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Introduction 

This year's 5BS03 paper was the final one for the current GCSE Business Studies specification. The 
paper appeared to act as a good discriminator and overall candidate performance improved, 
compared to 2017. This was despite the existence of some questions that candidates found 
challenging. 

For the first year, there was evidence that a significant minority of candidates either struggled to 
finish the paper or found particular questions difficult. There were a high number of blank answers 
to questions 5(d), 6(c) and 10. Despite this, the mean mark improved across the entirety of the 
paper. This suggests that any areas of difficulty were offset by more straightforward questions 
elsewhere on the paper. 

Section A was, on the whole, very well answered and it was heartening to see examples of very good 
technique for each of the various command words. One habit that is to be discouraged is the habit 
of repeating most of the question at the start of a given answer e.g. 'One drawback of conducting 
market research is that there could be bias'. This, if done repetitively throughout the entire paper, 
essentially means that candidates are writing a two-side essay that yields them no marks. It would 
be far better just to start the answer with the 'drawback'. This is a possible reason why some 
candidates struggled to finish the paper. Another trait that was noticeable was in 'Explain' questions 
where candidates tagged onto the end of each response 'leading to an increase in sales, therefore 
leading to an increase in profit' or 'leading to a competitive advantage compared to business x'. 
Whilst this may be applicable in some questions, it did not help in questions which required 
candidates to 'Explain one method...' These questions require candidates to consider a process, thus 
using a standardised writing frame meant that candidates often scored 1 or, at best 2, out of 3 on 
these questions. 

Section B proved to be accessible in the main. However, question 5(d) remained problematic with 
many candidates explaining the impact on the business rather than the environment. Centres should 
look at page 37 of the specification which states 'how businesses effect the environment' and the 
'importance of short-term environmental effects (impact on air and noise pollution) and long-term 
environmental effects (global warming and resource depletion). Question 6(c) also proved 
problematic in the sense that many candidates appeared to have never come across the term 'debt' 
before. This was despite the fact that it is in the specification on page 35 under 'Financing growth'. As 
Principal Examiner, I have to ask questions based on the specification not on books that can 
sometimes have their own interpretation of the specification. Whenever the context is unusual there 
is always information in the accompanying case-study to explain what scenario is under- 
consideration. For instance, for question 5(d) further information was given about a wind turbine e.g. 
'allow it to produce its own energy', '40 metres high' and 'an area of outstanding natural beauty'. 

Section C was well answered and candidates, if they attempted question 10, found the final essay 
question much more accessible than last year with the mean rising to above 5/10. This was despite 
15% of the cohort leaving this question blank. 

 

 

 

 



Q1b 

This question required candidates to 'Identify' two stages of the product life cycle. This proved to be 

a simple question. The modal mark was 2 and the mean mark was 1.6. Some candidates confused 

the product life cycle with the Boston Matrix or the Economic Cycle. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is indicative of a candidate who has never come across the product life cycle before. 0 marks. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Two correct responses. 2 marks. 

 

  



Q1c 

This question required candidates to 'Outline' one disadvantage to a business from conducting 

market research. Most candidates were able to do this. Many candidates picked up on the fact 

that market research could be biased, was time consuming or it was expensive. The modal mark for 

this question was 2 and the mean mark was 1.22. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has not read the question closely enough and has written an answer to a question on 

the 'advantage of conducting market research'. Thus, this answer scored 0 marks. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This simple response made a valid statement and scored 1 mark. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer has linked 'increased costs' to 'will reduce profit'. 2 marks were awarded. 

  



Q1d 

This should have been a straightforward question. However, a sizeable minority of candidates mixed 

up 'Just In Time' with 'Just In Case' stock management. Nevertheless, the modal mark was 3 and the 

mean mark was 1.98 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has identified one benefit through 'not have to pay extra to hold excessive stocks' and 

has then effectively repeated the same benefit. 1 mark was awarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer has the required development of the benefit, since 'reduces costs' is linked to 'you don't 

have that extra outflow' which is linked to 'improve net cash flow'. 3 marks were awarded. 

