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[bookmark: TemplateOverview]This report provides sample answers or an indication of what answers may have included. Unless otherwise stated, these are not intended to be exemplary or complete responses. 
The statistics in this report may be subject to rounding, resulting in a total of more or less than 100 per cent.
Section A
The following advice explains the specific features required for each of the command terms in the VCE Ancient History examination.
[bookmark: _Hlk216190574]Outline questions (Egypt 1a, Greece 2c, Rome 3a)
The ‘outline’ command term required students to provide an overview of the main features of the specific source. In practice, this meant finding at least three relevant examples from the source that answered the question. 
A list of bullet point quotes was not considered sufficient as that would not amount to an ‘overview of the main features’ (and would be more consistent with a command term such as ‘list’ or ‘identify’). 
Students were expected to put these examples into full sentences to construct a short paragraph that demonstrated comprehension of the source. Almost all students who attempted these questions did write a full paragraph (almost no students simply listed elements from the source). 
Some students paraphrased elements of the source rather than using explicit quotations. That was an acceptable strategy if it accurately demonstrated comprehension of the source and answered the question. 
There was no requirement to provide additional interpretation of the examples or additional historical knowledge (and indeed providing additional details could not generate any marks). In Section A, any questions requiring students to use evidence from beyond the source will be clearly marked as requiring ‘own knowledge’ or ‘evidence’.
Describe questions (Egypt 1b, Greece 2a, Rome 3b)
The ‘describe’ command term required students to accurately provide characteristics, features and qualities about whatever the question specified. 
There was no requirement for how many of these characteristics, features and qualities had to be provided, although the best responses focused on two to three. 
One main point was sufficient for full marks if it was fully detailed, relevant and accurate; two points with less detail were also acceptable; three or four points that were broadly relevant could also be acceptable for full marks. 
Specific historical knowledge was expected (such as names, dates, facts, figures, people, places, events, statistics) but less detail was required compared to an ‘explain’, ‘analyse’ or ‘evaluate’ question. 
Quotations (from historians or historical persons) were not necessary and were likely to only be relevant if they provided factual rather than interpretive information.
Explain questions (Egypt 1c and 1d, Greece 2d and 2e, Rome 3c and 3d)
The ‘explain’ command term required students to give a detailed account of why and/or how historical events happened, with reference to causes, effects, continuity, change, reasons or mechanisms (that is, to make the relationships between things evident). 
The best responses to these questions addressed all aspects of the question with sophisticated and perceptive explanations using the terminology of this subject, supported by extensive and relevant evidence from the source and from a range of own knowledge.
Explicit and relevant references to the source were required to get full marks for these questions. For written sources, the best way to do this was to embed quotations in a sentence that demonstrated comprehension of the source material; however, clear paraphrasing was also acceptable. For visual sources, the student had to describe any relevant elements of the image (rather than using a generic phrase such as ‘as shown in the source’).
For detailed written sources, students often wrote a response that followed the sequence of information in the source. This was a useful strategy for handling the source, but students must also add specific information from their own knowledge. 
A good response tended to incorporate the student’s own knowledge at the appropriate points as they worked through the source, rather than adding it in a block at the end. 
Having some strategy for including own knowledge is important to avoid relying on the source too much; this is especially true for more detailed sources because there is the risk of summarising what is provided and adding no own knowledge.   
Quotations from historians or historical persons (other than the source) can be used to support an explanation but are not essential.
Analyse questions (Egypt 1e, Greece 2b, Rome 3e)
The ‘analyse’ command term principally required students to identify relevant historical elements and the significance of the relationship between those elements. 
The best responses to these questions addressed all aspects of the question in a sophisticated way, with comprehensive, detailed and accurate historical knowledge and judicial selection and application of evidence from primary sources, historical interpretations and the source provided. 
An analyse question asks for a detailed and focused discussion of whatever the question is about (including closely related elements). As such, many of the skills required for an ‘explain’ question applied to these questions, but there was a greater expected level of detail. 
An effective analysis focuses on the main element of the question and avoids exploring alternative explanations, as would be required in an evaluation. 
Most responses were focused on the key aspects of the question; some responses tried to shift the focus to other elements in a more evaluative way, but that tended to be an indicator that the student did not have enough knowledge of the key aspects.
Note that ‘evidence’ in these questions means using sources (other than the ones in the examination Sources Book) in addition to historical details. This meaning of evidence is in keeping with the study design, which refers to ‘using historical sources (primary sources and historical interpretations) as evidence’. 
Egypt
[bookmark: _Hlk216190586]Question 1a.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	Average 

	% 
	4
	10
	31
	55
	2.4


 The correct points to include were at least three of the following:
general point that the temple benefited from military activity: it was a ‘receiver of income from military campaigns abroad’
the taking of prisoners of war, who were used for labour: ‘all prisoners … were given to Amun’, ‘including over 1,500 “Syrians”’, ‘as temple weavers and cultivators’
captured animals: ‘cows from Egyptian, Levantine and Nubian herds’, ‘donated to Amun for his milk offerings’
taxation of foreign towns: ‘three Canaanite towns … were charged with a yearly tax that contributed to the divine offering’.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
Military activity provided a range of benefits for the Amen-Ra cult. These included prisoners who served Amun as ‘temple weavers and cultivators’. Herds of cows from ‘Levantine and Nubian herds’ were donated and annual tax contributions were extracted from ‘three Canaanite towns’.
Question 1b.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	Average 

	% 
	2
	7
	30
	36
	25
	2.7


Many responses appeared to rely heavily on the explanatory remarks in the Sources Book to interpret the image, and most provided a limited description of only one or two elements. 
Many responses suggested that the student did not understand that the visual iconography in the image was typical of the way kings presented themselves as warriors. 
To get full marks for this question, students had to do more than describe parts of the picture; they had to show some knowledge of the relationship between this kind of imagery and the specifically Egyptian cultural circumstances that produced it. 
Relevant points from the source included:
[bookmark: _Hlk216086162]The king is outfitted with military gear (bow and arrow, chariot and horses).
The king is supported by a god. 
The king is otherwise alone, represented as successful as an individual over the foreign armies, without the aid of his own armies.
The king is positioned above his enemies and of a greater size.
The king’s enemies are running away from him, having been struck with his arrows and trampled underfoot. 
The king’s posture is rigid and calm, composed of straight lines, compared to the uncomfortable, flailing postures of his enemies. 
Relevant points from own knowledge:
The king is wearing the khepresh, sometimes described as a ‘war crown’.
The falcon-head war god Montu is supporting the king’s bow arm.
Destroying foreigners is a common motif in Egyptian art (such as on the chest of Tutankhamun, depictions at Abu Simbel of Rameses II at the Battle of Kadesh, battle reliefs of Ramesses III at Medinet Habu).
This iconography could also be connected to the king’s association with order (ma’at), compared to the chaos (isfet) of the foreign enemy.
Comparison could be made to other common militaristic motifs such as the smiting scene (which go all the way back to the Narmer Palette), the promotion of such scenes in large-scale temple decoration (such as Thutmosis III smiting foreigners on his pylon at Karnak) or the visual and textual accounts of Rameses II’s personal heroism at the Battle of Kadesh.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
The scene depicted in the source is typical of the way New Kingdom kings expressed their power as warriors. Here the king is wearing the blue khepresh crown (the ‘war crown’). He is shown as larger than his enemies and, apart from the god Montu (whose presence suggests divine approval and support), the king is fighting alone. This implies he is stronger than his enemies. The enemies are also scattered, confused and shot with the king’s arrows. The king is upright in a rigid pose of control, implying he is the embodiment of order compared to the chaotic mess of enemies he is riding over. These sorts of images, similar to so-called smiting scenes, were used widely by many kings to express their power as warriors and can be seen, for example, on the chest of Tutankhamun and in reliefs of Rameses II at Abu Simbel.
Question 1c.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	Average 

