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Introduction
OCR has produced this resource to support teachers in interpreting the assessment criteria for the new 
A Level Ancient History specific tion and to bridge the gap between new specific tion’s release and the 
availability of exemplar candidate work following first xamination in summer 2019. 

The questions in this resource have been taken from the H407/21–H407/23 specimen question papers, 
which is available on the OCR website.  The answers in this resource have been written by students in 
Year 12 and Year 13.  They are supported by an examiner commentary.  

Please note that this resource is provided for advice and guidance only and does not in any way constitute 
an indication of grade boundaries or endorsed answers.  Whilst a senior examiner has provided a possible 
mark for each response, when marking these answers in a live series the mark a response would get 
depends on the whole process of standardisation, which considers the big picture of the year’s scripts.  
Therefore the marks awarded here should be considered to be only an estimation of what would be 
awarded.  How levels and marks correspond to grade boundaries depends on the Awarding process that 
happens after all/most of the scripts are marked and depends on a number of factors, including candidate 
performance across the board. Details of this process can be found here:  
http://ocr.org.uk/Images/142042-marking-and-grading-assuring-ocr-s-accuracy.pdf

http://ocr.org.uk/Images/142042-marking-and-grading-assuring-ocr-s-accuracy.pdf
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Example 1

There are signs of discontent with the emperors throughout the period, whether from one people, the aristocracy or 

both, although the sources own perceptions can colour the extent to which this was a big problem or not.

Augustus faced discontent as he was at the start of a new system, and although the senate voted them all his honours 

and powers, there are allusions in the sources to discontent.  Paterculus tells of the aedile Rufus’ conspiracy against 

Augustus around the time of the 2nd settlement in 23 BC, as Augustus was gaining new powers, yet Rufus was also 

gaining popular support.  Although this suggests opposition against Augustus, it’s not clear if this was due to discontent 

or just a desire to gain power, and the fact that Augustus reigned for 40 years suggests that feelings of discontent weren’t 

too strong, otherwise action would have been taken against him.  Thus opposition may have also been due to discontent 

with the new system, rather than discontent with Augustus himself.

With Gaius’ reign from 37 to 41 AD, the sources provide opposing aspects of discontent, as the people enjoyed Gaius’ 

displays and spectacles, while the senate became discontent with their increasingly humiliating treatment at the hands 

of Gaius.  This discontent is clearly evident in the fact that Gaius was assassinated by the senate, who according to Dio 

killed Gaius, his wife and child.  Here, there is definitely discontent with Gaius from the senate, however the murder of his 

child also suggests a desire to end the imperial system, or at least to end the Julio-Claudian line.  This discontent therefore 

may also have been with the system, although it seems that a lot of it may have come from Gaius’ direct provocation.  

Even with this discontent within the aristocracy of Rome, we get a contrasting view from Suetonius, who tells us that 

the people were upset at the news of Caligula’s death. As son of the beloved war hero Germanicus, Caligula had been 

welcomed to power by the people and the armies, and had remained popular with the people.  From Suetonius we get 

the sense that the people were not discontent with the emperor, showing how different groups in society’s desires may 

conflict, leading to discontent for one and happiness for another.

During Claudius’ reign, we get a sense that there may have been some discontent from the people, as Suetonius tells us 

1. To what extent was there discontent with the emperors during this period?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to
support your answer. [30]

OR

2. How important a role did imperial women play during the reigns of Claudius and Nero?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to
support your answer. [30]

Period study essay questions
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how Claudius was “pelted with abuse” during a food shortage.  Here we see how the people could become discontent 

with emperors during a crisis, as a figurehead who had failed to solve their problems sooner rather than discontent with 

the emperor himself.  Also, as Suetonius’ biography lack chronology, it is unclear if these facts occurred before or after 

Claudius’ construction of the harbour at Ostia, his attempt to improve the efficiency of importing grain, so it could be that 

it was due to this discontent that Claudius sought to build the harbour and the people were pleased, or after they had 

been disappointed.

The sources tell us plenty about discontent during Nero’s reign, whether disapproval of his behaviour, opposition in the 

senate or poor popular opinion, there appears to have been a lot of discontent towards Nero.  We are told by Tacitus of 

Thraesea Pactus’ discontent upon hearing of Agrippina’s murder, as he walked out of the senate.  Although Tacitus says 

it was “his independence made others servile”, the fact no others left with him suggest that not all of the senate may 

have felt discontent or at least were not united in it.  However, this discontent is also hinted at again by Tacitus as he 

recounts the Piso conspiracy of 65 AD, in which several knights, senators and even the poet Lucan were implicated in a 

plot to overthrow Nero.  Here we see a unification in discontent, and the fact that Tacitus says there were plans to put 

another “on the throne” suggests that it was personal discontent with the emperor, not just the system, although Tacitus 

here could also be showing his disgust at the “weak” senators who gave in to imperial rule, as he was a senator who had 

experienced the “reign of terror” under Domitian.

This discontent is also echoed within Tacitus’ account of the fire in Rome in 64 AD, as he says how the people were not 

affected by his attempts to improve living conditions after the fire, or even when he opened his garden to survivers.  His 

construction of the ostentatious Domus Aurea may have intensified the discontent, as the people who had recently lost 

their homes may have felt betrayed by their emperor’s huge new palace.  Again, this discontent appears to be personally 

tied with Nero due to his actions, rather than the imperial system.

Overall it appears that there definitely was discontent with the emperors of this period, whether with the system like 

Augustus, or just someone to blame like Claudius or the ultimate discontent with the emperor himself from different 

groups in society, such as Gaius and Nero.  However, as the imperial system remained with most emperors ruling for a 

reasonable length of time, there doesn’t appear to have been frequent examples of discontent that would affect the 

overall imperial system.
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Example 2

When looking at the levels of discontent felt towards the emperors it is important not just to consider how strong the 

issues of discontent were, but also where they came from; the Senate, or the people or both perhaps.

A source by Paterculus shows little evidence to believe there was discontent towards Augustus; “fields were cultivated, 

religious rites conserved, then felt safe at last.”  Indeed much of the poetry from Virgil and Horace supports this view, 

again speaking of how fertile and peaceful Rome now was, and even dubbing it the ‘Golden Age of Latium’.  

An issue with these sources however is the poets were sometimes employed by Augustus and they may have felt obliged 

to write in his favour.  Also Paterculus, a contemporary source was a huge supporter of Augustus, and may have written 

strongly in his favour.  Though these sources may seem to show no discontent they may be biased and inaccurate views.

Indeed a source by biographer Suetonius details the many conspiracy attempts on Augustus’ life.  These do seem to 

come from men from “all walks of life”; some senators, and the son of an ex-truimvir seeking revenge for his father.  

There were also attacks from a camp orderly, and Telaphonus the slave.  The fact that these attacks came from a wide 

range of classes perhaps could suggest a great level of discontent that spread through all of Rome.  However, the son 

of the triumvir wanted revenge, which was a personal issue more than an issue with Augustus’ rule.  And Suetonius 

describes the slave as being deluded; so it wasn’t a sane attack on Augustus.  Issues like this perhaps shows small levels of 

discontent,  Suetonius also says that all the attempts were prevented before they became serious.  This too suggests low 

levels of discontent as none of the plots were to dangerous or serious.

Suetonius was non-contemporary, but did have access to the imperial archives.  Some of his details may just be gossip 

– he doesn’t name his sources, and we have no other evidence that details the attacks by the camp orderly or the

slave.  This may mean they were not real, again showing even less evidence of discontent.  On the other hand, they may 

have been quite serious issues which were covered up at the time and are only being released due to Suetonius’ non-

contemporary nature, this may mean they were quite serious.

Caligula seems to start his reign with almost no sign of discontent from both the people and the Senate.  Suetonius 

records how he “fulfilled the highest expectation of the Roman People”.  He also said he destroyed the papers relating to 

his familys deaths, and Dio records how he abolished the maiestas trials, which had torn the Senate apart under Tiberius.  

This evidence then shows very low levels of discontent throughout Rome. 

However, Caligula then did offend the Senate in many ways; Suetonius records the many things he did to be cruel to 

Senators, making them run alongside his carriage for example.  Or when he fell ill several senators pledge their lives, or to 

became gladiators if he recovered; when he did he made them fulfil their promises.

Dio also records how Caligula famously made his favourite horse a senator.  This is perhaps not the act of a madman, but 

a statement to the Senate of how little power they have compared to him.  Augustus was very careful to make the Senate 

believe they still had power; stating in his Res Gestae that he “restored the republic”.  Caligula here goes completely 

against this.

Ultimately Suetonius records how the Senate had Caligula assassinated.  This does indeed show how the Senate had 

great levels of discontent with the emperor Caligula, so much so that they felt the need to have him killed.  However, 

evidence shows there was no the same levels of discontent among the ordinary citizens of Rome; at his death they were 

furious and demanded to have a new emperor.  Caligula held many games – Dio records “musical entertainment and 

horse riding” and this greatly pleased the people.  Though these were great levels of discontent from the Senate, it would 

appear there was hardly any from the people.
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Nero, the last of the Julio-Claudians seems to inspire discontent from both the Senate and the people.  After the great fire 

of Rome, Tacitus records how Nero rebuilt the city with new fire precautions; individual walls between houses, and height 

restriction for buildings; a great effort which should have earned him the favour of the Roman people.  However, he also 

built the Domus Aurea’ his own golden place, which is described in all its extravagance by Suetonius; it even contained a 

callosal statue of Nero himself.  Tacitus records how he got no praise for his building programme because everyone hated 

his new palace and rumours even began that he had ordered the fire himself.  Tacitus is a non-contemporary source that 

was highly critical of the imperial system.  The fact that here this usually negative source says he deserved praise for his 

building programme that he did not receive shows high levels of discontent from the Roman people.

Tacitus also records the way which Nero displeased the Senate;  he became obsessed with Greek culture and theatre and 

held his own festival, the ‘Neronia’.  He would make senators dress up as women to be in the play as was traditionally 

done in Greece.  This was seen as unsuitable and embarrassing behaviour for an emperor, and led to much resentment.  

This shows how Nero was not only upset the people but the Senate, and he eventually was forced to commit suicide as 

recorded by Suetonius.  This shows there must have been high levels of discontent if the people of Rome to remove Nero.

