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Introduction: 
 
This report provides feedback on the performance of students for 9BS03 
'Investigating business in a competitive environment'. It should be used to provide 
teachers and learners with guidance as to how to best approach the various 
question types. This report could be used to fine-tune the approach students use 
to answer the questions in future examination series. 
 
This year, the cohort was a small fraction of the normal entry, with only 183 
students opting to sit this examination. Therefore, it is likely that very limited 
conclusions may be drawn from the performance of students. This should be 
taken into consideration when acting on the following comments and 
recommendations. 
 
Question 1(a): 
 
Few students’ defined revenue, which really was necessary to be able to explain 
reasons why revenue might have increased, let alone analyse and evaluate 
successfully.  
 
Most supply and demand diagrams, when drawn correctly, indicated a positive 
shift in demand to cause an increase in sales volume and potential price increases. 
However, rarely did students use the diagram to help support analysis. Examiners 
expected to see that if sales increase and prices increase then revenue must 
increase, by definition. Students could have stated that since P2 X Q2 is greater 
than P1 X Q1, then this indicates an increase in revenue. 
 
Some students indicated shifts in supply rather than increases in supply caused by 
shifts in demand; it is the consumers that stimulate the changes. However, credit 
was given if explanations as to why such as shift in supply had caused increases in 
revenue were validated. 
 
Students were able to make use of the evidence in Extract A, such as the increasing 
popularity of musicals like Hamilton. However, a significant number simply lifted, 
paraphrased or used examples to describe why revenue increased rather than 
analyse. In other words, chains of reasoning were either missing or incomplete. 
 
A significant number of students wrote two one-sided reasons why revenue might 
have increased rather than two reasons, with balance. Teachers should remind 
learners that ‘assess’ questions at 8, 10 or 12 marks require balanced analysis to 
achieve Level 3 for 8 marks questions (or Level 4 for 10/12 mark questions). 
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 1a (i) and 1a (ii) 
 
 



 

Question 1(b): 
 
This was a well-answered question. Familiarisation with the context of the cinema 
appeared to enable students to write well contextualised responses. On the whole, 
many students produced balanced answers with an attempted judgement. 
 
However, a number of students did not really show critical knowledge and 
understanding of value added. Some students took it to mean augmented product. 
Better students identified costs associated with installing seats, which would 
decrease profitability in the short term or at least worsen cash-flow. Would the 
installation of luxury seats, often larger seats, reduce capacity? Chances are they 
would be more expensive to consumers than standard seats, so begs the question: 
Would the luxury seats be occupied? One student made an effective comparison 
with providing 3D screens to watch the same film; sometimes these are not 
popular with customers so that particular screening is shown at well below 
capacity, which can reduce contribution let alone increase profits for a cinema. 
 
Alternative ways to add value which are low cost and less difficult to implement 
and more flexible should any changes be necessary to make them financially 
viable. But can still be regarded as a useful ‘extra’ to customers and so provide 
value added, eg self-service booking facilities in cinema foyers, a range of popular 
branded refreshments, a licensed bar for adults, hot food, popular in cinema 
concessions like Costa Coffee, etc. Indeed, these have become almost expected, 
just like you might find at the theatre.  
 
Weaker students did not appreciate the need to assess whether or not providing 
luxury seats was the best way to provide value added. Instead they simply 
attempted to analyse why luxury seats might be a form of value added.  Few 
students were able to provide an effective judgement but rather repeated one of 
their analytical chains of reasoning. 
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 1b (i) and 1b (ii) 
 
Question 1(c): 
 
Marks for this question, included up to 2 marks for quantitative skills QS8 and QS9. 
Therefore examiners expected to see use and interpretation of numerical data in 
their assessment, such as the significance of the £2bn in extra revenue from the 
UK consumers or the 7.4% growth rate of the OTT (over-the-top) market, 
compared to the decline of video at -1.7% over the period 2018-22. (All found in 
Extract B) A key statement to help support an argument in favour of global growth 
in Extract C was rarely used: ‘its [Netflix’s] international markets are driving 
growth’. 
 



 

Good students discussed the arguments in terms of push-pull factors, limited 
opportunities for growth in consumers and revenue and therefore sources of 
improved profitability from 130 million users in 190 countries. 
 
Weaker students misinterpreted the question and wrote about pros and cons of 
expanding internationally, missing the point about saturated markets.  
 
