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Introduction
It was pleasing to see many well-informed and well-written responses from candidates on AS Paper
2D: The unification of Italy, c1830-70 (2D.1) and The unification of Germany, c1840-71 (2D.2).
The paper is divided into two sections. Section A contains a compulsory two-part question for the
option studied, each part focused on a separate source. The question assesses source analysis and
evaluation skills (AO2). Section B comprises a choice of essays that assess understanding of the
period in depth (AO1) by targeting five possible second order concepts - cause, consequence,
change/continuity, similarity/difference and significance. Questions may combine second order
concepts, for example, consequence and change. Candidates answer one question from a choice of
three.
In general, candidates were much more confident in their approach to Section A this series. It is
pleasing to note that more candidates understood what was meant by ‘value’ and ‘weight’ in the
context of source analysis and evaluation. However, some candidates are still writing about
limitations in question (a) and, in some cases, this did impact on the time available for candidates to
focus on ‘weight’ in question (b). Also more in evidence this series was an awareness of the historical
knowledge base required in this section to be able to add contextual material to support/challenge
points derived from the sources. However, a significant minority of candidates continued to use their
contextual knowledge in isolation, rather than to illuminate what was in the sources.
In Section B, few candidates produced wholly descriptive essays devoid of analysis and, for the most
part, responses were soundly structured. The most common weakness in Section B essays was the
lack of a sharp focus on the precise terms of the question and/or the second order concept that was
being targeted.
Centres are to be congratulated for the thoroughness with which they prepare their candidates for
the examination, but it remains important to realise that Section A and Section B questions may be
set from any part of any Key Topic. Full coverage of the specification is enormously important.
Candidates are, in general, clearly aware of both the structure and the timing of the examination
paper; there was little evidence on this paper of candidates having insufficient time to answer
questions from Sections A and B.
Candidate performance on individual questions for Paper 2E is considered in the next section. Please
note that it is recommended that centres look at a selection of Principal Examiner Reports from
across the different routes of the paper to get an a overall sense of examiner feedback, centre
approaches and candidate achievement.
Section A
Section A questions target AO2 skills – analyse and evaluate appropriate source material, primary
and/or contemporary to the period, within its historical context. Both questions require candidates
to evaluate the source material in relation to an enquiry; (a) questions target utility (why is Source x
valuable to the historian…?) while (b) questions target value and reliability (how much weight do
you give to the evidence…?). The questions require candidates to explain their answers using the
source, the information given about it and the historical context in which it was produced. The
application of this evidence is outlined in the three bullet-pointed strands found in the generic mark
scheme.

It is clear that candidates approached Section A with much more confidence this series, although
most candidates still found it the most challenging aspect of the paper. Most candidates were aware
of the need to address the content of the source itself, the provenance of the source and include
knowledge of the historical context. Most candidates understand that they are required to evaluate
the utility/value/reliability of the source content provided, depending on the question asked, but
some are still evaluating the provenance rather than using the provenance to evaluate the content.
Also as mentioned last year, it is of particular importance to note that candidates do need to identify
inferences as well as select key points from the source content to achieve above Level 1, and to
develop and explain those inferences to progress through the Levels. Candidates achieving at the
higher Levels are those able to explain and develop what can be drawn from the source content in
relation to the enquiry rather than just comprehend or identify what the source says. It is also worth
noting that for question (b), higher Level responses often analyse the strengths and limitations of
the source material before weighing up the value of the source to the enquiry rather than applying
weight to each element of the source considered.
While most candidates were clearly more aware of the need to engage with the source content this
series, use of the information given with regard to the attribution of the source was often ignored
when it could have been deployed more profitably. Higher Level responses were able to show how
the provenance might add value to the source content in the (a) question and help to address
‘weight’ in the (b) question by consideration of the extent to which it made the source content more
or less reliable/secure. A significant number of candidates still assumed that by copying out the
attribution of the source they were affirming or even challenging the utility of the source. A small
number also still stated that the source was either primary or contemporary to the time period
when this is a prerequisite of the AO2 skill being assessed.
The misconceptions that led to many candidates writing about aspects which were either
unnecessary or lacking in relevance in the last series have generally been overcome. However, it is
important for centres and candidates to continue to note that the (a) question assumes usefulness in
the question stem – Why is Source 1 valuable to the historian…? – and that there is no need for
candidates to discuss the limitations of the source. The value is assumed and so the response
requires a focus on how the source can be used by the historian and why it is, therefore, useful.
In the case of Q2(a), for example, the propaganda value of the source, which some candidates
suggested made it lacking in any use at all, needed to be developed with regard to how this might be
useful to the enquiry.
Also responses focusing on ‘missing factual information’ continue to be problematic for students in
answering both question (a) and (b), but mainly in question (b). While the failure of the source to
mention something which is pertinent at the time might affect the reliability of the source, the fact
the source is not comprehensive in mentioning everything it possibly could about the topic is
generally not a valid criterion for limiting the weight of the source. A direct statement stating that
the source lacks weight because it does not mention a particular fact relevant to the enquiry is not
an explanation. Relevant references to ‘missing’ information might be valid if contextual knowledge
suggests that the author may have left out information on purpose or has only witnessed a specific
element of events. However, these need to be explained in the context of the values and concerns of
the society from which the source is drawn. Higher Level responses were often those that focused
on the source content and used valid contextual knowledge to illuminate the strengths or discuss
the limitations of what was being presented. It is probably worth noting, once again, that direct
reference to missing evidence is found in the AO3 mark schemes for Paper 1 rather than the AO2
mark schemes for Paper 2.

