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Sources for use with Section B.  Answer ONE question in Section B on the topic for which you 
have been prepared.

D1 – From Kaiser to Führer: Germany, 1900–45

Sources for use with Question 5

SOURCE 1
(From Gordon Corrigan, Mud, Blood and Poppycock, published 2003)

Fischer, the German historian, is adamant that Germany’s foreign policy aims were 
focused on annexation, and that she went to war to achieve these aims.  What is 
undeniable is that Germany, by offering unconditional support to Austria-Hungary 
in her dispute with Serbia, precipitated the series of events that led to war.  Long 
before that, at least as early as 1906, Germany had in place a plan for an aggressive 
war based on the premise that Germany would have to fight Russia and France 
simultaneously, with Britain as a possible ally of France.
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SOURCE 2
(From L. F. C. Turner, The Origins of the First World War, published 1970)

After Sarajevo, Wilhelm II and Bethmann Hollweg courted a great war and, in 
view of the prevailing mood in Paris and St. Petersburg, there was little hope of 
averting catastrophe after the Austrian ultimatum was presented in Belgrade.  
The crisis got out of control because Bethmann pushed Austria into a premature 
declaration of war on Serbia.  The French General Staff drove Russia along the fatal 
path to mobilization.  This conduct reflected French confidence in victory, but was 
also a reaction to the German war plan devised by Count von Schlieffen.  That 
plan, with its flagrant violations of neutrality, had been approved by the German 
Government since 1904.  In the final phase, military considerations were of decisive 
importance.
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SOURCE 3
(From James Joll, The Origins of the First World War, published 1984)

The arms race, in which all the major powers were involved, has contributed to 
the sense that war was bound to come, and sooner rather than later.  It caused 
serious financial difficulties for all the governments involved in it; and yet they were 
convinced that there was no way of stopping it.  Although publicly it was justified 
as having a deterrent effect which would make for peace rather than for war, no 
government had, in fact, been deterred from arming by the arms programmes 
of their rivals, but rather had increased their own armament production.  By 
1914 Tirpitz had hoped that the German fleet would be so strong that no British 
government would risk going to war.  The British were determined to maintain 
their naval superiority, whatever the financial and political cost.  The continuing 
international tension, and the strains of the armaments race, each contributed to a 
mood in which war was accepted almost as a relief.  As a French observer in 1912 
put it, ‘How many times in the last two years have we heard people repeat “Better 
war than this perpetual waiting!”’.
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D1 – From Kaiser to Führer: Germany, 1900–45

Sources for use with Question 6

SOURCE 4
(From Ian Kershaw in The Third Reich, edited by Christian Leitz, published 1999)

Hitler was, on the whole, a non-interventionist dictator as far as government 
administration was concerned.  His sporadic directives, when they came, tended to 
be unclear and to be conveyed verbally, usually by Lammers, the head of the Reich 
Chancellery.  Hitler chaired no formal committees after the first years of the regime, 
when the Cabinet (which he hated chairing) faded into non-existence.
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SOURCE 5
(From Joseph W.  Bendersky, A History of Nazi Germany, published 1985)

Government in the Third Reich was characterized by jealousy and bureaucratic 
empire-building.  Party officials, more often than not, tended to view the will of 
the Führer and the welfare of the nation from the point of view of their own career 
advancement, or the narrow interests of their own particular organisation.  Party 
officials engaged in bureaucratic wars to expand their power as well as to prevent 
encroachments by rival organisations.
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SOURCE 6
(From Richard J. Evans, The Third Reich in Power, published 2005)

Hitler’s Bohemian lifestyle did not mean that he was lazy or inactive, or that he 
withdrew from domestic politics after 1933.  When the occasion demanded, he 
could intervene powerfully and decisively.  Albert Speer, who was with him often in 
the second half of the 1930s, observed that, while he appeared to waste a great deal 
of time, ‘he often allowed a problem to mature during the weeks when he seemed 
entirely taken up with trivial matters.  Then, after the “sudden insight” came, he 
would spend a few days of intensive work giving final shape to his solution.’ Hitler, 
in other words, was erratic rather than lazy in his working habits.  He wrote his 
own speeches, and he frequently engaged in lengthy and exhausting tours around 
Germany, speaking, meeting officials and carrying out his ceremonial functions as 
head of state.  In areas where he did take a real interest, he did not hesitate to give 
a direct lead, even on matters of detail.  In art and culture, for instance, Hitler laid 
down the policy to be followed, and personally inspected the pictures selected for 
exhibition or suppression.  His prejudices – against the composer Paul Hindemith, 
for example – invariably proved decisive.  In racial policy, too, Hitler took a leading 
role, pushing on or slowing down the implementation of antisemitic and other 
measures as he thought circumstances dictated.  In areas such as these, Hitler was 
not merely reacting to initiatives from his subordinates, as some have suggested.
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Sources for use with Section B.  Answer ONE question in Section B on the topic for which you 
have been prepared.