Those students who assessed and provided balance in their answers often 
recognised that new markets equate to higher risks, especially if consumer 
behaviour is unknown or not understood. Better students used the Ansoff Matrix 
to help frame effective discussions. Validated judgements were able to draw upon 
an aspect of MOPS (Market, Objectives, Product, Situation) such as referencing the 
nature of the product and market, ie technological/dynamic. 
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 1c (i) and 1c (ii) 
 
Question 1(d): 
 
Often student misread the question to read as ‘joint venture’ and so were drawn 
into writing about the benefits and limitations of such, often with little application. 
A significant number of students failed to select and use the appropriate data from 
Extracts A to D to help support their analysis and evaluation, despite this being 
signalled in the question by the phrase ‘Using the data…’ (Please see mark scheme 
for appropriate examples). 
 
Better students recognised that if ITV were to join forces with other public 
broadcasters, then they might be able to share development and operating costs, 
pool resources and expertise, and build on existing customer loyalties. 
 
Chains of reasoning were balanced by more able students who argued that the 
CMA (Competition and Markets Authority) might block the ‘join forces’ option, just 
as they did with Kangaroo initiative in 2007. The same students went on to say how 
significantly different the PSBs (Public Service Broadcasters) are to the BBC in 
terms of corporate culture, and the more able in terms of corporate aims and 
objectives which may serve as a barrier to such a proposal.  
 
Unfortunately, few students presented an overall supported judgement or 
conclusion and resorted to simply emphasising previous chains of reasoning in the 
recommendation. The phrase in the question ‘best rival Netflix’ indicates that 
students are expected to make a judgement call. Students and teachers are 
reminded that reference to a business’s market, objectives, service/product or 
situation (MOPS) is a proven effective way to demonstrate this skill and thus are 
more likely to match the demands of Level 4 criteria.  
 



 

Likewise, judgements or recommendations that make reference to long-term 
versus short-term can also be an effective approach to achieving higher marks. 
Using either approach, provided responses are framed strongly in the contexts of 
the business are written with complete chains of reasoning and with balance, 
should enable access to marks of 15-20.  
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 1d (i), 1d (ii) and 1d (iii) 
 
Question 2(a): 
 
A question some students struggled to answer, often because they confused 
liquidity with profitability, so most scored Level 1 and Level 2 with very few Level 4 
responses. More successful answers included a definition of liquidity and then 
went on to explain how and why Derby Theatre might actually achieve 
improvements. Coherent and logical chains of reasoning proved to be critical for 
success. Some students suggested improving liquidity by making some of the 40 
non-managerial Theatre staff redundant in order to reduce wage costs. However, 
these students failed to explain the likely implications for the Theatre, therefore 
missed an opportunity to provide a balanced and well contextualised answer.  
 
Interestingly, better students were able to reference the organisation chart (Extract 
F) to explain why redundancies or delayering might not be appropriate for Derby 
Theatre, given the relatively few numbers of key staff.  More able students 
recognised that many staff were freelancers or likely to be part-time/temporary, in 
which case redundancies need not be used but that Derby Theatre could simply be 
more efficient in employing staff as and when needed.  
 
Most students suggested that charging higher prices in the bar to boost revenues 
(assuming low price elasticity of demand) might improve cash flow and therefore 
liquidity. Other suggestions included seeking local business sponsorships, 
improving marketing communications, offering discounts during off-peak periods 
or for group bookings. 
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 2a (i) and 2a (ii) 
 
Question 2(b): 
 
Unfortunately, a high proportion of students failed to answer this question at all. 
Those students who did, mainly wrote about contingency planning in general or 
‘planning for success’ answers which focused on the need to have the right 
product, marketing strategies, skilled staff, etc. the same students often continues 
to write lengthy responses about the nature, pros and cons of general business 
planning eg the need to set business aims and objectives.  
 



 

However, it was encouraging to read that some students knew and understood the 
concept succession planning and were able to select and use the appropriate 
information in Extracts F and H to support their answers without being prompted 
to do so. 
 
Clearly the most challenging question on the paper for many, simply because they 
were guessing at the meaning of the term. Since succession planning is a form of 
contingency planning, some credit was given usually at Level 1. However, in order 
to access Levels 2, 3 and 4, students’ knowledge needed to be secure, applied 
accurately to Derby Theatre (for which there was plenty of stimulus in the 
organisational chart), causes explained and balance of reasoning as to its validity, 
respectively.  
 
