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[bookmark: TemplateOverview]Specific information
The statistics in this report may be subject to rounding resulting in a total of more or less than 100 per cent.
All students were examined against each of the following criteria. The criteria were applied to both stages of the examination. 
Criterion 1: Fulfilment of the requirements of the selected production role
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0.4
	0.2
	0.5
	0.9
	3
	3
	4
	8
	19
	61
	9.1


This is a compliance criterion assessed in accordance with the examination specifications (March 2025).
To attain full marks for this criterion, the student was required to have successfully completed all of the following:
selected a prescribed monologue from the VCE Theatre Studies monologue examination 
presented an interpretation of the monologue through the application of the selected production role, either Actor and Director or Designer (in any two of the following design areas: costume, hair and make-up, set, props, lighting, sound)
met the requirements of the selected production role (either Actor and Director or Designer)
presented an Interpretation Statement orally
submitted one copy of the Interpretation Statement template at the conclusion of the examination
completed the examination within the allotted time.
The common contributing factors for lower-scoring acting and directing responses included:
not delivering all the prescribed lines and/or paraphrasing lines
contextual choices that were not informed by the scene in which the monologue was embedded and/or the wider world of the play
an inappropriate or under-developed theatre style
a lack of sufficient dramaturgical research and/or application of it.


The common contributing factors for lower-scoring designing responses included:
designing for a stage area larger than 5 metres × 5 metres
designing for non-prescribed character(s). For example, additionally designing a costume for ‘Oberon’, whom ‘Titania’ (the prescribed character) was talking to in the monologue
designing for parts of the play beyond what takes place in the prescribed monologue
in the interpretation stage, not delivering at least two quotes from the monologue
a lack of sufficient dramaturgical research and/or application of it.
Criterion 2: Skill in undertaking and applying dramaturgy
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.1
	0.6
	0.6
	4
	10
	14
	21
	19
	15
	10
	7
	6.5


In both stages of this examination, students were required to demonstrate their skills as a dramaturg, including that they had conducted dramaturgical research in preparing their interpretation. 
Higher-scoring responses demonstrated that the student had conducted research both within and outside the script, with a clear link (or links) evident as to how dramaturgy had informed the interpretation. In such responses, relevant information had been sourced and applied, evident through specific artistic decisions made in the production role work. For example, a student investigating the ‘Narrator’ character from Watermark, as well as reading the whole script, could conduct research regarding the Katherine floods, which was source material for the play.
Lower-scoring responses demonstrated little evidence of dramaturgical research outside the script and/or that there was a disconnect between the dramaturgy conducted and the interpretation. In these responses, evidence of how dramaturgy had been applied was not clearly evident in the interpretation/production role work.
Criterion 3: Skill in working in the selected production role
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.4
	0.8
	3
	9
	14
	23
	19
	16
	10
	5
	6.5


This criterion assesses the student’s knowledge and skills working in either the production role of Director and Actor or as Designer in two design production roles (e.g. set and sound) as per the examination specifications.
Higher-scoring responses clearly demonstrated various ways of working in the selected roles (acting and directing or two design roles), including conveying a high level of understanding of the intended meanings of the monologue. For example, higher-scoring acting/directing interpretations of ‘Salieri’ conveyed the sub-text of the monologue.
Lower-scoring responses demonstrated limited indicators of working in the selected role as outlined in the examination specifications for the selected production role and/or did not meet all of the requirements. 
Criterion 4: Skill in conveying the interrelationships between the prescribed monologue, the specified scene and the world of the script
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.8
	2
	6
	12
	17
	20
	17
	13
	7
	6
	6.2


This criterion assesses the student’s ability to convey their knowledge of the interrelationships between the content and contexts of the prescribed monologue, the specified scene in which it is embedded and the wider script. 
Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a highly evident demonstration and explanation of how the content and contexts of the monologue were interconnected and informed by the prescribed scene and the script overall. This might have included interpretative decisions that reflected the student’s knowledge of previous scene(s) and the impact of where the monologue sits within the play (e.g. exposition, denouement). For example, higher-scoring acting/directing interpretations of the three characters from The Picture of Dorian Gray depicted characteristics that were informed by an understanding of the whole script.
In lower-scoring responses, there was little evidence in one or both stages of the examination of the student’s knowledge of the script beyond the monologue, or there were tenuous links made or referred to between the monologue, scene and the wider script. 
Criterion 5: Skill in the development of an interpretation of the prescribed monologue
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.6
	1
	4
	10
	16
	21
	18
	15
	8
	7
	6.4


This criterion assesses the student’s ability to develop a concept for their interpretation.
Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a concept that was well-informed, evident and consistently applied throughout the interpretation and was explained and justified in the oral Interpretation Statement.
Low-scoring responses were characterised by an inconsistent or indiscernible overarching concept for the interpretation. These responses contained little evidence of how the interpretation was informed by knowledge beyond the monologue, and little to no evidence of an explanation and/or justification of the concept in the oral Interpretation Statement.
Criterion 6: Skill in conveying the contexts of the prescribed monologue
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.7
	1
	4
	11
	16
	21
	19
	14
	8
	6
	6.4


