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[bookmark: _Toc243492422]Overview
This student resource pack supports learning sequences 1 to 3 in Modern History (Year 11) – Investigating modern history – Case studies – List A: The decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty. It should be considered in conjunction with the sample program and supporting slide deck for activity context and teaching guidance. Ways this student resource pack can be used include:
using the resources as worksheets, samples and models, and tailoring them to address contextual needs and specific learning objectives
reviewing the resources during faculty meetings or planning days, jointly planning opportunities for team teaching, mentoring, lesson observation and sharing of student samples
employing the examples of resources and/or activities as a blueprint for designing student-specific tasks that cater to individual learning styles and needs
leveraging the strategies, texts, assessment practices, pedagogical practices, and/or syllabus planning as an opportunity to backward map, ensuring a cohesive and comprehensive learning experience in Modern History.
[bookmark: _Hlk208494654]Note: this activity 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: _Toc112681290][bookmark: _Toc148102967]

[bookmark: _Toc243492423]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: _Toc243492424]Learning sequence 1 – the historical context
[bookmark: _Toc243492425]Lesson 1
[bookmark: _Toc243492426]Activity 1 – vocabulary tracker
Complete the following table in each relevant lesson. You will refer to this table throughout the unit to familiarise yourself with key historical terms.
	Term
	Definition
	In my own language (optional)
	Apply it (finish these sentences)

	autocracy 
(Lesson 1)
	A system of government in which one person, the autocrat, holds unlimited and unchecked political power.
	
	Is this power shared or concentrated? Concentrated

	dynasty
(Lesson 1)
	A family that holds political power across multiple generations.
	
	The Romanovs were a dynasty because ...

	tsar
(Lesson 1)
	The title of the emperor of Russia, derived from the Latin Caesar. In autocratic theory the tsar held his authority directly from God.
	
	Nicholas II was the tsar, which means he was the ...

	Russian Orthodox Church
(Lesson 1)
	The dominant Christian church in the Russian Empire, closely tied to the state. The tsar was its protector and its teachings supported autocracy.
	
	The Russian Orthodox Church helped support the tsar’s power by teaching that ...

	nobility
(Lesson 1)
	The hereditary upper class of the Russian Empire and the source of senior officials, army officers and large landowners. The nobility was a tiny share of the population but held most of the land.
	
	The nobility had influence because they held ...

	censorship
(Lesson 2)
	Government control over what can be published or said, used to silence criticism.
	
	The tsar's government used censorship to …

	Russification (Lesson 2)
	A government policy that forced non-Russian peoples in the empire to adopt the Russian language, culture and religion.
	
	Russification created resentment among groups such as …

	Marxist 
(Lesson 3)
	A follower of Karl Marx's ideas, believing history is driven by class struggle and that workers will overthrow capitalism.
	
	Marxists believed the Russian Empire would eventually …

	Bolshevik 
(Lesson 3)
	A member of the revolutionary faction led by Lenin that believed in a small, disciplined party seizing power.
	
	The Bolsheviks differed from other opponents of the tsar because …

	Menshevik 
(Lesson 3)
	A member of the RSDLP faction led by Martov, which wanted a broad party open to anyone who supported its aims.
	
	The Mensheviks disagreed with the Bolsheviks about …

	proletariat 
(Lesson 3)
	The industrial working class, who own no property and must sell their labour for wages.
	
	Marx believed the proletariat would eventually …

	soviet 
(Lesson 5)
	A council of workers’ or soldiers’ representatives, first formed during the 1905 Revolution.
	
	The St Petersburg Soviet was a threat to the tsar because  …

	manifesto (Lesson 5)
	A public declaration of intentions or promises made by a ruler or group.
	
	The October Manifesto promised …

	Duma 
(Lesson 6)
	The elected parliament granted by the tsar after the 1905 Revolution, with limited real power.
	
	The Duma had limited power because the tsar …

	home front
(Lesson 8)
	The civilian side of a country during war, including the people, industries and food supplies that keep the war effort going
	
	By 1916, life on the Russian home front was difficult because … 

	mobilisation
(Lesson 8)
	The process of organising and preparing soldiers, equipment and resources for war.
	
	Mobilising millions of men put pressure on Russia because …

	mutiny
(Lesson 8)
	An open refusal by soldiers or sailors to obey their commanders
	
	Mutiny in the army was dangerous for the tsar because …

	material 
(Lesson 11)
	Military equipment and supplies, such as weapons, ammunition, uniforms and transport
	
	The army struggled because it lacked material such as …

	morale 
(Lesson 11)
	The confidence and willingness of soldiers or civilians to keep going
	
	By 1916, morale in the army was falling because …

	abdication (Lesson 12)
	The act of a monarch formally giving up the throne
	
	Nicholas II's abdication in March 1917 meant …

	dual power (Lesson 13)
	The situation after February 1917 in which the Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet shared authority
	
	Dual power made governing difficult because …

	historiography (Lesson 16)
	The study of how historians have interpreted and debated the past
	
	Historians disagree about whether the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable, which is an example of …


[bookmark: _Toc243492427]Activity 2 – contextual reading
Russia under the Romanovs at the start of the 20th century
By 1900, the Russian Empire stretched from Poland in the west to the Pacific Ocean in the east. It was the largest state on earth by territory and one of the most populous. The 1897 census recorded just over 125 million people; by the eve of the First World War in 1914 that had risen to around 170 million. The Romanov dynasty had ruled Russia for almost 3 centuries, since 1613.
At the head of the empire stood the tsar. In Russian law, his power was absolute. The Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire, first codified in 1832, defined the tsar as ‘an autocratic and unlimited monarch’ whose authority came directly from God. This meant there was no parliament to challenge him, no constitution to limit him and no law that he could not, in principle, change. The Russian Orthodox Church taught that obeying the tsar was a religious duty, and the Russian Orthodox Church itself was closely tied to the state. The tsar appointed its leading bishops and the Church in turn promoted his rule.
Nicholas II became tsar in October 1894 at the age of 26, after the sudden death of his father, Alexander III. Historians broadly agree that he was not well prepared for the role. His father had treated him as a child rather than as a future ruler, and Nicholas himself felt overwhelmed by the responsibility. Yet Nicholas was not simply lazy or careless. He was dutiful, personally disciplined and deeply committed to his understanding of monarchy. The problem was that this commitment made him see political compromise as weakness rather than as a necessary response to a changing society. He believed autocracy was not just a system of government, but a sacred responsibility inherited from his ancestors.
In November 1894 he married a German princess, Alix of Hesse, who took the Russian name Alexandra and converted to Orthodoxy. Their marriage was unusually close for a royal household and Nicholas was a devoted husband and father. Alexandra shared his religious seriousness and strengthened his belief that the tsar must rule firmly, without surrendering authority to ministers, parliaments or public opinion. This gave Nicholas emotional support, but it also deepened his isolation. Alexandra was shy, suspicious of court society and unpopular with many aristocrats, partly because of her German background and partly because she struggled to perform the public role expected of an empress. Instead of broadening Nicholas’s political judgement, she often reinforced his instinct to defend autocracy against criticism.
From the start, Nicholas insisted he would rule exactly as his father had. In January 1895 he received delegations from across the empire to congratulate him on his accession. Some of these came from the zemstvos, the elected local councils set up in 1864 to run rural services such as roads, schools and hospitals. A few zemstvo addresses gently hinted that the new tsar might allow elected representatives a small role in national government. Nicholas responded by publicly calling these hopes ‘senseless dreams’. The speech shocked educated Russians and signalled that autocracy would not soften under the new reign. It also revealed one of the central weaknesses of Nicholas’s rule: he possessed strong personal conviction, but little ability to read the political mood of the country.
The society Nicholas ruled was deeply unequal. The 1897 census recorded that about 77% of the population were legally classified as peasants, while just under 1.5% were hereditary nobility. The nobility, though a tiny fraction of the population, held most of the senior positions in government, the army and the bureaucracy. The empire was also multi-ethnic. Ethnic Russians made up less than half of the population. The state pursued a policy of Russification, promoting the Russian language and Russian Orthodox culture in non-Russian regions. This provoked resistance from Poles, Finns, Ukrainians, Jews and many others.
This meant that Russia entered the 20th century with a serious mismatch between society and government. The empire was vast, diverse and changing rapidly, but its political system still depended on the judgement of one ruler and the loyalty of a narrow elite. Nicholas and Alexandra brought sincerity, religious conviction and family devotion to the throne, but these personal qualities did not solve the larger problem. Their shared defence of autocracy made the monarchy appear firm, but it also made the regime rigid at precisely the moment when Russia needed political flexibility.
After reading the text with your teacher and re-reading it yourself, answer the following questions.
Who became tsar of Russia in 1894, and what dynasty did he belong to?
According to the Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire, where did the tsar’s authority come from?
What were the zemstvos?
In his January 1895 speech, what phrase did Nicholas II use to dismiss calls for elected representatives in national government?
According to the 1897 census, roughly what percentage of the population were peasants, and what percentage were hereditary nobility?
Using your answers to questions 2, 4 and 5, state the 3 key ideas this reading gives you about Russian autocracy.
[bookmark: _Toc243492428]Activity 3 – source set: pillars of autocracy
Note: in this activity, you are using sources to build your knowledge of Russian autocracy. Later in the unit you will analyse sources, where the source itself is what you are investigating. Both matter, and the assessment task asks for both.
Source 1
Article 1, Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire, 1832 codification (in force at the start of Nicholas II’s reign in 1894).
‘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.’
Source: Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire (1832) Russian State Library Catalogue, is available in the public domain.
Source 2
Note: dates in late imperial Russia followed the Julian (Old Style) calendar, which was 12 days behind the Gregorian (New Style) calendar in the 19th century and 13 days behind in the 20th century. Where this matters, sources are marked ‘Old Style’. 
Tsar Nicholas II, address to delegates of the zemstvo assemblies, 17 January 1895 (Old Style).
‘I am informed that recently, in some meetings of the zemstvo assemblies, voices have been heard from people carried away by senseless dreams about the participation of zemstvo representatives in matters of internal government. Let all know that, while devoting all my strength to the welfare of the people, I shall safeguard the principle of autocracy as firmly and unflinchingly as did my late unforgettable father.’
Source: ‘Address to representatives of the zemstvo assemblies’ (quoted in Zelensky VD [1906]) from Complete collection of the speeches of Emperor Nicholas II: 1894–1906, is available in the public domain.


Source 3
Selected data from the First General Census of the Russian Empire, 1897 (figures rounded). 
· Total population: 125.6 million
· Peasants (legal estate): 77%
· Townspeople and merchants: 11%
· Nobility and officials: approximately 1.5%
· Clergy: 0.5%
· Great Russian mother tongue: 44%
· Eastern Orthodox: 69%; approximately 71% if Old Believers are included
· Muslim: 11%
· Roman Catholic: 9%
· Jewish: 4%
Source: Troinitsky NA (ed.) (1905) General summary for the Empire of the results of the First General Census of the Population of the Russian Empire, 1897, Russian State Library Catalogue, is available in the public domain.
Note: the legal estate categories used in the 1897 census (peasants, townspeople, clergy, nobility) were inherited from earlier centuries. They did not always match how people actually lived or worked.
Source annotation routine – use this for every source activity in this unit.
1. What is the source? Identify the type of source, the author if known, and the date.
Which words carry the evidence? Underline the key words or phrases that provide evidence.
What does the source tell me? Write 1 to 2 sentences answering the guiding question, using evidence from the source.
Annotate each source above as you work through the routine. Your teacher will model Source 1. The class will annotate Source 2 together and you will answer its question in pairs. You will complete Source 3 by yourself.
1. Source 1 – What does this source tell you about the legal basis of Russian autocracy?
Source 2 – What does this source tell you about how Nicholas II saw his own role?
Source 3 – What does this source tell you about the society that the autocracy ruled?
[bookmark: _Toc243492429][bookmark: _Toc112681291]Activity 4 – continuity and change table
Complete the following continuity and change table. The first 2 rows have been completed for you. Refer to the vocabulary tracker, contextual reading and source set (Activities 1 to 3) to support your responses.
	Aspect
	Continuity (long-standing)
	Change (emerging by 1900)

	Political authority
	The tsar held autocratic, unlimited power justified by divine right (Source 1, Fundamental Laws).
	Liberal and revolutionary calls for representative government were growing.

	The tsar’s personal role
	Personal rule – decisions taken by the tsar himself (Source 2, Nicholas II address).
	Educated Russians inside and outside government were pressing for reform.

