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Section B Question 8 (9389/21) 
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Example candidate response – high 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Examiner comment – high 
 
Part a 
Credit has been awarded for the fact that the candidate demonstrates good understanding of a range of 
relevant factors, explained in analytical depth and supported by appropriate factual evidence. For example, 
Hoover’s initial lack of action in response to the impact of the Great Crash is explained by the statement that 
‘Hoover’s administration misjudged the scale of the crisis, believing that it was a necessary corrective to the 
excesses of the 1920s’. That the candidate fully appreciates the impact of Hoover’s belief in the concept of 
‘laissez-faire’ is confirmed by the statement that ‘he believed the answer was not federal intervention’ and, 
therefore, ‘in particular, he refused to contemplate unemployment as a federal responsibility’. The response 
goes on to demonstrate how Hoover eventually did take action to address the impact of the Great Crash, 
showing how he differed ‘from the laissez-faire policies of his two predecessors’ by being ‘more 
interventionist’. Appropriate evidence is provided to explain why this action proved to be ineffective. 
 
At times the response does lose some focus on the precise requirements of the question. However, this is a 
good response, its analytical style taking it well beyond a basic narrative/descriptive account of Hoover’s 
response to the Great Crash. 
 
Mark awarded for part a = 8 out of 10 
 
Part b 
Although this answer has a tendency to drift into unfocused narrative at times, the candidate has produced a 
balanced assessment of appropriately selected evidence, made a relevant judgement and developed a 
consistent argument which addresses the specific requirements of the question. Based on detailed 
knowledge and understanding of the topic, the response is analytical throughout. 
 
A thorough evaluation of detailed factual evidence leads to the conclusion that ‘it would be difficult to say 
FDR was cautious’. This is supported by detailed evidence. Balance is assured through a detailed 
consideration of the limitations of Roosevelt’s New Deal strategies. In support of the general argument that 
Roosevelt was not a cautious politician, the candidate contrasts these views with the fact there was also 
‘thunder from the right’, namely several groups accusing the President of threatening ‘free enterprise 
capitalism’ and ‘states’ rights’ and instituting a ‘form of socialism’. 
 
In general, this is an excellent response, providing a clear, focused, well-supported and balanced argument. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 19 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 27 out of 30 
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Example candidate response – middle 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Examiner comment – middle 
 
Part a 
Credit has been awarded for the fact that the response begins by outlining the reasons why Hoover 
struggled to deal with the impact of the Great Crash. The candidate demonstrates understanding of the 
question by referring to Hoover’s assumption that ‘the economy would fix itself’, together with his belief ‘in 
the idea of laissez-faire’ and his determination to avoid a deficit budget. 
 
These points are made, however, without further explanation or supporting factual evidence. For example, it 
could have been shown that Hoover had every reason to believe that the economy would recover naturally, 
just as it had done after previous downturns, such as that in 1920-21. Similarly, the candidate needed to 
explain the reasons behind, and the impact of, the federal government’s belief in a ‘laissez faire’ attitude 
towards economic matters. The first part of the response is fully-focused, but lacking in explanatory depth. 
The second part is considerably weaker, relying on a series of generalised and unsupported assertions, 
drifting into irrelevance. For example, the candidate states that ‘Hoover came up with many ideas such as 
work programmes but he didn’t want to run a deficient [budget] so he never did any of them’; this rather 
vague and essentially inaccurate assertion clearly required elaboration. Similarly, the concluding statement 
is both confusing and of no relevance to the question. 
 
In general, this is a response which began well, but whose subsequent weaknesses suggest a lack of 
detailed factual knowledge. 
 
Mark awarded for part a = 3 out of 10 
 
Part b 
The candidate displays a sound understanding of the question and makes a genuine attempt to develop a 
focused argument. The response largely disagrees with the view that Roosevelt was a cautious politician, 
basing this on the perception that he was ‘doing lots of things that no President had ever done’. Examples of 
New Deal policies are provided to support this perception. There is an attempt to create a sense of balance 
with the statement that ‘many people felt that he wasn’t doing enough’, the example of Huey Long being 
mentioned. The response does, however, suffer from a lack of depth and a tendency to drift into a basic 
narrative/descriptive style. For a higher mark, it was necessary to explain why many people, such as Huey 
Long, felt that Roosevelt was not going far enough with his policies, and to relate this to the key issue of 
whether he was being overly cautious. Similarly, the candidate describes Roosevelt’s New Deal policies, 
rather than demonstrating how they challenge the view that he was cautious. In the final paragraph, the 
candidate describes Roosevelt’s relationship with Congress and the Supreme Court, but does not link this to 
their argument.  
 
