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This unit  int roduces students to how language is used in data from  a range of 

sources.  Students explore how the contexts of product ion and recept ion affect  

language choices in spoken and writ ten texts. Students also explore how language 

reflects and const ructs the ident ity or ident it ies of the user and varies depending 

on the contexts of product ion and recept ion. Students apply appropriate m ethods 

of language analysis to a range of writ ten, spoken or m ult im odal data taken from  

20th and 21st  century sources using the key language fram eworks and levels. 

They also dem onst rate their  understanding through the creat ion of a new text  for 

a specified audience, purpose and context . 

 

Unit  1 is assessed by exam inat ion of 1 hour 45 m inute’s durat ion. Candidates 

answer two quest ions:  one quest ion from  Sect ion A and one quest ion from  Sect ion 

B. The paper is m arked out  of a total of 50 m arks with 35 allocated to Sect ion A 

and 15 to Sect ion B. 

 

 

Sect ion  A:  Con t ex t  an d  I d en t i t y  
Qu est ion  1  
 

Candidates answer one quest ion on two unseen ext racts selected from  20 th and 

21st century sources. They are required to produce an extended com parat ive 

response showing how the presentat ion of ident ity is shaped by language and 

contextual factors in both unseen texts.  
 

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

 

 AO1:   Apply appropriate m ethods of language analysis, using associated 

term inology and coherent  writ ten expression. 

 AO2:   Dem onst rate cr it ical understanding of concepts and issues relevant  

to language use. 

 AO3:   Analyse and evaluate how contextual factors and language features 

are associated with the const ruct ion of m eaning. 

 AO4:   Explore connect ions across texts, inform ed by linguist ic concepts and 

m ethods. 

 

I n the June 2018 exam inat ion Text  A was an ext ract  drawn from  the diary of Nafisa 

Khanbhai which docum ents her experiences as a disabled wom an in Kenya. The 

diary presents her as an intelligent  wom an whose am bit ions to study law are 

thwarted in her hom e count ry by at t itudes to her gender and her disability. She 

turns these negat ives into posit ives in her dr ive to raise awareness of, and bring 

about  changes in, the insular and discr im inatory at t itudes in Kenya. I t  is this 

determ inat ion, plus her own creat ivity, that  inform s her voice and style. 

 

Text  B  was an art icle containing the t ranscript  of a speech delivered Alex Brooker, 

co-presenter of UK TV program m e, 'The Last  Leg' in which Brooker reflects on the 

m an that  has inspired him , I talian Paralym pian, Alex Zanardi. Brooker ’s speech 

reflects on his own disabilit y in a m anner that  presents him  as an honest , hum ble 

and anxious individual m uch different  to his television persona. Brooker ’s hom age 

presents Zanardi as a m an who has turned personal t ragedy into t r ium ph in a way 

that  has t ransform ed at t itudes towards disability.     

 



 
 

The quest ion asked candidates to analyse and com pare how the language of both 

texts conveys personal ident ity. Three bullet  points offered addit ional prom pts and 

guidance direct ly linked to the Assessm ent  Object ives (and the m ark schem e)  for  

this com ponent  and rem inding candidate of the specific areas of study they should 

apply to the task:  

 

•  relevant  language fram eworks and levels 

•  concepts and issues such as social,  cultural and gender factors 

•  contextual factors such as m ode, field, funct ion and audience.   

 

Cent res are advised that  the form at  and focus of the quest ion will be consistent  

across the lifet im e of the specificat ion. Actual wording m ay, inevitably, change 

depending in the nature and content  of the two unseen texts presented.  However, 

the focus of assessm ent  is clearly stated in the quest ion stem  with its prom pt  to 

consider and com pare how personal ident ity is const ructed and presented in the 

source m aterials. The bullet  points rem ind candidates of the areas of study they 

should apply to this com parat ive explorat ion and are linked direct ly to the 

Assessm ent  Object ives applied by exam iners to their  responses. Th e 

m ar k sch em e con t a in s in d icat i v e con t en t  an d  m ay  w el l  p r ov id e cen t r es 

w i t h  a  u sef u l  r esou r ce w h en  p r ep ar in g  t h ei r  st u d en t s f o r  t h is 

ex am in at ion .  
 