	Economy
	
	

	Society
	
	

	Religion
	
	

	Ethnic and national identity
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492430]Activity 5 – profile of Nicholas II and Empress Alexandra
Complete the following profile on Nicholas II and Empress Alexandra. Use the contextual reading from Activity 2 and the sources below to complete the table.
Note: as you complete the profile, focus on how Nicholas II and Alexandra’s beliefs and personal qualities helped preserve autocracy but also made the regime less flexible.
	Figure
	Strengths
	Weaknesses
	Significance for autocratic rule

	Nicholas II
	
	
	

	Empress Alexandra
	
	
	


Source A
Words spoken by Tsar Nicholas II to his brother-in-law, Grand Duke Alexander Mikhailovich, in November 1894 on the day his father, Alexander III, died. Nicholas was 26 years old and had just inherited the throne. The Grand Duke recorded the conversation in his memoir.
‘What is going to happen to me, to all Russia? I am not prepared to be the Tsar. I never wanted to become one. I know nothing of the business of ruling. I have no idea of even how to talk to ministers.’
Source: Grand Duke Alexander Mikhailovich (1932) Once a Grand Duke, Farrar and Rinehart, New York, quoted in Brooman J (1985) Russia in war and revolution, Longman, Harlow. Reproduced under section 113P of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth).


Source B
Extract from Sir George Buchanan, My Mission to Russia and Other Diplomatic Memories (1923). Sir George Buchanan was the British Ambassador to Russia from 1910 up until the February 1917 Revolution. He met the imperial couple regularly and observed Alexandra at close quarters for 7 years.
‘The Emperor’s marriage with Princess Alix of Hesse … was an unfortunate one … A good woman, determined to help her husband’s interests, she is to prove the chosen instrument of his ruin … Shy and indecisive, the Emperor was bound to fall under the influence of a will stronger than his.’
Source: ‘My Mission to Russia and Other Diplomatic Memories, Vol 2’ by George Buchanan is available in the public domain.
Note: elsewhere in the same memoir, Buchanan also described her as ‘a good woman, actuated by the best of motives, [but] instrumental in bringing about the final catastrophe.’
Source C
Figure 1 below is a formal 1896 photograph of members of the Russian imperial family, including Tsar Nicholas II, Empress Alexandra, Dowager Empress Maria Feodorovna and several Romanov grand duchesses and princesses.
[bookmark: _Ref242889831]Figure 1 – a formal 1896 photograph of members of the Russian imperial family
[image: Black-and-white formal portrait of Tsar Nicholas II in military uniform with members of the Russian imperial family. The group includes women in formal dress and several children, including an infant, posed in a studio setting.]
‘NicholasAlixOlgaAOlgaDagmarXeniaIrina’ by A Pasetti is available in the public domain.
[bookmark: _Toc243492431]Activity 6 – paragraph writing (explanation)
Use the scaffold and causal connectives in the tables below to answer the following question. Your teacher will model the first 2 steps. Support your response with at least one piece of evidence from the contextual reading (Activity 2) or the source set (Activity 3).
Explain the nature of autocracy in the Russian Empire at the start of the 20th century.
Before you start, highlight the directive verb in the question. ‘Explain’ asks you to show how something worked and why it mattered – you are helping the reader understand, not arguing a case. Write one paragraph that covers more than one feature of autocracy, rather than writing at length about a single feature.
	Step
	What to include
	Sentence starters (you can adapt)

	1. Introduce
	Identify what autocracy was, in one sentence.
	‘Russian autocracy …’/’Autocracy in Russia was also …’

	How did it work?
	Give evidence – a law, a figure or a quotation – and describe what it looked like in practice.
	‘The Fundamental Laws of 1832 …’/‘According to the 1897 census …

	Why did it matter?
	Explain what this meant for the tsar's power, or for the people of Russia.
	‘As a result …’/‘This meant that …/
‘Consequently …’

	Conclude
	Sum up your explanation in one sentence.
	‘Autocracy therefore meant …’/‘This shows that autocracy …’




Causal connectives
as a result, consequently, this meant that, therefore, because, so that
These are the words that carry an explanation. Use at least one in your paragraph in the table below.
	Step
	Response

	1. Introduce (teacher modelled)
	

	How did it work?
(teacher modelled)
	

	Why did it matter? 
(we write this together)
	

	Conclude 
(your response)
	


Am I on track?
My paragraph covers more than one feature of autocracy
I have used at least one specific piece of evidence
I have used at least one causal connective
My last sentence links back to the question
Extension: write a second paragraph on the society that autocracy ruled, using the figures in Source 3.
When you have finished, re-read your paragraph and share it with a partner. Discuss what you would change if you rewrote your final sentence.
[bookmark: _Toc243492432]Lesson 2
[bookmark: _Toc243492433]Activity 7 – poor living standards and growing discontent in tsarist Russia
Read the following passage on the living conditions of Russian peasants in the late 19th century, then answer the questions below.
The following reading draws on Olga Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia, Village Life in Late Tsarist Russia, based on observations made around 1900. Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia spent 4 years researching the daily lives of Russian peasants.
Poor living standards and peasant discontent in late tsarist Russia
By the late 19th century, many Russian peasants continued to experience harsh living conditions. Although Russia was beginning to industrialise, rural life in many provinces remained shaped by poverty, poor housing, food insecurity and limited access to medical knowledge. The experiences of peasants recorded by Olga Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia provide valuable evidence of the difficult conditions faced by some rural communities around 1900.
Food insecurity was a major feature of peasant life. In good years, many peasants relied on simple meals such as bread, potatoes, cabbage soup and porridge. Meat was not a regular part of the diet and was usually reserved for special occasions such as weddings, baptisms or annual festivals. In poor harvest years, conditions became far worse. Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia described famine food as ‘stale bread moistened in water and mixed with goosefoot’. This suggests that some peasants were forced to survive on poor-quality substitutes rather than reliable, nutritious meals. She also recorded that ‘hungry children pick roots and herbs to eat’, showing how food shortages affected even the youngest members of rural families.
Poor housing and heating also contributed to low living standards. Many peasants lived in small homes heated by stoves. In poorer households, especially during bad harvests, families could not always afford or spare proper fuel. Instead, they burned materials such as straw, dried manure and weeds. This created thick smoke inside homes and caused serious health problems. Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia recorded that some villagers ‘lost their eyesight temporarily or permanently from the smoke’. This evidence shows that poverty affected not only comfort, but also long-term health and safety.
These living conditions could also create resentment and tension within peasant communities. Discontent was not always expressed as organised political protest. It could appear as bitterness between poorer and better-off peasants. Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia recorded one better-off peasant complaining that poorer neighbours said, ‘They hate and envy us constantly’. In another example, poorer peasants reportedly resented a neighbour planting an orchard, saying, ‘We are starving while he is putting in an orchard’. These comments suggest that poverty created social tension, especially when some peasants appeared to be improving their circumstances while others struggled to survive.
Overall, Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia’s observations reveal that many Russian peasants faced severe hardship in the decades before the 1905 Revolution and the 1917 revolutions. Food shortages, smoky housing, poor health and social resentment all contributed to a difficult rural existence. While these extracts do not prove that all peasants were revolutionary, they help explain why rural poverty and inequality created conditions of frustration and discontent in late tsarist Russia.
Source: Semyonova Tian-Shanskaia O (1993) Village Life in Late tsarist Russia, Indiana University Press, Bloomington . Reproduced under section 113P of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth).
1. Identify 2 examples of poor living standards experienced by Russian peasants.
What does the evidence about children eating ‘roots and herbs’ suggest about peasant life?
Explain how poor living standards could contribute to growing discontent in tsarist Russia.
How does the quote ‘They hate and envy us constantly’ reveal tension within peasant society?
Propose ideas about the varying causes of growing opposition to the tsar before 1905, using evidence from the extracts.


[bookmark: _Toc243492434]Activity 8 – cloze passage: political and economic issues in the Russian Empire up to 1905
Political issues
Word bank: tsar, autocracy, Nicholas II, parliament, censorship, secret police, opposition, Bloody Sunday
At the start of the 20th century, Russia was ruled by the ____________ (1). The ruler at this time was ____________ (2). He believed that he had the right to rule Russia without sharing power.
This system of government was called an ____________ (3). This meant that the tsar had almost total control over the country. Russia did not have a proper elected ____________ (4) that could challenge the tsar or make laws without him.
Many people were unhappy because they had very little say in how Russia was governed. People who criticised the government could be punished. The government used ____________ (5) to control newspapers, books and public discussion. This made it difficult for people to openly criticise the tsar.
The tsar also used the ____________ (6) to watch, arrest and punish people who opposed the government. This made many people afraid, but it did not stop anger from growing.
By the early 1900s, different groups began to form ____________ (7) to the tsarist system. Some wanted peaceful reform, such as a parliament and more rights. Others wanted a complete revolution.
In January 1905, a large group of workers marched peacefully to the tsar’s Winter Palace in St Petersburg. They wanted better working conditions and political change. Soldiers fired on the crowd. This event became known as ____________ (8). It damaged the image of the tsar and made many Russians lose faith in him.


Economic issues
Word bank: peasants, workers, land, redemption payments, famine, factories, cities, strikes, Witte, poverty
Most people in Russia were poor ____________ (1) who lived in the countryside. Many worked on farms and struggled to grow enough food for their families.
In 1861, Russian peasants had been freed from serfdom. However, this did not solve all of their problems. Many peasants still had to pay money to the government for the land they received. These payments were called ____________ (2).
A major problem for peasants was that they did not have enough ____________ (3). As families grew, land was often divided between children. This meant each generation had smaller pieces of land to farm.
Peasants also suffered during times of poor harvest and ____________ (4). Even when food was scarce, the government still wanted grain to be produced and sold. This increased anger in the countryside.
Economic change also caused problems in Russian towns and cities. Under the leadership of Sergei ____________ (5), Russia built more railways and expanded heavy industry. This helped Russia become more industrial, but it also created new problems.
Many people moved to the ____________ (6) to find work. They worked in ____________ (7), where conditions were often dangerous and exhausting. Workers were paid low wages and often lived in overcrowded housing.
Many ____________ (8) became angry because they had few rights and little protection. Trade unions were banned, which made it hard for workers to legally demand better conditions.
By 1905, economic hardship had created serious ____________ (9) across Russia. Peasants protested in the countryside, while workers in the cities took part in illegal ____________ (10).
Use the table below to propose ideas about which of the following issues posed the greatest pressure on the Romanov regime by 1905. Record one piece of evidence for each issue from the cloze passages or Activity 7, explain how it pressured the regime, then rank the issues from 1 (greatest pressure) to 3.
	Issue
	Evidence
	How this pressured the regime
	Rank ( 1 to 3)

	Peasant land hunger
	
	
	

	Urban poverty
	
	
	

	Repression and censorship
	
	
	


Use the following sentence stem to write your one-sentence response. This is your exit ticket for the lesson.
The issue that placed the greatest pressure on the Romanov regime was ... because ...


[bookmark: _Toc243492435]Learning sequence 2 – the nature of the decline and fall of the Romanov dynasty
[bookmark: _Toc243492436]Lesson 3
[bookmark: _Toc243492437]Activity 9 – the strands of opposition to the Romanovs: note-taking
Before you read – building Marx's argument
Marx’s explanation of history is built in 4 steps. Your class will work through them one at a time. Write your class’s answer in each box before moving to the next step – each answer sets up the one after it.
Step 1 – In a factory system, who owns the machines and the buildings? Who owns nothing but their own labour?
Our answer:
	

	

	


Step 2 – now think about wages. What does the owner want to happen to them? What does the worker want? Can both get what they want?
Our answer:
	

	

	




Step 3 – If those 2 groups can never both be satisfied, what does that mean is always going on underneath a capitalist society?
Our answer:
	

	

	


Step 4 – Marx thought this conflict had an ending. As factories grow, which group gets larger and better organised? What did Marx predict they would eventually do?
Our answer:
	

	

	


Put it together. In one sentence, what did Marx believe was the driving force of history?
The problem for Russian Marxists
Marx expected revolution to come first in the most industrialised countries. Look back at the 1897 census figures in Activity 3.
What percentage of Russians were peasants?
Why is that a problem for a Russian Marxist? 
The split of 1903
Russian Marxists founded the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) in 1898. In 1903 it split into 2 factions – the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks.
In the table that follows, write down what kind of party was desired by the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks.
	Faction
	Led by
	What kind of party did they want?

