Pearson Edexcel Level 3 GCE
English Language - Advanced Subsidiary – 8EN0/02
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The purpose of this pack is to provide centres with marked exemplars of responses to the
Summer 2016 examination.
Included in this pack:
 questions from June 2016 paper with exemplar responses
 scripts
 examiner commentary on scripts and marks.
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4
The candidate shows some awareness of how to present the data with the use of the
inclusive pronoun in the opening section but the comment about Barclay is not
illustrated with an example, as would be expected in this type of writing. The next
section shows some unclear expression and lacks structure. There also appears to be
some confusion with linguistic terms in this section and the analytical points are vague
and confused. The rest of this section shows little evidence of applying understanding
to the data and the writing continues to be uneven and difficult to follow with a lack of
specific examples. Towards the end of the second side there is an attempt to show
understanding of audience and function as the candidate seems to know that this type
of writing would define key theories. However, the reference to Chomsky is again very
confused and difficult to follow and is not presented in a way that would make it
relevant to written language. There are some implicit comments in the subsequent
section about the importance of a teacher when the candidate discusses the spelling of
‘Jon’ but the candidate’s lack of confidence prevents them from discussing this more
explicitly. The use of vague and superficial explanations is continued when discussing
the spelling of ‘teddy’. This is wrongly identified as grammar and the references to the
theories are confused and seem to indicate a basic recall of information. The mention
of ‘handwriting’ again shows that this candidate can recall relevant areas of for analysis
but the uneven written expression and descriptive approach means there is little
award.
This candidate showed low skills and the ability to recall information. The approach was
highly descriptive and showed little evidence of applying understanding to the data.
The reference to some key areas of child literacy showed some broad understanding.
The writing was very uneven throughout – to the point where it clouded the
candidate’s meaning and the response showed very limited understanding of the
requirements of audience and function.
The first section shows use of the inclusive pronoun which indicates some awareness of
the requirements of the given task. The opening discussion on linearity and
directionality shows some understanding of key concepts that underpin literacy but is
perhaps a little overlong. The written expression is generally clear but the
understanding of audience and function remains fairly general. In the next section a
discourse marker ‘now’ is used in an attempt to meet the requirements of the task but
gives the text a spoken feel that would not often be encountered in a text book. Much
of the discussion in this section centres on skills that Samantha would have acquired in
her spoken language (such as tense) but the candidate shows some clear understanding
of literacy issues when they give an example relating to punctuation. The rank ordering
of the information (‘one of the most important...’) shows some attempt to meet the
requirements of audience and function and the inclusion of spelling indicates the
candidate is aware of the key information required in such an analysis. Use of terms
such as semi phonetic show an understanding of how children develop spelling skills
but could have been improved with the use of the IPA to make the spelling sound links
in ‘dropt’ clearer to the audience.
Overall, this candidate sits on the level 2/3 borderline. The candidate shows some
general understanding of audience and function but the writing is logically structured
with few lapses in clarity. Although a fairly narrow range of features from the data are
discussed there is evidence of clear understanding of some of the features and issues
that underpin child literacy and this understanding is applied in a clear way.
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The opening offers a general introduction to the data but does not show much
understanding of the audience and function of the creative aspect of the question until
the use of the sub heading. This, alongside the use of the pronoun ‘we’, shows clearer
links to the presentation of the data and shows some minor aspects of engagement.
The use and explanation of the term ‘virtuous error’ shows clear understanding of
concepts that underpin a child’s spelling and the terminology such as ‘digraph’ shows
that they are able to apply their linguistic understanding to the data. The discussion of
deletion is effectively illustrated and as clear examples and explanation would be a
feature of a textbook it shows that the candidate is able to present the data effectively.
The link to Samantha’s spoken language and its effect on her literacy further illustrates
this candidate’s ability to apply their understanding in a clear way.
Further clear understanding of relevant concepts is illustrated by the inclusion of a
section on graphology. The candidate’s examples of areas where Samantha’s
graphemes are not standard is a little descriptive but this is difficult to avoid when
discussing graphology. The inclusion of the key words at the bottom of the page show a
clear focus on the demands of the task as they would be a key aspect of a textbook.
