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Answer one question from one section only.

Section A: Topic 1

The origins of the First World War

1 Read the extract and then answer the question.

 A detailed discussion of the causes of the war can speedily reject two standard arguments, 
because they do not really explain anything. It is, of course, true that the war was a result of the 
tensions in the age of imperialism. But this is no more helpful than to say that a motor accident was 
caused by the bad state of roads or the density of traffic. An enquiry into the immediate causes 
will have to consider the circumstances which led to the accident at the given place and time. 
Secondly, it is not enough to be satisfied with the statement that in 1914 no one really wanted the 
world war. Hardly anyone wanted a world war, and apart from the years of the war itself, no one 
has ever seriously claimed that Germany wanted the First World War. The desire of any Power to 
bring about the First World War, therefore, is no longer a point of dispute.

 Yet world war did break out, and the real causes have to be analysed. It seems advisable to 
make a two-fold distinction; first between the three types of war and second between desiring and 
merely causing any of the three types. In July and August 1914 the three types of war appear to 
have come about within one week; local war (Austria-Hungary against Serbia), continental war 
(Austria-Hungary and Germany against Russia and France), and world war (Britain joining the 
continental war). The discussion has to concentrate on finding out which Power desired or merely 
sparked off one particular type of war. Thus, by desiring the local war it might be possible to cause 
the continental or even the world war.

 Clearly, the Power or Powers who encouraged the local war against Serbia had the greatest share 
in causing the world war, as all concerned knew perfectly well that war against Serbia would 
provoke Russia’s intervention and might lead to a world war. Why was it not possible to find a 
peaceful solution in July 1914? This time war was envisaged from the first moment of the crisis, 
even if only against tiny Serbia. This is why the diplomatic crisis could not follow its natural course, 
but was speedily pushed aside, resulting in an actual state of war on 28 July.

 Among the Powers involved, we can easily eliminate those who certainly did not want the local 
war or continental war; Britain, Russia and France. They all tried desperately to prevent the war 
against Serbia, because they knew it could not be localised. Serbia did not want such a war either, 
at least not in July 1914, because its leaders knew that it would be crushed by Austria-Hungary. 
The decisive factor is to be found in German policy in July 1914. It is true that Austria envisaged 
war against Serbia and did actually open hostilities by the declaration of war on Serbia on 28 July. 
But war against Serbia would have been out of the question without the approval of the dominating 
Power in the Triple Alliance, the German Reich. Immediately after the murder at Sarajevo, feelings 
in Vienna were running high, and there was strong pressure for immediate war against Serbia. Yet 
all those in power were prepared to let their final decision depend on the attitude of the German 
government. It was only after the Germans had urged their allies to make war against Serbia 
as soon as possible, that the Austrians finally made up their minds, and even then, not without 
hesitation and misgiving.

 What can you learn from this extract about the interpretation and approach of the historian who 
wrote it? Use the extract and your knowledge of the origins of the First World War to explain your 
answer. [40] 
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Section B: Topic 2

The Holocaust 

2 Read the extract and then answer the question.

 What can we conclude from the evidence contained in Hitler’s speeches? It would appear that 
Hitler did not openly state his intention to exterminate the Jews until 1936, and given his tendency 
for the over-dramatic, even his comments at that time might be interpreted as merely what he 
wished for rather than as a concrete plan. But his speech to Nazi Party district leaders in April 1937 
also indicates that he was considering a ‘fateful blow’ to the Jews, and one speech in 1938 clearly 
implies that the Jews were under direct physical threat. Hitler’s speech to the Reichstag in January 
1939 is very important but hard to interpret because it depends on what meanings translators 
give to his words. It is variously translated that world war would mean ‘the end’, ‘destruction’, 
or ‘annihilation’ of the Jews in Europe. Hitler deliberately chose a word (die Vernichtung) with 
ambiguous meaning because he wanted to frighten the Jews of foreign countries so that they 
would not encourage their governments to wage war against Germany. On the other hand, he 
could not directly state that he wanted to exterminate European Jewry because he wanted to 
preserve domestic unity in the forthcoming war. The German public had shown after Kristallnacht 
that they did not approve of violence against the Jews, and his choice of an ambiguous word was 
probably the result of his uncertainty about public support for extermination.

