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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 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 
 

Cavour and France 
 
1 (a) Compare and contrast Sources B and D as evidence of the value of the French 

alliance to Piedmont. [15] 
 

Source A is a (presumably) private report from Cavour, prime minister of Piedmont, to his 
monarch about the meeting he had had with Napoleon III. As Cavour explains, the two men 
had struck a deal to drive Austria out of Italy ‘once and for all’. Source D is the main terms of 
the agreement to end the fighting reached by Austria and France in July 1859 without 
Piedmont’s involvement. The ‘treaty’ was strictly an armistice; the final peace treaty was the 
Treaty of Zurich, signed in November 1859, which did include Piedmont. Villafranca caused 
Cavour to resign. He returned to power in January 1860. The two sources are similar in that 
they are both concerned with going to war with Austria and with the outcomes of that war. 
The differences are clear cut: Source A concerns itself with planning the war; Source D with 
the outcomes. Further differences can be highlighted. Source A talks of Austria being driven 
out of Italy ‘once and for all’. Source D shows Venice, a shorthand for Venetia, continuing to 
be ruled by Austria. Also, the two great powers had agreed that Italy should be a 
confederation headed by the Pope. This might be explained by the statement in Source A 
that Napoleon III said ‘I must treat the Pope carefully’. However, it was the last thing that 
Cavour wanted. No wonder he resigned.  

 
 

 (b) How far do Sources A to D show that Cavour’s policies were successful? [25] 
 

Context: Cavour was the prime minister of Piedmont from 1852 to 1859 and 1860 to 1861. 
He was briefly the prime minister of Italy before illness forced his resignation and premature 
death. Any judgement of his policies requires some consideration of his aims. Views about 
his aims varied – and still vary. At the time, idealists of the left and reactionaries of the right 
did not trust him. They saw him as a self-serving opportunist, betraying either the revolution 
or the old order. Many doubted his Italian nationalism and/or his commitment to the Italian 
people. Cavour was essentially a pragmatic moderniser, keen to reform both Piedmont and, 
if the opportunity arose, Italy as well. He looked to Britain and France as economic and 
political examples to follow. As prime minister he modernised the Piedmontese economy. 
The Crimean war of the mid-1850s and its outcomes gave him opportunities to build the 
power of Piedmont in the north which he ruthlessly exploited – only to lose control of them as 
Napoleon III lost his nerve and Garibaldi regained his. Cavour managed to acquire some 
control of events in 1860, helping to ensure that the new Italy was led by Piedmont and 
headed by its king. At the moment of success and still relatively young, he died suddenly of 
malaria. He was seen as having achieved success for both Piedmont and Italy, at least in the 
short term. 
 
Analysis: The four sources, from 1858–59, cover the second war of independence, a crucial 
period in Cavour’s career. The first two are from Cavour himself. In Source A, he makes no 
mention of the coming conflict, even though he helped plan it. If anything, he turns away from 
warfare to politics as a means of achieving his goals. These goals, however, do include 
turning away from ‘only … the material and moral interests of Piedmont’, instead putting 
Piedmont at the head of the nationalist cause. The role of Piedmont in the Crimean war had 
already helped advance that cause. Source A shows Cavour publicly proclaiming the 
success of his policies. Source B shows him reporting to the king of Piedmont key points of 
his meeting with Napoleon III at Plombieres. The report shows France willing to join 
Piedmont to kick Austria out of Italy, which must count as a success for Cavour. Source C 
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confirms the main outcome of the Plombieres meeting and the enthusiasm it has created in 
Piedmont. Source D lists the main terms of the armistice agreed by France and Austria to 
stop fighting the war which, in Source B, France and Piedmont had agreed. These terms 
show that Austria would remain in control of Venice and thus remain in Italy, something 
which Plombieres had not agreed. Thus Source D shows that Cavour’s policies were not 
successful. It is the only one of the four which clearly argues thus.  

 
Evaluation: Cavour was a politician who was both pragmatic and opportunistic, neither 
revolutionary nor reactionary. While trying to deal with the complex consequences of the 
1848–49 revolutions and wars in Italy, he was also trying to achieve his own goals, which 
were often unclear. His speeches and writings should therefore be analysed and evaluated 
with great care. He tailored what he said and wrote more to his readership and audience 
than did most political leaders.  
 