Contextual knowledge in the AO2 mark scheme cannot be rewarded if presented as stand alone
information and from Level 1 onwards requires some linkage to the sources. A significant number of
responses (both (a) and (b)) began with a paragraph of historical context related solely to the
enquiry and then making only limited reference to the historical context of the source content later
on. These responses often were only able to access Level 1 or Level 2 with regard to deployment of
the historical context in the process of evaluating the source material. Other responses used their
historical contextual knowledge to answer the enquiry rather than to evaluate the source material.
These responses often found it difficult to establish the ‘weight’ that could be given to the source in
the (b) questions. However, there were also many responses which were able to deploy knowledge
of the historical context to show a clear understanding of how the time in which the source was
produced, or the circumstances in which the author was writing, might affect the source content or
the inferences that might be made from it.

Question 1(a)
Most candidates were aware of Cavour’s interest in building up the economic infrastructure of
Piedmont and were able to use both their contextual knowledge and the provenance to establish
why the source was valuable. Many were able to draw inferences with regard to the wider political
implications of government investment and to suggest that parliament was not as enthusiastic about
such investment as Cavour undoubtedly was.
Q1(b)
Many candidates attempted to establish the strengths and limitations of the source before making
an overall judgement on the weight. Some responses misunderstood the nature of the source as a
political manifesto and suggested that it was of limited use because it was ‘biased’ in some way
while others suggested it was limited because it had little factual evidence from the Piedmontese
government itself. Some higher Level responses were able to demonstrate that it was possible to
make inferences about the attitude of the Piedmontese government towards the Italian nationalists
from the references to what the National Society hoped the future relationship could be. Some
responses also used contextual knowledge to show understanding that this was representative of
the views of only some nationalists and not all.
The following is a higher Level Response achieving Level 3 for the (a) part and Level 4 for the (b) part.
Note that the (a) response focuses on utility while the (b) response considers both the strengths and
limitations of the source material as evidence for the enquiry.

Q2(a)
There were opportunities to use the source material to draw inferences from the confrontational
tone of the speech made by Frederick William IV but many responses merely paraphrased the
source content asserting that the King faced many challenges. Some responses were able to use the
references to ‘a written piece of paper’ and ‘representatives’ to highlight the growing challenge of
liberalism. Some good responses were able to put the speech into the context of the political climate
of the 1840s and Frederick William’s rule in Prussia.
Q2(b)
A few candidates assumed that the German Confederation was the Zollverein but most were able to
use the source material to comment on the criticisms being made of the federal political structure
and the inadequacies of economic tariffs. There was some good use of the provenance to suggest
that the author, although accurate in the information given, was clearly presenting that information
from the perspective of a nationalist meaning that the more negative aspects of the commentary
probably needed to be used with caution.
The following is a higher Level Response achieving Level 3 for the (a) part and Level 4 for the (b) part.
Note that the (a) responses focuses on utility while the (b) response considers both the strengths
and limitations of the source material as evidence for the enquiry.

Section B
Candidates were generally more familiar with the essay section of Paper 2 and most candidates
were well prepared to write, or to attempt, an analytical response. As with last year, there was little
evidence to suggest that the range and depth of essays were affected by the time taken to consider
the two sources in Section A. Many candidates were able to access Levels 3 and 4, with weaker
responses either not providing enough factual support for a depth study essay or not dealing well
with the conceptual focus of the question. Centres are reminded that any of the second order
concepts listed in the introduction can be addressed in the essay section and candidates need to be
aware that not all questions will refer to causation and that not all responses require a main
factor/other factors response. Indeed, a persistent number of candidates attempt to respond to all
questions by addressing the relative significance of generic causal factors whether appropriate or
not.
The generic mark scheme clearly indicates the four bullet-pointed strands which are the focus for
awarding marks and centres should note their progression. At Level 4 there is a requirement for the
exploration of key issues by an analysis of the relationships between key features of the period and
many responses with good knowledge remained in Level 3 because these relationships were stated
rather than explained or because key features were addressed separately e.g. stating that each key
feature in turn was the main reason rather than developing a logical argument. It is also important
to note that the reference to valid criteria in the third bullet point is not a reference to the different
factors/key issues/key features being discussed but to the measurement criteria being used to reach
an overall judgement. The criteria being used to judge the extent of change (Q4), to justify whether a
given causal factor is the main reason (Q6), to determine causal responsibility (Q8) or to determine
the most significant individual (Q5).
Once again, there were some interesting and thoughtful answers and examiners commented on the
quality of many of the responses. However, this year there were too many responses that did not
consider the wording of the questions carefully enough. Failure to answer the question asked can
often lead to a well -prepared student achieving at Level 3, or even Level 2, rather than at Level 4.