Overall there was some levels of discontent, but only when the Emperor had done something to offend a particular 

party in Rome, occasionally an emperor would offend one group but not another, some emperors show low levels of 

discontent – Augustus seems to be largely approved of but at certain times in the period discontents did get so high it 

would lead to murder.
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Example 3

Discontent towards the emperor was easily attracted by the very nature of the position.  One man ruling over all of Rome 

made an easy target for discontent.  

The plebs of Rome show their discontent level through en masse acts, for example Suetonius tells us that Claudius is 

pelted with stale bread by the people for not supplying them with enough food.  This highlights how one man was the 

focus of all the discontent in Rome and if emperors were only shown negative feelings by the plebs, we could conclude 

that the discontent levels were massive in Rome.  However, the emperors also work for the happiness of the plebs.  

Augustus revived the Secular Games for the plebs amusement.  The Res Gestae tells us that the plebs “in a spontaneous 

act of generosity bestowed the title Father of our country” upon Augustus.  We can therefore see that the plebs only 

showed discontent towards the emperor because of certain events and for certain reasons.  We can see here that ending 

civil war and providing cheap grain increase the plebs happiness with the princeps and as along as the emperor sticks to 

Juvenal’s list of what the plebs need “Bread and Circuses” then the discontent towards the emperor is minimal.  Tiberius 

was unwilling to provide many games and rarely attended them; he was unpopular for this and other reasons as shown 

by the reaction to his death.

The Senate’s discontent is far harder to perceive.  The Res Gestae tells us that Augustus was “universally accepted by 

the Senate and people of Rome” and while the Res Gestae is heavily in favour of Augustus, it may still be true.  Tacitus 

writes that there was no opposition left and that anyone who would oppose Augustus was “killed in the civil war or 

died in the proscriptions”. This may well be the reason that there was no discontent recorded in the Res Gestae, purely 

because Augustus’ killed anyone that opposed him.  Tacitus tells us that the Senate notice “an increase to their wealth in 

proportion to their servility” which lets us know that Augustus bribed those who were loyal to him.  However another 

reason that the Senate may not have shown their discontent was due to fear of being killed in the proscriptions.

Tacitus tells us about Thrasea, a senator in Nero’s reign.  Thresea shows his discontent with Nero’s rule by a silent protest.  

He doesn’t appear to swear his annual oath of allegiance to the princeps, and he walks out of senate meetings.  This 

shows that the senators were too scared to show their discontentment with the emperor outright and while Tacitus tells 

us that he has no followers, “rather satellites”.  This shows that the senate may have supported his new way of protesting, 

but were too scared to become properly involved.  Thrasea is the only senator we know of who shows discontent in this 

way, and his actions do not go unnoticed.  Nero executes Thrasea soon after his protests begin which would have kept 

the senators servile through fear.

Because the Senate could not show their discontent openly, verbally or otherwise, we can see that the only way that they 

can now show their discontent with the emperor is thorough assassination and conspiracy.  One such plot is recorded 

by Dio.  While the information about the plot is somewhat vague, this is to be expected.  An illegal plot to commit high 

treason would not be expected to keep minutes of their meetings, a list of the members and to store all of this in the 

senatorial records.  What we are told is that various different types of people are involved in the plot including consul 

elects, senators, praetorian guards, knights and a woman.  We are given individual accounts of why some of the members 

wanted Nero dead including one Senator who was “satirised by Nero in a lampoon”.  The common theme was hatred.  

All of these people hated Nero for personal reasons.  And though the plot failed, it still shows us the level of discontent 

with the emperors the senate felt, especially because every emperor in the period has at least one assassination attempt 

including Augustus, who claimed to be universally accepted.  This shows that the Senate would not show their discontent 

because of greed for money or for their own safety for fear of execution and so were forced to only show their discontent 
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through trying to kill the emperor.

The army’s discontent felt towards the emperor is much like the plebs.  They only show upset when they feel that 

either their pay is at risk as we can see from Tacitus’ annals when the soldiers revolt when Augustus dies, or when 

they grow bored from not fighting any wars for too long.  We can see this in the reign of Claudius who we are told by 

Tacitus wins the soldiers favour by his huge campaign of Britain.  Although, Britain was rich and so this may be linked 

back in to the soldiers want for pay which was satisfied by loot and favour was not won through just a reduction of the 

soldiers boredom.  This is similar to the plebs because both groups only show discontent towards the emperor when 

administrative actions is not taken and they end up bored, poor or hungry, whereas the Senate’s discontent is mainly 

personal.

In conclusion we can see that there was discontent with the emperors in the period, although it was for different reasons 

from different groups at different times.  The army and plebs showed their discontent for specific reasons and as a result 

to certain actions, whereas the Senators were not permitted to show such discontent, had much more personal reasons 

for their discontent which had much more serious outcomes.
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Examiner Commentary

Example 1

The response uses a good range of examples from the sources and events of the period which are relevant to the 

question and largely accurate.  These are at times lacking in specific details to help develop the analysis and evaluation 

e.g. Rufus’ plot, the reaction to Nero’s actions, Gaius’ behaviour.  However, where there is analysis, the response develops 

judgments which are reasoned based upon the information and sources used.  Some attempt is made to assess the 

value of the evidence and place it in context both for the views of the author and the purpose of the text e.g. Suetonius’ 

chronology, Tacitus attitudes.  There is some understanding of the nature of the texts used.  There are points of analysis 

in terms of the question which provide reasonable explanations of the events of the period.  The response demonstrates 

some understanding of the issues but does not consistently develop either the evidence or the historical context.  The 

information is sometimes detailed on specific points (such as Claudius’ incident and the plot of Piso) but this is not 

consistent nor always accurate.  The focus of the response is on the question and there is a clear structure to the response, 

although it tends to narrate through the period.  The judgments made have some merit but require development.

Level 4 = 20/30

Example 2

The response provides a very good range of contemporary and non-contemporary sources, giving a good range of 

examples of discontent.  Three emperors are dealt with in some detail with appropriate and relevant evidence used to 

support the judgments.  There is a wide range of information from the period in dealing with the chosen emperors.  The 

material is largely accurate, although sometimes generalised and lacking in precise support from the sources.  There is 

detailed knowledge of selected aspects of the reigns and a good understanding of the historical issues and events.

The response is focused clearly on the question throughout.  The evidence and information fully relates to the question 

and provides opportunities to draw well-developed and supported conclusions which indicate a good understanding 

of the issues.  There are some instances where the detail of the texts is lacking and this affects the validity of the 

arguments and judgments e.g. Suetonius’ list of plots, Tacitus comments on Nero’s buildings, or reaction to Gaius’ death.  

Assumptions are made which need more detailed support. 

The response provides convincing explanations concerning the three emperors which are the result of reasoned 

arguments.  There is some evaluation of some authors’ views, not all but the comments made show understanding of the 

impact of the authors on the information they provide.  The response gives a clear line of argument and makes largely 

substantiated judgments based on the evidence.

Level 5 = 26/30
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Example 3

The response uses a range of examples but with some errors in terms of sources and events.  Dio is given the details from 

Tacitus for the Piso plot which is not named nor Nero as the object of it.  Dio has a plot but the details are quite different.  

Reference is made to Tacitus on Claudius’ invasion of Britain and the Res Gestae with a quote not clearly from the text.  

However, there are some accurate and relevant references to Tacitus on Augustus and Nero regarding Thrasea, as well as 

detail of Piso’s plot.  These are appropriate examples and there is some analysis of them in terms of the issue of discontent 

but no attempt to assess the source as valid evidence.  The judgments drawn from the information are reasoned to an 

extent but not developed with sufficient sources or factual knowledge.  The conclusions on popular discontent and 

senatorial opposition are plausible but again might have been developed with more support.  Some explanations have 

a partial validity such as the common people’s discontent being roused only on specific occasions; the discussion of the 

senators is limited due to the limited nature of the evidence used.  There is a lack of consistency in the arguments and 

some generalisation about the army and plebs.  The range of knowledge even on the emperors chosen is limited and 

only two are dealt with to any length.  There is a consistent focus on the question and a line of reasoning, while superficial 

at times, which is largely plausible.  Material is relevant but lacks detail.

Level 3 = 15/30
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Example 1

Gruen’s suggestion that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is certainly, one might argue, a suggestion which 

directly correlates with the impression of his reign which Augustus recorded in his Res Gestae.  In his Res Gestae, Augustus 

stated that “At this time, while I excelled all in influence (auctoritas), I had no more power (potestas) than those who were 

my colleagues in each magistracy.”  This idea clearly shows the way in which Augustus wished to be seen as operating 

within the Republican system, stressing the fact that he had “colleagues in each magistracy” and that in that sense he 

did not hold supreme power.  However, the implication of Gruen’s use of the word “authority”, one might argue hold 

somewhat different connotations to Augustus’ use of “auctoritas”, as while one is clearly a derivation of the other, the 

former certainly today has much stricter connotations of power than one may argue the latter does, as evidenced by 

Augustus directly contrasting his “auctoritas” (which translates more effectively as ‘influence’) with power.  In this sense 

therefore, while Gruen seems to be reflecting the tone of Augustus himself in regards to his position, the potential 

Interpretation question

[Augustus] resigned his consulship in the summer of that year (23 BC), a post to 
which he had been elected for nine years running.  And he was not to hold it again, 
except on rare, honorific occasions.  The senate, in turn, gave him the right to retain 
his imperium (his military authority). ...  More significantly still, the compliant senators 
increased the force of Augustus’ imperium abroad by making it superior to that of 
governors in any subject territory, even those outside his own extensive provincial 
commands ... – an extraordinary authority conventionally known as maius imperium 
(“greater power”). ...  The Roman senate [also] accorded Augustus the right to wield 
the responsibilities of a tribune for life. ...

What does all this mean?  Common interpretation has it that the settlement of 23 BC 
represents a retreat on Augustus’ part, that resignation of the consulship diminished 
powers that he previously wielded  ...  . All of that is speculation, unfounded and 
implausible. ...  Augustus may have technically relinquished the specific privileges 
that attached to the consulship. But this entailed no lapse in authority.