	% 
	2
	4
	24
	31
	27
	13
	3.1


For this question, ‘Hatshepsut’s key motivations’ relate to legitimisation (for example, of her position as king, as the daughter of a king, as the daughter of Amun, as maintainer of order). 
Students were expected to draw on their own knowledge to explain why this legitimisation was important for kings generally and Hatshepsut specifically (particularly as a woman).
Relying only on the source yielded a very isolated representation of Hatshepsut’s motivations. 
The best responses made connections to aspects of building programs mentioned in the source (such as ‘monument’, ‘obelisks’, ‘hall of columns’, ‘great portals’) but then linked these to the issue of legitimisation. 
The wording of the question did not actually require students to mention any specific buildings (full marks could be awarded to responses that focused on the motivations in the historical context) but most of the best responses did refer to structures such as the Red Chapel or the mortuary temple at Deir el-Bahari. 
Relevant points from the source included: 
Hatshepsut claims that she was led by her ‘heart’ and the ‘thought of [her] maker’ (Amun) to produce the obelisks; she is driven by divine inspiration and her connection to her divine ‘father’.
The inscription demonstrates a concern with legacy and reputation by addressing ‘the folk who shall be in the future’, who will see her works and ‘posterity’.
The positioning of Hatshepsut’s obelisks ‘in the august hall of columns/ Between the two great portals’ of her earthly father Thutmosis I suggests a desire to emphasise her connection to him, as well as his earlier building works.
Relevant points from own knowledge:
Hatshepsut’s need to reinforce her legitimacy as a female king led her to emphasise both the narrative of her divine birth as a bodily child of Amun, as well as her connection to her earthly father Thutmosis I, who was a highly successful ruler. 
By building at Karnak, Hatshepsut aligned herself with the ongoing tradition of Pharaonic building at this site in the Eighteenth Dynasty, conforming to what was expected of a king. 
She would also have enhanced her relationship with the influential priests of Amun by enriching and beautifying the temple (this relationship also stemmed from her prior queenly role as God’s Wife of Amun). The support of the priests of Amun was required to validate her narrative of divine birth through Amun and to demonstrate the god’s satisfaction with her kingship.
Other motivations include a desire to illustrate her achievements (typical for a king) and to restore damaged monuments (reflecting her status as champion of order).
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Due to her unorthodox ascension of the throne as a woman and regent to Thutmose III, Hatshepsut legitimised her rule as ‘the King himself’, taking on masculine pronouns [such as shown in the source] as well as depicting herself with a Pharonic beard, such as in kneeling statues at Medinet Habu. Hatshepsut’s commissioning of inscriptions such as Source 3 at Karnak to emphasising that Amun was ‘my father’ and building monuments honouring him cements her legitimising to rule. As stated by Morenz and Popko ‘if Hatshepsut had been man, she would have been considered one of the greatest Pharaohs’. Hatshepsut also emphasised her economic successes to prove Egypt was strong, such as her ‘two obelisks of electrum’ as well as reliefs at Medinet Habu and the commemorative obelisks emphasising the material goods such as exotic animals, gold, silver obtained from her expedition to Punt in Year 9, although Beard notes that the actual extent of this success was likely exaggerated by Hatshepsut to further solidify her power as ‘the strong bull’ and ‘Horus triumphant’ – traditional Pharonic titles. 
Question 1d.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	Average 

	% 
	4
	5
	26
	34
	22
	10
	2.9


The source indicates several reasons for Akhenaten moving the capital. 
The best responses recognised the propagandistic nature of the boundary stelae text and discussed them in the context of Akhenaten’s regal career, his religious development and his relationship with the Amen-Ra cult.
Relevant points from the source included:
Akhenaten emphasises that ‘it is the Aten, my father, who advised me’ and not any of his officials or other citizens. 
He places the emphasis on divine inspiration and explicit direction from the Aten, who ‘wishes’ to have something made for him.
Akhenaten wishes to create a ‘storehouse’ for the provisions of the Aten, emphasising the importance of the city as a cult centre for Aten, a site of offering rituals and a centre of the resources of the Aten cult.
Akhenaten wishes to create a ‘monument with an eternal and everlasting name’ – this can be connected to the desire to produce a legacy for posterity, for himself as king and as an act of devotion to the Aten.
Relevant points from own knowledge:
Akhenaten wanted to separate the new royal capital from the religious centre of Amun (Thebes) and the centre of power associated with his priesthood.
Akhenaten wanted to create a new cult centre for the Aten on a site not previously associated with any other deity (as also described in the Earlier Proclamation).
Akhenaten wanted to create a new royal capital where his own loyalists would be promoted and where the influence of any rivals or detractors would be limited.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Akhenaten moved the capital from Thebes, which primarily previously followed the Amun-Ra cult, to Akhenaten, allegedly ‘advised’ by ‘the Aten, [his] father’, so as to establish a new city to be ‘a storehouse for everything’ and thus provide a means for his emerging solar cult to maintain power and importance in Egypt ‘continually forever’. This move was not motivated by financial reasons, as ‘no official had ever advised me concerning it, nor had any people … advised me concerning it (Source 4). Indeed, this was motivated moreso by a desire to enact religious control, described by Wilson as ‘pouring away the wealth of Egypt’ on the ‘whims’ of the Pharaoh. This occurred before Akhetaten was not the paradise in the desert … Akhenaten wanted everyone to believe it to be.
Question 1e.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	Average 

	% 
	14
	6
	8
	19
	19
	15
	10
	7
	3
	3.6


Students were expected to identify, define and connect the Amen-Ra cult, the king and the Amarna period. 
Many responses gave general descriptions of the cult and the king along with some broad claims about the growth of tension. 
These sorts of responses equated that tension with ‘crisis’ in an unexamined way. Very few responses defined what ‘crisis of the Amarna Period’ might mean. 
Higher-scoring responses were specific about the relationship between cult and king, often commenting on the mutual benefit in the relationship. 
Outlining the growth in power of the cult (for example, by referring to earlier kings such as Hatshepsut and Thutmosis I and II) was an effective way to set up the relationship prior to the Amarna Period. 
Most responses recognised that Amenhotep’s and Akhenaten’s actions represented a significant change in the relationship and discussed those actions with varying degrees of accuracy and detail. 
Focusing on Atenism was a reasonable strategy as long it was predicated on a discussion of the relationship and engaged with the notion of crisis.
Relevant points included:
The cult of Amen-Ra benefited from the military campaigns of the Eighteenth Dynasty kings.
The king had an ideological dependence on Amun (and therefore also on Amun’s satisfied priesthood) for victory. The wealth and influence of the priesthood increased as a result. 
Kings relied on the priests of Amen-Ra to support narratives of the king’s divine birth. 
Kings such as Hatshepsut and Amenhotep III claimed that Amun physically impregnated their mothers, making them the bodily offspring of the god. This also heightened the status of the Amun cult and made the support of the priesthood vital to legitimate kingship. 
The growing influence and wealth of the cult of Amun could also be illustrated through a range of other sources, including the extensive building works completed at Karnak during the reigns of the earlier Eighteenth Dynasty kings. 
Students might reference Hatshepsut’s works (such as the obelisks mentioned in Source 3 or her Red Chapel) or the pylon gateways of Thutmosis I and Thutmosis III to demonstrate the royal connection to Amun. 
Students could also refer to the divine birth reliefs of Hatshepsut at her mortuary temple at Deir el-Bahari or the narrative of Hatshepsut’s journey to Punt, recorded at her mortuary temple, which was reportedly inspired by Amun and resulted in the enrichment of his temple.
One cause for Akhenaten’s break from the cult of Amun could have been to curb the power of these wealthy and influential priests, and reclaim that power for himself, bestowing it selectively on newly inaugurated Aten priests of his own choosing.
Akhenaten’s rejection of Amun (in particular among all the gods he rejected) and shift to Atenism removed the problem of the cult’s influence.
It could be useful to note the destruction of images and names of Amun under Akhenaten, which reinforces the likelihood of specific conflict with this cult and an intention to curb its influence.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
The growing animosity between the Amen-Ra cult and the king spurred many of the religious changes to Egypt, as well as causing much of the economic and political unrest that created the ‘crisis’ of the Amarna period.
Amenhotep III was the first Pharaoh to begin supporting the new solar cult of the Aten. His taking of names such as ‘the Dazzling Sun Disk’ and referring to his palace at Malakata as ‘House of the Dazzling Sun’, as well as his barge ‘the Aten gleams’ all suggest a desire to shift the predominant religious control away from the priests of the Amen-Ra cult, as previous Pharaohs had. As by in Haring in Source 1 ‘all prisoners’ ‘cows from Egyptian, Levantine and Nubian herds’ among others were provided to the Amen-Ra cult by Thutmose III, which ultimately made them powerful. Despite this, according to Silverham, Amenhotep left Egypt ‘the wealthiest it had ever been.’
Akhenaten’s reign, however, was largely motivated by a desire, such as his father, to re-balance wealth distribution into the hands of the Pharaoh. This can be seen in his moving of the capital from Thebes to Akhetaten in Year [5], with inscriptions on the boundary stele stating ‘no official … nor had any people in the entire land advised me concerning it’. This reduced the priesthoods power when paired with other works such as the Gem-pa-Aten temple at Karnak at the site of the now closed Amen-Ra temple. The economic impact of this is described by Wilson as ‘the temples were the beating heart of Egypt’s economy … now their doors were closed.’ The long-term consequences of this in the crisis is described in Tutankhamun’s restoration stele as ‘the temples were in ruins … the gods had turned their backs.’ 
However, following the crisis, the priesthood returned to power, with the Great Harris Papyrus of Rameses III recording significant land donations. This suggests the changes and tensions were impermanent.
Greece
Question 2a.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	Average 