Look at how the candidate wastes time in this answer. They have repeated the question at the start 

of their response and then offered an additional and unnecessary linked strand at the end of their 

response. The response scored full marks, but at what cost? The candidate could end up running out 

of time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Q2b 

This should have been a straightforward question to answer. The issue for examiners was where 

'product differentiation' stopped. As a result, 'improved customer service' and 'selling over the 

Internet' were not accepted as answers since they differentiated the business not the product. Most 

candidates scored well on this question. The modal mark was 3 and the mean mark was 2.45. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate offered three different methods. However, none of them related to product 
differentiation. 0 marks were awarded. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate offered two methods and both were valid. 2 marks were awarded. 

 

 

 



Q2c 

This was a well answered question, with most candidates focusing on the ability to generate a 
greater number of sales. Another popular approach was to consider the cutting out of a middleman 
by not having to use other websites. Context was provided by reference to WHSmith or stationary 
products such as pens, erasers etc. The modal mark was 2 and the mean mark was 1.96. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer has a benefit through 'people worldwide are able to access it' which is developed 
through ‘cause sales to increase'. The answer is missing a second strand of development and 
context. Therefore, 2 marks were awarded.  

 

 

 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response has a benefit through 'able to approach more people in their market' which is linked 
to 'more stationary being sold meaning more revenue'. This is then further developed through 'This 
results in more profit'. The candidate has provided two linked strands following the identification of 
a benefit and the word 'stationary' provides the context. 3 marks were awarded. 

Be wary of over-developing your response. Once you have secured all 3 marks, stop and move on. 
This is one of the reasons why some candidates failed to finish the exam paper. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Q2d 

This question was subtly different to the previous 'Explain' questions since it required candidates to 
'Explain one method...' Thus, candidates had a general tendency not to pick up on this and treated 
the question as if it were a 'Explain one benefit...' question. Another feature was a lack of linked 
strands with many candidates finishing off their answer with 'therefore sales will increase' or 
'therefore repeat purchase happens'. Thus, these candidates failed to explain the method in full and 
as a result did not score all three marks despite providing context within the confines of their 
response. For this question, the modal mark was 2 and the mean mark 1.98. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response identifies a method 'loyalty cards' and the method is developed through 'customers 
who continually buy products will get certain discounts or points'. All the remaining development is 
a repeat of the question. The answer is also generic. Even if the answer had context it would still 
only receive 2 marks since there are insufficient linked strands that explain the method. 2 marks 
were awarded. 

 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By way of a contrast, this candidate has understood what is meant by the word 'method' in 
the question. 'Loyalty scheme' is the method and the candidate then laboriously explains 
how this will work in linked stages. Context is provided by the word 'student'. 3 marks were 
awarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Q3b 

This question was made harder than it needed to be. Many candidates just wrote about something 
which was dangerous in a restaurant rather than identify an impact on Wagamama. Other 
candidates turned the question into the impact of breaking health and safety regulations and thus 
did not answer the set question. Those candidates that did answer the question, then lacked either a 
strand of development or context. This prevented them from scoring above 1 mark. The modal mark 
for this question was 2 and the mean mark was 1.15. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer scored 0 marks. The candidate has answered their own question about the impact 

of breaking health and safety regulations. 

  



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer was overkill, but did secure all of the marks. An impact was identified through 
'expensive to maintain' which was then developed through 'as they will have to pay money to install 
a barrier between customers and flames from the woks'. The words 'flames' and 'woks' provide 
context. 2 marks were awarded. 

 

  



Q3c 

This was a hard question and exposed a lot of misunderstanding about profit used as a source of 
finance for expansion. Many candidates misunderstood what profit was and made incorrect 
assertions like 'if they use profit they cannot afford to pay wages or buy raw materials'. 
Other candidates tried to twist the question into one they could answer very quickly. For instance, 'if 
they use profit they will not be able to spend money on advertising. The benefits of advertising 
are...' These responses were awarded 0 or 1 mark. The modal mark for this question was 2 and the 
mean mark 1.27. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This response showed no understanding and was typical of many. 0 marks were awarded. 

  



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I included this answer since it takes an age to score any marks at all. The candidate repeats the 
question and then makes a very big show of ensuring that the answer has context before making a 
simple point 'owners will get a decreased amount of profit'. The answer scored 1 mark due to 
insufficient development of the drawback, but this could have been obtained by simply stating 
'Shareholders may get less dividends'. Thus, you could gain the same score from 5 words as opposed 
to 34 words! 

