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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.
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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 differ about the reasons for Prussia’s victory in the War of 1866?
Similarities include:
• Both mention the superiority of the Prussian forces as being the reason for victory.
• Both consider the role of military leaders of the two sides as an important factor.
Differences include:
• Source A stresses the superior organisation and training of the Prussian forces while Source B mentions Prussian
superiority of numbers.
• Source A mentions limitations of Prussian leadership while Source B mentions limitations of Austrian leadership.
• Source A says the Austrian forces were almost the equal of the Prussian in terms of competence and bravery, implying
that victory was hard won, while Source B believes the Austrian army to be inferior in many ways, e.g. leadership and
weaponry, implying the outcome was never close.
Of the two, Source B is the contemporary account, written by a member of the Austrian upper class who would be shocked
by the scale and speed of the Prussian victory. She was giving an immediate response to the Prussian victory and thus is
likely to be more emotional. Source A is a post-war reflection of the war from a member of the Prussian military elite and
thus more likely to be considered in tone than Source A – and more even-handed. This is reflected by the credit he gives to
the Austrian forces. Relevant contextual knowledge can also be used to help evaluate the two sources.
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Answer
‘The War of 1866 was a complete disaster for Austria.’ How far do Sources A to D support this view?
Source A provides reasons for Prussian victory over Austria, and can be seen to support the basic hypothesis. It is critical
of Austria’s approach to modern warfare. It also stresses that Prussia has now made its mark on Europe, presumably at the
expense of Austria, and that Prussia would increasingly be looked to, rather than Austria to provide leadership. It does
however comment on the bravery and competence of the Austrian military, so it is not totally condemnatory.
Source A is an important source in that the author was a major figure in the War itself, on the Prussian side, and therefore
in a good position to know what was going on. He appears very objective, commenting on both the strengths and
weaknesses of both sides. The source dates from just after the conflict finished which could be argued makes the detail
more reliable.
Source B strongly supports the hypothesis, stressing the humiliation of Austria’s ‘terrible defeat’. There were losses in
Italy, blows to national morale and mistakes in leadership. There is mention of both inactivity and confusion in the army.
She stresses that ‘Austria’s place in Europe and the world’ have been damaged forever. The one feature which could be
used to challenge the hypothesis is that it took eight Prussian army corps after a hard battle, to defeat five Austrian ones,
so candidates could challenge the nature of ‘complete disaster’.
Source B comes from a diary, probably not intended for publication and, given contextual knowledge, is quite an accurate
comment. While obviously partisan, with the comments on the ‘Prussian monster’, the source shows a genuine awareness
of the reasons why Austria lost and the impact the defeat would have on Austria generally.
Source C, whilst agreeing that there has been a defeat, does modify the point about whether it was a ‘complete’ disaster or
not. Goltz suggests that total destruction of Austria should be avoided as it could upset the balance of power, and could
seriously damage Prussia. He argues that there should not be total destruction, and suggests the case for moderation and
Austria’s retaining its status – to an extent.
Source C, an ambassador’s report to his King is obviously a reliable and valid report, not intended for publication, from a
well informed and important figure in European diplomacy. There is no reason to doubt any of its comments.
In Source D Articles 2 to 4 do suggest the outcome was not a good one for Austria and can be used to support the
hypothesis. These Articles detail the loss of power, rights and the reparations that Austria would now have to pay to
Prussia. Article 1 states that, ‘With the exception of the Kingdoms of Lombardy and Venetia, the territory of the Austrian
Monarchy remains intact.’ This part of the source could be used to challenge the statements, as not all was lost by the
Austria Monarchy.
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Question

Answer

1(b)

Source D is a document of great importance as it is an official treaty drawn up to detail the terms of a peace negotiation. As
a ‘Preliminary’ Treaty it reflected the initial outcome of the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 after the decisive Battle of
Königgrätz on 3 July. The specific terms detailed in Source D may have been changed in the Final Treaty, and additional
articles may have been later added.

