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Generic levels of response 
 
Part (a) 
 
Level 4: Makes a developed comparison [12–15] 
Makes a developed comparison between the two sources, recognising points of similarity and 
difference. Uses knowledge to evaluate the sources and shows good contextual awareness. 
 
Level 3: Compares views and identifies similarities and differences [8–11] 
Compares the views expressed in the sources, identifying differences and similarities. Begins to 
explain and evaluate the views using the sources and knowledge. 
 
Level 2: Compares views and identifies similarities and/or differences [4–7] 
Identifies relevant similarities or differences between views/sources and the response may be one-
sided with only one aspect explained. Alternatively, both similarities and differences may be 
mentioned but both aspects lack development. 
 
Level 1: Describes content of each source [1–3] 
Describes or paraphrases the content of the two sources. Very simple comparisons may be made 
(e.g. one is from a letter and the other is from a speech) but these are not developed. 
 
Level 0: No relevant comment on the sources or the issue. [0] 
 
 
Part (b)  
 
Level 5: Evaluates the sources to reach a sustained judgement [21–25] 
Answers are well-focused, demonstrating a clear understanding of the sources and the question. 
Reaches a sustained judgement about the extent to which the sources support the statement and 
weighs the evidence in order to do this. 
 
Level 4: Evaluates the sources [16–20] 
Demonstrates a clear understanding of the sources and the question. Begins to evaluate the material 
in context, considering the nature, origin and purpose of the sources in relation to the statement. At 
the top of this level candidates may begin to reach a judgement but this is not sustained. 
 
Level 3: Uses the sources to support and challenge the statement [11–15] 
Makes valid points from the sources to both challenge and support the statement in the question. 
These comments may be derived from source content or may be about the provenance/nature of the 
sources. 
 
Level 2: Uses the sources to support or challenge the statement [6–10] 
Makes valid points from the sources to either support the statement in the question or to challenge it. 
These comments may be derived from source content or may be about the provenance/nature of the 
sources. 
 
Level 1: Does not make valid use of the sources [1–5] 
Describes the content of the sources with little attempt to link the material to the question. 
Alternatively, candidates may write an essay about the question without reference to the sources. 
 
Level 0: No relevant comment on the sources or the issue. [0] 
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Section A: European Option 
 

Liberalism and Nationalism in Italy and Germany, 1848–1871 
 

Revolutions in Italy, 1848 
 
(a) Compare Sources B and C as evidence of the reasons why many Italians sought change in 

1848.  [15] 
 

Relevant but limited answers may simply summarise the sources in sequence and paraphrase. 
The most successful candidates can be expected to focus more on deliberate comparisons. The 
provenances point to the reliability of both sources. The writers were close to the events. 
However, they differ in their attitudes to disorder. Source B is from somebody who is said to be a 
moderate reformer. He probably had some sympathy with those who sought changes. However, 
there are clear signs that he believed that things had got out of hand. Source C has a different 
emphasis, on the leaders of the reformers rather than the masses. A particular point is made 
about the different aims of Gioberti and Mazzini, both of whom focus on national unity. By 
contrast, Source B focuses on the demands of the masses for liberty and equality; nationalism is 
not mentioned.  

 
 
(b) How far do these sources show that nationalism was the reason for the revolutions in Italy 

in 1848? [25] 
 