The texts were clear ly linked by the issue of physical disabilit y and at t itudes 

towards it .  Given the differ ing contexts of each, there was m uch opportunity for  

candidates to explore the links and cont rasts between them . The focus of the 

quest ion was the const ruct ion and presentat ion of p er son al  id en t i t y ,  and the 

abilit y of candidates to incorporate this into their  analysis proved som ething of a 

discr im inator, with a significant  m inority st ruggling with this concept . Those that  

fram ed their  analysis through this cent ral focus were rewarded.  
 

I n June 2018 responses to Sect ion A covered a full range of achievem ent . Most  

candidates offered considerat ion of the genre and context  of both texts and were 

able to draw links between them  based on their cent ral focus on the issue of 

disability. They were also able to offer com parat ive considerat ion of the differ ing 

audience and context  of each text  and shape these – with varying success – 

through the differ ing perspect ives and circum stances of Brooker and Khanbhai. 

 

The source texts proved to be accessible to m ost  candidates and the m ajor ity 

offered a balanced considerat ion of both and the them e of disability that  linked 

them . Most  candidates could different iate context  well and m ost  responses across 

the range could point  to m ore com plex aspects of each such as the m ult iple 

funct ions of the  Khanbhai's text  (  which ranged from  polit ical com m ent  to 

prom ot ion of  the play, based on her diary)  or the cont rast  between the m edia 

persona of Brooker  and his personal perspect ive on his disability.  

 

I t  was pleasing to see that  m any cent res had m ade use of the support  afforded by 

the Exam iner Report  and the indicat ive content  in the m arkschem e produced after 

the June 2017 series. This enabled m any to m eet  m ore of the specific 

requirem ents of the Assessm ent  Object ives. Som e used these docum ents as a 

fram ework for their  responses which ensured coverage and st ructure in the m id 

bands of achievem ent  but  which som et im es led to repet it ion at  the lower levels 

and, in som e, less frequent ,  cases, rest r icted responses at  the m id to upper levels. 



 
 

I n these instances candidates som et im es looked for direct  points of com parison 

across fram eworks that  were not  really evident  in the texts them selves, and the 

subsequent  analysis was, som ewhat  st rained/ forced as a result .  

 

Many were able to describe m ethod and effect  but  at  the m id- lower levels of 

achievem ent  st ruggled to apply specific language term s to their  considerat ion of 

how – and why – these effects were produced. A m ore system at ic approach, 

whereby com m ents are supported by evidence drawn direct ly from  the source 

m aterials would have provided candidates with the opportunity to explore the 

language from  which this evidence was com prised (applying concepts, term s and 

fram eworks)  and would have enabled them  to reach the requirem ent  for higher 

bands of achievem ent  provided in the m ark schem e. Som e responses used a range 

of im pressive language term s to describe language features but  did not  go beyond 

a descript ive approach and m arks had to be rest r icted because of failure to link to 

context / purposes. A list- like approach/ feature spot t ing is not  a successful way to 

tackle this quest ion. 

 

Som e offered generalised com m ent  on context  whilst  those that  developed 

com m ent  not  only on the background context  of the texts but  also on key aspects 

of product ion and recept ion of each ( including key generic convent ions)  were 

rewarded accordingly. A significant  m inority did not  address AO4 and the 

requirem ent  to com m ent  on the links between the two texts and this m ade an 

upward m ovem ent  through the levels difficult .  

 

Successful responses to Text  A looked the convent ions of the diary itself and how 

its st ructure fulfilled both it s inform at ive/ persuasive/ prom ot ional funct ion and also 

enabled the incorporat ion of Khanbhai's voice (and m ult iple agenda) .  They were 

able to com m ent  on the three points of disadvantage experienced by Khanbhai 

coined, by her, as a ‘Disabled Asian Fem ale’.  The best  showed insight  in 

recognising her agenda through com parison of her t reatm ent  in the UK to highlight  

the injust ices of the Kenyan system  or her use of the Rotaract  Club reference to 

expose the shortcom ings of Kenyan at t itudes to the support  of the disabled. 