Erich S. Gruen, ‘Augustus and the Making of the Principate’

 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 

10

3. How convincing do you find Gruen’s interpretation that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority”?

You must use your knowledge of the historical period and the ancient sources you have studied to 
analyse and evaluate Gruen’s interpretation.        [20]
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anachronism of the use of authority cannot be ignored.  Moreover, the fact that the Res Gestae was supposedly written by 

Augustus himself as a record of his achievements to be read by the people of Rome (and the provinces as inscriptions of 

it have been found across the Greek world as well) it is quite evident that the Res Gestae Divi Augusti is designed to present 

Augustus in the best possible light and therefore its accuracy in the presentation of his position is somewhat dubious.

In regards to the consistency of Gruen’s suggestion, in that he claims Augustus suffered “no lapse” in his power, and this 

in Gruen’s account is clearly linked to the actions of the “compliant senators”.  In this sense, Gruen’s comment seem to be 

directly supported by the comments made by Tacitus at the beginning of his Annals.  Tacitus claims that Augustus, in a 

constitutional sense, faced “no opposition”, explaining this as being because “all the brave men had died”, this concurs 

with the idea that Augustus’ authority suffered “no lapse” as Gruen puts it, but also in the sense that this was a result of 

the “compliant senators”.  Tacitus, writing remarkably disparagingly of Augustus claims that “at home all was quiet, the 

officials enjoyed their traditional titles”, this almost sarcastic remark by Tacitus, that the senators “enjoyed their traditional 

titles” reflects the statement of Gruen that “Augustus may have technically relinquished the specific privileges attached 

to the consulship” which implies, as Tacitus does, that the titles themselves, staples of the Republican system, no longer 

carried any weight, but were instead empty names for the purpose of keeping the senate happy.  It is notable that again 

Gruen seems to be missing the potential for bias in the source material however, as Tacitus while claiming to be writing 

“dispassionately” about Augustus and “having no motive for bias, either hostile or favourable”, seems to be writing 

anything but “dispassionately”.  Tacitus describes Augustus’ acquisition of power as “arrogating” offices to himself, calling 

his rise and changes to the constitution a “revolution”, he even as mentioned claims that the “brave men were all dead” 

was the reason for Augustus not facing opposition, and therefore one may clearly argue that Tacitus is blatantly not 

writing “dispassionately”.  In fact, having survived the “senate house under siege” (as he describes in his Agricola), through 

the tyrannical nature of the emperor Domitian, one might argue that Tacitus has more than reasonable cause to be overly 

critical of the early senators who, in his mind, facilitated the fall of the Republic and the senate’s loss of power.  Thus, one 

might argue that though reflecting the idea of the empty titles, Gruen is writing under the influence of a writer who had 

every cause to speak so disparagingly of the senate – Although clearly his continued hold of power and the continued 

decline of the senate shows Tacitus to have been fundamentally correct, as, like Gruen, he wrote with hindsight.  

In conclusion, Gruen touches on the obviously pro-Augustan sentiment of Augustus himself in the Res Gestae, by, 

like Augustus, referring to nearly every development as being on the authority of “the senate”, and referring rather to 

“authority” that directly to “power”.  However, Gruen also reflects some of the more clearly anti-Augustan and disparaging 

tone of the writings of Tacitus, remarking that ‘Augustus may have technically relinquished the specific privileges 

attached to the consulship.  But this entailed “no lapse in authority” and thus showing that the idea of titles and offices in 

the Republican sense became somewhat hazy under Augustus, such that the senators may, as Tacitus claims, have simply 

“enjoyed their traditional titles”.  Gruen also shows an element of Tacitus’ disregard for the early senators under Augustus 

by referring to the senators as “compliant”, which gives a similar sense of subservience to that which Tacitus seems to have 

despised in those early senators.  Thus, by including elements of both extremes of ancient writing regarding Augustus, 

I believe that his statement that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is, to quite a large extent accurate, as is, when 

considered alongside ancient sources the rest of Gruen’s interpretation of the constitutional settlement of 23 BC, as a 

summary. 
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Example 2

Gruen’s interpretation that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is one that is convincing.  Gruen argues that while 

Augustus retreated from power after the constitutional settlement of 23 BC, this was merely a relinquishment of the 

trappings of official power; it is clear from the privileges that he was given that he still served as the executive power 

in the Roman state.  Gruen points to various aspects of Augustus’ enduring privilege as evidence for his claim.  Firstly, 

he describes how Augustus was able to hold the consulship seemingly at a whim during the latter part of his reign at 

honorific occasions despite giving it up in 23 BC.  This claim is supported by the fact that Augustus became consul in 5 

and 2 BC, desiring to hold the highest office when his two adopted sons Gaius and Lucius came to power.  This casual 

claiming of consulships indicates the reasons behind Augustus’ relinquishment of them in 23 BC.  It was far from a “lapse 

in authority”, as it is clear that Augustus simply no longer saw the need to sit at the top of the cursus honorum in order to 

inspire confidence and emanate power, thus strengthening Gruen’s argument.  Indeed, an aureus from 2 BC depicting 

Gaius and Lucius with the inscription consuls designate and principes iuventutis displays that Augustus went further in 

bastardising the significance of the consulship by proclaiming his unproven sons future consuls: it is clear that by the end 

of Augustus’ reign, the Republican office had become debased.

Furthermore, Gruen argues that while Augustus may have appeared to have suffered a “lapse in authority” in giving up 

his consulships in 23 BC, he really exchanged the Republican office with “an extraordinary authority known as maius 

imperium”.  Indeed, maius imperium granted Augustus with the ability to overrule governors in senatorial provinces, and 

Gruen’s argument stipulates that the effect of this was that territories nominally attributed to the senate’s influence were 

really in the domain of the princeps.  This can be supported by Strabo’s Geography, which states that this granting of 

maius imperium made Augustus “the supreme ruler for life”, which is a striking contradiction to any claims that Augustus 

suffered a “lapse in authority”.  Indeed, other sources such as Tacitus’ Annals declare that “Equality had been abandoned 

and all looked to the command of the princeps” as a consequence of the second constitutional settlement of 23 BC.

Finally, Gruen also details how “the Roman senate accorded Augustus the responsibilities of a tribune for life”, alluding to 

Augustus’ adoption of the tribunician potestas as a consequence of the second constitutional settlement.  The Tribunician 

power was accorded to the tribune of the people during the Republican era, and held a strong historical significance 

within the city as the tribunes of the people had been the traditional protectors of the disenfranchised plebeian class.  

As a consequence, Augustus’ adoption of this power portrayed him as the protector of the people from a propaganda 

standpoint, which may have contributed to his great popularity amongst the people of Rome (although some historians 

such as Suetonius would point to how he “left the city clad in marble” and held “such splendid games” as more 

convincing reasons to his popularity).  Gruen’s argument that the tribunician power undermines the claim that Augustus 

suffered diminished authority is rendered convincing if we consider the words of the historian Tacitus, who wrote 

that “the tribunician power gave Augustus a means to express his supremacy and leave no doubt about his intended 

successor”.  Indeed, two of Augustus’ closest associates (Marcus Agrippa and the future Roman emperor Tiberius) would 

hold this office jointly with Augustus, meaning that Tacitus’ claim that the tribunician power enabled Augustus to 

establish a dynasty is convincing. 

In conclusion, I believe that Gruen’s assessment that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is convincing, not 

least because it is supported by ancient sources.  It is clear that Augustus exchanged the perpetual consulship with 

an unrestricted ability to reclaim this nominally relinquished office, maius imperium, and the tribunician power.  

Consequently, the idea that Augustus somehow suffered a diminished authority as a consequence of 23 BC is best 

summarised with Gruen’s assessment of it as “speculation, unfounded and implausible”.
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Example 3

It could be argued that Gruen’s interpretation is convincing as could be seen from Tacitus’ accounts of Augustus’ 

reception of permanent tribunician power.  Tacitus’ Annals states that “The tribunicia potestas was a term formulated by 

Augustus to express the supremacy of his own position.  It allowed him to avoid the title of a king or a dictator, while 

giving a title to his official position in the state”.  This implies that Augustus had already established a secure authoritarian 

rule by 23 BC.  Tacitus also states that “equality had been abandoned and all looked towards the orders of the princeps”.  

Although it may be argued that Tacitus is, perhaps, too keen on portraying Augustus as the first of Rome’s absolutist 

rulers because of his strong traditional senatorial views, I believe that he possesses a benefit of hindsight coupled with 

the fact that he writes under Domitian who, by then, was an acknowledged monarch.  Therefore, Tacitus can easily 

recognise that Augustus abdication of consular powers had no real implications on Augustus’ grip on power in Rome and 

hence Gruen’s argument is convincing.

We can also infer by studying the contemporary sources that Augustus’ abdication of consulship had no effect on his 

authority: “Force was restored to the laws, authority to the courts, majesty to the senate ... traditional form of the res 

publica was brought back”(Velleius Paterculus 2).  Taken at face value the source states that Augustus did not intend 

maintaining his power in Rome and therefore when he finally felt that Rome was ready for the transition to its original 

pre-war system of government he did so.  Velleius’ words could be complemented by the denarius that Augustus issued 

in 13 BC.  The reverse side showed Augustus and Agrippa seated on the sella curulis, holding the magistracy together.  

This reinforced the illusion that Augustus did not exercise a monopoly on the executive power in Rome.  However, both 

of these source provide an unreliable account of the event of 23 BC and their effect on Augustus power.  Velleius, blinded 

by his sycophancy indirectly reinforces Gruen’s interpretation that Augustus suffered no lapse in authority.  We can 

assume that Velleius account is distorted by sycophancy as he is one of the first officials to be promoted personally by 

Tiberius during Tiberius’ accession to the throne which would mean that Tiberius approved of the image that Velleius was 

giving to the Julio-Claudians.  The coin also was produced by Augustus to maintain his “restorer of the res publica” image.  

Therefore, contemporary sources are unreliable in assessing Augustus’ grip on power in 23 BC and therefore Gruen’s 

interpretation that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is convincing.

One also has to remember that we also know that Augustus managed to establish a complete control over the Roman 

military.  After the battle of Actium, we have Strabo who states in his contemporary accounts of Augustus’ rule: “for 

when the people entrusted him with the most supreme power in the state ... he took for himself the provinces that still 

needed a military garrison” (Strabo, Geography 17.3.25).  This extract shows that Augustus was entrusted by the senate the 

supervision over the troublesome regions of the republic.  However, this rather diminishes the actual events.  This transfer 

of power meant that Augustus had direct control over the predominant majority of the Roman army.  Given that every 

legion (there were 28 in total) had to swear sacramentum militare to their governing consul, Augustus had utmost control 

and loyalty of the Roman Army.  The fact that Augustus received his maius imperium (According to Gruen), only means 

that he was now able command the remaining forces of the Roman military as he was now in the position to overrule any 

other senatorial governor.  Hence, this meant that Gruen’s interpretation that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is 

convincing as Augustus was able to secure his rule using military which is the backbone of any authoritarian rule.

