, guide students through 3 prompts:
What draws your eye first, and why has it been made prominent?
Who or what is included, and who or what is left out?
What does the arrangement, clothing, posture or setting suggest about how the subject wanted to be seen?
Take 2 responses.
In pairs, students discuss the question: ‘How might the personal qualities of Nicholas and Alexandra have influenced the way they ran the autocratic state?’ Each pair agrees on one key insight to share.
Direct students to open Activity 6 – paragraph writing (explanation).
Note: this is the first in-class writing task of the unit. The key word is Explain, so the paragraph structure is matched to that verb – students show how something worked and why it mattered, using evidence. They do not need to argue or evaluate yet.
An explain response at this length is a single paragraph that covers more than one feature, rather than one feature developed at length. Students should touch on both the political and the religious basis of autocratic power.
The gradual release follows the 4 steps in Activity 6 of the student resource pack. The teacher models Steps 1 and Step 2, the class jointly constructs Step 3, and students write Step 4 independently.
Students may have used PEEL, STEEL, PETAL or TEEEC before. Explain that this scaffold is the same skill with a structure matched to the directive verb, because a single paragraph structure does not suit every type of writing. Teachers may adapt the scaffold to align with the writing structures used in their school.
This structure is based on the Australian Education Research Organisation’s (AERO) practice guide Writing paragraphs, with evidence added as a required step for History.
Display the following question on the board: 
‘Explain the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire at the start of the 20th century.’
Introduce the question and the explain paragraph structure in Activity 6 of the student resource pack.
Walk students through each of the 4 steps. Explain what to include at each step and provide a sentence starter they can adapt. Then read the causal connectives box aloud and explain that these words are what carry an explanation.
Display the worked example at the end of this activity. Read it aloud, then deconstruct it with the class. Label each sentence with its step against the 4-step structure.
Ask students to identify which sentence names the point, which carries the evidence and which explains why it mattered. Then ask them to find the causal connective in each paragraph. Remove the worked example from display before you model.
I do – write Step 1 and Step 2 on the board, talking through your choices as you go. Students watch and listen. 
We do – construct Step 3 together. Ask what the tsar could actually do because of the Fundamental Laws and what that meant for anyone who disagreed with him. Ask directly for the causal connective: ‘Which word will carry the explanation here?’
Take 2 or 3 suggestions, combine the strongest into one or 2 sentences and write them on the board. Students may copy this or write their own.
Students write Step 4 independently – one sentence summing up the explanation – using the displayed sentence starters.
Once students have written Step 4:
direct them to check their paragraph against the ‘Am I on track?’ checklist and to move to the extension paragraph if they finish
circulate and prompt students who need support back to the scaffold
instruct students to re-read their paragraph to themselves and then to share it with a partner
ask pairs to discuss what they would change if they rewrote their final sentence
nominate a student to read the full paragraph aloud – the modelled opening, the jointly constructed explanation and their own concluding sentence.
Suggested think-aloud:
My first sentence says what autocracy was, in one sentence. Not everything about it – just a clear opening. That is Step 1.
Now I show how it worked, and for that I need evidence. I use the Fundamental Laws because they define autocracy in law rather than describe it in general terms. I quote only the phrase I need – ‘autocratic and unlimited monarch’. That is Step 2.
Notice I am also going to bring in the Church here, because autocracy was not only a legal fact. Two features, one paragraph. That is what an explain response looks like at this length.
Next comes the important part: Why did it matter? We will build that together. Then you will write the last sentence yourselves.
Suggested response
Worked example – Activity 6
Autocracy in the Russian Empire was a system in which the tsar held unlimited personal power. The Fundamental Laws of 1832 defined the tsar as an ‘autocratic and unlimited monarch’ whose authority came directly from God, and the Orthodox Church taught that obedience to him was a religious duty. As a result, Nicholas II could appoint ministers, make law and declare war without consulting anyone, and opposing him could be presented as a sin as well as a crime. This mattered because there was no legal way to challenge the tsar's decisions, so opposition had to form outside the system. Autocracy therefore meant rule that was both legally unlimited and religiously justified.
Extension paragraph
Autocracy also rested on a narrow social base. The 1897 census recorded that just under 1.5% of Russians were hereditary nobility while about 77% were peasants The nobility filled the senior posts in the army, church and bureaucracy. This meant a tiny elite governed a vast population it had little in common with.
Differentiation
Support – continue the joint construction for Step 4, with the teacher writing one sentence and the student writing the next. A concluding sentence is not required at this stage.
Extension – students write a second paragraph on the society autocracy ruled, using the figures in Source 3.
Concluding the lesson
Exit ticket
Note: this exit ticket meets SC1 (identify a feature), SC2 (continuity or change with source detail) and SC3 (accurate use of terms) in one short task. Collect the responses as formative assessment to inform the next lesson.
Short writing prompt on a slip or in books:
In 2 or 3 sentences, describe one feature of the Russian Empire in 1900 that represented continuity with the past, and one feature that represented change. Use at least 2 of these terms correctly: autocracy, dynasty, tsar, Russian Orthodox Church, nobility.
Refer to the learning intentions and success criteria.
Quick verbal check: ask students to indicate their confidence using a 1 to 5 finger scale. How confident are you on each success criterion right now? 5 being very confident and 1 being not yet confident.
Evidence of learning
The source set responses and continuity and change table show whether students can identify features of Russian autocracy and explain whether they represented continuity or change. 
The explain paragraph and exit ticket show whether students can use key terms and evidence to explain the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire.
	

	Lesson 2 – political, economic and social issues in the Russian Empire by 1905
Outcome
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
Content
The historical context
· political, economic and social issues in the Russian Empire by 1905
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students examine the political, economic and social issues facing the Russian Empire by 1905, with a focus on poor living standards, peasant discontent and structural weakness. Students build understanding through vocabulary review, source-based reading, a cloze passage and an exit ticket that asks them to propose ideas about which issue placed the greatest pressure on the Romanov regime.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students need the Lesson 1 definitions of autocracy, tsar and nobility (Activity 1) and the contextual reading on the unequal society Nicholas II ruled (Activity 2), which this lesson's cloze passage builds. 
Key vocabulary: censorship, industrialisation, land hunger, Okhrana, repression, Russification
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 7–8
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intentions and refer to them throughout the learning, making connections to prior learning. Unpack the success criteria and ensure students understand the learning goals.
Learning intentions
We are learning:
about the political, economic and social issues facing the Russian Empire by 1905
how to propose ideas about which of these issues posed the greatest pressure on the Romanov regime.
Success criteria
I can:
identify political, economic and social issues facing the Russian Empire by 1905
propose ideas about which structural issue posed the greatest long-term pressure on the Romanov regime, using evidence to support my reasoning.
Activate prior knowledge by revisiting the 5 key terms from Lesson 1.
Lead a choral response on the 5 key terms from Lesson 1: autocracy, dynasty, tsar, Russian Orthodox Church, nobility. Read each definition and have students respond with the matching term. Repeat until students respond accurately and confidently to all 5.
Students then add ‘censorship’ and ‘Russification’ to the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack, reading the definition and completing the ‘Apply it’ column.
Use the following to connect prior learning to the structural issues facing Russia by 1905.
Display 2 figures on the board: in 1900, around 21% of people in the Russian Empire could read, while in Germany the figure was close to 90%.
Ask students: ‘What might a gap this large mean for a country trying to modernise and compete?’ Take 2 to 3 responses.
Suggested response
A largely illiterate population made it harder to train skilled workers, spread new ideas and run a modern economy and army, leaving Russia behind its European rivals.
Core lesson
Direct students to open Activity 7 – poor living standards and growing discontent in tsarist Russia.
Read the passage on living standards of peasants in late tsarist Russia aloud first, modelling pace and pronouncing unfamiliar terms and names (food insecurity, famine, discontent, Olga Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia). 
Before students re-read, lead a brief vocabulary check (2 minutes). Students turn to a partner and explain ‘food insecurity’ and ‘discontent’ in their own words. Take one response for each and clarify any misconceptions, following the routine established in Lesson 1.
Students then re-read independently and answer questions 1 to 5.
Explicit instructions and advice are provided below for questions 3 and 5.
3.	Explain how poor living standards could contribute to growing discontent in tsarist Russia.
Note: instruct students to highlight the NESA key word ‘explain’ and remind them that an explain response shows cause and effect. Write the following causal connectives on the board: as a result, consequently, therefore, due to.
Suggested response
Poor living standards could contribute to growing discontent in tsarist Russia because they made daily life difficult for peasants and workers. Hunger, poor housing and illness created frustration, especially when people felt the tsarist government was doing little to improve their lives. As a result, many began to blame the tsarist system for their suffering. Consequently, poor living standards helped increase resentment toward the government.
5.	Propose ideas about the varying causes of growing opposition to the tsar before 1905, using evidence from the extracts.
Note: instruct students to highlight the NESA key word ‘propose’ and explain that it asks them to put forward ideas about causes, supported by evidence, rather than simply listing what the extracts say. Model the idea that a strong answer should do 3 things: 
· identify what the extracts reveal
· propose how this caused growing opposition
· recognise that opposition had other causes the extracts do not show.
Encourage students to use phrases such as ‘one cause was’, ‘this suggests’, ‘this helps explain’ and ‘another cause was’ to build their response.
Remind students that opposition to the tsar grew for a range of reasons, so they should use the extracts as evidence but also consider whether other factors, such as urban working conditions, political repression, the war with Japan or Bloody Sunday, are missing.
Suggested response
One cause of growing opposition to the tsar before 1905 was the poor living conditions of the peasants. The extracts show food shortages, smoky and unhealthy housing, and resentment between neighbours, which suggests that peasants blamed a government that seemed unwilling or unable to improve their lives. However, opposition had varying causes and the extracts describe only rural life. Other causes, such as poor conditions for workers in the cities, political repression, the war with Japan and Bloody Sunday, also added to opposition by 1905.
Differentiation
Support – provide key vocabulary definitions before reading, including ‘food insecurity’, ‘discontent’, ‘resentment’ and ‘opposition’. Give students sentence starters for questions 3 and 5 in Activity 7, such as:
· Poor living standards caused discontent because …
· One cause of growing opposition was … because …
Extension – students add one piece of their own knowledge, such as Bloody Sunday or the Russo-Japanese War, to propose a further cause of growing opposition in their answer to question 5.
Direct students to open Activity 8 – cloze passage: political and economic issues in the Russian Empire up to 1905 and complete both cloze passages using the word banks. On completion, re-read each passage with the class and confirm the answers below.
Suggested responses – Activity 8
Political issues: (1) tsar, (2) Nicholas II, (3) autocracy, (4) parliament, (5) censorship, (6) secret police, (7) opposition, (8) Bloody Sunday.
Economic issues: (1) peasants, (2) redemption payments, (3) land, (4) famine, (5) Witte, (6) cities, (7) factories, (8) workers, (9) poverty, (10) strikes.
As you debrief, ask students: ‘Which of these issues had existed for decades before 1905? Which had become more acute in the years leading up to 1905?’
Direct students to the table at the end of Activity 8. For each of the 3 issues, students record one piece of evidence from the cloze passages or Activity 7 and explain how it pressured the regime, rank the issues from 1 (greatest pressure) to 3 in the ‘Rank (1 to 3)’ column. Model the first row using the suggested response, then students complete rows 2 and 3 in pairs.
Suggested responses – Activity 8 table
· Peasant land hunger – evidence: land was divided between children in each generation and peasants still owed redemption payments (Activity 8); about 77% of the population were peasants (Lesson 1). Pressure: most of the population had a grievance the regime could not fix without taking land from the nobility it depended on.
· Urban poverty – evidence: low wages, overcrowded housing, dangerous factories and banned trade unions (Activity 8). Pressure: it concentrated angry workers in the cities where the government sat and by 1905 they were striking illegally.
· Repression and censorship – evidence: censorship of newspapers and the secret police, with no elected parliament (Activity 8). Pressure: with peaceful reform blocked, opposition groups turned to revolution.
Any ranking is acceptable if the justification uses evidence. The exit ticket assesses the reasoning, not the choice.
Concluding the lesson
Exit ticket
Students complete the sentence stem at the end of Activity 8 on a slip or in their books: ‘The issue that placed the greatest pressure on the Romanov regime was … because ...’ Their justification must use at least one piece of evidence from the table in Activity 8.
Evidence of learning
The reading questions and cloze passage show whether students can identify political, economic and social issues facing the Russian Empire by 1905. 
Question 3 (how poor living standards contributed to discontent) and question 5 in Activity 7 show whether students can reason about causation, the concept focus of this lesson. 
The table in Activity 8 and the exit ticket, show whether students can propose ideas about which structural issue placed the greatest pressure on the regime, supported by evidence.
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The following learning sequence is designed to be completed in approximately 16 hours. It aligns to the .
Table 2 – Learning sequence 2 details 
	Lessons
	Teaching and learning activities
	Registration