D2 –  Britain and the Challenge of Fascism: Saving Europe at a Cost? c1925–60

Sources for use with Question 7

SOURCE 7
(From Peijian Shen, The Age of Appeasement, published 1999)

The guarantee to Poland was a hasty and ill-prepared deterrent, which aimed 
to convince Hitler rather than fight him.  If he continued to behave as he had 
previously, his aggression would be resisted, but if he gave up the abuse of force, 
his rational demands would still be considered favourably.  The deterrent had a 
political, moral and psychological value, rather than a military one.  That was why, 
during this period, British rearmament, despite a certain increase, amounted to only 
seven per cent of the national income – one-fifth of German armament spending 
in the same period.  Chamberlain was unwilling to prepare for a war he had never 
accepted as inevitable.  He believed that the guarantee itself would deter Hitler, so 
there was no need to carry it out.

1

5

10

SOURCE 8
(From G. C. Peden, British Rearmament and The Treasury, published 1979)

British defence expenditure rose rapidly in 1939 – the War Office’s peacetime 
Estimates doubled compared to 1938 – and, by the outbreak of war, Britain’s arms 
production had caught up with, or exceeded, Germany’s in important aspects.  For 
example, British production of aircraft in 1939 was not far short of the German 
figure for the year, and Britain’s monthly production actually overtook Germany’s 
from September.  Even more surprising, Britain’s tank production was greater on 
the eve of war than Germany’s although, as was the case with aircraft, Germany 
possessed more because of greater production in the past.  Indeed, from the 
outbreak of war, overall production of armaments was actually less in Germany 
than in Britain.
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SOURCE 9
(From Andrew Roberts, The Holy Fox: The Life of Lord Halifax, published 1991)

At the time of Munich one of the most strong and frequently-used arguments 
against guaranteeing Czechoslovakia was that the decision between peace or war 
would pass out of British hands and into those of foreigners.  The Cabinet minutes 
are full of examples of both Chamberlain and Halifax using this argument to good 
effect.  By guaranteeing Poland and closing off their options, Chamberlain and 
Halifax did precisely what they had denounced six months earlier.  This was not, as 
it has been portrayed, Grand Strategy by Panic.  Neither was it the cynical laying of 
a tripwire in order to bring Britain to war without incurring the political blame for 
having started it.  It was, instead, the result of Halifax’s conviction that Hitler should 
no longer be kept guessing as to Western intentions; rather he should be left in 
absolutely no doubt that further aggression could not be tolerated.
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D2 –  Britain and the Challenge of Fascism: Saving Europe at a Cost? c1925–60

Sources for use with Question 8

SOURCE 10
(From Alan Sked and Chris Cook, Post-War Britain, published 1979)

The nation had, in a sense, changed.  The British people, in the words of one historian, 
had ‘come of age’ in resisting Hitler.  People of widely differing social backgrounds 
had found it possible to live and work together when faced with common tasks and 
common dangers.  They had accepted the need for controls and restrictions and 
had been impressed by the results of their common effort.  They assumed, quite 
naturally, that after the war they would share in common rewards, that is, in better 
housing and better social services.  And if these entailed continuing government 
planning and interference, they were more than ready to put up with it.
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SOURCE 11
(From Juliet Gardiner, Wartime Britain, published 2004)

In the country, the prevailing mood seemed to be one of apathy, scepticism and 
uncertainty.  Politicians’ and planners’ visions of the future did not seem to ignite 
the public’s enthusiasm.  Naomi Mitchison had spoken of her husband Dick’s 
time on the Reconstruction Committee, interviewing municipal authorities in 
all the bombed London boroughs, saying ‘some of them, especially Poplar, were 
frightfully keen on re-planning and decent housing’.  However, Dick Mitchison 
found that ‘all the inhabitants just wanted to go back to their own exact houses and 
neighbourhoods.  The poorer the more so.  Of course that’s logical; they never had 
the possibility of imagining anything else.’
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SOURCE 12
(From David Kynaston, A World To Build, published 2007)

An official survey in late 1942 into public attitudes to plans for reconstruction 
located what it called a ‘thinking minority’ that was actively in favour of more 
state intervention in order to implement policies (in areas such as employment, 
welfare, housing and education) that would seek to benefit all – even if such 
policies involved higher taxation.  The size of this ‘thinking minority’ was reckoned 
at between 5 and 20 per cent.  The probability is that the size of this minority 
(inevitably disproportionately middle-class in composition) was actually shrinking 
towards the end of the war.  Penguin Specials, a series of books dealing with 
current social and political issues, which were originally launched in 1937, probably 
hit their peak in February 1942 with the publication of Archbishop William Temple’s 
Christianity and the Social Order, which sought to marry faith with socialism and 
rapidly sold 140,000 copies.  But by 1945 sales of the Specials had slumped to such 
an extent that the series was temporarily abandoned.

50

55

60



6
N35150RA

BLANK PAGE



7
N35150RA

BLANK PAGE



8
N35150RA

BLANK PAGE