In conclusion, I believe that I have shown that Gruen’s interpretation that Augustus suffered “no lapse in authority” is 

indeed convincing as could be seen from Tacitus’ accounts of the period and through the objective assessment of biased 

contemporary sources.
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Examiner Commentary

Example 1

The focus of the response is on the analysis of the statement with some reference to two elements of the passage: 

relinquishing privileges, compliant senators.  The factual information of the historical context is somewhat limited.  There 

is no reference to the specific powers he received as detailed in the extract and what they meant in terms of either 

authority or power.  There is no reference to later powers/privileges and titles nor how the constitutional position which 

his powers gave him worked after 23 BC and how he exercised his ‘authority’ and control.  The focus is on the two 

sources: Res Gestae 34 and Tacitus (Annals 1.2, 3–4) and how far they support the statement or agree with Gruen.  The 

discussion of this evidence is very thorough if repetitive in terms of the points made.  There is a clear understanding 

of the perspective of these two sources and how they affect the information they provide.  The argument, agreeing 

with the view, is sustained and presented in a convincing and supported manner given the limited evidence used.  The 

view that these ancient sources essentially agree that Augustus had supreme control in 23 BC and did not rely on the 

consulship is argued strongly and is convincing to an extent.

Level 3 = 11/20

Example 2

The discussion covers most of the points made in the extract – the consulship, the maius imperium and the tribuncian 

power; the issue of “no lapse in power” is developed in terms of identifying how these powers/privileges gave Augustus 

the control he needed in place of the consulship.  The importance of the consulship is dealt with and Augustus’ rare need 

for it, the extent of the imperium is outlined succinctly as is the nature of the tribunician power as well as its importance 

for the propaganda for Augustus.  The response may overstate the “debasing” of the consulship in some respects.  The 

argument that the extract is convincing is supported by specific factual knowledge of the powers and specific detail of 

source material from Tacitus, Strabo, and a coin.  There is a good range of knowledge and a sophisticated understanding 

of the importance of the powers in the new system although some relevant details of the events of 23 BC and what 

privileges he received are omitted as are details of further powers caused by the crisis of 19 BC.  The supporting evidence 

is very well organised and sustains the analysis of the interpretation, although some understanding of the perspective of 

the relevant texts might be useful in assessing how convincing the interpretation is.

Level 5 = 17/20
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Example 3

The response covers some of the points made in the extract – the resignation from consulship and its effect, the maius 

imperium and the powers it gave him, the tribunician power as a sign of his supremacy, the impression of less power 

and the reality of his control.  Not all of these are dealt with in detail nor supported by detailed knowledge of the events 

and historical circumstances; there is good detail of the maius imperium and the relationship to the army supported by 

Strabo and how his power is strengthened.  The discussion of the contemporary sources and how they support the 

interpretation is sustained with accurate and detailed use of evidence and some evaluation of the value as evidence 

for Augustus’ situation.  This is also true of the use of Tacitus (although incorrect that he is writing under Domitian).  The 

contrasting evidence from Velleius and the denarius is detailed and makes a valid contribution to the argument but is not 

fully explained in terms of supporting Gruen.  The tribunician power and what it entailed is not developed nor what the 

consulship provided as powers or privileges in Rome when discussing the view in then extract.  The use of Tacitus Annals 

3.56 is appropriate and relevant to the discussion but the issue of succession in that passage is not developed.  There are 

points in the interpretation which are mentioned without sustaining the evaluation of them.

Level 4 = 14/20



A Level Ancient History Candidate style answers

18 © OCR 2019

Source utility 
questions



A Level Ancient History Candidate style answers

19 © OCR 2019

H407/23 – Question 4

Obverse: VIR(ICA) split by vine-leaf 
Reverse:  Horseman; Below: C(OMMI) F(ILIVS)

Gold Stater of Verica
Coin date: c. AD 20–40

Obverse: Ear of corn. CA MV (LODVNVM), 
Reverse:  Horse. Below: CUNO(BELINVS).

Gold Stater of Cunobelin(us)
Coin date: AD 20–40

Aulus Plautius, a senator of great reputation, led an expedition to Britain.  This was 
because a certain Berikos [Verica], who had been driven out of the island as a result 
of civil war, persuaded Claudius to send a force there.

Cassius Dio, Roman History 60.19.1

He undertook only one expedition, and that a modest one.  The Senate had decreed 
him triumphal ornaments, but he regarded this as beneath his dignity as emperor.  He 
sought the honour of a real triumph, and chose Britain as the best field in which to 
seek this, for no one had attempted an invasion since the time of Julius Caesar and 
the island at this time was in turmoil because certain refugees had not been returned 
to the island.

Suetonius, Claudius, 17.1–2

 

 

 
 

5

4. How useful are these sources for our understanding why Claudius invaded Britain in AD 43? [12]
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Example 1

The two numismatic sources are very helpful in understanding the reason for Claudius invasion for many reasons.  Firstly, 

the ‘Gold Stater of Verica’ shows that there was wealth on the island due to the fact that they could afford to make their 

coins out of very expensive materials.  This is true as British mines produced metals, including iron, tin, silver and gold.  

This would have attracted Claudius greatly to the island as it was an opportunity for him to bring wealth to Rome and 

would make him more popular with all classes which was something he greatly lacked at the time due to his reputation.  

This is further confirmed by the ‘Ear of corn’ and the horses which again shows the great wealth of the island.  Secondly, 

the fact that there are two different people on the Gold Slater shows that there was great rivalry between tribes making it 

a perfect place for Claudius to invade due to its lack of unison.  Furthermore, the lack of unison was great for Claudius as if 

they had united they could have been a great threat to Rome

The third source is also useful in helping us understand the reason for the invasion.  This is because it talks about the fact 

that Verica was exiled from the island which was a major reason why Claudius chose to invade in the first place.  This is 

because the exile represented the growing power and threat of the anti- Roman Catuvallauni who threatened Roman 

influence in Britain which would have most likely resulted in the loss of trade.  This would have given Claudius a great 

reason to invade as not only where they an enemy of the state but also threatened the Roman economy which was 

something that Claudius could not afford to happen to him so early in his career.  However, this source also lacks reliability 

as it is unlikely that Claudius would have decided to invade a whole country and risk so much just because someone 

asked him to.  This makes us think if there were possibly other more concrete reasons for the invasion rather than the 

economical status of Rome.

The last source shows us a key reason for the invasion of Rome – to prove to his people that he was better than what his 

reputation set him to be.  This is because he was physically disabled which had made him a questionable ruler amongst 

his people and meant he hadn’t yet received the respect he desired.  Therefore, his invasion of Britain if successful would 

have gained him public recognition from the Romans as it would show them that he was better than Caesar as he could 

achieve what Julius had tried to do 12 years before but failed.  This is very true as the invasion is viewed by some as a PR 

campaign instead of it being something that Claudius was truly passionate about and a reason to make Rome a better 

place.  However, this source could be deemed unreliable as Suetonius was certainly critical towards Claudius which could 

make the source biased and unreliable.

All four sources are very helpful in understanding why Claudius invaded Britain as it shows multiple different reasons 

for his decision and gives us a better insight into why he made the choices he did.  However, the sources don’t suggest 

other key reasons for the invasion such as to avoid an over concentration of troops and his motivation which was surely 

dominated by his own personal desire.
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Example 2

Claudius decided to send Aulus Plautius to Britain to lead an expedition after Verica had been driven out.  This supports 

the belief that there were problems between the tribes hence why Verica had fled to Rome.  The first source implies that 

there was a lot of wealth in Britain and that they were civilised because they will have used this wealth trading with one 

another.  The coin found has writing on it which shows that the tribes in Britain were skilled with metal, this goes against 

Claudius’ idea of the Britons being barbaric and implies that he had a good reason to invade.

The second source also has links to the wealth that Britain had.  It mentions a gold stater of Verica.  This suggests that 

gold was being mined from the hills which is another strong reason for Claudius to invade, as the wealth achieved would 

benefit the Roman army.

The fact that Verica goes to Claudius for help and gold coins are found all around the tribes indicates that there is a lot 

to gain from the invasion financially.  The second coin found shows a horse on the back which indicates the chariot 

warfare that the tribes specialized in.  The ‘ear of corn’ links to the wealth being from natural resources which would have 

tempted Claudius into going ahead with the invasion.

The sources shown are helpful for understanding reasons why Claudius invaded as they show the wealth that the tribes 

possessed.  Furthermore they state that Verica went to Claudius for help which supports the belief that there was conflict 

between tribes.



A Level Ancient History Candidate style answers

22 © OCR 2019

Example 3

Numismatic evidence is very useful in telling us the attitudes of various people.  The first coin features a vine-life which 

was a common symbol within Roman culture and both coins contain Latin writing.  This shows that the users of these 

coins had a pro-Roman outlook, which would mean they may be compliant to Roman occupation thus making it an 

easy invasion and victory for Claudius.  Archaeological evidence also backs up that in some cases relations were good 

between some British tribes and the Romans; these include amphora’s found in Britain, show that even before the 

conquest there was trade between them across the channel.  On top of this, both coins are made of gold meaning Britain 

was rich in minerals.  This is further supported on the second coin where there is an ear of corn boasting the natural 

resources the Britains had too.  These two coins are useful as they give indications as to what might have influenced 

Claudius to invade Britain.

The source by Dio Cassius says that King Verica who had been driven out of the island had appealed to Claudius and 

persuaded him to send a force there.  This may have been propaganda justifying Roman invasion of Britain, but it could 

be a genuine reason for the conquest because fighting between tribes could damage trade agreements so the conquest 

could be a protection method of trade as well as alliances between Romans and significant British figures.  I think that this 

source is useful because it gives a direct reason for the Roman invasion; aiding an ally and maintaining relations.  However 

it doesn’t mention Claudius’ personal motivations for invasion which in my opinion are the most significant ones because 

there would have been tribal conflict before the Claudius’ invasion, during the rule of other emperors but only Julius 

Caesar had chosen to invade.