	% 
	3
	4
	26
	47
	20
	2.8


The source provided a fairly comprehensive snapshot of the position of metics in Athens, but students had to provide some of their own knowledge to score full marks. 
A loose interpretation of ‘civic obligations’ (essentially, any aspect of the role metics played within the polis) was used to assess this question.
Relevant points from the source included:
Metics’ ‘importance’ varied ‘from state to state’ but they were ‘highly favoured’ in Athens.
Metics had no ‘active political rights’ and could not possess ‘real property’.
Metics enjoyed ‘personal freedom’ and were ‘contented and often prosperous’.
Relevant points from own knowledge:
Metics were foreigners, mostly of Greek origin. 
They made up approximately 30 per cent of the Athenian population. 
Although they were not citizens, they were treated in many ways like citizens and were required to register in a deme. 
Metics could not own land or a house and were mostly involved in non-farming occupations such as crafts, business and finance.
Every metic was required to have a patron, known as a prostates, and to pay a monthly residential tax (metoikion), set at one drachma for men and half a drachma for women. 
They were also required to perform military service, either as hoplites or as rowers. 
They enjoyed freedom of religious worship and could participate in the cultural life of the city, for example by serving as a choregos or joining a chorus. 
They had no political rights and therefore could not vote, participate in the Ekklesia (assembly) or hold political office.
On rare occasions, metics were granted full citizen status. Slaves who were manumitted acquired the status of metic.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
Metics in Athens were foreign residents who made up about 30 per cent of the population. They were not Athenian citizens, which meant they had no ‘active political rights’ (such as voting in the Assembly or holding public office) and could not possess ‘real property’ (land, houses). As non-citizens, they had to pay a monthly residential tax and could be required to perform military service. Despite these limitations, they enjoyed ‘personal freedom’, so they could take part in the cultural life of the city, such as by attending or even taking part in theatrical productions. They were ‘contented and often prosperous’, especially in occupations such as crafts, business and finance.
Question 2b.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	Average 

	% 
	42
	14
	13
	9
	6
	6
	5
	4
	2
	1.9


Many students did not attempt a response to this question. 
The best responses demonstrated a knowledge of who Ephialtes was and the specific changes he introduced into Athens, especially in relation to the Areopagus. 
Some good responses made a few remarks about Ephialtes but then focused on other reformers (especially Solon and Cleisthenes), presenting more of an evaluation than an analysis. 
Many responses relied on writing only about those other reformers, but without some meaningful mention of Ephialtes; few or no marks could be given for these.
Relevant points included:
Ephialtes was an Athenian statesman who played a decisive role in the development of democracy. 
His reforms are dated to around 462/1 BCE, a time when Cimon and 4000 hoplites were away in Thasos, leaving limited political opposition from conservative factions.
Before his reforms, the Areopagus – an institution made up of former archons who held office for life – was a bastion of aristocratic influence.
The Areopagus had wide-ranging powers, including the right to carry out the dokimasia (the examination of suitability for office) for public officials such as archons and strategoi, to supervise officials during their term and to conduct the euthuna (annual audit or investigation into the lawful exercise of every office) at the conclusion of their service. 
Ephialtes sought to make Athens more democratic by removing the extensive legal and political powers of the Areopagus and transferring them to the people’s institutions: the Boule (council), the Ekklesia (assembly) and the Heliaea (courts). 
The examination of officials was reassigned to the Boule and Heliaea, and the handling of complaints against public officials also became the responsibility of the Boule. 
Individual citizens were now able to bring matters before the Heliaea, while the Boule conducted trials and referred the most serious cases to the Heliaea. 
The euthuna, previously conducted at the discretion of the Areopagus, became a compulsory process. 
Religious powers of the Areopagus – such as dealing with cases of intentional homicide, arson and the destruction of sacred olive trees – were not interfered with.
By taking control of public officials away from an aristocratic body and giving it to institutions representing the people, Ephialtes made accountability a core principle of Athenian government. 
His reforms empowered the demos and established isegoria, or the equal right to speak, marking a major step towards the development of full democracy in Athens.
The following is a sample of an ideal response to this question:
Ephialtes played an important role in the development of Athenian democracy by transforming the balance of power in the city’s political system. Before his reforms of 462/1 BCE, the Areopagus, composed of former archons who held their positions for life, reinforced traditional aristocratic authority, which Kagan describes as ‘the conservative check on popular power’. The Areopagus possessed legal and supervisory powers, including oversight of the conduct of public officials and a review of their performance at the end of their term. This concentration of authority allowed the Areopagus to shape public life in ways that favoured elite interests and limited the influence of ordinary citizens.
In the absence of the conservative Cimon, Ephialtes introduced reforms aimed at shifting power away from the aristocracy and towards democratic institutions. As Aristotle puts it, Ephialtes ‘made the people supreme by reducing the powers of the Areopagus’. He stripped the Areopagus of its broad legal and political powers and redistributed them to the Boule, the Ecclesia, and the Heliaea, all bodies that more directly represented the Athenian people. The examination of officials was transferred to the Boule and Heliaea, and complaints against public officials likewise came under the Boule’s authority. Individuals gained the ability to bring matters before the Heliaea, while the Boule conducted trials and referred the most serious cases to that court.
However, Ephialtes did not interfere with the Areopagus’s traditional religious jurisdiction, recognising, as Plutarch says, that the Areopagus was ‘held in great reverence by the citizens’. The Areopagus kept its authority in cases such as intentional homicide, arson or the destruction of sacred olive trees. This ensured continuity in areas regarded as sacred while still removing the council’s capacity to dominate political life.
Through these reforms, Ephialtes enhanced democratic power in Athens, embedding accountability as a fundamental principle of Athenian government. His restructuring of political authority ‘opened the way for the full working-out of the democratic system’ (Hornblower), redefining how power was exercised and by whom.
Question 2c.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	Average 

	% 
	2
	8
	29
	62
	2.5


Quite a few responses included additional historical knowledge about Spartan military culture (such as details about the agoge), possibly because students wanted to demonstrate what they had learned. As noted earlier in this report, additional own knowledge does not gain a student any marks for this kind of question.
The correct points to include were at least three of the following:
military culture/experience: ‘our fathers have engaged in many campaigns’; we ‘are not inexperienced in war’
large military numbers: ‘we have never marched out in greater strength than now’
military discipline: ‘a large force … so well disciplined that it seems to be acting like one man’
support from the rest of Greece: ‘the whole of Hellas is eagerly watching’; ‘the general hatred against Athens’; ‘wishing us success in our undertakings’.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
The Spartans were confident of their success in war against Athens because they had lots of military experience (‘not inexperienced in war’). They also had a ‘large force’ that was ‘well disciplined’. They also felt supported by the rest of Greece, who wished them success in their undertakings.
Question 2d.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	Average 

	% 
	25
	16
	18
	17
	16
	9
	2.1


A significant number of responses received zero marks for this question. 
If students did not know what the Megarian Decree was, it would be very difficult to develop a meaningful answer, as the source did not give any information about the decree. This highlighted the importance of being prepared to write about any of the key knowledge points in the study design and not relying exclusively on the sources in the examination.
Some responses instead used information about other causes of the conflict (such as Potidaea or Corcyra), but without some demonstration of an understanding of the decree, no marks were given. 
The source provided very little relevant information about the decree, so the assessment took an open-minded approach about how students used the source and did not require more than one or two brief references to it. 
Relevant points from the source included:
Megara occupies a strategically located central position in mainland Greece.
Megara is on the border between the Delian and Peloponnesian leagues, so would be a focus for conflict between the two. 
The Delian League exercises significant influence over the Aegean Sea.
Relevant points from own knowledge included:
In the mid-430s BCE, Pericles imposed a trading ban on Megara, ostensibly as punishment for a religious transgression. 
The decree meant that Megara could not access harbours or markets in Athens or in cities allied with Athens. This threatened economic ruin to the city (the character Dicaeopolis in Aristophanes’s play The Acharnians refers to the Megarians starving, which may allude to this effect). 
At a meeting of the Peloponnesian League, Corinth complained that Athens was creating a ‘closed sea’ and urged Sparta to declare war. 
In 432/1 BCE, a Spartan embassy issued an ultimatum demanding that Athens lift the restrictions or face war. 
Pericles refused, and by maintaining the embargo, Athens acted aggressively towards a Spartan ally, making war much more likely. 
Pericles’s actions have been interpreted as both a show of strength and a recognition that war with Sparta was unavoidable, meaning he risked nothing by taking a hard line. 
The decree’s impact may have been limited and Pericles believed Sparta was testing Athens – if Athens gave way, it would face more pressure in the future. 
Control of a weakened Megara was also strategically valuable, as it allowed Athens to block the land route between Boeotia and the Peloponnese and secure direct access to the Corinthian Gulf.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
First, the institution of the Megarian Decree by Pericles in 432 BC contributed to the outbreak of the Archidamian War by increasing tensions with the Peloponnesian League, led by Sparta, of which Megara was a member. Indeed, the decree declared that Megara was excluded from all ports in the Delian League, which was not only crippling for its trade and economic interests in the Aegean network of islands part of the Delian League, As shown in yellow in source 7, but became a major cause for the war against Athens. Ultimately, the grievance over the Megarian Decree, expressed by Sparta in an ultimatum for deciding to go to war as part of the 132 BC Conference of Greek states, was rejected by Pericles, which resulted in the interwar period of 445–431 BC, held by Pericles, which resulted in the loss of independence of several states in the Delian League. According to Thucydides, “Athens [had] deprived some states of their freedom”, and this attitude was similarly reflected in the use of the Megarian Decree, resulting in war in 431 BC.
Question 2e.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	5
	Average 