Overall, this candidate shows a clear understanding. They cover a number of relevant
concepts and issues and show an understanding of these. There is a lack of
development at times and a wider range of issues could have been examined. In the
main, the writing is logically structured and there are few
lapses in clarity. Features such as the pronouns, headings and the key words shows
some clear awareness of audience and function.
The opening of this response clearly links to the presentation of the data and other
features, such as audience address, show that this candidate has an understanding of
how audience and function shape language. The content of this opening paragraph also
shows aspects of originality as it presents the analysis in the context of further
exploration. The opening of the analysis shows some detailed understanding of issues
underpinning literacy with references to Kroll, mention of ‘short simple sentences’ and
the example given also shows that the writer is aware of their audience and purpose.
Further evidence that the candidate is bearing in mind their audience (and the
requirements of a linguistic analysis) is the use of technical lexis such as ‘nouns’ and
further reference to a theorist (Nelson). At this point the candidate shows further
detailed knowledge of key issues as they acknowledge that Samantha is able to transfer
her linguistic knowledge from speech. This whole section shows effectively structured
written expression and the use of an interrogative shows an attempt to engage the
audience with the material. The ability of this candidate to integrate both an advanced
writing style and an outline of key issues is illustrated in the section beginning ‘cohesive
writing features...’ A range of key terms associated with graphology, such as ‘ascenders’
show understanding of this aspect of literacy development. References to previous
chapters are a clear illustration that this candidate consistently focuses on audience
and function and has not lapses into an essay style.
Although very well written with a formal lexicon suitable for the audience (illustrated by
words such as ‘salient’), the section on ‘spelling and phonological errors’ lacks specific
reference to how children have been taught to spell and the IPA would have been
useful to explain sound and spelling links. However, the candidate is able to show clear
knowledge of this aspect of development through the examples they have explored.
This response shows consistent skills. The candidate writing is controlled and confident
and they consistently apply knowledge of audience and function throughout. The
achievement for AO2 is slightly more mixed with some aspects just meeting level 4. The
understanding is consistent and it is applied clearly to a range of examples but some
key areas, especially spelling would need further detail to achieve higher in level 4.
Several factors at the start of this response indicate a candidate who has a clear focus
on the presentation of the data. There is the use of the subheading, the use of the
inclusive pronoun at the start of this response and further down the opening section,
there are references to a fictional previous section. The analysis in this section is
detailed and shows understanding of a wide range of terminology that not only shows
understanding of concepts and issues relevant to literacy but would be expected by the
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named audience. Key theories and issues such as phonics teaching and nativism are
referenced at the bottom of this section, further evidence of this candidate’s
confidence with the issues that underpin literacy. This section could have contributed
to a more assured level 5 mark had the candidate discussed a wider range of examples
and illustrated more clearly how Samantha makes links between graphemes and
phonemes.
The inclusion of graphology is relevant and the candidate discusses this using controlled
and confident written expression. The teachers comments are noted (but their role in
literacy is not explicitly discussed) and there is some discriminating analysis of capital
letters in the data where the candidate examines a range of examples. The candidate
then goes on to broaden their discussion beyond letter forms to other features of the
text. The consideration of the influence of the school environment and behaviourism
shows more focus on key concepts and issues and the candidate clearly evidences their
understanding of these. This understanding is further illustrated when the candidate
adapts the nativist theory to explain the child’s corrections. Although the candidate’s
writing still has a controlled and confident structure, they have drifted a little from the
clear ‘textbook’ focus seen at the start of this response before recovering this aspect
with a sub headed summary.
This candidate has produced a response in which the writing is controlled and confident
throughout. The data is presented in an engaging manner and with some evidence of
discriminating understanding of audience and function. The reference to a range of
theories and issues that underpin literacy shows a consistent understanding and the
range is quite wide, given the time allowed.