Suetonius says that the expedition was a “modest” one which suggests that the conquest wasn’t supposed to be that 

difficult so the Romans may have done it because it would look like a big achievement with only minimal casualties or 

effort.  The invasion of Britain would be seen as a significant achievement because only Julius Caesar had attempted 

it before and had not been completely successful so if Claudius was successful he would look even greater that Julius 

Caesar.  We are also told that Claudius wanted the “honour of a real triumph” because he as an emperor was not well 

respected or liked and wanted a military success to compensate for his defects.  Finally he says that the “island was in 

turmoil because certain refugees had not been returned to the island”, supporting the detail contained within the Dio 

Cassius passage.  This source is very useful for understanding why the Romans invaded because it gives a more likely 

explanation for the Roman conquest - glory for Claudius. 

As a group I think this collection of sources are useful because they are all very different; by two different writers and two 

different coins, thus offering a variety of evidence that puts forward several different explanations as to why the Roman’s 

invaded Britain in AD 43.
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Examiner Commentary

Example 1

The analysis of the coins shows understanding of the relevant issues concerning wealth and possible conflict between 

tribes; there might have been support for these conclusions to emphasise the usefulness of the coins from either Strabo 

or Caesar regarding mineral wealth.  The discussion of source 3 is again considered and quite thorough but does not 

support the view of ‘Roman economy’ being threatened.  Linking this with the elements of Roman influence on the coins 

might again have made the argument more substantiated.

The discussion of source 4 is less successful in terms of the detail used, again not picking up the issue of ‘turmoil’ and 

linking it to the point made in paragraph 1 over the coins.

The limitations of the sources is highlighted but not developed with reference to the evidence for the other reasons.  The 

very general attempts at evaluation are not developed in terms of assessing usefulness nor are the contexts in which they 

are produced.

Level 5 = 9/12

Example 2

There is an error on the second source which states that it mentions Verica; the response generalises rather than notes 

specific points – ‘coins are found all around the tribes’ is not supported here or in general with coins.  There seems to 

be no reference to source 4 specifically named.  Source 3 is implied in paragraph 3 but is not specifically used.  The only 

motive developed is wealth with a brief mention of conflict.  There is no obvious evaluation and limited support for 

the points made from the sources.  The sources are described rather than analysed consistently and at times it is basic.  

Contexts are not developed.

Level 2 = 4/12
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Example 3

The discussion of the coins is precise and detailed with a clear understanding of the contexts and some reference 

to evidence outside the sources set on the specimen paper.  This allows the discussion to develop the usefulness by 

comparison and contrast.  There is analysis to place the Dio source in context and assess its usefulness and limitations; 

trade agreements are not supported here but the discussion shows a detailed and developed understanding of the 

situation in Britain (links might have been made with the coins).  The discussion of Suetonius is both detailed and 

accurate in its use of the passage and a depth of understanding regarding the situation of Claudius (which might have 

been supported by other parts of Suetonius or Dio).  The judgement of usefulness is well-developed.  There is no clear 

evaluation of the sources to assess their reliability and therefore there usefulness from that viewpoint.

Level 4 = 10/12
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Depth study essays
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Example 1 – Question 6

It is certainly correct that politicians would achieve success in Roman politics if they had support from all parts of society 

and that the sources support this viewpoint.  However, it was not completely necessary as in our period one witnessed 

the rise of the ‘popularis’ politician who played upon the support of the masses to achieve what they wanted.  This period 

shows that the power of Rome was really held by the money and politicians used this power to help themselves, because 

there was no general without an army, there were no politicians without votes, and there was definitely no success 

without some form of support.

Firstly, one must assess the commonplace ways in which used support to to get success.  Political friendships or ‘amicitia’ 

were used by all politicians to help them achieve success.  This is shown in the Commentariolum Petitionis, written 

(possibly) by Cicero’s brother Quintus to him to help with his running for the consulship in 63 BC; it could be a forgery, but 

it is still a useful source.  It shows the patron / client symbiosis that politicians used to secure votes.  The relationship was 

usually in the form of largesse by a wealthy politician for the votes of the plebs.  Pompey is a good example of someone 

who made the most of this relationship for his own gain.  He settles the pirates nicely in 67 BC and would use them as 

future clients as one must assume he did in the East.  Pompey used his clients to come to vote to have Cicero recalled in 

56 BC.  He would also use the clients, as most politicians did, for votes.  The ‘amicitia’ are also show in Quintus Cicero’s (?) 

source.  These friendships were cemented in many ways: adoption, marriage, taking someones family member as a 

legate on a command, but most commonly, relationships were forged through marriage, this is certainly the case of the 

formidable first triumvirate.

The ‘first triumvirate’ or as the satirist Varro called it “The three-headed monster” was the unstoppable political bond 

between Pompey, Crassus and Caesar.  It is now considered to be by most the main cause of the civil war in 49 BC.  Vellius 

Paterculus, born in around 20 BC, an almost contemporary source stated that the triumvirate was to “bring ruin”.  However, 

H407/21 – Questions 5 and 6

5. ‘It was the growth of the power of individuals at the expense of the state which eventually destroyed 
the Roman Republic.’  How far do you agree with this view?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to 
support your answer.            [36] 

OR

6. ‘Politicians needed the support of all parts of society to achieve success in Roman politics during the 
Late Republic.’   How far do you agree with this view?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to 
support your answer.            [36]



A Level Ancient History Candidate style answers

27 © OCR 2019

it is a good example of how politicians helped each other to achieve success in specific things they wanted.  In this 

instance, Crassus waiting a rebate for the equites, Caesar the consulship, and Pompey land for his veterans.  These 3 men 

achieved success by helping one another.  

Furthermore, wealth definitely helped the success of politicians as they could use it for many things including to buy 

friends, support, and votes.  Marcus Licinis Crassus who earned the epithet ‘Divas’ (the rich) certainly did this.  He 

payed for Caesar’s expensive aedileship and paid off money other peoples debt or helped the up the political ladder.  

Throughout the 60’s Crassus tried to aid men onto the consulship but everytime they were not allowed because of 

corruption, this included the famous Catiline.  Caesar also used wealth to pay off Cicero’s debt so he would work for him 

in 50 BC and there are many other instances of politicians using wealth to help them.  But this wealth bought support 

and so this still shows that support was necessary for success, and so for all politicians have needed the support from the 

poorest and richest in society.  Clodius changed this during his time as tribune.

Clodius is someone who just used the support of the masses to achieve what he wanted.  He did this by gaining much 

support from making the grain dole free.  Sulla in his dictatorship had, as Vellius Paterculus states made the tribunate a 

“shadow without substance”.  He did this because he knew the power they could wield.  The Gracchi set this precedent 

in 132 BC and 123 BC.  Clodius is said by Dio to have had an “innate love of revolution” which seems correct when 

viewing our period, even though Dio Cassius was writing long after it.  Clodius used his support to pass laws such as 

legalising ‘collegia’ or gangs and through this he brought Rome into chaos, doing whatever he wanted and shouting 

down or beating anyone who opposed him.  One must realise the power these gangs had in the forum; they would stop 

politicians from conducting usual business through violence and aggression.  Although at first face it may seem Clodius 

did not need the support of anyone in the nobility, this is not true.  Caesar as pontifex maximus had helped Clodius 

renounce his noble status so that he could become a tribune.  However, he might have been able to do this anyway 

and his actions and himself, described by Cicero as being “accursed” shows how important the plebs were and that a 

politician did not need the support of all parts of society.

Our sources are very useful in helping establish that politicians did not need the support of ‘all parts of society’ to achieve 

success, but they do have their weaknesses.  Cicero is probably the best and most useful source; he relates the anarchy 

that Clodius causes and was personally attacked by him, being exiled and his houses destroyed in 58 BC.  His letters in this 

regard are hugely useful, yet his speeches on the other hand contain much bias.  Plutarch is a source that tells us much 

about this period, including much about the main politicians, although he does not focus on the senate.  He was writing 

long after our period and moralises and conflates his writing which is a weakness, but he did have access to information 

now lost to us.

To conclude, politicians did not necessary need support from ‘all parts of society’ as one can see from Clodius.  But, it did 

help if they had more help.  Amicitia, and clients were also very important and used by most politicians in our period.
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Example 2 – Question 5

In this period 81 to 31 BC we see the eventual collapse of the Roman Republic.  In this period there are many powerful 

figures, some of these figures such as Sulla gained massive power and would help the Republic by reforming its laws and 

putting it back to its former power.  The other figures such as Caesar looked to gain sole power and go against Republic.  

What I will be looking at in this essay is whether it was the growth in power of individuals that destroyed the Republic.

If we first look at the dictator Sulla, we see a extremely powerful figure who in fact helps the Republic.  “He left the 

Tribunate a shadow without substance” this is Velleius talking about the law which stripped the tribunes of their right to 

veto (this was their main power which allowed them to veto any laws that they thought were unfair or biased towards 

the rich).  The law also stripped them of the right to hold further office after they held the office of Tribune.  Velleius was 

a historian writing under Tiberius, we know he is prone to bias towards emperors, but this also makes him a secondary 

and non-contemporary source, and when looking at Velleius we have to ask how does he know this?  Velleius did have 

a political career so would have access to documents which may give him information on the laws that Sulla passed.  

Another source which tells us of the laws passed by Sulla is Appien – “shunned the office there after”.  Again this is about 

the tribunes and the powers being stripped away from them.  Appien was a historian writing in the second century AD.  

This again makes him secondary and non-contemporary, but he was writing in Alexandria which was famous for having 

a massive extensive library, and it shows that Appien has also done his research for his history.  It may not seem that 

stripping the tribunes powers will help the Republic, but what it does is it gives back power to the Senate (tribunes had 

been using their power of veto to veto a lot of laws the Senate would like to be passed; these laws would modestly 

benefit the rich people of Rome.  What the tribunes would do is veto these laws, they would also to skip the Senate and 

go to the assembly’s and pass the own rules which would help the common people of Rome.  Sulla, by stripping their 

powers, returned the power to make any law to the Senate and stopped the tribunes bypassing the Senate and passing 

their own laws.  “Weary of war, weary of power, weary of Rome” this is on Sulla’s retirement, after restoring the Republic 

Sulla gave up the dictatorship, this is an example of someone with massive power who helps the Republic.