This criterion assesses the student’s ability to convey the contexts of the prescribed monologue through their work in the selected production role. Students were required to interpret the monologue within its original context(s) or another considered and informed context (or contexts). Contextual choices for the interpretation should be informed by the scene in which the monologue was embedded and the wider world of the play.
Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a clearly conveyed context that was consistent with that of the original script or, while being different from the original, was highly appropriate to the interpretation. For example, some interpretations of ‘Titania’ and ‘Bottom’ were set in the modern day or in another location that was appropriate for the text. This recontextualisation took into account how this could work effectively for the whole play, not just the monologue.
By contrast, lower-scoring interpretations where the context was changed could not be sustained beyond the monologue. Lower-scoring responses were also characterised by a lack of awareness of the original context(s) of the play. Some students changed context but did not sufficiently justify their decision. For example, some students who changed the gender of ‘Salieri’ from male to female did not justify this decision and/or did not explain how this change could work for the play beyond the lines of the monologue. 
Criterion 7: Skill in applying theatre style(s)
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.6
	2
	6
	12
	17
	19
	18
	13
	7
	6
	6.2


This criterion assesses the student’s skill in applying theatre style(s) to the monologue interpretation. Students may interpret the monologue within its original theatre style(s) or another theatre style(s) that is appropriate for an interpretation of the selected script.
In high-scoring responses, the theatre styles that students chose to apply to their interpretation were clearly evident in the interpretation, and were demonstrated, explained and/or justified in the oral Interpretation Statement. Higher-scoring responses were also characterised by clearly conveyed theatre styles that were consistent with that of the original playscript or, if different from the original, were highly applicable for the interpretation. In these responses, conventions of the theatre styles were effectively and skilfully applied, and the theatre styles were cohesively applied within the production roles. 
In low-scoring responses, the theatre styles were barely evident in the interpretation and/or not referred to in the oral statement. Lower-scoring responses were also characterised by a lack of awareness of the theatre style(s) of the play and/or an application of a theatre style(s) that was inappropriate for the interpretation. Some lower-scoring responses conveyed very limited conventions of the theatre styles. For example, for an interpretation in the style of Epic Theatre, the only convention applied was the use of placards. 
Criterion 8: Skill in the use of elements of theatre composition
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.1
	0.5
	2
	6
	11
	17
	20
	19
	13
	7
	5
	6.2


The elements of theatre composition are cohesion, motion, rhythm, emphasis, contrast and variation. Students were required to select an element for each production role, and the expectation was that these would be clearly evident in their interpretation. When selecting and utilising the elements of theatre composition, students were required to consider the contexts, plot, structure, language of the script, character(s), themes, images and ideas, theatre style(s), intended meanings and theatrical possibilities.
[bookmark: _Hlk183354031]In high-scoring responses, the elements of theatre composition were well-integrated and clearly evident throughout the interpretation. Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a clearly evident understanding of the element applied to each of the two production roles, and the element was used in a highly effective manner to convey the concept the student had created for the interpretation. 
Lower-scoring responses were characterised by a lack of understanding of the element of theatre composition applied to each of the two production roles and/or by an underdeveloped or underutilised application of the element in the interpretation. In such responses, there was a disconnect between the element(s) as stated by the student on the Interpretation Statement template and as seen in their interpretation. In some lower-scoring responses, while the elements of theatre composition were stated, there was little evidence of a particular focus on these in the monologue interpretation.
Criterion 9: Skill in demonstrating the interrelationship between the interpretation and the audience
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.2
	0.7
	1
	4
	12
	17
	19
	18
	13
	8
	6
	6.3


This criterion assesses the student’s ability to demonstrate how their work in interpreting the prescribed monologue is informed by an understanding of audience culture. The student’s work should demonstrate how aspects of the interpretation could enhance the theatre experience of the intended audience. 
Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a clearly identified intended audience and an interpretation that was aimed at enhancing the theatre experience of that audience. These responses included aspects such as sympathy, dramatic tension, catharsis and humour. For example, higher-scoring interpretations of ‘Arlecchino’ developed a humorous interrelationship between the character and the intended theatre audience. 
Lower-scoring responses were characterised by little or no identification of an intended audience and/or little or no evidence that the interpretation was designed to enhance the experience of an intended audience.
Criterion 10: Ability to demonstrate, orally justify and explain interpretative decisions
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.1
	0.3
	1
	3
	10
	15
	21
	18
	15
	9
	6
	6.5


This criterion assesses the student’s ability to effectively demonstrate, orally explain and justify their interpretation of the prescribed monologue. This criterion applied to both stages of the examination (that is, an interpretation and an Interpretation Statement that is delivered orally).
Higher-scoring responses were characterised by a demonstration, explanation and justification of the interpretative decisions that linked both stages of the examination. These responses contained a clear explanation and justification of the interpretative ideas, such as why the student changed the theatre style(s) of the original script for their interpretation, how they went about changing it, and what conventions of the different style they applied.
Lower-scoring responses were characterised by little or no justification of the interpretative decisions made. Such responses were characterised by a lack of consistent information conveyed across the two stages of the examination, and/or what was stated in the oral Interpretation Statement bore little connection to what was presented in the interpretation.
The 2025 monologues
The popularity of each monologue is indicated in the table below.
	Popularity ranking
	Monologue chosen
	Acting and directing %
	Designing
%
	Total % of students

	1
	Salieri
	16
	3
	19

	2
	Titania
	7
	6
	13

	3
	Narrator, Alethea, Alan, Dave 
	11
	2
	13

	4
	Dorian Gray, James Vane, Sir Thomas
	8
	4
	12

	5
	Girl
	10
	0.8
	11

	6
	Narrator
	7
	3
	10

	7
	Bottom
	6
	0.5
	7

	8
	Guy
	6
	0.1
	6

	8
	Arlecchino
	5
	0.8
	6

	10
	Woman
	3
	0.7
	3


In 2025, 79% of students selected the acting and directing option and 21% selected the designing option.
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