In general, therefore, this is a sound response, but one which lacks analytical depth and, at times, allows the 
precise requirements of the question to drift out of focus. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 11 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 14 out of 30 
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Example candidate response – low 
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Example candidate response – low, continued 
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Examiner comment – low 
 
Part a 
The candidate has adopted a largely narrative/descriptive approach, the second part of the response 
focusing mainly on the reasons for Hoover’s unpopularity rather than on the reasons why he struggled to 
deal with the impact of the Great Crash. This leads to a concluding sentence which either appears to 
confuse cause and effect, or is the result of limited understanding of the precise requirements of the 
question. The response, however, does contain evidence of some understanding of the problems which 
confronted Hoover. Some valid points are made, but they require further explanation. Reference might have 
been made, for example, to the fact that, in its early stages, the Great Crash seemed to be just a normal 
downturn in the economic cycle, like that of 1920-21. 
 
In general, the response does contain some implicitly relevant points, albeit ones lacking in explanatory 
depth, but it is largely a narrative about the impact of the Great Crash and its effects on Hoover’s political 
reputation.  
 
Mark awarded for part a = 5 out of 10 
 
Part b 
In general, this response is influenced by some confusion on the part of the candidate about the 
requirements of the question. While the candidate attempts to present a balanced assessment, most of the 
evidence provided relates to Roosevelt’s foreign rather than domestic policies and is largely irrelevant. 
 
Credit has been awarded because the candidate has recognised that Roosevelt’s New Deal policies 
challenge the view that he was a cautious politician: ‘the New Deal was a very bold step for the President to 
take’. This judgement remains an assertion, however, since no real evidence is provided to support it beyond 
the vague and generalised claim that ‘this involved new jobs across the country, new industries and 
increased standards of living all across America’. Appropriate supporting evidence might have included 
Roosevelt’s departure from ‘laissez-faire’ policies and his dealings with the Supreme Court. The judgement is 
also unbalanced since there is no attempt to consider a counter-argument, such as the view of many left-
wing critics, like Huey Long, that the New Deal did not go far enough to address the problems confronting 
the USA as a result of the Depression. 
 
In general, therefore, this response suffers from inadequate focus on the precise requirements of the 
question and a general lack of range and depth. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 6 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 11 out of 30 
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Section C Question 11 (9389/21) 
 

 
Mark scheme 
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Example candidate response – high 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Example candidate response – high, continued 
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Examiner comment – high 
 
Part a 
The candidate has a clear understanding of the question’s requirements and has identified a range of 
relevant factors to explain why the German occupation of the Rhineland met no resistance. Britain, France 
and the USA are properly identified as potential opponents of an aggressive action which was in direct 
contravention of the Treaty of Versailles. Valid explanations are provided to show why these countries, both 
individually and collectively, chose not to intervene. Britain’s policy of appeasement towards Hitler’s 
Germany is explained by the British view that the Treaty of Versailles had been too harsh. It was felt that 
Hitler ‘had peaceful intentions’. The response highlights the fact that the French ‘had no guarantee of support 
from the United States or Britain’ if they decided to confront Hitler, and that this was because ‘the USA was 
practising isolationism, while Britain was practising appeasement’. 
 
More factual depth could have been provided at times. For example, the different attitudes of Britain and 
France towards Germany, both during and after the Paris Peace Conference, might have been explained 
more fully: the French desire to keep Germany weak owing to its own security fears, contrasted with Britain’s 
desire for an important trading partner to recover economically as quickly as possible. Similarly, the full 
significance of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement might have been highlighted. 
 
Nevertheless, this is a fully-focused response which supports a range of relevant factors with appropriate 
evidence, shows how the various causes are interconnected and reaches a valid conclusion. 
 
Mark awarded for part a = 9 out of 10 
 
Part b 
The candidate demonstrates a good understanding of the requirements of the question and has developed a 
consistent argument supported by appropriate and accurate factual evidence. This argument is based on the 
judgement that ‘Mussolini’s foreign policy was largely inconsistent’ because it ‘shifted majorly after 1934’ 
when a ‘more aggressive’ approach was adopted. Balance has been provided by showing how, while his 
methods may have changed dramatically after 1934, Mussolini’s ‘aims and beliefs remained consistent’. 
Greater detail might have been used to show exactly what these aims were, beyond the statement that he 
wanted to ‘make Italy great’; for example, the phrase ‘mare nostrum’ implied rather more than simply 
‘freedom of the seas’. Similarly, more depth might have been given to the impact of Mussolini’s early 
aggressions against Fiume and Corfu on his political/diplomatic thinking. The view that Mussolini was 
‘angered by Italy’s embarrassment at the Paris Peace Conference’ also required further elaboration. Some 
valid points would have benefited from greater depth. For example, an attempt could have been made to 
explain why Mussolini’s popularity in Italy was in decline. Similarly, consideration might have been given to 
the issue of why Mussolini changed his attitude towards Hitler, increasingly perceiving him as an ally to be 
gained rather than an enemy to be feared. 
 