Better students recognised succession planning might be a good idea for certain 
key roles such as Head of Production or Head of Marketing as it might incentivise 
less senior staff in each department, eg Beth Williams (Company Stage Manager), 
to be more productive. Likewise, Heidi McKenzie (Press and Marketing) might be 
encouraged by Emma Hogan (Head of Marketing) to develop the skills and 
competencies to become the future Head of Marketing, should Emma be 
promoted to Executive Director or leave the business altogether. Effective, 
balanced responses suggested that there might be roles in Derby Theatre that 
might be less appropriate to succession plan for, given their expertise/stand-alone 
nature, eg Creative Learning Director. Referencing footnote ‘specialist 
management roles are often advertised through national media’ supported this 
judgement.  
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 2b (i) and 2b (ii) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Question 2(c): 
 
Most students answered this question well and showed a good understanding of 
cultural diversity and why a business like Derby Theatre might chose to recognise 
this in terms of productions (employing staff, the type of performances), and 
staging (appeal to a range of consumer tastes/market segments).  
 
The significance of the data in Extract G was often recognised by many students, 
such as Derby’s 25% non-white British population, which is 5% greater than the UK 
average at 20%. Likewise, students who noted that Derby’s Asian-Pakistani 
population is three times the UK average (6% as opposed to 2%) and used it in 
their arguments to support diversity, gained credit. Better students acknowledged 
that cultural diversity determines the level of Arts Council funding (Extract H).  
 
The most able students provided balanced chains of reasoning, explaining that a 
desire to pursue culture diversity operations assumes that there will be an interest 
from ethnic minority consumers. For example, the growing number of migrants 
from Eastern Europe (3% in 2011 to 4.2% in 2016). They went on to question the 
validity of the data and state that Derby’s population in general not important, 
rather it’s the ‘thespian’ population that matters – those who are most likely to 
attend the Theatre. However, this requires market research to gauge the likely 
level of interest from ethnic minority/BAME (Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic) 
groups. 
 
Some students made observations but sadly did not provide complete chains of 
reasoning, eg by simply stating ‘what about the core 75% of Derby’s population?’ 
Better responses went on to say that something like surely Derby Theatre ought to 
concentrate its productions on the cultural tastes of this market segment in order 
to operate near capacity and maximise revenues.  
 
Counter arguments such as perhaps the senior managers of Derby Theatre, Sarah 
Brigham (Chief Executive) and Rachael Thomas (Executive Director), should think 
longer term; so if Derby’s population of non-white British was now (2020) greater 
than 25% and this was an upward trend, then more should be done to target this 
growing market segment. Heidi McKenzie (Press and Marketing) could be asked as 
part of her role to undertake market research with these groups. 
 
Judgements centred around ideas such as attendance may not be at full capacity; 
ethical branding/inclusivity costs money and is often unprofitable; the data is 
limited for me to be able to make a sound judgement - it might be better to have 
pie charts which show hobbies/interests of Derby’s population or income groups. 
 
See ‘good answer and ‘a slightly better’ exemplars in Appendix, 2c (i) & 2c (ii) 
 
 
 



 

Question 2(d): 
 
On the whole, well answered by students. Responses showed effective chains of 
reasoning both for and against each of the options, use of retained profits and 
bank loan. Those who argued in favour of retained profits recognised the £20,000 
net retained profits (£120,000 -£100 capital costs), explained that no interest would 
be paid – unlike with a bank loan – but it would involve opportunity costs of the 
£100,000 capital, for example general refurbishment of the Theatre or a new 
sound system or new lighting.  
 
Arguments for use of the retained profit also recognised that there would be no 
need for loan repayments which might improve liquidity; besides gearing may 
already be high, so interest on the loan for funding the café may be quite high to 
correlate with an increased risk of defaulting on repayments. Some students 
resorted to more general ‘text book type’ arguments which although valid, did not 
show a critical understanding and appreciation of the actual business situation, eg 
loans take time to apply for and process, does Derby Theatre have sufficient 
collateral, often a long term commitment given repayment periods, etc. 
 