	Bolsheviks
	Lenin
	

	Mensheviks
	Martov
	


Both factions wanted the same goal. What were they arguing about?
The development of opposition to the Romanovs
By the start of the 20th century, opposition to the autocracy had developed into 3 broad strands: liberals, populists and Marxists. They differed sharply over what should replace the existing system and how change should be achieved.
The liberals were the most moderate. They came from the educated middle class and the reformist nobility, and many were active in the zemstvos, the elected local councils set up in 1864 to run rural services. Liberals did not want to destroy the monarchy. Their aim was to limit it with a constitution and an elected national parliament, so that educated society could share in government. Their methods were peaceful: petitions, public meetings and journalism. In 1904, some liberals formed the Union of Liberation to press for reform (Figes 1996).
The populists were revolutionaries who looked to the peasantry rather than to a parliament. The movement began in the 1870s, when idealistic students and intellectuals ‘went to the people’, travelling into the countryside to spread revolutionary ideas. The peasants largely rejected them, and the movement fragmented. A more militant organisation that emerged from the populist tradition, People’s Will, used political violence and assassinated Tsar Alexander II in 1881. The populist tradition was revived in the Socialist Revolutionary Party (SRs), founded around 1901. The SRs aimed at a peasant-based socialist revolution, including the redistribution of land to those who worked it. Their methods ranged from rural agitation to political assassination, carried out by the SR Combat Organisation (Service 2009).
The Marxists were the newest strand. They followed the ideas of Karl Marx, who argued that revolution would be driven not by the peasantry but by the industrial working class created by capitalism. As Russia industrialised in the 1890s, Marxism gained ground among the urban workers. In 1898, Russian Marxists founded the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) at Minsk. At the party’s Second Congress in 1903, held in Brussels and then London, the RSDLP split into 2 factions: the Bolsheviks, led by Vladimir Lenin, who wanted a small, disciplined party of professional revolutionaries, and the Mensheviks, led by Julius Martov, who wanted a broader, more open party.
By 1905, the regime faced 3 very different challenges. The liberals wanted to reform the autocracy. The populists and the Marxists both wanted to overthrow it but disagreed about who would lead the revolution. Would it be the peasantry or the urban working class?
Source: this reading draws on A People’s Tragedy: the Russian Revolution 1891–1924 by Figes, A History of Modern Russia: from Tsarism to the Twenty-First Century, 3rd edn, by Service.
Use the reading to record the aims, methods and base of support of each strand of opposition in the following table.
Note: as you complete the table, think about each group’s perspective: What did they believe was wrong with Russia, and what did they believe should replace autocracy?
	Strand
	Aims
	Methods
	Base of support

	Liberals
	
	
	

	Populists
	
	
	

	Marxists
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492438]Activity 10 – opposition sort (optional)
The following information has been jumbled. Colour code each box to match its strand of opposition, using one colour for each heading.
	Liberals
	Populists (social revolutionaries)
	Marxists



	Method: rural agitation and political assassination
	Aim: a constitutional monarchy with an elected parliament
	Base: industrial workers in the cities

	Aim: a workers’ revolution to overthrow capitalism
	Base: the peasantry and revolutionary intellectuals
	Method: petitions, public meetings and journalism

	Aim: a peasant-based socialist revolution with land redistribution
	Base: the urban middle class, professionals and reformist nobility
	Method: party organisation of the urban working class




[bookmark: _Toc243492439]Lesson 4
[bookmark: _Toc243492440]Activity 11 – the 3 lenses: perspective, value, limitations
Profiles of key oppositional figures
Read the profiles in the table below before you analyse the sources. Each source was written by one of these figures.
	Figure
	Brief biography and ideological position

	Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924)
	Leader of the Bolshevik faction of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) and a Marxist. Lenin argued that the working class could not become revolutionary on its own and had to be led by a small, disciplined party of professional revolutionaries, the ‘vanguard’. His 1902 pamphlet What Is to Be Done? set out this idea. At the 1903 party congress, his insistence on a tightly controlled party split the RSDLP into Bolsheviks and Mensheviks.

	Julius Martov (1873–1923)
	A Marxist and close collaborator of Lenin until 1903, Martov led the Menshevik faction. He wanted a broader, more democratic party open to all who supported its aims, rather than Lenin’s narrow vanguard. The disagreement made the Bolshevik–Menshevik split permanent.

	Viktor Chernov (1873–1952)
	The chief theorist and a founder of the Socialist Revolutionary Party (SRs, founded around 1901), which drew on the populist tradition. The SRs aimed at a peasant-based socialist revolution and the redistribution of land to those who worked it. Chernov chaired the short-lived Constituent Assembly in 1918.

	Catherine Breshkovsky (1844–1934)
	Known as ‘the little grandmother of the Russian Revolution’. A populist from the 1870s ‘going to the people’ movement and a co-founder of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, she spent decades in tsarist prisons and Siberian exile. Her reminiscences and letters express the SR commitment to rousing the peasantry against the autocracy.

	Pavel Milyukov (1859–1943)
	A historian and the leading figure of Russian liberalism. Milyukov founded and led the Constitutional Democratic Party (Kadets) from 1905. He wanted to replace the autocracy with constitutional government and an elected parliament, achieved by reform rather than revolution. His 1905 book, Russia and Its Crisis, set out the liberal case to Western audiences.


Source annotation guide and talk stems
Use the guide in the table below to annotate each source. Then use the talk stems in the pair-share.
Note: write your annotations on either side of the source and highlight or underline the text it corresponds with.
	Lens
	Ask yourself

	Perspective
	Who created the source, and what was their position or allegiance?
When was it created, and what was happening at that time?
Why was it created, and who was the intended audience?

	Value
	What does this source tell us about opposition to the Romanovs?
What can we learn from the source that we might not learn elsewhere?

	Limitations
	What does the source leave out or not tell us?
How might the creator’s perspective have shaped what they wrote?
Who or what is missing from this account?


Source A (Marxist) – Vladimir Lenin, What Is to Be Done? (1902)
‘We have said that there could not have been Social-Democratic consciousness among the workers. It would have to be brought to them from without. The history of all countries shows that the working class, exclusively by its own effort, is able to develop only trade-union consciousness, i.e., the conviction that it is necessary to combine in unions, fight the employers, and strive to compel the government to pass necessary labour legislation, etc. The theory of socialism, however, grew out of the philosophic, historical, and economic theories elaborated by educated representatives of the propertied classes, by intellectuals.’
Source: ‘What Is to Be Done? Burning Questions of Our Movement’ by Lenin (translated by Joe Fineberg and George Hanna) is available in the public domain. Credit requested: Marxists Internet Archive.
Write one sentence for each lens: the perspective of Source A, one value and one limitation.
	perspective:
	

	value:
	

	limitation:
	


Source B (Liberal) – Pavel Milyukov, Russia and Its Crisis (1905)
‘There exist two Russias, one quite different from the other ... Were I to label these two Russias, I should designate the one as the Russia of Leo Tolstoy, the great writer; and the other as that of Plehve, the late minister of the interior ... One is the Russia of the future, as dreamed of by members of the liberal professions; the other is an anachronism, deeply rooted in the past, and defended in the present by an omnipotent bureaucracy. The one spells liberty; the other, despotism.’
Source: ‘Russia and its Crisis’ by Milukov is available in the public domain.
Write one sentence for each lens: the perspective of Source B, one value and one limitation.
	perspective:
	

	value:
	

	limitation:
	


Source C (Populist – SR) – Catherine Breshkovsky, letter written around 1900, published in The Little Grandmother of the Russian Revolution (1917)
‘It is not forty years since the emancipation of the serfs, thirty years since we workers among the people first began to teach them. And now what a difference! The peasants have improved and developed till they are hardly recognizable ... She no longer believes in her Czar; she knows what he is worth; and, conscious of her own strength and her ability to act for her own welfare, she is asking for freedom ... These same peasants, who formerly could not read, or understand the state of things, now read and understand perfectly the books and pamphlets that we distribute among them by hundreds of thousands, to show them the best way to get rid of the yoke which is crushing them, body and soul.’
Source: ‘The Little Grandmother of the Russian Revolution: Reminiscences and Letters of Catherine Breshkovsky’ by Breshkovsky is available in the public domain.
Write one sentence for each lens: the perspective of Source C, one value and one limitation.
	perspective:
	

	value:
	

	limitation:
	


Talk stems for the pair-share
1. This source is useful for understanding ... because ...
One limitation of this source is ...
The perspective of this source is ..., which means ...
Tsarism could suppress ... more easily than ... because ...
I agree with you because ... / I disagree with you because ...


[bookmark: _Toc243492441]Lesson 5
[bookmark: _Toc243492442]Activity 12 – cause-and-effect chart
Read the following summaries of key events from January to October 1905.
The Russo-Japanese War, 1904–05
Russia and Japan both wanted control over Manchuria and Korea. Nicholas II’s government expected Russia to win easily, partly because Japan was smaller and many Russian leaders underestimated its military strength. Instead, Japan attacked Port Arthur in February 1904 and Russia suffered major defeats at Mukden and Tsushima. By the time the war ended with the Treaty of Portsmouth in September 1905, Russia had been defeated by a country many Russians had expected to beat.
The defeat did more than damage Russia’s international reputation. It made Nicholas II’s government appear weak, outdated and badly organised. For many educated and middle-class Russians, the war became evidence that the autocracy was not capable of leading a modern empire.
Bloody Sunday, 22 January 1905
Bloody Sunday began as a peaceful march in St Petersburg. Up to 100,000 workers, led by Father Gapon, marched to the Winter Palace carrying religious icons and a petition for better wages, improved working conditions and a national parliament. Many marchers still believed the tsar would listen to them if he knew how badly they were suffering. Instead, troops fired on the crowd. Estimates of the dead vary widely, from the official figure of around 130 to over 1,000. Nicholas II was not at the Winter Palace that day, but the damage to his image was immediate.
Before Bloody Sunday, many ordinary Russians still saw the tsar as the ‘little father’ who cared for his people. After the shooting, that belief became much harder to maintain. A protest that had begun with loyalty and hope helped create anger, bitterness and open opposition to the regime.
Strikes and peasant uprisings, 1905
After Bloody Sunday, unrest spread across the empire. Workers in St Petersburg, Moscow and other industrial centres went on strike. In the countryside, peasants attacked noble estates, seized land and refused to pay rent. By October, an all-Russian railway strike had paralysed transport and made it difficult for the government to move troops, supplies and officials around the country.
The scale of unrest made 1905 dangerous for the regime. It was not just one protest in the capital. Workers, peasants and railway workers were challenging authority at the same time, across different parts of the empire. The government was being pressured from several directions at once.
The Potemkin Mutiny, June 1905
The crew of the battleship Potemkin, part of the Black Sea Fleet, mutinied after being served rotten meat. What began as anger over poor treatment soon became a political challenge. The sailors took control of the ship and sailed to Odessa, where unrest was already taking place. They later surrendered in Romania.
The mutiny was alarming because the tsar depended on the armed forces to defend his rule. If sailors could disobey their officers and take control of a warship, then the regime could not assume that loyalty in the military was guaranteed. The Potemkin mutiny suggested that revolutionary feeling could reach even the institutions meant to protect the tsar.
The October Manifesto, October 1905
On 17 October 1905, Nicholas II issued the October Manifesto. It promised civil liberties, including freedom of speech and assembly, and created a national parliament called the Duma. This was a major shift because Nicholas had previously refused to accept any real limit on his authority.
The manifesto helped Nicholas survive the crisis by dividing his opponents. Many liberals accepted the promise of reform and withdrew from open opposition, while revolutionaries argued that the changes did not go far enough. The October Manifesto therefore reduced pressure on the regime in the short term, but it also revealed that the tsar had only made concessions when forced by revolution.
The first row of the chart has been completed for you and your teacher will model the second.
For each cause, decide whether it was a long-term cause, a short-term cause or a trigger. Use these 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.
	Cause
	Type of cause (long-term, short-term or trigger)
	Explanation 

	Lack of a national parliament
	Long-term
	Russia never had a national parliament under the tsars. There was no legal way to voice concerns.