	Lesson 3 – opposition to the Romanov dynasty
Outcome
MH-11-04 – accounts for the different perspectives of individuals and groups in their historical context
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
· the development and nature of opposition to the Romanovs 
Historical concepts
Perspectives
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students examine the main groups that opposed the Romanovs by 1905, including liberals, populists and Marxists. Students compare each group’s aims, methods and bases of support, and judge which posed the greatest threat to the autocratic regime. 
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: in Learning sequence 1, students established what autocracy was and what supported it in tsarist Russia. They examined the political, economic and social problems facing the Russian Empire by 1905 and can describe the conditions that fuelled discontent.
Key vocabulary: Bolshevik, liberal, Marxist, Menshevik, opposition, populist, revolutionary, Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP), Socialist Revolutionary (SR), zemstvo (Marxist, Bolshevik, Menshevik and proletariat are recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson).
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 9–10
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intention and refer to it throughout the lesson, connecting back to the autocratic system covered in Lesson 1 and Lesson 2. Unpack the success criteria so students understand what they are working toward.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to identify the main groups that opposed the Romanovs by 1905, and to account for the nature of their opposition by comparing their aims, methods and bases of support.
Success criteria
I can: 
name the main groups that opposed the Romanovs by 1905
describe the aims, methods and base of support of opposition groups
use evidence to compare the aims, methods and bases of support of the 3 strands
account for how each opposition group’s aims and methods reflected its perspective.
Display the central question on the board to support the activation of prior knowledge: ‘Who might have opposed the tsar, and what changes did they seek?’ 
Students Think Pair Share for 2 minutes, drawing on their knowledge from Lesson 1 and Lesson 2. Give students one minute to write their own answer, then one minute to compare with a partner. Capture and organise responses on the board, clarifying or correcting any misconceptions that arise. 
Core lesson
Display the inquiry question ‘What did the Marxists believe?’ on the board. Students will answer it at the end of the 4 steps that follow.
Note: the Marxist strand carries more new terminology than the other 2 and it underpins the rest of the unit – the Bolsheviks, the soviets and October 1917. Teach it before the reading so students can read the Marxist section with understanding rather than decoding it. It also prepares them for Lenin's What Is to Be Done? in Lesson 4.
Build the argument on the board one step at a time, taking the class's answer at each step before moving on. Do not display all 4 steps at once. Students record the class's wording in Activity 9.
Step 1 – ask: ‘In a factory system, who owns the machines and the buildings? Who owns nothing but their own labour?’ Establish the 2 groups. Introduce the term ‘proletariat’ for the second group.
Step 2 – ask: ‘What does the owner want to happen to wages? What does the worker want? Can both get what they want?’ Draw out that one can only gain what the other loses.
Step 3 – ask: ‘If those 2 groups can never both be satisfied, what is always going on underneath a capitalist society?’ Establish that conflict is built into the system, not an accident of bad management.
Step 4 – ask: ‘As factories grow, which group gets larger and better organised? What did Marx predict they would eventually do?’ Establish that Marx expected the proletariat to overthrow capitalism and take control of production.
Ask students to summarise Marx's argument in a single sentence by answering the question: ‘What did Marx believe was the driving force of history?’ Take 2 to 3 responses and settle on class wording.
Suggested response
Conflict between classes, rather than the decisions of kings and ministers, drives history forward.
Ask: ‘Marx expected revolution first in the most industrialised countries, such as Britain and Germany. Look back at the 1897 census figures from Activity 3. About 77% of Russians were peasants. What is the problem for a Russian Marxist?'
Take 2 to 3 responses. Draw out that Russia had very few industrial workers, so the class Marx was relying on barely existed.
Explain that Russian Marxists founded the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) in 1898 and disagreed about what to do about this problem. At the party congress of 1903, they split into 2 factions.
Lenin argued for a small, disciplined party of professional revolutionaries who would lead the workers rather than wait for them. His faction became known as the Bolsheviks, from the Russian word for majority.
Martov argued for a broad party open to anyone who supported its aims and worked under its direction. His faction became known as the Mensheviks, from the Russian word for minority.
Students complete the faction table in Activity 9.
Note: the names come from a single vote at the 1903 congress that Lenin won. For most of the period afterwards, the Bolsheviks were not the larger faction. Students find this clarifying rather than confusing, and it stops them assuming the Bolsheviks were dominant from the start.
Check for understanding – ask the class: ‘Was the disagreement between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks about the goal or about how to get there?’ Take 2 verbal responses before confirming.
Suggested response
About how to get there. Both factions wanted a workers’ revolution. They disagreed about what kind of party would bring it about.
Direct students to the reading ‘The development of opposition to the Romanovs’ in Activity 9 and the note-taking table below it:
read each strand with the students
model the first row (liberals), showing how to sort the reading under aims, methods and base of support 
students re-read the reading and complete the populists and Marxists rows, colour coding aims, methods and base of support in 3 different colours.
Suggested think-aloud: look at how different these aims are. The liberals want to reform the system – to add a parliament. The populists and the Marxists want to overthrow it. That is why we treat them as distinct strands, not one block.
circulate and support students as they complete the table
students compare their table with a partner and add anything they missed.
Note: the reading is dense. Depending on your class, including students learning English as an additional language or dialect, you may run it as a jigsaw. Sort students into groups of 3 and allocate one strand to each. Each student reads only their strand and records its aims, methods and base of support, then reports to the group while the other 2 complete that row from what they hear. Encourage students to ask group members to repeat anything they could not record the first time. Keep the same colour coding regardless of who reported the information.
cold call students to share what they recorded under each heading to check for understanding. If there are consistent inaccuracies, model the remaining rows.
Note: the Constitutional Democrats (Kadets) sometimes appear under the liberal strand. The Kadets were formally founded in October 1905 and so postdate the period being examined here. Flag this for students and return to the Kadets when teaching the consequences of the 1905 Revolution.
Name the concept: each strand's aims and methods reflect its perspective – its view of what was wrong with Russia and who should fix it. Ask: ‘From whose point of view did each group see Russia’s problems – the educated middle class, the peasantry or the industrial workers?’ Take one response per strand and confirm against the ‘Base of support’ column.
Instruct students to add Marxist, Bolshevik, Menshevik and proletariat to the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack. Their completed Activity 9 table and the board notes support the ‘Apply it’ sentences. 
Differentiation
Extension – Activity 10 – opposition sort. Students colour code each box to match its strand, drawing on their Activity 9 table, then compare their sort with a partner and check it against the suggested responses. This consolidates the same categories as Activity 9 and can be set for homework, used with students who finish early or omitted if time is short.
Suggested responses – Activity 10
Liberals – aim: a constitutional monarchy with an elected parliament; method: petitions, public meetings and journalism; base: the urban middle class, professionals and reformist nobility.
Populists (socialist revolutionaries) – aim: a peasant-based socialist revolution with land redistribution; method: rural agitation and political assassination; base: the peasantry and revolutionary intellectuals.
Marxists – aim: a workers’ revolution to overthrow capitalism; method: party organisation of the urban working class; base: industrial workers in the cities.
Concluding the lesson
Students complete an exit ticket on a slip: ‘Name 2 groups that opposed the Romanovs by 1905. Explain one similarity and one difference between the threat each group posed to the autocratic regime and state whose perspective each group represented.’
Evidence of learning
Students have demonstrated an understanding of the development of opposition to the Romanovs by:
correctly sorting aims, methods and bases of support into the 3 strands in the Activity 9 table
naming opposition groups, comparing their aims and methods and identifying whose perspective each represented in the exit ticket.
	

	Lesson 4 – analysing sources on opposition to the Romanovs
Outcome
MH-11-05 – analyses different types of sources for evidence to support a historical account or argument
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
· The development and nature of opposition to the Romanovs 
Historical concepts 
Perspectives
Historical skills
Analysis and use of sources
	Lesson overview
Students analyse 3 primary sources from the liberal, Marxist and populist (SR) strands to build an understanding of how each group saw Russia’s problems and its own role in solving them, applying the perspective, value and limitations framework through a gradual release. The modelling, source texts and suggested responses are delivered through Lesson 4 in the slide deck.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: following Lesson 3, students can name the 3 strands of opposition and describe their aims, methods and bases of support, which gives them the context for analysing a source from each strand in this lesson.
Key vocabulary: anachronism, despotism, liberal, Marxist, omnipotent bureaucracy, opposition, populist, vanguard. 
Note: these terms are taught in context through the source annotations. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 11
Related slides: slide deck – Investigating modern history – the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty (Lesson 4 section).
Beginning the lesson
Display the learning intention and success criteria using slide 5 from the slide deck. Unpack each criterion with students and take a moment for clarifying questions.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to analyse primary sources from the 3 strands of opposition, explaining their perspective, value and limitations for a historical inquiry into opposition to the Romanovs.
Success criteria 
I can:
identify the perspective of a source by asking who created it, when, why and from what perspective
analyse the value and limitations of a source for understanding opposition to the Romanovs.
Display slides 2 to 3 and share the learning intention and success criteria. 
Pose the connecting learning question: ‘If all 3 strands of opposition opposed the tsar, why would they not simply work together?’
Take 2 to 3 responses, drawing on the strands from Lesson 3. 
Frame the lesson: students examine the perspective of a written source from each strand of opposition and evaluate the value and limitations of each source as a historian would.
Core lesson
Direct students to open Activity 11 – the 3 lenses: perspective, value, limitations.
Note: the following definitions are visible in the slide deck and in Activity 11 of the student resource pack. Ensure students are familiar with these terms.
Perspective: where the source comes from: who wrote it, when, why and for whom. Every source has a perspective – it is a feature to be analysed, not a flaw.
Value: what this source helps a historian understand. Always tied to a question.
Limitations: what the source cannot tell us, or where the writer’s position narrows the picture.
Read the profiles of the 5 key figures in Activity 11 with the class, then read the source annotation guide together. Students use the profiles and the guide to support their analysis of Sources A, B and C. Use the following gradual release of responsibility to model the analysis.
Display Source A (Lenin) from Activity 11.
Model annotation aloud, marking perspective, value and limitations directly on the text. 
Students follow on their own copy. The following worked example unpacks Source A step by step; use the same 4 steps for the remaining sources.
Note: this extract is demanding. The term or phrase table on slide 10 clarifies the 5 phrases that carry the argument – read it with students before the extract. If it is still too difficult for the class, substitute a shorter passage from the same text. Pre-teach ‘vanguard’, ‘spontaneity’ and ‘professional revolutionaries’.

Note: teachers who want less demanding extracts could substitute one of the following, keeping the same 3 lenses: 
Marxist strand – To the Rural Poor (Lenin 1903) – the paragraph beginning ‘Just as the peasants were the slaves …’ from a pamphlet Lenin wrote in plain language for peasants.
Liberal strand – Czar and Zemstvos (1905) – a short newspaper report of the liberal zemstvo leader Prince Trubetskoy's speech to Nicholas II in June 1905, and the tsar's reply.
Populist strand – Narodnaya Volya letter to Alexander III (1881) – the 2 conditions and the free-election demands that follow (Narodnaya Volya were the earlier populists whose ideas the SRs later took up).
If you substitute a source, update the matching page of Activity 11 and the slides. The Papers Past texts, for both the Liberal and Populist strand, are machine-read, so copy extracts from the page image. If you substitute a source, update the matching page of Activity 11 and the slides.
I do – Source A – Lenin, What is to be done? (1902)
Step 1 – read the source (for meaning)
Orient students first: Lenin wrote this in 1902 as a leading Russian Marxist, a year before the Bolsheviks existed. He is not writing for workers – he is arguing with other Marxists about how a revolution would happen.
Read the term or phrase table on slide 10 with students, then check 2 of the terms: ‘What is the difference between trade-union consciousness and Social-Democratic consciousness?’ Draw out that one wants better conditions inside the system and the other wants to overthrow it.
Read the source aloud once, in 3 chunks, stopping after each chunk to check meaning. Do not annotate yet.
Chunk 1: to ‘… brought to them from without’ – what is Lenin claiming workers cannot do on their own?
Chunk 2: to ‘… labour legislation, etc’ – what does Lenin say workers do achieve by their own effort?
Chunk 3: to the end – where does Lenin say socialist theory came from?
Address the misconception directly: Lenin is not saying workers are not clever. He is arguing about where ideas come from.
Ask the class: ‘What is Lenin’s main argument here, in your own words?’
Suggested response
Workers cannot become revolutionary on their own as they need an educated group from outside to lead them.
Step 2 – re-read and annotate
Read the source a second time. Pause after each chunk and write the annotation in the margin (or use a colour: yellow for perspective, green for value, pink for limitations).
Suggested annotations
· ‘There could not have been Social-Democratic consciousness among the workers’ – Lenin says workers can’t become revolutionary by themselves.
· ‘Brought to them from without’ – revolution has to be brought to workers from outside – this is Lenin’s ‘vanguard’ idea.
· ‘Only trade-union consciousness’ – on their own, Lenin says workers only want better pay and conditions. He does not think that is enough.
· ‘Educated representatives of the propertied classes, by intellectuals’ – Lenin says socialism comes from educated thinkers, not from workers themselves.
Step 3 – write the perspective, value and limitation
Underneath the annotated source in the space provided, write 3 short sentences:
Suggested think-aloud to support annotation
Lenin wrote this in 1902 as a leading Russian Marxist, to persuade other Marxists a year before the party split. That tells me his perspective is committed and political, which shapes its values and limitations.
Perspective: Lenin wrote this in 1902 as a leading Russian Marxist, a year before the Bolsheviks existed as a faction. He is not neutral – he is trying to convince other Marxists that workers need a strong party to lead them.
Value: we can see what Russian Marxists like Lenin believed, in his own words.
Limitation: Lenin tells us what he thinks workers should believe – not what workers actually believed or how many people supported him.
Step 4 – discussion prompt
Ask: ‘Based on this source, was Lenin’s movement easy or hard for the tsar to suppress? Why?’
Take one or 2 responses. Draw out the idea that Lenin is describing a small group of educated revolutionaries leading the way. A small group is easier for the secret police (Okhrana) to infiltrate than ideas spreading among millions of peasants.
We do – Source B (Milyukov)
Annotate Source B (Milyukov) together as a class, using the guide above. Prompt student responses with the following questions: 
Who wrote it?
When?
Why?
What is its value?
What does it leave out?
Students write the annotations. Provide guidance where necessary and address the misconceptions listed in the note below as they arise.
You do – Source C (Breshkovsky) 
Students annotate the source independently and write one sentence per lens, then compare with a partner. Circulate and check annotations before revealing the suggested responses on the slides.
Note: the following misconceptions about source analysis may arise. Take time to address them as they do.
· ‘Bias means the source is useless.’ Perspective is evidence, not a flaw. A one-sided source is often the best evidence of what a group believed.
· ‘Confusing perspective with limitation.’ Perspective is where the source stands; a limitation is what that position prevents it from showing. Direct students to state the perspective first, then derive the limitation from it.
· ‘Treating value and limitation as opposites.’ Historians consider both together and a source's value and limitations depend on the purpose of the analysis. The Lenin source is highly valuable for Bolshevik theory and strictly limited on actual worker support – the same feature drives both.
Refer to the following slides in the Lesson 4 section of the slide deck to guide students through the steps of the source analysis:
Slides 7 to 9 – establish the 3 lenses. The questions for each lens and the author profiles will be available.
Slides 10 to 12 – I do. Model Source A (Lenin) across the 4 steps: read for meaning, annotate, write perspective/value/limitation, discuss suppression.
Slides 13 to 15 – we do. Annotate Source B (Milyukov) as a class, students are guided while writing. Then reveal the suggested responses.
Slides 16 to 18 – you do. Students annotate Source C (Breshkovsky) independently and write one sentence per lens, then compare with a partner. Reveal the answers only after attempts by students.
Slide 19 – dispel the 3 source-analysis misconceptions as they arise.
Slide 20 – pair-share on the focus question, using the talk stems.
Concluding the lesson 
Use the following exit ticket which can be found on slide 21. Students account for one source's perspective and state one value and one limitation. Collect to confirm readiness for the source work in future lessons.
Evidence of learning
Students have demonstrated an understanding of the nature of opposition and the skill of source analysis by:
identifying the perspective of Sources B and C in their annotations, using who created each source, when, why and from what position
analysing the value and limitations of Sources B and C in their lens sentences
accounting for one source’s perspective and stating one value and one limitation in the exit ticket.
	

