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Introduction 

• The purpose of this pack is to provide teachers and students with some examples of 
responses to A Level English Language and Literature Paper 1: Voices in Speech and 
Writing (9EL0/01). 

• The responses in this pack were taken from the June 2019 summer series.  
The papers and mark schemes can be found on the Pearson website here. 

• In this pack, you will find a small sample of responses; the examiner commentaries and 
marks can be found on a separate document on the Pearson website 

• If you have any enquiries regarding these materials or have any other questions about 
the course, please contact our subject advisor team on 03330 164120 or via here. 

 

  

https://qualifications.pearson.com/en/qualifications/edexcel-a-levels/english-language-and-literature-2015.coursematerials.html#filterQuery=Pearson-UK:Category%2FExam-materials
https://support.pearson.com/uk/s/qualification-contactus
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 1 The response consistently presents the critical and evaluative comment that is 
characteristic of Level 5. 

Structure and expression are fluid and often sophisticated, with connective and 
comparative points integrated fluently into this structure. 

Exemplification is judiciously selected to support assertion and is always 
coupled with effective analysis with terms and frameworks applied in good 
range and with accuracy. 

There is critical evaluation of the way meanings are shaped in texts with clear 
and well-developed links between form and function that show sophisticated 
understanding of writer’s craft. 

Contextual comment is woven effectively into the body of the response and is 
often very subtle and insightful. 

Level 5: 25 marks 

Script 2 A response that fully meets the 'clear and relevant' descriptors that 
characterise Level 3. There are elements of Level 4 here which merits, on 
balance, the placement in this higher level, albeit with mark of 17 which places 
it towards the bottom of the level. 

Expression is clear and the response is well structured. Evidence is selected 
systematically and at times with discrimination. This evidence is explored 
through an analytical lens with terms and frameworks applied in reasonable 
range (there are some minor omissions in this respect). 

There is a consistent sense of author and some sound connections between 
form and function that evidence their craft. 

There is relevant comment on contextual factors that frequently consider 
aspects of production and reception. This aspect is frequently best fitted to L3 
descriptors, however. 

There is a clear and very worthy attempt to integrate connections between the 
texts, but this is occasionally somewhat strained. 

Level 4: 17 marks 

Script 3 This response was awarded a mark of 14 which places it mid-Level 3. This 
means that it mostly presents the clarity and relevance that characterises the 
AO descriptors for this level but that it has occasional lapses or issues which 
are less successful investigated than others. There will also be little or no 
evidence of the discrimination that marks out a Level 4 response, hence its 
placement away from the border with this upper level. 

The response is generally well structured and expressed. There are some 
minor lapses in clarity mid-section, however. 

There is a relatively secure application of frameworks and attendant 
terminology. Links between form and function are sometimes not fully 
developed and as such do not fully evidence authorial craft and intention. 
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

There are clear attempts to integrate comments on connections between the 
texts. Some more successful than others.  

Some contextual comment linked to generic form and convention are 
integrated in to the response. 

Level 3: 14 marks 

Script 4 This response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises Level 2. 
There are occasions of clarity and relevance, hence its placement at the top of 
the level, but these are insufficient to move it across the border into Level 3. 

Expression is occasionally flawed, but mostly clear. The sequencing and 
structure of the latter sections lack cohesion, however.  

There is a tendency to describe or interpret rather than analyse and terms are 
applied in very limited range.  

There is a clear attempt to compare the texts. Lack of detail and development 
sometimes hinders integration, however, and the links are obvious and 
general. 

Contextual comment is general at best. 

Level 2: 10 marks 

Script 5 Overall, this response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises 
Level 2 but, on occasion, slips into the description that characterises Level 1, 
hence its placement in the middle of Level 2. 

Expression is frequently flawed/unclear and this negatively impacts on the 
potential for reward.  

As with Script 4, there is a tendency to describe or interpret rather than analyse 
and terms are applied in very limited range. There is a section on the final page 
which offers some clearer analysis which secures the Level 2 position for the 
response. 

There is some attempt to compare the texts. Lack of detail and development 
sometimes hinders integration, however, and the links are obvious and 
general. 

Contextual comment is general at best. 