	Peasant land hunger
	
	

	Industrial worker poverty
	
	

	Tsar’s refusal to introduce reforms
	
	

	Russo-Japanese War defeats
	
	

	Bloody Sunday
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492443]Activity 13 – decode the model response – causes of the 1905 Revolution
Question:
Which causes of the 1905 Revolution were long-term, which were short-term, and what was the trigger?
Key terms
long-term cause – an issue that develops over many years and gradually weakens support for the government. 
short-term cause – a development in the months before that makes things worse.
trigger – the specific event that quickly turns tension into action. 
Step 1 – read the model response.
Read the model paragraph once without highlighting. Your first job is just to understand the overall argument.
Model response
The 1905 Revolution was caused by a build-up of long-term political, economic and social problems, but short-term triggers turned this discontent into open protest. For example, the tsar’s autocratic rule was a long-term cause because many Russians had no real say in government, while poor working and living conditions created anger among workers and peasants. Defeat in the Russo-Japanese War was a short-term cause because it made the government look weak and badly organised in the year before the revolution. Bloody Sunday was the trigger because the shooting of peaceful protesters in January 1905 destroyed trust in the tsar and encouraged wider strikes, protests and unrest. These causes were connected because long-term grievances created deep frustration, but the events of 1905 gave people a clear reason to challenge the Romanov government. Overall, the 1905 Revolution shows that revolutions usually happen when long-term problems are intensified by short-term events.
1. Highlight the argument in blue.
Find the sentence that gives the main answer to the question.
Highlight the evidence in yellow.
Find the examples used to explain the causes of the 1905 Revolution. Label each one as:
LT = long-term cause
ST = short-term cause
T = trigger
Highlight the explanation in green.
Find where the writer explains why the evidence mattered.
After highlighting, answer these 2 questions:
What long-term causes are mentioned in the paragraph?
What short-term cause and what trigger are mentioned and why did the trigger matter to the outbreak of revolution?
[bookmark: _Toc243492444]Lesson 6
[bookmark: _Toc243492445]Activity 14 – the tsar’s choices 
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. For each decision below, listen to the situation, tick what you would do, then record what Nicholas actually did and what the consequence was.
Decision 1 – October 1905
The situation: Bloody Sunday in January has led to a year of strikes and unrest. The country is at a standstill. Witte advises political concessions. Military commanders advise crushing the unrest with force.
Should the tsar:
☐  A. Use the army to supress the unrest.
☐  B. Make political concessions.
Nicholas chose: 
What was the consequence?
Decision 2 – April 1906
The situation: The First Duma is about to meet. The question is how much power it will have.
Should the tsar:
☐  A. Let the Duma legislate freely.
☐  B. Issue new constitutional rules first to keep your power.
Nicholas chose: 
What was the consequence?
Decision 3 – July 1906
The situation: The First Duma is demanding radical land reform and an amnesty for political prisoners.
Should the tsar:
☐  A. Negotiate with them.
☐  B. Dissolve them.
Nicholas chose: 
What was the consequence?
Decision 4 – June 1907
The situation: The Second Duma is even more radical than the First. Stolypin advises a ‘coup’ – dissolve it and change the electoral law to favour the wealthy.
Should the tsar:
☐  A. Dissolve and try again under the same rules.
☐  B. Dissolve and change the electoral law.
Nicholas chose: 
What was the consequence?
Decision 5 – 1906–11
The situation: Stolypin proposes a two-track policy: brutal repression of revolutionaries and agrarian reform to win over peasants.
Should the tsar:
☐  A. Approve the whole package.
☐  B. Restrain him on the repression.
Nicholas chose: 
What was the consequence?
[bookmark: _Toc243492446]Activity 15 – diamond 9 ranking
Read the 9 cards below. With a partner, arrange them in the diamond on the next page. The card with the consequence that most strengthened the regime goes at the top. The card with the consequence that most weakened the regime goes at the bottom. Cards in the middle had a mixed effect.
Cards to rank:
	A October Manifesto: civil liberties granted (free speech, assembly)
	B October Manifesto: a national Duma promised
	C Fundamental Laws of 1906: tsar keeps supreme power and the right to dissolve the Duma

	D First Duma: radical demands; dissolved in 10 weeks
	E Second Duma: even more radical; dissolved in 3 months
	F Coup of 1907: Stolypin changes the electoral law to favour the wealthy

	G Third and Fourth Dumas: tamer and conservative. The Third ran its full term and the Fourth lasted until 1917
	H Stolypin’s repression: about 2,500 to 3,000 executions, 1906–09
	I Stolypin’s agrarian reforms: peasants could leave the village commune




The diamond template – place your cards in these slots:
↑ Most strengthened the regime
	(place a card here)



	(place a card here)
	(place a card here)



	(place a card here)
	(place a card here)
	(place a card here)



	(place a card here)
	(place a card here)


↓ Weakened the regime


[bookmark: _Toc243492447]Activity 16 – explain paragraph: cause and effect
Question: Explain how the consequences of the 1905 Revolution strengthened or weakened the tsar’s regime in the long term?’ 
Use 3 cards from your diamond as your evidence.
This uses the same explain structure you learned in Activity 6. The steps have not changed – only the evidence and the connectives you need.
Use the ‘Am I on track?’ checklist below to make sure you have included every component in your paragraph.
Am I on track?
I have linked 3 consequences from my diamond into my response
I have used at least 3 cause-and-effect connectives to link my evidence into a logical explanation
I have ended with a clear conclusion (strengthened or weakened).
Cause-and-effect connectives bank
	Showing a cause
	Showing an effect

	because
	as a result

	since
	consequently

	due to
	this led to

	as
	which meant that


Find the connectives – partner feedback
Swap your response with a partner. Underline every cause-and-effect connective they used. Then write one suggestion for a clearer causal link.
1. How many connectives did they use?
One suggestion for a clearer link:
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[bookmark: _Toc243492449]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
As you read, highlight:
grievances about working and living conditions
words or phrases that show loyalty or respect towards the tsar
demands that challenged autocracy.
Use the glossary below to unpack the specific language used in this source. Read it before you start and refer back to it as you read.
	Term or phrase
	Definition

	Sire
	A respectful way of addressing a king or emperor.

	beggared
	Made extremely poor.

	over-burdened with excessive toil
	Forced to do far too much hard work.

	contempt
	The feeling that someone is worthless and deserves no respect.

	bear their bitter lot in silence
	Suffer their hard lives without complaining.

	gulf of rightlessness, misery and ignorance
	A deep hole of having no rights, great unhappiness and no education.

	indispensable
	Absolutely necessary.


In January 1905, Father George Gapon helped lead a peaceful workers’ procession to present a petition to Tsar Nicholas II. The petition outlined workers’ grievances and asked the tsar to respond to demands for political rights, better working conditions and social reform.
‘Sire, –
We working men of St Petersburg, our wives and children, and our parents, helpless, aged men and women, have come to you, O tsar, in quest of justice and protection.
We have been beggared, oppressed, over-burdened with excessive toil, treated with contempt. We are not recognised as normal human beings, but are dealt with as slaves who have to bear their bitter lot in silence.
Our demand for an eight-hours day has been dismissed as illegal. Our requests to raise wages, abolish overtime, take better care of the sick, and arrange the workshops so that we might work without encountering death through draughts, rain and snow, have been condemned by our employers as unlawful.
Refuse not to help your people out of the gulf of rightlessness, misery and ignorance. Deliver them from the intolerable oppression of the bureaucracy. Demolish the wall between yourself and the people, and let them govern the country in conjunction with yourself.
Let all be free to elect whom they will, and for this purpose let the elections to the Constituent Assembly be organised on the principle of universal suffrage.
The following measures are indispensable: freedom of the person, liberty of speech, of the press, of association, of conscience in matters of religion, and separation of Church and State; equality of all persons before the law; protection of labour by the law; freedom of working men’s associations; an eight-hours working day and the limitation of overtime; and a normal working wage.
Those, Sire, constitute our principal needs, which we come to lay before you.’
Source: ‘The St Petersburg Workmen’s Petition to the tsar’, from The Story of My Life is available in the public domain.
Source B: Father Gapon’s eyewitness account of Bloody Sunday
As you read, highlight:
details that present the marchers as peaceful
evidence of violence by the state
words or phrases that show changing attitudes towards the tsar.
Use the glossary below to unpack the specific language used in this source. Read it before you start and refer back to it as you read.
Glossary
	Term or phrase
	Definition 

	Sovereign
	The ruler, here the tsar.

	procession
	A group of people moving forward in an orderly line.

	file
	A line of people one behind another.

	icons
	Religious paintings of saints.

	bareheaded
	Without a hat, as a sign of respect.

	Cossacks
	Mounted soldiers known for their loyalty to the tsar.

	volley
	Many guns fired at the same time.

	prostrate
	Lying face down on the ground.

	Little Father
	A traditional name for the tsar, showing the people saw him as a caring father.


Father Gapon later described what happened when the workers’ procession approached the Narva Gate on 22 January 1905. His account presents the marchers as peaceful and shows how the shooting damaged faith in the tsar.
Soon after ten we started upon our journey from just outside the south-western boundary of the city to its centre at the Winter Palace – the first procession that ever went through the streets of St Petersburg to demand of the Sovereign some recognition of popular rights.
In the first row were the men carrying a large framed portrait of the tsar; then followed another file with the banners and icons. Behind us came a crowd of about twenty thousand people, men and women, old and young. They all marched bareheaded, in spite of the bitter cold, full of the simple intention of seeing their Sovereign.
We approached the Narva Gate, the crowd becoming denser as we progressed, the singing more impressive, and the whole scene more dramatic. At last we reached within two hundred paces of where the troops stood. Files of infantry barred the road, and in front of them a company of cavalry was drawn up, with their swords shining in the sun.
Suddenly the company of Cossacks galloped rapidly towards us with drawn swords. The soldiers drove their horses through the crowd, striking on both sides. I saw the swords lifted and falling, the men, women, and children dropping to the earth.
We were not more than thirty yards from the soldiers when, without any warning, was heard the dry crack of many rifle-shots. As we lay on the ground another volley was fired, and another, and yet another, till it seemed as though the shooting was continuous.
At last the firing ceased. I stood up with a few others who remained uninjured and looked down at the bodies that lay prostrate around me. I saw the scarlet stain of blood upon the snow. Horror crept into my heart. The thought flashed through my mind, ‘And this is the work of our Little Father, the tsar.’
A new chapter was opened in the history of our people. ‘There is no longer any tsar for us!’ I exclaimed.
Source: adapted from ‘The St Petersburg Workmen’s Petition to the tsar’ from The Story of My Life and is available in the public domain.
Check your reading
Paragraphs 1 and 2: What did the marchers carry, and what does this tell you about how they saw the tsar?
Paragraphs 3 to 6: What happened as the procession approached the Narva Gate?
Paragraphs 6 and 7: How did Gapon’s view of the tsar change, and which words show it?
After reading the sources, complete a paired analysis of Source A and Source B using the table below.
	Question
	Source A – petition
	Source B – eyewitness account

	What does the source reveal about Russian workers in 1905?
	
	

	What detail from the source supports this?
	
	

	Why is the source valuable for understanding 1905?
	
	

	What is one limitation of the source?
	
	

	What other evidence would help balance this source?
	
	


Bloody Sunday – written response
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 can be used to support your response: 
Bloody Sunday was a turning point because …
Before the march, workers …
This changed when …
Afterwards, opposition …
The evidence for this is …
[bookmark: _Toc243492450]Activity 18 – the October Manifesto: reform, concession or control?
Context
After Bloody Sunday and months of strikes, unrest and opposition, Tsar Nicholas II issued the October Manifesto in 1905. It promised civil freedoms and a State Duma. However, different opposition groups responded to these promises in different ways. Liberals such as the Kadets wanted constitutional reform, while revolutionary groups such as the Socialist Revolutionaries wanted to overthrow autocracy completely.
Key question:
Did the October Manifesto satisfy the demands of opposition groups in 1905?
Source C: extract from the October Manifesto, 1905 
Glossary
	Term or phrase
	Definition 

	inviolability of the person
	The right not to be arrested, searched or harmed by the state without lawful reason.

	freedom of conscience
	The right to hold your own religious and moral beliefs.


We require the government dutifully to execute our unshakeable will:
1. To grant to the population the essential foundations of civil freedom, based on the principles of genuine inviolability of the person, freedom of conscience, speech, assembly and association.
2. To admit to participation in the State Duma all those classes of the population that are now completely deprived of voting rights.
3. To establish as an unbreakable rule that no law shall take effect without confirmation by the State Duma.
We summon all loyal sons of Russia to assist in terminating the unprecedented unrest now prevailing, and together with Us to make every effort to restore peace and tranquillity to Our native land.
Source: adapted from ‘Manifesto of October 17th, 1905: Manifesto on the Improvement of the State Order’ (translated by Daniel Field, Marxists Internet Archive) and is available in the public domain. Credit requested: Marxists Internet Archive.