	Lesson 5 – the causes and consequences of the 1905 Revolution
Outcome
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The causes and consequences of the 1905 Revolution
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students examine the causes of the 1905 Revolution; its consequences are the focus of Lesson 6. Working with a timeline of January to October 1905 and a cause-and-effect chart, students classify causes as long-term, short-term or triggers, then write a structured response. 
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students should have completed Lesson 2 (issues facing the Russian Empire by 1905) and Lesson 3 and Lesson 4 (the development and nature of opposition). They should also be familiar with the explain paragraph writing scaffold introduced in Lesson 1.
Key vocabulary: Bloody Sunday, consequence, long-term cause, manifesto, mutiny, revolution, Russo-Japanese War, short-term cause, soviet, trigger (soviet and manifesto are recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson. The remaining terms are taught in context).
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 12–13
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intention. Unpack the success criteria so students understand what they are working toward.
Learning intention
We are learning: 
to identify and explain the causes of the 1905 Revolution, distinguishing long-term causes, short-term causes and triggers.
Success criteria
I can:
identify the main events and pressures leading to the 1905 Revolution
classify each cause as long-term, short-term or a trigger
decode a structured response distinguishing long-term causes from short-term triggers.
Pose the following question to the class to activate prior knowledge:
‘The problems we studied in Lesson 1 to Lesson 3, such as autocracy, peasant poverty and factory conditions, had existed in Russia for decades. Why did revolution happen in 1905 and not earlier?’ Give students one minute to turn and talk with a partner, then take 2 to 3 responses.
Frame the lesson: today examine which causes of the 1905 Revolution were long-term, which were short-term and which event was the trigger.
Core lesson
Note: the events of Bloody Sunday involve troops firing on unarmed civilians, including children. Preview the video before class and be mindful that this content may be confronting for some students, particularly those with lived experience of conflict or displacement, in line with the Controversial issues in schools procedures. Pause the video at the points in the time breakdown below to check understanding of each event.
Display the following video – 22nd January 1905: Bloody Sunday massacre takes place in the Russian capital St. Petersburg (2:27).
Before playing the video, give students a listening focus: ‘As you watch, identify the main causes of worker discontent, the actions taken by workers, and the event that escalated unrest in January 1905. You will use these ideas in the next activity.’ Students record these as dot points in their books. After viewing, take 2 to 3 responses and ask students to explain how the events shown contributed to the outbreak of the 1905 Revolution.
Video – time breakdown 
0:18 – Growing discontent among working class 
0:44 – Gapon writes a petition aimed at improving working conditions
1:04 – Gapon leads workers to deliver petition on a march
1:25 – soldiers fired upon marchers
1:54 – response to the shootings
Instruct students to open Activity 12 – cause-and-effect chart and read the summaries of the key events of January to October 1905.
Show students these 3 definitions:
long-term cause – a problem that built up over years or decades
short-term cause – something that happened in the months or year before that made things worse
trigger – the single event that set things off.
Row 1 of the chart is completed as an example. Model row 2 (peasant land hunger) using the following, walking through how to classify it.
Suggested example: peasant land hunger
Cause: peasant land hunger.
Type: long-term.
Why: it started with the 1861 emancipation (which left peasants paying for their land) and became worse over decades as the population grew.
Instruct students to complete the remaining rows independently. 
Note: use the following classroom discussion to connect students’ learning about long-term causes and triggers before they move to the model response.
Display the following question on the board to facilitate discussion: ‘If Bloody Sunday hadn’t happened, would the revolution have happened anyway?’ Take a quick show-of-hands vote (yes or no) as a check for understanding, then open the discussion.
Suggested response
Probably yes – the long-term pressures were building toward something. But Bloody Sunday was what turned loyal subjects into revolutionaries, because it broke the myth that the tsar cared about his people. The trigger matters because of when and how it lands, not just whether something would have happened anyway.
Then ask students to respond to one another using the following prompts, nominating the next speaker each time:
‘Do you agree with ...? Why or why not?’
‘What might be another long-term pressure?’
‘Can you add one piece of evidence to ...’s example.’ 
Note: the Bloody Sunday death toll is given as ‘around 130 to over 1000’ because the official figure (130) and Father Gapon’s claim (1000+) differ significantly and modern historians do not have a definitive number. 
Instruct students to open Activity 13 – decode the model response – causes of the 1905 Revolution.
Students examine a model paragraph responding to the question: Which causes of the 1905 Revolution were long-term, which were short-term, and what was the trigger? 
Students deconstruct the model to identify how a historical response is structured.
Read the model paragraph aloud and clarify key terms, including long-term cause, short-term cause, trigger, autocracy, discontent and Bloody Sunday. Students then colour-code the model response using 3 colours:
blue: the main argument
yellow: historical evidence
green: explanation of why the evidence mattered.
Students label each piece of evidence LT (long-term cause), ST (short-term cause) or T (trigger). The class then discusses how the paragraph moves from argument, to evidence, to explanation. Students answer 2 short questions to check understanding:
What long-term causes are mentioned in the paragraph?
What short-term trigger is mentioned, and why did the trigger matter to the outbreak of revolution?
Concluding the lesson
Students complete a Think Pair Share. Use the reading and your cause-and-effect chart to respond to the following question: Explain one cause of the 1905 Revolution. In your answer, state whether it was long-term, short-term or a trigger, and why.
Cold call students to check understanding.
Direct students to complete the ‘Apply it’ column for the terms ‘soviet’ and ‘manifesto’ in the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Note: use the cold-call responses as formative assessment. Address misconceptions in the last 5 minutes and decide whether this content needs revisiting at the start of Lesson 6.
Evidence of learning
The cause-and-effect chart shows whether students can identify the main events and pressures leading to the 1905 Revolution and classify them as long-term causes, short-term causes or triggers.
The decoded model response and final Think Pair Share sentence show whether students can explain the difference between underlying causes and immediate triggers.
	

	Lesson 6 – the consequences of the 1905 Revolution
Outcome
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The causes and consequences of the 1905 Revolution
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students examine the consequences of the 1905 Revolution by tracing the decisions Nicholas II made in its aftermath. The activity does not ask students to justify those decisions. It asks them to understand the choices available to the regime and the consequences of each. Students work through 5 decision points Nicholas II faced from October 1905 to 1911, rank consequences in a diamond 9 and write a short cause-and-effect paragraph.
Suggested duration: 2 hours
Prior learning: students should have completed Lesson 5 and developed an understanding of the long-term causes, short-term causes and trigger of the 1905 Revolution.
Key vocabulary: agrarian reform, commune, coup, Duma, electoral law, Fundamental Laws, October Manifesto, repression
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 14–16
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intentions. Unpack the success criteria so students understand what they are working toward.
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to identify the consequences of the 1905 Revolution by examining the decisions that shaped them
to propose ideas about whether those consequences strengthened or weakened the regime.
Success criteria
I can:
describe various choices Nicholas II made after the 1905 Revolution and the consequences of each
rank consequences of 1905 by whether they strengthened or weakened the regime
explain a cause-and-effect chain in a short paragraph using causal connectives.
Activate prior knowledge from Lesson 5 by asking students to name one cause of the 1905 Revolution. Then ask: ‘The tsar survived 1905. But did he really win?’ 
Take 2 to 3 responses. 
Frame the lesson: today students examine the consequences of the 1905 Revolution and explain whether each strengthened or weakened the regime.
Core lesson
Establish the context: between October 1905 and 1911, with the revolution suppressed but its causes unsolved, Nicholas II faced a series of decisions about how far to give ground to his opponents. Guide students through 5 decision points Nicholas II faced from October 1905 to 1911 which can be found in Activity 14 of the student resource pack.
At each decision, present the dilemma and ask students to vote A or B by ‘voting with their feet’ (standing on the A side or B side of the room), holding up fingers or writing on mini whiteboards. 
Then reveal what Nicholas did and the consequence, reading the suggested response for that decision aloud while students record it in the ‘Nicholas chose’ and ‘What was the consequence?’ lines.
Suggested responses – Activity 14
1. Decision 1 – Nicholas chose B. On 17 October he issued the October Manifesto, granting civil liberties and promising a Duma. Consequence: the opposition split. Many liberals were satisfied and stopped fighting. Revolutionaries kept going, but the immediate crisis passed.
2. Decision 2 – Nicholas chose B. Just before the Duma met, he issued the Fundamental Laws, confirming his supreme power and the right to dissolve the Duma at will. Consequence: the Duma was semi-constitutional at best, before it had even sat.
3. Decision 3 – Nicholas chose B. The First Duma was dissolved after 10 weeks. Consequence: liberals were furious. Some Kadets signed the Vyborg Manifesto in protest; the constitutional project was already in trouble.
4. Decision 4 – Nicholas chose B. The coup of 3 June 1907 rewrote the electoral law to favour property owners. Consequence: the Third and Fourth Dumas were tamer and conservative; the Duma stopped being a real challenge.
5. Decision 5 – Nicholas chose A. Stolypin’s repression executed 2,500 to 3,000 revolutionaries in 1906–09 and his agrarian reforms let peasants leave the commune. Consequence: the revolutionary movements were crushed in the short term, but the reforms were incomplete when Stolypin was assassinated in 1911.
Direct students to complete the ‘Apply it’ column for the term ‘Duma’ in the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Note: in the following activity there is no single correct arrangement – it rewards reasoning, not the ‘right’ answer.
Instruct students to access Activity 15 – diamond 9 ranking.
Place students in pairs. Instruct them to read the 9 consequence cards and arrange them in a diamond shape, with the consequence that most strengthened the regime at the top and the one that weakened it at the bottom. 
Pairs then join with another pair to compare and justify their reasoning.
Class debrief on the most contested cards. 
Students respond to the following question: ‘Explain how the consequences of the 1905 Revolution strengthened or weakened the tsar's regime in the long term.’ Direct students to Activity 16 – explain paragraph: cause and effect for the scaffold, the ‘Am I on track?’ checklist and the cause-and-effect connectives bank.
Note: this is the explain structure from Activity 6 applied to a cause-and-effect question. Say this to students explicitly. The steps are unchanged, only the evidence and the connectives differ. Students should not experience this as a new scaffold.
Display the ‘Am I on track?’ checklist and the connectives bank. Jointly construct the first sentence with students, showing how to use one consequence from Activity 15 and a connective from the bank to explain a cause-and-effect relationship. Students then choose 3 cards from their diamond and write a 4 to 6 sentence paragraph linking them with cause-and-effect connectives. On completion, students swap with a partner for peer feedback (see below).
Suggested response
Use this as a guide for marking – a strong response will follow the structure and use connectives, even if the language is plain. Connectives are shown in bold.
The Fundamental Laws of 1906 strengthened the tsar’s position because they kept supreme power in his hands and let him dissolve the Duma at will. As a result, he could dissolve both the First and Second Dumas when they became radical. This led to the 1907 coup, which changed the electoral law and made the later Dumas tamer. Consequently, the tsar survived 1905 with most of his power intact, although the underlying problems were not solved.
Differentiation 
Support – engage in a joint construction where the teacher writes one sentence and the student writes the following sentence. 
Students swap paragraphs with a partner. The partner underlines every cause-and-effect connective and writes one suggestion for a clearer causal link.
Concluding the lesson
Students complete an exit ticket. In one sentence, explain the effect of one consequence of the 1905 Revolution on the tsar's regime, using at least one cause-and-effect connective.
Evidence of learning
Activity 14 and the diamond 9 ranking show whether students can describe the consequences of Nicholas II’s decisions after 1905 and explain whether they strengthened or weakened the regime. 
The explain paragraph and exit ticket show whether students understand causation by explaining a chain of cause and effect using appropriate connectives.
	

	Lesson 7 – the consequences of the 1905 Revolution – Father Gapon’s petition
Outcomes
MH-11-01 – explains continuity and change in the modern world
MH-11-05 – analyses different types of sources for evidence to support a historical account or argument
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The causes and consequences of the 1905 Revolution
Historical concepts
Continuity and change
Historical skills
Analysis and use of sources 
	Lesson overview
In this lesson students analyse how the events of 1905 changed the relationship between the Russian people, the tsarist regime and opposition groups. They examine Father Gapon's petition and his eyewitness account of Bloody Sunday to track shifting attitudes towards the tsar, then compare the October Manifesto with Kadet and Socialist Revolutionary demands. Students finish by judging whether 1905 strengthened, weakened or fundamentally changed these relationships.
Suggested duration: 2 hours
Prior learning: in Lesson 5 and Lesson 6, students investigated the causes of the 1905 Revolution and the decisions Nicholas II made in its wake. They will use this prior knowledge to examine primary sources on the events of 1905.
Key vocabulary: Kadets, October Manifesto, petition, Socialist Revolutionaries, turning point (these terms are taught in context. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson).
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 17–18
Beginning the lesson
Unpack the following learning intention and success criteria with the students. Make explicit reference to the word analyse and explain how this directive verb will require students to go beyond, simply explaining features of the source that will be investigated.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to analyse how the events of 1905 changed the relationship between the Russian people, the tsarist regime and opposition groups, using evidence from primary sources.
Success criteria
I can:
explain how attitudes towards the tsar changed over time using sources
discuss the value and limitations of a source for understanding changing attitudes towards the tsar in 1905
compare the October Manifesto with Kadet and Socialist Revolutionary demands
write a short response using evidence from 2 sources to explain a consequence of 1905.
Display the following terms on the board to support the activation of prior knowledge: autocracy, industrial workers, Russo-Japanese War, Bloody Sunday, opposition, reform.
Students complete a short retrieval task:
1. What does autocracy mean?
Identify one reason workers were discontented by 1905.
Identify one reason peasants were discontented by 1905.
Why did the Russo-Japanese War weaken confidence in the tsarist regime?
Before Bloody Sunday, why might some Russians still have believed the tsar would help them?
Students then indicate their position on the following question on a scale of 1 to 5:
Before Bloody Sunday, how much faith did ordinary Russians still have in the tsar? (1 = no faith at all, 5 = strong faith in the tsar as protector.)
Students justify their position in one sentence before sharing with a partner.
The following think-aloud can be used to consolidate students’ understanding of the significance of Bloody Sunday.
Suggested think-aloud:
The 1905 Revolution was not caused by one event. It emerged from long-term political, social and economic grievances, but Bloody Sunday became a turning point because it damaged the image of the tsar as the protector of the people. The October Manifesto appeared to offer reform, but different opposition groups interpreted it in very different ways.
Core lesson
Students analyse 2 adapted extracts – Father Gapon's petition and his eyewitness account of Bloody Sunday – to track how attitudes towards the tsar changed in 1905, using Activity 17 – modelled source analysis – Father Gapon's petition and Bloody Sunday.
Source A: Father Gapon’s petition to Tsar Nicholas II, 22 January 1905
Source B: Father Gapon’s eyewitness account of Bloody Sunday
Guide students through the analysis of Source A, modelling the highlighting focus set out in Activity 17.
Read only the first section aloud rather than working through the whole source at once. Point out that the workers are clearly suffering but are not yet speaking like revolutionaries and that they still appeal to the tsar for justice and protection. Explain that this makes the source valuable because it shows both grievance and lingering loyalty.
Underline one phrase that shows suffering and one that shows loyalty. This moves students away from weak statements such as ‘The source is valuable because it tells us what happened.’
Read the glossary in Activity 17 with students, then model the highlighting focus again for Source B and draw out the shift in the relationship.
Point out that in Source A, the tsar is treated as someone who might help, while in Source B the violence changes that relationship. Explain that the value of this source is that it helps explain why Bloody Sunday became a turning point, not just what happened. 
Suggested response – source B: check your reading 
· Paragraphs 1 and 2: the marchers carried a large, framed portrait of the tsar, along with banners and religious icons, and walked bareheaded in bitter cold. They saw the tsar as a religious and fatherly protector who would help them if he knew of their suffering. The procession was a respectful appeal to him, not a protest against him.
· Paragraphs 3 to 6: as the crowd grew denser and the singing louder, the marchers came within 200 paces of the troops. Infantry blocked the road with cavalry drawn up in front. Cossacks then charged into the crowd with swords, striking men, women and children. Without warning, soldiers fired volley after volley until the shooting seemed continuous, leaving bodies on the snow.
· Paragraphs 6 and 7: Gapon moved from loyalty to rejection. Seeing the dead, he says ‘This is the work of our Little Father, the tsar’, using the affectionate name bitterly against him. He then declares ‘There is no longer any tsar for us!’ Words such as horror, the scarlet stain of blood and a new chapter show that the bond had been broken.
Students then complete the paired analysis table in Activity 17 for both sources.
Note: return to the misconceptions from Lesson 4 – ‘bias means the source is useless’ and ‘treating value and limitation as opposites’. Gapon’s account is valuable and limited for the same reason: he led the march. For the writing task, support students to move beyond less developed responses such as:
· the source is valuable because it is primary
· the source is biased
· Bloody Sunday was a bad or terrible event.
Encourage students towards more sophisticated historical thinking that shows critical analysis, for example:
· This source is valuable because it shows workers still appealed to the tsar before Bloody Sunday.
· This source is limited because Gapon was a leader of the march and wrote after the event, so his account may be shaped by anger, shock and hindsight.
· Bloody Sunday damaged the tsar’s image as protector and encouraged stronger opposition to autocracy.

