
Solutions
Authored self-check guidance: accept equivalent correct methods and supported inter-
pretations. The points check reasoning, not an official grade.

2.1 Analysis of how the pattern changes, including evidence that complicates the thesis.
Trace a selected image at the beginning, a turning point and the ending of the approved
work. Compare its contexts and implications. Test the argument against an occurrence
that appears to resist it before refining the thesis.

Correct response linked to the given case.

3.1 Thesis: labels make authority visible but not inevitable; the new card seeks recog-
nition without erasing inheritance, leaving a qualified coexistence. Sequence: inherited
name and recurring polish; labour versus misdirected thanks; the card’s direct address
and visitor hesitation; the retained shining plate and a counter-reading of continued hier-
archy. Each paragraph must explain a change in meaning and its relation to the inquiry.

Sound conclusion or proposed method. Relevant supporting steps or textual evidence.
Accurate conditions, checks or qualification.

3.2 A count does not distinguish inherited authority, misrecognition and self-assertion.
The plate remains shining and the visitor hesitates, so complete liberation is too strong.
The argument should explain both change and continuing dependence.

Sound conclusion or proposed method. Relevant supporting steps or textual evidence.
Accurate conditions, checks or qualification.

3.3 Choose a school-approved work or permitted body, agree a focused inquiry ,
gather precise evidence across it, draft independently, cite quotations and interpretations,
verify assessment-reuse and authenticity rules, revise counter-readings, and count final
words. The original classroom model demonstrates a sustained line but cannot supply
the student’s personal assessed work or missing school selection.

In the original short story “The label”, taking charge of a shop does not immediately give
Leila public recognition. She carries out its work, but the name displayed beside the door
continues to direct visitors’ gratitude toward her father. The story makes this problem
visible through two small texts: a polished brass plate and a new card. Its question is
not simply whether Leila can replace an older generation. Instead, acts of naming expose
the difference between doing a job and being recognised as its keeper. The card changes
that relationship without removing the inherited plate, so the ending offers a qualified
coexistence rather than a complete break. The sequence of polishing, misplaced thanks,
self-naming and continued display develops that tension across the whole story.

The opening turns an ordinary maintenance action into a repeated encounter with inher-
ited authority. “Every morning” makes polishing a habit rather than a single sentimental
gesture. Leila cares for the object carrying her father’s name even after she has taken
charge. This creates an important distinction: operational responsibility has changed,
while the sign of responsibility remains attached to someone else. Brass also gives the
plate a durable material presence. The reader need not assume a universal symbolism for
that material to notice its contrast with the later small card. The plate is established,
regularly maintained and already positioned at the threshold where visitors decide whom
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to seek. Before Leila speaks, the shop presents another person’s identity. Naming thus
operates through space as well as through language.

The visitors’ requests show that the plate has practical consequences. They “asked for
him” although Leila now performs the keeper’s work. The pronoun keeps her father
present through other people’s expectations, while Leila’s first-person narration reveals
the mismatch those visitors may not notice. Her account of answering questions, finding
parts and wrapping purchases forms a series of concrete actions. These are not ab-
stract claims that she deserves authority; they show her fulfilling the role. The sequence
also suggests a complete transaction, from enquiry to departure. Yet carrying the work
through to its conclusion does not ensure that gratitude reaches the worker. The story
separates competence from acknowledgement, allowing the reader to see an inequality
that the visitor may reproduce without deliberate hostility.

That separation becomes sharpest when visitors “thanked the name on the plate”. A
name cannot literally receive gratitude, so the phrase makes the sign stand for the absent
person. It also presents the direction of thanks as almost automatic: the plate’s estab-
lished identity outweighs the visible worker’s actions. The narration does not report
an argument in which someone explicitly denies Leila’s ability. Instead, misrecognition
occurs through an apparently polite habit. This matters because it prevents an easy so-
lution based only on performing more work or behaving more helpfully. Leila has already
completed those actions. Her difficulty concerns the way people interpret the shop’s pub-
lic signs. The story therefore prepares a response that changes the available information,
rather than adding another demonstration of competence that might again be credited
elsewhere.