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The opening paragraphs in this response have some lapses in expression and seem
to be adopting a descriptive approach to the data and, although a relevant
example is included, the candidate’s discussion of it lacks depth and use of clear
terminology. This descriptive approach continues in the third paragraph. No
specific example is offered to support the discussion and the use of phrases such
as ‘hard sounds’ seem to indicate a candidate who lacks confidence with linguistic
terminology. The lack of examples means that it is difficult at times to understand
fully the focus of the candidate’s analysis, as illustrated by the comment on
‘stringing words together’. In the final section, the candidate makes an implicit
reference to the role of interaction in developing language and the writer seems
to understand the importance of adult language users asking questions and
modelling language for the child but no specific examples are used to illustrate
this. It is not until the final paragraph that a specific feature is discussed and the
candidate successfully applies the term ‘over generalisation’.
This is a very short response that lacks a clear focus. The candidate recalls some
information but generally has a descriptive approach with little evidence of
applying understanding. The examples are underdeveloped but there is some
evidence of a candidate who is attempting to apply understanding to the data.
The candidate beings with a general introduction before starting to explore the
role of interaction in child language development. While this does indicate some
understanding of its role, the writer does not include the analysis of any specific
example and this results in some underdevelopment.
The candidate shows a clearer focus in the next section when they discuss
pluralisation. A specific example is used but there is a technical error as ‘needs’ is
not a noun. Although the candidate does not offer an in-depth analysis (such as
identifying ‘water’ as a mass noun) they do show some clarity of understanding of
the processes children go through when developing morphology.
The written expression has been clear throughout this response but there is a lack
of effective transitions between sections as the sudden start of a phonology
section indicates.
The discussion of ‘flower’ lacks the use of IPA by the candidate and they resort to
trying to represent sound with standard letters which shows a lapse in AO1.
The section on Child Directed Speech is more convincing. The candidate discusses
aspects such as repetition and pauses to illustrate how the mother is using
language in a way that aids the child’s understanding and so shows some clear
knowledge of concepts that underpin language development. This section would
have benefitted from the addition of a specific example so the candidate could
have offered more consistent detail with regards to how the child responds to his
mother’s efforts.
The slightly random structure of this response is illustrated by a return to
phonology in the next section but there are errors here that show some
uncertainty with language features such as the discussion of the /g/ sound that is
not present in the standard pronunciation of the word.
Following some acknowledgement of the skills the child has achieved (tense) the
candidate shows some clear understanding of the behaviourist theory and they
are probably correct when they state he will have copied some words from the
environment. in this section, the written expression lacks clarity and starts to
obscure the candidate’s point.
The following two sections both begin ‘use of’ and show a lack of effective
transitions and lack aspects of a clear structure. However, the first point is a
successful illustration of the behaviourist theory that shows clarity of
understanding.
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The remainder of this response shows many of the same characteristics. There is a
lack of overall structure and it becomes quite list like (probably as the candidate
was running out of time) but they are able to include references to the parents
having to continually engage with George, George repeating information from the
environment and repetition of lexical structures.
Overall, this candidate shows clear understanding of the data. They are able to
reference a number of relevant issues (such as CDS and behaviourism) and show
an understanding of these. Language features are referenced and in some cases
these are linked to context and the construction meaning. The response is not
structured logically but the written expression is clear and most points have a
clear example.
This candidate begins with an introduction that places George in a stage of
development and outlines some basic contextual factors before moving into the
main part of their analysis.
The initial section of the analysis is quite general as the candidate has a lack of
focus and mentions phonology (without an example) and lexis (with a reference to
Chomsky that is not wholly plausible) but they do make an interesting point about
George’s use of chronology and a reference to Piaget that shows clear
understanding of relevant concepts.
The section on phonology shows clear knowledge and the candidate attempts to
use some terminology but there are some errors here, e.g. the misapplied
consonant cluster, and the candidate does not use the IPA, or terminology
associated with articulation to illustrate George’s target sound. They do however
show understanding of common processes such as substitution and are able to
link this with clarity to George’s stage of development.
The section on over generalisation, illustrated by `...digged up’ is much more
successful and shows clear analysis but would have benefitted from some key
terms such as ‘irregular verb’. This more focused analysis is also seen when
discussing concrete nouns and imperatives but this section does show a lack of
logical structure as several different features are referenced.
The final section of this response shows understanding of the role of the parents
and a more effective structure. There is an implicit reference to the importance of
context when the candidate discusses the mother presenting a packet of seeds
and key terms like ‘interrogatives’ are used alongside clear and relevant examples.