Note: for the written response that follows, remind students that the question is an explain question. They plan around the change Bloody Sunday caused, then bring the sources in as evidence, rather than structuring the response as Source A followed by Source B. Say this before they begin – students who have just completed a paired source analysis may default to writing about the sources in turn.
Students are to write independently to the following question: 
Explain why Bloody Sunday was a turning point in the development of opposition to the Romanovs. In your answer, integrate evidence from Source A and Source B.
The following sentence stems are provided in activity 17 to support their structure:
Bloody Sunday was a turning point because …
Before the march, workers …
This changed when …
Afterwards, opposition …
The evidence for this is …
Suggested response
Bloody Sunday was a turning point in the development of opposition because it destroyed the belief that the tsar was the protector of the Russian people. Before the march, workers still appealed directly to Nicholas II: Gapon’s petition (Source A) which describes them coming to the tsar ‘in quest of justice and protection’, even as it demanded universal suffrage, civil freedoms and an 8-hour working day. This changed when troops fired on the marchers. Afterwards, opposition hardened, because the violence had broken the loyalty that had brought the workers to the Winter Palace. The evidence for this is Gapon’s eyewitness account (Source B), which describes rifle fire and bodies in the snow and declares that ‘there is no longer any tsar for us’. Bloody Sunday therefore transformed existing discontent into open opposition by weakening faith in Nicholas II and exposing the violence of the autocratic regime.
Differentiation
Support – students requiring support are to be provided with highlighted extracts, a vocabulary bank and additional sentence scaffolding. 
Extension – students evaluate whether Bloody Sunday created opposition to the tsar or revealed opposition that already existed.
Retrieval and framing
Students recall what Bloody Sunday showed about changing attitudes towards the tsar. Introduce the following question:
If the tsar offers reform, does that solve the revolution?
Direct students to Activity 18 – the October Manifesto: reform, concession or control? Students read the 3 sources on the October Manifesto and complete the reform reality check graphic organiser.
Read the October Manifesto (Source C) extract aloud and highlight the 3 promises made by the tsar: civil freedoms, participation in the Duma and lawmaking through the Duma.
Draw attention to the final line about restoring peace and tranquillity, showing that the Manifesto was also designed to end unrest.
Next, instruct students to read the Kadet extract individually.
Model one match between the Manifesto and the Kadet program explicitly on the board, for example, the Manifesto promises freedom of speech, assembly and association. The Kadets also demand freedom of press, meetings and unions. This suggests the Kadets may have seen the Manifesto as a partial victory.
Students then read the Socialist Revolutionary program (Source E) extract independently and complete the reform reality check graphic organiser, identifying which demands went further than the Manifesto.
The following teacher think-aloud can be used upon the completion of the graphic organiser to guide students’ understanding.
Suggested think-aloud
The October Manifesto was a significant consequence of the 1905 Revolution because it forced Nicholas II to promise civil freedoms and a representative Duma. However, it did not fully end autocracy or satisfy revolutionary demands. As a result, the Manifesto divided opposition but did not resolve the deeper conflict between the Romanov regime and its opponents.
Check students’ understanding verbally or on mini whiteboards. Pose the following questions and give take-up time before listening to their responses.
Why did the October Manifesto divide opposition rather than end it?
Concluding the lesson
Students synthesise the key concepts and skills of the lesson by responding to the following prompt on the board: ‘By the end of 1905, was the relationship between the Russian people, the tsarist regime and the opposition stronger, weaker or fundamentally changed?’
Take 2 to 3 quick verbal responses, encouraging students to use evidence from at least one source from Activity 17 and one from Activity 18.
Then students complete a 3-part exit ticket on mini whiteboards or paper:
Identify one piece of evidence from Source A or B that shows how Bloody Sunday damaged the tsar's image.
Identify one reason the October Manifesto divided opposition rather than ending it, using Source D or E. 
Write one sentence answering the synthesising question above.
Suggested think-aloud to close
In 1904, most Russians still believed the tsar would protect them. By the end of 1905, that belief had been damaged for workers, the liberals had a partial victory they were prepared to accept and the revolutionaries were unsatisfied. The 1905 Revolution did not overthrow the tsar, but it permanently changed the relationships we started this lesson with.
Evidence of learning
Students have demonstrated an understanding of the consequences of the 1905 Revolution and the skill of source analysis by:
using evidence from Gapon’s petition and eyewitness account to explain how attitudes towards the tsar changed (source highlighting and paired analysis table)
discussing the value and limitations of each source (paired analysis table)
comparing the October Manifesto with Kadet and Socialist Revolutionary demands (reform reality check)
explaining a consequence of 1905 using evidence from 2 sources (written response and exit ticket).
	

	Lesson 8 – role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty
Outcomes
MH-11-04 – accounts for the different perspectives of individuals and groups in their historical context
MH-11-05 – analyses different types of sources for evidence to support a historical account or argument
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty
Historical concepts
Perspectives
Historical skills
Analysis and use of sources 
	Lesson overview
In this lesson, students examine how the First World War strained the Romanov regime by analysing the war through the perspectives of 3 groups: the regime (the tsar and empress), the home front (urban workers and women) and the soldiers at the front. Students use the perspective lens from the 3 lenses framework to account for how each group’s position shaped the way it experienced the war. This builds the knowledge students will need for the assessment task and rehearses the perspective lens they will apply in Part A.
Suggested duration: one hour 
Prior learning: students have studied the 1905 Revolution and its consequences. They know the regime survived 1905 without solving its underlying problems, and that Bloody Sunday damaged the image of the tsar as protector. They are familiar with the perspective, value and limitations framework from Lesson 4 and Lesson 7.
Key vocabulary: home front, inflation, mobilisation, mutiny, Petrograd, requisitioning, Stavka (military headquarters)
Note: home front, mobilisation and mutiny are recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson. The remaining terms are taught in context.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 19–20
Beginning the lesson
Explain the learning intentions and refer to them throughout the lesson, connecting back to the regime’s survival of 1905. Unpack the success criteria.
Learning intentions 
We are learning:
about the impact of the First World War on the regime, the home front and the army
to account for the different perspectives of these groups by analysing sources through the perspective lens.
Success criteria 
I can:
identify the impact of the First World War on the regime, the home front and the army
account for the perspective of a source by asking who created it, when, why and from what position
explain what each perspective reveals about the strain the war placed on the Romanov regime.
Lead a quick retrieval on the 1905 Revolution to activate prior knowledge.
Ask students the following: ‘In 1905 the regime survived, but what did it fail to fix?’
Take 2 to 3 responses.
Suggested responses
· Unresolved peasant and worker grievances.
· A Duma the tsar treated with contempt.
· A damaged bond between the tsar and the people.
Frame the lesson: the regime survived its first great test in 1905. In 1914 a far greater test arrived – the First World War. Today we see that war through the eyes of 3 groups.
Direct students to the 2 images at the start of Activity 19 in the student resource pack – a patriotic crowd in 1914 and flour hoarding at a Petrograd police station in 1917. 
Note: the following prompts move from describing each image to comparing them, so students learning English as an additional language or dialect can put what they see into words before interpreting it.
Analysing the image: guide students through the following 3 prompts:
What is happening in Image 1, and what mood does the crowd show?
What does Image 2 show, and why does it matter that the flour was found at a police station?
What changed between August 1914 and 1917, and what might that change mean for the regime?
Take 2 to 3 responses. Note that the same war produced both images – the patriotic unity of 1914 and the hunger and hoarding of 1917 – and that the lesson explains how.
Suggested response
· Image 1 shows a crowd gathered to support the tsar at the outbreak of war.
· Image 2 shows flour hoarded at a police station while people in the city went hungry.
· Between 1914 and 1917 the war turned public support into hunger and anger at the authorities, which weakened the regime.
Core lesson
Note: direct students to the ‘Character profile – Grigori Rasputin’ box at the start of Lesson 8 in the student resource pack. Briefly introduce Rasputin, as he appears in the reading but has not yet been studied. Students only need enough background to understand the reading. The key point is not Rasputin himself but the effect of his presence at court: with the tsar at the front, the government appeared to be under the sway of a peasant mystic, which damaged how people saw the regime.
Direct students to access Activity 19 – contextual reading: the war and the regime.
Read the contextual reading aloud first, modelling pace and pronouncing unfamiliar terms (Petrograd, Tannenberg, Stavka, Rasputin).
Before students re-read, lead a brief vocabulary check (2 minutes) through a suggested think-aloud to model how a reader deals with an unfamiliar term.
Suggested think-aloud
When I get to the word ‘zemstvo’, I don’t stop – I read the rest of the sentence and the phrase ‘elected local councils’ tells me what it is.
Note: this step reduces the memory load of moving from a listening task to independent reading and gives students learning English as an additional language or dialect a chance to consolidate the terms before working alone.
Then have students turn to a partner and explain Romanov, zemstvo and Russification in their own words. 
Take one response for each and clarify any misconceptions.
Before students re-read, lead a brief vocabulary check (2 minutes): students turn to a partner and explain Petrograd, Stavka and mobilisation in their own words. Take one response for each and clarify any misconceptions, following the routine established in Lesson 1.
Students then re-read independently and answer the 5 comprehension questions, before a brief pair-share and class check. 
Students then complete the home front, mobilisation and mutiny rows of the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Note: this next activity uses 3 short sources to let students see the war from 3 positions – the regime, the home front and the front line. Students apply only the perspective lens here (value and limitations are extended in Lesson 9). Read the models Source A (I do), the class works Source B together (we do), and students complete Source C independently (you do). Sources sit in Activity 20 of the student resource pack.
Direct students to access Activity 20 – 3 perspectives on the war.
Read Alexandra's letter in Source A aloud and model the perspective annotation for Source A (the regime).
Use the following think-aloud to model the perspective annotation, then direct students to record it in the Source A row of the perspective grid in Activity 20.
Suggested think-aloud
Alexandra wrote this letter to Nicholas in 1915, as he left to command the army. She is not a neutral observer – she is the empress, urging her husband to rule as a strict autocrat. That position tells me her perspective: she sees firmness, not reform, as the answer. This source is strong evidence of how the regime understood the crisis – by doubling down on autocracy at the very moment the country needed flexibility.
Suggested response – Source A perspective: written by the empress to the tsar in 1915, from inside the regime, to persuade Nicholas to rule firmly. It reveals that the regime’s response to the strain of war was to reassert autocracy rather than to share power.
We do – Source B (the home front): read the police report aloud. Ask: ‘Who wrote this, and why would the secret police be reporting on the mood of ordinary people?’ Take 2 to 3 responses. Guide the students while they write the perspective annotation.
Suggested response – Source B perspective: written by the Okhrana, the tsar's own secret police, in late 1916, to warn the government about the mood in the cities. Because it comes from inside the regime’s own surveillance system, it is powerful evidence that even the government knew hunger could turn into revolution.
You do – Source C (the front): students read the extract and write the perspective annotation independently, then compare with a partner. Circulate and check against the suggested response below.
Suggested response – Source C perspective: written by the British military attaché serving with the Russian army, an Allied officer observing the front firsthand in 1915. His position is sympathetic to Russia but critical of its command. The extract reveals how badly the army was equipped and led during the great retreat and how freely men's lives were spent, pointing to the erosion of the army that was the regime’s last line of defence.
Cold-call students to complete the sentence to check for understanding, ‘The perspective of Source ... is ..., which means ...’ Confirm against the suggested responses.
Note: carry over the framing from Lesson 4 to address misconceptions – perspective is evidence, not a flaw. A one-sided source is often the best evidence of what a group believed. Push students to state the perspective first, then say what it reveals.
Concluding the lesson
Instruct students to answer the following question on an exit ticket slip: Choose one of the 3 groups – the regime, the home front or the soldiers. In 2 sentences, account for how that group's position shaped the way it experienced the war.
Collect responses to inform the next lesson.
Refer to the learning intentions and success criteria. Quick verbal check: ask students to indicate their confidence using a 1 to 5 finger scale. ‘How confident are you that you can account for a source’s perspective right now?’
Differentiation
Support – pre-teach the key vocabulary and provide a perspective sentence frame (‘This source was written by __ in __, from the position of __, in order to __’). 
Extension – ask students to rank the 3 perspectives by how much danger each represented to the regime and to justify the ranking in one sentence – this previews the weighing of factors they will do in Lesson 9.
Evidence of learning
Students have demonstrated an understanding of the role of the First World War and the concept of perspectives by:
identifying the impact of the war on the regime, the home front and the army (contextual reading questions)
accounting for the perspective of each source using who created it, when, why and from what position (perspective grid)
explaining what each perspective reveals about the strain the war placed on the regime (perspective grid and exit ticket).
	

	Lesson 9 – the role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty
Outcome
MH-11-05 – analyses different types of sources for evidence to support a historical account or argument
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Analysis and use of sources
	Lesson overview
Students examine the role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty through the wartime food crisis, extending the perspective work from Lesson 8 to the full value, limitations and own-knowledge framework (analysis and use of sources) and using a source for evidence to support a historical argument. They integrate their own knowledge with a single source to strengthen an argument, then write an extended response on how far the war had undermined the regime by 1917. The modelling, source, data and worked responses are delivered through Lesson 9 in the slide deck. The lesson builds directly toward Part B of the assessment.
Suggested duration: one hour 
Prior learning: students analysed the war through 3 perspectives in Lesson 8 and can account for a source’s perspective. They have used the perspective, value and limitations framework in Lesson 4 and Lesson 7. From the Lesson 8 reading, Rasputin’s perceived influence at court damaged confidence in the regime, especially while Nicholas II was away at the front, which they draw on as own knowledge in this lesson. 
Key vocabulary: home front, inflation, rationing, requisitioning, speculation, transport breakdown
Note: these terms are taught in context through the reading. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 21–22
Related slides: Slide deck – Investigating modern history – the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty – lesson 9 section
Beginning the lesson
Display slides 23 to 25. Share the learning intention and success criteria (slide 23), run the retrieval on the 3 perspectives from lesson 8 (slide 24), then display the central question (slide 25) and leave it visible.
Learning intention 
We are learning:
to use a source and our own knowledge together to support a historical argument about how the First World War undermined the regime by 1917 and contributed to the collapse of the dynasty.
Success criteria
I can:
identify value and limitations of a source on the wartime food crisis
use evidence from a source to support a claim about Russia
use my own knowledge to support and extend the evidence in a source
use a source and my own knowledge together to support a historical argument.
Activate prior knowledge by using the following retrieval question to connect with the learning from Lesson 8.
Ask students to recall one impact of the war on each of the 3 groups (regime, home front, soldiers). 
Then display the lesson’s central question: ‘By the start of 1917, how had the war undermined the Romanov regime?’ Note that today students will gather evidence to answer it.
Core lesson
Note: use the Lesson 9 section of the Romanov slide deck to run this lesson. The deck is built around the gradual release of responsibility – the source modelling moves deliberately from I Do (teacher models perspective, then value, on Source A) to We do (the class derives the limitation together) to You do (students complete the own-knowledge move and the extended response independently). Each lens is revealed on a single slide using animations, so the source stays on screen while perspective, value and limitations appear one click at a time. This paces the modelling and keeps students focused on each step. The key information for each step – the full think-aloud scripts, the questions to pose, the answers to reveal and the points to stress – sits in the notes section of each slide in the slide deck, not on the slides themselves. Read the notes section before teaching, as the on-screen text is deliberately sparse and the teaching moves live in the notes.
Direct students to Activity 21 – contextual reading and data: the food crisis while showing slides 26 to 27 of the slide deck. 
Read the food-crisis reading aloud, modelling pace and pronouncing unfamiliar terms (requisitioning, speculation, inflation).
Before students re-read, lead a brief 2-minute vocabulary check. Students turn to a partner and explain ‘requisitioning’ and ‘speculation’ in their own words. Take one response for each and clarify any misconceptions. This gives students learning English as an additional language or dialect the chance to consolidate key terms before reading independently.
Students then re-read independently and answer comprehension questions 1 to 5.
Note: this activity takes students from perspective (Lesson 8) to the full framework. Students analyse a single photograph using all 3 lenses, then write.
Explain the shift between the 2 halves of the activity to students. The lens analysis prepares them to use the source accurately, it is not the structure of the written response. In the writing task, the source is evidence for an argument about Russia, not the subject of the response. The assessment task tests both uses as separate questions, so naming the difference now prepares students for it.
Direct students to access Activity 22 – using a source as evidence.
Display Source A. Model perspective and value (I do, slide 29), then derive limitations from perspective with the class (we do, slide 30).
Note: revisit the Lesson 4 misconception of confusing perspective with limitation. Thompson's position as a foreign journalist is his perspective. The limitation is what that position prevents the photograph from showing, for example, how Russian workers themselves explained the queues.
Note: the source students analyse is the photograph. Thompson’s written account above it is contextual information. Read it aloud before students begin and say clearly that it is background, not the source. Thompson took the photograph and wrote the passage, which is useful for the perspective discussion, but students analyse the image.
Slides 31 to 32 – the effective inclusion of own knowledge. Students take this straight into the writing plan. There is no separate own-knowledge table.
Students complete the lens table independently and compare with a partner.
Slides 33 to 35 – unpack the following task with the students. Use evidence from Source A and your own knowledge to support a historical argument about how the First World War had undermined the Romanov regime by the start of 1917.
Model the topic sentence and the first piece of evidence, display the scaffold, then release. Reveal the worked response only as a marking guide after students have written.
Differentiation
Support – provide a completed writing plan for the argument and source-evidence steps as a model, then have students complete the own knowledge and other evidence steps with a sentence bank (‘this shows that …’, ‘this was made worse by …’, ‘however …’).
Extension – students extend their argument by explaining how the regime’s own failures connected to the war, previewing the next lesson.
Concluding the lesson
Slide 36 – ‘By the start of 1917, how had the First World War undermined the Romanov regime? Support your answer with one piece of evidence.’ Then pose the question for the next lesson: Was the war the cause of collapse, or did it expose existing problems?
Evidence of learning
The data questions and lens table show whether students can identify the value and limitations of a source on the wartime food crisis.
The extended response shows whether students can use a source and their own knowledge to support a historical argument about how the war had undermined the regime by 1917.
	