Context: By the early nineteenth century the Italian peninsula was governed by seven sovereign 
states. Dominating Italy was the Habsburg Empire [Austria], which directly governed two of the 
states, Lombardy and Venetia, and had great influence over most of the rest. Since 1815, Austria 
had used its power to prevent and/or contain outbreaks of revolutions, e.g. in 1820 and 1830. The 
usual demand of the revolutions was for a codified constitution which limited the power of 
government and gave some freedoms to the people. At the same time, some ‘Italians’ began to 
argue for a united Italy, the best known – and most radical – being Mazzini, who in 1831 formed 
Young Italy. The King of Piedmont flirted with the idea, mainly to expel Austria from northern Italy, 
which was more prosperous and more liberal than the south, governed by the Kingdom of the 
Two Sicilies. In between lay the Papal States, ruled by a religious leader, the Pope. A new Pope, 
Pius IX, chosen in 1846, allowed minor liberal reforms in the Papal States. After a generation of 
conservative rule, liberal and nationalist ideas were starting to emerge. In early 1848 the first 
revolt occurred in Naples, capital of the Two Sicilies. It was followed by revolts in most other 
states of Italy, which introduced constitutions and established representative government. 
Piedmont, at the head of troops from most states in Italy, went to war with Austria – and lost. 
Mazzini and Garibaldi established a republic in Rome; it was crushed. By the early 1850s the old 
order had been restored, if with some changes which were to prove significant in the next 
decade. 
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Analysis: Source A, a dispatch from the Belgian ambassador in Rome, written in January 1848, 
argues that revolution in Naples is likely to be followed by similar events in other parts of Italy. In 
addition, the current excitable mood across Italy could well lead to war with Austria, a national 
war against the external oppressor of Italian freedoms. Such a war would have unforeseeable 
consequences, the ambassador argues. This source certainly shows that nationalism was at 
least one of the features of the unrest of 1848. Source B gives more detail of the unrest in Naples 
referred to in Source A. The people had already overthrown the old rulers and established a 
constitution. Now they were demanding economic equality, both in countryside and town. 
Nowhere does Source B make any mention of nationalist goals. Source C does, however. The 
Belgian ambassador describes how, by the autumn of 1848, various Italian leaders were starting 
to fall out with each other over the form of the new united Italy. Two leading nationalists, Gioberti 
and Mazzini, argue for different outcomes, monarchy or republic. Both see themselves as the 
head of their preferred solution. Thus personal ambition plays a part alongside the nationalism 
they both advocate. Source D gives more detail about the disarray among Italian nationalists over 
the future of Italy. Gioberti wanted a federal Italy, presumably, on the evidence of Source C, 
headed by a monarch. Mazzini wanted a single Italian republic while Manin in Venice wanted a 
republican city state and no more. Source D, from a modern historian, gives more evidence of the 
existence of nationalism in the 1848 revolutions. Even if he focuses on the divisions among 
nationalist leaders, he shows how much nationalist issues had come to dominate the arguments 
of revolutionaries in 1848. Only one Source, B, makes no mention of nationalism. Sources A, C 
and D focus very much on nationalism, implying that national feelings were at the heart of the 
1848 revolutions in Italy.  
 
Evaluation: Two of the Sources finding evidence of nationalism in the 1848 revolutions come 
from the same source, the Belgian ambassador to Rome. He, presumably, will have been trained 
to write dispatches which should be as dispassionate and as factual as possible in order to help 
his government ministers to make policy. Thus Sources A and C should be fairly reliable. 
Contextual knowledge supports this judgement of Source A; the national war with Austria which it 
predicted did happen later that year. And cross-referencing to Source D supports the reliability of 
Source C’s comments about the division among Italian nationalists. Source D itself, written by a 
modern historian, arguing for the existence of a range of nationalist groups and leaders would in 
turn be seen as reliable on the evidence of knowledge of the events of 1848. We know that 
Mazzini wanted an Italian republic and that Manin did not. We also know that provincialism and 
localism were a major feature of Italian life. Source B, the only one which ignores nationalism as 
a feature of 1848 in Italy, is probably the least reliable of the four. ‘People become crazy’ 
suggests that the author is alarmed by the direction the revolution in Naples is taking. He 
describes the people in the revolution as ‘the masses’ and ‘the mob’, both rather disparaging 
terms and certainly more negative than ‘the people’. Moderate reformers wanted moderate 
change and not the overthrow of the social and economic order which seemed to be happening in 
Naples in 1848. Thus the evidence that nationalism was present in 1848 is reliable and 
convincing. However, Source D argues that nationalism was more a consequence of the 
revolution rather than its cause. This point could also be made with regard to Sources A and C, 
which also identify nationalism in 1848. The revolution comes first and nationalism is evident 
afterwards. It could be argued that none of the Sources, however reliable, provides evidence that 
Italian nationalism was the reason for the revolutions of 1848. Other knowledge tells us that 
nationalism was a cause; however the sources do not properly support that knowledge of the 
1848 revolutions in Italy. 
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Section B: American Option 
 