Thus Source A, his public speech to the Piedmont parliament in 1858, portrayed Cavour’s 
leadership of Piedmont in a very favourable light. He asserts that Piedmont was defending 
the peoples of Italy in the Crimean war. Italian states and peoples were never under threat 
from Russia. Certainly, Piedmont gained some credit from its allies for its involvement but 
that was no great deal. Source A is too self-serving to have much reliability. Source B, part of 
a longer report from Cavour, seems to be an accurate summary of what was agreed in that 
France did go to war with Austria in alliance with Piedmont, perhaps because it is a private 
dispatch about a very sensitive topic: France and Piedmont were planning to provoke Austria 
into war. Ideally, though, a French account on the meeting is needed to confirm or deny 
Cavour’s report. Source C, written a week later by a British journalist writing from Paris for 
his British readers, uses restrained language which is likely to be a reliable account of the 
rumours of war which had become widespread in Paris and Turin. This helps confirm the key 
part of Source B. Source D contains the key terms of the armistice agreed between France 
and Austria – but not Piedmont. Contextual knowledge confirms the reliability of Source D. 
Thus Sources B, C and D can be seen as more reliable than not. They show that Cavour’s 
policies achieve some but not total success.  
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Section B: American Option 
 

The Origins of the Civil War, 1846–1861 
 

The Compromise of 1850 
 
2 (a) To what extent do Sources A and D agree on how the USA should address the issue of 

slavery? [15] 
 

Source A argues that the issue of slavery is best addressed by making concessions to the 
South. Three are specified: equal rights in ‘the acquired territory’, i.e. the Mexican Cession; 
the proper enforcement of Fugitive Slave law; a constitutional amendment restoring 
equilibrium between North and South. The first means the possibility of slavery being 
established in new territories and states such as California. Source D believes the better 
approach is to contain slavery within its existing limits. Thus the federal government should 
allow slavery no chance to establish itself in the new territories and states. This is in 
complete opposition to the first demand made by Source A. Source D also indirectly attacks 
Source A’s third proposal when it rejects the idea of maintaining an equilibrium between 
North and South. Source D believes such a balance never existed in the first place. On the 
fugitive slave law, Source D is silent. 

 
 
 (b) How far do Sources A to D support the assertion that the 1850 Compromise helped 

only to further divide the USA? [25] 
 
Context: The 1850 Compromise was a complex series of laws and policies which involved 
both sections making some concessions – as was an essential part of the US political 
process. It was necessary because the acquisition of new states and territories in 1845–48 
upset the delicate balance between slave and non-slave states. Agreeing the Compromise 
was a long and difficult 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. 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 order to make gains 
with regard to the treatment of fugitive slaves, which were to prove illusory. The North had 
conceded something – a harsher Fugitive Slave law – the success of which depended upon 
its cooperation. Many Northern states refused to cooperate. In effect, the expansion of 
slavery which the South hoped for did not materialise, despite their fiercest efforts in Kansas. 
  
Analysis: Source A argues that the proposed Compromise need not cause further division of 
the USA so long as at its heart was a series of concessions to the South. Source B is a 
commentary on Calhoun’s speech. It is a very critical commentary. It explains the 
implications of the speech, namely that if the concessions were not made by the North, then 
the South would have ‘to act accordingly’. What that action might be is not spelt out. 
Secession might be one possibility. Source C supports the assertion, arguing that the 
complex set of three measures, with the backing of Senator Clay, should be acceptable to 
the South and thus settle the various issues dividing North and South. Source D argues that 
the Compromise might work so long as it involves no concessions to the South, i.e. is no 
compromise. Sources A and D are in complete contrast to each other. Source B dismisses 
Calhoun. Source C is the most positive of the four. 
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Evaluation: Senator Calhoun, the author of Source A, was the leader of the Southern 
Democrats. His speech of 4th March 1850 was his last major speech. (He was so frail, the 
speech had to be read out for him. Within a month he was dead.) After forty years in politics, 
by 1850 Calhoun was increasingly pessimistic about the future of the South within the USA. 
This extract from Calhoun’s speech, relatively optimistic, is untypical of the whole speech. 
And though the South did gain one of his three demands, over fugitive slaves, the other two 
were ignored. Calhoun was out of touch with the new political realities. Source B illustrates 
this latter point. The great Southern statesman is dismissed as a ‘dying monster’, which is a 
little cruel. The North Star was an abolitionist newspaper established in 1847 by the ex-slave 
Frederick Douglass to represent the views of ex-slaves. The newspaper was bound to 
criticise a Southern voice on the 1850 Compromise. The North Star would probably see the 
Compromise as irrelevant to the greater division within the USA, between freeman and 
slaves. Source C, from a newspaper in the slave state of Missouri, is optimistic about the 
chances of a settlement.  