	Lesson 10 – the crisis of leadership, 1915–16
Outcome
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Explanation and communication 
	Lesson overview
Students examine how the First World War triggered a collapse of confidence in the regime’s leadership, focusing on Nicholas II’s decision to command the army, Alexandra’s political influence, Rasputin’s perceived influence over appointments and the ministerial leapfrog of 
1915–16. A short reading feeds a cause-and-effect chain, which students then rank by significance to judge which failure did the most damage.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students were introduced to Rasputin in Lesson 8 and studied the home-front impact of the war in Lesson 8 and Lesson 9. They know Nicholas took command of the army in 1915. This lesson complements the home-front focus of Lesson 9 by addressing the political collapse at the top and sets up the loss of elite and Duma support that the February Revolution exploits.
Key vocabulary: abdication, Duma, ministerial leapfrog, monarchist
Note: these terms are taught in context through the reading. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 23
Beginning the lesson
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to explain how the war created a crisis of leadership in the regime 
to propose ideas about which leadership failure did the most damage to confidence in the regime.
Success criteria
I can:
build a cause-and-effect chain showing how Nicholas II’s decisions led to a loss of confidence in the regime
rank the links in that chain by how much damage each did to confidence in the regime
propose ideas about which failure was the most damaging, using evidence from the reading.
Activate prior knowledge: recall from Lesson 9 that the war damaged the home front. Pose the framing question: ‘The war damaged the regime from below, through hunger. How did it also damage the regime from above, through its own leadership?’ Take 2 to 3 responses.
Core lesson
Read Activity 23 – the crisis of leadership, 1915–16 aloud, then have students re-read independently. 
Note: keep the focus on leadership, not on Rasputin. The syllabus interest here is the crisis of leadership he represents – government by favouritism, the collapse of ministerial competence and the loss of elite confidence – not his life, his alleged powers or the manner of his death. If students ask about the murder or the myths, acknowledge briefly and redirect. The point is that killing him in December 1916 changed nothing, because the damage was structural, not personal.
Direct students to Task 1 – build the cause-and-effect chain. 
Links 1 and 6 are provided. Students complete links 2 to 5 from the reading. Model link 2 if needed, then release. Confirm against the suggested responses.
Suggested responses – Task 1
· Link 2 – Nicholas is tied personally to every defeat and is absent from the capital when the government most needs direction.
· Link 3 – real influence at home passes to Alexandra, who distrusts the Duma and the ministers and relies on Rasputin.
· Link 4 – Rasputin influences who is appointed and dismissed, and capable ministers are replaced by men loyal to Alexandra.
· Link 5 – ‘Ministerial leapfrog’: 4 prime ministers, 5 ministers of the interior and 3 ministers of war in 18 months, so no minister stays long enough to fix anything and the government is openly mocked.
Direct students to Task 2. Students rank the 6 links by the damage each did to confidence in the regime and justify their top choice.
Explain to students that this is the analytical core of the lesson. The chain shows the sequence of causes and the ranking asks them to propose ideas about which cause did the most damage.
Circulate and encourage students to defend why their chosen link outweighs the others.
Note: there is no single correct ranking. Task 2 rewards reasoning, not a ‘right’ order. Some students will rank the tsar taking command as most damaging because it set everything else in motion, while some will rank the ministerial chaos because it was the visible, daily failure. Others will rank the loss of Duma and elite confidence because that was the regime’s last support. All 3 are defensible. Guide the discussion toward the quality of the justification rather than toward a target answer. Does the student explain why their link outweighs the others? 
Instruct students to complete the synthesis questions following their rankings. 
1. Leadership failure was only one of the pressures on the regime by 1917. List 2 others from earlier in the unit. 
Was the crisis of leadership enough to bring the regime down on its own, or did it need those other pressures as well? 
Answer each in 2 to 3 sentences.
Differentiation
Support – provide the 6 links pre-written on cards to order and rank, rather than reconstructing them from the reading, and a sentence starter for the justification (‘This link did the most damage because …’). 
Extension – on completion of the synthesis question, students answer the following in a paragraph: ‘Could the regime have recovered if Rasputin had been removed earlier?’
Concluding the lesson
Ask students to indicate which link they ranked as most damaging, then invite 2 or 3 students to explain their reasoning.
Use the synthesis question to flag that leadership was one pressure among several, previewing the causes-of-the-fall synthesis to come.
Evidence of learning
The completed cause-and-effect chain shows whether students can explain how Nicholas II’s wartime decisions contributed to a crisis of leadership.
The ranking task and synthesis response show whether students can propose ideas about which leadership failure caused the most damage and connect it to the wider pressures of war and food shortages.
	

	Lesson 11 – the army and the war, 1914–17
Outcome 
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments 
Content 
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The role of the First World War in the collapse of the Romanov dynasty 
Historical concepts Causation
Historical skills 
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
Students examine how the war destroyed the loyalty of the army, the regime’s last means of defending itself. A short reading traces the military failures of 1914–16 and the breakdown of discipline, then students link each failure to its effect on the soldiers and categorise those effects as material or morale before judging which mattered more. The lesson establishes why the Petrograd garrison’s refusal to fire in February 1917 was decisive, directly preparing students for the February Revolution.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have studied the home-front impact of the war (Lesson 8 and Lesson 9) and the crisis of leadership (Lesson 10). They know Nicholas took command of the army in 1915, which they use to explain why the army’s defeats became the tsar’s defeats.
Key vocabulary: desertion, garrison, material, morale, mutiny, Tannenberg
Note: material and morale are recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson. The remaining terms are taught in context.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activities 24–25
Beginning the lesson
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to explain how the war turned the army against the regime
to propose ideas about whether material shortages or the collapse of morale mattered more.
Success criteria
I can:
explain how specific military failures affected the loyalty of the soldiers
sort the army’s problems into material and morale, giving a reason for any that fit both 
propose ideas about which mattered more in turning the army against the regime, using evidence from the reading.
Recall that in 1905, the army obeyed orders to fire on crowds and saved the regime. Pose the framing question: ‘If the army saved the tsar in 1905, why could it not save him in 1917?’ Take 2 to 3 responses, then share the learning intention and success criteria.
Note: stop the following video at 7:05 as the relevant content is completed at this point.
Play The Battle of Tannenberg (1914) – How Russia was Crushed on the Eastern Front of WW1 (from 0:00–7:05) to give students context on the Battle of Tannenberg and connect Russian leadership to the declining war effort.
Core lesson
Read the reading in Activity 24 – the army and the war, 1914–17 aloud, then have students re-read independently.
Note: the army is the hinge of the whole case study. This lesson ensures the February garrison mutiny make sense. Keep returning to the central idea – an autocracy can survive losing its people’s support as long as the army stays loyal, so the army’s turn is what makes the fall possible. If students leave understanding only the military defeats and not the loss of loyalty, the February Revolution will seem to come from nowhere.
Direct students to the table ‘From failure to disloyalty’ in Activity 24.
Students complete the right-hand column, linking each military failure to its effect on the soldiers’ loyalty. Model the second row if needed, then release.
Introduce the 2 concepts before the sort. Material problems are shortages of physical things (weapons, ammunition, food, boots, trained men), and morale problems are a loss of belief in the war, the commanders or the tsar. Direct students to complete the ‘Apply it’ column for the terms ‘material’ and ‘morale’ in the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1, as both definitions are needed for the activity.
Direct students to Activity 25 – material or morale? Students sort the 5 failures into material and morale, placing any mixed case where the main damage lay and justifying it. They then write the explain response on which mattered more.
Note: material and morale are linked, not opposed. Activity 25 deliberately sets up a sort that resists clean separation. Hunger is material but destroys morale; defeat is a morale blow rooted in material failure. This is the point, not a flaw. Guide students away from treating the 2 columns as opposites and toward seeing how shortage produced the loss of belief. The strongest arguments will recognise the connection rather than choosing one and dismissing the other.
Differentiation
Support – provide the 5 effects pre-written for students to match to the failures in Activity 24, and a sorting version of Activity 25 with the 5 items as a list to label ‘material’ or morale’. 
Extension – students answer the following question in a short paragraph: ‘A government can buy rifles faster than it can rebuild belief. How far does this explain why the regime could not recover by 1917?’
Concluding the lesson 
Check for understanding by hearing 2 or 3 responses on material versus morale, drawing out that material shortages fed the morale collapse. Remind students that the 2 are linked, not separate. Use the synthesis question to connect the army’s failure to the leadership failure of Lesson 10, so students see the regime collapsing from above and below at once.
Evidence of learning
The failure-to-disloyalty table shows whether students can explain how military failures affected soldiers’ loyalty to the regime.
The material and morale sort and written explanation show whether students can distinguish between material shortages and morale collapse, and propose ideas about which mattered more in turning the army against the tsar.
	

	Lesson 12 – the February Revolution – 5 days that ended 300 years of rule 
Outcome
MH-11-01 – explains continuity and change in the modern world
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The February/March 1917 Revolution, including the transfer of power from the Romanov regime to the Provisional Government
Historical concepts
Continuity and change
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
Students sequence the 5 days of the February Revolution and identify the turning point – the Petrograd garrison’s refusal to fire on 27 February. Working from a dated event list, they annotate a timeline, classify each day as protest or revolution and analyse why the soldiers’ mutiny was decisive, drawing directly on the collapse of army loyalty studied in Lesson 11. The lesson establishes the events of February before the next lessons examine the transfer of power and the abdication.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have studied the collapse of army loyalty (Lesson 11) and the crisis of leadership (Lesson 10). They know the regime survived similar unrest in 1905, which is the comparison this lesson turns on.
Key vocabulary: abdication, garrison, International Women's Day, mutiny, Provisional Government
Note: abdication is recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson. The remaining terms are taught in context.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 26
Beginning the lesson
Learning intention
We are learning:
to sequence the events of the February Revolution and to explain why the soldiers’ mutiny was the turning point.
Success criteria
I can:
place the 5 days of the February Revolution in order and summarise each
explain which day the protest became a revolution the regime could not stop, and why
explain why the garrison’s refusal to fire was decisive in the collapse of the regime, using what I know about the army.
Recall that at the end of 1905 the army obeyed orders and the regime survived, even though it faced strikes, mutiny and a hostile public. Pose the framing question: ‘By February 1917, the regime faced the same kinds of unrest as 1905. Why did it fall this time?’ Take 2 to 3 responses, then share the learning intention and success criteria. The answer the lesson builds toward is the army.
Note: the comparison with 1905 is the focus of this lesson. February 1917 makes sense only against 1905, when the same ingredients, such as strikes, mutiny and a hostile public, produced survival rather than collapse. Keep returning to the difference: in 1905 the army held, in 1917 it broke. Students who grasp that comparison understand the February Revolution as a change in the army’s loyalty rather than as an isolated sequence of dates.
Students add abdication to the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Core lesson
Note: before the reading, remind students that Russia still used the Julian calendar in 1917. This is why the event is known as the February Revolution in Russian chronology, even though it occurred in March according to the Gregorian calendar used in many other countries.
Read the dated event list in Activity 26 – 5 days that ended 300 years aloud. This is narrative, not a dense passage.
After the reading, remind students of the definitions of revolution and protest to connect learning. Other historical examples can be used and can be contrasted with contemporary examples of protests that the students may have been exposed to in media or popular culture. 
Next, direct students to Task 1 – annotate the timeline in Activity 26. Students summarise each day, classify it as protest or revolution, then identify the turning point – the day protest became revolution.
Most students will place the turning point on 27 February. The value is in justifying the placement in the Task 2 questions that follow.
Direct students to Task 2 – the tipping point. Students analyse why 27 February was decisive, connecting the garrison’s refusal back to the army’s loss of loyalty from Lesson 11, and complete the comparison with 1905.
Note: this lesson stops at the collapse, not the settlement. The lesson ends when the garrison joins the revolution and the regime loses the capital. What replaced the regime, including the Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet, and the contested transfer of power, is in the next lesson. The dated list mentions the Provisional Government and abdication only to close the narrative, and those events will be explored in more detail in the next lessons.
Differentiation
Support – provide the 5 ‘what happened’ phrases pre-written for students to match to the dates and a sentence starter for the explanation.
Extension – the following extension question can be posed: ‘If Nicholas had been in Petrograd rather than at the front, could 27 February have gone differently?’
Concluding the lesson
Confirm the turning point and listen to 2 or 3 answers to the question: ‘Why 1917 and not 1905?’. Emphasise the central idea: the regime did not fall because the protests were larger in scale, but because the army it relied on to crush them refused.
Students then write question 4 of Task 2 as an explain paragraph, using the structure from Activity 6: introduce the difference between 1905 and 1917, give evidence from the timeline and Lesson 11, and explain why the army’s refusal was decisive and conclude. Collect the paragraphs as formative assessment.
This sets up the next lesson: With the old regime gone, who now holds power?
Evidence of learning
The annotated timeline shows whether students can sequence the 5 days of the February Revolution and distinguish protest from revolution.
The mutiny analysis and the 1905 comparison show whether students can explain why the soldiers’ mutiny was the turning point in the collapse of the regime.
	

