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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 onesided 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
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Section A: European Option
Liberalism and Nationalism in Italy and Germany, 1815–1871
Italy in 1848
Indicative Content
1

(a) Compare and contrast Sources B and D on the attitude of the Pope towards the events
of 1848 and 1849.
[15]
Source B is a formal, public statement by Pope Pius IX in the early days of what became
known as the 1848 Revolutions. Source D is the thoughts of a little-known left-wing Italian
nationalist reflecting on the events of 1848–49. Straight away, there are clear differences of
provenance. There are also significant, if less obvious, differences of content. The major
similarity is that they both show that the Pope is opposed to the war against Austria that was
being waged in northern Italy at the time. The main difference between the two concerns the
reason why the Pope was against going to war with Austria.
Source B, from the Pope himself, says it was because Austria was a Catholic country, which
meant that he, as head of the Catholic Church, could not attack. Source D maintains that the
Pope abstained from war because he was alarmed by the emergence of a large state in
northern Italy which would threaten his temporal power over the Papal States. On the other
two points mentioned in Source B – the Pope’s refusal to lead a united Italy and his urging
the people of Italy not to support revolution and war – Source D is silent. A socialist writer
and Italian patriot, writing 2–3 years after the failure of the 1848–49 revolutions, is bound to
criticise the Pope for his failure to support the revolution. Thus, when it comes to conveying
the views of the Pope about contemporary events, Source B is the more reliable of the two
sources.
(b) How far do Sources A to D support the view that Austria was the biggest obstacle to
change in Italy?
[25]
Context: Austria had dominated Italian politics since the Vienna settlement of 1815. When
revolutions did occur in Italy, as in 1820 and 1830–31, Austria had ensured that they were
crushed. In January 1848, revolutions had broken out in Italy again. This time, however, in a
kind of European spring, they affected Austria as well, bringing about the overthrow of
Metternich, the Austrian ruler of the previous 30–40 years and the dominant figure of
European politics. Some Italian rulers, showing sympathy with nationalism but by no means
nationalist themselves, decided to take advantage of Austrian weakness. Charles Albert,
King of Piedmont, led the way in March 1848, when he declared war against Austria. At that
stage, Pope Pius IX, who earlier had shown a tendency to liberalise the Papal States, was
sympathetic to the Italian cause. Some Papal troops even went north to join Italian forces –
though not with the Pope’s consent. He then rapidly did a U-turn by supporting the
conservative, anti-nationalist cause. The war against Austria initially went well but soon
resulted in defeat, at Custozza in July 1848. An armistice was agreed and lasted until March
1849, when Piedmont started the war once more. Austrian forces quickly defeated the
Piedmontese army at Novara, as a result of which Charles Albert abdicated. Meanwhile, in
November 1848, the Pope had had to flee from Rome for his own safety. Rome declared
itself a Republic. The Pope was restored only with the military help of the two Catholic
powers, France and Austria.
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Analysis: Three sources – B, C and D – refer to the Italian war against Austria in 1848. In
addition, Source A argues that Italy would have freed itself of foreigners had it not been
deflected by ‘the petty longings of dynastic ambition’. Thus, directly or indirectly, all sources
identify Austria, the only foreign power in Italy, as an obstacle to change, if not necessarily
the biggest. None of the sources focus on Austria as a major obstacle. For Source A,
‘dynastic ambition’ is more important. In Source B, the Pope makes himself a major obstacle
to Italian unity. While agreeing with Source A about the importance of dynastic self-interest,
Source C adds a third obstacle: ‘the many conservatives and reactionaries in Italy’. Source D
confirms the analysis of Sources A and C in arguing for the great importance of the narrow
self-interest of rulers such as the King of Naples and the Pope. What, however, set off these
dynastic rivalries and the papal U-turn? It was the presence of Austria in Italy. Imagine Italy
in 1848 without Austria present and you have a very different history. Contextual knowledge
can prove that Austria was the greatest obstacle while also helping to evaluate the sources.