The Origins of the Civil War, 1846–1861 
 

The Compromise of 1850 
 
Indicative Content 
 
(a) To what extent do Sources B and C agree the role of the South in the making of the 1850 

Compromise?  [15] 
 

Sources B and C agree that the South had a role in making the 1850 Compromise. There is 
agreement, only implicit in Source B, that the Compromise included the Fugitive Slave Law. 
However, they provide contrasting views of the role of the South. Source B states that the South 
was dominant: the Compromise measures were ‘unquestionably’ of Southern origin, drafted to 
‘promote and encourage Southern interests’. Coming from a Northern newspaper, Source B is 
implicitly critical of Northern politicians who have been ‘a dupe’ to the threats of the South. Its 
more predictable anti-South slant comes in the second paragraph, which shows the South falling 
out among themselves after the Compromise has been agreed. Source C maintains that the 
South had a subordinate role, given ‘the adversary’s strength’, by which it meant the North’s. 
Source C lists the many concessions which it believes the South has made, the Fugitive Slave 
Act being its only gain. The difference might be explained by the almost seven-year gap between 
the two sources. Source B is an immediate Northern response to news of the Compromise, 
whereas Source C is a more reflective piece, following the implementation of the 1850 
agreement. Source C is quite restrained given that the South must have known by then that many 
Northern states were disobeying the Fugitive Slave Act. 

 
 
(b) How far do these sources support the assertion that the 1850 Compromise was favourable 

to the North? [25] 
 

Context: The 1850 Compromise was a complex series of laws and policies which involved both 
sections making some concessions – which was an essential part of the US political process. The 
North conceded a new Fugitive Slave law, harsher than its predecessor, which the South 
expected Northern states to uphold thereafter. The South conceded the entry of California into 
the USA as a free state – it had wanted the state divided – and the abolition of the slave trade in 
Washington DC. Also both compromised over the territories of New Mexico and Utah: the North 
abandoned the Wilmot Proviso, the South conceded the principle of popular sovereignty. The 
South had conceded something which they could not affect thereafter – the governance of the 
new lands – in an attempt to make gains with regard to fugitive slaves which were to prove 
illusory. The North had conceded something the success of which depended upon its 
cooperation. Many Northern states refused to cooperate. Between 1854 and 1858 nine of them 
passed Personal Liberty Laws of some kind or other, most giving fugitive slaves the right to trial 
by jury if they appealed to state courts. These laws became a major source of contention 
between North and South. 
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Analysis: Source A contrasts the author’s positive view of the 1850 Compromise with the critical 
responses he notes from both North and South. He asserts that in Congress both sides made 
concessions. In the North and South, however, the Compromise was much criticised. Written 
around the same time, Source B certainly argues that the terms of the Compromise benefited the 
South and disadvantaged the North. Most of Source C argues that the terms of the Fugitive Slave 
Act favoured the South. Turning to the North, Source D argues that many abolitionists saw the 
concessions made by the North as so great as to require civil disobedience. They certainly did 
not see this part of the Compromise as a victory. Thus while two sources are general and 
contemporary to the Compromise, the other two focus on a specific element of the Compromise 
and from a later vantage point. 