Always try to find ways to streamline your answers. This comes through practise and self-marking 
your answers. Most candidates do not do this and that is why they run out of time. 

Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer scored all 3 marks. There is a drawback 'might not be sufficient enough' with 
development through 'raise the money itself through selling meals' with further development 
through 'have to wait until they have enough money from serving customers before they can 
expand'. The word 'meal' provided evidence of contextualisation. 

 

 



Q3d 

This was the only 'Describe' question on the paper. This style of question should be viewed as a 
flexible 'Explain' question. Candidates can score a mark for a definition and then marks for separate 
or developed points. To reach 4 marks, there has to be some evidence of context within the 
response, otherwise candidates are awarded a ceiling of 3 marks. This question proved tricky since it 
required candidates to 'Describe how...' Many candidates interpreted the question as 'Describe the 
benefits...' Therefore, examiners were left with the difficult task of trying to work out what was valid 
in a candidate's answer and what was not. This question had a modal mark of 2 and a mean mark of 
2.01. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This candidate has not answered the question. The question is 'Describe how...' However, this 
candidate is considering the benefits of the iOrder app to Wagamama. There is nothing in this 
answer that can be awarded any marks. 0 marks were awarded. 

 

 

 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This response answers the question. The candidate starts with a repeat of the question which wastes 
time and scores no marks. The first mark is earned through 'don't have to wait for people to make 
decisions'. There is then development offered through 'then the people will work faster'. 2 marks 
were awarded in total. 

Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response answers the set question. The first mark comes from 'they would be able to gather 
and pay for the orders quicker' which is developed through 'leading to staff, such as the chefs, being 
able to start cooking quicker'. The candidate then starts to develop a second point through 'they can 
be put in a digital format' which is developed through 'cooks being able to understand what they are 
cooking more easier'. Within the response there are sufficient independent/linked points that 
answer the question and context is provided by 'chefs' and 'cooking'. 4 marks were awarded.  



Q4b 

This was, statistically, the hardest 'Outline' question on the paper. Candidates found it very easy to 
mention an appropriate method of motivating the sales team. Almost all candidates were able to do 
this and scored one mark. However, to score two marks, candidates needed to develop the stated 
method and provide context. This proved to be much harder to do. Thus, the modal mark was 1 and 
the mean mark 0.98.  

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

This candidate misunderstood what the word 'promotion' meant in the context of the question. 
They confused it with 'promoting a product'. As a result, the candidate scored 0 marks.  

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has identified a method through 'bonus' and has developed it. However, there is 
no context in the development so it cannot score an additional mark. Thus, the response was 
awarded 1 mark. 

 

 

 

 



Q4c 

This was the easiest 'Explain in context' question on the paper. For some reason, candidates were 
able to naturally add context to their answer - almost without thought! Most candidates went down 
the differentiation/USP route to answer the question. However, a surprisingly large number of 
candidates decided to consider the fact that tubs could be recycled whereas packets could not, 
giving the business an ethical branding advantage. This was perfectly valid and with sufficient 
development could score 3 marks. The statistics tell the tale of this question with a modal score of 3 
and a mean of 2.18. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This is why it is so important to be clear about what the question is asking you to do. This candidate 
has focused on a 'disadvantage' rather than an 'advantage'. As a result, the candidate has failed to 
score any marks on what should have been a straightforward question. This was an opportunity 
missed! 

  



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This response was a robust 3 marks. There is an advantage stated through 'unique selling point' and 
then two strands of development are provided. Context is provided through the word 'Walkers'. This 
was an easy to mark, and very clear, 3-mark response. 

  



Q4d 

This question was straightforward to answer and there was a pleasing improvement in overall 
performance. Candidates still feel the need to consider both of the options. This is unnecessary and 
causes responses to be longer than they need to be. Candidates can answer this question by looking 
at the benefits and drawbacks of one option. There is no need to look at both options. Considering 
both options, incorporates risk into a candidate's response. This is because the candidate may 
develop the benefits of their chosen option and then consider the drawbacks of the discarded 
option. The candidate then believes that they have 'balanced' their answer. They have not since the 
drawbacks of the discarded option are just further support for the chosen option. 