Source D: extract from the Kadet program, 1905
All Russian citizens, irrespective of sex, religion, or nationality, are equal before the law.
Anyone who wishes to express his thoughts orally or in writing has the right to publish and spread them through printing or any other media. Censorship must be abolished and cannot be reinstated.
All Russian citizens have the right to organise public or private meetings.
All Russian citizens have the right to organise unions or societies without needing permission.
People’s representatives are elected by a general, equal, direct and secret ballot, irrespective of religion, nationality or sex.
National representation participates in legislative power, government revenue and expenditure, and control over the actions of officials.
No decision, decree, order or similar act not based on the legislative measure of national representation can have the force of law.
Source: adapted from ‘Programme of the Russian Constitutional Democratic (Kadet) Party, 1905’, EuroDocs: Primary Historical Documents from Western Europe and is available in the public domain.
Source E: extract from the Socialist Revolutionary program, 1905
The overthrow of autocracy should be the immediate objective of the Socialist Revolutionary Party.
The Party will advocate the establishment of a democratic republic, direct, secret, equal and universal voting rights for every citizen above twenty years of age regardless of sex, religion or national origin, and complete freedom of conscience, speech, press, meetings, strikes and unions.
The Party will advocate an eight-hour working norm for most branches of industry as soon as possible, a minimum wage, government insurance for accident, unemployment, sickness and old age, and legislative protection of labour.
The Party will support socialisation of all privately owned lands; that is, their transfer from private property of individual owners to public domain and administration by democratically organised communes.
Source: adapted from ‘Programme of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, 1905’, in Sbornik programm partii v Rossii, 1st edn,  and is available in the public domain.
Reform reality check
After reading the sources, complete the following table.
[image: Reform reality check table for students to fill in. ]
Which group was more likely to see the October Manifesto as a useful step forward: the Kadets or the Socialist Revolutionaries? Explain your answer using one piece of evidence.


[bookmark: _Toc243492451]Lesson 8
Look at Image 1 and Image 2. Image 1 was taken at the beginning of the war and Image 2 near its end.
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?
	Image 1 – Winter Palace, August 1914
	Image 2 – flour hoarding, 1917

	[image: Black-and-white postcard showing a large crowd gathered outside the Winter Palace in St Petersburg during the announcement of war in July 1914.]
‘A crowd forms outside the Winter Palace in St. Petersburg, following the formal declaration of war, July 20, 1914’ from Romanov photograph album, Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library is Copyright © 2024 Yale University. All rights reserved.
	[image: Black-and-white photograph of large sacks of flour piled on the steps of a police station, with men in military coats gathered nearby in Petrograd, March 1917.] ‘The Overthrow of the Tsar, March 1917 - IWM (Q69403)’, by Imperial War Museums is licensed under the IWM Non-Commercial License. Required attribution: Image: IWM (Q 86623).

	A postcard showing a crowd greeting the tsar outside the Winter Palace, August 1914.
	Large quantities of flour which were found hoarded at the Police Station. These supplies should have been conveyed to the Duma for distribution to the poor, Petrograd, March 1917.



	Character profile – Grigori Rasputin
	Who was Rasputin?

	[image: Sepia-toned portrait of Grigori Rasputin seated in a dark robe, with a long beard and one hand resting on a chair.]
‘Grigori Rasputin 2’ by unknown author is available in the public domain.
	Grigori Rasputin (1869–1916) was a Siberian peasant and self-styled holy man who gained influence at the imperial court through the Empress Alexandra. 
The royal family believed he could help their son Alexei, the heir to the throne, who suffered from haemophilia. 
While Nicholas II was away commanding the army from 1915, Rasputin’s influence over Alexandra and over government appointments caused widespread scandal and damaged the reputation of the dynasty. He was murdered by a group of nobles in December 1916. You will come across his name in the reading below.


[bookmark: _Toc243492452]Activity 19 – contextual reading: the war and the regime
When Russia entered the First World War in August 1914, there was a surge of patriotism. Crowds cheered the tsar and the capital was renamed from the German-sounding St Petersburg to Petrograd. That early unity did not last. At Tannenberg and the Masurian Lakes in 1914, Russian armies were crushed by the Germans and by 1915 soldiers were being sent to the front without enough rifles or shells.
In 1915, Nicholas II made a fateful decision: he left Petrograd to take personal command of the army. From then on, every defeat was his defeat. Worse, he left the government at home in the hands of the Empress Alexandra, who was deeply influenced by Rasputin. Ministers were appointed and dismissed so often that the period became known for its chaos.
On the home front, the war wrecked the economy. Prices rose faster than wages, the railways broke down, and food and fuel could not reach the cities. By the winter of 1916 to 1917, people in Petrograd queued for hours in the cold for bread that often ran out. The patriotism of 1914 had curdled into anger and that anger was now aimed at the regime.
Questions
1. Why was St Petersburg renamed Petrograd in 1914?
What 2 problems showed that Russia was not ready for a modern war?
Why was Nicholas II’s decision to take command of the army in 1915 so significant? Give 2 reasons.
Describe 2 ways the war affected ordinary people on the home front.
How had attitudes to the regime changed between 1914 and 1916?
[bookmark: _Toc243492453]Activity 20 – 3 perspectives on the war
Source A – the regime
Extract from a letter from the Empress Alexandra to Tsar Nicholas II, 1915, written as he left to take command of the army.
'Be firm … You showing your mastery, proving yourself the Autocrat without whom Russia cannot exist … Being firm is the only saving.'
Source: The Letters of the Tsaritsa to the Tsar: 1914–16, by Alexandra, Empress, consort of Nicholas II, Emperor of Russia is available in the public-domain (translation).
Source B – the home front
Extract from a report by the Okhrana (the tsar’s secret police) on the mood in Petrograd, late 1916.
‘By the end of September … this spirit of opposition reached an exceptional scale, which it had not attained – in any case among the broad masses – even during the period 1905–06 … Despite the great increase in wages, the economic condition of the masses is worse than terrible. While the wages of the masses have risen 50 per cent … the prices on all products have increased 100 to 500 per cent … The impossibility of even buying many food products and necessities, the time wasted standing idle in queues to receive goods, the increasing incidence of disease due to malnutrition and unsanitary living conditions … have made the workers, as a whole, prepared for the wildest excesses of a ‘hunger riot’.
Source: Report of the Petrograd Okhrana (tsarist security police) to the Department of Police, October 1916, in F. A. Golder (ed.), Documents of Russian History 1914–17, trans. E. Aronsberg, The Century Co., New York, 1927, p. 182. In the public-domain.
Source C – the front
Adapted from the diary of Major-General Sir Alfred Knox, the British military attaché (an army officer posted to a foreign country to observe and report on its army) serving with the Russian army, describing the great retreat of 1915.
‘There were never enough rifles. Unarmed men were sent into the trenches and told to wait until their comrades fell, so they could take up the dead men’s weapons. The guns could fire only a few rounds a day, and the men were left to be cut down.’
Source: Knox, A. (1921) With the Russian Army, 1914–17, vol. 1, Hutchinson, London, p. 268. Reproduced under section 113P of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth).
Perspective grid – complete one row in the table below for each source.
	Source
	Who created it? And when?
	Why was it created, and from what position?
	What does it reveal about the strain the war placed on the regime?

	Source A
	
	
	

	Source B
	
	
	

	Source C 
	
	
	




[bookmark: _Toc243492454]Lesson 9 
[bookmark: _Toc243492455]Activity 21 – contextual reading and data: the food crisis
The food crisis, 1914 to 1917
Glossary
	Term or phrase
	Definition 

	conscription
	Compulsory service in the armed forces.

	sown
	Planted with seed.

	speculation
	Buying goods cheaply and holding them back to sell later at a much higher price.

	adulterated foods
	Food made cheaper by mixing in other, often harmful, ingredients.

	rationing
	Limiting how much of a product each person is allowed to buy.

	elected councils
	Local governments elected by the community.


The First World War broke the way Russia fed itself. Conscription pulled about 15.5 million men into the army, and most of them were peasants. With fewer hands, fewer horses and shortages of equipment, less land was sown and less food was grown. At the same time, the soldiers still had to be fed, and the army's food supply was given priority over the cities.
The result was a supply crisis in the towns. The share of grain reaching the market fell from about 12.4% before the war to 7.4% by 1915. Wages rose, but prices rose faster, and many blamed speculation. The breakdown of the overloaded railways meant that even the food that existed often could not reach Petrograd and Moscow. People turned to fake and adulterated foods, and from 1916 the cities introduced rationing.
The strain showed in the streets. Food riots rose from around 20 in 1915 to 288 in 1916. The regime could not fix the problem. At the end of 1916, ministers linked to Alexandra and Rasputin were fighting the elected councils over who controlled food prices, and the government even considered bypassing the Duma. The historian Iaroslav Golubinov argues that this failure of the state to manage food was a direct cause of the February Revolution.
Use the reading and the following data table to answer the questions below.
	Indicator
	Pre or early World War I
	During First World War

	Food riots
	Approximately 20 in 1915
	288 in 1916

	Grain reaching the market
	12.4% (1909–13)
	7.4% (1915)

	Bread prices
	Baseline
	300–400% increase (1914–17)

	Wages
	Baseline
	50% increase


1. How did conscription reduce the amount of food Russia produced?
Why could workers not afford food even when their wages rose? Give 2 reasons.
What does the rise in food riots from 1915 to 1916 suggest about the home front?
What does the data overall suggest about whether the regime was coping?
Did the war create these problems or make existing ones worse? Justify your answer with evidence from the reading or the data.
[bookmark: _Toc243492456]Activity 22 – using a source as evidence
Contextual information
Donald Thompson was an American photojournalist working in Petrograd in 1917. He later published his photographs with his own written commentary. Here is part of what he wrote about the bread queues.
‘As spring advanced, in spite of the fact that the Russian people were their own masters, the bread lines grew, instead of decreasing. In the newspapers every day advertisements asked for a ‘queue’ maid, that is, a woman whose work would consist of nothing except to stand in line for bread, sugar, and in fact groceries of any kind. The poor people who had no servants were forced to stand in line from one and two in the morning until sometimes noon the next day, only to be told that the supplies had given out and they would have to wait until the afternoon baking was finished.’
This passage is background. The source you analyse is the photograph below.
Source A – bread queue, Petrograd, March 1917
[image: Black-and-white photograph of a large bread queue in Petrograd in March 1917. A crowd of men and women, many wearing heavy coats and headscarves, gathers outside buildings along a city street. The original photograph is captioned, “This is one of the ever-swelling bread lines.”]
‘One of the ever-swelling bread lines’, photograph, Petrograd, March 1917, in From Czar to Kaiser: The Betrayal of Russia, New, is in the public-domain.
Analyse Source A using the 3 lenses
This analysis prepares you to use the source accurately in the writing task below. Knowing where a source comes from and what it can and cannot show is not the structure of your response – it is what lets you use the source as evidence.
	Question
	Your response

	Perspective: Who took this, when, why and for whom?
	

	Value: What does it show that helps a historian understand the impact of the war?
	

	Limitations: What can a single photograph, taken by a foreign journalist, not tell us?
	


Extended writing: 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.
Note: in this task, Source A is evidence to support a historical argument about Russia, not the thing you are writing about. Each part of your response makes a claim, gives evidence for it and explains why the evidence supports it.
Plan your response:
Argument: By the start of 1917, the war had …
Evidence from the source: Source A shows …
Own knowledge: The wider context of the period shows that … Together, this means that …
Other evidence: However, some of these problems existed before 1914. Therefore, the war …
Conclude: Overall, the war had undermined the regime …


[bookmark: _Toc243492457]Lesson 10
[bookmark: _Toc243492458]Activity 23 – the crisis of leadership, 1915–16
A government losing control
By 1915 the war was going badly and the way Russia was governed made things worse. In September 1915 Nicholas II left Petrograd to take personal command of the army at the front. It was meant to show leadership. Instead it tied him personally to every defeat, and it took him away from the capital at the moment the government most needed direction.
With the tsar at the front, real influence at home passed to the Empress Alexandra. Alexandra distrusted the Duma and the ministers, and she leaned heavily on Grigori Rasputin, the peasant holy man the royal family believed could help their sick son. Rasputin had no official position, but through Alexandra he influenced who was appointed to government and who was dismissed.
The result was chaos at the top. Capable ministers were sacked and replaced by men chosen for loyalty to Alexandra rather than ability. Between September 1915 and February 1917, Russia had 4 different prime ministers, 5 ministers of the interior and 3 ministers of war. Contemporaries called it ‘ministerial leapfrog’. No minister stayed long enough to fix anything and many were openly mocked as Rasputin’s men.
This destroyed confidence in the regime, and not only among revolutionaries. By late 1916, even loyal monarchists were alarmed. In the Duma, the liberal leader, Milyukov, attacked the government in a famous speech, listing its failures and asking after each one, ‘Is this stupidity, or is this treason?’ When conservative nobles murdered Rasputin in December 1916, they did it hoping to save the monarchy from itself. It made no difference. The damage was done: the educated classes, the Duma and much of the elite had stopped believing the regime was fit to rule.
Task 1 – build the cause-and-effect chain
The reading describes how one decision led to another, until the regime lost the confidence of its own supporters. The first and last links are filled in. Use the reading to complete the missing links in the table below.
	Link/Reason
	What happened

	1. (done for you)
	Nicholas II leaves for the front and takes personal command of the army, September 1915.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	(done for you)
	Even loyal monarchists, the Duma and educated society lose confidence in the regime.


