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Part(a)

Generic Levels of Response:

Level 4:

Makes a developed comparison
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.

12–15

Level 3:

Compares views and identifies similarities and differences
Compares the views expressed in the sources, identifying differences and similarities. Begins to explain and evaluate the
views using the sources and knowledge.

8–11

Level 2:

Compares views and identifies similarities and/or differences
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.

4–7

Level 1:

Describes content of each source
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.

1–3

Level 0:

No relevant comment on the sources or the issue
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Generic Levels of Response:

Marks

Level 5:

Evaluates the sources to reach a sustained judgement
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.

21–25

Level 4:

Evaluates the sources
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.

16–20

Level 3:

Uses the sources to support and challenge the statement
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.

11–15

Level 2:

Uses the sources to support or challenge the statement
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.

6–10

Level 1:

Does not make valid use of the sources
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.

1–5

Level 0:

No relevant comment on the sources or the issue
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Answer
Compare and contrast the views on Garibaldi in Sources C and D.
Differences between Source C and Source D include:
•
•
•

Source C says that Garibaldi provided great generalship whereas Source D says that his contribution has been
exaggerated.
Source C says that Garibaldi was a brave and inspiring leader whereas Source D says that Garibaldi only succeeded in
Sicily because of the peasant revolt.
Source C says his skills were important to victory in both Sicily and Naples, whereas Source D says they were only
useful to minor struggles in South America.

Similarities include:
•

Both sources talk about how Garibaldi’s military skills have been praised.

Bandi was a long-time supporter of Garibaldi, but he is aware of the work that Mazzini has done and there is some evidence
of balance. He is writing while memories were still fresh: Garibaldi was still alive and a heroic figure to many. The author of
Source D is British and tends to over-emphasise the role of the British Navy. As a journalist, he could be expected to be
reasonably accurate, and of course he was actually present and an eye-witness to the events he reports on. Sensible
contextual knowledge may be used to comment on the different views held of Garibaldi and of his exploits.
Note: Saying that Source D is British and therefore neutral is not valid.
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Answer
‘Mazzini played a vital role in bringing about Italian unification.’ How far do Sources A to D support this view?
One source clearly supports the statement: Source C really does emphasize the role that Mazzini did play in the whole
process. While prepared to criticise him over issues like his lack of administrative ability and willingness to quarrel with
Garibaldi, he does praise his bravery and ability to inspire. It is the opening couple of sentences that are so important, with
the section about ‘the tyrants of Europe’ and his ability to inspire hope that unity would finally arrive in Italy. Source C, written
by a supporter of Garibaldi, is balanced in his criticism of the two men; the fact that Bandi was a follower of Garibaldi may give
the source credit when it praises Mazzini. It is perhaps too sweeping in praise to be fully reliable, though.
The rest of the sources tend to challenge the statement:
Source A is written by the very conservative Cavour, who has little time for the radical movements after 1830. He felt that
they would alienate conservative opinion, like him. He sees Mazzini’s views as dangerous and counter-productive. However,
he is aware of what they are and also aware that they are having an impact. It is clearly written by a known critic and
opponent of Mazzini. Cavour always saw Mazzini as an obstacle and a threat to the entire process of unification.
Source B is also critical of Mazzini’s role in Rome, and suggests several reasons why the Republic failed and how much was
due to Mazzini. The author praises Mazzini’s intelligence, but little else. Source B was written by a participant in the Rome
‘revolution’ and, as events showed, proved to be a perceptive commentator and therefore pretty reliable. Note: Orsini was
later involved (1858) in a plot to assassinate Napoleon, so the extent of his radicalism could be commented on.
Source D is also damning of the role of Mazzini, especially in Southern Italy, which it suggests has been ‘much exaggerated’.
Bicknell also suggests that not many people in the South had heard of Mazzini. These comments are only really relevant to
the South so it may suggest that Mazzini was still important elsewhere. This journalist was also clearly more familiar with the
activities of Garibaldi and so could be said to lack interest in Mazzini.
Note: The Context of Mazzini and Garibaldi in this period of unification: This is a debate between the man of ideas and
the man of action. Mazzini was an influential writer and poet who was one of the first to take up the cause of Italian unification.
He was always in favour of radical means to achieve his ends and his republicanism won him few friends amongst the
conservatives in Italy and was a cause of disagreement between him and Garibaldi. He spent much of his life in exile, being
seen as a dangerous force both before and after unification. He played a key role in the ‘Roman’ revolution of 1848–49, but
some argue that he was largely responsible for its failure. Perhaps more could have been done if he had not been so
extreme? The work of men like Garibaldi and Cavour is easier to quantify.
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Answer
To what extent do Sources A and C agree about the arrest of Joshua Glover?
Differences between Source A and Source C include:
•
•