Question
2(a)

Answer

Marks

To what extent do Sources A and B agree about the election contest in New York state?
Similarities include:
• Both say the result in New York state is crucial to the nationwide result.
• Both say the Democrats had the majority of votes in New York city.
Differences include:
• Source A argues that Republican support has declined in New York state whereas Source B says it has held steady
‘for the most part’ in rural New York.
• Source A shows the result of the contest is hard to predict – it depends on who you talk to – whereas Source B is more
positive in its view that Lincoln will lose New York.
Both sources are contemporary newspaper sources which both report the news of and comment on the contest in New
York. Source A is from the state itself, Source B from a Southern state. Source A should have the local knowledge and
understanding to make it the more reliable of the two. Cross-referencing to Source D shows that Source B’s expectation of
a Lincoln defeat in New York was mistaken. It is unclear whether the rather pessimistic comment in the final sentence of
Source B about Lincoln’s chances applies to New York or to the national outcome. Candidates who argue its application to
New York can be credited for their analysis and evaluation.
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Answer
How far do Sources A to D support the assertion that Abraham Lincoln’s victory in the 1860 Presidential election
revealed the North to be more divided than united?
In support of the assertion:
The two sources which focus on New York show clearly that the North was divided. Source A shows how both Democrats
and Republicans were confident of winning the state. Source B states that New York should vote against Lincoln before
explaining the division between town and country.
Of the two sources supporting the assertion, Source B is the more partisan – and in effect admits it. It does not want to see
Lincoln win, which is only to be expected of a North Carolinian newspaper. Its evidence about the likely voting behaviour of
the citizens of New York is not really supported by Source A, a more knowledgeable source. Though the result for New
York contained in Source D shows how inaccurate were Source B’s expectations, failure to predict accurately an election
result cannot be used to assess the reliability of a source, However, the results do call into question the statement in
Source A that, compared with 1856, there had been ‘an immense falling off’ of the Republican vote. Such a wide gap
between expectation and reality requires some explanation. Either Source A’s sources were badly misinformed or they fed
Source A with false information in order to affect voter turnout and choice in the actual election. Source A also contradicts
itself; are Republicans enthusiastic or cool calm and collected, are they pessimistic or optimistic? In a few short lines they
are both. Source A must be seen as an unreliable source, even though it is from the state it is reporting on.
In challenging the assertion:
Source C shows no divisions in the North, It refers to just two Northern states in detail, New York and Pennsylvania, but
the item is headed ‘Returns from 22 states’ and it argues that ‘every state claimed for Lincoln has done all that was asked
of it’, which presumably means that most, if not all of the 22 states have declared for Lincoln. Source D details the
nationwide results in more detail. It lists eight states, some in the North, and others in the Midwest, but all showing in favour
of Lincoln, often by a considerable majority. None of the other candidates are listed as winning any Northern states.
Source C is excited by the Republican victory, a victory which Source D helps to substantiate, thus making the source both
excitable and somewhat reliable, if only about the overall results. Source D is more problematic, it gives the overall picture
only. Sources A and B, even though unreliable, give information about one key Northern state in more detail. Through
cross-referencing it demonstrates that the general picture portrayed by Source D is not so reliable in helping to decide
whether the North was more divided than united.
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Answer
Compare and contrast Sources A and B as evidence of Mussolini’s attitude towards the League of Nations.
Similarities include:
• In both sources, Mussolini is dismissive of the League. In Source A he argues that the League is dominated by
Britain and France, who are using it to the advantage of their own national interests. In Source B, while seeking to
justify his actions over Abyssinia (by suggesting that he is on some moral crusade to end slavery), he makes a clear
threat designed to influence League of Nations discussions regarding how to react to Italy’s aggression towards
Abyssinia. Any action taken by the League against Italy, he argues, would meet the ‘armed hostility’ of the Italian
people – i.e. Mussolini was prepared to go to the war against members of the League of Nations.
• In both sources Mussolini suggests Italy may leave the League.
Differences include:
• In Source A Mussolini argues that Italy is in no position to challenge the League of Nations.
• In Source B does directly challenge the League, ‘Before any other nation talks of penalties against Italy, let it think
well upon the consequences of such stupidity.’
Source A is a speech delivered to the Fascist Grand Council and, therefore, not intended for consumption by the Italian
people. He could, therefore, be honest about the economic problems facing Italy and the reasons why it could not simply
withdraw from the League – admissions he would clearly not want to be public knowledge. The Italian economy had not
improved between 1932 and 1935, but Germany had left the League (just as Mussolini predicted). In Source B (1935)
Mussolini was deploying diplomatic pressure against Britain and France from a position of greater strength.
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Answer
‘Mussolini withdrew from the League of Nations because of its reaction to Italian involvement in Abyssinia.’ How
far do Sources A to D support this view?
In support of the hypothesis:
Mussolini himself states that the League of Nations’ imposition of ‘unjustified’ sanctions against Italy as a result of its
actions in Abyssinia was the main reason for his decision to withdraw from the League. In Source B, Mussolini clearly
states that Italy would leave the League of Nations if it applied sanctions in response to Italian involvement in Abyssinia.
While claiming that Italy does not want war and that its actions in Abyssinia are totally justified, Mussolini states that he
would be prepared to go to war against any country which takes action against Italy. He makes a clear threat – any member
of the League of Nations which imposed penalties (economic or military) against Italy would face the ‘armed hostility of the
Italian people’. That the League did indeed impose sanctions is clear from Source C. It could be argued that, by
withdrawing from the League in 1937, Mussolini was carrying out the threat he made in 1935.
In the speech quoted in Source C, Mussolini is highly critical of the League of Nations and, in particular its ‘shameful
attempt at the strangulation of the Italian people’ when it imposed sanctions against Italy during the Abyssinian crisis in
1935. He uses this as the main explanation for Italy’s decision to leave the League.
In challenging the hypothesis:
Source A makes it clear that Mussolini had never been keen on membership of the League of Nations, which he saw as
simply a vehicle for maintaining the power of Britain and France. Italy had remained a member of the League simply
because it was politically and economically expedient to do so, Mussolini fully appreciating that Italy was in no position to
resist any action which Britain and France might encourage the League to take against it. Nevertheless, his intention to
leave the League at the earliest opportunity was already clear in 1932, three years before the Abyssinian crisis.
Despite the threats made by Mussolini in Source B, Italy did not withdraw from the League in 1935, by which time he was
building an alliance with Hitler’s Germany (ending Italian isolation and giving him greater confidence to challenge the
League). The threats made publically by Mussolini in Source B were simply a combination of bluff (in an attempt to
influence the League’s decision making) and propaganda (to boost his own domestic popularity).
Source C suggests that, at least in Britain’s view, Mussolini’s decision to leave the League was less about the Abyssinian
issue and more about his own declining domestic popularity and ‘to distract attention from internal difficulties in Italy’.
This view is endorsed by Source D, which suggests that Mussolini ‘was in a very difficult position’. Despite his outward
bravado, Mussolini had actively sought negotiations with Britain over the Abyssinian crisis; Britain’s willingness to negotiate
was a type of appeasement which Churchill clearly opposed. Churchill argues that, in 1935, Mussolini was in no position to
resist any action taken by the League and, still less, to go to war with its members. This situation had clearly not improved
by 1938. The implication is that Mussolini decided to leave the League to boost his own declining popularity by appealing to
the nationalistic fervour of the Italian people, rather than because of its actions over Abyssinia.
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Question