Evaluation: Two sources, B and C, are from 1848–49, two from soon after. Two are Italian,
B and D, two are foreign. Source B, the Pope’s response to Italian attempts to eject Austria
from Italy, reveals his alarm at popular acceptance of ‘new and radical ideas’. Before the
year was out, he had to abandon Rome and flee south for his own safety as Rome declared
itself a Republic. France rather than Austria restored the Pope to Rome, but France needed
Austrian approval to do so. In terms of his own position, the Pope’s warning found in Source
B was well made. Those who undertook revolutionary change would find their efforts
overturned by the military power of France and Austria. Italian princes could be overcome,
France and Austria could not.
Source C, from the Belgian ambassador, has no self-interest to defend, even though his
sympathies lie with Italian efforts to throw out the Austrian ‘invaders and their brutal regime’.
This is to be expected of someone representing a state established by revolution only in the
1830s. Thus Source C favours the liberal-national cause, which makes its analysis less than
reliable. Of the two reflective sources, A and D, Source A is also sympathetic to the liberalnational cause. It is also a letter written to the leading newspaper in the USA, the only major
republic of the time. The author therefore has a double reason to praise the republicans in
Italy and to attack their opponents. It too is hard to trust. Finally, Source D is from a left-wing
Italian looking back on events that he had probably taken part in. [Pisacane had fought for
Italy in both 1848 and 1849, the latter in Rome, but candidates cannot be expected to know
that.] His partisan perspective was bound to distort his analysis. None of the sources are
reliable. All must be treated with great caution.
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Section B: American Option
The Origins of the Civil War, 1846–1861
The Sack of Lawrence, Kansas, 1856
Indicative Content
2

(a) To what extent do Sources B and C agree about the reaction of the people of
Lawrence to the attack by the Border Ruffians?

[15]

According to Source B, the reaction of the people of Lawrence was mixed: some stayed to
defend the town against the Border Ruffians while others left for their own safety. According
to B, the former were the young men, the latter women and children, which conforms to the
traditional view of the role of men and women in conflict. In contrast, Source C states that the
men had already moved out, leaving their women and children behind without any protection.
This reversal of tradition enables Source C to describe the men of Lawrence as cowards.
Source B says that the women and children left after the attack by the Border Ruffians,
implying that their men stayed behind to defend the town. The sources are similar in that they
show a withdrawal from Lawrence by some if not all of its inhabitants in response to the
Border Ruffians’ aggression. They also show that the occupying forces were acting to uphold
federal law. Source C is more critical of the response of Lawrence to the attack as shown by
labelling them cowards. The language of Source B is less emotional, more descriptive, if still
favouring the people of Lawrence. The difference can be explained by the authorship of the
two sources: Source C comes from a leading pro-slavery newspaper commenting on the
events at Lawrence. Source B is from a book written by the wife of the man who was leading
the Free State movement.
(b) How far do Sources A to D support the assertion that ‘a civil war had commenced’ in
[25]
Kansas in 1856?
Context: The Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 established two new Territories in the mid-West.
This jeopardised the careful balance of slave and Free States achieved until then. It also
meant the end of the 1820 Missouri Compromise which confined slavery to lands below
latitude 36 30’ North – with the exception of Missouri. Rather than deciding itself whether
the Territories should be slave or free, the US Congress accepted Senator Douglas’s idea of
popular sovereignty, which left the decision to resident voters in Kansas and Nebraska.
Kansas became the focus of the struggle between pro- and anti-slavery forces. Immediately
to the west of Missouri, a slave state, but north of the 1820 Missouri Compromise line,
Kansas became the key battleground. Pro-slavery supporters in Missouri had no distance to
travel as Kansas was on the other side of the Missouri river. Abolitionists, strongest in New
England, had a much longer journey, though the first arrived in 1854, establishing the new
city of Lawrence.
