
 

 

 

Question 3: “Iron and Blood was mentioned in 1861 by Otto von Bismarck as the necessary ingredients in a 

unification of Germany”. Discuss this statement using these sources and your own knowledge. 
 

What do you need to do? 

The last question usually consists of a statement that must be evaluated with the help of all sources (three 

sources). When assessing this question, we use a matrix (see last page). FOCUS means that you have clearly 

answered the question / statement with the help of all sources (often a "Yes" or "No" and an explanation of 

how you arrived to this conclusion). SOURCES show how well you used the sources to answer the question/ 

statement. SOURCE CRITICISM shows that you also evaluated the three sources (value and limitations 

according to the source-critical criteria) and used this knowledge when you discussed the answer to the 

question/statement. OWN KNOWLEDGE is the part that you read up on in the textbook and the material 

that was used when we studied this period. Note that this is not a repetition of the knowledge you gained 

through the three sources. It should add something more. Finally, it’s important to point out that there must be 

a focused conclusion based on a discussion that comes from all parts - sources, source criticism and own 

knowledge. If this discussion is not included, several marks will be deducted. 

 

NOTE: This question demands an interpretation of the expression “Iron and blood”. "Iron and Blood" or 

"Eisen und Blut" is part of a speech given to the Prussian Parliament by Otto von Bismarck imploring the 

Parliament to increase the budget provided for military expenditures. His meaning was to gain the 

understanding that the unification of Germany will be brought about through the strength of the military 

forged in iron and the blood spilled through warfare. Some historians have added “Prussia’s industrial 

strength” to the “Iron” interpretation. 

 

SOURCE 1: Source 1 supports the statement “Iron and Blood was mentioned in 1861 by Otto von Bismarck 

as the necessary ingredients in a unification of Germany”. It covers three unification wars which can be an 

interpretation of “Blood” – war with unification war casualties and “Iron” – military strength.  

 

ORIGIN: Extract from https://history.state.gov/countries/issues/german-unification from the US Office of 

the Historian. This is how this website presents itself “The Office of the Historian is staffed by professional 

historians who are experts in the history of U.S. foreign policy and the Department of State and possess 

unparalleled research experience in classified and unclassified government records” 

(Visited December 1st, 2020 12:50) 
Who wrote it = US Office of the Historian – under an official US State Department 

When did the person write it = We don’t know, but this was the information given December 1st, 2020 at 12:50 

Where did the person write it = USA 

What is the source = It’s an official document from the State Government in the USA 

This is the only information we have about the origin – so copy it and paste it in the answer.  

 
PURPOSE:  

Why did the person write it = To give an official US view of the unification of Germany (information/influence) 

For whom did the person write it = To the general public that’s interested in the official US view of History 

 

Authentic: We can check if it’s authentic by checking the website-address. We can also send an e-mail and ask for a 

confirmation from the US Office of the Historian.  

Time: It’s written and published long after the event. This version is viewed in December 2020. So it’s a non-

contemporary source. 

Dependence: This is a tertiary source (like an encyclopedia article). We don’t know who wrote it and we have no 

references, so we don’t know where the information used comes from. Since this source claims that it’s published by 

the US Office of Historian we assume that a professional historian has made a professional selection of different sources 

that gives a balanced view of the German unification.  

Tendency: It’s a fairly neutral source, but a few expressions and slight tone of the article could be interpreted as little 

bit bias where the author shows his/her personal interpretation: 

• The next attempt at German unification, a successful one, was undertaken by Otto von Bismarck 

• Bismarck was a proponent of “smaller” Germany, not to mention a master at the game of real-politik. 

https://history.state.gov/countries/issues/german-unification


• ...to fight the Danes in a war to protect the interests of Holstein 

• In an act of leniency, Prussia allowed some of the larger Austrian allies to maintain their independence, such as 

Baden and Bavaria. 

• ...orchestrated by Bismarck to draw the western German states into alliance with the North German Confederation 

 

VALUE: It’s an official State document from the US Office of the Historian. It tells us that it has been written by 

professional historians and is published by the US State as an official interpretation of history. Governmental papers 

will be read by many different nations as well as individuals including other professional historians. Therefore, it has to 

be carefully written and show an accepted view. The document was made long after the event(s) and has the advantage 

of hindsight.  

LIMITATIONS: This is an official US view which might show an interpretation that benefits the USA. It’s written 

long after the event(s) and therefore it can’t be checked with anybody involved in the process. As a tertiary source 

certain selection of sources has been made. This process has been influenced by the traditions of historians trained in 

the US – working for the government. There is a slight tendency in the document... 