This is a fully-focused, balanced and well-argued response, based on detailed knowledge and understanding 
of the topic. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 16 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 25 out of 30 
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Example candidate response – middle 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Example candidate response – middle, continued 
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Examiner comment – middle 
 
Part a 
The candidate demonstrates a clear understanding of the demands of the question and makes a genuine 
attempt to identify and explain reasons why the German occupation of the Rhineland met no resistance. The 
response goes beyond a basic descriptive approach, but does tend to be a little lacking in both range and 
depth. 
 
The response is mainly focused on Britain’s lack of opposition to the German occupation of the Rhineland. 
Appropriate evidence is provided to justify the view that Britain believed Hitler’s intentions were ‘justifiable, 
honourable and peaceful’. The answer shows sound understanding, with appropriate examples, of Britain’s 
attitudes towards Germany in 1936. The response is less convincing with reference to France’s lack of 
opposition to the occupation. The candidate clearly understands that Franco-German relations had been 
improved by ‘the Dawes Plan and Locarno Treaties’, but misses the crucial fact that the French remained 
highly sceptical of German intentions throughout the 1920s, and that their concerns regarding a possible 
threat to their national security were heightened once Hitler came to power. For example, it was French 
refusal to compromise on the issue of armaments which led Germany to withdraw from the World 
Disarmament Conference.  
 
Mark awarded for part a = 6 out of 10 
 
Part b 
The candidate demonstrates a very clear understanding of the requirements of the question, and has made 
a genuine attempt to provide a focused and balanced assessment, supported, often in considerable detail, 
by appropriate factual evidence. While demonstrating how Mussolini veered ‘between aggressive to non-
aggressive and then back to an aggressive foreign policy’, the response contains a sustained argument. 
The argument could have been made more effective with deeper analysis of Mussolini’s foreign policy aims, 
showing how his desire to make Italy ‘great, respected and feared’ remained constant throughout, although 
his methods of achieving this varied according to circumstances. There are a few rather vague assertions 
such as the statement in the introduction that Mussolini had ‘powerful intentions for Italy’. 
 
More attention might have been paid to the issue of why Mussolini alternated between an ‘aggressive’ and a 
‘friendly foreign policy’ in an attempt to achieve his aims. At times, the candidate adopts a rather 
narrative/descriptive approach, as a result of which the response drifts into factual detail which is not directly 
relevant to the question. For example, unnecessary information is provided regarding both the Fiume and 
Corfu incidents, while the repeated references to the ‘March on Rome’ serve no real purpose. 
 
This response shows very good knowledge of Mussolini’s foreign policy, a very clear understanding of the 
specific requirements of the question and a largely successful attempt to reach a focused judgement based 
on detailed assessment of the evidence. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 15 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 21 out of 30 
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Example candidate response – low 
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Example candidate response – low, continued 
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Example candidate response – low, continued 
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Example candidate response – low, continued 
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Examiner comment – low 
 
Part a 
Credit has been awarded for the candidate’s identification of a number of relevant factors explaining why the 
German occupation of the Rhineland met no resistance. However, the response reads as a list of causal 
factors, lacking in explanatory and analytical depth. For example, appropriate reference is made to the policy 
of appeasement, but there is no explanation of why this policy was adopted by Britain and France beyond 
the statement that they wished ‘to avoid World War II’. In order to achieve higher marks, the candidate 
needed to demonstrate deeper levels of understanding. For example, the impact of economic depression 
could have been used to explain the reluctance of Britain and France to devote limited financial resources to 
developing their armed forces with the result that both countries were unprepared for, and greatly feared, the 
outbreak of another war. To some extent, this would also have explained their adoption of appeasement, 
avoiding the simplistic assertion that the policy was ‘foolish’.  
 
Mark awarded for part a = 3 out of 10 
 
Part b 
The candidate shows understanding of the requirements of the question, and makes a genuine attempt to 
provide an explicitly focused response. There is a relevant and sustained argument, based on the view that 
Mussolini followed a ‘peaceful’ foreign policy prior to 1934, but thereafter adopted a more aggressive 
approach, highlighted by the invasion of Abyssinia. The argument is, however, supported by very limited 
factual evidence. For example, the candidate states that Mussolini followed a rather ‘passive’ foreign policy 
‘throughout the 1920s and early 1930s’. Since no factual evidence is provided to back up this statement, it is 
an unsupported assertion. The response is also unbalanced because there is no real attempt to provide a 
viable counter-argument to the view that Mussolini’s foreign policy was inconsistent. For example, the point 
that Mussolini’s foreign policy aims ‘to restore Italy to its former glory’ remained consistent throughout, but 
that his methods of achieving them changed according to circumstances, could have been developed 
further. Similarly, Mussolini’s early actions regarding Fiume and Corfu could have been used to show that he 
had always been willing to adopt aggressive methods.  
 
In general, this is a fully-focused response, but it lacks both balance and factual depth. 
 
Mark awarded for part b = 8 out of 20 
 
Total marks awarded = 11 out of 30 

 


