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Commentary on Exploration Notes for Candidate E: 
 
Language: 
The candidate has a firm grasp on the language of both texts. He explores it 
through looking at key lines for different characters. There is effective use of stage 
specific vocabulary and abbreviation, bringing a sense of authenticity to these 
notes. 
There are some excellent proposals for the way sections of the play might work in 
performance and he has a good grasp of how an audience might respond to them. 
He also explores elements of characterisation, such as in his section on Creon. 
There is insufficient detail of how practical exploration has resulted in these very 
sound ideas and understanding. 
 
Non-verbal communication: 
The candidate has carried out a close textual analysis of two sections of dialogue. 
This produces some excellent ideas for how actors might tackle these scenes. 
However, these ideas are not explored: there is insufficient practical justification, 
no use of the word ‘because’ for his proposals. 
 
Vocal awareness: 
The two text extracts explored here have more justification than in the previous 
section. Some decisions taken about how particular lines can be interpreted by a 
performer are explained, in the sense of how meaning might be communicated. 
There is no detail as to how ideas have been arrived at. 
 
Characterisation: 
The two characters chosen, Gregor and Oedipus, are dissected and explained. The 
candidate does not let us into how he went about acquiring his opinions about the 
characters, however, so these tend become assertions, rather than the results of 
exploration. There are a lot of ideas here that an actor might find very useful in 
preparing to play Gregor or Oedipus, but few clues as to the method of that 
preparation. 
 
Social, cultural, historical and political context: 
This section is evidence of the candidate’s very good understanding of the contexts 
of these plays, both historically and as pieces of contemporary performance. He 
makes interesting links with things that influence life today. It is a pity that he 
does not explore these links through references to his own practical work because 
this would have been a fruitful avenue to follow. 
 
Visual, aural and spatial elements of a production: 
The section on Metamorphosis is a clear proposal for the candidate’s own 
interpretation of the play. The work is highly detailed and ideas are justified. We 
get a clear sense of how this production would develop the meanings in the text, 
through its production values. He gets to grips with the idea of a production, rather 
than just a performance, so we see how he envisages the whole package. The 
candidates’ use of theatre specific vocabulary is outstanding, showing how much 
experience he has in this arena. 
The section detailing the candidate’s production proposals for Oedipus is less 
successful, but do achieve his wish to communicate the idea of a whole theatre 
experience. The candidate’s suggestions for the lighting for Oedipus’ final speech, 
for instance, are clearly founded upon a depth of understanding of lighting design. 
 
 



The response to a practitioner: 
These sections explain how Artaud and Kneehigh developed ideas for the theatre. 
There is no evidence that the candidate has explored these texts by employing 
either of these systems or sets of techniques. 
 
Interpretation: 
The candidate uses two sections of text and annotates them with ideas for their 
interpretation. Some of his ideas are justified successfully but there is a lack of 
coherence or a unifying idea for each scene. 
 
Moderator comments: 
The candidate has explored the texts and produces evidence of practical thinking 
about how he might approach their interpretation. There is insufficient detail of 
practical observations made during the exploration process, though some sections 
successfully communicate the candidate’s ideas to excellent effect. For instance, 
the visual, oral, spatial section is very well written and it is clear to see how his 
production ideas are justified. 
 
There is very good evidence of understanding of the characters of both plays, as 
well as of the language and how it might be expressed. Overall, the candidate’s 
notes show how his practical work has resulted in some clearly expressed ideas 
about these plays and, with some more evidence of how this actually happened, 
he could access very high marks. 
 
The quality of the written communication is excellent. 
 
These notes are far too long. 
 
Band 2 
 
Commentary on Theatre Review for Candidate E: 
 
The evaluation of live theatre evokes the experience had by the audience. The 
candidate thoroughly enjoyed himself at the theatre but also manages to remain 
largely objective about how the performance worked. He explores the adaptation 
of the original play, explaining why it worked so well and places it in context. He 
shows how the audience reacted and explains why they did so, illustrating his ideas 
with clear examples. A good example is his description of the use of the double 
bass where he clearly draws the line between the text and its performance. He 
illustrates the emotional landscape of the piece very clearly, communicating the 
joy and the intimacy of it. 
 
This is a successful piece of writing that reviews, rather than evaluates, the effect 
that a production has on its audience, it explores the technicalities of the 
performance and supports with very detailed and accurate examples. However, the 
clear sense that this is a review, rather than a detailed evaluation, means he does 
not attain top band marks.  
 
Some minor changes of tone and a more evaluative approach would push this mark 
up. 
 
Band 2 
 




