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Introduction  
 
A total of 469 candidates applied for the SEC Level Examination in German in May 
2011 (473 in 2010, 535 in 2009, 568 in 2008, 466 in 2007 and in 2006, 485 in 2005, 
and 423 in 2004). This year 295 candidates applied for Paper A (62.9%) while 174 
(37.1%) opted for Paper B. Compared to last year’s  session more students opted for 
Paper A (36 candidates) resulting in a shift of 7.19% towards the Paper A option.   
 
The examination papers followed the new format introduced last year. In the reading 
section three items were the same for Paper IIA and Paper IIB. The written section in 
both Paper IIA and Paper IIB was marked separately by two markers and the final 
mark in this section was calculated considering both marks. Where a remarkable 
discrepancy was noted, the opinion of a third marker was decisive. 
 
Overall performance 
 
Table 1 below shows the distribution of grades obtained in the May 2011 session. 
Tables 2 and 3 show a comparison of the grades obtained in the May 2010 and May 
2011 sessions. 
 
Table 1 

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U Abs Total 
I & IIA 30 36 44 35 75 − − 70 5 295 
I & IIB − − − 12 30 34 52 38 8 174 

TOTAL (N) 30 36 44 47 105 34 52 108 13 469 
TOTAL (%) 6.4% 7.7% 9.4% 10.0% 22.4% 7.2% 11.1% 23.0% 2.8 % 100.0% 
 

Table 2 
 Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U Abs Total 

I & IIA 14 24 36 44 55 − − 83 3 259 
I & IIB − − − 10 27 61 56 51 9 214 

2010 

TOTAL (N)  14 24 36 54 82 61 56 134 12 473 
            

I & IIA 30 36 44 35 75 − − 70 5 295 
I & IIB − − − 12 30 34 52 38 8 174 

2011 

TOTAL (N)  30 36 44 47 105 34 52 108 13 469 
 

Table 3 
 PI & PIIA  PI & PIIB  

PI & PIIA PI & PIIB PI & PIIB 
 

Grades 1 – 5 (%) Grades 1 – 5 (%) Grades 1 – 7 (%) 
2010 66.8 44.4 69.1 
2011 74.6 55.9 74.2 
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In the 2011 session less candidates obtained grade U (considering both the Paper IIA 
and Paper IIB candidates). A possible interpretation might be that more students are 
choosing the right paper when applying for the examination and therefore fewer 
candidates obtained lower grades. 
  
Paper 1 
 
Spoken Interaction 
 
The oral examination consisted of three parts and two candidates had to interact 
according to the tasks set. Like last year it was noted that in the first task (self 
presentation) some candidates still persist in learning their presentation by heart and 
do not refer to the points set in the task.   
 
This year candidates performed better in the second and third tasks, although lack of 
vocabulary still affected performance. Consistent flaws in the use and knowledge of 
question words (Fragewörter) still persist and this is mirrored in certain tasks set in 
Paper IIA and Paper IIB. 
  
In task 3 candidates still do not show an effective control of expressing opinions (e.g. 
Mir gefällt…, Ich finde,… Meiner Meinung nach, ... etc.). Circumlocution strategies 
and turn-taking are mostly absent and have to be practised.  
 
Listening Comprehension 
 
Examiners remarked that the tasks set in this section were varied and interesting and 
appropriate to the level required. Again the poor knowledge of the basic question 
words (Fragewörter) hindered candidates in Task 3. Global, selective and detailed 
listening skills were tested. As is the norm, candidates showed stronger receptive 
skills. This can be seen from the tasks which asked for True/False and multiple choice 
answers.  
 
Some candidates had difficulties with questions which included the negative, e.g. nie 
and kein. Sentences like “Herr Berger ist kein guter Tänzer” and “Martinas Kinder 
bekommen nie Hilfe mit den Hausaufgaben.” proved to be tricky. Even words like 
arbeitslos, wenige, viele and selten caused students some trouble. Other spelling 
problems of very basic words were noted, e.g. Töchter was written as Techter or 
Tichter.   
 
Some candidates do not read the questions well, and this results in giving wrong 
answers, e.g. the underlined word genau. 
 
Grammar (Sprachbausteine) 
 
This part of the examination has again proved to be a huge stumbling block for the 
greater part of the candidates especially for those opting for Paper IIB. The highest 
mark – 39 out of 40 – was only reached by one candidate. In this section candidates 
must have a very good command of grammar and syntax to achieve good marks.   
 
Although examiners remarked that the exercises were equitable and that the level 
requested was suitable, one could note that most candidates still need better training to 
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perform such tasks. This was more evident with Paper IIB candidates.  In the second 
exercise some students just filled in the blanks with ‘random’ words and did not check 
whether the finished text made sense or not.    
 
It seems that grammar is still not being taught in context form, but still taught in 
isolated instances, as was the practice with the earlier formats of the examination 
paper. This again is reflected in the written section in both Paper IIA and Paper IIB. In 
the last task most of the students showed lack of ability to produce a grammatically 
correct sentence. No word order, no punctuation and the wrong tenses were some of 
the most common mistakes. Some sentences made no sense at all, e.g. Stefan 
bummeln wollt er durch sein Dresden gestern weil Stadt. 
 