	% 
	3
	6
	27
	35
	20
	9
	2.9


The source provided a fairly clear narrative of a narrow sequence of events in Lysander’s career, and many students relied on summarising this narrative to produce mid-scoring responses.
Lower-scoring responses tended to view the source as representative of Lysander’s general attitude and behaviour throughout the Decelean War. 
Good responses recognised that the source refers to specific events after the Battle of Aegospotami and could therefore contextualise the source within Lysander’s broader career. 
The best responses incorporated details about Lysander’s military position in Sparta, his victories at a range of battles, his relationship with Persia and his role in installing the Thirty Tyrants.
Relevant points from the source included:
Having defeated the main Athenian fleet at Aegospotami, Lysander ‘sailed to the various cities’ in the Aegean and ‘ordered all the Athenians he found to return to Athens’.
This was designed to ‘produce intense scarcity and famine in Athens’ so that Lysander could avoid a lengthy siege.
Once Athens was suffering famine, Lysander ‘sailed into the Piraeus and reduced the city’, forcing Athens to ‘accept the terms he laid down’.
Relevant points from own knowledge:
Lysander was appointed navarch (chief admiral) in 407 BCE for one year.
Before Lysander’s appointment as navarch, Athens had been in the ascendant, with a series of naval successes, particularly in the Hellespont, while Sparta was in a militarily weak position. 
At the same time, Persia, through Tissaphernes, was courting Athens.
Lysander’s success was largely due to his relationship with Cyrus. 
When Darius, the Persian king, rejected Tissaphernes’s approach to Athens, he sent his son Cyrus to cooperate with the Spartans. 
Cyrus established a close friendship with Lysander, provided him with financial support and allowed him to increase sailors’ pay. 
Cyrus also supported Lysander against Callicratidas, who had replaced him as navarch, by withdrawing funds. 
After Callicratidas’s death at the naval battle of Arginusae in 406 BCE, Cyrus advocated for Lysander’s reappointment and supplied more money for sailors and ships.
Lysander achieved a naval victory at Notium in 406 BCE, which caused Alcibiades to lose the confidence of the Athenians and withdraw to Thrace. 
Reappointed commander-in-chief in 406/5 BCE, Lysander shifted his focus to the Hellespont, cutting off Athens’ food supply from the Black Sea. 
His major naval victory at Aegospotami in 405 BCE destroyed the Athenian fleet and accelerated the end of the war.
Lysander then eliminated the Athenian influence in Aegean cities, replacing Athenian representatives with oligarchs and Spartan overseers.
Lysander forced colonist Athenians to return home, creating famine in Athens (as described in the source) and forcing them to surrender in early 404 BCE, definitively ending the war.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Lysander was indispensable to Sparta’s victory in the Decelean War (414–404 BCE) through his relationship with Cyrus the Younger and his naval eminence. Lysander’s humility in negotiation with Persia allowed him to gain financial support for the war, able to rebuild their fleet to 180 ships and raise the rowers pay to 4 obols daily, meaning Sparta was the ideal polis (city-state) to follow in the late stages of the Peloponnesian War (461–404 BCE), as during the Battle of  Aegospotami (405 BCE) many Delian League soldiers defected to Sparta due to starvation and a lack of pay. Lysander’s naval performance “surpassed the Athenians” (Maiden), with victories at Andros (408 BCE) against 100 Athenian ships, at Notium (408 BCE) and finally at Aegospotami (405 BCE), which left 8 of 180 Athenian ships intact allowed him to enforce a siege and Athens to “accept the terms he laid down” (Plutarch).
Rome
Question 3a.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
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	% 
	1
	5
	31
	63
	2.6


The source presented a fairly clear narrative, and many students essentially retold that narrative in their own words, incorporating appropriate quotations, which was a perfectly reasonable approach considering the nature of the question and the source. 
Some responses commented on the historicity of the event or its role in foundation narratives of Rome more broadly, but that was not relevant for the question.
The correct points to include were at least three of the following from the source:
Omens sanctified Romulus’s claim: ‘six vultures’ first appeared to Remus but then ‘double the number’ appeared to Romulus.
Romulus was supported by his followers: he ‘was saluted as king by his own party’. 
The dispute escalated into violence: there was ‘an angry altercation’, ‘passions led to bloodshed’ and ‘Remus was killed’.
Romulus became king: he ‘became sole ruler’ and the city was ‘called after him’.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
Romulus became the founder of Rome after killing his brother, Remus. Initially an omen of ‘six vultures’ appeared to Remus, but then ‘double the number’ appeared to Romulus. Each of the two brothers was then ‘saluted as king’ by his own supporters. This led to an ‘angry altercation’ in which ‘Remus was killed’, leaving Romulus to become the ‘sole ruler’ and Rome was ‘called after him’.
Question 3b.
	Mark 
	0 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4
	Average 

	% 
	21
	26
	25
	18
	11
	1.7


Many responses did not demonstrate a good understanding of what ‘cultural expressions’ meant, and many did not make good use of the source. 
The assessment took an open-minded approach to marking how students interpreted the phrase ‘cultural expressions’ and how they drew on the content of the source. 
Any reasonable claims about distinctly Roman social, political or economic features or their values and beliefs were considered. 
Students were not required to know anything about Coriolanus (it was reasonable to take the painting to be a generic or even metaphorical representation of some aspects of Roman culture). 
Some students used the Latin words for Roman values (such as dignitas, gloria or pietas), which was acceptable as long as they also used plain English to demonstrate an understanding of these concepts.
Relevant points from the source included:
The depicted Roman is torn between duty to his community (his family and his city) and the honour that military success can bring.
The women in the picture can be linked to ideas of family obligation.
The painting captures the tension between familial duty and personal pride, reinforcing the ethical and emotional dimensions of Roman identity.
Different social classes (aristocrats, soldiers, priests) are depicted.
Own knowledge:
family
The family was the foundational unit of Roman society.
The paterfamilias (head of the household) held legal authority over the family.
Mothers were primarily responsible for instilling morals and values.
social hierarchy and tradition
Roman culture emphasised a strict social order.
Romans placed immense value on tradition and the inherited customs that shaped their identity.
Respect for elders, ancestral traditions and adherence to strict social order were highly valued.
In the 5th century BCE, Roman life was defined by tradition, communal values and resilience amid external threats and internal class struggles.
courage and duty
Core Roman virtues included courage and excellence, particularly in military contexts (virtus) and duty to gods, family and the state (pietas).
militarism
The Rome of the early Republic was frequently engaged in conflicts with neighbouring tribes such as the Volsci, Aequi and Etruscans.
Military service was both a duty and a source of honour.
The Roman military ethos was pragmatic, emphasising discipline, loyalty and strategy.
Victory in battle and territorial expansion were viewed as validations of Rome’s strength and divine favour.
The following is an example of an ideal response to this question:
Roman life in the early Roman Republic was defined by cultural expressions such as militarism and family. The military nature of the Republic is suggested in the source by the presence of soldiers supporting the central figure, who is undertaking a siege of Rome. A military career was useful for achieving honour and showing duty to the community. The early Republic provided many opportunities for this military glory, with Rome engaged in fighting against its neighbours in Latium and surrounding hill tribes. The source also shows the status of men within their families. We see the mother, wife and children of Coriolanus begging him to stop, reflecting his role as paterfamilias, the head of the family with ultimate authority over his household.