	Lesson 13 – 2 governments, one country – dual power and the transfer of authority
Outcomes
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
MH-11-07 – communicates historical understanding, applying historical knowledge, terms and concepts
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The February/March 1917 Revolution, including the transfer of power from the Romanov regime to the Provisional Government
Historical concepts 
Causation
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
Students examine the transfer of power after the abdication and the resulting arrangement of dual power between the Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet. They allocate different kinds of power between the 2 bodies, then compare formal authority against real power to analyse why the arrangement was unstable. This lesson delivers the transfer of power element of the syllabus content point, which no earlier lesson addresses.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have studied the February Revolution and the collapse of the old regime (Lesson 12). They understand that the army’s loyalty had shifted away from the tsar (Lesson 11), which underpins the Soviet’s hold over the soldiers.
Key vocabulary: authority, constituent assembly, dual power, Order No. 1, Petrograd Soviet, Provisional Government
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 27–29
Beginning the lesson 
Learning intentions
We are learning: 
to analyse the varying effects of the division of power after the fall of the tsar 
to construct a historical argument about why dual power was unstable.
Success criteria
I can:
distinguish the different kinds of power a government needs to rule
allocate each kind of power to the Provisional Government, the Petrograd Soviet, or both
construct a historical argument about why dual power was unstable, comparing the kind of power each body held
apply the split to real situations, predicting who could actually carry out a given action.
Activate prior knowledge by recalling the end of Lesson 12: the old regime has collapsed and the tsar has abdicated. Pose the question the lesson answers: ‘The tsar is gone. Who governs Russia now?’ Take 2 to 3 responses. Students will likely name one government; the lesson reveals there were 2.
Note: the core idea is that power has types, not just holders. It is important that students grasp that ‘Who had power?’ is the wrong question. The right one is ‘Who had which kind of power?’. The Provisional Government had legal authority; the Soviet had the loyalty of the people who made the country run. Keep separating those 2 ideas. Students who merge them into ‘Who was in charge?’ miss the entire point of dual power.
Core lesson
Note: this lesson is the transfer of power named in the syllabus. No earlier lesson covers it, so it carries the content point’s ‘transfer of power from the Romanov regime to the Provisional Government’. Teach the Provisional Government as the formal answer, but do not omit the Soviet: the transfer is historically significant precisely because power split rather than passing cleanly, and Order No. 1 is the clearest evidence of where real power lay.
Read the reading in Activity 27 – 2 governments, one country: the problem of dual power aloud. Check understanding of the 2 bodies before the tasks: one body had the legal right to rule, the other had the people’s loyalty.
Direct students to complete the ‘Apply it’ column for the term dual power to the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Students allocate each kind of power to the Provisional Government, the Soviet or both in the ‘Who held which power?’ table in Activity 27. Students then share their responses and you guide them to the correct allocation using the suggested responses below, since the Activity 28 comparison depends on the table being right.
Suggested responses – Activity 27
· Legal authority – PG.
· Foreign recognition – PG.
· Ministries – PG.
· Loyalty of soldiers and workers – S.
· Control of railways and factories – S.
· Making the army obey – S.
· Temporary caretaker claim – PG.
Direct students to Activity 28 – authority or real power: Who was stronger?
Students summarise what kind of power each body held and what kind it lacked in the Activity 28 table, then answer the question: ‘Why was dual power unstable in Russia in 1917? Construct a historical argument.’ Explain to students that this is the analytical core of the lesson: distinguishing formal authority from real power.
Suggested response
The Petrograd Soviet held the more useful kind of power, because it controlled the soldiers, workers and railways that the country actually needed to function. The Provisional Government had the legal authority to rule, but authority means little if no one will carry out your orders. Dual power was unstable from the start because the body with the legal right to govern could not act without the Soviet, while the body that could act did not hold formal power. Two centres of power pulling in different directions could not run a country for long and the tension was built into the new Russia from its first day.
Next, direct students to access Activity 29 – Who could actually make it happen?
The Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet had different sources of power. For each of the 5 situations in Activity 29, students identify which body had the greater capacity to act – the Provisional Government, the Soviet or neither acting alone – and explain their decision by referring to the authority, influence or limitations of each body. The situations are weighted so the pattern emerges: legal tasks fall to the Provisional Government, on-the-ground tasks to the Soviet.
Answers – Activity 29
· Sign a recognised law – PG (it held legal authority and foreign recognition).
· Order the soldiers – S (the army followed the Soviet under Order No. 1).
· Keep workers working – S (it held the workers' loyalty).
· Official government abroad – PG (foreign recognition).
· Call off a strike – S (it controlled the workers).
Direct students to look down the middle column of their table and draw out the pattern: the Provisional Government could do the things that needed legal authority. The Soviet could do the things that needed people to obey. Running a country needs both, and no single body had both. Students then answer the final question in Activity 29 in one sentence: Why did dual power make Russia so hard to govern?
Differentiation
Support – reduce Activity 27 to 5 kinds of power and provide the 2 summary cells of Activity 28 partly completed. 
Extension – the Provisional Government chose to continue Russia’s involvement in the First World War. Using what you know about why the regime fell, predict 2 to 3 problems this decision was likely to cause.
Concluding the lesson
Note: stop at the instability, not its resolution. The lesson ends on dual power as an unstable inheritance. What happened next – the failures of the Provisional Government, the return of Lenin and the October Revolution – is beyond this case study, which ends with the fall of the Romanovs. If students ask about later developments, acknowledge briefly and note that they are beyond the scope of the case study.
Draw out the central idea that power transferred not to a government but to a divided arrangement, where authority and real power sat in different hands. 
Listen to 2 or 3 responses on which body was stronger. 
Finish by emphasising that the Provisional Government inherited the tsar's hardest problem, the war.
Evidence of learning
The ‘Who held which power?’ table (Activity 27) shows whether students can distinguish kinds of power and allocate each to the Provisional Government, the Soviet or both.
The Activity 28 comparison and written response show whether students can analyse the effects of the power split and construct a historical argument about why dual power was unstable, supported by evidence.
The Activity 29 situations show whether students can apply the split to predict who could act.
	

	Lesson 14 – the end of the Romanovs – the abdication and its significance
Outcomes
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
MH-11-03 – explains the role and significance of forces, ideas, events, individuals and groups in shaping the past
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The February/March 1917 Revolution, including the transfer of power from the Romanov regime to the Provisional Government
Historical concepts
Significance
Continuity and change
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
Students examine the abdication of Nicholas II and explain the significance of the fall of the Romanov dynasty. They first establish what changed between 1900 and 1917, then form arguments about the historical significance of the fall against clear criteria, and trace how far that significance reached, from Russia to the wider world. The lesson completes the study of the February/March 1917 Revolution and shifts the historical concept from causation to significance. It runs across 2 hours.
Suggested duration: 2 hours
Prior learning: students have studied the whole case study so far, from the nature of autocracy under Nicholas II (Lesson 1) to the February Revolution and dual power (Lesson 12 and Lesson 13). The activation step deliberately returns to Lesson 1 so students can compare Russia in 1900 with Russia in 1917.
Key vocabulary: abdication, criteria, dynasty, lasting, manifesto, profound, republic, significance
Note: these terms are taught in context. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 30
Beginning the lesson
Unpack the following learning intentions and success criteria with the students. Use mini whiteboards for a quick check that students can restate each criterion in their own words.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to explain the significance of the fall of the Romanov dynasty in shaping the past, and how far its significance reached.
Success criteria
I can:
analyse the extent and nature of continuity and change in Russia between 1900 and 1917
form judgements about the historical significance of the fall, applying criteria such as scale, depth of change, duration and consequences and giving a reason for each score
explain the significance of the fall for Russia and the wider world, recognising that significance may be attributed for different purposes.
To support the activation of prior knowledge return to Lesson 1. Display the profile of Nicholas II and the definition of autocracy used at the start of the unit.
The following think-aloud can be used to frame the lesson.
Suggested think-aloud
We began this unit by meeting Nicholas II as an autocrat with total power, ruling a dynasty more than 300 years old. Today we watch him sign it all away. This returns us to the autocracy introduced at the start of the unit.
Display and read the learning intention and success criteria, then chunk the sequence of the lesson explicitly against the 3 parts of Activity 30. Part A (then and now) meets the first criterion, Part B (rating against criteria) the second criterion and Part C (how far did the significance reach?) the third criterion. Explain that the 3 parts build on one another. Students cannot judge how significant a change was until they know what changed and cannot trace how far it reached until they have judged its size.
Core lesson
Read the reading ‘The abdication, 2 March 1917’ in Activity 30 – the end of the Romanovs: How significant was the fall? and the abdication manifesto extract aloud.
Give students a listening focus – ‘Listen for who told Nicholas he must abdicate, and what happened to the throne after he signed’ – then play 15th March 1917: tsar Nicholas II abdicates the Russian throne, ending centuries of Romanov rule (2:40) for additional context.
Check for understanding with a show of hands or using mini whiteboards: ‘Did the monarchy end because Nicholas alone abdicated, or because his brother Michael also refused the crown?’
Note: the answer is both, on consecutive days. It confirms students understand that the dynasty ended, not just the reign. Reteach briefly if responses are divided.
Direct students to Part A – then and now: Russia in 1900 and 1917 in Activity 30. Explain the purpose: a change is only significant if students can say what it changed from and to, so Part A sets out the 2 pictures before they judge.
Model the first row (Who held power?) thinking aloud as you contrast 1900 and 1917 (I do).
Complete the second row together as a class (we do). 
Release students to complete the remaining rows independently or in pairs (you do).
Before the final 2 rows, remind students of the concept of continuity and change from Lesson 1: a revolution can change some things instantly and leave others untouched. Then pose the probing question: ‘The tsar is gone, but is the war over? Are the peasants better off? So how complete was this change, really?’ Allow wait time and draw out that the revolution did not change everything at once.
Confirm students’ answers to the closing question of Part A: ‘What had changed by March 1917, and what had stayed the same?’ before moving on.
Answers
· Power – the tsar alone, by autocracy – a Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet.
· Dynasty – over 300 years of Romanov rule – the dynasty ended.
· Ordinary people's say – almost none, a weak Duma – still uncertain, but the autocracy was gone.
· War – not in 1900, at war from 1914 – still at war, the war continued.
· Peasants – poor and land-hungry/still poor and land-hungry, little had yet changed for them.
Next direct students to Part B – How significant was the fall? Rating against criteria.
Note: this is the analytical core of the lesson and needs explicit modelling, because students confuse significance with fame or drama. Say to students: ‘An event is not significant because everyone has heard of it. Historians judge significance against criteria – how lasting the change was, how many people it affected, how deep it went and whether it is still studied. A famous event can score low and a little-known one can score high.’
Model the first row of the Part B table (‘Lasting’ – long-term effects of the fall) using the following think-aloud.
Suggested think-aloud
I am scoring ‘lasting’ a 5, because the fall did not just change 1917 – it ended a 300-year dynasty for good and set Russia on a completely new path. Notice that it is my reason, not the number, that matters: a 5 with no reason is worth nothing, a 3 with a strong reason is good history.
As students rate the remaining criteria, circulate and read justifications. 
Show the class an example and a non-example of a justification (both written by you, not taken from a student).
Give feedback against the success criteria 2 (a reason for each score). For example: 
This one scores well because it gives a reason tied to evidence. 
This one just repeats the score in words – What reason could we add? 
This models what a strong justification looks like before students finalise their judgement.
Before the overall judgement, check for misconceptions directly. 
Suggested think-aloud
True or false – an event is significant because lots of people have heard of it. 
Answer
False – significance is judged against criteria such as how lasting and how deep the change was.
Confirm as a class.
Instruct students to move to Part C – How far did the significance reach?
Note: Part C is a class discussion, not a writing task. Students have rated the significance of the fall for Russia in 1917; they have not yet studied the Soviet state, the Cold War or the historians in Lesson 17, so the discussion stays with Russia and the world in 1917 rather than the whole 20th century. The third question introduces the idea that significance may be attributed for different purposes. Lesson 19 returns to it when students examine how the Romanovs have been represented.
Take 2 to 3 responses on each of the following questions:
What did the fall of the Romanov dynasty mean for Russia itself? Use evidence from your Part B ratings.
Russia was a great power fighting a world war. Why would its collapse matter to other countries in 1917?
In 1917, the Provisional Government, the Petrograd Soviet and Russia’s allies (Britain and France) each saw the fall as significant for different reasons. What might each have thought it meant, and why?
Suggested response
The Provisional Government saw the end of autocracy and the start of a free, constitutional Russia. The Petrograd Soviet saw it as only a first step, with the revolution still to deliver for workers, soldiers and peasants. Britain and France judged it by one question: ‘Would Russia keep fighting Germany?’ Each group attributed significance according to its own purpose.
Students form a final judgement about historical significance by answering: How significant was the fall of the Romanov dynasty?
Use your ratings from Part B and the class discussion in Part C to support your answer.
Differentiation 
Support – reduce Part A to 3 rows. Provide 2 criteria pre-scored with model justifications in Part B. Provide a word bank of significance language (‘long-lasting’, ‘affected millions’, ‘a complete change’).
Extension – in Part B, ask students to identify which single criterion makes the strongest case for significance and explain it. In Part C, ask whether the fall was more significant for Russia or for the wider world.
Concluding the lesson 
Consolidate the learning and check for understanding by listening to 3 or 4 final judgements. Confirm that students can name the criteria they used to reach them. Draw the narrative to a close: the case study opened with an autocrat holding unlimited power and ends with the monarchy gone.
Establish the focus of the next lesson. Lesson 15 draws the causes of the fall together in a causal web and Learning sequence 3 then examines how historians have interpreted why the dynasty fell.
Evidence of learning
The Part A ‘then and now’ table shows whether students can describe what changed in Russia between 1900 and 1917 and what stayed the same. 
The Part B rating table and justifications show whether students can form judgements about the historical significance of the fall by applying criteria. 
The Part C discussion and final judgement show whether students can explain the significance of the fall for Russia and the wider world.
	

	Lesson 15 – Why did the dynasty fall? 
Outcome 
MH-11-02 – proposes ideas about the varying causes and effects of events and developments
Content
The nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
The February/March 1917 Revolution, including the transfer of power from the Romanov regime to the Provisional Government
Historical concepts
Causation
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
Students draw together the causes of the fall of the Romanov dynasty studied across the learning sequence and map how they connected by completing a guided causal web. Students classify causes as long-term, short-term or trigger, complete and label connections between them, then trace a path from a long-term condition to the February 1917 trigger. The lesson assembles the causes of the fall as preparation for the assessment and for the historical debate in the next sequence, without yet evaluating competing interpretations. 
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: this lesson consolidates the whole of Learning sequence 2. Students should have completed Lesson 3 to Lesson 14, covering opposition, the 1905 Revolution, the role of the war, the February Revolution, dual power and the abdication.
Key vocabulary: causal web, long-term cause, short-term cause, trigger
These terms are taught in context. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson
Related activities: activity 31 (print the web diagram at A3)
Beginning the lesson 
The following think-aloud can be used to frame the lesson.
Suggested think-aloud
For a few weeks we have studied the fall of the Romanovs one piece at a time – autocracy, opposition, 1905, the war, February. Today none of it is new. Today we put the pieces together and answer the question the whole case study has been building toward: Why did the dynasty fall?
Display and read the learning intention and success criteria. Unpack each against the 3 steps of the activity, so students know that step 1 meets the first criterion, step 2 the second, and step 3 the third.
Learning intention 
We are learning:
to analyse how the causes of the fall of the Romanov dynasty were interconnected.
Success criteria
I can:
classify the causes of the fall as long-term, short-term or trigger
identify and explain connections between causes that influenced one another, by drawing and labelling arrows on the web 
trace and explain a path from a long-term cause to the February 1917 trigger.
Core lesson
Note: a causal web is a diagram in which causes are arranged around the page and connected by labelled arrows showing how one cause influenced another. Its purpose is to show that an event, like the fall of the Romanovs, came from many reinforcing causes rather than a single chain and to make students explain each link rather than list causes.
Explain the 3 steps of Activity 31 and that each depends on the one before: Step 1 classifies the causes by type, Step 2 connects them with labelled arrows and Step 3 reads the finished web as an argument.
Note: Step 1 is fast retrieval, not new learning, but the web depends on the classification being correct, so confirm it as a class before students begin Step 2.
Direct students to Step 1 – classify the causes. Students label the 10 causes long-term, short-term or trigger.
Before moving on, confirm the classification as a class using a show of hands on the cases students most often get wrong. 
The following think-aloud can be used to check for understanding.
Suggested think-aloud
Is the February 1917 strike a long-term cause or the trigger? It is the trigger – the single event that set the final collapse going, even though hunger had been building for months. 
Is autocracy a cause from the war years, or a condition that built up over decades? It built up over decades, so it is long-term – the war did not create it, it exposed it. 
When you classify a cause, ask how long it had existed before 1917, not how important it was.
Reteach briefly if student responses are divided, then confirm the full classification using the suggested responses below.
Suggested responses 
· Long-term causes: autocracy, land hunger, size and diversity, opposition, Nicholas II’s weaknesses.
· Short-term causes: the war, the food crisis, the leadership crisis, the army’s collapse.
· Trigger: the February 1917 protests and mutiny.
Instruct students to draw at least 5 new arrows on the web diagram, each one connecting a cause to something it affected. 
On every arrow, they write a short label explaining how the first cause led to the second.
Model one new connection before releasing students. 
Take a pair of causes not already linked on the diagram and think aloud as you draw and label the arrow to guide students’ understanding. Suggested connections for Steps 2 and Step 3 can be found below.
Suggested think-aloud
I am drawing an arrow from ‘Nicholas II’s personal weaknesses’ to ‘the crisis of leadership’ and labelling it: ‘His poor judgement led him to leave for the front and trust Alexandra and Rasputin.’ Notice the arrow runs from the cause to what it affected and the label explains the link – an unlabelled arrow is not finished.
Then release students to draw their own 5 connections.
Suggested connections – Step 2
· The First World War and its military defeats → the crisis of leadership (Alexandra and Rasputin): ‘Nicholas took command of the army in 1915, leaving government at home to Alexandra and Rasputin.’
· The First World War and its military defeats → the collapse of army loyalty: ‘Defeats, heavy losses and shortages of rifles destroyed the soldiers’ faith in their commanders and the tsar.’
· The crisis of leadership (Alexandra and Rasputin) → the home-front food crisis: ‘Ministers changed so often that no one stayed long enough to fix food supply and transport.’
· Peasant land hunger and rural poverty → organised opposition (liberals, populists, Marxists): ‘Peasants’ demand for land gave the populists a mass base of support.’
· The collapse of army loyalty → the February 1917 strikes and demonstrations: ‘When the garrison refused to fire on the crowds, the demonstrations could not be stopped.’
Suggested path – Step 3
· Nicholas II’s personal weaknesses as a ruler → the crisis of leadership → the home-front food crisis → the February 1917 strikes and demonstrations.
As students work, circulate and read the labels providing verbal feedback. 
Show the class an example and a non-example: one label that explains the connection and one that only restates it. Give feedback against the second success criterion.
Direct students to the last step, Step 3 – read your own web.
This is the synthesis step: students establish the relationships between long-term causes, short-term causes and the trigger by tracing a path from a long-term cause through at least one short-term cause to February 1917, then assess the relative influence of each cause.
Note: there is no single correct web. Students will draw different valid connections and trace different valid paths. Assess the quality of the explained links and the reasoning in Step 3, not a target diagram. The variety of valid webs reinforces the historical thinking the outcome asks for – ideas about the varying causes of an event – by showing that the fall came from many reinforcing pressures rather than one.
Use sequenced questions: ‘Find a long-term cause that started one of your chains. Follow the arrows – where does it lead? Does the path reach February?’
Then the harder comparison question: ‘The cause with the most arrows out of it influenced most others. Does that make it the most important cause of the fall, or just the most connected?’ Allow wait time as there is no single answer.
Differentiation 
Support – provide a web with more connections pre-drawn so students label rather than generate them, and a word bank of link phrases (‘this led to’, ‘this made worse’, ‘this allowed’). Reduce the required new arrows from 5 to 3. For students who need an entry point, use the prompts in Activity 31 as planned questions: ‘What did the collapse of army loyalty make possible?’ and ‘How did long-term poverty connect to the opposition groups?’
Extension – ask students which single cause, if removed, would have done most to prevent the fall, and to explain the choice. Ask whether a web can ever show which cause was most important, or only which was most connected.
Concluding the lesson
Check for understanding by asking students to share 2 or 3 different paths through the web. 
Explain how the different valid paths led to the same fall: the varying causes of the collapse were connected and the dynasty fell from many causes, not one.
Pose the following questions to guide discussion: Which of these causes mattered most, and whose interpretation of the fall is most convincing? Make students aware that this debate will be ongoing and explored in the next learning sequence.
Students now have a fully mapped board to begin that debate from.
Evidence of learning
The completed classification table shows whether students can distinguish long-term causes, short-term causes and the February 1917 trigger.
The labelled causal web and traced pathway show whether students can explain how causes connected and whether they can move from listing causes to building a causal explanation.
Note: issue the Assessment task 1 notification at the conclusion of this lesson, in line with school assessment procedures. The task assesses outcomes MH-11-02 and MH-11-05 and draws on the source analysis method from Lessons 4 to 9 and the historical interpretations introduced in Lessons 16 and Lesson 17. The ‘steps to success’ schedule in the assessment task notification maps onto Lessons 16 to 19.
	