To get to 6 marks, candidates must provide a conclusion alongside evidence of context and balance. 
Without the conclusion and context, candidates were awarded a maximum of 5 marks. Without 
'balance' candidates could reach a maximum of 4 marks. The modal mark on this question was 4 
marks with a mean of 4.21. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response is what a 1 mark answer looks like to this question. The candidate has made a choice 
(not enough in itself to warrant a mark). There is then some very simple support. 1 mark was 
awarded. 

  



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer has a choice (option 2) and the candidate justifies it by developing the drawbacks of 
option 1 and the benefits of option 2. Thus, there is no 'balance' in the answer and it cannot access 
Level 3. Thus, 4 marks were awarded. 

  



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response considers the benefits of option 2 in paragraph one followed by the drawbacks of 
option 1 in paragraph two. At the end of paragraph two there is some context through 'Walkers' and 
'Golden Wonder'. There is also some 'balance', since the benefits of option 1 are mentioned. In 
paragraph three, there is a conclusion. Thus, the response can reach the top of Level 3 and achieve 6 
marks.  

 

 



Q5a 

This question should have allowed candidates to earn a straightforward 2 marks. However, I was 
shocked to see candidates having no clear understanding that the relationship with output was 
critical in an accurate definition. Thus, we had to relax the rule about examples raising imperfect 
definitions to full marks. Otherwise, we would have run the risk of awarding 2 marks to answers that 
demonstrated no clear, or even an incorrect, understanding of the term. The modal mark was 1 and 
the mean mark was 1.02. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

This candidate shows no understanding of what should be a key basic term. This should have 
been taught in 5BS01 and then re-visited in 5BS03. 0 marks. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

This candidate showed some vague understanding that variable costs can 'change' but there was no 
reference to 'sales' or 'output'. Note that the example did not elevate the response to 2 marks since 
to have done so would have allowed a significant number of candidates to score 2 marks for 
demonstrating an incorrect understanding of the term. 1 mark was awarded. 

Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

The first sentence allows both marks to be awarded. As Principal Examiner, I was shocked by how 
many candidates had not learnt this key term correctly. 2 marks were awarded.  

 

 



Q5b 

This was a question that could be answered in a few words e.g. 'costs will go up'. However, 
candidates wasted time by providing long explanations that were not necessary for a 1 mark 
'Identify' question. Over-answering on questions such as this, helped contribute to candidates not 
finishing the paper. The modal mark was 1 and the mean mark was 0.85. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

The candidate could have earned the mark by simply stating 'costs more' and the development was 
unnecessary. 1 mark was awarded. 

  



Q5c 

This question was the hardest 'Explain in context' question on the paper. The word that candidates 
wanted to use to contextualise their answers was contained in the question, namely 'milk'. Thus, 
there were many 2 mark answers to this question and only a few 3 mark answers. Most candidates 
considered a reduction in variable costs and a consequent improvement in profit as part of their 
answer. The modal mark was 2 and the mean was 2.02. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The candidate provided a fairly standard response. 'Lower the cost' is linked to 'spend more money 
on advertisement'. The candidate then provided several, further linked strands, none of which were 
in context. As a result, only 2 marks could be awarded. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This candidate has ensured that they contextualise their answer with the words 'farm' and 'Cornish 
Blue' appearing in the response. 'they know the farm' is linked to 'can quality control the products' 
which is linked to 'saving them any customer complaints'. Thus, this answer scored 3 marks. 



Q5d 

This question required candidates to consider the impact of the business on the environment. Just 
because the business is building a wind turbine does not make this a 'Geography' or 'Science' 
question and centres are reminded that rigorous checks are made to ensure that questions test 
material that is on the specification. This question tested material on page 37 of the specification 
under the sub-heading 'Environmental Issues'. To help candidates, there was also information 
provided in the case-study so that candidates were left in no-doubt what a wind turbine was. This 
question was very similar in nature to a question on the 2015 paper which asked candidates to 
consider the impact of Elvis and Kresse's business activities on the environment. Nevertheless, 
candidates, in the main, ignored the set question and wrote an answer to their own question on the 
impacts on the business. Some candidates looked at the impacts on the business and the impacts on 
the environment all in the same answer. It was then left to the skill of the examiner to work out 
which part of the answer was valid and which part was invalid within a given response. The modal 
mark was 0 and the mean mark was 3.3.  

  



Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This candidate misread the question and focused exclusively on the impact of building the wind 
turbine on the business. Sadly, this candidate did not answer the set question and was awarded 0 
marks. 