Question 3c.
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To approach this question effectively, students had to know the Roman Republic’s political institutions and also to articulate an understanding of what ‘limitations’ might mean in this context. 
Most responses essentially summarised the source and identified that power was unequally distributed in Roman politics. This approach tended to produce a mid-scoring response.
Better responses included other elements of Roman politics (such as the cursus honorum, other specific magistracies, the Struggle of the Orders or the various assemblies) and considered the relationships between these elements. 
Most responses discussed ‘limitations’ in the way the source did (that the Roman people had the smallest share of actual power). Some responses took ‘limitations’ to mean the way checks and balances were built into the system (such as the collegiality and annuality of magistracies), which was a reasonable approach to the question. 
No timeframe was specified in the question, but almost all responses focused on the period covered by Area of Study 1; again, this was perfectly reasonable.
Relevant points from the source included:
The Senate is in ‘control of the receipts and expenditure of the exchequer’.
The consuls ‘have absolute power over the details of military preparation, and an absolute authority in the field’.
The part left to the people is ‘a most important one’; they are ‘the sole fountain of honor and of punishment’ by which ‘dynasties and constitutions and … human society are held together’.
Relevant points from own knowledge included:
general
The Roman Republic’s constitution by circa 350 BCE was a complex and evolving system that blended elements of monarchy, aristocracy and democracy. 
This mixed constitution divided power among three main components: the consuls, the Senate and the people. 
It succeeded in maintaining relative stability but left unresolved conflicts between patricians and plebeians, and between the aristocracy and the broader citizenry, setting the stage for future conflict and reform. 
While the system balanced competing interests, it also had inherent limitations. 
power imbalance between classes
patrician dominance: Despite reforms, patricians and/or entrenched oligarchic families still held disproportionate power through control of the Senate and high-ranking offices.
wealth-based voting: In the Centuriate Assembly, voting power was weighted toward wealthier citizens, limiting the influence of poorer plebeians.
limitations on popular power
restricted decision-making: While the assemblies could vote on laws, the Senate controlled which proposals reached them.
tribunes' limitations: The tribunes of the plebeians had significant power but could be politically pressured or co-opted by elite interests.
short terms of office
instability of leadership: Annual elections for magistrates, including consuls, often resulted in a lack of continuity in policy and governance.
frequent turnover: Frequent changes in leadership sometimes hindered long-term planning, especially in military or infrastructure projects.
financial and military control by the Senate
control of resources: The Senate's dominance over financial matters restricted the ability of assemblies or individual magistrates to initiate large-scale public projects without senatorial approval.
military authority: The Senate and consuls controlled military preparations and campaigns, limiting the people’s direct influence on warfare.
limited inclusion
exclusion of non-citizens: Non-citizens, including women, slaves and foreign residents, were excluded from political participation.
geographical constraints: Rural citizens often found it difficult to travel to Rome to participate in assemblies, skewing representation towards urban populations.
balancing factors
checks and balances: The consuls could check each other, the tribunes could veto Senate decisions and the assemblies could elect or remove magistrates.
reforms over time: The gradual inclusion of plebeians in political life, such as the Licinian–Sextian Laws (367 BCE), reduced patrician dominance by opening the consulship to plebeians.
Polybius’s statement underscores the principle that ultimate authority in the Republic lay with the people, even within a system dominated by the Senate and magistrates. While the Senate managed finances and foreign policy, and consuls held executive power, the people retained sovereignty through their ability to confer honour and enforce justice. It acknowledges the people as the ultimate arbiters of political and moral legitimacy, balancing the aristocratic and monarchical elements of the system.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
First, much power was concentrated in the oligarchic institution of the Roman Senate, particularly in the early Republic, and had a significant role in overseeing foreign policy, finances and proposing legislation. Indeed, according to Source 11, the Senate “has these various functions, especially the control of receipts and expenditure of the exchequer”, thus having a monopoly of power over the other Republican institutions such as the assemblies of the Comitia Centuriata and Concilium Plebis, the latter added in 471 BC. According to Gwynne, “true political power lay in the early Republic did not lie with the individual magistrates, but with the collective authority of the Senate”, thus limiting the ability for the broad mass of Romans to have an effective role in government. Second, the leading office of consul, of which there was two, was proven to have limitations in effectively conducting war, due to their annual re-election. This was most evident in the campaign against Hannibal during the Second Punic War of 218–201 BC, in which the constantly changing military command of the consuls undermined the ability of Rome to initially achieve victory, especially in the disastrous defeat at Cannae in 216 BCE, despite their “absolute authority in the field” (source 11). Thus, the political institutions of the Senate and consuls not only concentrated power unequally with the wealthy, but proved inefficient in effectively conducting war.
Question 3d. 
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The source provided a fairly clear explanation about why Roman politicians might be concerned about any young politician circumventing tradition. 
Most responses reworded the information in the source and the explanatory notes to put together a generic answer. 
The best responses provided specific information about Pompey’s early military successes (such as his campaign against the pirates) and/or made meaningful links to the erosion of traditional norms of republican (senatorial) authority beyond what was mentioned in the source. 
The phrase ‘early military successes’ is open to interpretation but actions prior to the formation of the First Triumvirate fit best with this term. 
Relevant points from the source included:
Pompey’s swift rise to prominence was unconventional: his triumph must have had a disquieting effect ‘on the other political leaders of the time’; according to tradition, as an ‘aspiring politician’ he was supposed to ‘slowly work his way up the ladder of promotion’.
Military success and popularity were becoming connected: he was ‘winning a dangerous amount of personal popularity with the people’.
Relevant points from own knowledge included:
83 BCE – support for Sulla
raised his own army to support Sulla during the civil war; gaining this independent command at a young age signalled an early challenge to senatorial control
earned Sulla’s trust through loyalty and effectiveness in battle
82–81 BCE – campaigns in Sicily and Africa
defeated the Marian forces in both regions
was rewarded by Sulla with the title ‘Magnus’ (‘the Great’) and, despite his youth and lack of formal office, was allowed a triumph in 81 BCE
broke precedent by receiving a triumph without holding the prerequisite magistracies (consul or praetor), undermining the cursus honorum and Senate authority.
77–73 BCE – campaign in Spain
crushed the revolt of Marcus Aemilius Lepidus in Italy, then pursued rebel forces into Spain
fought against Sertorius’s forces until Sertorius’s assassination in 73 BCE; executed Perperna to secure victory
continued a pattern of independent commands and a rapid rise through military achievement, fuelling fears of autocratic ambition
71 BCE – return to Italy and second triumph
intercepted remnants of Spartacus’s defeated slave army and claimed credit for ending the revolt
was awarded a second triumph, strengthening his popularity with the public and the legions
caused increased unease within the Senate, as his power came from military success and popular support rather than constitutional office
70 BCE – consulship and political role
was elected consul despite being underage and having skipped the cursus honorum
restored the powers of the plebeian tribunes, earning further public approval
demonstrated the erosion of traditional qualifications and highlighted the Senate’s declining ability to control access to high office through his election
67 BCE – command against piracy (lex Gabinia)
was granted extraordinary powers by the Senate to eliminate Mediterranean piracy, bypassing normal senatorial checks and reinforcing the trend towards concentrating power in individual generals
completed the campaign in only three months, enhancing his reputation as an efficient and decisive commander
66–61 BCE – Eastern Command (lex Manilia)
was given authority to wage war against Mithridates VI; defeated him decisively
reorganised Asia Minor and annexed Syria and Judaea without Senate authorisation
celebrated an unprecedented third triumph in 61 BCE over Africa, Europe and Asia
displayed the supremacy of military power over civil authority in his unilateral actions, eroding senatorial prestige and foreshadowing the Republic’s decline
overall evaluation
Pompey’s career from 83 to 61 BCE demonstrated how extraordinary commands, public adoration and military triumphs could elevate a single individual above the traditional political system.
His repeated defiance of precedent, immense popularity and reliance on military rather than senatorial legitimacy alarmed Rome’s political class.
These developments exemplified the Republic’s growing instability, as personal ambition and military dominance increasingly overshadowed collective governance.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Pompey’s successes in war and his popularity caused concern due to his flouting of Republican tradition. Pompey’s imperium over 270 ships and 125,000 men in 67 to clear out pirates represented a departure from Roman values and ideals of power being shared, a precedent set by Pompey that would impact Republican politics until its demise. Indeed, Pompey “seems to have responded well to devotion, be it from an army or a wife” (Goldworthy); as such, the general’s popularity influenced his meteoric rise to power in a system ossified by archaic tradition. Moreover, “in the East, Pompey was little short of a monarch” (Scullard), owing to his giddying heights of gloria and dignitas attained from “his victory over Hiarbas” (S12) in a previous engagement in Africa. Thus, Pompey’s early military successes set the precedent for the rise of over-powerful military commanders able to “throw their hat in the political ring” (Hamble), causing great concern among staunch Republicans like Cato the Younger.
Question 3e.