Q3
Candidates for the Italy option were generally very well prepared with a good knowledge of the key
topic areas of the specification. At the lower Levels, responses wrote a brief narrative of the events
leading to revolution in the Italian states or provided limited explanations of some of the key causes
of the revolutions. Most were able to consider the given factor – economic and social discontent –
and some other factors. At the higher Levels, some responses suggested that the cause of the
revolutions was a series of inter-linked factors. At lower Level 4 some responses, although
establishing criteria for judgement, produced limited discussion with regard to the overall
judgement made.
The following is a Level 4 response which considers a variety of causes in relation to the given factor:

Q4
This was the least popular question. Some candidates read this as a multi-factor question with
regard to the factors which weakened Austrian domination of the Italian states. Such responses
were not penalised but often lacked coherence or logic because the lack of a time period in the
question statement made it difficult to select relevant material. Most of those who did answer this
question did attempt to determine the extent to which Austrian domination of the Italian states was
weakened by the revolutions. Some suggested that the resurgence of Austria in the latter stages of
the revolutions indicated that there had been little impact on Austrian power while others argued
that, despite the resurgence, Austrian domination had been undermined in the long term.
The following is a Level 4 response:

Q5
This was by far the most popular question. However, although knowledgeable about the various
individuals involved, many candidates failed to read the question carefully and did not focus on the
years 1858-70. This meant that many candidates spent too much time selecting and writing about
irrelevant material from the 1850s. Although contextual knowledge of events in the earlier 1850s
may have had some relevance, candidates were invited to consider the impact of Victor Emmanuel II
in relation to other individuals on the process of unification from the events of 1858 to the invasion
of Rome. Some responses dismissed Victor Emmanuel before moving on to Cavour, Garibaldi and
Napoleon III but many were aware of Victor Emmanuel’s contribution. A few candidates seemed
unaware of the death of Cavour in 1861. There were, however, some very good responses.
This is a Level 4 response:

This Level 3 response provides limited development of Victor Emmanuel’s role and briefly explains
the role of other individuals:

Q6
There was some excellent knowledge shown with regard to the Frankfurt Parliament. Most
candidates who answered this question were aware of the different possible causes of the failure of
the Parliament and were able to discuss the divisions within the Assembly in relation to the lack of
an army, the lack of leadership, the resurgence of Prussia and Austria etc. Differentiation within
Levels tended to be between those responses that began to explore the reasons for failure
compared to those that merely explained or described the failures.
This is a Level 4 response which clearly focuses on the given factor and other factors:

Q7
Very few candidates attempted this question and those that did often struggled to do more than
assert that the Zollverein had some importance connected to free trade. Candidates needed to
consider the extent of the impact/the difference made by the Zollverein on the Prussian economy.
This is part of Key Topic 3 in the specification.
This is Level 2 response with limited development of some key features:

Q8
This was the most popular of the questions for the German option. Most candidates were able to
address the role of military strength in Prussian success but surprisingly few responses made direct
reference to the key events of the years 1862-71 that could be used to provide supporting evidence.
Higher Level responses often discussed the role of military strength in relation to other factors such
as economic factors, the role of Bismarck, the international situation etc. A few were able to show
that many of the factors were inter-linked.
This is a Level 4 response which clearly focuses on military strength in relation to other key issues:

Based on the performance of this paper, candidates are offered the following advice:
Section A








A careful reading of the sources is needed so that the issues raised are clearly identified
Inferences should be drawn out, but they should always be directly linked to the source and
not driven by contextual knowledge
Do not merely re-state what the provenance says – think about how it can be used to
address the question. In (a), this requires a consideration of how it adds value and in (b), this
requires a consideration of value and limitations
Contextual knowledge should be used to support the answer and should be made relevant
to the enquiry but should not be used to answer the enquiry itself
Depending on the Option chosen, Question 1(a) or 2(a) do not require consideration of the
limitations of sources
It is unlikely that weight can be appropriately assessed by listing all the things that a source
does not deal with.

Section B






Spending a few minutes planning helps to ensure that the second order concept is correctly
understood and the exact wording of the question clearly identified
Candidates should deploy more precise contextual knowledge as evidence. Weaker responses
lacked depth and sometimes range
Candidates should avoid a narrative/descriptive approach; this undermines the analysis that is
required for the higher levels
Candidates need to be aware of key dates as identified in the specification so that they can
address the questions with chronological precision
Candidates should try to explore the links between issues in order to make the structure of the
response flow more logically and to enable the integration of analysis.
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