Source A states that Glover’s owner had a warrant for Glover’s arrest. Source C says that there was no warrant for the
arrest; instead he ‘captured’ him.
Source A says that only necessary force was used in the arrest, whereas Source C that Glover resisted and force was
used leaving the jail ‘covered with dirt and blood’.

Similarities include:
•
•
•

Both say that law officers were involved in Glover’s arrest.
Both say that arrest led to Glover being put in jail.
Both say that some force was used to arrest Glover.

Source A is a letter written at the time by the agents for Glover’s owner and while needing to be factually accurate because it
might be tested in court, is nevertheless very selective in the story it tells. Source C is written long after the arrest – and the
Civil War – when the Fugitive Slave Act was seen as an immoral anachronism of the past, especially by abolitionists. Time,
topic and authorship make this a very partial source.
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Answer
How far do Sources A to D support the assertion that implementing the Fugitive Slave Act worked well?
One source clearly supports the statement: Source A states that legal methods were used and the fugitive slave arrested.
Admittedly, the slave-owner was also arrested but that shows the rule of law applied to both slave and slave-owner alike.
Source A would seem to be the most reliable: solicitors have certain professional standards to observe which presumably
include some regard for the truth. However, solicitors in the American Midwest in the 1850s probably had less rigorous
standards than their modern counterparts. In addition, solicitors can write reports which, while accurate, put a gloss on events
which is most favourable to their client’s case. Such is the case here. Source A does admit that the slave-owner used force to
arrest Glover.
The rest of the sources tend to challenge the statement. Sources B to D show that physical force was more important than
legal processes:
Source B shows both slave-owner and US law officers using force to detain the slave. The violence used suggests that this
law is not working as intended. Source B is a newspaper report written a year after the arrest. It shows its view by calling the
party out to arrest Glover, ‘the kidnapping party’. Its account is supported by the two other pro-Glover sources and refuted by
Source A, which is little help in assessing its reliability.
Source C shows that Glover was detained with no legal authority; there was no warrant for the arrest, as well as by the use of
force. Source C is from a memoir written many years later at a time when it was widely acknowledged that the Fugitive Slave
Act had been a disaster. It would be unusual to find a memoir which claimed it was a good idea.
Source D shows the use of force to both detain Glover and to free him. It suggests that rather than helping the law to be
enforced the act was encouraging greater law-breaking. Again, this is a source which comes from reminiscences many years
later and clearly from someone who was on the abolitionist side. Some comments may be made about the views of English
people on slavery.
Note: The Context of the Fugitive Slave Act: The Fugitive Slave Act was part of the 1850 Compromise and perhaps the
part with the greatest impact on the politics of the USA in the 1850s. It was a radical extension of a Fugitive Slave Act passed
in 1793. Intended to limit the steady flow of fugitive slaves from the South to the North, the Act expanded the role of federal
government and limited state and individual rights in order to do so. Implementing the Act only served to exacerbate NorthSouth tensions, some Northern states passing personal liberty acts to offset the effects of the Act. Thus, many in the South
believed that the Fugitive Slave Act did not work well, given the extent of Northern opposition. Many Northern abolitionists
thought that the Act, if not unconstitutional, broke a higher, moral law. The Act was probably counter-productive in focusing
Northern opposition on the issue and doing nothing to stem the flow of fugitive slaves.
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Answer
Compare and contrast Sources B and C as evidence of the US government’s attitude towards the granting of veto
rights to the Big Five Powers.
Differences between Source B and Source C include:
•
•
•

Source B says that the U.S. government was against the veto, whereas Source C suggests that the idea of the veto
originated with the U.S.
Source B accuses the U.S.S.R of blackmailing the U.S. with talk of the veto, Source C says that Stalin was surprised at
the discussions.
Source B says the U.S. government thought the veto would prevent war, whereas Source C suggests the U.S.
government wanted to placate isolationists and stop them being involved in foreign conflict.

