
WEN01 Script Commentaries 

Unit 1 is assessed by examination of 1 hour 45 minute’s duration. Candidates answer two questions: 
one question from Section A and one question from Section B. The paper is marked out of a total of 
50 marks with 35 allocated to Section A and 15 to Section B. 

SECTION A 

Q1 

In responding to Q1 candidates are required to produce an extended comparative response showing 
how the presentation of identity is shaped by language and contextual factors in two unseen texts. 

The task is assessed across AO1, 2, 3 and 4: 

AO1:  Apply appropriate methods of language analysis, using associated terminology and coherent 
written expression. 

AO2:  Demonstrate critical understanding of concepts and issues relevant to language use. 

AO3:  Analyse and evaluate how contextual factors and language features are associated with the 
construction of meaning. 

AO4:  Explore connections across texts, informed by linguistic concepts and methods. 

In the June 2018 examination Text A was an extract drawn from the diary of Nafisa Khanbhai which 
documents her experiences as a disabled woman in Kenya. The diary presents her as an intelligent 
woman whose ambitions to study law are thwarted in her home country by attitudes to her gender 
and her disability. She turns these negatives into positives in her drive to raise awareness of, and 
bring about changes in, the insular and discriminatory attitudes in Kenya. It is this determination, 
plus her own creativity, that informs her voice and style. 

Text B was an article containing the transcript of a speech delivered Alex Brooker, co-presenter of 
UK TV programme, 'The Last Leg' in which Brooker reflects on the man that has inspired him, Italian 
Paralympian, Alex Zanardi. Brooker’s speech reflects on his own disability in a manner that presents 
him as an honest, humble and anxious individual much different to his television persona. Brooker’s 
homage presents Zanardi as a man who has turned personal tragedy into triumph in a way that has 
transformed attitudes towards disability.     

Script 1 

This is a successful response which was placed at the top of Level 4. It consistently applies the 
‘discriminating and controlled’ application expected at Level 4 and does this across all AOs. 

The response offers valid and integrated and demonstrates effective reading of both texts from the 
outset. It is well structured and expressed.  



There is a system to the answer which links to the frameworks outlined in the mark scheme but the 
candidate is judicious in selection and coverage tailoring content to task with some fluency. This 
evidences the discrimination needed to secure a place in Level 4. 

Comments on each framework are applied with some insight to both texts and form is linked with 
competence to function/effect. It is this that marks it out as a high-level response 

There is careful consideration of the concept of voice/persona and this is integrated throughout the 
response and is often subtle and well developed, as in the differentiation of the voice of Brooker 
from the writer of the article both graphologically and linguistically. 

When exploring language at a lexical level the candidate integrates consideration of choice with  
form and function. For example, the discussion of Text A develops insightful links between the 
‘sophistication’ of the words used by Khanbai (and the lexical sets into which they fall)  and  her 
presentation of self and the cultural and personal factors that have shaped her voice and 
perspective. This is also true of sentence level analysis where the sentence types deployed in each 
text are liked with clarity to their function and effect. 

Script 2 

This is a relatively successful response which placed it at the lower end of Level 4 close to the 
border with Level 3. 

Responses at this Level will demonstrate ‘discriminating and controlled application’ that typifies a L4 
response. However, the placement of this script towards the bottom of the Level indicates that there 
will be instances when it presents the ‘Clear and Relevant ‘characteristics of a Level 3 response.  

This script presents a systematic and thorough investigation of the source material and there is 
evidence that the Centre have used the mark scheme to ensure that all relevant frameworks for 
analysis and investigation have been covered. This is encouraging, although discrimination should be 
applied as the document is not necessarily a template as comments relating to the frameworks can 
often overlap and this may well impact on the structure and focus of the response. This is sometimes 
the case with this script, for example in the sections in which Field, Function and Audience are 
investigated. Had the approach (and certainly the analysis of language choices)  been better 
integrated a higher mark would have almost certainly been achieved. 