 

Responses that  were placed in the highest  bands of achievem ent  supported 

com m ent  and assert ion with evidence direct ly drawn from  the text  which was used 

to explore the specific language choices m ade, applying term inology in good range 

at  word, sentence and whole text  level.  These linked com m ent  to the concept  of 

'voice'/ persona as const ructed by Khanbhai and how relat ionships with her readers 

were shaped and developed. Others considered the placem ent  of the diary ext ract  

on the broader plat form  of the Disabilit ies Quarter ly  website and were able to 

different iate the wider agenda of the organisat ion from  the personal perspect ive 

of Khanbhai.  
 

Less successful were those responses that  offered generalised com m ent  on the 

context  of the diary and issues upon which it  was based. These often adopted a 

very descr ipt ive approach to its content . Som e m isread the prom pts in the 

quest ion and produced a discursive essay of the issue of disability. Those that  

offered lim ited exem plificat ion and lim ited specific analysis of technique were 

anchored in the m id/  lower bands of achievem ent .  Lim ited considerat ion the 

personal ident ity of Khanbhai as a disabled Asian fem ale suffer ing discr im inat ion 

on these three fronts, also negat ively im pacted on the potent ial for reward. 

 



 
 

Successful responses to Text  B looked closely the art icle and the speech it  presents 

to contextualise Brooker 's m edia posit ion and the nature and im pact  of his 

disability on his professional and personal life. They noted the shifts in register  

and tone as Brooker reflected on Zanardi and why the m an had proved to be such 

an inspirat ion to him . They also explored Brooker 's perspect ive on the Paralym pic 

gam es and the plat form  they afford to those with disability. They dem onst rated 

understanding of the convent ions of such speeches, delivered as they are to the 

broad audience afforded by their  broadcast  context , and how they shape content ,  

st ructure and the presentat ion of voice.  They were able to com m ent  of the 

personal ident ity const ructed and presented by Brooker which balanced his m edia 

persona with the private m an and his fears for his future as a father with disability. 

All this was accompanied in the very best  with system at ic exem plificat ion and 

analysis at  word, sentence and whole- text  level. The m ost  successful candidates 

were able to com pare the language of the art icle it self with the t ranscript  of the 

speech and apply what  they knew about  the spoken word with som e confidence. 

 

As with Text  A, less successful responses offered generalised com m ent  on the 

context  of the art icle and Brooker 's speech and adopted a very descr ipt ive 

approach to it s content . Som e sim ply paraphrased Brooker's story.  Those that  

offered lim ited exem plificat ion and lim ited specific analysis of the language used 

were anchored in the m id/  lower bands of achievem ent .  Lim ited considerat ion the 

personal ident ity of Brooker also negat ively im pacted on the potent ial for reward. 

 

AO4 requires candidates to explore connect ions and cont rasts between the source 

texts. The m ost  successful responses seized the m any opportunit ies for 

com parison and cont rast  – m any adopt ing an integrated approach to this aspect  

of the task. Many explored the purpose of the texts and developed links through 

the persuasive funct ion of each, these generally fared bet ter than those who t r ied 

to m atch feature for feature. Most  picked up on the fact  that  both texts were 

clearly linked by the issue of disability but  were different iated by scale and context .  

Bet ter answers explored the fact  that  both convey personal responses to this issue 

and drew com parisons based on the personal standing of both of Brooker and 

Khanbhai and the resultant  cont rast  in perspect ive. Many m ade interest ing 

com m ents on gender and social/ cultural issues based on the content  of each text  

and the perspect ive those that  that  produced them . 

 

Less successful responses out lined the links and cont rasts between the two texts 

but  failed to develop any but  the m ore obvious or to explore the language which 

evidenced these. Such responses were character ised by an essent ially descript ive 

approach. A significant  num ber of candidates took a sum m ary approach to the 

content  of the texts which is not  a useful approach to achieve m arks. This proves 

reading abilit y but  not  ‘analysis’ of language features in use. 

 

 

Sect ion  B:  Th e Cr eat ion  o f  Vo ice  
 

Sect ion B of the exam inat ion is assessed against  AO5:  ‘Dem onst rate expert ise and 

creat ivity in the use of English to com m unicate in different  ways’ with a total of 

15 m arks allocated for this com ponent . As such the task assesses both the fluency 

and accuracy of wr it ten expression and the ability to generate an or iginal and 

(hopefully)  engaging text .  