 It would hardly be necessary even to refer to Hitler’s own words were it not for some misguided 
writers who question that Hitler was the prime mover behind the Holocaust. Although Hitler was 
a deliberate liar, his wartime speeches confirm his boast that he decided on the extermination 
of European Jewry. Hitler wanted to rid Europe of the Jews, and this was clearly his objective in 
1924 as stated in Mein Kampf. But the possibility of exterminating them might just have stayed 
at the back of Hitler’s mind during the years when he was strengthening the Party and fighting 
for power. However, with his appointment as Chancellor in 1933, he may have decided that the 
elimination of Jews from Europe was a real possibility, rather than a dream that could never be 
realised. He soon discovered, though, that he could not act without taking domestic and foreign 
opinion into account. He therefore had to confine his attacks on Jews to a much slower timetable 
than he would have hoped. He clearly thought that they were the greatest menace in the world, 
and the sooner they were eliminated, the better. But he was willing to take his time. Above all, his 
coming to power meant that Hitler could plan for mass murder under the cover of a war, which he 
knew was certain to come. He never lost sight of his ambitions in the east, and these could only 
be fulfilled through a gigantic war with Russia. He knew when he took power in 1933 that both 
the conquest of Russia and the destruction of German Jewry were within reach if only he could 
adequately strengthen Germany’s military machine.

 Therefore, Hitler’s decision to eradicate European Jews could have been made any time between 
1924 and 1936. Even if one accepts the theory that Hitler was only posing as a man of extreme 
ruthlessness in 1936, and that his statements in 1937 and 1938 are inconclusive, then one might 
conclude that he made the mental decision only in 1939. But to overlook the evidence in his 
speeches and conversations and conclude that he made the decision later than 1939 would be 
clearly misguided.

 What can you learn from this extract about the interpretation and approach of the historian who 
wrote it? Use the extract and your knowledge of the Holocaust to explain your answer. [40]
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Section C: Topic 3

The origins and development of the Cold War

3 Read the extract and then answer the question.

 The eighteen months following the Potsdam Conference are crucial to an understanding of the 
later development of the Cold War. During 1945–46 the American national mood was almost 
isolationist. US armed forces were swiftly demobilised, and American foreign policy officially was 
based on cooperation with the Soviet Union. On the other hand, the Soviet leaders saw their 
military strength as an unprecedented opportunity for the establishment of communist regimes 
in a number of former capitalist countries. The power of the Red Army, combined with the total 
economic, social and political disintegration of most of Europe, had produced a situation of historic 
advantage for the communists. The Marxist-Leninist belief that the bourgeois world-system would 
collapse after a series of frightful conflicts had apparently been justified. There can be little doubt 
that Stalin saw the immediate post-war situation as a moment of destiny for the Soviet leadership. 
It was conceivable that their power might be advanced as far as the Atlantic. An ideological warning 
was sounded when in November 1945 Molotov announced that, ‘As long as the roots of fascism 
and imperialist aggression have not finally been destroyed, our vigilance in regard to possible new 
breaches of peace will not weaken.’ And, as if preparing the faithful for the very worst outcome, 
Stalin, three months later, referred to the possibility of a war between capitalism and communism.

 Thus, between 1945 and 1948 nearly all the territories under Soviet military occupation were 
brought under Moscow’s political control. In Czechoslovakia the coup was postponed until 1948, 
but in Poland, Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary coalition governments eventually succumbed to 
violence, intimidation and rigged elections, to become communist-controlled states and, before 
long, fully fledged ‘people’s democracies’. As Stalin said in April 1945, ‘Whoever occupies a 
territory also imposes on it his own social system. It cannot be otherwise.’ But Stalin’s ambitions 
did not only involve territories under Red Army occupation. There was an active attempt to extend 
Soviet control beyond this zone. In June 1945 Moscow suggested joint control of the Straits to the 
Turkish government – a proposal which would have put a Soviet garrison on the Dardanelles. At 
the same time Turkey was asked to return to Russia frontier districts it had gained in 1921. These 
pressures continued until 1946. Across the border in Persia during November 1945 a communist 
‘democratic’ regime was formed in Azerbaijan and in March 1946 a shadowy ‘Kurdish Republic’ 
was also proclaimed. Only after the most intense Anglo-American diplomatic pressure did Soviet 
troops withdraw from these regions.

 As Churchill rightly saw, it was Germany that lay at the centre of the developing conflict. The 
Russians had broken the Potsdam agreements and had sealed off their zone, economically as 
well as politically. The West was thus both supplying reparations to the Soviet Union from their 
zones while still pouring in money in an attempt to set up a stable German economy. Such a state 
of affairs was clearly ridiculous. In May 1946 reparations were suspended from the American zone, 
and then in July the West agreed on a complete economic unification of their zones; Bizonia came 
into operation in January 1947. Yet the great crisis which committed the United States to a new 
global balance of power did not arise over Germany. In February 1947, as Britain faced economic 
disaster, the Attlee government told Washington that it could not continue military assistance to 
Greece and Turkey. Unless the United States acted, the collapse of European democracy seemed 
imminent.

 What can you learn from this extract about the interpretation and approach of the historian who 
wrote it? Use the extract and your knowledge of the Cold War to explain your answer. [40]