 
Evaluation: Taking the four Sources in sequence, two are Northern, one Southern, while Source 
D’s origin is uncertain. [In fact, Felix de Fontaine was a Northern journalist who reported for the 
South during the civil war.] The author of one of the Northern sources, Stephen Douglas, is often 
mistakenly seen as a Southerner, which might affect some candidates’ evaluation. The dates of 
the four sources are significant: Sources A and B are immediate responses to the Compromise 
being agreed. Source A claims a lot for the Compromise, probably because its author played a 
major part in bringing it about. Source B, the second Northern source, argues that the South 
dominated the making of the Compromise. The Southern source, C, argues that given the 
unequal balance of sectional power, the South gained what seemed a major concession, the 
Fugitive Slave law. Sources B and C could be contrasted; one argues that the ‘opposite’ side had 
made gains, the other that its own side had. Which is the more reliable? Written a few years later, 
Source D explains the initial fury of Northern abolitionists against the Fugitive Slave law and their 
later support for actions which undermined the law. With regard to the implementation of the 
Compromise, Sources C and D are most significant. Source C refers to other aspects of the 1850 
Compromise, those which clearly benefited the North – though it’s a Southern source which 
highlights the point. Source D shows widespread Northern opposition to the Fugitive Slave Act, 
which Northerners did not see as favourable. However, in that the Fugitive Slave Act brought 
together ‘whites and negroes’ who worked together to resist the implementation of the law, it 
could be argued that the Act worked to the benefit of the North. Both sources are in their different 
ways partisan. Source D claims to be a history of abolitionism but published at the start of the civil 
war, this history is likely to argue for or against abolitionism. Contextual knowledge would show 
that both C and D are reliable. This evaluation of the sources should help candidates modify the 
quote to draw a distinction between the theory and the practice of the 1850 Compromise. The 
theory of the Compromise, the intentions of the politicians who had negotiated it, was that the 
Compromise favoured neither North nor South, as shown by Source A. The practice, however, 
was very different, as shown by Source D. 
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Section C: International Option 
 

The Search for International Peace and Security, 1919–1945 
 

The League of Nations and the Italian Invasion of Abyssinia 
 
(a) Compare and contrast Sources B and C as evidence about Britain’s attitude towards the 

Italian invasion of Abyssinia. [15] 
 

The British Minister for League of Nations Affairs (Source B) argues that it is essential for the 
League to take decisive action against Italy since failure to do so would seriously weaken the 
League in the future. He continues that Britain, along with all the other members of the League 
with the exception of France, remains committed to upholding the terms of the Covenant. This 
implies that Britain is prepared to take action against Italy’s aggression in Abyssinia and to 
support collective security measures decided on by the League – sanctions and collective military 
action under Article 16. The British Prime Minister, Stanley Baldwin (Source C), also states that 
Britain is prepared to stand ‘faithfully to all its pledges with regard to the League’. However, he 
gives reasons why it might not be possible for Britain to support decisive action against Italy 
including ‘the great gravity of the European situation’ – the resurgence of Hitler’s Germany was a 
cause for concern. There was a risk that Mussolini might retaliate if Britain supported decisive 
measures against Italy. The two major European powers in the League of Nations were Britain 
and France. France was clearly unwilling to take action against Italy (as confirmed in Source B). 
Baldwin argued that ‘none of the members of the League seemed in a position to take decisive 
action against Italy’. While these countries might claim to support the Covenant (as stated in 
Source B), they were not ready or willing to support the League in taking collective military action 
in defence of Abyssinia. Finally, Britain was not adequately prepared to go to war. 
 
Source B comes from a private telegram, never intended for public scrutiny and, therefore, likely 
to be an accurate reflection of discussions held by members of the League in Geneva. While 
member nations, with the exception of France, claimed to offer full support to the League over the 
issue of the Italian invasion of Abyssinia, none were prepared to take the only action which was 
likely to be effective – collective security measures. Source C reflects the realistic and pragmatic 
views of a leading European statesman. Despite claiming that Britain is fully supportive of the 
League, he is effectively saying that Britain is not prepared to take decisive action against Italy. 
Baldwin is putting Britain’s national self-interest ahead of its responsibilities to the League. 