 
That optimism is based on two things. The first is the support for the Compromise of Mr Clay, 
i.e. Senator Henry Clay of Kentucky, one of the triumvirate of US political leaders of 
Congress in the 1830s and 1840s. (The others were Calhoun and Webster, representing the 
South and North respectively.) The second is a report from another newspaper about the 
state of opinion in the South. Clay was certainly key to agreeing the Compromise. A hearsay 
report of Southern views is not that reliable. The arguments of Source C are not that soundly 
based. Source D is from the leading abolitionist Senator, who would be firmly set against any 
compromise short of abolition. Thus his interpretation must be heavily discounted. All 
sources have their limitations. After many months, the Compromise was agreed. Its 
implementation in the 1850s did help to further divide the USA. In 1850, however, when the 
sources were written, it was possible to be optimistic. Source C is the least unreliable of the 
four, it can be argued. 
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Section C: International Option 
 

The Search for International Peace and Security, 1919–1945 
 

The Replacement of the League of Nations by the United Nations 
 
3 (a) Compare and contrast the views expressed by Paul-Boncour (Source C) and Noel-

Baker (Source D) about the UN’s prospects of succeeding where the League of 
Nations had failed. [15] 

 
Paul-Boncour (Source C) seems somewhat pessimistic about the prospects of success for 
the ‘new Organisation’ (the UN). There are a number of reasons for this: 
 

• The failure of the League of Nations undermines faith that the UN will be any more 
effective 

• Early meetings of the UN seem to lack the ‘enthusiasm and faith’ which marked the early 
meetings of the League 

• The UN seems to have little credibility in terms of public opinion. Indeed, French public 
opinion towards the UN was ‘indifferent or distrustful’. 

 
For the UN to achieve success, Paul-Boncour argues that it must build on the successful 
aspects of the League’s work while, at the same time, learning from the mistakes made by 
the League. Noel-Baker (Source D) has a more optimistic view of the UN’s prospects. He 
sees the UN as essentially a continuation of the League of Nations, simply a new constitution 
with exactly the same aims. He argues that the UN’s prospects of success are far greater 
than those of the League because it will be able to build on the ‘experience and to avoid the 
errors of the past’. The UN will be able to continue the successful aspects of the League’s 
work, developing institutions which already exist and avoiding the mistakes which led to the 
League’s demise. In contrast to Paul-Boncour’s assessment of early UN meetings (Source 
B), he sees the UN as having ‘a new drive and a new impulsion, a new resolve’. Moreover, 
he stresses that the UN has already dealt effectively with ‘most difficult and dangerous post-
war international disputes’.  
 
Both sources come from speeches made at the final meeting of the League of Nations 
Assembly. In reality, the League had ceased to be an effective tool in international diplomacy 
long before this meeting – failure to deal with the Abyssinian crisis (1935–36) had effectively 
made the League redundant. Paul-Boncour reflects the disappointment which many felt at 
the demise of the League and is clearly concerned that the UN could suffer the same fate. 
Noel-Baker stresses the more positive aspects of the League’s work, and argues that the 
League is not dead, merely reformed in a slightly different way to continue its work in the 
interests of world peace. 

 
 
 (b) ‘Simply the League of Nations under a different name.’ How far do Sources A to D 

support this interpretation of the establishment of the United Nations? [25] 
 

Context: The League of Nations was formally ended at the final meeting of its Assembly in 
April 1946. By this time, the United Nations had already held its early meetings. There were 
many similarities between the League of Nations and the United Nations, for example:  
 

• Their basic aims and objectives were almost identical  

• Both had emerged at the end of major wars 

• In both cases, an American President played a crucial role in the organisation’s 
establishment  

• Both organisations were based on the concept of collective security 
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• Neither organisation had an army of its own, relying on forces provided by member 
states 