Though most settlers went to Kansas for economic reasons, those committed for or against
slavery made the most noise, even taking the law into their own hands at times. John Brown
was the best-known example of the latter, as shown by the Pottawatomie massacre of May
1856. This was a response to the sack of Lawrence, the opening ‘conflict’ in the struggle for
dominance in Kansas. Similar examples of violence during the summer of 1856, often, if
inaccurately, described as ‘battles’, resulted in the label ‘Bleeding Kansas’. The federal
elections of 1856 led to a decline in hostilities. In 1857, the struggle for control of Kansas
became more political than military, the focus of the debate being the pro-slavery Lecompton
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Constitution. Though estimates vary about how many people died in the conflict (between 50
and 100), Kansas joined the USA as a free state in January 1861.
Analysis: Source D can be seen as supporting the assertion as it states the universal
conviction that ‘a civil war had commenced’ in Kansas, an assertion supported to a great
degree by the caning of Senator Sumner in the US Congress. The other sources come down
more on the side of rejecting the hypothesis. Source A, while a blood-curdling speech, can
be seen as exhorting men who are authorised by US federal law – and led by a federal
officer – to use force against the people and premises of Lawrence. The reasons why such
extreme action is needed are not specified. Source B shows little resistance from the people
of Lawrence to the Border Ruffians’ attack on their city. Source C says much the same. If a
civil war requires the use of force by both sides, then the sources as a group do not suggest
that civil war had commenced.
Evaluation: All three processes of source evaluation can be used to evaluate these sources.
Firstly, cross-referencing and provenance show differences of interpretation which must
discount the reliability of some sources. The greatest contrast is between Sources B and C
and their accounts of which groups of the citizens of Lawrence remained in town to meet the
incursion of the Border Ruffians, as already considered in sub-question (a). That Source C is
a newspaper report and intended to rally support for the Pro-slavery cause undermines its
reliability. Source B has a different, less political purpose and thus is preferable. Source A is
similar to Source C, if with a still narrower focus – to energise ‘troops’ into battle. Its reliability
is equally questionable. Source D focuses on the consequences of the sack of Lawrence, the
author describing the convictions of the Free State supporters that a civil war had begun.
Here provenance comes into play. Source D is the only source written by someone not
directly involved in the conflict. At the same time, Thomas Gladstone was in Kansas in 1856
and thus his comments are based on personal observation. He reports the reactions of
people on one side of the conflict only but does so unemotionally, giving his observations
greater credence.
Then contextual knowledge can be used to evaluate the sources. Even the term ‘Bloody
Kansas’, a term not mentioned in any of the sources, can be used to provide some support
for the hypothesis. Similarly, the people of Kansas and their supporters were so divided that
both sides were prepared to use violence – think of Beecher’s Bibles aka Sharpe’s Rifles
being sent out to Kansas by Northern abolitionists. Finally, the violent actions of John Brown
at Pottawatomie in 1856 show how close Kansas was to a local civil war. It did not occur,
however. Events in Kansas in 1857–58 were more peaceful than violent, even though the
differences between the two sides persisted. Southern supporters quickly lost heart,
especially as the vast majority of emigrants into Kansas came from Northern states.
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Section C: International Option
The Search for International Peace and Security, 1919–1945
American Opinions Regarding the Proposed League of Nations, 1919
Indicative Content
3

(a) Compare and contrast the attitudes towards the proposed League of Nations
expressed by the US Senate (Source C) and the British government (Source D).

[15]

The US Senate (C) clearly sees the proposed League of Nations as a threat to the
independence of the USA. It does not want the USA to be obligated to abide by decisions
made by the League – rather it wants to consider each case on its merits, Congress having
the right to make the final decision on whether or not the USA should get involved. The
Senate also rejects the possibility of the League making any decisions relating to US
domestic/internal issues and insists on the right of the USA Congress to determine the extent
of the country’s armaments, regardless of any prior agreements entered into with the
League.