 
 
(b) How far do Sources A–D support the view that France was responsible for the League of 

Nations’ failure to take effective action in response to Italy’s invasion of Abyssinia. [25] 
 

Context: In April 1935 the UK, France and Italy signed the Stresa Front, Ramsay Macdonald for 
the UK, Laval for France and Mussolini for Italy. This was aimed at Germany, especially following 
the attempt at Anschluss the previous year. At the same time the situation in Abyssinia continued 
to deteriorate as Mussolini put more pressure on the country. In October 1935, Italy invaded 
Abyssinia. In November the League imposed limited sanctions, on arms sales finance and some 
goods. They hit Abyssinia harder than they did Italy. Oil was not on the list though the UK made 
some attempts to extend sanctions. However, the UK refused to close the Suez Canal to Italian 
ships. In December 1935 the British and French government drew up plans to divide Abyssinia 
between Abyssinia and Italy. These plans became known as the Hoare-Laval Pact. Before they 
were accepted by Italy, the plans were published in the French press. The public response to the 
Pact was so hostile, especially in Britain, that the Pact had to be abandoned and Hoare had to 
resign. Some in Britain blamed the French government for leaking the terms of the Pact. By May 
1936 Italian troops had entered Addis Ababa. In July 1936 the League withdrew sanctions on 
Italy. In December 1937 Italy left the League. 
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Analysis: Main support for the hypothesis comes from Source B, which sees France as having 
no genuine commitment to the League of Nations, simply wishing to exploit the League to further 
its own national interests. While all the other members of the League are prepared to take action 
against Italy, France was more concerned with keeping Italy in the alliance against Germany. 
Similarly, Source C argues that France, with its ‘horror of war’ would only be prepared to resort to 
military action if its own borders were threatened. Source A shows Laval as more concerned with 
European affairs than with events in Abyssinia. Source D confirms that ‘certain French 
governments had their share in these backslidings’, doing little to support the League in taking 
action against Italy. The sources also contain evidence which challenges the hypothesis. Source 
A shows that Mussolini himself had seriously damaged the League’s credibility. Despite being a 
member of the League, Italy was openly defying its agreements under the Covenant. That 
Mussolini’s actions had effectively split the League is demonstrated by the fact that he is depicted 
between the representation of the League and politicians of the two major powers, France and 
Britain. Like France, Britain is depicted as more concerned with the European situation than with 
events in Abyssinia. While accepting that France was partly responsible for the League’s failure 
to take effective action against Italy, the French delegate (Source D) implies that France was not 
solely to blame. Source C shows that Britain was reluctant to take action against Italy, the Prime 
Minister claiming that Britain supported the Covenant while, at the same time, making excuses for 
not doing so over Abyssinia. Source B claims that all the members of the League, with the 
exception of France, were prepared to take decisive action against Italy, yet Source D makes it 
clear that such action was never taken, merely token sanctions which had little effect other than 
angering Mussolini. 
 
Evaluation: Source A, the cartoon, is based on the opinions of the artist and the newspaper in 
which it was published, but is also likely to reflect (and even to have helped shape) public opinion 
in Britain. The cartoon is critical of Mussolini, but also of the British and French governments for 
refusing to support the League, which is left vulnerable and confused. It was published before 
Italy began its invasion and makes an accurate prediction regarding the League’s inability to act 
effectively against it. Source B comes from a private telegram and is likely to be an accurate 
reflection of discussions held by members of the League in Geneva. National representatives 
were, perhaps, naïve in assuming that their governments, concerned with wider issues of 
international diplomacy, would support them in their desire to take decisive action against Italy. 
Source C, being the report of the League of Nations delegation, is likely to be an accurate 
reflection of what Baldwin said. It is clear from Baldwin’s comments that Britain was neither willing 
nor able to support decisive action against Italy, especially given the reluctance of France. The 
meeting took place at the time when the League was considering what action, if any, to take 
against Italy. Source D, a statement made over ten years after the League’s failure to take 
effective action against Italy, has the advantage of hindsight and appreciates that the Abyssinian 
crisis effectively led to the demise of the League. It is critical of the fact that member states failed 
to act decisively, including France. The fact that a French delegate is publicly criticising the 
actions of past French governments gives the source a certain reliability. 