Lack of knowledge of grammar and syntax rules and of grammatical functions are 
deficiencies which have been recurrent in all past examinations. Tasks 3 and 4 again 
seem to be above the ability of the vast majority of candidates. The ability to complete 
Task 4 in this section successfully is comparable to what candidates produce in the 
written sections of Paper IIA and Paper IIB and requires the same process. Candidates 
should be better prepared in understanding the rubrics of the tasks as some of them 
did not understand what they had to do. 
 
Paper IIA and Paper IIB 
 
Paper IIA and Paper IIB are made up of a reading comprehension section and a 
written section. The last three tasks in the reading sections are the same in both 
papers. 
 
Reading Comprehension Section 
 
Examiners noted that the texts differentiated well and were interesting and had current 
authentic content. As usual candidates performed quite well in the multiple-choice 
and in the true or false sentences. However in the short answer questions some 
students showed difficulty in understanding the interrogatives (Fragewörter). Others 
just copied chunks from the text, whilst others even left the questions unanswered.  
 
Poor spelling of basic vocabulary was evident, e.g. capitalisation of nouns, wiel, gross 
eltern, nähe, in 1981, lessen.  Again candidates should be trained to read the questions 
well. For example, when asked to give two details, some gave none or chose the 
wrong answers. 
 
In part 2 of the reading comprehension, some candidates gave two answers, where the 
rubric expressly states that only one answer is correct. 
 
Written Section 
 
As in all past examinations, this is the section which still poses a number of 
difficulties for candidates. This section tests the written productive skills and the tasks 
set were realistic and authentic: writing a letter to a given stimulus and writing a note. 
The written task set in paper IIA (report –Bericht) is still a stumbling block for most 
candidates.   
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It would be advisable that candidates are made familiar with the marking criteria as 
specified in the syllabus, so that they know exactly how marks are allotted and for 
what they can be penalised. For example, it is important for candidates to know that 
marks are allotted for the content, which covers the points set in the task. Some 
candidates leave out points and that means losing precious marks. Again candidates 
have to familiarise themselves well with the rubrics, so that they know exactly what is 
expected of them in the task. 
 
Some candidates still produce introductions and endings in a letter which have been 
learnt by heart. This results in an unwieldy product which does not have any 
connection with the main contents of the produced text. Thus the written production 
then lacks clarity, cohesion and good structuring.  In some instances productions were 
so incoherent that the message could not be understood. A lack of logical progression 
of ideas, good use of expressions and correct use of grammar were also evident.   
 
The following are some points and mistakes noted by examiners: 
• Tenses in both Schreiben tasks still pose problems. In the Bericht many had 

difficulties with the Präteritum. Some did not even use it at all. Others mixed 
Present, Perfect and Präteritum all along. Even in the letter and in the Nachricht 
inconsistency in the use of tenses was evident, e.g. ich sprache, ich träge, ich habe 
gemachen, Nach der Arbeit machen, ghe ich mit meine Familie und Kirsty getroffen.  
hat angeruft, wir esse, ich habben.  

• Modal verbs: ich müsse..... ausgehe.    
• Genders and adjectival endings were often incorrect: eine gemütliche Hotel.  
• Prepositions are not used with the correct case: mit meinen Freunde , für die netten 

Brief, mit meine Familie, nach die Schule 
• Syntax: Dann ich spiele…, Am Samstagmorgen ich lese....  
• Subordinating conjunctions were often used wrongly: ‘das’ and ‘dass’. Wrong word 

order after weil: weil ich liebe Tennis. 
• Use of a number of Pseudo-anglicisms  related to “false friends” or “false cognates” 

resulted in loss of marks for some candidates, e.g. 
Ich esse meine Cereal. 
Ich praktiekiere Tanzen. 
Ich will eine Deutschlehrerin bekommen. 

• Expressions of time: Am 8 Uhr instead of um 8 Uhr. 
• Spelling was generally very careless, with students forgetting that in German nouns 

are always written in a capital letter and that ich is always written in lower case.  
Some words were not even correctly copied from the paper, e.g.   
Heir instead of hier. 
Weil instead of viel. 
Dan instead of dann. 

• Punctuation (commas) was frequently not applied correctly.   
 
In addition to the above list, candidates should note that:  
• Legible handwriting is a distinct way of avoiding unnecessary mistakes, e.g. in the 

case of endings. 
• A good presentation of work is also expected. 
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Planning, re-drafting and correction of work, checking for cohesion mistakes in 
orthography and grammar are skills which a large number of candidates either lack or 
are not trained to use before handing in work. 
 
Final comments and recommendations 
 
Most candidates still sit for the examination lacking basic knowledge of the target 
language. They need to follow rubrics well as otherwise they will fail to tackle the set 
task properly. Candidates should be encouraged to present their work better 
(handwriting) and to check their work for correctness and cohesion.  
 
It is strongly recommended that from the very beginning of learning the language, the 
learner acquires training and practice not only in the communicative and the 
grammatical aspects but also in the skills needed for language acquisition.  
 
Candidates should be encouraged to read intensively in the target language and to 
follow media programmes in German. Thus they can acquire more vocabulary, 
expressions and the feel of the language. During the learning process candidates 
should also be given ample time to analyse their learning and gain more confidence 
with the necessary skills in order to achieve better results. 
 
 
Chairperson  
Board of Examiners 
 
July 2011 