• The UN maintained many of the institutions which had been established under the 
League (e.g. International Labour Organisation, International Court of Justice) 

• Just as with the League, all member states were represented in a General Assembly 
 

There were, however, some fundamental differences, for example: 
 

• The Articles of the UN Charter differed in some respects from those of the League’s 
Covenant 

• Decisions in the General Assembly no longer had to be unanimous 

• Similarly, decisions in the Security Council required only a two-thirds majority (although 
the five permanent members had the right of veto) 

• Unlike in 1919, the USA joined the UN as did the Soviet Union 
 
The most crucial factor was the reliance of both organisations on the concept of collective 
security. For this to be effective it relied on the cooperation of member states – this implied 
that member states would have to put the interests of international peace and security ahead 
of their own national interests. It was the failure of member states to do this over incidents 
such as the Abyssinian crisis which had undermined the credibility of the League of Nations, 
leading to its demise. 
 
Analysis: Support for the hypothesis can be found in Source D, in which Noel-Baker argues 
that the League’s work is not over, but merely being continued by the United Nations. 
Although the UN is based on a new constitution and a new set of institutions, it has the same 
aims as the League and is simply carrying on work ‘where the League left off’. Noel-Baker 
clearly sees the UN as merely a continuation of the League, stressing that ‘it is because the 
League existed that the United Nations exists’. Paul-Boncour (Source C) is concerned that 
the UN’s prospects of success will be adversely affected by the failures of the League of 
Nations; that he (and some other delegates at the meeting) had attended early meetings of 
the UN suggests that many nations sent the same representatives to the UN as to the 
League. However, he stresses that the UN will have the advantage of being able to use the 
League’s experiences and ‘materials’ (institutions) to develop its work. Lester (Source B) 
clearly indicates that the aims of the UN are precisely the same as those of the League and 
that the League left a legacy of ‘social, economic and humanitarian’ work on which the UN 
can build. 
 
In challenging the hypothesis, Lester (Source B) admits that the League failed to preserve 
peace, and argues that the UN has a better chance of success because the Charter is ‘an 
improvement’ on the Covenant in so far as it recognises that ‘peace must be enforced’ and 
gives the five Great Powers special rights and responsibilities to ensure that this happens. 
This implies that the weakness which inflicted the League has been addressed in the Charter 
of the UN and will not be repeated. Stalin (Source A) shares this view, arguing that the UN 
‘will be a new, special, fully authorised international organisation having at its command 
everything necessary to defend peace and avert new aggression’ – collective security 
organised by the Great Powers through the Security Council. Paul-Boncour (Source C) 
argues that the UN will be able to build on the successes of the League while developing 
ways to address its weaknesses, clearly implying that the UN will be different from the 
League. In stating that the UN has already had success in dealing effectively with ‘difficult 
and dangerous post-war international disputes’, Noel-Baker (Source D) implies that the UN is 
already succeeding in areas where the League failed.  
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Evaluation: Source A comes from a speech made by Stalin shortly after the Dumbarton 
Oaks Conference, at which Britain, the USA, the USSR and the Republic of China had 
prepared proposals for the establishment of the UN. He is seeking to convince the Moscow 
Soviet that membership of the UN would be good for the USSR and that the UN would be 
more effective than the League had been. 
 
Sources B, C and D are all taken from speeches made at the final meeting of the Assembly 
of the League of Nations in April 1946. The meeting had no real purpose other than to 
formally end the League. In reality, the League had ceased to function as a peace-keeping 
body long before, although it had remained in existence to manage institutions such as the 
International Court of Justice. By April 1946, the UN had already been established and had 
held its inaugural meetings and, as Source D suggests, already addressed some post-war 
issues. All three speakers had clearly been heavily committed to the League and, inevitably 
under the circumstances, their speeches are emotionally charged. The League’s Secretary-
General (Source B) describes the League’s aims and institutions as ‘a splendid programme’, 
but accepts that it failed in its main task – ‘the preservation of peace’. He feels that the UN 
Charter offers a stronger constitution than the Covenant of the League and is optimistic that 
the UN will succeed. Paul-Boncour (Source C) is less optimistic, and fears that public opinion 
will have little faith in the UN given the failures of the League. Noel-Baker (Source D) is full of 
enthusiasm for the UN, believing it to be a continuation of the vital work which the League 
began. 