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Answering this question effectively required students to know what the outcome of the civil war was (Caesar won) and to interpret the phrase ‘key military battles’ appropriately. 
The study design does not specify any particular battles, so there was a broad acceptance of different approaches. 
The spirit of the question was about actual, named conflicts (such as the Battle of Pharsalus) and the best responses typically considered at least two of these conflicts. 
Another valid approach many students took was to discuss Caesar’s military career generally (especially in Gaul and up to crossing the Rubicon) to make the argument that his experience in important battles contributed to his later success. 
Some students took an even more general approach, pointing out that ‘key military battles’ (as a concept) were important for the outcome of the civil war. This was an acceptable strategy but usually lacked sufficient depth of detail to generate a high-scoring response.
Relevant points included:
context
To evaluate how key battles between Pompey and Caesar determined the outcome of the civil war, students are encouraged to focus on the major military confrontations and their implications on the political and strategic dynamics of the conflict.
The rivalry between Caesar and Pompey stemmed from competing ambitions and alliances within the Roman Republic.
The Senate, siding with Pompey, issued the senatus consultum ultimum in 49 BCE, effectively forcing Caesar to march on Rome.
Caesar’s bold move to cross the Rubicon in 49 BCE symbolised his challenge to Pompey’s authority and began the civil war.
Battle of Dyrrhachium (48 BCE)
This was a tactical victory for Pompey; Caesar was forced to retreat.
Pompey failed to capitalise on his success by decisively defeating Caesar’s forces.
Caesar’s disciplined army regrouped and maintained its cohesion.
Battle of Pharsalus (48 BCE)
This was a decisive victory for Caesar despite being outnumbered.
Pompey’s army was defeated due to Caesar’s superior strategy, including his use of reserves and tactical ingenuity.
Pompey fled to Egypt, where he was assassinated, effectively eliminating Caesar’s main rival.
Siege of Alexandria (47 BCE)
Caesar emerged victorious after securing alliances with Cleopatra VII.
Caesar’s intervention in Egypt strengthened his position and provided him with resources.
Battle of Thapsus (46 BCE)
Caesar won a decisive victory over the forces of Metellus Scipio and Juba I.
The republican defeat resulted from disorganisation, conflicting command structure and inability to withstand Caesar’s aggressive, coordinated assault.
This battle eliminated the major remaining Pompeian strength in Africa.
Battle of Munda (45 BCE)
Caesar achieved a hard-fought but decisive victory against the Pompeian forces led by Titus Labienus and Gnaeus Pompeius.
Caesar’s experienced veterans were stronger than their opponents.
Munda ended organised Pompeian resistance; Labienus was killed, Gnaeus soon executed and Caesar emerged as uncontested master of the Roman world.
political consequences of the battles
Pompey’s defeat at Pharsalus and subsequent death dismantled the Senate-aligned opposition.
The military victories allowed Caesar to centralise authority and pave the way for the transition from republic to empire.
The battles showcased the inability of the Senate to counteract Caesar’s militarised populism.
Caesar’s dominance laid the foundation for the rise of Augustus and the Roman Empire.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Military battles were the catalyst for the death of Pompey and the end of his political prominence and inordinate power in Rome. Additionally, Caesar’s victories against the remnants of Pompey’s supporters resulted in his eventual rise to dictator of Rome. 
Following the crucial action of Caesar in crossing the Rubicon with his legions in 49 BC and initiating civil war with Pompey, his victory in 48 BC at Pharsalus against Pompey’s fleeing army was a key decisive battle that had the immediate consequence of Pompey’s flight to Egypt where he was murdered upon arrival the same year. Significantly, “it was personal pride […] which plunged the Roman Republic into another civil war” (Goldsworthy), and this ambition was most evident in the eventuation of open conflict between Caesar and Pompey, ultimately resulting in Caesar’s rise to power in Pompey’s place. 
Furthermore, Caesar’s decisive victory against Pompey himself in 48 BC was crucially consolidated by his subsequent victories against Pompeian supporters. First was in Thapsus in 46 BC, in which Caesar destroyed remaining opposition in North Africa, resulting in Cato the Younger’s suicide, and second, Caesar’s victory of the Battle of Munda in Spain, after which he became uncontested ruler of the Republic. As a result of Caesar’s success in overcoming his political rivals through these key battles, his contentious reforms, including his self-declaration as dictator-perpetual in 44 BC became possible, and thus the civil “war to choose between emperors” (Beard) resulted in Rome’s subjugation to the sole power of a dictator. 
Hence, the key military battles fought in the civil war between Caesar and Pompey in 48–45 BC eliminated the influence of Pompey and his supporters, and laid the foundation for one-man rule under Caesar.
Section B
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The essay topics all presented an assertion, in response to which students had to express and defend a point of view.
The best essays started with an effective and economical introduction. Such an introduction tended to demonstrate an understanding of the topic (including defining any key terms) and gave an outline of the intended structure of the essay (a brief snapshot of what each of the body paragraphs would cover). High-scoring essays usually articulated a clear contention in the introduction, presenting the student’s point of view about why things happened the way they did. This sort of introduction creates a useful framework to guide the writing of the essay. 
Many responses did not critique or define key terms of the topics. These included ‘unconventional reign’, ‘the Egyptian role of the god-king’, ‘Archidamian War’, ‘Roman morals and values’ and ‘the demise of the Roman Republic’. Without engaging with these terms, essays often become lists of things that happened with bold but unjustified assertions. Unpacking the key terms is essential to developing an argument that is explicitly relevant to the question.
It is perfectly acceptable for students to express a point of view that is quite conventional. The best essays needed to be well-developed, persuasive, relevant and specific. They did not have to be based on original research or reflect cutting-edge developments in academic writing. 
Essays did not have to follow a particular structure, although most good essays used a typical three-body paragraph structure.
All four criteria printed on the examination paper for the essay were required to be met for a high-scoring essay. 
An essay with a clear contention that is consistently developed will tend to present a ‘coherent and relevant historical argument’. One way for students to signal their engagement with this criterion is to use the key terms of the topic and explore what they mean throughout the essay.
A ‘demonstration of historical knowledge’ involves the use of specific historical details – names, dates, facts, figures, people, places and statistics. Many students did not use dates effectively in their essay, which often correlated with unclear sequencing of historical events.
The concept of ‘historical thinking concepts’ is defined as cause and consequence, continuity and change and/or historical significance. This was demonstrated well when a student explained why events were important in the larger social, political or historical context.
The ‘use of sources as evidence’ criterion was often not addressed adequately; many essays had no sources at all. Historical interpretations and primary sources are essential evidence for a high-scoring essay. These must be authentic, should not be from textbook authors and must present a meaningful and relevant interpretation to be of any value. 
Note that essay scores represent the overall performance of the cohort and are not divided by civilisation. 
Egypt
Question 1
The Egypt essay was the second most popular, with 18 per cent of students choosing this topic.
Note that in writing about Egypt, relevant and accurate references to material artefacts (such as buildings, statues, inscriptions and stelae) was generally accepted as primary source evidence.
This topic required students to show knowledge of what constituted the role of the god-king and then to express an opinion about how Akhenaten’s reign compared to this role.
Many responses engaged with the idea that Akhenaten fulfilled some aspects of the role of god-king while also being unconventional. This was probably the best approach to take as it gave students the opportunity to demonstrate an understanding of ‘typical’ aspects of kingship as well as specific actions undertaken by Akhenaten. Exploring both of these strands naturally led to an argument of some kind in most essays. 
Students organised their ideas well for the most part into cohesive and thematically focused paragraphs.
Examples of fulfilling the role of the god-king included:
as Amenhotep IV, Akhenaten initially following in his father’s footsteps (by dedicating temples to Amun at Karnak) 
remaining an intermediary between the people and the gods even if he radically altered the religious system
engaging in temple-building for the god, engaging in offerings to the god, acting as the highest priest of the god, representing himself constantly in the company of his chief god, changing his name to show his connection to his chief god
engaging in foreign relations that enriched Egypt (such as deliveries of foreign tribute recorded in Year 12) 
maintaining the expected regalia of kingship and presenting himself in traditional postures such as smiting foreign enemies
securing Nile floods by pleasing the god.
Examples of aspects of an ‘unconventional’ reign included:
his elevation of the Aten and the related suppression of other cults
the construction and design of Akhetaten to radically shift cultural and political life away from the traditional centre of power at Thebes
artistic representations that diverged from longstanding conventions (in terms of the form of the human body and the inclusion of family)
the role of Nefertiti
a decline in military exploits
a souring of diplomatic relations. 
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Although the Amarna period marked a crisis in New Kingdom Egypt, Akhenaten fulfilled the position of god-king to a large extent. In conventional Egyptian values, the god-king affirmed his divine right to rule through a close connection with the gods. Akhenaten’s pursuit of monotheism achieved this through his building campaigns and reforms to festivals. Through this he affirmed his right to rule under the Aten. However, Akhenaten’s inability to maintain ma’at or divine order demonstrates his failure in the position of god-king. Hence, he achieved his role to a large extent.