[bookmark: _Toc243492524]Learning sequence 3 – a relevant historical debate or issue (6 hours)
The following learning sequence is designed to be completed in approximately 6 hours. It aligns to the Scope and sequence – Modern History 11–12.
Table 3 – Learning sequence 3 details
	Lessons
	Teaching and learning activities
	Registration

	Lesson 16 – Was the fall of the Romanovs inevitable? Introducing the historical debate
Outcome 
MH-11-06 – explains differing interpretations and representations of the past
Content 
A relevant historical debate or issue
differing interpretations or 
representations of a debate or issue related to the Romanovs
Historical concepts 
Contestability
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
This is the opening lesson of the historiography sequence. Students learn that historians interpret the fall of the Romanovs differently, and that the central debate is whether the fall was inevitable or avoidable. They are introduced to the main positions and their representative historians, match historians to claims and place those positions on a spectrum before taking a first position of their own. The lesson establishes the conceptual vocabulary – interpretation, inevitability, contingency, contestability. 
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have completed the causal web (Lesson 15) and can classify causes as long-term, short-term or trigger. This classification is the bridge into the debate and is used in the connecting-learning step.
Key vocabulary: contestability, contingent, historiography, inevitable, interpretation
Note: historiography is recorded in the vocabulary tracker this lesson. The remaining terms are taught in context.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 32
Beginning the lesson
Learning intention 
We are learning:
to explain the differing interpretations historians have offered about whether the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable.
Success criteria
I can:
explain what an interpretation is, and why historians interpret the same events differently
match historians to the positions they hold in the inevitability debate
position each interpretation on a spectrum running from ‘the fall was inevitable’ to ‘the fall was avoidable’
explain which interpretation the causes on my causal web best support 
explain how different historians use causes to support different interpretations of the fall.
The following think-aloud can be used to activate prior knowledge.
Suggested think-aloud
Last lesson, you mapped the causes of the fall and sorted them into long-term, short-term and trigger. Retain this distinction, as today’s debate depends on it. If you think the long-term causes made the regime’s collapse certain, you think the fall was inevitable. If you think the war and the regime’s choices destroyed an empire that might have survived, you think it was avoidable. Historians have argued about exactly this for a century.
Provide explicit vocabulary instruction by teaching the 3 core terms directly before using them: interpretation, inevitable and contingent. Read the definitions in Activity 32 with the class and give a quick example of each – for example, ‘It was inevitable that the sun rose this morning; it was contingent that you caught the bus, because you could have missed it.’
Direct students to complete the ‘Apply it’ column for the term historiography in the vocabulary tracker in Activity 1 of the student resource pack.
Note: interpretation, representation and argument are 3 distinct historical concepts. This sequence uses all 3 and students confuse them. An interpretation is a historian’s explanation of what happened, and why (this lesson and the next). A representation is how the past is portrayed or remembered, often outside academic history, such as a film, a statue or a myth (the murder lessons). An argument is the case the student builds, with evidence, to answer a question (the culminating task). Explicitly identify which concept students are working with at each stage of the sequence to maintain a clear focus.
Suggested think-aloud
An interpretation is not a fact – it is a historian’s reasoned explanation, built from evidence. Two historians can look at the same fall and explain it differently, and both can be defensible. For example, Hill and Pipes both agree the war mattered; Hill says it only sped up a collapse that was coming anyway, Pipes says it turned an avoidable crisis into ruin. Neither is wrong on the facts. That disagreement, argued from evidence, is contestability.
Display and read the learning intention and success criteria. Unpack each criterion against the 3 tasks.
Core lesson
Note: the rest of the sequence depends on students grasping the distinction between a fact and an interpretation, so reteach if responses to the following check indicate misunderstanding.
Before introducing the positions, check for understanding with a gesture or mini whiteboard response: ‘Is the statement “the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable” a fact or an interpretation?’
Suggested response
An interpretation – it is a judgement historians argue over, not a settled fact.
Introduced the positions table in Activity 32. 
Emphasise the spread of interpretations: one argues the fall was inevitable, while another argues it was avoidable. Historians sit at different points between.
Note: the debate is genuinely open. There is no correct answer to whether the fall was inevitable. The lesson rewards students for taking a defensible position and supporting it, not for selecting a predetermined correct view. Resist steering the class toward your own position. The strongest outcome is a class that disagrees and can explain its positions.
Students match each historian or school to the claim that represents their position, then check in pairs. 
Circulate and confirm answers, prompting students to justify each match from the wording.
Suggested responses – Task 1
1. – D
2. – C
3. – B
4. – A
5. – F
6. – E
Direct students to task 2. Students place the historians on the spectrum from inevitable to avoidable, then use the following sequenced questions to draw out students’ explanations of the differing interpretations:
Which 2 positions sit at the extremes of the spectrum, and why?
Figes and Pipes both argue the fall was not inevitable – Why do they still sit apart from the optimist school?
Where can Smith’s interpretation be positioned in relation to the others? Justify the position using the wording of his claim.
Allow wait time.
Direct students to Task 3 – your starting position. Students complete the sentence stem in 2 to 3 sentences, using at least one cause from their causal web to support their position, then answer why ‘the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable’ is an interpretation rather than a fact.
Concluding the lesson 
Check for understanding by taking a quick poll of starting positions – inevitable, avoidable or undecided – and listen to 2 or 3 justifications. 
Explain the purpose of the task: students are establishing an initial position that they will test against historians’ interpretations and evidence in the following lessons.
Flag forward: next lesson, students read 2 historians interpretations in their own words and test their starting position against the evidence.
Evidence of learning
Task 1 (match the historian to the claim) and task 2 (place them on the spectrum) show whether students can identify the main interpretations of the fall and position them from inevitable to avoidable. 
Task 3 (your starting position) shows whether students can begin to justify their own view using a cause from the causal web and informs whether more modelling is needed before reading the position of each historian in Lesson 17.
	

	Lesson 17 – two historians, one question – reading the debate on the fall of the Romanovs 
Outcome 
MH-11-06 – explains differing interpretations and representations of the past 
Content 
A relevant historical debate or issue
differing interpretations or 
representations of a debate or issue related to the Romanovs
Historical concepts
Contestability
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
Students close-read 2 short extracts from historians on opposite sides of the inevitability debate – Pipes (avoidable) and Hill (inevitable). They summarise each position, identify what each foregrounds and downplays, and examine how each historian’s context shaped their interpretation. The lesson develops the central skill of the sequence: explaining and evaluating why historians interpret the same past differently. It builds on the positions introduced in Lesson 16 and prepares students for the culminating argument.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: in Lesson 16, students learned what an interpretation is, matched historians to the main positions in the inevitability debate, placed them on a spectrum and took a starting position.
Key vocabulary: context, contingent, downplay, foreground, incompatibility, intelligentsia, liberal, Marxist
These terms are taught in context through the glossary in Activity 33. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related activities: activity 33
Beginning the lesson
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to compare 2 historians’ contested interpretations of the fall of the Romanovs
to explain how each historian’s context shapes their view and begin to evaluate which interpretation is more convincing.
Success criteria
I can:
identify what each historian argues about whether the fall was inevitable
identify what each historian foregrounds and what they downplay
explain how each historian’s background may have shaped their interpretation
use evidence from both extracts to evaluate which interpretation is more convincing, in a paired discussion and a written update of my starting position.
Return to the Lesson 16 spectrum – the line running from ‘the fall was inevitable’ to ‘the fall was avoidable’ on which students placed the historians – and remind students of the starting position they took on it.
Frame the lesson: in Lesson 16 students met each position as a one-line summary; today they read 2 historians in their own words and test those positions against the extracts.
Display and read the learning intention and success criteria, unpacking each against the 4 tasks.
Explicitly teach the words ‘foreground’ (to give something the most attention in an explanation) and ‘downplay’ (to mention something but make it seem less important) before the reading, as these drive Task 2. Check that students can give an everyday example of each, such as foregrounding the goal and downplaying the missed tackles when describing a match.
Note: the rest of the lesson depends on students holding the 2 basic positions, so reteach after the check below if students are unsure.
Pre-teach the glossary terms in Activity 33, especially ‘incompatibility’ and ‘contingent’, then read both extracts aloud and have students re-read independently.
Before the tasks, check for understanding: ‘Which historian says the fall was avoidable and which says it was inevitable? Do Pipes and Hill disagree about whether the First World War mattered or about how much it mattered?’
Suggested responses
Pipes – avoidable. Hill – inevitable. They disagree about how much the war mattered, not whether it did.
Core lesson
Direct students to access Task 1 – What does each argue?
Instruct students to summarise each historian’s answer to the question ‘Was the fall inevitable?’ in one sentence.
Circulate and intervene where students have misconceptions. 
Next, students are to access Task 2 – foreground and background.
Model identifying what Extract A foregrounds and downplays, then release students to do Extract B independently and complete the comparison table. Keep the modelling brief.
Drive the key comparison with the planned question: ‘Both historians mention the war. Does each one think the war caused the fall, or only changed its timing?’ Allow wait time.
This surfaces the central contrast – Hill’s war as accelerator versus Pipes’s war as fatal trigger.
As students complete the comparison, circulate and give feedback on the foreground and downplay distinction, since students tend to summarise the extract rather than identify what it stresses. Redirect with a question rather than the answer.
Suggested response
· Pipes foregrounds the regime’s specific flaws and the war as the fatal pressure; he downplays the idea that collapse was certain.
· Hill foregrounds the long-term, structural incompatibility of tsarism with modern society; he downplays the chance that the regime could have survived.
· The war: Hill treats it as an accelerator that only sped up an inevitable collapse; Pipes treats it as the fatal trigger that turned avoidable flaws into ruin.
Note: context is perspective, not bias. Task 3 asks students to link each historian’s background to their interpretation. Frame this carefully: the point is that a historian’s beliefs shape what they look for and stress, not that the historians are biased and therefore wrong. A Marxist and a liberal can both write strong history and still reach different conclusions. Students who finish thinking ‘Hill and Pipes are just biased’ have missed the skill. The aim is to understand why thoughtful historians disagree.
Direct students to Task 3 – How does context shape interpretation? This task requires students to explain why the 2 historians reach different conclusions about whether the fall was inevitable. Run it as a class discussion before students write, using the 2 context questions in Activity 33.
Establish that every account, including a historian’s, is shaped by the questions its author asks and the evidence they stress. This is not a reason to dismiss it. Understanding where an account comes from is how historians read all evidence, including each other’s. 
Suggested responses – Task 3
1. Hill’s Marxism leads him to look for deep structural and class causes, so he naturally sees tsarism’s collapse as the inevitable result of forces beneath the surface. 
2. Pipes’s opposition to communism leads him to reject the claim that the revolution was a destined popular uprising; if the fall was avoidable and driven by a radical minority, then communism was not inevitable but imposed.
Students engage in the Task 4 paired discussion using the sentence stems, then revisit and update their starting position from Lesson 16 in writing.
Check for understanding by conducting a Think Pair Share of students’ revised positions on whether the fall of the Romanov dynasty was inevitable and identify whether their position has changed in response to the historical evidence examined. Reinforce that changing or consolidating a position in light of evidence is strong historical thinking, not indecision.
Differentiation
Support – provide the one-sentence summaries partly completed and reduce Task 2 to the single war-comparison row. Provide sentence starters for Task 3. 
Extension – ask students whether a historian’s context makes their interpretation less trustworthy, or simply different, and to justify the distinction.
Concluding the lesson
Note: both extracts name the First World War, which makes them ideal for comparison – the same factor given opposite weight by each historian. Hill treats the war as merely speeding up an inevitable collapse; Pipes treats it as the fatal pressure that made avoidable flaws lethal. The key understanding is that 2 historians can agree on the facts and still disagree on what those facts mean.
Evidence of learning
Task 1 (one-sentence summaries) and Task 2 (foreground and background) show whether students can identify what each historian argues and what each foregrounds and downplays. 
Task 3 shows whether students can explain how each historian’s context shaped their interpretation. 
Task 4 and the updated starting position show whether students can weigh which interpretation is more convincing and recognise the debate as contestable.
Note: students have now engaged with the interpretation assessed in Task 1 and with the wider debate it sits within. The task may be completed from this point, in line with the school’s assessment schedule and procedures. Lesson 18 and Lesson 19 do not introduce content assessed by the task.
	