Answer

3(b)

In Source A Mussolini is addressing Italy’s Fascist Grand Council in 1932, a limited audience of senior politicians. The
speech was not intended for release to the Italian people. Hence, Mussolini could afford to be honest without losing
prestige. In 1932, Italy was in danger of being isolated and, therefore, vulnerable. Therefore, he felt that it was important to
remain in the League as a means of ensuring security, even though he had a very low opinion of it. Moreover, Italy’s
economic problems meant that it was in no position to challenge the power of Britain and France.
In Source B Mussolini is speaking in a press interview, knowing that his words would be reported both in Italy and
elsewhere in Europe. While before Mussolini formally launched an invasion of Abyssinia (October 1935), the interview took
place at a time when Italy was displaying aggression towards an independent African state which was a member of the
League of Nations. His threats are designed to influence debates within the League regarding what action to take over
Italy’s aggression, while, at the same time, seeking to boost his own popularity with a highly-nationalistic Italian people.
Source C is a report in an Australian newspaper. It reports an event of international significance, quoting from Mussolini’s
public announcement of Italy’s withdrawal from the League. Mussolini was clearly using the speech as an opportunity to
boost his own declining domestic popularity by appealing to the nationalistic fervour of the Italian people. While it is not
directly critical of Mussolini, the newspaper’s own pro-democracy stance is evident in certain phrases – e.g. ‘in theatrical
fashion’ and ‘punctuated by cheers’.
In Source D Churchill is addressing the House of Commons and being critical of the British government’s handling of the
Abyssinian crisis. He argues that Mussolini’s Italy was in no position to have challenged the League of Nations if Britain had
given it its full support. Instead, Britain had sought negotiations with Mussolini in a determination to avoid war. This is an
anti-appeasement speech, which takes no account of other factors which affected the government’s decision making – e.g.
the need to maintain an alliance with Italy as a bulwark against the threats posed by Hitler’s Germany and communist
Russia.
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