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These general marking principles must be applied by all examiners when marking candidate answers. They should be applied alongside the
specific content of the mark scheme or generic level descriptors for a question. Each question paper and mark scheme will also comply with these
marking principles.
GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 1:
Marks must be awarded in line with:
•
•
•

the specific content of the mark scheme or the generic level descriptors for the question
the specific skills defined in the mark scheme or in the generic level descriptors for the question
the standard of response required by a candidate as exemplified by the standardisation scripts.

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 2:
Marks awarded are always whole marks (not half marks, or other fractions).
GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 3:
Marks must be awarded positively:
•
•
•
•
•

marks are awarded for correct/valid answers, as defined in the mark scheme. However, credit is given for valid answers which go beyond the
scope of the syllabus and mark scheme, referring to your Team Leader as appropriate
marks are awarded when candidates clearly demonstrate what they know and can do
marks are not deducted for errors
marks are not deducted for omissions
answers should only be judged on the quality of spelling, punctuation and grammar when these features are specifically assessed by the
question as indicated by the mark scheme. The meaning, however, should be unambiguous.

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 4:
Rules must be applied consistently e.g. in situations where candidates have not followed instructions or in the application of generic level
descriptors.

© UCLES 2018

Page 2 of 12

9389/13

Cambridge International AS/A Level – Mark Scheme
PUBLISHED

May/June 2018

GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 5:
Marks should be awarded using the full range of marks defined in the mark scheme for the question (however; the use of the full mark range may
be limited according to the quality of the candidate responses seen).
GENERIC MARKING PRINCIPLE 6:
Marks awarded are based solely on the requirements as defined in the mark scheme. Marks should not be awarded with grade thresholds or
grade descriptors in mind.
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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
To what extent do Sources A and B agree about Austria’s attitude to German unity?
Similarities include:
• Both sources agree that Austria dislikes new political forces, whether nationalism or liberalism.
• Both sources suggest that Austria is a backward country which is scared of what will happen to its own empire.
• Both contrast Austria with the progress of Prussia.
Differences include:
• Source B suggests that Austria sees German nationalism particularly as a threat, whereas Source A focuses more
on Austria’s desire to turn its back and look after itself.
Source A, written by the ruler of one of the minor German states, is clearly sympathetic to the idea of unification and is very
critical of Austria.
Source B is written by a radical German politician who might, of course, be opposed to the whole idea of an autocratic
monarchy such as Austria.
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Answer
‘It was Prussia’s economic strength that enabled her to lead the struggle for German unification.’ How far do
Sources A to D support this view?
Source A does not mention economic strength but several other factors. It was Austria’s reluctance to take such a lead
that was important to the writer. Austria was also much more interested in suppressing nationalist ideas, seeing them as a
threat to its own power since, as a nation, it contained many other nationalities within its territories. Source A is valuable as
it is written by a key player in the whole process of unification. As a ruler of one of the many small German states likely to
lose status as part of unification with Germany as a whole, he had a real stake in the process. He clearly had tried to get
Austria to take a lead, but saw no alternative to Prussia. It was a very objective view based on a real awareness of events
at the time.
Source B makes a brief mention of economic factors, but only in passing. It mentions that it was the founder of the
Zollverein, but does not mention any economic advantages which arose from this. It stresses its enlightenment and
tolerance and it ‘has a history of leadership’. He also stresses that Austria was deeply opposed to any change and disliked
the whole idea of German unity. Source B brings a very different perspective, but again suggests that there is no
alternative to Prussia. As a radical in exile, presumably for his radical views, he comes to very much the same conclusion,
if for different reasons, as the author of Source A.
Source C is the only source which deals directly with Prussia’s economic strengths. It indicates, correctly, that Prussia was
no longer primarily an agricultural country, but had become an industrial one. The railway system, as Bismarck wished,
centred on Prussia. Companies are flourishing in an era of easily obtained credit and the growth of laisser-faire ideas was
helping as well. He rightly points out the growth of heavy industry, centred in the Ruhr, would become vital for providing the
arms and munitions that a growing Prussian army needed in order to take on Austria and then France. Source C is written
by the French Consul in Leipzig, in the heart of Germany. This was a formal report written by a trained, yet independent,