Akhenaten’s employment of building campaigns throughout his reign reflected the traditional pursuit of achieving the role of the god-king. Primarily, this is reflected in the boundary stela at Akhetaten that emphasise [Akhenaten’s] close relationship with the Aten as he reflects on “Aten, my father”. The emphasis of the divine connection between Akhenaten and the sun god is similar to other kings and their pursuit of the role of god-king. Such as Hatshepsut claiming Amun to be her father at her mortuary temple at Dier El Bahri. Wherein her coronation scene reflects Amun’s wish that “my soul is hers; my bounty is hers; my crown shall be hers”. Therefore, the similarities between Akhenaten and Hatshepsut’s use of building campaigns suggest his achievement of the position of the god-king. In addition, this is further emphasised through reliefs at Akhetaten such as in Gem-pa-Aten of Akhenaten, Nefertiti, and the Aten. The depiction of the king and queen as completing the triad with the Aten suggested their “divine connection and equality” (Tyldesley) with the god. Further, this was also suggested through the limitation of worship to only Nefertiti and Akhenaten being permitted to worship the Aten. Hence, the building campaigns of Akhenaten exhibited his achievement of the role of god-king through his exclusive and divine connection to the Aten.
The reforms to religious festivals implemented by Akhenaten further emphasised his divine connection to the Aten and achievement of the role of god-king. His abolition of traditional festivals such as the Beautiful Feast of the Valley “had a profoundly alienating effect on the populous” (Wilkinson) yet elevated his own position in leadership. This is exhibited in the implementation of the Processional Way, wherein Akhenaten and Nefertiti would process through Akhetaten and be worshipped by citizens. Hence, Akhenaten emphasised his own position to equal that of the gods of the festivals whom he had abolished. This is further exhibited through the decree that “no mention of the Amun, his cult, or his temple” (Boundary Stela K) would be tolerated in Akhetaten. Through this, Akhenaten aimed to elevate the Aten and consequently himself to a higher level of respect than the plethora of traditional gods, such as Khonsu or Mut. His use of ceremonies to suggest this is also highlighted by the Window of Appearance wherein himself and Nefertiti would accept offerings and worship on behalf of the Aten. Hence, he demonstrated his achievement of “elevating the exclusivity of religion in Egypt” (Wilson) in order to achieve a higher position that rivalled the cult of Amun. Ultimately, he employed the use of ceremonies and festivals in order to suggest his achievement of divine connection.
However, the inability of Akhenaten to achieve ma’at through his withdrawal from governance suggests his inability to completely fulfil the role of the god-king. This is primarily emphasised through his lack of engagement with foreign policy as reflected in the Amarna letters. Such as from the king of Byblos who urged Akhenaten to “send archers, lest all be lost!” The Amarna Letters reflected the ignorance of Akhenaten towards vassal and brother states due to his own preoccupation with religious reforms. Through the detriment and conflict that was experienced in these states it is evident that ma’at was not achieved. In addition, the prevalence of illness and starvation in Akhetaten further emphasised the inability of the heretic king to provide order to his people. As the North graveyard holds evidence of up to 6,000 of the city’s residents to have experienced malnutrition. The stark contrast between the prosperity suggested by Akhenaten’s building campaign and the illness of his people suggests his inability to achieve the role of god-king. This is further exhibited through the Restoration Period as Tutankhamun reflected that “the gods have turned their backs on this land” (Restoration Stela). Through this, he emphasised how Akhenaten and his unconventional rule disrupted the achievement of ma’at that should be assured by a god-king. Hence, the reign of Akhenaten did not allow him to fully achieve this position as he did not achieve divine order.
Ultimately, although Akhenaten’s reign is viewed to be the least conventional of the 18th Dynasty he achieved the position of god-king to a large extent. Yet his inability to provide ma’at exhibited one short-coming in this role.
Question 2
The Greece essay was the least popular, with 12 per cent of students choosing this topic. 
This topic required students to make a judgement about the role of Sparta in starting the Archidamian War. Focusing only on Sparta, however, rarely generated enough material for a full essay. The best responses took a nuanced view and expressed a clear contention about the roles of Athens and Sparta (whether that was to blame one more than the other or to blame them both).
Most essays had two main sections – one about Athens and one about Sparta. 
Many students wrote three paragraphs even if not strictly necessary and used a range of strategies to achieve this. 
Some started with a review of long-term causes, going back to the Greco-Persian Wars and the development of Athens through the 5th century. This sort of material was often not relevant to the topic. 
Others wrote a short third paragraph to assert (or restate) their overall judgement about who was to blame for starting the war; better essays explored this evaluation constantly throughout the essay and restated it in a conclusion. 
Many students included a third paragraph to consider other factors, especially the role of Corinth, and that was usually a better way to add nuance to the essay.
Examples of the role of Sparta in causing the war:
long-term fear of Athens, particularly growing Athenian hegemony, the military measures Athens was taking, changing status of allies, etc.
willingness to undermine Athens over the decades (such as Samos in 440 BCE, Potidaea)
increasing toughness of ultimata issued by embassies before outbreak, including the third, which demanded dissolution of Athenian hegemony
confidence that their strategy of invading Attica would bring about a swift result, based on the events of 446 BCE, which ended the First Peloponnesian War
confidence in the strength of their military
willingness to support allies because they feared losing support/control of the Peloponnesian League.
Examples of the role of Athens in causing the war:
influence of Pericles as strategos 443–429 BCE in determining Athenian policy
presentation by Thucydides of Athenian expansionist imperial policy as provocative, which was seen as a threat to Sparta and the Peloponnesian League
increased tempo of Pericles’s imperialistic aims (for example, Euboean men of fighting age were required to swear unconditional loyalty to Athens)
contravention of terms of the Thirty Years’ Peace: Athenian territorial involvement in Peloponnesian territories pre-Peace, namely Nisaea, Pegae, Troezen and Achaea; control of the northern Aegean (colony at Brea in Thrace in 445 BCE) and Amphipolis in 437 BCE; involvement in the Western Mediterranean (Thurii intruding into Corinthian spheres of influence)
suppression of the Samos revolt, led by Pericles, as a message to empire
involvement in the affairs of other states (such as Potidaea, Corcyra and Megara)
rejection of Archidamus’s compromise to avoid the outbreak of war
consolidation and defence preparations in 430s BCE (for example, the strength of the navy and fortifications)
possession of over 6000 talents in reserve and an unchallengeable fleet (Pericles was arguing from a position of confidence and strength) 
Pericles’s rejection of Spartan ultimata and his assessment that Sparta was ill prepared for war.
Examples of other factors in causing the war:
members of the Peloponnesian League pressuring Sparta on the terms of the ultimata to Athens (expel Pericles, repeal Megarian Decree, dissolve Athenian empire)
from 432 BCE onwards, Corinth pushing for war, accusing Sparta of being slow or reluctant to act/defend the League
support from the majority of League members for war, putting pressure on Sparta
Corinthian involvement at Corcyra, Potidaea etc.
[bookmark: gottohere]The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
Sparta played a key role in causing the outbreak of the Archidamian War of 431 to 421 BCE to a small extent. Although the outbreak of the Archidamian War can be attributed to Sparta’s fear of Athens, the role of Athens or the cultural acception of war were also significant contributions to the outbreak of conflict.
Sparta’s role in causing the outbreak of the Archidamian War can be attributed to its fear of the growth of Athenian power. Although King Archidamus was a xenos, a guest friend of Pericles, as their grandfathers had served together in the Persian Wars, the invasion of Attica in 431 BCE, led Archidamus of Sparta displayed how personal diplomacy was overcome by political rivalry. This political rivalry can be attributed to the growth of Athenian supremacy in the Aegean, and the fear this invoked in Sparta. Thucydides claims how the rapid acceleration of Athenian growth “inspired fear in Lacademon [and this] … made war inevitable”. Historian Kallet-Marx upholds this claim, asserting how “Athenian democracy … incited fear into the hearts of Greek oligarchs, Sparta and elsewhere.” Sparta harboured an intense fear of the radical nature of Athenian democracy, which threatened its rigid oligarchic structure. The centralised individualism of Athens threatened the collectivism of Spartan society, and this was exemplified through the Spartan refusal of Athenian aid following the Spartan earthquake of 464 BCE, out of fear of Athenian envoys spreading democratic ideals among Spartans. This intense fear from Sparta culminated in the outbreak of conflict, as Powell contends how the Spartans were kept “chronically ready for war” by Athenian expansion. Sparta’s fear of the immense growth of Athenian power is also exemplified by Thucydides observation of the Athenian war chest by 431 BCE, consisting of the annual tributes of the allies of 600 talents, 1600 unmounted bowmen and 300 triremes. Evidently, the growth of power in Athens, and the fear that Sparta held as a result, contributed to the outbreak of the Archidamian War. 
However, the outbreak of the Archidamian War can also be attributed to the role of Athens. Sparta was highly reluctant to declare war on Athens, yet were pressured to do so due to the actions of Athens ‘inciting fear’ into Corinth, and Corinth subsequently threating to leave the Peloponnesian League if Sparta failed to declare war on Athens. Under Pericles leadership, who was a dedicated imperialist, Athens exerted power and control over its allies. Notably, Athens broke the terms of the 30 years peace treaty with Sparta through assisting Corcyra in opposing a naval attack from Corinth at the Battle of Sybota in 433 BCE. D. Siculus conveys the impact of Athens presence at the Battle of Sybota, contending how this “[constituted] a breach of their treaty with the Peloponnese”, which Athens was knowledgable of. Moreover, Athens instigated the outbreak of the Archidamian War through sending a list of unreasonable demands to Delian League member Potidaea in 432 BCE, pre-empting Potidaea succeding from the Athenian Empire. Moreover, Athens instigation of the outbreak of the Archidamian War was furthered by the implementation of the Megarian Decree of 432 BCE. This was an “extreme demonstration of Athenian imperialism” (Meiggs), and directly provoked Sparta to demand the Athenians to rescind the decree and take down the Athenian long walls, or face the outbreak of war. Ultimately, the role of Athens in the outbreak of the Archidamian War was a great significance.