 



 
 

I n June 2018 candidates were asked to produce a report  aim ed at  the governing 

body of their  college to persuade them  to take act ion to change at t itudes towards 

students with disabilit ies. Candidates are expected to dem onst rate their  own 

expert ise and creat ivity in the use of English. They are encouraged to incorporate 

personal and local references. 

 

Successful responses effect ively applied the convent ions of a writ ten or spoken 

report  and showed awareness of the 'professional' audience and of the local college 

context  that  shaped it .  Candidates were expected to draw upon the at  least  one 

of the source m aterials provided in Sect ion A but  reshape them  to m eet  the 

requirem ents of the context .  

 

This creat ive writ ing task challenged m any candidates in producing clear, well-

st ructured responses but  the task often enabled candidates to dem onst rate an 

understanding of writ ing for an audience, experim ent ing with register. Many could 

adopt  a tone or ’ voice’ which was convincing even if the technical accuracy in 

writ ten English was lacking. 

 

The precise purpose of the task was not  st r ict ly evident  in lower ability candidates’ 

responses but  in those that  had fulfilled the purpose level 3+  was m ore likely to 

be reached. Many candidates st ruggled with m aintaining the generic form  and 

appeared to lack the vocabulary and cont rol of syntax to fulfil the requirem ents of 

the task. 

 

Tim ing appeared to be som ething of an issue with m any short  or m issing 

responses. Cent res are advised that  although the paper is weighted across the 

two tasks (with 35 m arks allocated for Q1)  the 15 m arks available for Q2 can be 

the difference between several final grades. Candidates are urged to set  aside 

sufficient  t im e to understand the specific requirem ents of the task in term s of 

genre, context ,  audience and purpose and to produce a m eaningful and, hopefully,  

engaging response. They are also rem inded that  they MUST draw on the m aterial 

from  at  least  one of the source texts – there were som e very engaging responses 

that  failed to do this and were essent ially self-penalising. 

 

The form at  of the quest ion will be relat ively constant  but  wording will,  inevitably, 

change according to the nature of the creat ive task set . As this is a creat ive 

response exam iners will accept  any approach that  concedes to the prom pts 

provided. 

 

The June 2018 quest ion stem  was carefully worded to provide candidates with a 

clear indicat ion of expectat ion. The second part  of the quest ion:  I n  ad d i t ion  t o  

y ou r  ow n  id eas y ou  m u st  r e f er  t o  m at er ia l  f r om  at  least  on e o f  t h e t ex t s 

in  t h e Sou r ce Book let  highlighted a key requirem ent  of the task, that  is the need 

to incorporate som e m aterial from  one (or both)  of the source texts into the report . 

This proved problem at ic to a significant  m inority of candidates but  is a key 

requirem ent  which m ust  be taken into account . I t  is NOT necessary to incorporate 

every detail from  the source;  indeed, m any that  did produced lengthy and 

essent ially pedest r ian paraphrases that  failed to engage. More successful were 

those that  took only relevant  inform at ion from  the source m ater ials and reworked 

this to a lively and interact ive agenda bet ter fit ted to the prescribed elect ronic 

m ode.  
 



 
 

Successful responses dem onst rated clear awareness of audience and funct ion, 

conceding clearly to the context  and the persuasive/ inform at ive funct ion of the 

report . There were som e very fluent ly writ ten and convincing new texts. The best  

adapted the source m aterial fluidly – drawing upon the rhetor ical ‘voice’ of Brooker 

or the experiences of Khanbhai to target  their  audience. 

 

Less successful responses were often rest r icted by flawed writ ten expression – 

these proved essent ially self-penalising.  Som e st ruggled to sustain a consistent  

tone/ register given the nature of the task and the tone and content  of the source 

m aterials.   A key discr im inator was the incorporat ion on the source data;  at  the 

m id/ low bands of achievem ent  m any m ade no concession to the source and all,  

others sim ply quoted direct ly from  the texts, st ruggling to integrate the m aterial 

and therefore disrupt ing the fluency of their  response. 

  

 

                       

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 