The next individual to gain massive power is Pompey.  Pompey gets a lot of massive commands.  One of these 

commands is the command against the Sertorius in Spain.  In this command we see Pompey start to get in trouble.  He 

is running out of food and he is running out of money, and because Pompey has imperium and an army, he can make a 

threat towards the Senate of Rome.  What Pompey threatens its that if he doesn’t get money and supplies then he will 

be defeated and the war will enter Italy, or that he will bring the war to Italy.  This was said in a letter from Pompey to 

the Senate which was reported by Sallust.  Sallust was a contemporary source, and he also had a political career.  This 

means he may have been able to see the letter that Pompey wrote and copied into his work.  This would make Sallust 

a good source on this topic.  What we see here is an individual with growing power challenging the Senate.  Pompey’s 

power over the years increases.  His next big command was the command against the Pirates (the Lex Gabinia).  What 

this command gave him was proconsul imperium, 200 ships, the imperium was to stretch across the whole Mediterranean 

and 50 miles inland.  A lot of these facts and figures such as the number of ships, how many miles inland and how many 

troops Pompey has are given to us by the biographer Plutarch.  Plutarch was the Greek biographer and writing around 

the second century AD.  Looking at Plutarch and when reading such detailed facts and figures in his work and we must 

ask how does he know such facts and figures?  The answer is that he wouldn’t know such facts and figures unless there 

is a more primary source that he used that has been lost over time, so there is no way to know how he knows these facts 

and figures and therefore must be treated with scepticism.  What this source shows is an individual gaining more and 

more power. 
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The same biographer, Plutarch, also tells us about the next command that Pompey had.  This was the command against 

Mithridates.  We are told that after he had finished with the problem with the Pirates, he was sent to help with another 

problem which had been affecting Rome.  In this command Pompey’s powers were increased so that he had imperium 

in and around Turkey where Mithridates was fighting with the Romans.  Again we are told about powers which Pompey 

received with this command, and again we must ask how?  Plutarch, a biographer writing around the second century AD 

who is non-contemporary to the time knows this, and again we aren’t sure whether there is a source he used which is 

now lost or whether he is making an assumption.  What this means that he will have to be treat with scepticism.  Cicero 

made a speech to the Senate saying that it made sense to give the command to someone who was already in the area 

and had a lot of power.  Cicero wrote down his speeches and is also primary and contemporary to the period.  He was 

also politician he was part of the Senate, although Cicero is subject to bias.  Again what the source are showing is an 

individual gaining a lot of power, the problem with an individual gaining a lot of power is that when the Senate do try to 

stop them because they have so much power the Senate are unable to stop them.

Another individual which gained a large amount of power is Caesar.  Caesar became a consul in 59 BC, and to gain the 

consulship he used bribery and the support from Crassus and Pompey.  Once in his consulship, he had the power to pass 

laws and get a provincial command after his consulship.  Cicero, in one of his letters, says that it was the consulship of 

Julius and Caesar, because Bibulus played no major role in the consulship.  In fact he tried to stop Caesar passing laws by 

pronouncing a sacred period, but Caesar ignored this.  Plutarch refers to an incidence in the forum where Bibulus had his 

Fasces and Lictors broken.  This is showing Julius Caesar having an influence, and also going against the Republic even 

with only the power of a consul, we have to look at Plutarch’s report of these instances.  Again Plutarch being secondary 

we must ask how does he know such details?  In this instance I’d be tempted to say he doesn’t and he is merely making 

his writing interesting to read for others, but if it is true again it shows the power of Caesar and him dominating over his 

other consul.  After Caesar’s consulship, as he gained a provincial command he gained imperium and he got an army. 

This was a large power.  Caesar used this in the end against Rome and the Senate.  Caesar in his manuscripts said that he 

marched on Rome because the tribunes had been forced to leave.  Cicero, in one of his letters, stated that the tribunes 

left on their own accord.  Both of these sources, although primary and contemporary, are very prone to bias towards 

their own views, so whether it was an elaborate stunt to give Caesar (who was running out of time for his command and 

needed the imperium to make sure he wasn’t and couldn’t be prosecuted for what he did in his consulship) a reason to 

march on Rome, or whether it really was the fact that they were chased out of Rome.  In the end it comes to the same 

thing – Caesar marched on Rome.  “The die is cast” – a quote from Caesar as he crossed the Rubicon, and proclaimed war 

on Rome.  This is an individual who is working to gain sole power in Rome, it is not Republic, sole power is a dictatorship, 

therefore he is seen to be working against the Republic and eventually because of him the Republic does collapse or at 

least he played a big part in its collapse.

Pompey during the Civil War fights on the Republic’s side, although he had massive power, had often threatened the 

Senate and had even joined Caesar in the first triumvirate.  In the end, he did not try and destroy or work to destroy the 

Republic, it could be said he helped the fall of the Republic because he helped Caesar get into power as a consul, and 

then Caesar went on to get a tribune to pass a law giving him all as a province, Pompey then at the confidence of Lucca 

agreed to become consul with Crassus and give Caesar more time in Gaul (five years more).  So although in the end he 

didn’t work for the Republic, it could be said that it was because of him Caesar could march on Rome, and it could be said 

that he played a major part in the fall of the Roman Republic.

The next massive political figure out like look at is Octavian.  It says in Res Gestia “under my own initiative I raised an army”.  
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Octavian raised his own army to fight against Mark Antony; after defeating Mark Antony the Senate thought they could 

just get rid of Octavian.  Octavian then, because he had an army, marched on Rome, and gained the consulship.  He 

says in Res Gestia that it was on the popular demand he was made consul, but this is his view; it was his inscription and 

he wanted to look good so he erased all bad aspects.  Suetonius in his biography tells us about the marching on Rome.  

Again we see someone going against the Senate and going against the Republic.  He joined up with Antony and Lepidus 

in the Second Triumvirate.  This all fell apart and civil war broke out, we are told about the battle of Actium, and the defeat 

of Mark Antony in Octavian’s inscription Res Gestia.  In this battle he had massive power with a fleet and an army, after 

defeating Mark Antony goes not enough to oppose him and therefore could return to Rome and become Emperor.  Here 

we see the complete collapse of the Roman Republic, and individual who had gained overtime massive power, had finally 

banished the last remnants of the Republic.

In conclusion it was the growth of the power of individuals that finally led to the destruction of Republic, only a few 

individuals tried to help the Republic, the others went against the Republic.  This inevitably lead to the downfall of the 

Republic.
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Example 3 – Question 6

During this period it was very important to have support from as many parts of society as possible.  However, it wasn’t 

always completely necessary in order to become successful.  Military power was often used against people that didn’t 

support people as politicians success could be achieved through force as well as through popular support.

Many individuals enforced their rules upon society through the use of military power, giving the people no choice but 

to submit to them.  In particular this type of force was used upon the “mob” or the “common” people who often weren’t 

in support of the Senate.  Sulla did this when he marched on Rome in 88 BC and again in 82 BC.  Plutarch records in his 

‘Life of Sulla’ the anarchy caused by this with many of the common people being killed due to protests, including the 

burning of the Senate House.  Though not contemporary and biased towards Sulla, this source is still useful as it provides 

us with the ‘mob’ reaction which is scarce within many ancient sources as Ancient History is very individualistic and 

focuses on the elites of Rome.  Sulla is still considered to have been a successful Roman politicians despite his lack of 

support from the ‘mob’ as shown in Appian’s collection of Roman History.  In his accounts of Sulla he expresses a sense 

of awe to Sulla, thinking this to be wonderful and inspiring.  However, Sulla [sic Appian] is less useful as a source as he 

shows blatant bias toward Sulla and he is not contemporary.  His work is also fragmentary, but we do know it is possible 

that he had access to the Library of Alexandria, making his historical knowledge perhaps more reliable than the likes of 

Plutarch.  Sulla also had very little support from much of the Senate, including Gaius Marius, who was a dominant figure 

at the time.  However, he used his military force to take over the Senate and become successful despite this and even 

declaring himself as dictator in 82 BC as well as being consul.  Military power was useful as a politician due to Marius Army 

Reforms of 107 BC in which the Senate lost most of the control over the army and the soldiers became loyal only to the 

commanders.  The Army became professionalised and better trained making them a stronger threat.

Sulla’s success despite lacking support from all aspects of society set a precedent for Julius Caesar.  Caesar, however, was 

slightly different as he did attempt to gain the support of the ‘mob’, as written about in Plutarch’s ‘Life of Julius Caesar’.  He 

realised the importance of the ‘mob’ as they made up the majority of society.  By getting them on side he would be able 

to gain more votes and therefore become more powerful within the Senate.  Bias can be seen in Plutarch’s biography of 

Caesar as it is likely that he would have read the heavily bias and exaggerated works of Caesar himself (‘The Gallic Wars’ 

and ‘The Civil Wars’).  However, Caesar didn’t have much support from the Senate, as members of the ‘optimates’ side, 

such as Cato and Cicero, often spoke out against him.  Cato tried his best to get Caesar recalled from Gaul and to stop 

his plea for consular power in 49 BC.  However, despite this lack of support from other elites, Caesar went on to be one of 

the most famous and successful politicians of Roman History.  He is still held in high regard in the modern day and was 

the inspiration for Shakespeare’s play named ‘Julius Caesar’.  He is best known for his numerous military successes and his 

dictatorship.  Proof of the lack of support from other members of the Senate can be seen in his assassination in 44 BC, in 

which he was killed by the Senators linked to the ‘optimates’ point of view, including Brutus, Cassius and Cato.  Despite 

this he is still seen as successful in many sources, including Velleius Paterculus, who notes his amazing military success.  

Paterculus, however would be bias as he is a military man himself.  His work is also very short and so he is an epitomist, 

writing only what he regards as important and note-worthy.  

The support of the ‘mob’ appears to be very unimportant in being a successful politician. Very few political figures ever 

actually fully win over the support of the common people and many don’t even bother attempting.  They were often 

seen as unimportant and beyond care by the elites who were the politicians in Rome during this period.  Pompey does 

almost nothing to get the support of the ‘mob’, along with Crassus and to an extent even Caesar.  In the sources the 
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‘mob’ are hardly mentioned, showing the lack of importance they have over the success of the politicians.  The key factors 

needed to be a successful politician are money, military power and bribery and usually the support of the elites and 

‘equites’ order.  With all of these it is possible to be a successful politician in Rome.