Balanced responses recognised that taking out a loan would not sacrifice 
contingency funding, which might be especially important given ‘lockdown’ and the 
cost and revenue implications of Derby Theatre’s temporary closure (at least) 
Indeed, reference to Covid-19 and ‘lockdowns’ was often used in successful 
conclusions and to support convincing, final recommendations. 
 
See ‘good answer’ and ‘answer which requires development’ exemplars in 
Appendix, 2d (i) and 2d (ii) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Paper Summary: 
 
Based on the exemplars that have been seen by the Principal Examiner and 
Assistant Examiner, centres and students are offered the following advice: 
 
• Answer the actual question set. Too often students are so keen to demonstrate 

how much they have learned and know and will attempt to cram this knowledge 
into an answer. This wastes time and presents an opportunity cost in answering 
other questions, which a student may be better using their limited time 
answering.  
 

• Know and understand the demands of the command words (taxonomy) and 
mark tariffs in questions. This will mean appreciating that for 8 mark ‘Assess 
two…’ questions that students need to simply discuss each of the two factors, 
reasons, causes, consequences, etc. Whereas for ‘Evaluate and recommend’      
20-mark questions, not only are balanced discussions required, but also a range 
of arguments, a supported judgement, conclusion and recommendation. This 
must be justified and not simply a repeat of previous points (see MOPS 
exemplars in mark schemes for 1d and 2d). 

 
• Learn the key terms in the specification, eg value added and succession 

planning. Basis for ‘accurate knowledge’. 
 

• Learn how to read, interpret and question data. Eg pie charts in Extract G, 
quants data and qualitative data in Extract H; construct and interpret a range of 
graphical forms – supply and demand diagrams - the formulae in the 
specification and set out 'calculate' questions clearly. Quantitative Skills (QS) 
worth at least 10% of the total marks available. 
 

• Recognise that 8 mark 'Assess two...' questions do not require a conclusion. 
 

• Use the data in the Extracts, both quantitative data and qualitative, especially if 
the question invites you to do so, eg question 1(c) stated ‘Using the data in 
Extracts B and C…’ There are, in fact, quantitative skills marks attached to such 
questions so a student will not be able to access the top of Level 3 or 4 
(depending on the question) without using the data in their answers. 

 
• ‘Frame it or fail it’ In other words, make sure that your answers to all the 

questions in this paper (8, 10, 12 and 20 markers) make use of the information 
in the extracts to actually answer the question being asked. For example, 
without referencing aspects of Derby Theatre’s actual operations, (bar prices, 
staffing numbers/job titles, etc.), marks scored will most likely be limited to 
bottom mark in the range of Level 2. 



 

 
• Do not make assertions. Use of the words like ‘will’ and ‘would’ are best avoided. 

It is better to use words like ‘could’, ‘might’, or ‘may’ in coherent and complete 
chains of reasoning. 

 
• Structure your answers carefully. For example, if a question invites a definition 

(eg question 1(b) and ‘value added’), then open your response with a definition. 
On the other hand, if a question does not invite a definition, it is unlikely to be 
required. This would apply to question 2(d) as it is unlikely that a student’s mark 
would improve by including a definition of loan or retained profit. In these 
instances, it might be better and more expedient for students to answer the 
question directly, eg in this case by outlining the benefits of using the retained 
profit or bank loan. 

 
• Students are encouraged to use appropriate connectives to make it clear that 

answers are coherent, well-reasoned (with completed chains) and, above all, 
balanced. Connectives give emphasis, make comparisons clearer and indicate 
contrasting ideas. For example, use words and phrases like ‘however’; ‘on the 
other hand’; ‘in the short term;’ ‘generally…but in the case of…’; ‘more 
importantly’; ‘more significant’; ‘firstly’; ‘overall’, etc. 

 
• Use paragraphs. Separate paragraphs are written to emphasise different 

aspects or themes of an answer. This makes balanced arguments and coherent 
reasoning clearer to examiners and is therefore likely to gain credit more 
readily. In stating this, Levels of Response answers are judged holistically so 
examiners are expected to.   

 
• If you are asked to draw a diagram, such as a supply and demand diagram, 

make sure it is large and clear enough to interpret (see Appendix 1(a) (i) and (ii). 

 
• Use the evidence which is available to you to build up your arguments for and 

against, or for/against option A as compared to option B. Extracts include the 
relevant evidence or information to prompt you to think about what might 
apply, hence why such extracts are called ‘stimulus material.’ You can, of course 
use you own knowledge and evidence to support your arguments provided it is 
relevant. 