Task 2 – which link did the most damage?
A chain shows the order in which things happened. It does not tell you which step mattered most. Your task is to propose ideas about which step did the most damage to confidence in the regime.
Look back at the 6 links. Rank them from 1 to 6, where 1 is the link that did the most damage to the regime and 6 the least damage. Then justify your top choice in the table below.
	Stems
	Your response

	The link that did the most damage was …
	

	It did more damage than the others because …
	

	One link that did surprisingly little damage on its own was …
	

	Because …
	




Synthesis questions
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 in 2 to 3 sentences – you will return to this question when you build the causes of the fall together.


[bookmark: _Toc243492459]Lesson 11
[bookmark: _Toc243492460]Activity 24 – the army and the war, 1914–17
The regime’s last pillar
An autocracy that has lost the support of its people can still survive if the army stays loyal. Soldiers put down the 1905 Revolution when ordered to fire on crowds. By 1917, the regime could no longer count on them. Understanding why the army turned is the key to understanding the fall, because when the soldiers finally refused to obey, the regime had nothing left to defend it.
The problems began early. In 1914, Russia went to war with patriotic confidence, however the German army destroyed one Russian army at Tannenberg and mauled another at the Masurian Lakes. The defeats exposed how poorly prepared Russia was. By 1915 the army faced a desperate shortage of equipment. There were not enough rifles, so unarmed soldiers were sent forward and told to pick up the weapons of the dead. Shells were rationed when the artillery needed them most. Boots, food and medical care ran short.
In 1915, Nicholas II took personal command of the army. From that point, every defeat was his defeat but it also meant the ordinary soldier’s suffering led directly back to the tsar. The men in the trenches were mostly peasants in uniform, and they increasingly asked what they were dying for. Letters intercepted by army censors in 1916 complained of hunger, worn-out boots and a war whose purpose the men no longer understood; soldiers talked of going home, not of victory.
By the winter of 1916 to 1917, the army was breaking down. Desertion rose sharply as men simply left and walked home. Discipline weakened. Crucially, the soldiers garrisoned in the cities, many of them new recruits, badly trained and poorly fed, had no wish to fire on hungry civilians who reminded them of their own families. When revolution broke out in Petrograd in February 1917, it was the refusal of these garrison soldiers to shoot the crowds, and then their decision to join them, that turned a protest into a revolution the regime could not stop.
From failure to disloyalty
The reading describes military failures and shows how each one affected the loyalty of the soldiers. Complete the right-hand column in the table below. or each failure, explain its effect on how the soldiers felt about the war and the regime. The first row is done for you.
	Military failure
	Effect on the soldiers’ loyalty

	Defeats at Tannenberg and the Masurian Lakes, 1914
	Early confidence collapsed; soldiers saw that their commanders and the regime had led them into disaster unprepared.

	Shortage of rifles, shells and equipment, 1915
	

	Nicholas II takes personal command, 1915
	

	Hunger, worn-out boots and no clear purpose, 1916
	

	New, poorly trained garrison troops in the cities, 1917
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492461]Activity 25 – material or morale?
Look back at the 5 effects you have described. Each problem facing the army can be classified into 2 main types:
material – a shortage of physical things: weapons, ammunition, food, boots, trained men
morale – a loss of belief: in the war, in the commanders, in the tsar.
Sort the 5 failures into the table below.
Note: some failures may fit both categories. Choose the category that best explains how the failure damaged soldiers’ loyalty and be ready to justify your choice.
	Material problems
	Morale problems

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Then explain:
The regime could, in theory, have supplied more rifles and boots. It is much harder to restore belief once it is gone. Looking at your 2 columns, answer the following question in 2 to 3 sentences:
Explain which was more important in turning the army against the regime – the material shortages or the collapse of morale. In your answer, consider whether fixing one could have saved the regime without the other.
Synthesis paragraph: the reading argues that the army’s refusal to fire was ‘the key to understanding the fall’. Using what you learned in Lesson 10 about the crisis of leadership, write a paragraph explaining how the failures at the top and the failures in the army were connected. Use the explain structure from Activity 6: introduce the connection, give evidence from both lessons, explain why it mattered and conclude with a judgement.


[bookmark: _Toc243492462]Lesson 12
[bookmark: _Toc243492463]Activity 26 – 5 days that ended 300 years
The February Revolution, 1917
By the start of 1917 the regime had lost the confidence of almost everyone: the workers, the liberals, the Duma and increasingly, the army. What it had not yet lost was control of the streets. That changed in 5 days in February 1917 (late February by Russia’s old calendar, early March by ours).
The events below are listed in order. Read them, then use them to complete the tasks.
Note: 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.
23 February (International Women’s Day): women textile workers in Petrograd went on strike over bread shortages and marched through the city, calling other workers out with them. By the end of the day up to 100,000 workers were on strike.
24–25 February: the strikes spread until almost the whole city had stopped work. Crowds filled the streets carrying banners that read ‘Bread’ and, increasingly, ‘Down with the tsar’. The protest had become political.
26 February: Nicholas II, away at army headquarters, ordered the Petrograd garrison to put down the disorder by force. Soldiers fired on crowds and killed demonstrators. That evening, the situation hung in the balance. The regime had used the army, as it had in 1905.
27 February (the turning point): soldiers of the Petrograd garrison refused to fire on the crowds a second time. Regiment after regiment mutinied, shot their officers or walked away, and joined the demonstrators. With the army gone over to the revolution, the government lost control of the capital entirely.
28 February–2 March: with no force left to restore order, the old regime collapsed. The Duma formed a Provisional Government, and on 2 March Nicholas II abdicated. 300 years of Romanov rule were over.
Task 1 – annotate the timeline
Plot the 5 days on the timeline in the table below. For each day, write one short phrase capturing what happened, then shade or mark each day in one of 2 colours to show whether it was still a protest or had become a revolution:
one colour for days when this was still a protest the regime might survive
another colour for days when it had become a revolution the regime could not stop
then mark with an arrow the single day when protest tipped into revolution.
Note: a protest challenges authority. A revolution occurs when authority begins to collapse or transfer to another group.
	Date
	What happened (one phrase)
	Protest or revolution?

	23 February
	
	

	24–25 February
	
	

	26 February
	
	

	27 February
	
	

	28 February–2 March
	
	


Task 2 – the tipping point – why 27 February?
In 1905, the regime faced strikes, mutiny and a hostile public, yet still survived, because the army stayed loyal and crushed the unrest. In February 1917, it faced the same kinds of pressure and fell. 
The difference was one day.


Answer the following questions, using the timeline and what you learned in Lesson 11:
1. On 26 February the soldiers obeyed and fired. On 27 February they refused. What had changed about the army by 1917 that made this refusal possible? (Think back to Lesson 11.)
Why was the soldiers’ refusal more decisive than the strikes or the banners? What could the crowds do on 27 February that they could not do on 23 February?
Complete the statement: The February Revolution succeeded where 1905 failed because …
Using the explain structure from Activity 6, write a paragraph explaining why the regime survived unrest in 1905 but collapsed during similar unrest in 1917. The role of the army must be central to your answer.


[bookmark: _Toc243492464]Lesson 13
[bookmark: _Toc243492465]Activity 27 – 2 governments, one country: the problem of dual power
Who took over when the tsar fell?
When Nicholas II abdicated on 2 March 1917, the obvious question was: ‘Who governs Russia now?’ The answer was unusual and it shaped everything that followed. Power did not pass cleanly to one new government. It split between 2 bodies that had emerged during the February days, each with a different source of authority.
The Provisional Government was formed by members of the old Duma. It was made up mostly of liberal politicians and was led at first by Prince Lvov, with the lawyer Alexander Kerensky a leading figure. It looked like a real government: it took over the ministries, was recognised by foreign powers and claimed the legal authority to run the country until elections could be held for a constituent assembly. But it had a weakness. It had not been elected, and it did not control the workers, the soldiers or the railways. It had the authority to give orders, but no certain power to make them obeyed.
The Petrograd Soviet was a council of workers’ and soldiers’ representatives, elected in the factories and barracks during the revolution. It did not claim to be the government. But it held something the Provisional Government lacked: the loyalty of the very people who made the state function. When the Soviet issued its famous Order No. 1, instructing soldiers to obey their officers only if the Soviet agreed, it showed where real power lay. The army would follow the Soviet, not the government, when the 2 disagreed.
This arrangement became known as dual power. The Provisional Government had the authority but not the muscle; the Soviet had the muscle but would not yet take the authority. For a few months they cooperated uneasily. But a country cannot be run by 2 bodies pulling in different directions forever and the tension between them was built into the new Russia from its first day.
Who held which kind of power – the Provisional Government, the Soviet, or both?
Key idea: power has different forms. The Provisional Government had legal authority, but the Petrograd Soviet had influence over workers and soldiers.
A government needs different kinds of power to rule. For each kind listed in the table below, decide who held it: the Provisional Government (PG), the Petrograd Soviet (S), or both. Use the reading.
Note: Order No. 1 showed that the Petrograd Soviet could influence soldiers directly, making the Provisional Government’s legal authority weaker in practice.
	Kind of power
	Provisional Government (PG), Soviet (S) or both

	Legal authority to govern and pass laws
	

	Recognition by foreign governments
	

	Control of the ministries and civil service
	

	The loyalty of the soldiers and workers
	

	Control over the railways, post and factories
	

	The ability to make the army obey (Order No. 1)
	

	The claim to be only a temporary, caretaker body
	


[bookmark: _Toc243492466]Activity 28 – authority or real power: Who was stronger?
Look at your completed table. The 2 bodies did not split power evenly – they split it by type. In the table below, summarise what kind of power each body held and what kind it lacked. Then answer the question below.
	Factor
	Provisional Government
	Petrograd Soviet

	What kind of power did it hold?
	
	

	What kind did it lack?
	
	




Historical argument
A government can have every legal right to rule and still be unable to act, if the people who run the country will not follow it.
Why was the system of dual power unstable in Russia in 1917? Construct a historical argument. In your response, compare the kind of power the Provisional Government held with the kind the Petrograd Soviet held.
[bookmark: _Toc243492467]Activity 29 – Who could actually make it happen?
The Provisional Government and the Petrograd Soviet had different sources of power in 1917. For each situation in the table below, identify which body had the greater capacity to act – the Provisional Government (PG), the Petrograd Soviet (S), or neither acting alone – and explain your decision by referring to the authority, influence or limitations of each body. The first row is completed for you.
	Situation
	Who could do it?
	Why?

	Sign a law and have it recognised by other countries
	Provisional Government (PG)
	The Provisional Government held legal authority and was recognised by foreign governments, so only it could sign a law other countries would accept.

