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General Overview  

 

For this series, there were a little over 200 candidates entered for the AS English 

Language Paper 2: Child Language. Although this is a small cohort, it is very 

pleasing to see that there are a number of centres who find the educational 

value in the teaching and preparation of candidates for this particular topic.  

Candidates’ experience of this paper will support them in their preparation for 

9EN0_02 Child Language at A level.  There appeared to be no significant issues 

in the length of answers produced for both questions, indicating that generally 

the cohort had managed their time effectively across both sections.  

The vast majority of responses showed at least general knowledge and clear 

application of language frameworks with a small number achieving more detailed 

consistent responses to the question set. Candidates who scored higher in the 

marking grids were able to showcase their knowledge about both children’s 

written and spoken language development effectively, offering explanations 

rooted in secure understanding of context. These responses demonstrated 

consistency in their discussions but overall, there was a limited number of 

responses that showed discrimination, therefore preventing many candidates 

achieving level 5. 

Question 1 required candidates to produce a script for a talk aimed at teaching 

assistants explaining the common features of children’s literacy development 

and to support them with their work in the classroom. Question 2 required 

candidates to analyse the language of a child aged 4 years and 6 months 

conversing with her mother in relation to how the child created and sustained a 

narrative.      

 

Question 1:  

As in previous years, this question remains challenging for candidates as they 

must balance AO2 requirements by showcasing their understanding of child 

language development in writing, while also demonstrating their skills in 

creatively crafting a non-fiction piece (AO5). 

 

Overall, the performance in this question demonstrated that students had a 

secure understanding of the key issues surrounding children’s development of 

literacy. The majority of students also had some awareness of how to select an 

appropriate register and tone to suit the audience of professionals within the 

educational sphere. 

 

The most successful candidates made direct connections between the shared 

aims of the audience and elements of Early Years education, looking at ways to 

discuss Jasper’s writing as a platform for supporting literacy development in a 

school environment. A number of students were able to offer sensible comments 

about the link between environmental print and the correction of ‘Fifa’ in the 



text, as well as drawing links between the layout of this independent task and 

Jasper’s school experience. Some good responses looked at where teaching 

assistants fit into supporting children in their literacy development. 

 

A number of students were able to effectively apply concepts and issues 

surrounding the writing of diaries, drawing on traditional offerings from Rothery 

and Britton, as well as looking more broadly at comments from more recent 

research, e.g. John Abbott. There were some sensible applications of 

traditionally spoken theory, e.g., Tomasello’s pattern finding; however, 

comments about the LAD and telegraphic stage are always less useful when 

analysing writing. These are not helpful in terms of showing a secure and 

relevant understanding of concepts and should be avoided.   

 

The most successful candidates were able to accurately discuss the syntactical 

choices of the child, noting the importance of the discourse markers that allowed 

Jasper to construct a chronological recount. At the higher levels, candidates 

were able to use knowledge of KS1 teaching strategies to discuss the 

overextension of the ‘wh’ digraph and the use of split digraphs in other parts of 

the text. This was particularly effective when paired with the context of the 

audience they were writing for. Candidates were able to discuss how the child’s 

literacy development had allowed Jasper to write for a specific purpose without 

explicit teacher instruction and discuss how the importance and difference of the 

home environment to the school environment. 

 

In respect of AO5, there were a small number of candidates who produced 

essay-type responses which did not fulfil the requirements of a script. Some 

candidates misunderstood that a script and transcript are different and tried to 

create a precise transcript with feature such as micropauses and audience 

interactions, which often did not support candidates in their actual discussion of 

the key issues but did, at points, demonstrate an understanding of audience. 

Candidates across all levels were able to shape their response into a script for a 

talk, utilising signposting, aspects of humour, appropriate registers etc. to 

engage their intended audience. The most successful scripts appreciated the role 

that teaching assistants play and the salient elements they should be aware of 

when it comes to supporting children.  There was also appropriate explanation of 

more specialist theoretical concepts and terminology for the audience. Whilst the 

audience may be aware of some key terms in literacy development, methodically 

starting each paragraph with a different level of language with no explanation of 

what these were (e.g. ‘in terms of orthography…’) did not always demonstrate a 

clear understanding of audience.  

 

 

 



  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question 2 

In this question, the majority of candidates were able to identify how the 

grandmother supported Eleanor in the creation of her spoken narrative and 

made sensible links to the concept of sociodramatic play and the importance of 

CDS. Those candidates who focused on the question were able to correctly 

identify aspects of Eleanor’s narrative that had been affected by external factors, 

such as the wedding taking place in a church and the burglars going to jail. Many 

candidates commented on Eleanor’s understanding of the importance of making 

the narrative engaging through her use of voices and other prosodic features. 

 

The best students were able to apply what they knew to the transcript rather 

than using pre-prepared structures of language levels to discuss the data. As 

mentioned in previous reports, some candidates were keen to start with or focus 

firmly on phonology. A number of candidates became fixated on Eleanor’s 

pronunciation, focusing on her use of substitution. At the higher levels, 

candidates gave sensible explanations for the reasons behind substitution and 

noted that it did not hinder her ability to sustain a narrative, recognising that the 

grandmother was aware of this aspect of Eleanor’s language. At the lower end, 

candidates simply described what was in the data without making explicit links 

to the question. Whilst phonology is often an important element of discussion in 

studies of children’s language, it is important that candidates consider a range of 

relevant frameworks when exploring data. 

 

Explicit links to the question were probably the biggest differentiating factor 

between successful and less successful candidates in this paper. At the higher 

end of the scale, candidates were fully focused on how Eleanor structured her 

narrative, incorporating elements from her external experiences to craft and 

sustain an engaging storyline in her play. Less successful candidates 

concentrated only on discussing Eleanor’s stage of development, rather than the 

function of her language as a whole. There were cases of students 

demonstrating excellent knowledge and who had clearly prepared well for the 

exam, but who lost marks through not answering the question that had been 

asked.  
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