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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 2018 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 teachingenglish@pearson.com 

  

https://qualifications.pearson.com/en/qualifications/edexcel-a-levels/english-language-and-literature-2015.coursematerials.html#filterQuery=category:Pearson-UK:Category%2FExam-materials&filterQuery=category:Pearson-UK:Exam-Series%2FJune-2018
mailto:teachingenglish@pearson.com
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 1 A response that opens very strongly with integrated comparison and subtle 
and, at times, critical interpretation that hints at a potential mark within Level 5.  

There is discrimination and control throughout, this strengthened by sustained 
focus on voice. 

The mid-latter sections of the response are slightly less successful, especially 
in terms of analysis at sentence level. Actual evidence drawn from the source 
materials could also have been more detailed/fully developed.  

Level 4: 18 marks 

Script 2 This is a largely clear response that offers the relevant comment that 
characterises Level 3. 

There is a clear attempt at integrated comparison and a worthy awareness of 
‘voice’. Although there are minor lapses, the response as a whole is generally 
well structured and expressed. There is clear recognition of the writer’s craft 
and of the texts, and attendant ‘voices’ as constructs. There is also an 
appreciation of context but this is not a well-developed as it might have been. 

Although the evidence provided mostly supports comment and assertion, the 
analysis of that evidence (and the application of attendant terminology) is often 
inaccurate or insecure and this impacts negatively on the potential for reward. 

Level 3: 14 marks 

Script 3 This response is representative of those placed at mid-low Level 3.  

It is mostly clear and relevant, if at times straightforward.  There is a systematic 
comparison throughout but some comments that develop this comparison lack 
precision/detail.  

There is some sense of the writer’s craft but analysis of method is not always 
fully developed, especially at sentence level. Terms are applied, but range is 
restricted. 

Comments on context are not fully developed and opportunities, such as the 
interesting reference to American/British cultural factors, are missed as a 
result. 

Level 3: 12 marks 
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 4 This response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises Level 2. 
There are (limited) occasions of greater clarity which accounts for its placement 
towards the top of the Level but below the border with Level 3, such as the 
attempt to link Baer’s technique to its effect mid-response. 

The response is organised with some clarity.  

There are limited levels of specific analysis and some lapses in use of 
terminology. 

There are clear attempts to compare, but this comparison is sometimes forced 
due to lack of connection with the subtleties of either text. There is some 
insecurity with genre and attendant convention. 

Level 2: 9 marks 

Script 5 This response presents the ‘general understanding’ that characterises Level 2.  

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

Reading of both texts is rather superficial, especially regarding the tone of the 
Brooker text. There are comparisons but these are straightforward and/or 
forced. 

Contextual comment is general. 

Level 2: 7 marks  
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 6 This is a largely successful answer that at times presents the critical and 
evaluative comment that is worthy of placement in Level 5. 

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 earlier/current presentation of Irwin and Posner and the projection to 
their future selves contained in the extract. As such, there is clear 
understanding of flash forward as a device. 

There is discriminating selection of evidence to support comments which not 
only explore the technique and intent of Bennett as playwright, but also 
integrate judiciously selected comment on the broader social, cultural and 
political contextual backdrop to the play. Analysis is accurate and detailed and 
applied at word, sentence and whole-text level to good effect. 

Expression is occasionally a little convoluted and there are key elements of the 
extract, such as Irwin’s role in the media or Posner’s reference to a counsellor 
that might have benefitted from further consideration. 

Level 5: 22 marks 

Script 7 This script consistently demonstrates the discrimination and control that 
characterises a Level 4 response. It is well structured and expressed and 
(mostly) sustains a focus on the central issues of the task. 

There is a clear sense of dramatic convention and technique and a consistent 
awareness of Williams as playwright. Investigation of stage direction and 
dialogue is particularly effective and analysis is largely accurate with terms 
applied in good range. There are some subtle points on broader context which 
are well integrated into the body of the response.  

Exemplification is largely effective and linked to task. 

Level 4: 18 marks 

Script 8  This is a largely clear and mostly relevant response.  

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 and technique, 

There is a drift away from the central focus of the task mid-response and this 
shift to what seems a different task/agenda does impact negatively on the 
potential for reward. 

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

Level 3: 14 marks 
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Script 
number 

Examiner commentary and mark 

Script 9 There are some inconsistencies with this response which means that, although 
it is largely clear and relevant, these are lapses in clarity and development that 
are more characteristic  of the general understanding that signals Level 2. The 
coverage of the extract is also not as detailed as it could be, hence the 
placement of the response towards the bottom of Level 3. 

There is worthy recognition of the text as a performance piece and characters 
as dramatic constructs. The response also keeps focus on the task with 
relative consistency. There is awareness of the social and political context of 
the play, but some aspects are better integrated/focused than others.  There 
are also clear attempts to link form to function, but these are not always fully 
developed/successful. 

Level 3: 12 marks 

Script 10 There is a clear attempt to address the central issues of the task here, however 
the investigation offers comment and analysis that is very straightforward and 
undeveloped. Terms, when they are applied, are not always secure. 

The reading of the extract and the broader play shows only general 
understanding of content and context although there is some (largely 
undeveloped) sense of Williams as playwright and some (limited) discussion of 
dramatic convention/technique. 

Level 2: 8 marks 

Script 11 There is much narration/description here. Although the attempt is worthy, grasp 
of the task or of George as a device is not fully secure. 

There is minimal analysis and evidence to support comment is not always 
selected with precision. 

The candidate detects Miller's construction of character and an interaction with 
George as a dramatic device, but does not develop this with any detail or 
conviction. 

When potentially useful points are made, the candidate often struggles to 
express them. 

Level 1: 6 marks 

 