 
 
 



 

• For this paper there is a pre-release available to centres in November, which 
should enable teachers and students to immerse themselves in the business 
context well before the exam. For example, in the SAMs (Sample Assessment 
Materials) the business context was snacks; EAMs (Extra Assessment Materials) 
the car industry; 2017 health it was clubs/gyms; 2018 chocolate; 2019 holidays 
and travel; 2020 Entertainment. Reading around the areas of the context 
signalled in the bullets of the pre-release and doing practice questions ahead of 
the exam not only familiarises students with the industry, market and 
businesses but it also expands their knowledge and vocabulary, but is likely to 
boost students’ confidence to answer live exam questions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

-------------------------------------------------- 

APPENDIX 
1a (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Examiner Comment: 
 
A well-drawn and accurately labelled supply and demand diagram, indicating a 
positive shift in demand, causing (at least in theory) a rise in price and sales 
volume. The student starts answering with clear definition of revenue, and then 
identifies one factor (income). Explains that because in 2017 levels of disposable 
income increased, why this may have increased demand and therefore attendance 
revenues for music and arts festivals increased. The student correctly identifies 
entertainment as a ‘luxury good’. Provides balance with the suggestion that this 
extra income may have been used to boost the demand for other purposes, eg 
holidays.  
 
The student then goes on to examine second factor – advertising – explains why 
this increases demand and then provides balance, using the context, ie the 
reference to Star Wars. 
 
Mark = Level 3-8 marks 
 
You might award this script just short of 8 marks as second factor assessment 
could have been clearer/more complete in terms of chain of reasoning (see Level 3 
criteria descriptors). However, overall, this response matches all of the Level 3 
criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
1a (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 

 



 



 

 Examiner Comment: 
 
A well-drawn and accurately labelled supply and demand diagram, indicating a 
positive shift in demand, causing (at least in theory) a rise in price and sales 
volume. Revenue is defined. The student explains why early adopters of new 
shows like Hamilton might increase demand and therefore revenues, but the 
counterargument is a little vague in terms of responding to the actual question. 
Like the previous student, explains that because in 2017 levels of disposable 
income increased, why this may have increased demand. Attempts to explain the 
significance of the income inelastic nature of entertainment, but the chain of 
reasoning is not quite complete. Balance is attempted by explaining that some 
individuals might choose to save the increase in income. 
 
Mark = Level 3-7 marks 
 
Overall, slightly less coherent than the first response in this report.  
Neither student referred to P2 X Q2 being greater than P1 x Q1 (could have shaded 
this area); this would have helped make analysis more succinct. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

1b (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 

 



 

 

 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Outstanding response which shows accurate knowledge and understanding, 
excellent grasp of context, coherent and logical chains of reasoning, balance and a 
supported judgement.  
 
Mark = Level 4-10 marks 
 



 

 
1b (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 
 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Not the most succinct answer but matches most of the assessment criteria for a 
Level 4 mark. The student chooses to answer the question directly and does not 
provide a clear definition of added value, which this question invites. However, a 
clear appreciation of the context, and strong arguments for and against, make this 
a reasonably good assessment.  
 
Mark = Level 4-8 marks 
 
1c (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Sound response, which opens with an effective definition to enable the student to 
build an answer. Demonstrates accurate knowledge and understanding. There is 
effective use of the data, excellent grasp of context, coherent and developed 
chains of reasoning, wide-ranging assessment and a supported judgement.  
 
Mark = Level 4-12 marks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

1c (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 
 

 

 
 



 

  
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Definition of saturated market could have been made more explicit. There is some 
use of the data, a reasonable grasp of context, but the balance in this response is 
less obvious. Seems that the student agrees that saturated market will prompt 
seeking of overseas markets. 
 
Mark = Level 3-8 marks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

1d (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 



 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

Examiner Comment: 
 
The assessment covers a number of aspects and therefore shows developed 
chains of reasoning showing a range of effects and arguments that are fully 
developed. Numerical data is not used, despite the instruction ‘Using the data…’. 
The recommendation could have been more robust, and the validity/significance 
of competing arguments is not made clear, therefore minimum of Level 4 criteria 
are met. 
 