At this point, the candidate shows some evidence of discriminating analysis when
they note that, among the interaction focused imperatives, the parents exhibit
language behaviours that can link to the behaviourist theory and their explanation
of this shows some confident understanding.
In summary, the candidate has produced a response that is mostly structured
logically with clear examples. A number of relevant concepts and issues are
referenced in the course of the response and although the candidate
demonstrates a clear understanding of the majority of these, it is not consistent
enough to leave mid level 3. A number of language features are referenced and
explained but there is the occasional lapse.
After a general introduction, the candidate focuses on a specific aspect of
development – the length of utterances. Kroll is an unusual choice here, but the
candidate does use some effective terminology to explore a relevant area.
The candidate backs up their initial assertion that George is in the telegraphic
stage with a series of effectively integrated examples and uses linguistic terms in a
discriminating way in the course of their discussion. There are aspects of
discriminating analysis when the candidate discusses the more standard
utterances and uses these to modify their original assertion and conclude that
George is moving towards the post-telegraphic stage.
In the next section, the writer demonstrates that they are able to adapt their
linguistic knowledge for new purposes. Although not traditionally associated with
language development, this candidate references convergence/Accommodation
theory to describe the adults language, alongside the more traditional Child
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Directed Speech. Both of these are relevant and show a candidate who is able to
consistently apply theory to their work.
The logical and clear structure of this response is now apparent and paragraph
openers such as ‘other forms of caregiver language…’ show effective transitions
between sections. In this section, the candidate skillfully integrates a reference to
behaviourism. This support and dismissal of theories, or aspects of theories, shows
discriminating application.
The final section on phonology shows some clear application of the IPA and
detailed linguistic terminology (with some errors) but it would seem the candidate
was running out of time.
In summary, the analysis is applied consistently and ideas are supported by
carefully chosen examples. The structure is confident with effective transitions
between sections. The range of references to theories show confident
understanding with aspects of discriminating understanding and is this candidate’s
strongest point. There is a constant awareness of language features but the
candidate could have developed these more. This response has been slightly
limited by range and length.
This candidate provides a quite detailed introduction and identifies George as
‘post telegraphic’. This already shows aspects of high level application as
candidates at lower levels tend not to consider where within a given stage a child
may be.
The opening of the next section picks up on a feature from the introduction and so
shows both an effective structure and effective transitions. The candidate’s
discussion of phonology shows some clear knowledge of language terminology
(e.g. ‘unstressed syllable), but it is a shame the candidate does not use the IPA and
instead uses the letter <r> rather than the appropriate sound symbol. There is
evidence of discriminating analysis when the candidate discusses ‘flour’ in order to
compare pronunciation (looking at patterns of use is often productive) and they
are able to integrate more relevant theories while showing a clear ability to both
support and refute developmental theory.
The candidate’s confident and discriminating knowledge of concepts and issues is
further illustrated in the section discussing lexis. Like the previous section, it is
effectively structured with examples clearly integrated into the body of the
discussion. Throughout this section context is considered as the candidate
discusses George’s immediate environment and how it influences his language.
The inclusion of a section on grammar further illustrates this candidate’s
confidence with language features and also allows the writer to demonstrate
knowledge of a different aspect of relevant theory – instrumental approaches. The
inclusion of references to this, alongside the developmental theories referenced
so far, shows discriminating understanding of a wide range of concepts and issues.
The writer returns to a previously raised issue, post-telegraphic, and uses a range
of terminology and features, such as pronouns, function words and irregular verbs
to illustrate this.
The final section on ‘conversational skills’ confirms this candidate’s confidence
with language levels and frameworks and the section on Child Directed Speech
shows clear knowledge as the candidate lists the features. This last section is the
most general as there is no discussion of how the child responds or specific
examples but it is likely that the candidate was running out of time.
Overall, this candidate has produced a discriminating analysis supported by
sustained integration of examples and has applied a range of terminology with
accuracy. There is discussion of a very wide range of concepts and issues and the
candidate shows a full understanding of these. There is a consistent awareness of
language features with some sections showing careful evaluation.
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