In opposition to this idea, Quintus Cicero, in his electioneering pamphlet, tells us that the ‘mob’ should be considered 

when trying to gain power within the Senate.  However he does also note the importance of excellent rhetorical skill, 

which his brother had, bribery and money.  This shows that although support of all parts of society may have slight 

importance, it is not the only key factor in gaining success as a politician.  Q. Cicero is a very good source as he is 

contemporary to the time.  He was also an elite so knew exactly how the Senate and the electioneering process worked.  

However, being an elite may also be a weakness as he wouldn’t care for the lower classes of society and may have been 

assumed the ignorances of many others, towards the “common” people.

To conclude, it was important to have the support of society, but was not vital to have the support of all aspects of it. It 

was hard to have the support of both, the lower classes and the elite as both had oppositional ideas of how Rome should 

be run.  Other key factors should also be considered such as military power, money and the use of bribery / trickery.  

These factors also played a key role in the success of politicians during this period.  
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Examiner Commentary

Example 1

The responses demonstrates a good range of examples taken from parts of the period mainly the 60s and 50s BC.  There 

are some detailed examples of political activity by a range of politicians – Clodius, Caesar, Pompey, Cicero, Crassus – to 

illustrate the argument showing a well-developed understanding of the events and the issues relevant to the question; 

there are occasional errors of fact.  The argument is clearly stated at the beginning and developed throughout the 

responses coming to developed judgments based upon the material used.  There was clearly scope for consideration 

of a wider range of examples which might have developed the judgments further; however, the explanations are 

convincing regarding Clodius and the triumvirate, and to some extent Crassus and Pompey.  The use of sources and 

evidence is occasional; some are barely relevant to the issue of support (e.g. comments on the nature of Clodius or the 

Sullan tribunate).  There is brief and undeveloped evaluation and limited discussion of the context and the authors and 

how they impact on the reliability of the evidence.  The argument is clear and offers a reasoned conclusion with mostly 

relevant information in support.

Level 4 = 22/36

Example 2

This was a voice typed script.  There is some tendency to narrative of the period and events supported by reference 

to sources which are occasionally questionable both as relevant and as accurate.  Largely the focus is on the actions of 

individuals and in places the effect these actions had on the stability of the Republic.  There is a wide range of references 

from the sources, which are mostly relevant to the question although this is not always made clear in the discussion 

e.g. Cicero’s speech in favour of Pompey’s command.  There Is some thorough analysis of the evidence in terms of the 

questions and some evaluation which is not entirely developed (e.g. the value of Plutarch’s facts in view of evidence 

from other sources).  There are reasoned judgments on the authors and texts with some well-founded conclusions if not 

always fully supported.  There are very good discussions on some individuals, and convincingly argued points concerning 

their effect on the Republic which reach supported and developed judgments.  The response displays a very good 

knowledge of the periods as a whole, mostly accurate and detailed; there is a thoughtful approach to the issues and 

historical events which indicated a very well-founded understanding of the issue.

Level 5 = 29/36
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Example 3

There is a range of sources mentioned but details are lacking from the texts and from the evidence.  Authors are 

mentioned and claims are made for what they says but these often lack specific support; there is some analysis of the 

sources and occasional evaluation which is generally unspecific and brief; claims of bias are made without explanation 

at times.  Parts of the discussion lack support from the sources entirely.  Some conclusions are drawn from the material 

which are valid in the context.  Information is sometimes detailed but there are also generalised statements which are not 

fully supported

There is some analysis of the issue in the question in terms of the extent to which support from all parts of society is a 

means to success; the judgments made are reasonable in terms of the difficulty in gaining such support.  The analysis 

of means to success is supported by relevant examples which are largely accurate if lacking detail.  There are some 

conclusions which are supported by the information and sources which show a reasonable understanding of the political 

situation as far as 44 BC but not beyond.  The response focuses on the question of what leads to success, although there 

is more detail on the support of the plebs than other factors which are mentioned.

Level 3 = 18/36
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Example 1 – Question 6

Boudica’s rebellion was seen to take place in AD 61 under the governorship of Suetonius Paulinus.  The two main sources 

to describe reasons for the revolt are Tacitus’ Annals and Agricola and Dio Cassius.  It is seen that the Romans were 

surprised by a revolt of the Iceni and Trinovantes whom they had considered allies until the revolt.  However due to a 

mixture of social and economic reasons there was a rebellion.

It is seen that Boudica’s rebellion was a result of the mistreatment of the Iceni.  According to Tacitus Annals, King 

Prasutagus had left half his empire to Boudica but the Romans disregarded this and took the territory while whipping 

Boudicca and raping her daughters.  Moreover, Tacitus discloses how Governor Scapula had disarmed the Iceni of 

weapons in AD 48 and this was a seed for Boudica’s rebellion.  By taking away their weapons this deprived the Britons of 

their fighting heritage and deprived them of their culture which Boudicca states in her rousing speech before the battle 

of the Watling Way.  Tacitus is seen as reliable because his step father was present at the battle of the Watling Way and 

therefore is seen to be a primary source.  However, Tacitus does take a fascination in key rebellious characters in Britain 

and may have overexaggerated Boudica’s speech for a better story.

Tacitus in Agricola discloses how the colony of Veterans set up in AD 49 was a reason for Boudica’s rebellion.  It is seen 

that the colony deprived the Britons of their ancestry.  However in Tacitus’ Annals he writes how the colony of veterans 

was designed to “install laws” in Britain, suggesting that Boudicca’s rebellion was an attempt to stop Romanisation, not 

because of mistreatment.  Therefore, Boudica’ rebellion was a result of Romans imposing their views.  For example the 

statue of Claudius was seen to be a sign of “eternal Roman domination” which led to the Rebellion cutting off the statue’s 

head.

H407/23 – Questions 5 and 6

5. ‘The Britons benefitted from the Roman occupation of Britain throughout the period.’  How far do you 
agree with this view?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to 
support your own knowledge.         [36] 

OR

6. ‘Boudicca’s rebellion was a direct result of widespread mistreatment of the Britons by the Romans 
since the invasion of AD 43.’  How far do you agree with this view?

You must use and analyse the ancient sources you have studied as well as your own knowledge to 
support your answer.            [36]
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This view is likely to be true because Camuloduonum, Colchester was burnt down with archaeological evidence in 

the form of forts.  Moreover the colony of veterans was located in Colchester which signifies anger at Romanisation.  

Furthermore, the head statue of Claudius was found, making Tacitus’ more credible.

Dio discusses that Boudicca’s rebellion was a result of economical mistreatment of the Britons by the Romans.  Dio writes 

how Decianus Catus, procurator, used a system of “coin shorting” at very high interest rates which meant the Britons 

struggled to pay back much of fines.  This is likely to be a credible reason for the rebellion as the Romans seemed greedy 

consistently in that invasion of Rome (sic Briton).  However, Dio wrote nearly 100 years after Tacitus and may be seen as 

unreliable because of his secondary nature.  There is no archaeological evidence to support this view.

Boudica’s rebellion may have been tactical not a consequence of Roman treatment.  Both Tacitus and Dio report how 

Governor Paulinus was away on “Mona” at the time of the revolt and this provided an excellent opportunity for revenge.  

After all the Romans had been surprised by the Rebellion given the alliance of the Iceni and Trinovantes in the past.

In conclusion, I agree that it was Roman mistreatment that caused Boudicca’s rebellion because according to Dio 

Boudicca’s action were rage driven.
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Example 2 – Question 6

The Boudiccan rebellion happened in AD 60, but there are events before it that may have led to the revolt.  One reason 

may be from the Claudian invasion, and that when the Romans took over Colchester, Claudius had a temple in his name 

built in the centre of the settlement.  The temple had the inscription of “Divine Claudius”’ on it, and Claudius expected 

that he would be seen as a god.  However, the tribe called the Trinovantes were against the temple, as they all hated 

Claudius, and didn’t want to worship a man who had destroyed and taken over their land.  While this didn’t directly lead 

to the Boudiccan revolt, it was the reason why the Trinovantes decided to join the Iceni in their revolt and remove Roman 

influence from Britain.

Another reason why the Boudiccan revolt was started was due to the mistreatment of the Iceni tribe by the governor 

Scapula in AD 50.  Scapula decided to have the Iceni weapons confiscated from them, so Scapula felt threatened by them 

and didn’t want any dangerous revolts.  However, that Iceni showed no signs of being against the Romans, and they 

rather welcome them into Britain as they saw it as a way for Britain to gain wealth and civilisation.  Even though this event 

happened 10 years before the report, it was likely a catalyst to why the Boudiccan revolt began. 

Another reason why the Boudiccan revolt began was due to the mistreatment by the Romans over the problem of 

money.  A procurator called Catus, decided to take the 40 million sesterces that was handed over by the Romans to the 

Britains to improve the standards of Britain, and make it look part of the Roman Empire.  Catus took away the money as 

Emperor Claudius wanted the money to improve Rome instead.  This led to the tribes in Britain fighting back, and led 

to the destruction of Londinium and Colchester, as Catus only sent 200 soldiers to protect Londinium, but they were 

severely under equipped.  The confiscation of weapons from Scapula and the way that Catus, who had decided to flee to 

Gaul after the battle of Londinium, showing his guilt, taking away the money from the Britons could be seen as a reason 

to why the Boudiccan rebellion started, due to the mistreatment of the tribes in Britain.