	Order the Petrograd soldiers to move to a new position
	
	

	Get the railway and factory workers to keep working
	
	

	Be treated as Russia’s official government abroad
	
	

	Call off a strike that was paralysing the capital
	
	


Look down your middle column. In one sentence, explain why dual power made Russia so hard to govern.
[bookmark: _Toc243492468]Lesson 14
[bookmark: _Toc243492469]Activity 30 – the end of the Romanovs: How significant was the fall?
The abdication, 2 March 1917
By 1 March 1917, Petrograd was in the hands of the revolution and the army had gone over to the crowds. Nicholas II, travelling back toward the capital by train, was stopped at Pskov. There, his own generals told him the truth: the army would no longer fight for him, and only his abdication could restore order. On 2 March 1917, alone in his railway carriage, Nicholas II signed away the throne, for himself and for his haemophiliac son Alexei, in favour of his brother Michael. The next day, Michael refused the crown. After more than 300 years, the Romanov dynasty was over and Russia had no monarch for the first time in its modern history.
In his abdication manifesto, Nicholas wrote: ‘In agreement with the Imperial Duma, We have thought it well to renounce the Throne of the Russian State and to lay down the supreme power.’ He ended with the words, ‘May God help Russia.’
Source: Nicholas II, ‘The Letter of Abdication of Nicholas II’, 2 March 1917 (Old Style)/15 March 1917 (New Style) is available in the public domain.
Watch 15th March 1917: Tsar Nicholas II abdicates the Russian throne, ending centuries of Romanov rule (2:40) for additional details.
Part A – then and now: Russia in 1900 and 1917
A change is only significant if you can say what it changed from and to. Before you judge how significant this change was, set out the 2 pictures. Complete the table below using what you have learned across the whole unit.
	Factor
	Russia in 1900 (under autocracy)
	Russia in March 1917 (the tsar gone)

	Who held power?
	
	

	How long had the dynasty ruled?
	
	

	What say did ordinary people have?
	
	

	Was the country at war?
	
	

	Were the peasants’ lives changed?
	
	


Look at your last 2 rows. Some things changed instantly in 1917 (the monarchy ended), but some things did not change at all (the war went on, the peasants were still poor). 
What had changed by March 1917, and what had stayed the same?
Part B – How significant was the fall? Rating against criteria
Historians judge how significant an event is by testing it against criteria, not by how famous or dramatic it was. Rate the fall of the Romanovs against each criterion in the table below from 1 (low) to 5 (high) and explain your score.
	Criterion (what we are testing)
	Score 1–5
	Explain your score

	Lasting – Did it have long-term effects?
	
	

	Wide – Did it affect many people?
	
	

	Deep – How significant was the change for those affected?
	
	

	Remembered – Is it still studied and talked about today?
	
	


Total: ___ Total: ___ out of 20 (16 to 20 = highly significant; 10 to 15 = moderately significant; 4 to 9 = slightly significant)
Overall judgement. Using your scores, complete this sentence: The fall of the Romanov dynasty was a (highly, moderately or slightly) significant event because …


Part C – How far did the significance reach? 
The significance of an event can be local, national or international. Historians ask how far its effects reached.
Discuss the following:
What did the fall of the Romanov dynasty mean for Russia itself? Use evidence from your Part B ratings to support your response.
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?
Final judgement: 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.


[bookmark: _Toc243492470]Lesson 15
[bookmark: _Toc243492471]Activity 31 – Why did the dynasty fall? Building a causal web
You have now studied the whole story of the decline and fall of the Romanovs, from the nature of autocracy in 1900 to the collapse of the army in 1917. 
Use your knowledge and understanding from the whole learning sequence to answer the central question of the case study: Why did the Romanov dynasty fall?
Historians explain the fall as a build-up of causes that connected to and reinforced one another, not as a single event. In this activity, you will map those connections.
Step 1 – classify the causes
Listed in the table below are the main causes of the fall, drawn from across the unit. Label each one as:
LT – long-term cause (a condition that built up over decades)
ST – short-term cause (a pressure from the war years, 1914–17)
T – the trigger (the event that set the final collapse going)
	Cause
	LT/ST/T

	Autocracy: the tsar’s refusal to share power
	

	Peasant land hunger and rural poverty
	

	The size and ethnic diversity of the empire
	

	Organised opposition (liberals, populists, Marxists)
	

	Nicholas II’s personal weaknesses as a ruler
	

	The First World War and its military defeats
	

	The home-front food crisis
	

	The crisis of leadership (Alexandra and Rasputin)
	

	The collapse of army loyalty
	

	The February 1917 strikes and demonstrations
	


Step 2 – complete the web
On the causal web diagram (see Figure 2), the 10 causes are arranged around the page. Three connections have already been drawn and labelled as examples:
autocracy → organised opposition, labelled: ‘Because the tsar refused to share power, groups formed to demand or force change.’
the First World War → home-front food crisis, labelled: ‘The war pulled peasants off the land and broke the railways, so food stopped reaching the cities.’
home-front food crisis → February 1917 strikes, labelled: ‘Hunger and bread queues pushed people onto the streets.’
Your task: draw at least 5 more connecting arrows between causes that influenced one another. On each arrow, write a short label explaining the link. An arrow must always run from the cause to the thing it affected.
Note: an arrow is not finished until it has a label explaining the connection.
Use these prompts if you need support identifying links:
What did Nicholas II’s personal weaknesses make worse?
How did the war connect to the crisis of leadership?
What did the collapse of army loyalty make possible?
How did long-term poverty connect to the opposition groups?

[bookmark: _Ref242977899]Figure 2 – causal web diagram – Why did the Romanov dynasty fall?
[image: Causal web diagram titled: Why did the Romanov dynasty fall? Students identify each factor as a long-term or short-term cause and draw labelled arrows to show causal links. Factors include autocracy; Nicholas II’s personal weaknesses; size and ethnic diversity of the empire; organised opposition; peasant land hunger and rural poverty; the leadership crisis involving Alexandra and Rasputin; First World War and military defeats; the home-front food crisis; collapse of army loyalty; February 1917 strikes and demonstrations; and the final fall of tsarism. Example links show autocracy contributing to organised opposition, wartime disruption contributing to the food crisis, and hunger and bread queues contributing to demonstrations. Students are instructed to add at least five more arrows and create a pathway from a long-term cause to February 1917 through at least one short-term cause.]
Step 3 – read your own web
A strong causal web shows that the fall was not caused by one thing, but by a chain of connected causes. Find a path through your web that runs from a long-term cause all the way to the trigger, passing through at least one short-term cause on the way.
Write the path here, then explain it in 2 or 3 sentences.
My path: __________ → __________ → __________ → February 1917
Explanation:
Looking at your finished web, answer the following questions.
1. Which cause has the most arrows coming out of it? 
Which cause influenced the most others? 
Does that make it the most important cause of the fall? 
Remember, there is no single right answer – you are weighing how to judge importance.
The most connected cause was …, but the most important cause was … because …


[bookmark: _Toc243492472]Learning sequence 3 – a relevant historical debate or issue
[bookmark: _Toc243492473]Lesson 16
[bookmark: _Toc243492474]Activity 32 – Was the fall of the Romanovs inevitable? Introducing the debate
From what happened to how we explain it
We have studied what happened to the Romanovs, and why. Historians do not all agree about the fall. They build different interpretations of the same events, and they argue. The study of that argument is called historiography. 
For the rest of this unit you will examine the debate, evaluate the interpretations offered by historians and build an argument of your own.
You will use the following words throughout this lesson:
interpretation – a historian’s reasoned explanation of what happened and why, built from evidence. Different historians can interpret the same events differently
inevitable – certain to happen; could not have been avoided
contingent – depended on particular events or choices that could have gone differently; not certain
representation – how the past is portrayed or remembered, such as in a film, statue, myth or memorial
argument – the case you build using evidence to answer a historical question.
The central question of the debate is: Was the fall of the Romanov dynasty inevitable or could it have been avoided?
This question builds directly from your causal web. If you think the long-term causes made the regime’s collapse certain, you lean toward inevitable. If you think the war and the regime’s own choices destroyed an empire that might have survived, you lean toward avoidable. The table below puts forward the various positions and interpretations and the historians behind them. 
	Position
	The claim
	Historians

	Not inevitable: the regime destroyed itself
	The regime was not doomed, but its own failures – refusing reform, rigid autocracy, disastrous wartime leadership – turned a crisis into collapse.
	Orlando Figes
Richard Pipes

	Inevitable
	Deep, long-term problems – autocracy, land hunger, class conflict – doomed the regime. Collapse was coming, war or no war. The war only set the timing.
	The Soviet–Marxist view
Leopold Haimson

	A long crisis, but not predetermined
	The empire was in deep, long-running crisis, yet the outcome was not fixed. Contingent events shaped what actually happened. Both sides must be considered.
	S.A. Smith

	Avoidable: the war did it
	Russia was modernising and reforming after 1905 and could have evolved into a stable constitutional monarchy. The First World War was the catastrophe that broke an otherwise viable regime.
	The ‘optimist’ school


Task 1 – match the historian to the claim
Match each historian or school (A–F) to the claim that represents their position (see claims 1–6 below). Write the letter next to the number.
Historians and schools of thought
A – the Soviet–Marxist view
B – Leopold Haimson
C – Orlando Figes
D – Richard Pipes
E – the ‘optimist’ school
F – S.A. Smith

Claims
1. The collapse was not inevitable. Deep flaws stopped the regime adapting, and these became fatal under the strain of the war. The radical intelligentsia, not the masses, drove the revolution.___
1. The tsarist regime’s downfall was not inevitable; but its own stupidity made it so.___
War or no war, Russia was on the verge of revolution. Deep social divisions meant collapse was coming regardless of 1914. ___
The fall was an inevitable class uprising. Centuries of oppression and class conflict made revolution certain; it was the next stage of history.___
The empire was in deep, long-running crisis, yet the outcome was not predetermined. Contingent events shaped what happened. Both sides must be considered.___
Russia was modernising and reforming after 1905. Without the First World War, the regime could have survived. ___
Task 2 – place each historian on the inevitability spectrum
Historians are not simply ‘for’ or ‘against’. Their positions sit along a line. Write each historian’s letter (A–F) where it belongs on the spectrum below.
Inevitable ◄─────────────────────────────► Avoidable
Which 2 positions sit at the extremes, and which historian sits in the middle, arguing that both sides should be considered?
Task 3 – your starting position
You will build a full argument later in this sequence. For now, take a starting position by completing the following sentence: 
At this stage, the evidence suggests that the fall was (inevitable or avoidable) because …
Write 2 to 3 sentences. Use at least one cause from your causal web to support this position.
Check your understanding: Why is ‘the fall of the Romanovs was inevitable’ an interpretation rather than a fact?
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[bookmark: _Toc243492476]Activity 33 – 2 historians, one question: reading the debate
Building on the interpretations introduced in the previous lesson, examine extracts from 2 historians on opposite sides of the question: Was the fall of the Romanov dynasty inevitable? As you read, identify each historian’s central argument and consider which factors they emphasise and which they give less weight to.
Extract A – Richard Pipes
Richard Pipes argues while the collapse of tsarism was not inevitable, it was made likely by deep-seated cultural and political flaws that prevented the tsarist regime from adjusting to the economic and cultural growth of the country, flaws that proved fatal under the pressure generated by World War I.
Source: adapted from Pipes, R. (1990) The Russian Revolution, Knopf, New York. Reproduced under section 113P of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth).
Extract B – Christopher Hill
Christopher Hill argues the fundamental cause of the Russian Revolution, then, was the incompatibility of the tsarist state with the demands of modern civilization. War accelerated the development of revolutionary crises, but their deep-lying causes could not be wished away in times of peace.
Source: adapted from Hill, C. (1947) Lenin and the Russian Revolution, English Universities Press, London. Reproduced under section 113P of the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth).
Glossary 
	Term or phrase
	Definition

	incompatibility
	Two things that cannot work together.

	deep-seated
	Fixed deep down, hard to change.

	contingent
	Depending on events that could have gone differently.

	Marxist
	Following Karl Marx's view that history is driven by class struggle.

	liberal
	Favouring reform, constitutional government and individual rights.


Task 1 – What does each argue?
In your own words, summarise each historian’s answer to ‘Was the fall inevitable?’ in one sentence.
	Historian
	Inevitable or avoidable?
	One-sentence summary

	Pipes (A)
	
	

	Hill (B)
	
	


Task 2 – foreground and background
· Foreground: to give something the most attention in an explanation.
· Downplay: to mention something but make it seem less important.
A historian foregrounds what they stress and downplays what they push into the background. Complete the table below.
	Historian
	What does it foreground (stress)?
	What does it downplay?

	Pipes (A)
	
	

	Hill (B)
	
	


The key comparison – both historians mention the war, but they treat it very differently. 