Conversely, the British government appears to accept that membership of the League
imposes responsibilities, such as supporting countries against aggression. It believes that
this must be a firm commitment for all countries which become members of the League;
without such a commitment, the League would offer no guarantee of protection, especially for
smaller states. It rejects the US Senate’s idea that the USA should be able to determine
whether or not it gets involved in any particular case, arguing that this would completely
undermine the League. Similarly, the British government feels that the League’s armaments
agreements should be observed by all member countries and not disregarded at the whim of
individual countries’ governments.
The US Senate was dominated by the Republican Party, and its reservations reflect the
Republicans’ opposition to both the Paris peace settlement and the idea of a League of
Nations. WWI had been unpopular in the USA, and the Republicans wanted to avoid the
possibility of the USA becoming involved in future wars by returning to the policy of
isolationism. Republican senators (for example, Cabot Lodge) argued that the USA should
be free to make its own decisions and not be fettered by commitments to the League of
Nations; commitments which might force the USA to become involved in other countries’
affairs and which might lead the League to become involved in issues relating to the USA’s
internal and external affairs. Republicans branded President Wilson an idealist and claimed
that his aim to involve the USA in a League of Nations would undermine the American
constitution and the American people’s right to govern themselves without foreign
interference.
The British government shared Wilson’s more idealistic attitude towards the League,
believing that it was the only way to guarantee future peace and security. However, for the
League to be successful, all member countries would have to commit themselves
wholeheartedly to it. Without such a commitment, countries could have no confidence in the
League’s ability to resolve issues peacefully. As a European country, Britain had witnessed
the terrible effects of the armaments build-up which had eventually led to WWI. The British
government was therefore keen to ensure reduction in armaments by all countries, arguing
that the League would protect countries from aggression so they did not need to develop
large-scale armaments to protect themselves. Clearly, this strategy could not be successful if
a major country, such as the USA, reserved the right to increase its armaments in defiance of
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League agreements. The British government is, therefore, effectively rejecting the
reservations put forward by the US Senate.
(b) ‘In 1919 the American people did not support the proposed League of Nations.’ How
far do Sources A to D support this view?
[25]
Context: At the Paris Peace Conference, US President Woodrow Wilson strongly supported
the establishment of a League of Nations with the aim of ensuring future international peace
and security. Indeed, it was at his insistence that the League was included in all of the
treaties which emerged from the Conference. Involvement in WWI, however, had become
increasingly unpopular in the USA. While Wilson was away in Europe, the Republicans, who
controlled the Senate, took the opportunity to shape American public opinion to their own
views against both the peace settlement and the idea of a League of Nations. Wilson was
branded an idealist. The League was portrayed as forcing the USA to become involved in the
affairs of other countries and enabling other countries to become involved in the USA’s
internal issues. On his return from Europe, Wilson undertook a debilitating tour of the USA in
an effort to convince the American people that the Paris peace settlement and the League of
Nations were good for the USA. Wilson suffered a landslide defeat to Warren Harding in the
presidential elections of 1920. The USA rejected both the peace settlement and the League
of Nations.
Analysis: In support of the hypothesis – While not completely rejecting the idea of a League
of Nations, the US Senate (Source C) clearly establishes the terms on which the USA might
be prepared to join. These terms (as indicated in Source D) would be different from those
accepted by other countries, effectively meaning that the USA would make no firm
commitment to abide by any decisions made by the League. Under the Senate’s terms, the
USA would decide in each individual case whether to support a member state of the League
faced with aggression, would refuse to allow the League to make any decisions relating to
what it considered to be internal US matters and would not be bound by the League’s
agreements on armaments. These terms would effectively render the League useless, a
point made by both President Wilson and the British government (Source D).