Two main writers who tell us about revolt are Dio and Tacitus, but they focus on what happened in revolt.  Before the 

rebellion, relations between Romans and Britons seemed to be fairly stable, as evidence can show us.  Evidence such as 

at Lexden, where coins from Rome have been found in a burial site, and pottery such as vases that were found at a burial 

site in Welwyn may show that some tribes in Britain embraced Romanisation and welcomed the commodities of pottery 

from the Romans.  Also, king Cunobelius and Tinocommius, had a coin with “rex” on it, meaning King and was imprinted 

on Roman coinage, meaning that tribes were not fully against Roman culture if they used some of the metals from 

the Romans.  It would seem that the main reason for the Boudiccan rebellion was in fact in AD 60, which was the main 

turning point, and could be seen as the reason to why the rebellion began.  King Prasitsages of the Iceni tribe left a will 

when he died, saying that he could give most of his valuables to the Romans to keep relations between Romans and the 

Britons, and then left the rest of his valuables to his daughters and his wife, Boudicca.  However, the Romans saw this as 

an opportunity to ransack the entire area of the Iceni, and loot the houses.  Not only did the Romans steal from the Iceni, 

they also treated the Iceni inhabitants in terrible ways.  They raped King Prasutagus’ daughters and publicly whipped and 

lashed Boudicca, leading to outrage from the Iceni tribe.  These unnecessary treatments of the Iceni is likely the main 

reason why the Boudiccan rebellion happened, due to the fact that after this event, the Iceni tribe and other tribes join 

together to attack the Romans in Britain.  Prasutagus wanted the will to the Romans to be a peace offering, but rather it 

was a way for the Romans to take what they pleased from the Iceni tribe. 
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The view that the Boudiccan rebellion was a direct result of widespread mistreatment of the Britons by the Romans since 

the invasion of AD 43 is a fair view, and many events happened between AD 43 and 60 which did anger some tribes, but 

there still seemed to be fairly good relations between the two countries.  In my view the Boudiccan revolt began due to 

the treatment of the Iceni in AD 60, and lead to large-scale rebellion from Boudicca due to the treatment of her and her 

family and tribe.
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Example 3 – Question 6

There are two sides to take in this argument, whether the Iceni revolted because of a long-term oppression, or whether 

they revolted as a result of local mistreatment.  There are several sources on either side to discuss the matter.

For example, we have the Claudian Invasion, taking place from AD 43 up until around AD 45.  The invasion aimed by 

Claudius was to give him political and social support back home, but also to grant his glory.  The campaign was a rapid 

one, defeating the Britons under Caratacus and Togidubnus of the Catuvellauni in a short skirmish at the Thames.  But, it 

is not until AD 57 that we hear of oppression of named tribes.  In opposition to the stated question, there was only a little 

forcefulness towards the Britons between the years of 43 to AD 47; Aulus Plautius was governor and he was a fair handed 

one, though, still a military governor.  Notable tribes to talk about are the Regni, under Cogidubnus, but we can take to 

archaeological evidence that is Fishboume palace as a significant fact that not all Britons suffered.  Cogidubnus, for his 

loyalty, was provided this palace.  In addition, we know that the Iceni and the Trinovantes were very loyal to the Romans, 

having established a friendship in the time of Caesar with their leader Mandubracius, “Caesar ordered Cassivellaunus to 

stop molesting Mandubracius” (Caesar’s Gallic Wars).  It was only, initially, the Catuvellauni and some others who rose to 

oppose the invasion.

However, it was during the governorship of Ostorius Scapula, who Tacitus describes with Aulus Plautius “both fine 

soldiers ...” went against the Iceni.  He attempted to have any allies surrender their arms so that their submission and 

allegiance was definite.  The Regni obliged, but, as Tacitus describes also in his Annals, the Iceni and the Trinovantes felt 

betrayed, and those who “had sided with us voluntarily ... the first to revolt.”  Ostorius crushed the Iceni, then did the 

same to the Brigantes of the Pennines, though after killing some “he pardoned the rest.”  What’s more, it was between 

the governorships of the Scapula and the beginning of Paulinus’ command that events were indeed set in motion.  The 

old capital of the Trinovantes at Camulodunum, was taken over by the Romans who had previously built a fort there, but 

expanded and turned it into a colonia and a retirement location for veterans to come.  The effects this action had were 

ripples in the upcoming events; the Trinovantes had their land taken from them, and they were forced to till it for the 

veterans and also pay tax too, something that caused them to harbour a fury for many years, only to release it against the 

colony during the Boudicca rebellion.

The notion that the revolt happened because of a widespread mistreatment is a slight exaggeration, although the Iceni 

may have remembered the incident with Scapula, it is unlikely they would have used it as a reason.  The had a pro-

Roman king, Prasutagus, who made his will giving half the kingdom to Nero and the other half to his family, hoping 

the Romans would honour the agreement.  But after his death there are three main reasons, in my own opinion, why 

the Iceni reacted so aggressively.  First, for the last 10 years, in Colchester, the local Trinovantes and the Iceni had been 

made to build a temple.  Tacitus describes it in his Agricola, “the temple of the divine Claudius ... the stronghold of eternal 

Roman domination” (though we know that Tacitus was really blaming the decadence of Nero and Domitian together for 

this).  Second, Cassius Dio claims that it was more due to an economic maltreatment, that “Claudius had lent them vast 

sums of money” but the greedy procurator, Decianus Catus, knowing that Prasutagus was dead, forfeited the kingdom 

to the empire, “this money was to be paid back with the rest ... 40,000,000 sesterces ... .”  This substantial hoard and 

completely thoughtless act really, as Dio seems to think, pushed the Iceni to a brink.  Dio, however, is writing using second 

hand accounts, and though he does not have a personal agenda, he does not describe Boudicca’s personal motives for 

rebelling, though Dio’s account fits in well.
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We know that Decianus Catus seized the Iceni land, that it was, as Tacitus says “plundered by soldiers” and Catus lorded 

over the natives by having the wife of Prasutagus, Boudicca, “whipped, and her daughters raped” whilst the nobility were 

deprived “of their ancestral possessions.”  This third reason, accounted by Tacitus in both his Annals (written between 

AD 115-120) and his biography and eulogy of his father-in-law, the Agricola (published AD 98) seems to have been the final 

straw for the Iceni and their Trinovantian neighbours.  Tacitus would have wanted to present Boudicca to the audience 

as some to sympathise with, a noble woman, humiliated, his daughters humiliated, her family abused.  She was a worthy 

focal point for rebellion.  That Paulinus destroyed the druids in Anglesey, the only major religious sect for British Druidism, 

“they burned down the groves and destroyed the pagan altars” doesn’t seem to really be that much of a cause; news may 

not have ever been sent of the attack.

In conclusion we can fairly say that the rebellion did not come as a result of widespread mistreatment of the Britons since 

AD 43.  Though some tribes suffered, not all of them did, and the rebellion was only local and not supported on such a 

large scale.  We can say, though, that it came from the immediate actions of greedy profiteers, like Seneca who loaned 

the natives money, and like Decianus Catus, who wanted to make a profit along with the taxes he was supposed to be 

collecting.  That, coupled with the humiliation the Iceni nobility and royal family underwent (as far as we can believe from 

Tacitus) indicates the short temper of the Britons and supports Tacitus’ view of the decadence of the empire at this point.  

Therefore we can assume that to a great extent it was more the local oppression and immediate actions of the time 

which caused the outbreak of revolt, not the sufferings of various tribes. 
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Examiner Commentary

Example 1

The response deals with Tacitus’ account of the cause in some detail, although omitting others.  Agricola was not his 

step-father and it is not clear if he was present at the battle.  A basic attempt is made to evaluate Tacitus’ use of speeches.  

Some details are not always accurate – Agricola is less clear about Camulodunum than the Annals and the reference is not 

accurate in terms of the text.  The use of Annals is more accurate and the judgment on Romanisation more convincing 

with evidence of destruction and the attack on the veterans (where more detail might be useful).  The discussion of Dio’s 

account is limited in terms of the text and the assessment is basic given the lack of detail and support.  A mention of the 

Trinovantes is undeveloped.  The response focuses largely on the immediate causes and does not deal with the longer 

term indicated in the question either in terms of mistreatment or more positive approaches by the Romans.  The range of 

examples from the sources is appropriate and occasionally good and judgments made from them are partially supported 

and reasoned.  There is an explanation which is places is good but not consistently so.  The range of information is 

sometimes accurate and sometimes detailed but contains slight errors.  The understanding is reasonable and occasionally 

developed.

Level 4 = 20/36

Example 2

The response makes a good argument concerning the Temple of Claudius using some of the information in Tacitus 

although not actually referenced.  There are some omissions, however, which were the concerns of the Trinovantes and 

could have made the explanation and analysis convincing.  The reference to the removal of weapons (date incorrect) is 

a good point but underdeveloped as is the client status of the Iceni.  The issue of loans is dealt with (Dio not referenced) 

but contains misunderstandings of the loan and why repayment was demanded (Claudius wanted it – but not in AD 60); 

the mention of 200 soldiers (presumably from Tacitus) is associated with the return of the money.  They were sent to 

Colchester not London.  The use of material evidence is not altogether convincing – the lack of detail, dates and context 

for Lexden, Welwyn and Cunobelinus coin does not entirely support the view that some tribes welcomed the Romans.  

The narrative of Boudicca’s treatment by the Romans is largely accurate (Tacitus not named) and substantiates the basic 

argument that, until AD 60, relations were good; the reference to other tribes is undeveloped.

The narrative is clearly formed from the sources but they are hardly mentioned and not analysed/evaluated directly.  

There is a good explanation and some judgments regarding long-term and short-term reasons.  The support from the 

narrative is mostly accurate but not always and does not always support the conclusions made.  The period is not fully 

analysed nor represented in the narrative; it is at times good and at others reasonable.

Level 4 = 20/36
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The account of the initial stages of the invasion shows good knowledge and understanding, as does the view that there 

was some support from the tribes for the Romans, and supports the view that there are two sides to the argument.  The 

account of the period up to the revolt is very clear and well-supported by Tacitus in part, if not thorough in covering 

the progress of the conquest; the response provides a sustained and well-development judgement at this point with 

accurate knowledge and detail.  Apart from the incorrect references to the Agricola, the narrative of the reasons provided 

by Tacitus and Dio are detailed and accurate.  There is a brief reference to Mona and a judgment about its importance 

which shows very good understanding.  The conclusion is measured and considered taking the evidence into account, 

but not thoroughly developing some of the points being made and the issue of ‘widespread’ mistreatment.  The events 

of the period AD 43–AD 60 are partly covered as are the wider motives concerning Romanisation.  It is a very focused and 

at times excellent response on the two tribes and their concerns about the Romans.

The evaluation is underdeveloped – some reference to Dio’s late account/lack of personal agenda and Tacitus’ wish to 

characterise Boudicca in a certain way, to promote the decadence of Nero – these contexts might have been analysed 

more to consider the impact they have on the evidence being used.

Level 6 = 32/36
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