Yet, another contributing factor to the outbreak of the Archidamian War was the cultural acception of conflict in Ancient Greece. Both Athens and Sparta viewed concessions as a sign of weakness, as exemplified by Pericles belief to “never decline the dangers of war” (Thucydides). Battle in Ancient Greece was highly stigmatized, being seen as the “clearest expression of manly excellence” (Tritle). J.E Lendon reinforces Tritle’s view, claiming how Thucydides failed to consider the “culture of Greek foreign relations” in the outbreak of war. Athens and Sparta, along with most city-states in Ancient Greece viewed foreign policy as a competitive ranking of prestige, rooted in the competitive culture of Ancient Greece. This competitive culture normalised the outbreak of battles and skirmishes as a means to achieve power and glory, thus justifying the outbreak of the Archidamian War to Athens and Sparta.
Evidently, whilst Sparta and its fear of Athens played a role in the outbreak of the Archidamian War of 431 to 421 BCE, it was ultimately due to the combination of Athenian involvement and a cultural normalisation of war that the conflict was prompted.
Rome
Question 3
The Rome essay was the most popular, with 66 per cent of students choosing this topic. 
This topic required students to evaluate the role of Roman morals and values in the demise of the Roman Republic. Students therefore had to show knowledge of several things: the relevant Roman morals and values; the extent to which they ‘eroded’; whether this erosion was related to the demise of the Roman Republic; what ‘demise of the Roman Republic’ actually means. 
Few students articulated what ‘demise of the Roman Republic’ might mean – most responses implicitly equated the demise with the content of Area of Study 2. 
Good responses discussed the transition to an empire under one-man rule in Augustus. 
The best responses questioned the extent to which the nature of the Republic had meaningfully changed as far as the vast majority of Romans were concerned, or whether the values of the populace were even a relevant factor in the changes of the 1st century BCE.
Almost all essays consisted of a series of biographies of famous Roman men – typically some combination of the Gracchi, Marius and/or Sulla, Pompey and/or Caesar and Antony and/or Octavian. 
This is not necessarily a bad approach, but a consistent problem was that essays tended to present these biographies as if they sufficiently demonstrated the erosion of morals and values and also proved that the Republic suffered a demise. 
Better essays made these links explicit while naming and defining the relevant morals and values. 
Some essays looked at earlier periods of the Republic (some starting at 509 BCE, then discussing aspects of the growth of Roman power such as in the Punic Wars). This was one way to establish the morals and values of Roman society, since it was through those experiences that Rome defined what was important to it (at least in principle). 
Examples of relevant, general contextual information:
Students addressing this prompt should aim to provide a balanced and analytical response, evaluating the extent to which moral decline and the erosion of Roman values contributed to the fall of the Roman Republic, while also considering other significant factors. 
Students would need to explain what is meant by ‘moral decline’ and ‘Roman values’. Any Latin words used (such as dignitas, virtus, pietas and mos maiorum) should be defined clearly. 
Students should state whether they agree, disagree or partially agree with the prompt.
Students can briefly outline the key events leading to the demise of the Republic (133–27 BCE) by drawing on events and individuals that highlight ‘moral decline’ and the ‘erosion of values’. 
Examples of the erosion of morals and values:
abandonment of traditions, such as respect for Senate authority and legal norms
decline of civic virtue (for example, by focusing on reputation rather than public service)
corruption and greed, including bribery or intimidation in elections and exploitation of provinces for personal enrichment by governors and senators
use of political violence to resolve disputes (such as the assassination of the Gracchi brothers)
economic inequality seen in the growth of latifundia and displacement of small farmers traditionally seen as the backbone of the army and the state
urban overcrowding and dependence on state welfare contributing to proletarian discontent and a growing divide between the elite and the lower classes
failure of reforms (such as those of Tiberius and Gaius Gracchus)
transition from collective responsibility to glorification of individual achievements (such as triumphal parades/festivals)
shift from republican ideals to personal ambition; the increasing prioritisation of personal power (for example, Julius Caesar’s dictatorship) over collective governance.
Examples of other relevant factors:
Students could focus on the rise of military strongmen such as Marius, Sulla and Caesar (by arguing for the role individuals played in the crisis rather than society overall). These individuals commanded loyalty from troops, undermining Senate authority and shifting traditional power dynamics.
Rivalries between factions (such as Marius v. Sulla, Caesar v. Pompey) and repeated civil wars drained resources and eroded republican institutions.
Students could present counterarguments about the adaptability of Roman values, pointing out that they had previously evolved to accommodate changes (for example, during the Punic Wars).
Alternatively, students could explore the structural weaknesses, not moral decline, that were the critical issue. The breakdown of the Republic’s political system (never effectively adapted from city-state management to massive empire) was driven more by power struggles and economic inequality than by moral issues.
The following is an example of a high-scoring student response:
While the erosion of Republican values certainly played a key part in the rise of the “warlords” (Gwynne) who destroyed the Republic, an inherent, militaristic disposition espoused by the Romans facilitated the Republic’s downfall. Events such as the amassing of power by Marius, the unlawful dictatorship of his contemporary, Sulla, and the trend continued by Caesar, symbolised the breakdown of classic, Cato-style Republican morality, foregone in the pursuit of power. Indeed, conflict and brutality utilised by Caesar in his Gallic Wars in order to undermine the Republic demonstrates his own departure from Republican values, influencing the fall of the Republic. Yet Roman militarism, from the birth of the city to its transformation into the Empire, played an equally pivotal role in the fall of the Republic.
Unlawful amassing of power by individuals undermined Roman values. First, Gaius Marius’ consulships from 104–100 and in 86 BC, represent his flagrant disregard for the office of the consuls, a departure from Roman ideals of checks on power and a limit on term lengths. Similarly, Pompey’s assumption of sole consulship in 52 BC represents a radical subversion of Republican morality, as it was “an office, which, by definition, had always been shared by two” (Beard). Thus, the erosion of Roman morality and values manifest in the unprecedented careers of Marius and Pompey allowed them to amass the gloria and power required to effectively [dismantle] the Republic and hasten its demise, in 23 BC under the Second Settlement of Augustus. Further, Sulla’s dictatorships in 88 and 80 during a Civil War that claimed 200,000 lives emblematises the erosion of Republican morality that had begun to dominate the Republic, further evidenced by his proscriptions that killed 2,600 people in Rome, many of them senators. Such an exercise of arbitrary despotism, a critical rejection of the ideals promulgated by Cato the Elder, thus hastened the demise of the Res Publica. Thus, through the amassing of power and exercise of despotism, the Republic’s downfall was set in motion, setting the precedents for its actual demise.
Further, Julius Caesar’s political and military career typified the erosion of Republican ideals, through his rebarbative conquest of Gaul and disregard for Roman policy. Caesar’s Gallic Wars from 58–50 BCE saw 500,000 Gauls enslaved, 1,000,000 slaughtered, and the corruption of Caesar himself; “in Gaul, Caesar acquired the taste and resources for monarchy” (Lintott), a radical endorsement of the abhorred title of rex that Caesar internalised, corrupting the ideals of the Republic even as he conquered in its name. The battle of the Sambre in 57 BC, seeing 30,000 Romans defeat 80,000 Nervii in “the hardest-fought of Caesar’s battles” (Goldsworthy) and the subjugation of the Atuatuci in 56, seeing 53,000 tribespeople killed and 4,000 enslaved by Caesar, caused Pliny to describe his conquests as a “crime against humanity”,  and as such, representative of the increasing demise of Republican values that would lead Caesar to proclaim “the Republic is nothing, a mere name without form or substance”, an admission of his disregard for the Republican ideals that had lent Rome her greatness. Further on, Caesar’s “conquests in Gaul were intended to be spectacular, for he had ever an eye on opinion back in Rome” (Goldsworthy) and was eager to further his political career thanks to his identity as a “man intent on flouting the traditions of the Republic” (Gwynn). As such, Caesar’s command over his legions due to the booty acquired in Gaul – Caesar enjoyed a personal income of 400,000 gold pieces annually –meant that “the dictatorship, when combined with overwhelming military force, was the means by which autocracy was expressed” (Steel) – an autocracy that held contempt for the ideals and morality of the Republic. Ultimately, Caesar’s career, and the barbarity of his Gallic Wars, eroded Republican ideals, and contributed to the demise of the Res Publica.
Yet Roman militarism played a pivotal role in the fall of the Republic, tearing it asunder through internal strife, alienation of the Allies, and imposing violence upon Roman society. By 100 BC, almost 66% of any Roman army “invariably consisted of allied soldiers” (Gwynn), meaning that when the Social War broke out from 91–87 BC, Rome was confronted with its oppressive nature and subjugating tendencies, which originated out of its militarism and combat-centred philosophies. As such, Rome’s militarism and conflict with its allies had long existed, especially at the Battle of Lake Regillus in 496, where 24,700 Romans defeated 50,000 Latins, and the Siege of Veii from 405–316, where “defeat for either would mean extinction” (Livy). Through the constant tension between Rome and her allies, the Republic found itself a “victim of its own success” (Gwynn), as in its militarism and desire for conquest, it had enabled the suppression and the deprivation of rights to flourish amongst its allied soldiers. Moreover, militarism in the late Republic, manifest in the Civil Wars of the 80s, 49–45 and 32–30, effectively brought about the Republic’s demise, especially At Actium, where Octavian and Agrippa’s 400 ships defeated 270 of Antony’s, killing 5000 men. Thus, militarism and infighting hastened the demise of the Republic rather than the erosion of ideals.
Ultimately, the erosion of Republican ideals played a key role in the Republic’s demise, from the unseemly amounts of power held by the later Republic’s warlords, to the violence of Caesar’s career and conquests. Yet, militarism and alienation played an equally important role.
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