 

 

SOURCE 2: Source 2 supports the statement “Iron and Blood was mentioned in 1861 by Otto von Bismarck 

as the necessary ingredients in a unification of Germany” to a certain extent. It covers the reorganization of 

the military and the Prussian military might which can be seen as “Iron” – military strength, but it does not 

mention “Blood” – warfare. Instead it talks about Bismarck’s diplomacy and pragmatism – “Realpolitik”. 

...and then you cover the source the same way as above! 

 

ORIGIN: Extract from Wikipedia https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unification_of_Germany   

(Visited December 1st, 2020 13:30) 
PURPOSE:  
 

Authentic:  

Time:  

Dependence:  

Tendency:  

 

VALUE:  

LIMITATIONS:  
 

 

SOURCE 3: Source 3 supports the statement “Iron and Blood was mentioned in 1861 by Otto von Bismarck 

as the necessary ingredients in a unification of Germany” to some extent. We see an image connected to the 

Franco-Prussian War (last “Unification War” 1870-71) – a German woman with military symbols (sword, 

helmet, belt with the German Eagle, a flag with an eagle on the top). The image of Germany has been 

victorious and is now bringing a large sum of money to the new nation – all this connects to the idea of military 

strength – “Iron”. The image does not really refer to the warfare (more than the symbols and the anger/ 

frustration the woman that is an image of France shows) – so the “Blood” part  – warfare is weaker. It’s a 

stronger interpretation of the reaction of France and their seek of revenge... 

...and then you cover the source the same way as above! 

 

ORIGIN: The last German troops left in occupation of France quitted that country on 16 September 1873, 

inspiring this John Tenniel cartoon comment in “Punch Magazine”.  Punch Magazine was a British weekly 

magazine of humor and satire. 
PURPOSE:  
 

Authentic:  

Time:  

Dependence:  

Tendency:  

 

VALUE:  

LIMITATIONS:  

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unification_of_Germany


OWN KNOWLEDGE: This part should cover knowledge you received through the textbooks and material 

published on the homepage about Otto von Bismarck and the Unification of Germany. Focus is the statement 

-  “Iron and Blood was mentioned in 1861 by Otto von Bismarck as the necessary ingredients in a unification 

of Germany”. It’s important that this part reveals more factual knowledge than the information we got through 

the three sources. It should add to it and show that you have studied this topic – not just used the sources.  

 

DISCUSSION: In the very last part of the answer you will use the evaluation of each source as well as your 

own knowledge. You will also add a comparison of the value of the sources in connection to the question – 

do the sources support or refute the statement; which one is of more value and why is it that this one might be 

better than the other ones in connection with this question; to what extent does your own knowledge support 

or refute the statement, etc... 
 

QUESTION 3: This is an assignment that must include an evaluation of all sources in relation to the 

statement. Skilled students are expected to discuss the source value of the various sources. It is also 

important that your own knowledge - several details are included so that there is a good discussion. If 

you have gone through the previous questions (1a; 1b and 2) well, this assignment will be easier. If not, 

it will take time and the answer usually becomes weak. In the evaluation of this question, a matrix is 

used. On the next page is a copy of the matrix. 

 

  



Name: _______________________________________________                                                Class:_______ 
 

MARKSCHEME – QUESTION 3 
 

Marks Level descriptors 

Focus Sources Source Criticism Own knowledge 

7-9 The response is 

focused on the 

question. 

Clear references 

are made to the 

sources, and these 

references are 

used effectively as 

evidence to 

support the 

analysis. 

A clear review of 

the different 

source-critical 

criteria and these 

are used 

effectively to 

support the 

analysis. 

Accurate and 

relevant own 

knowledge is 

demonstrated. 

There is effective 

synthesis of own 

knowledge and 

source material. 

4-6 The response is 

generally focused 

on the question. 

References are 

made to the 

sources, and these 

references are 

used as evidence 

to support the 

analysis. 

A review of the 

various source-

critical criteria but 

they are only used 

as a reference in 

the main text. 

Where own 

knowledge is 

demonstrated, this 

lacks relevance or 

accuracy. There is 

little or no attempt 

to synthesize own 

knowledge and 

source material. 

1-3 The response lacks 

focus on the 

question. 

References to the 

sources are made, 

but at this level 

these references 

are likely to 

consist of 

descriptions of the 

content of the 

sources rather than 

the sources being 

used as evidence 

to support the 

analysis. 

Some source-

critical criteria are 

mentioned but only 

as a more general 

description of the 

source. 

No own knowledge 

is demonstrated or, 

where it is 

demonstrated, it is 

inaccurate or 

irrelevant. 

0 The response does 

not reach a 

standard described 

by the descriptors 

above. 

The response does 

not reach a 

standard described 

by the descriptors 

above. 

The response does 

not reach a 

standard described 

by the descriptors 

above. 

The response does 

not reach a 

standard described 

by the descriptors 

above. 

 


