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Commentary on Exploration Notes for Candidate F: 
 
This candidate has separated her notes into two sections, one for each play. 
Metamorphosis: 
 
The section on language explores how some short pieces of dialogue can be delivered 
and what might be their meaning. At first she compares the language if Mr Samsa at 
the start and end of the play. This explains the way the character has developed. In 
her section on Gregor she comments on how the audience might continue to care for 
the character because of the way language has been used. 
For non-verbal communication the candidate offers notes on how an actor might play 
the lines. This is very detailed but lacks justification for the ideas. Again, for vocal 
awareness, there are details of how a short section might be delivered. This is 
detailed and specific but not put into a context of more global ideas about the play. 
There is a range of practical ideas for how the character of Gregor might be played 
and costumed in the section about characterisation. She explores some of his 
relationships, though does not offer any practical observations of how she has come up 
with these ideas. 
 
There is a sense from the historical, social, cultural and political contexts section that 
the candidate has developed notes given in class, not taken from her own observations 
and research. There is little evidence of the practical drama student here. She has a 
firm grasp of the context of the writing of the play and of the ideas of Artaud. We do 
not get a feeling she has explored them in the workshop. 
 
The visual, oral, spatial elements section describes how the candidate sees her own 
production of the play. It is detailed and some ideas are justified. Her section on 
Artaud barely mentions practicalities and does not explore how his ideas might impact 
on its interpretation. However, the page on interpretation is stronger; there is detail 
and a plethora of ideas for the interpretation of a short piece of script. She has clearly 
experimented with staging ideas and she links these back with the themes of the 
whole play. 
 
Oedipus: 
Her work here is approached in the same way as for the first play. The section on 
language proves she understands its significance and how important it is to de-code a 
scene before approaching it. Several ideas are well documented with good reference 
made to how the audience will react and think. 
 
The page on non-verbal communication is a textual analysis of a scene. This is very 
detailed and shows a practical actor at work. There is considerable complexity in her 
approaches to the emotion of the scene and we get a clear sense that her ideas are 
well developed. For vocal awareness she details how each part of a line should be 
approached, going so far as to place them in their historical context. She has clearly 
explored this scene practically and there is a sense of this as a ‘work in progress’. 
For characterisation the candidate tracks Oedipus across the whole play, drawing a 
character graph. This proves her very clear understanding of the whole text but is 
essentially an English literature exercise, rather than one helpful for drama students. 
There is no reference to the practicalities of interpreting the role in ways that 
elucidate the character for his audience. 



There are some glimpses of how the candidate’s thorough understanding of the 
contexts of the play might be explored practically to good effect. She mentions how a 
contemporary interpretation might develop ideas of corruption and power to reflect 
those of the time when the play was first performed. However, she misses the 
opportunity to develop her ideas about the role of female characters in Greek theatre. 
Generally these notes do not represent any work the candidate might have carried out 
in the drama studio. 
 
For the section on visual, aural and spatial elements there is a detailed exposition of 
her ideas for a production of the play. She justifies most of her ideas and these notes 
are good evidence of practical understanding of how a production creates meaning for 
the audience. However, her paragraph on the response to a practitioner does not 
apply the ideas of Kneehigh to Oedipus in any way. 
 
The final page about the interpretation of the text proves this candidate’s ability to 
engage with a play as a practical work of drama. The detailed annotations of the 
script are full of ideas and many are justified through an intended response from the 
audience. 
 
 
Moderator comments: 
This candidate has approached to exploration of these two texts as an actor would. 
Her notes reproduce in detail her ideas for the playing of the roles and for the 
staging of scenes. Her ideas are well developed and generally well justified. We do 
not get a sense of what she did, to come up with such an interesting range of ideas 
and proposals, however, and her notes require this element so that she might access 
high marks.  
 
It is clear that the candidate must have tried out most, if not all, of her ideas, but 
for Unit 1 she must exemplify her writing with observations made during practical 
tasks.  
 
The quality of the written communication is excellent. 
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Commentary on Theatre Review for Candidate F: 
 
The review is a highly descriptive account of the DV8 production. The candidate 
spends most of the essay telling the reader what happened, adding her opinions from 
time to time. There is no keen sense of objectivity here. She is very in tune with the 
reaction of the audience, linking it with contemporary life issues. She does not explore 
the technical elements of the production, nor how they contribute to the overall 
success of the performance. 
 
Overall, the candidate has not fully separated the production from the content of the 
performance and has not appreciated the complexity of the methods used by this 
production to communicate with its audience.  
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