Mark = Level 4-15 marks 
 
1d (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 

 
 



 

 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Although the student makes use of numerical data, this answer really lacks 
balance. It starts with a good rationale and argues for a collective approach but 
then fails to explain why this option might prove problematic. The case for ITV 
going it alone is presented with no arguments against (eg investment costs cannot 
be shared). Judgment repeats previous ideas. Conclusion and recommendation are 
unclear. The examiner therefore judged this response to match some of the Level 
3 criteria. 
 
Mark = Level 3-12 marks 
 
1d (iii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 

 



 

 

 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
This question did not invite a definition, but simply an assessment of each option 
and a supported judgement and recommendation. This student fails to provide a 
comprehensive, balanced response, which really is necessary for a 20-mark 
question. The assessment focuses on a narrow range of aspects and therefore fails 
to show developed chains of reasoning showing a range of effects and arguments 
are not fully developed. The validity/significance of competing arguments is not 
made clear, but otherwise most of the Level criteria are met. 
 
Mark = Level 3-12 marks 
 
 
 
 



 

2a (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 
Examiner Comment: 
Two ways assessed and despite there being no definition of liquidity, it is clear that 
this student know and understand what it means. Second way lacks clear balance, 
so could not be awarded 8/8. 
Mark = Level 3-7 marks 



 

 
2a (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 
 

 
Examiner Comment: 
 
A set of two one-side responses which show effective use of the evidence/context 
and there is fluid, complete chains of reasoning. A hint of assertions. The definition 
could have been clearer and there was no attempt at providing balance therefore 
limited to Level 2. 
 
Mark = Level 2-4 marks 
 



 

2b (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 
 



 

 
Examiner Comment: 
 
This student clearly had a sound grasp of the concept succession planning and was 
able to use the evidence provided to help support his/her answer. The positive 
effects of succession planning are explained well, as are the limitations, notably 
with respect to Senior Producer Stuart Allen. The answer may not finish with a 
judgement as such, eg relating to Derby Theatre’s situation or objectives, but there 
are clearly judgements made earlier, such as ‘it could improve the theatre’s ability 
to survive’.  
 
Mark = Level 4-9 marks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

2b (i) ‘Answer which requires development’ 

 



 

 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Compared to a significant number of others who sat this paper, this student has a 
reasonable knowledge and understanding of succession planning. Whilst this may 
not be entirely accurate, the student has demonstrated an ability to select 
appropriate evidence to support their arguments and provide a balanced answer 
with chains of reasoning. Unfortunately, the final judgement was simply a repeat 
of what had been stated already, effectively denying this student access to a higher 
mark of 9-10. 
 
Mark = Level 4-7 marks 
 
 
 
 



 

2c (i) ‘A good answer’ 
 

 

 



 

 

        
Examiner Comment: 
 
A balanced answer, which makes effective use of appropriate evidence and a clear 
understanding of the topic. Would have been better to have a final judgement that 
was not simply a repeat of earlier arguments.  
 
Mark = Level 4-9 marks 
 



 

2c (ii) ‘A slightly better answer’ 

 
 

 



 

 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Shows a sound understanding of cultural diversity and how it relates to successful 
business marketing decisions. Student makes good use of the data and other 
evidence to provide coherent and complete chains of reasoning which show a 
balance of opinion (‘virtue signaling’).  
 
A little assertive in places, perhaps, which means that the judgement is not really 
supported. However, on the whole a good response - worthy of a Level 4 mark. 
 
Mark = Level 4-10 marks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

2d (i) ‘A good answer’ 

 

 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 
Examiner Comment: 
 
This response shows accurate and thorough knowledge, an effective use of the 
relevant evidence to provide coherent chains of reasoning for and against each 
option. Judgement is relevant and makes good use of own knowledge to support 
conclusion and recommendation. Difficult to imagine a better answer could be 
written by a student in an exam situation. 
 
Mark = Level 4-20 marks 
 
 



 

 
2d (ii) ‘Answer which requires development’ 
 

 



 

 



 

 
 
 
Examiner Comment: 
 
Encouraging to see a plan, even if brief. Good knowledge of retained profit, 
opportunity cost and loans. Student makes effective use of the theatre context to 
provide coherent chains of reasoning, although there are some 
assertions/contradictions. 
 
There are developed arguments both for and against each option. Judgement and 
recommendation are clear, but these are based on previous arguments. 
 
Mark = Level 4-15 marks 
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