Level 2: 7 marks  
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Script 6 – Question 2 – All My Sons 
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Script 7 – Question 3 – A Streetcar Named Desire 
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Script 8 – Question 2 – All My Sons 
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Script 9 – Question 6 – The History Boys 
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Script 10 – Question 3 – A Streetcar Named Desire 
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Script 11 – Question 5 – Equus 
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 6 This is a very successful answer that often presents the critical and evaluative 
comment that is worthy of placement in Level 5. Expression is largely fluent, 
often sophisticated although there is occasional convolution. The response is 
extremely well structured and sequenced. 

There is a clear sense of the play as a performance text and of character and 
plot as constructs.  The structure of the response allows clear comparison 
between the presentation of Jim and Sue in the extract and across the broader 
play and links with some facility to the social and moral context that is the 
backdrop to the play and which drives Miller’s language choices. There is also 
clear understanding of the dramatic influences that shape the text and of the 
chorus as mechanism for comment. 

Evidence is judiciously selected to support assertion and analysis of this 
evidence is accurate and detailed and applied at word, sentence and whole-
text level to good effect. 

Level 5: 23 marks 

Script 7 This script meets all the descriptors for a Level 3 response and frequently 
demonstrates the discrimination and control that characterises Level 4. Hence 
its placement in the upper level, albeit with a mark that sits towards the bottom 
of that level. 

It is well structured and expressed and (mostly) sustains focus on the central 
issues of the task. It develops some interesting and well supported contrasts 
between the attitudes of Stella and Blanche which frequently link to the broader 
context of the play. 

Most assertion is supported with appropriate evidence which is mostly 
investigated though a linguistic lens at word and sentence level. Terms are 
applied in reasonable range and with accuracy. 

There is a clear sense of dramatic convention and technique and a relatively 
consistent awareness of Williams as playwright. Investigation of stage direction 
and dialogue is particularly effective mid-response.  

Level 4: 17 marks 

Script 8 This response was awarded a mark of 14 which places it mid-Level 3. This 
means that it mostly presents the clarity and relevance that characterises the 
AO descriptors for this level but that it has occasional lapses or issues which 
are less successfully investigated than others. There will also be little or no 
evidence of the discrimination that marks out a Level 4 response, hence its 
placement away from the border with this upper level. 

It is generally well structured and expressed and there are some interesting 
investigations of dialogue and dynamic. There is a relatively secure sense of 
the text as a performance piece and some, essentially straightforward, 
consideration of dramatic convention. Exploration of Miller’s technique lacks 
detail and analysis (and attendant terminology) is very limited. 
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There is a drift away from the central focus of the task (i.e. Jim and Sue) mid-
response although the other characters/relationships are investigated through 
the lens of the question focus. 

Contextual comment is very general, especially when considering issues of 
reception. 

Level 3: 14 marks 

Script 9 This response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises Level 2. 
There are occasions of clarity and relevance, hence its placement at the top of 
the level, but these are insufficient to move it across the border into L3. It is a 
very thin answer overall, and it is this lack of detail and development that 
restricts this upward movement. 

What is said is relevant enough, but it offers evidence of general understanding 
only. There is clear awareness of structures for analysis – labelling of sentence 
structures/functions is accurate, for example, but this analysis is offered rarely. 
As a result, there is limited linking of forma and function, and scant awareness 
of Bennett as writer, or his characters as constructs. 

There is minimal consideration of contextual factors. 

Level 2: 10 marks 

Script 10 Overall, this response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises 
Level 2, hence its placement mid - level. Some elements, in the early sections, 
promise an upward movement in terms of final placement, but latter sections, 
and the drift away from the central focus of the task, restricts this. 

What analysis there is, is largely accurate, but the range and scope is 
somewhat restricted. 

There is a sense of stage and attendant dramatic convention through 
consideration of stage directions, for example) but this lacks detail and 
development.  

Contextual comment is general only. 

Level 2: 8 marks 

Script 11 This response was also awarded a mark in Level 2. There is some potential 
here, but lack of development and clarity restrict potential for reward. Latter 
sections drift away from the central focus of the task slightly, which, in a 
response as brief as this, inevitably impacts negatively. 

There is some awareness of the text as performance piece and of dramatic 
structure and attendant conventions, this points towards Shaffer as playwright 
and character as construct - it is a shame this was not developed more fully. 

There is some analysis, this is mostly accurate, but range is limited. 

Social/Historical context is addressed, but in a very generalised (and in the 
case of Jill’s attitude to sex, sometimes sweeping) manner. 

Level 2: 7 marks 

 


