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Introduction
This year, 74 centres submitted work for this unit. Students carried out research
into a wide range of topics, including child language, language disorders and
language change over time. The standard of work was high, with students
showing real engagement with their own research, and centres clearly providing
a good level of support, guidance and preparation.
The administration was generally carried out well, though there were a few
errors. Centres should ensure that cover sheets are fully completed with
student’s and teacher’s signatures where appropriate, and a breakdown of marks
by AO for each task.
Most centres provided evaluative comments either on the cover sheets or on the
coursework itself. This gave the moderators valuable insight into the marking
process and was very helpful.
Word counts should be given for each task and a cumulative word count should
be given at the bottom of each page. Word counts should not include raw data
or material contained in appendices or bibliographies.
Task 1
The submissions covered the range of formats. Articles, presentations and talks
were all submitted. The best submissions stated clearly which format the student
had chosen and also indicated the target audience.
Talks and presentations were most successful when written for and delivered to
fellow sixth formers. They were often erudite, entertaining and sometimes very
witty.
Articles need to have a clear focus and direction. Students must decide what, in
their investigation topic, would interest their audience, and slant the article in
this direction. An investigation into the final speeches given by US prisoners
before they were executed was accompanied by a Task 1 article for a broadsheet
newspaper that broadened the topic into a discussion of our euphemistic
approach to death, opening with ‘Death. It’s not something we care to face
head-on, literally or linguistically,’ which engages the interest of the audience
and encapsulates the article neatly. This article ended on a witty and upbeat
note:
But it’s not all doom and gloom. A performer can variously ‘slay’
‘slaughter’ or just plain old kill an audience and get a standing ovation for
mass homicide (....) You can’t spell slaughter without laughter.
This student was clearly aware she was writing an article for a specific type of
publication, and kept this in focus.
In some cases, Task 1 submissions were weakened by a lack of awareness of
format and audience. Articles, presentations or talks that were thinly disguised
introductions to the Task 2 investigation were far less successful. Students need
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to be reminded of the skills they developed in Unit 2, and apply these again to
their Unit 4 Task 1.
Task 1 Exemplar 1 - Presentation to speech therapy trainees
(See Appendix for complete exemplar)
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Moderator’s comment:
This presentation looks at a challenging area of linguistics, speech therapy, and
presents it to an audience of peers in a way that makes it accessible, but
recognises their own awareness of language issues, and of child language. The
presentation was accompanied by recordings, and PowerPoint slides that added
clarity, and exemplified the issues that were being discussed.
AO1: The writing is fluent and confident, and the material is selected and
presented in a way that is accurate and accessible to the chosen audience.
6 marks
AO4: The student has adapted the format to her requirements. The text is
clearly adapted for its format and is coherent and controlled with careful
signposting. The material is fully relevant to the requirements of topic, audience
and format.
17 marks
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Task 1 Exemplar 2
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Moderator’s comment:
This article addresses an interesting topic, but it isn’t fully adapted for its format,
and the audience has not been clearly identified. The student makes the
common mistake of referring to ‘my investigation’ in an article presumably
written for people who are not aware A-Level Language investigations exist. The
content is a bit essay-like, though the material she is working with has the
potential to be fascinating.
AO1: the writing is clear and accurate, but the material selected is not fully
appropriate for audience and format.
3 marks
AO4: the student is clearly aware of the requirements of format and the style is
consistent and generally appropriate. She is not fully aware of the needs of her
audience.
10 marks
Task 2
Investigations covered a wide range of topics. Students addressed theory areas
that included child language, language change, language diversity, the influence
of context on different varieties. There was evidence of real engagement and
enthusiasm. The work at the higher end of the achievement range was
impressive. One moderator said, ‘As usual, I have learned something from
moderating this unit, and found out things I did not know,’ Research skills were
well developed, and even at the lower end of the achievement range, students
were carrying out genuine research and coming up with relevant findings.
Topic choice
Interesting and successful topics covered this year included an investigation into
the language features associated with primary progressive aphasia, the language
of final speeches of US prisoners before they were executed, the language of
twin children, Islamophobia in newspapers. Developmental studies of child
language were popular, and where the students worked with their data, these
were successful. They were less so where students tried to force the data to fit
their expectations. Students need to be aware that individual children will vary
from the theoretical norms, and they should always work with their data and
discuss aspects that seem anomalous, rather than ignore them.
Language and gender was also very popular. This is a topic students like to
engage with, but they will not gain much insight if they base their work on
outdated theorists. Robin Lakoff does not offer a useful model, even one to
refute. They also need to move away from vague and inaccurate concepts such
as ‘empty adjectives.’ Students would be better exploring gendered language
and speculating how much of the difference they find relates to external
contextual factors, and how much to the gender of the participants. One student
carried out a very interesting investigation into the ways in which male and
female friendship groups offered each other support or competition. Her
findings, that women were competitive while apparently offering support
whereas men were more overtly competitive was interesting and would warrant
further study.
6

The language of popular culture was also widely covered: song lyrics, sit-coms,
TV soaps and dramas were all investigated with varying degrees of success.