There is a clear and consistent attempt at integrated analysis and comparison and the candidate 
detects and evidences some of the more subtle points in this respect, such as the shared 
motivational purpose of each and the broader agenda for social change that is evident in Text A. 

 Examples are selected with some care to demonstrate the candidate’s understanding of issues and 
concepts such as the racism experienced by Khanbai. These are not explicitly linked to the concept of 
‘voice’ and presentation of self until the concluding paragraphs, however. 

Terminology is applied with accuracy at word level and there are some valid and exemplified 
assertions regarding the nature of the semantic fields employed by both. Links to these and their 
function within the text are not as fully developed as they might be had this analysis been integrated 
into the earlier consideration of (for example) audience purpose and genre. There is some analysis at 



sentence level, but this is less assured and terms lack specificity and there are limited links to 
function/effect. 

Script 3  

This is a less successful response which presents the ‘general understanding’ characteristic of Level 
2. 

The opening section is essentially descriptive although it does afford a relatively sound summary of 
each text.  

There are lapses in expression and the sequence of the response could have been better thought 
out, for example consideration of audience comes a final ‘bolt-on’ paragraph. 

There are some valid, if undeveloped points on the purpose/function of each text – this is 
undeveloped but is probably one of the more successful aspects of the response. 

There is general comparison between the contrasting tone and perspective of each (Khanbai 
pessimistic/Brooke optimistic) but this is not fully substantiated or developed. 

There is some straightforward analysis at word level with equally straightforward links between form 
and function. Comment at sentence level is much less secure, with a reversion to the generic ‘short’ 
and ‘long sentences’ or the vague ‘ Nafisa says stuff like…’ 

There is limited consideration of context. For example, the assertion that  because Khanbai comes 
from a ‘third world country’ that her English will be ‘stereotypically …broken and syntaxically wrong’ 
is not only  unfortunate but the opportunity to compare the ‘stereotype ‘ with the sophistication of 
Kanbhai’s use of language is not really seized in any meaningful way. 

SECTION B 

Q2 

Section B of the examination is assessed against AO5: ‘Demonstrate expertise and creativity in the 
use of English to communicate in different ways’ with a total of 15 marks allocated for this 
component. As such the task assesses both the fluency and accuracy of written expression and the 
ability to generate an original and (hopefully) engaging text. 

In June 2018 candidates were asked to produce a report aimed at the governing body of their 
college to persuade them to take action to change attitudes towards students with disabilities 



Script 4 

This is a relatively successful response to Q2 that was awarded a mark in low Level 4. It is a very 
short response but does keep focus on the task – had it been more detailed/developed mid-latter 
response it would have scored more highly. 

The response is well structured and expressed although it would have benefitted from a concluding 
section. 

The voice of Student Council representative is wholly appropriate to the task and lends itself to the 
wider context as is the declared intent to be the voice of all students. It achieves a rhetorical ‘voice’. 
This is the most successful aspect of the response and signals both its informative and persuasive 
function. 

The material selected from the source texts is relevant and there is some discrimination in this and it 
is reworked to reasonable effect. 

The use of a bulleted approach is valid given the nature and the audience of the report and the focus 
on attitudes supplements the more general points on access which brings the list closer to the 
prescribed task. 

Script 5 

This script was placed  into Level 3. 

It drifts away from the central focus of the task at times to comment on the right of the disabled to 
an education rather that changing attitudes towards those with disability. This does impact on its 
overall success, but the rhetorical structures employed are rewarded. 

The reference to Stephen Hawking is both appropriate and engaging. 

The separation of the writer from those with disability (through use of exclusive pronoun, for 
example) is not helpful given the remit. 

The latter sections regain sight of audience and purpose and adopt a more appropriate register. 



Script 6 

This script was place mid-Level 1. 

There is a general sense of audience and purpose but minimal connection with the source data. 

Writing is uneven and there are frequent lapses in expression. This leads to lack of focus and 
consistency. The structure of the response is insecure, but the general choice of a letter format is 
acceptable given the remit of the task. However there is only minimal evidence of a push to change 
attitudes . 
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Script 4
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Script 6
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