	Lesson 18 – the murder at Ekaterinburg – who was responsible?
Outcome 
MH-11-06 – explains differing interpretations and representations of the past
Content
A relevant historical debate or issue
differing interpretations 
or 
representations of a debate or issue related to the Romanovs
Historical concepts 
Contestability
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
Students investigate the murder of the Romanov family at Ekaterinburg in July 1918 and the contested historical question of who ordered it – the local Ural Regional Soviet or Lenin and the leadership in Moscow. After establishing what happened and hearing one historian’s case, students sort evidence according to whether it points to a local decision or a central order, reach a reasoned verdict and explain why the question remains contested. The lesson applies the concept of contestability and the skill of historical interpretation to a question the evidence cannot fully close.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have studied the abdication (Lesson 14) and know the Bolsheviks took power in October 1917. They have practised analysing and evaluating interpretations across Lesson 16 and Lesson17.
Key vocabulary: Bolsheviks, civil war, contested, Ekaterinburg, Red Terror, Ural Regional Soviet
Note: these terms are taught in context through the reading. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 34
Beginning the lesson
Unpack the learning intentions and the success criteria with the students at the beginning of the lesson. Recall from Lesson 14 that the tsar abdicated and the family was taken into Bolshevik custody. Frame the lesson: a year later they were dead, and historians still argue about who gave the order.
Note: this lesson deals with the murder of a family, including children. Keep the account of the killings factual and brief, as the reading and clip do. The engagement in this lesson comes from the genuine investigation into responsibility and the cover-up, not from the violence. Be aware that some students may find the subject distressing, particularly the deaths of the children, and frame the lesson with appropriate gravity, in line with the Controversial issues in schools procedures.
Learning intentions
We are learning:
to explain the differing interpretations of who was responsible for the murder of the Romanov family
to explain why responsibility is still contested.
Success criteria
I can:
describe what happened at Ekaterinburg in July 1918
sort evidence according to whether it points to a local decision or a central order
explain differing interpretations of who was responsible, using evidence to support
explain why the question of responsibility for the murder is still contested.
Core lesson
Read aloud Activity 34 – the murder at Ekaterinburg: Who was responsible?.
Note: check that the video has captions and provide a transcript or summary notes for accessibility.
Play The Chilling Telegram That Ordered the Romanovs’ Execution – BBC Timestamp (3:20), in which the historian Helen Rappaport argues that Lenin was involved, using a telegram sent on 16 July.
Note: the debate is genuinely open. There is no settled answer to who ordered the murder. The video leans toward Lenin’s involvement, it is important that students analyse the evidence rather than simply adopt Rappaport’s interpretation. The strongest student work will acknowledge that the evidence tilts toward central involvement while recognising that the absence of a written order leaves real doubt.
Students can find the link to the video and the following questions in Activity 34 to lead a short discussion at the conclusion of the video. 
According to Rappaport, why is there so little written evidence that Lenin ordered the killings?
What does the telegram of 16 July actually say, and what does it avoid saying?
What lie did the Bolsheviks tell the world afterwards and what later belief did that lie help create?
Direct students to Figure 4 in Activity 34 and the question beneath it.
Suggested response
The photograph confirms that the family was killed in the cellar and that investigators searched the room for evidence. It cannot show who gave the order, which is the question historians still contest.
Note: pause on the video at question 2: the telegram is deliberately worded – it says ‘We are going to do what we agreed earlier’, not ‘We are going to kill them’ – which shows how incriminating language was hidden. Draw out the key idea for the sort that follows: Rappaport argues the absence of a clear written order is itself part of a deliberate effort to protect Lenin, so a missing document is not the same as innocence. Make clear this is one historian’s interpretation. Students will now test it against the full evidence.
Direct students to Task 1 – sort the evidence. Students sort the 8 pieces of evidence about who ordered the murder according to whether each points to a local decision by the Ural Regional Soviet or a central order from Moscow, then check in pairs.
Answers – Task 1
· Local – 1, 2, 3.
· Central – 4, 5, 6, 7, 8. 
The evidence tilts toward central involvement, but item 3 is the strongest point for a local decision, and it is why the question remains open.
As students sort, question them on the ambiguous items, especially item 3 (the missing order) and item 8 (Lenin’s habits). Ask: ‘Does a missing order count as evidence of innocence or evidence of a cover-up?’ This is the point on which the debate turns: whether the absence of evidence is itself evidence, which is what makes the question contestable.
Direct students to Task 2 – explain the differing interpretations. Students write a structured response that explains the interpretation that the murder was a local decision and the interpretation that it was a central order, supporting each with evidence from their sort, then explain why the same evidence can support both. Cold call 3 to 4 students to share their responses.
Direct students to Task 3 – Why is it still contested? Remind them to use both the evidence and the potential omission of evidence in their response.
Redirect students to the concept of contestability: model a task 3 response on the board, showing how a historian states that the question cannot be closed because the decisive evidence may never have existed or was deliberately avoided. Highlight the analytical phrasing and objective language used to do so.
The key understanding is that this is a question evidence cannot fully close. Discuss why some historical questions stay open: the decisive evidence may never have existed or may have been deliberately avoided or destroyed. Emphasise that this is contestability. 
Concluding the lesson
Bridge to the next lesson using question 4: the Bolsheviks hid the family’s deaths for years, and that silence created a vacuum that rumours and myths would fill. 
The clip ends on exactly this point – the belief that Anastasia had survived. The next lesson examines how the Romanovs have been remembered and represented since.
Evidence of learning
The viewing questions and Task 1 evidence sort show whether students can identify evidence for a local decision or a central order. 
The Task 2 structured response shows whether students can explain differing interpretations of who was responsible, supported by evidence.
The Task 3 response shows whether students can explain why responsibility for the murder remains contested.
	

	Lesson 19 – Saints, victims or tyrants? How the Romanovs are remembered
Outcome 
MH-11-06 – explains differing interpretations and representations of the past
Content
A relevant historical debate or issue
differing interpretations
or 
representations of a debate or issue related to the Romanovs 
Historical concepts
Contestability 
Historical skills
Historical interpretation
	Lesson overview
Students examine how the Romanovs have been represented since their deaths – through the Anastasia survival myth, the forensic resolution of the remains, the canonisation of the family as saints and the contested memory of them in Soviet and post-Soviet Russia. They analyse 4 representations, link each to its purpose and explain why the same family has been remembered in such different ways. The lesson develops the ‘representations’ element of the sequence and completes the coverage of the outcome.
Suggested duration: one hour
Prior learning: students have studied the murder and the cover-up (Lesson 18), which created the vacuum that survival myths filled. They learned the distinction between interpretation and representation in Lesson 16, which they apply in this lesson to decide what kind of account each portrayal of the Romanovs is.
Key vocabulary: canonisation, passion-bearer, representation, veneration
Note: these terms are taught in context through the reading. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 35
Note: this lesson examines the canonisation of the Romanov family by the Russian Orthodox Church. For some students, including those of Orthodox Christian heritage, the family’s status as passion-bearers is a matter of living religious belief rather than historical debate. Present veneration respectfully as a genuine religious practice. Keep the analytical focus on how the family has been represented and why, not on the validity of religious belief itself, in line with the Controversial issues in schools procedures.
Beginning the lesson 
Pick up the bridge from Lesson 18: the Bolsheviks hid the family’s deaths for years, and that silence let rumours grow that a princess had survived. 
Open on the Anastasia myth as the hook, then widen the question: it is not only popular culture that has shaped how the Romanovs are remembered.
Share the learning intention and success criteria.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to explain how and why the Romanovs have been represented differently over time.
Success criteria
I can:
describe how the Romanovs have been represented by different groups
explain the purpose behind each representation
explain why the same people can be represented so differently
distinguish a representation from a historian’s interpretation.
Core lesson
Read aloud the reading ‘An afterlife of myths and memory’ in Activity 35 – Saints, victims or tyrants? How the Romanovs are remembered. Establish the central idea with students: how the Romanovs are remembered is not settled and the same family is represented as tyrants, victims, saints and a romantic tragedy by different groups.
Confirm the distinction between the key concepts – fact, interpretation and representation – before the tasks by posing questions such as: ‘Is the Church calling the Romanovs saints as a fact, an interpretation or a representation?’
Students should answer that it is a representation. Remind students that a representation is a way of portraying or remembering someone or something, and that it is created to serve a purpose.
Note: students usually find what a representation emphasises easier than its purpose. To redirect, ask: ‘Who created this and what did they want people to feel about the Romanovs?’
Direct students to Task 1 – a gallery of representations. Students read the 4 representations (A to D) and complete the table: what each emphasises about the Romanovs and what its purpose was. Model the first row (A – the Soviet view), then students complete rows B to D in pairs or independently. Circulate and give feedback on the ‘purpose’ column. 
Suggested responses – Task 1
· A – emphasises the tsar’s cruelty and the justice of the revolution, to legitimise Bolshevik rule and discredit the monarchy.
· B – emphasises tragedy, mystery and a lost princess, for entertainment and, for some monarchists, the hope of a surviving heir. 
· C – emphasises the family’s faith and innocent suffering, for religious veneration and a post-Soviet spiritual revival. 
· D – emphasises the family as victims of communism, for national reconciliation and to distance modern Russia from its Soviet past.
Direct students to Task 2 – Why so different? Students write a response to the question: Explain why the Romanovs have been represented so differently over time.
Drive the synthesis with the central question: The same family, the same deaths – so why are they remembered as both tyrants and saints?
Establish that representations are shaped by the purposes of those who create them. Allow one minute of wait time, take responses, then students write their Task 2 response using the suggested response below as your marking guide.
Suggested response – Task 2
Representations are not neutral as they are shaped by the beliefs and goals of those who create them. The Soviet state needed the Romanovs to be tyrants to justify the revolution, while post-Soviet Russia and the Church needed them to be victims or saints to reject the Soviet past and rebuild a national and religious identity. As a result, the same facts are remembered differently because each group remembers them for a different purpose.
Pose the following question to students at the conclusion of Task 2: ‘Which representation do you think is closest to the truth, and can a representation ever be fully accurate?’
Differentiation
Support – reduce the gallery to 3 representations and provide the ‘purpose’ column partly completed for 2 of them. Provide a word bank (‘legitimise’, ‘veneration’, ‘victims’, ‘national identity’). 
Extension –change the key word in Task 2 from ‘explain’ to ‘evaluate’, so that students must evaluate how convincingly each representation serves the purpose of the group that created it, rather than only explaining the pattern.
Concluding the lesson
Explain to students that they now have both the historians’ interpretations (Lessons 16 to 18) and the representations (this lesson). Next lesson they use all of it to build and write their own argument about the fall.
Evidence of learning
The gallery table shows whether students can identify different representations of the Romanovs and explain the purpose behind each one. 
The Task 2 synthesis shows whether students can explain why the same people have been remembered differently by different groups over time.
	

	Lesson 20 – Was the fall of the Romanovs inevitable? The culminating argument
Outcome 
MH-11-07 – communicates historical understanding, applying historical knowledge, terms and concepts 
Content
A relevant historical debate or issue
Historical concepts
Contestability
Historical skills
Explanation and communication
	Lesson overview
This is the culminating lesson of the unit. Students plan and write a historical argument addressing the question of whether the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable, drawing on content from across the whole unit and on the historians studied in the sequence. They peer review against the success criteria and complete a closing reflection on how their thinking has changed. The lesson develops and assesses the communication of a sustained historical argument. It runs across 2 hours.
Suggested duration: 2 hours
Prior learning: students have studied the historical debate and contestability across the learning sequence. They have studied the causes of the fall, the inevitability debate and its historians, and the murder and representations. 
Key vocabulary: argument, contingent, evidence, historian, inevitable, interpretation, thesis
Note: these terms are taught in context. No terms are added to the vocabulary tracker this lesson.
Related resources: student resource pack – Activity 36
Beginning the lesson
Note: this is a formative culminating task, not the summative assessment task. It gives students practice in developing a sustained historical argument before they complete the source-based assessment task.
Frame the lesson as the point where the unit comes together: the causes from Learning sequence 2 and the historical debate from this learning sequence are combined in a final argument. Remind students they can use their causal webs and earlier lesson materials.
Share the following learning intention, success criteria and the guiding question with the students. If possible, make them visible throughout the entire lesson. Take opportunities to refer to the success criteria throughout the lesson.
Learning intention
We are learning:
to plan and write a historical argument that answers a contested question, supported by relevant evidence from sources and historians interpretations.
Success criteria
I can:
state a clear thesis answering the question
support each point with specific evidence from across the unit
use at least 2 historians’ interpretations to support or challenge my argument
use relevant evidence to support my argument in every paragraph, not only in the conclusion
write in clear, organised paragraphs with a conclusion, applying historical terms and concepts accurately.
Core lesson
Display the question that students can also find in Activity 36: Was the fall of the Romanov dynasty inevitable? Develop a historical argument in response to this contested question, supported by relevant evidence and historians’ interpretations.
Explain that this is a contested question: historians have argued both sides (Lesson 16 and Lesson 17), so there is no single correct answer. Students develop a historical argument with a clear thesis, supported by evidence, rather than a list of causes.
Work through the model paragraph in Activity 36, drawing attention to the structure of each paragraph – point, evidence, historian, explanation, counter. This is one body paragraph of an extended response; students use this structure for each body paragraph, with an introduction and conclusion.
Note: the model is an instructional guide to one paragraph, not the structure of a whole essay. Say this explicitly.
Keep the focus on how a historian is woven in to support a point, since this is the part students most often omit. Point out that the argument is built inside each paragraph, at the explanation and counter moves.
Note: reward the quality of the argument, not the position. There is no correct answer to whether the fall was inevitable – this is the contestability at the centre of the learning sequence. A response in the top range presents a sustained, logical and cohesive argument that applies historical knowledge, terms and concepts, supported by relevant evidence from sources and historians’ interpretations.
Direct students to complete the planning table: thesis, 3 thematic body paragraphs and a conclusion.
Note: students plan by theme, not by side. Each body paragraph carries its own evidence, historian and counter-argument. A response that argues ‘inevitable’ in one paragraph and ‘avoidable’ in the next reads as a debate rather than a sustained argument.
Circulate and check that each body paragraph has specific evidence and that at least 2 historians appear across the plan, before students begin writing.
Students continue and complete their draft. Circulate and support students with guiding questions and reminders to use language features such as causal connectives and historical terms.
Note: peer review only works if students know how to give useful feedback. Before they begin, establish that feedback must be specific and tied to a success criterion (‘your thesis does not yet state a position’ rather than ‘good work’). The one-strength, one-improvement structure keeps it manageable and kind.
Students conduct a peer review of their draft responses: 
students swap responses and assess against the success criteria using the checklist, identifying one strength and one improvement 
model how to give specific, criteria-based feedback rather than vague praise 
allow time for students to act on the feedback if possible.
Students then write the closing reflection in Activity 36 (2 to 3 sentences): Which cause or historian’s interpretation most changed their thinking across the unit, and why?
Differentiation
Support – provide a thesis sentence bank, a planning table with one piece of evidence and one historian already supplied for paragraph 1, and a paragraph scaffold with sentence starters mirroring the worked example’s 5 moves. Reduce the requirement to 2 body paragraphs and one named historian.
Extension – require a fourth body paragraph engaging with the optimist view that Russia was modernising successfully before 1914. Alternatively, students may answer the representations question: ‘Why have the Romanovs been remembered in such different ways since their deaths?’
Concluding the lesson
Close by returning to where the unit began: an all-powerful autocrat in 1900 and a debate that historians still have not settled. Reinforce that taking a defensible position in an open debate, supported by evidence, is the core work of the historian. 
Exit ticket: on a slip, students write their thesis in one sentence and name the historian whose interpretation supported it most. Collect alongside the closing reflection.
Evidence of learning
The planning table shows whether students can form a thesis and organise their argument thematically, selecting evidence and a historian for each paragraph before writing. 
The final response shows whether students can develop a historical argument supported by evidence and historians’ interpretations, while the peer review and reflection show whether they can evaluate and refine their argument against the success criteria.
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492525]Overall program evaluation
This section has been provided for teacher evaluation notes. Evaluating teaching and learning programs for HSIE 7–12 provides advice to support this process.
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