Where students had a clear investigative focus and a good research question,
these investigations were very successful. A comparison of the representation of
the father figure as anti-hero in The Simpsons and Family Guy was a fascinating
piece of research. An analysis of three rap artists was less so as the artists in
question seem to have been chosen because the student liked them, rather than
because he had a specific research question in mind. Similarly, students who
want to analyse their favourite TV programmes need to identify a focus. These
topics can work very well as long as the students know what they are
investigating. An investigation into the perennially popular Friends that looked at
the changing ways two key characters were represented over time made a
successful investigation. A more general analysis of The Big Bang Theory was
not able to provide an investigative focus so the final submission was weak,
despite the student’s obvious enthusiasm.
Analysis
Students need to be selective in the aspects of language they choose to analyse.
A blanket coverage of all key constituents may lead to analysis that is not
relevant to the focus of their investigation. Where a specific key constituent is
selected, the student needs to be clear why this was selected and be rigorous in
the analysis. Where students analyse phonology, they must use the correct IPA
symbols, not impressionistic spelling.
For example, the comparison between father figures in Family Guy and The
Simpsons looked at terms of address within the family, the use of taboo
language, the use of question and command and the formation of alliances
within the family group. The analysis of The Big Bang Theory looked at
phonology, lexis, syntax, discourse and pragmatic aspects, but was not able to
pin down the aspects that gave the show its specific appeal.
In an investigation into the language of US prisoners prior to execution, the
student analyses clearly relevant aspects of language, backed up by prior
research:
Tucker employs several of Burke's Guilt Redemption techniques, primarily
'universal scapegoating': "I am a product of your creation (2.0) I
responded as programmed". Here his use of a second person plural
pronoun, combined with language from the lexical field of technology —
"programmed" with its connotations of automaton-like obedience to
command — shifts the blame entirely from his shoulders and disseminates
it amongst all, members of society. This includes the speaker, and creates
a further point of identification with the audience. However, this can be
counterproductive, as he appears to have explicitly disassociated from his
own portion of blame. The audience may have felt personally attacked
rather than compelled to associate themselves with him and to feel pity.
In addition to this, he specifically targets the State system and those
carrying out the execution "although you may not feel the burden of
murder as I do (.) you are as much as guilty as I am (1.0) and will be
held accountable one day". This is what Burke calls 'fractional
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scapegoating', as the executioners are vilified as violators of the ideals of
social order, lacking in human decency. The rest of the audience may then
unite in animosity towards them. 'They' are depicted as unfeeling killers
who do not "feel the burden of murder", in contrast to the weight of
Tucker's own conscience; his "burden of guilt". In this way he manages to
take the moral high ground in a room full of murderers. The other
murderers are not likely to respond positively to this; however, this is of
little consequence. Tucker's real target audience are those on the other
side of the glass; he hopes to inspire revolution in their hearts and
"change the existing laws."
Quantitative data analysis was less popular that qualitative. Pie charts and
graphs, where used, were illuminating as long as sufficient data had been
collected to warrant these. A welcome development was the use of corpus
linguistics by some centres. It was encouraging to see this approach being used,
and the investigations produced were interesting and illuminating.
Many students had read widely and were able to apply this knowledge, and
knowledge from their English Language studies in general to their data. Much of
what they read is a summary of the work of various researchers, and students
need to be aware of the difference between people who carry out primary
research and writers who report this in text books. For example George Keith
and John Shuttleworth are not researchers and should not be quoted as such.
Their books provide summaries and compilations of the linguistic research of
others.
Conclusions
Conclusions should relate directly to the analysis and should refer back to the
original focus of the research. The evaluation can then be drawn from this: what
worked, what went against expectations, any weaknesses in the investigation
that became apparent as conclusions were drawn, possible further developments
in this line of research. Some or all of these issues should be briefly addressed.
Bibliography and Appendices
Bibliographies should cover what the student has actually read, not be long,
aspirational lists. Raw data can be included in an appendix.
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Task 2 Exemplar 1 – An investigation of how a speech therapist uses
targeted child directed speech techniques within a therapeutic setting
(See Appendix for complete exemplar)
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Moderator’s comments:
This is an ambitious investigation that the student has carried out well. She is
interested in speech therapy as her area of research, and has focused on the
way in which speech therapists use child directed speech when working with
children. The investigation is thorough and meticulous, and the aspects of
language the student chooses to analyse have been carefully chosen.
AO1: the research methodology has been carefully chosen and applied
rigorously. The research is supported with good exemplification, the use of
terminology is accurate and the investigation itself is written fluently and
confidently.
9 marks
AO2: the student understands the area of linguistics she is investigating and
approaches her topic knowledgeably and with investigative rigour. She is fully
aware of the significance of her results. Her approach is open-minded and she
demonstrates a clear understanding of of theory relevant o her investigation.
12 marks
AO3: the student is fully aware of the context of her data, and analyses her
chosen constituents of language with rigour and accuracy.
14 marks
AO4: the investigation shows evidence of independence and open-mindedness.
It is written with the reader in mind. The analysis is presented clearly and the
submission is structured and signposted to assist the reader.
12 marks
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APPENDIX – Complete folder for Task 1 Exemplar 1 and Task 2 Exemplar
1
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Grade Boundaries
Grade boundaries for this, and all other papers, can be found on the website on
this link:
http://www.edexcel.com/iwant to/Pages/grade-boundaries.aspx
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