Similarities include:
•
•

Roosevelt thought the Big 3 had to be involved in any organisation.
Both sources emphasise the need for unity in any new organisation.

Both sources are from American newspapers during the San Francisco conference. Source C is clearly more critical of the
United States and some contextual knowledge may be used to look at the differences in opinion which still existed in the
country. Source B is quite heavy on the anti-Russian propaganda so could be questioned for reliability. Relevant contextual
knowledge could also be used to look at what went on during the San Francisco conference.
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Answer
How far do Sources A to D support the view that the Soviet Union was responsible for the divisions which appeared
at the San Francisco Conference over the issue of veto rights for the Big Five Powers?
All of the sources show some support for the statement:
Source A claims that, even at the earlier Dumbarton Oaks Conference, the main powers could not agree on the issue of
voting procedures for the new peacekeeping organisation. This, it argues, was due to the Soviet insistence on veto rights,
rights which the USA and Britain opposed. This source is taken from the time of the Dumbarton Oaks so contextual
knowledge might suggest that it lacks utility in explaining what happens 6+ months later. However, it does show that there
were already divisions which were unlikely to have disappeared by the time they met in San Francisco.
Source B clearly states that the idea of granting veto rights to the Big Five Powers originated in the Soviet Union. According
to Source B, the Soviet delegate then issued the threat that the USSR would not join the new organisation unless veto rights
were granted. Given that most nations (including all the small nations and the USA) saw the formation of a new peacekeeping
organisation as essential for future world peace and security, this threat could be seen as a form of blackmail. This source is
heavily critical of the Soviet Union and as an American newspaper is perhaps unfair to Gromyko’s justification of the veto. It is
quite clearly focussed for an American audience.
Source C suggests that Stalin quickly saw the advantages which veto rights would give to the Soviet Union, and therefore
became the main exponent of them. This would suggest that the Soviet Union had some part in encouraging the divisions.
Source C is interesting as it is heavily critical of the Roosevelt administration even though it is from an American newspaper.
This might suggest that it has some credence in what it says about where veto rights originated. Contextual knowledge might
be used to suggest a split in the American public and press between isolationists and internationalists.
Source D explicitly states that it was Soviet insistence on the granting of veto rights which caused disagreements at the San
Francisco Conference. The tone of this article does suggest it supports an international organisation and the relative balance
might suggest some reliability in its ideas.
Sources C and D offer the most obvious challenge to the statement:
According to Source C, it was the Roosevelt administration which, for reasons of political expediency, came up with the idea
of granting veto rights to the Big Five Powers. The implication is that, at the San Francisco Conference, the USA was happy
for the USSR to be seen as the main exponent of the veto idea and to justify it to the smaller nations.
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Answer
Source D also shows that the USA was in favour of the veto as a way of protecting its own national interests.
Note: The context of the San Francisco Conference.
A Conference on International Organisation was held in San Francisco between 25 April and 26 June 1945, involving some
fifty Allied nations. At this Conference, the issue of veto rights became the main bone of contention, the smaller nations
fearing that the granting of such rights to the main Powers would effectively prevent the new organisation from dealing with
international disputes and acts of aggression, leaving them vulnerable. The Soviet Union was perceived as the main advocate
of veto rights, although the USA also made it clear to all present that there would be no new peacekeeping organisation if veto
rights were not granted. To the major Powers, membership of the new organisation was conditional on being able to retain
their national sovereignty. As a strong advocate of internationalism, Roosevelt was determined to succeed where Wilson had
failed – the USA would join, and, indeed, play a leading role in, the new organisation. Domestically, the Roosevelt
administration mounted an enormous propaganda exercise to ensure that the new organisation was accepted by the
American public and politicians alike.
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