foreign observer. There is no reason to doubt its validity and contextual knowledge would indicate it is accurate. Given the
history of relations between France and Prussia, there is an indication that the Consul is aware that Prussia was a growing
threat.
Source D again does not suggest that economic factors are important, but emphasises Prussia’s army and military
traditions. Source D, like Source B, is written by a critic of Bismarck, but again can see no alternative to Prussian
leadership. He is open about his dislike of Bismarck. His position in the Prussian Parliament would suggest an able and
informed critic, who has views that are widely held.
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Answer
Compare and contrast the opinions of the raid on Harpers Ferry expressed in Sources A and B.
Similarities include:
• Both saw the Harpers Ferry raid as an important event in US development.
• Both saw the raid as a threat to the slave-owning society of the South.
• Both are of the opinion that slavery will not be abolished without violence of some sort.
Differences include:
• Source A welcomes the raid as the first of a series of insurrections which would lead to the eventual abolition of
slavery; it is neutral towards John Brown’s actions.
• Source B is fearful of the raid and what it might mean for the USA; it is very critical of John Brown; it is more
pessimistic about the abolition of slavery.
• Source A views insurrections as a result of intelligent and moral judgements, whereas B see them as the result of
people allowing their instincts and passions to guide them.
Both sources express the immediate response of their authors to the raid, which had occurred just a few weeks before.
The author of Source A is identified as a leading abolitionist, while Source B’s author is identified as a woman from New
York. No mention is made of her views on slavery. Though both are from the North, their opinions of the raid are quite
different. Parker, as an abolitionist, is likely to be more sympathetic to the raid on Harpers Ferry. The most significant part
of the provenance of Source B is that she was from New York, a city which benefitted greatly from the cotton trade
between the South and the UK.
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Answer
How far do Sources A to D support the view that the North welcomed the idea of anti-slavery insurrections?
All four sources come from the period immediately following the raid on Harpers Ferry. Based on analysis of content, one
source supports the assertion, one is sympathetic, while two challenge it.
Source C is in support. It argues that the Harpers Ferry raid was a direct consequence of the doctrines of the Republican
Party which advocates ‘violent « eternal warfare with « slavery’. The Republican Party, while not quite the same as the
North, was very much of the North. Some candidates are likely to point out that Douglas was a Northern politician, a fact
which they could argue means Source C challenges the assertion rather than supporting it. Such reasoning is more part of
the evaluation of the source rather than analysis of its content. Source C is a political speech by Stephen Douglas, a
leading Democrat. Though Douglas maintains that he is not being partisan, he clearly is. He links the raid on Harpers Ferry
directly to the policies of the Republican Party. He emphasises the divisions between the North and the South. Source C’s
unreliability is evident when cross-referenced with Source D, from a leading Republican.
Sympathetic to the idea of anti-slavery insurrections, though belatedly recognising the need for violence and not actually
welcoming slave rebellions, is Source A. It states that more slave insurrections will occur so long as slavery exists. Source
A is broadly sympathetic to the idea of slave uprisings without formally approving them. The source is written by one of the
leading abolitionists of the time. His view that slavery would be ended only by violence was pessimistic but correct. To read
an educated white man welcoming violence by uneducated slaves comes as a surprise; however, his analysis of the issue
of slavery is reliable.
Source B is definitely opposed to the idea of slave rebellions, condemning John Brown in the strongest terms. Source B
clearly does not welcome slave rebellions. Her analysis bears similarities with that of Source A in that both say that slavery
is deep-rooted and will be hard to eradicate. However, the two sources part company over their willingness to use force.
Source B also criticises those fellow northerners who let their hearts rule their heads, presumably by expressing sympathy
for the use of force. Indirectly, Source B is criticising Source A. Her warnings about the consequences of eradicating
slavery are borne out by subsequent events.
Source D denies the claims made by the South that the North stirs up slave insurrections. He is clearly trying to distance
the Republican party from the violent action. Contextual knowledge would support Source D’s assertion more than Source
C’s, although just being by Lincoln does not make the source reliable. The Republican Party was a moderate political
movement. It was not in favour of emancipation by peaceful methods, let alone by violence. And Source D is correct when
it maintains that slave insurrections had occurred before the Republican Party was formed, Nat Turner’s in 1831 being the
best known. Note that by 1860 both Lincoln and Douglas were in the middle of an election campaign.
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Answer
Compare and contrast the views of Vansittart (Source A) and Lloyd George (Source C) regarding how Britain
should respond to the Abyssinian crisis.
Differences include:
• Vansittart (Source A) sees the League of Nations as important in maintaining the unity of Britain, France and Italy
against the increasing power of Hitler’s Germany. Lloyd George (Source C) wants the League of Nations to carry
out the functions for which it was originally established – maintaining peace and avoiding unwarranted aggression
by the strong against the weak.
• Source A wants to avoid the League becoming involved in the Abyssinian crisis. In effect, he is arguing for the
appeasement of Italian aggression, sacrificing Abyssinia to avoid the deployment of collective security measures
by the League. Conversely, Lloyd George (Source C) is totally opposed to Britain’s involvement in direct
negotiations with Italy and feels that the Abyssinian crisis should be discussed and settled under the auspices of
the League of Nations.
• In effect, Vansittart (Source A) is arguing for the appeasement of Italy, Lloyd George (Source C) is arguing
against it.
Similarities include:
• Both writers see the survival of the League of Nations as vital, but for different reasons.
• Both sources identify Italian appeasement: Source A as something which is a good idea and Source C as
something which is happening anyway.
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Answer
How far do Sources A to D show that, by 1935, British politicians and government officials no longer supported
the League of Nations?
Vansittart, a senior civil servant in the British Foreign Office (Source A), is against supporting the League of Nations in any
attempt to take strong measures against Italy which supports the assertion. He is putting Britain’s national self-interests
ahead of its responsibility/commitment to the League of Nations. However, one of the reasons why Vansittart (Source A) is
keen to avoid taking strong action against Italy is that it would destroy the League of Nations which could be used to
challenge. Source A is a confidential memorandum between two important figures in the British Foreign Office, clearly not
intended for public consumption either. The memo reflects the British government’s view that it was essential to maintain
good relations with Italy, which was seen as a vital ally against the growing power of Hitler’s Germany.
In Source B, the most senior member of the British Civil Service (which offers support and advice to politicians) is heavily
critical of the League of Nations’ ability to carry out the function for which it was created, maintaining world peace. Like
Vansittart (Source A), Fisher believes that the League would be destroyed if it attempted to deploy any collective security
measures against Italy – Italy would almost certainly withdraw from the League, leaving Britain and France as the only
major powers remaining. Moreover, Italy might even be prepared to go to war with Britain if it supported such measures –
this would mean two key members of the League at war with each other, clearly a devastating blow to the League’s
prestige. He supports the League as a forum for establishing international principles, but not as a vehicle for dealing with
international crises. He supports the League’s ideas, but does not support the concept of collective security. Thus Source
B could be used to support or challenge the assertion. Source B is a confidential memorandum between two important
figures in the British government, clearly not intended for public consumption.
Lloyd George (Source C) confirms that the British government, together with its French counterpart, was willing to enter
into direct negotiations with Italy, negotiations which completely ignored the League of Nations, which supports the
assertion. Source C is a letter to and published by a newspaper, reflecting the personal views of a former British Prime
Minister who had been at Versailles when the treaty was being written. By writing to a newspaper, Lloyd George is seeking
to use his political reputation and expertise to shape public opinion. No longer holding senior government office, Lloyd
George is able to express his personal opinion without having to worry about wider issues relating to Britain’s interests.
The opening sentence of Source D suggests that Cooper, the British Secretary for War, did not support the League of
Nations in 1935 and so supports the assertion. He describes it as a ‘decaying corpse’ and suggests that the British
government was keen to end its association with it. However, Cooper also argues that the League of Nations could have
dealt effectively with the Abyssinian crisis if only the British government had taken a stronger line against Italy. He
suggests that smaller-state members of the League were in favour of strong action being taken against Italy. Fear of war
meant that the government was reluctant to do this.
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Question

Answer

3(b)

Cooper appears to be critical of the government’s weakness, implying that he personally would have supported the League
in taking action against Italy which can be used to challenge the assertion. This source gives the personal views of the
man who had been Secretary for War in 1935, published in his memoirs in 1953. By 1953, the failures of appeasement had
become clear, so Cooper is trying to dissociate himself from that policy by arguing that, with stronger leadership from the
top of British government, the League of Nations could have taken effective action against Italy. The views expressed in
Cooper’s memoirs are, therefore, inevitably shaped by hindsight and a wish to distance himself from the unpopular (in the
1950s) policy of appeasement and do not necessarily reflect the opinions he held in 1935.
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