The card answers that problem through unusually direct wording. “Ask for Leila” is an
instruction, not a description of her father’s absence or an accusation against visitors.
Its verb invites a new act from the reader: address the person now doing the work. By
choosing her name, Leila also becomes visible as an individual rather than only as the
child of the person already named. The card is small, however, and sits “below” the brass
plate. Those details complicate an account of sudden triumph. The addition can be read
as a practical correction fitted into an existing arrangement, but its subordinate position
may also suggest that the inherited identity remains more prominent. Both possibilities
depend on the actual spatial relationship. Neither requires inventing a history of conflict
outside the story.

The first response to the card makes change perceptible without making it effortless.
The visitor reads the new name aloud and “hesitated” before asking Leila for the hinges.
Reading aloud gives her name a public sound that contrasts with the earlier requests for
“him”. The following question is also a practical acknowledgement: the visitor directs the
shop enquiry to her. Yet the hesitation interrupts any smooth transition . It may
suggest uncertainty, a revision of expectation or simply the moment needed to process
unfamiliar information. The narration does not choose among those private motives. A
careful interpretation can identify recognition beginning in the changed address while
retaining uncertainty about the visitor’s attitude. Claiming either complete approval or
contempt would exceed the available evidence.

The ending returns to the brass plate rather than allowing the new card to become
the sole sign. Leila leaves it “shining”, continuing the care established in the opening.

International Baccalaureate ·IB Diploma ·Language A: Literature ·HL • 4 Supported focus – Independent literary inquiry 5



This repetition gives the final arrangement continuity with her earlier practice, but its
meaning has changed because another name is now displayed beside the inherited one.
The last statement, “The card stayed too”, is brief and firm. Too is crucial: it adds
rather than replaces. The story does not end with a declared reconciliation, a removal, or
a promise that all later visitors will respond correctly. It ends with two signs remaining
together. The material arrangement carries the conclusion, leaving the reader to weigh
how much recognition the addition has achieved and how much inherited authority it still
accommodates.

The first-person form also affects how this conflict is presented. Leila reports what she
does and what visitors say, but she does not quote an explanation of her father’s wishes.
That absence matters: maintaining the plate cannot be treated as proof that he ordered
her to preserve it. Nor does the visitor’s hesitation reveal a settled judgement. The
reader encounters these signs through a worker who notices where gratitude goes. This
perspective makes the problem immediate while keeping other people’s motives uncertain.
It supports an analysis of recognition in the scene, rather than a confident diagnosis of
every relationship outside it.

A counter-reading tests the apparent optimism of that coexistence. Keeping the polished
plate could show affection and a refusal to treat independence as erasure. However, it
could also preserve a hierarchy in which Leila must ask for recognition beneath a more
established name. The visitor’s hesitation supports that second possibility by showing
that the new arrangement has not become entirely natural. Conversely, an interpreta-
tion of total submission must account for Leila’s deliberate instruction and the visitor’s
changed address. She does act, and that action produces a visible response. The strongest
reading therefore holds continuity and inequality in tension rather than treating one as
cancelled. The story’s restraint invites that qualified judgement: it offers no final access
to the father’s view or every visitor’s future behaviour.

Across the story, labels move from inherited description to contested social action. The
plate initially directs requests and thanks away from the present worker; the card then
asks readers to revise whom they recognise. Concrete labour establishes Leila’s role, but
naming makes that role legible to others. Her response is modest in size and direct in
purpose, and its first result is real but limited. By retaining the shining plate and the card
together, the ending resists a simple choice between obedience and replacement. Leila
claims a place within an inherited setting while leaving its unresolved pressures visible.
The analysis of naming therefore leads to a changing relationship, not merely a count of
names: authority is maintained, questioned and partly redistributed through the signs
that remain at the door.

Classroom model: 1237 words. Complete source is supplied in ib_focus.yaml; inquiry
and thesis; opening/work/thanks/card/response/ending sequence; precise quotations;
counter-reading; qualified conclusion. Classroom model only, not approved-work cov-
erage or personal coursework.

Sound conclusion or proposed method. Relevant supporting steps or textual evidence.
Accurate conditions, checks or qualification.
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