Complete the following sentence stem:
Word bank: an accelerator, a trigger, sped up, made fatal, already coming, turned avoidable flaws into collapse.
Hill treats the war as ___ (a cause that only … ), while Pipes treats the war as ___ (the thing that … ).
Task 3 – How does context shape interpretation?
Historians are people, and their background shapes the questions they ask and the evidence they stress. Use the glossary and what you know about each historian to answer the following questions.
1. Hill was a Marxist historian. A Marxist sees history as driven by deep class and economic forces. How might that explain why he saw the fall as inevitable?
1. Pipes was a liberal historian who strongly opposed communism and wrote during the Cold War. He argued the revolution was driven by a small group of radicals, not the population as a whole. How might that explain why he rejected the idea that the fall was inevitable?
Task 4 – structured discussion
In pairs, discuss which interpretation you find more convincing, using these stems:
Extract A foregrounds ..., while Extract B foregrounds ...
Both mention the war, but A treats it as ... while B treats it as ...
Hill's view may be shaped by his … because ...
Pipes’s view may be shaped by his … because ...
I find ... more convincing because ...
Return to your position – look back at the starting position you took last lesson. After reading both historian’s interpretations, has your position changed, consolidated or stayed the same? Write 2 to 3 sentences explaining why, referring to at least one extract.
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[bookmark: _Toc243492478]Activity 34 – the murder at Ekaterinburg: Who was responsible?
Note: this lesson discusses the murder of the Romanov family, including children. The focus is the historical investigation into responsibility and why the evidence remains contested.
By the summer of 1918, the Romanovs had been held under guard for over a year, since the abdication. The Bolsheviks had seized power in October 1917 and Russia had collapsed into civil war between the Bolshevik Reds’ and their opponents, the ‘Whites’. The former tsar and his family were moved to the Ipatiev House in Ekaterinburg, a Bolshevik stronghold.
In July 1918, White and Czechoslovak forces were advancing on Ekaterinburg. The local Bolsheviks feared the family would be rescued and become a rallying point for the Whites. In the early hours of 17 July 1918, Nicholas, Alexandra, their 5 children and 4 servants were taken to the basement of the house and shot. There was no trial. Their bodies were hidden, and for years the full truth was concealed. 
That much is settled. What historians still argue about is this: Who ordered it?
Figure 3 – Voznesenskaya Square, Ekaterinburg, in the 1890s, showing Ipatiev’s Mansion (left) and Kharitonov’s Estate (right). The Bolsheviks later renamed it People’s Revenge Square
[image: Black-and-white panoramic photograph of Voznesenskaya Square in Yekaterinburg in the 1890s, showing Ipatiev House, Kharitonov’s Estate and the surrounding town.]
‘Voznesenskaya Square, Yekaterinburg in the 1890s’ by Veniamin Leontievich Metenkov is available in the public domain.
The contested question
The official Soviet story was that the Ural Regional Soviet, the local Bolshevik authority in Ekaterinburg, decided on its own to kill the family in the panic of the approaching enemy. For decades, the Soviet government insisted Moscow had nothing to do with it. But many historians doubt this. They argue the decision came from the very top, from the Bolshevik leader Vladimir Lenin and his close colleague Yakov Sverdlov, and that the ‘local decision’ story was a cover.
The problem is that no written order from Lenin has ever been found. This is the heart of the debate: Does the missing order mean Lenin was not responsible, or did he deliberately avoid leaving a written order?
Before sorting the evidence watch The Chilling Telegram That Ordered the Romanovs’ Execution – BBC Timestamp (3:20). 
This is one historical interpretation, but it opens the wider discussion about contestability.
Discuss the following questions after the video.
1. According to Rappaport, why is there so little written evidence that Lenin ordered the killings?
1. What does the telegram of 16 July actually say, and what does it avoid saying?
1. What lie did the Bolsheviks tell the world afterwards, and what later belief did that lie help create?
[bookmark: _Ref242978250]Figure 4 – the cellar room of the Ipatiev House where the family was shot. Investigators tore the wall apart searching for bullets and other evidence after the shooting
[image: Black-and-white photograph of the Ipatiev House cellar room, showing bullet holes and damage to the wall where the Romanov family was executed in July 1918.]
‘Ipatiev House – Cellar room’ by unknown author is available in the public domain.
Look at Figure 4. What does this photograph confirm about what happened at Ekaterinburg, and why can it not tell us who ordered the killings?
Task 1 – sort the evidence
Below are 8 pieces of evidence about who ordered the murder. For each, decide whether it points to a local decision (the Ural Soviet acted alone) or a central order (Moscow and Lenin were behind it). Write L or C beside each.
1. The official Soviet version said the Ural Regional Soviet decided to act on its own, fearing the family would be freed. ___
The Ural Regional Soviet had met in late June 1918 and agreed the family should be killed; local Bolsheviks pressed hard for it. ___
No written order signed by Lenin or Sverdlov has ever been found. A 2011 investigation with access to opened archives found no such document. ___
In early July 1918 a senior Ural Bolshevik travelled to Moscow and met Lenin and Sverdlov to discuss the family's fate. ___
Coded telegrams passed between Ekaterinburg and Moscow seeking 'final approval' shortly before the killings. ___
A telegram sent to Moscow straight afterwards reported that 'the whole family' had shared the same fate, to be officially explained as death during evacuation. ___
Trotsky later wrote in his diary that Lenin had approved the decision. ___
Lenin was known to keep his name off written orders for Red Terror killings, so a missing document does not prove he was not involved. ___
Task 2 – explain the differing interpretations
Note: notice the language you are using in your explanation. Ensure you are writing from third person to create an objective tone. Even though it is your opinion, writing from an objective tone ensures your response remains academic and authoritative. 


Use the evidence and write a structured response of 4 to 6 sentences that:
explains the interpretation that the murder was a local decision by the Ural Regional Soviet – ‘Some historians argue that … because …’
explains the interpretation that it was a central order from Moscow – ‘Other historians argue that … because …’
supports each interpretation with at least one piece of evidence from your sort (give the number)
explains why historians might reach different conclusions about responsibility, even when using the same evidence.
Task 3 – Why is it still contested?
1. Why has this question never been settled? Use the idea of the missing order and Lenin’s habit of keeping his name off documents.
1. The Bolsheviks first announced only that Nicholas had been shot and hid the deaths of Alexandra and the children for years. Why might a government lie about who it had killed? What might it gain?
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[bookmark: _Toc243492480]Activity 35 – Saints, victims or tyrants? How the Romanovs are remembered
An afterlife of myths and memory
The murder did not end the story of the Romanovs. Because the Bolsheviks first announced only that Nicholas had been shot and claimed his family had been ‘taken to a safe place’, rumours spread for decades that some of the children had survived. The most persistent was that the youngest daughter, Anastasia, had escaped. Several women claimed to be her. The most famous, Anna Anderson, was believed by many until 1994, when DNA testing proved she was a Polish factory worker, not a Romanov.
The truth was settled by science. The family’s hidden grave was found and, after the Soviet Union fell, the remains were identified by DNA. The bodies of Nicholas, Alexandra and 3 daughters were reburied with honour in St Petersburg in 1998, 80 years after their deaths. The 2 missing children were finally found in 2007, ending any remaining belief that anyone had survived.
But how the Romanovs are remembered is not settled at all. The same family has been represented in completely different ways, depending on who is doing the remembering, and why.
To the Soviet state, Nicholas was a cruel tyrant whose overthrow was just, and the murders were hidden or excused. To the Russian Orthodox Church, the family are saints, canonised in 2000 for the Christian faith with which they faced death. A church now stands on the very site where they were killed. To post-Soviet Russia, they are victims of communist terror and symbols of a national past older than the Soviet Union. And to the wider world, through films and stories, they are a romantic tragedy centred on a lost princess.
Even the sainthood was contested. Many argued that Nicholas had been a weak ruler whose failures helped cause the revolution and the suffering of his people, and so was a strange choice for a saint. The same man is, to one group, a holy martyr, and to another, a failed autocrat.


Task 1 – a gallery of representations
Below are 4 ways the Romanovs have been represented. For each, complete the table below: What does it emphasise, and what was its purpose?
A – the Soviet view (1918 to 1980s)
Nicholas was portrayed as a cruel tyrant and the overthrow of the monarchy as just. The murder of his wife and children was hidden or excused and public mourning for their deaths was suppressed.
B – the Anastasia myth and popular culture (1920s onward)
The family as a romantic tragedy with a possible surviving princess. This inspired claimants like Anna Anderson and films including a 1956 drama and a 1997 animated musical.
C – the Russian Orthodox Church (2000)
· Passion-bearer: in Orthodox Christianity, a saint who faces suffering or death in a Christ-like way, without necessarily dying specifically for preaching the faith.
The family as saints, ‘passion-bearers’ who faced death with Christian faith. They were venerated with icons and pilgrimages and a church built on the murder site.
D – post-Soviet Russia (1990s onward)
The family were presented as victims of communist terror and were reburied with honour in 1998. They were presented as symbols of a Russian identity older than the Soviet state.
	Representation
	What does it emphasise about the Romanovs?
	What was its purpose?

	A – Soviet
	
	

	B – Anastasia myth
	
	

	C – the Russian Orthodox Church
	
	

	D – post-Soviet Russia
	
	


Task 2 – Why so different?
The same family, the same deaths. Yet they are remembered as tyrants, victims, saints and a romantic mystery. 
Explain why the Romanovs have been represented so differently over time. 
Include the following in your response: who created each representation, what they wanted it to achieve, and how that purpose shaped what the representation emphasises.
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[bookmark: _Toc243492482]Activity 36 – Was the fall of the Romanov dynasty inevitable? Building your argument
This is where the whole unit comes together. You have studied the causes of the fall, the historians who interpret it differently and the ways the Romanovs have been remembered. Now you build and write your own argument.
Your question: 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.
What a strong argument does (success criteria)
States a clear thesis – your answer to the question, in one sentence
Supports each point with specific evidence from across the unit
Uses at least 2 historians’ interpretations to support or challenge the argument
Uses relevant evidence to support the argument in every paragraph, not only at the end
Is written in clear, organised paragraphs with a conclusion, applying historical terms and concepts accurately
Worked example – one body paragraph
Read this model paragraph. Each sentence has a job, labelled on the right.
One argument that the fall was inevitable is the long-term weakness of the autocracy. (point) For more than a century the tsars had refused to share power, leaving Russia with no legal way to manage the pressures of a modern society. (evidence) The historian, Christopher Hill, argued that the fundamental cause of the revolution was the incompatibility of the tsarist state with modern life, and that the war only sped up a collapse that was already coming. (historian) This view is supported by the way opposition kept returning no matter how harshly it was repressed. (explanation) However, it can be challenged: the regime survived 1905 by making reforms, which suggests it was not completely unable to adapt. (counter)
Notice the moves: point, evidence, historian, explanation, counter. The argument is built inside each paragraph, not saved for the end of the essay.
This is one body paragraph of an extended response. In the HSC you would use this structure for each body paragraph, with an introduction and a conclusion.
Use the structure in the table below for your own paragraphs.
Plan your argument
	Part
	Your notes

	Thesis – your one-sentence answer to the question
	

	Paragraph 1 – the long-term weaknesses of the autocracy. Evidence, a historian and how this supports or challenges the view that the fall was inevitable
	

	Paragraph 2 – the impact of the First World War. Evidence, a historian and how this supports or challenges the view that the fall was inevitable
	

	Paragraph 3 – the choices made by the regime itself. Evidence, a historian and how this supports or challenges the view that the fall was inevitable
	

	Conclusion – return to the question and restate your argument
	


Note: plan by theme, not by side. Do not write one paragraph arguing ‘inevitable’ and the next arguing ‘avoidable’. Each paragraph takes one cause, uses evidence and a historian, and explains how that cause supports or challenges the view that the fall was inevitable.
Write your response. Include the following:
an introduction that states your thesis
three body paragraphs using the worked-example structure, each using evidence and a historian’s interpretation to support your argument, rather than saving it all for the end
at least 2 historians’ interpretations across the response
a conclusion that returns to the question and restates your argument.
Peer review
Swap with a partner. Read their response against the success criteria and complete the following:
Is there a clear thesis stating a position? (Yes or no.)
Does each paragraph make one point with specific evidence? (Yes or no.)
Are at least 2 historians named? Which ones? ___
Does each paragraph use its own evidence to support the argument, rather than leaving it all to the conclusion? (Yes or no.)
Does it include a conclusion that answers the question? (Yes or no.)
One strength: Your argument is strongest when … because ...
One improvement: Your argument would be stronger if you ...
Closing reflection
In 2 to 3 sentences, explain which cause of the fall, or which historian’s interpretation, most changed your thinking about whether the fall was inevitable, and why.
Your teacher will collect this with your exit ticket.
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