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This year, around 80 centres submitted work for this unit. Candidates 
carried out research across a wide range of language topics. Popular tasks 

from previous years, such as child language acquisition, children’s writing, 
advertising and TV and film language are still appearing. However, more 

candidates are tackling areas such as global English, forensic linguistics and 
social media. There were a number of centres who had introduced their 
candidates to corpus linguistics, which led to some very interesting 

investigations. Moderators also reported that more candidates are using 
recent linguistic theory to plan and support their investigations. 

 
Too many investigations were overlarge, which meant that a potentially 
excellent investigation underachieved because of lack of focus. It is an 

important aspect of supervision that candidates are helped to identify the 
point at which an investigation is getting too large and the topic needs to be 

narrowed.  
 
Administration was generally well carried out with consistent moderating 

within centres and useful evaluative comments provided either on the cover 
sheets or on the coursework itself, showing how the marks had been 

awarded and distributed across the AOs. This gave the moderators valuable 
insight into the marking process and was very helpful. Centres are 

reminded of word count limits, and the requirement to provide a running 
word count at the bottom of each page.  
 

Task 1 
 

A majority of centres submitted tasks that were clearly written for the 
chosen audience and format. Articles targeted specific publications (Babel 
Magazine appeared frequently here), audiences were identified, 

presentations were accompanied by handouts and slides and were written 
with a specific audience in mind.  

 
There were problems. Too many centres accepted vague, essay-like pieces, 
or what was an unadapted introduction to the investigation, often repeated 

at the beginning of Task 2 itself. This is not acceptable and is not in line 
with the requirements of the specification. Often, these unfocused pieces 

were submitted with no indication of what the task was intended to be, or 
for whom it was written. This information should be provided, either on the 
cover sheet, or on the task itself. Without this, it is very difficult for the 

moderator to assess the success of the task. Where marks were reduced, it 
was often because of poorly focused Task 1 submissions.  

 
Centres are reminded that candidates have already explored the process of 
writing articles and presentations in Unit 2, and they should be encouraged 

to draw on these skills for their Unit 4, Task 1 pieces.  
 



 

 
 

 
 



 

Moderator’s comment 
 

The talk was prefaced by an introduction making the format, the target 
audience and the situation in which the talk was to be delivered, clear. It 

was also accompanied by a small number of PowerPoint slides which have 
not been reproduced here.  
 

The writing is fluent and competent, and the material the candidate uses 
has been selected with audience and topic in mind. The talk is confident, the 

style is consistent, and though it is relatively informal, the occasion itself is 
not highly formal so the tone is appropriate. The candidate uses slides and 
video clips to illustrate and clarify the points he in making, and these are 

incorporated well into the script.  
 

AO1 6 
AO4 18  
 

Task 2   
 

English Language Investigation 
 

The standard of work for this unit is high. Many candidates are carrying out 
genuine research in an attempt to answer questions they have posed. A 
good, well-focused research question will help the candidate to plan and 

structure an investigation that will lead to successful outcomes.   
A wide range of topics were covered, for example, the influence of Apple on 

current lexis, politeness strategies in the classroom, the language of lies. 
Candidates explored Parliamentary debate, the extent to which the 
language of reality TV shows evidence of scripting. Candidates also 

submitted investigations on child language, comparisons of specific 
language genres over time, the language of political speeches and the 

language of news reporting. Language and gender was again popular, but 
with fewer candidates carrying out over-simple analyses that treated gender 
as the only variable. 

 
Problems arose where research questions were not well-formulated or were 

not sufficiently focused. Where candidates looked at genres such as 
reviews, astrology or romance novels they needed a clear research 
question. For example, one candidate looked at the language of magazine 

astrologers who wrote for teenagers in her Kenyan community and 
compared these with teen magazines in the UK. This was a successful 

investigation because the candidate had a question to answer. A different 
investigation on this topic did not formulate a question beyond an implicit 
one: ‘What is typical of the language of astrology in magazines?’ The 

investigation looked at three examples from disparate publications. This 
investigation provided no useful findings as there was no research question 

and therefore no useful methodology.  
 
Other problems that arose came from insufficient time taken in preparatory 

stages of the investigation, or from an incomplete understanding of the 
significance of findings. There was also sometimes a lack of theoretical 



 

background to the topic under investigation and over-reliance on outdated 
theory. 

 
Data collection 

 
Overall, candidates were careful to collect valid data and were explicit about 
their methods for doing this. Where they felt their data may contain 

unavoidable bias, they discussed the ways they could compensate for this.  
Some investigations require complex and carefully planned methods of data 

collection. For other topics, the data collection may appear more simple. 
However, an analysis of written text requires very careful selection to 
ensure that the data is representative of the genre under study, that there 

is sufficient data to answer the research question, and that it hasn’t been 
chosen to represent the findings the candidate expects. For example, a 

potentially excellent investigation into sexism in superhero comics was 
flawed by data that was collected solely from a website looking into the 
topic. 

 
Some candidates struggled with very large amounts of data that their 

chosen method of analysis could not handle. Large amounts of data can be 
very effective for certain analytical tools, for example, a corpus tool, or a 

statistical analysis; but in many cases, the candidates would have been 
better working with smaller amounts. 
 

A linked problem is that of too little data, where the candidate works with 
very small amounts and draws overlarge conclusions from this. For 

example, an analysis of the language of film reviews requires more data 
that three reviews from different publications. The candidate firstly needs to 
focus the question: what is it the candidate wishes to find out about film 

reviews; then select enough data to provide a representative sample. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 
 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

Moderator’s comments 
 

The investigation is well-focused with a useful if/then hypothesis. The 
methodology is carefully planned and designed to achieve the aims of the 

investigation within a tight word count limit. The analysis is close, detailed 
and accurate, and the candidate analyses only those aspects of the 
language that are relevant to their investigation. The candidate uses a 

range of secondary sources to support their work, all meticulously 
footnoted. The evaluation is clear and honest, identifying potential 

weaknesses in the investigation and suggesting ways forward from this 
point. All the analysed data is supplied in appendices which assists the 
moderator in checking the analysis. The centre has provided detailed 

comments linked to AOs which show how marks have been awarded. 
 

AO1 10 
AO2 16 
AO3 16 

AO4 14 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Grade Boundaries 
 

Grade boundaries for this, and all other papers, can be found on the website on 
this link: 

http://www.edexcel.com/iwantto/Pages/grade-boundaries.aspx 
  

http://www.edexcel.com/iwantto/Pages/grade-boundaries.aspx
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