Some of the points made by the US Senate are reflected in the report on American public
opinion (Source A) – the report implies that, while the American people were prepared to
listen to Wilson’s arguments when he returned from Europe, they did not want to join the
League if this threatened the US constitution or involved the likelihood of Americans again
having to fight in Europe. Source B depicts Wilson, weighed down by the burden imposed by
the League of Nations, desperately seeking to convince the American people that joining the
League of Nations would be beneficial to the USA, despite the opposition of the Senate. The
implication of the cartoon is that Wilson stands little chance of succeeding.
In challenging the hypothesis – American support for the proposed League of Nations came
from the highest level – President Wilson himself. Wilson’s support for the League is
confirmed by his disappointment over the Senate’s reservations and his willingness to
challenge the Senate over them (Source D). He clearly believed that, on his return to the
USA, he would be able to convince the American people of the importance of joining the
League. This is confirmed in Source B, which depicts Wilson ignoring the Senate and
appealing directly to the American people, armed with plenty of evidence to support his case.
His conviction that he could persuade the American people to accept the League possibly
came from the report (Source A) which suggests that public opinion was in favour of the
League and that there would be a backlash against the Republicans once Wilson had
returned to the USA and explained his arguments in detail. Even the US Senate (Source C)
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does not reject the idea of a League of Nations entirely; it simply lists its concerns and
demands safeguards for the USA’s constitution.
Evaluation:
Source A is a report written for Wilson’s government while the President was at the peace
conference in Paris. He clearly had a keen interest in how the American people were
reacting to the peace talks and the proposals for a League of Nations. Although the report
states that public opinion is broadly in favour of the League, it reveals concerns regarding
how the League might impact on the US constitution, the Monroe Doctrine and the USA’s
possible future involvement in overseas wars. These concerns are similarly present in the US
Senate’s reservations (Source C). Nevertheless, the overall tone of the report is positive
enough to suggest that Wilson would be able to convince the American people that the
League would be good for the USA, and that the Republican attack on the proposed League
had gone too far and would backfire. However, the report provides little evidence to support
these claims. Given that the report was written for Wilson’s government, it is perhaps
inevitable that it would put a positive slant on general support for the League.
Source B is an American cartoon reflecting public interest in the issue of the League of
Nations. It was published at the time of Wilson’s return to the USA following the Paris peace
talks. In support of the League, Wilson was prepared to defy the Senate and take his
argument directly to the American people. Wilson did this by touring the USA making proLeague speeches, providing arguments which contested the views expressed by the
Republican leaders in the Senate. Wilson is depicted as exhausted, debilitated by his
endeavours at the Paris Peace Conference. Nevertheless, he remains committed to the idea
of a League of Nations. The cartoon can be interpreted in different ways (for example, it
could be argued that Wilson is shown as desperate, making a final, if futile, gesture to defy
the Senate in support of the League. Or it could be argued that Wilson is weighed down by
the weight of evidence in support of his argument, defiantly resisting the Senate in support of
what he knows is right).
Source C, Reservations about the League adopted by the Republican-controlled Senate, is
reflecting the long-held Republican views about the dangers implicit in the USA entering the
League of Nations (as evidenced in Source A). The Senate is establishing its authority,
making it clear that, having lost the support of Congress, President Wilson had no right to
make decisions on behalf of the USA at the Paris Peace Conference. It reflects the
Republican view that Wilson was an idealist, whose support for the League threatened both
the independence and the constitution of the USA. Republicans wanted a return to
isolationism, and this reflects American public opinion’s desire to avoid the USA becoming
involved in any future overseas wars.
Source D reflects the British government’s view that the League of Nations could only work if
all member countries were fully committed. It rejects the reservations issued by the US
Senate, arguing that they would destroy the whole concept of the League. The British
government was clearly hoping that Wilson would be able to overturn the opposition of the
Senate. The tone of the memorandum implies that Britain believed the League could not be
established successfully without the USA’s full and unreserved commitment.
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