 

 

 



Example 2: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has identified a benefit 'less pollution'. This is then developed through 'wind turbine 
would produce its own energy' which is linked to 'less deadly fumes' which is linked to 'cleaner, 
fresher air'. This section was just about awarded 4 marks (there was a debate about 3 marks due to 
the first sentence being very close to what was in the case study). In the second section, the 
candidate gave a simple drawback. Thus, this answer scored 4+1 and was awarded 5 marks in total. 

 

 

 



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the first section, 'do not require the burning of fossil fuel' is linked to 'greenhouse gases will not 
be emitted' which is linked to 'global warming is less affected' which is linked to 'reduces the 
enhanced greenhouse effect'. This section scored 4 marks-since there is lots of context about the 
environment e.g. 'methane' 'fossil fuel' etc. Without this contextualisation, this part of the answer 
would have only scored 3 marks. 
In the second section, 'birds not being able to find a safe flight path' is linked to 'birds will have to 
stay in England' which is linked to 'bird species dying' which linked to 'drastically alter ecosystems'. 
This section also scores 4 marks since there is plenty of contextualisation through 'birds', 'ecosystem' 
and 'species'. 
Thus, the response scored 4+4. 8 marks were awarded in total. 



Q6a 

This question has appeared in live papers previously and the expectation was precisely the same as 
before. Those centres that are avid readers of Examiners' Reports will remember that this turned up 
in 2012. One mark was awarded for 'point where no loss or no profit is made' or for 'where TR=TC'. 
To get to two marks candidates had to refer to 'sales' or 'output' as well. An alternate approach to 2 
marks was to simply state the formula. The modal mark was 1 and the mean mark was 0.92. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

This, sadly, demonstrates a student who has missed an opportunity to score some straightforward 
marks. There is no understanding. 0 marks were awarded. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 
This candidate has provided a typical response seen by many examiners. 'total costs are exactly 
equal to total revenue' is worth 1 mark since there is no reference to 'output' or 'sales'. 1 mark was 
awarded. 

Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

Critically, this candidate has made reference to 'output' through 'point of output', thus showing that 
the break-even point is read off the horizontal axis on a break-even chart. The candidate then states, 
'total costs equal the total revenue'. 2 marks were awarded. 

  



Q6bi 

Questions on the margin of safety have been asked in previous examination series. Again, the 
problem seemed to be that candidates did not learn the required formula. Thus, this question 
represented a missed opportunity to score an easy 3 marks. Candidates secured all 3 marks if the 
examiner saw the number '1,500'. It is only when this number was not seen did examiners look for 
evidence of a formula or workings. This question had a modal mark of 0 and a mean mark of 0.73. 

Example 1: 
 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has learnt the wrong formula. This would be in keeping with an answer to the next 
question. 0 marks were awarded. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has given the correct answer of '1,500'. Thus, there is no need to look at anything else 
since the candidate has secured all 3 marks. 

  



Q6bii 

This question was completed to a better standard than the previous 'Calculate' question. Most 
candidates got this question correct. Those that did not, forgot to multiply the average variable cost 
by the level of output when they were calculating total costs. Some candidates only subtracted total 
variable costs and forgot to also subtract total fixed costs from the revenue figure. The modal mark 
was 3 and the mean mark was 1.81. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This candidate has lost a '0' from all of his figures somewhere along the way and has given an 
incorrect answer of £600. At this point examiners would then look for a formula or workings. This 
candidate has given a correct formula, but the numbers for total revenue and total costs are 
incorrect, so only 1 mark can be awarded. 

  



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response is well set out and easy to follow. The correct answer was given, so the candidate 
received an automatic 3 marks. 

  



Q6c 

This question was seen as 'hard' by many candidates since the term 'debt' appeared to be a 
phrase that many candidates had not seen before. However, it is clearly stated on page 35 of the 
specification under 'Financing growth'. Many candidates did not realise that debt was a term used to 
refer to overdrafts, loans or even trade credit. As a result, answers were presented which suggested 
that a 'bank loan would be better than using debt'. Thus, there was a lot of confusion regarding this 
question and candidates made it harder than it needed to be. The modal mark was 0 and the mean 
mark was 2.71. Thus, the question acted as a very effective discriminator. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This was an example of an answer where the candidate felt that they had to write something in the 
hope of gaining some marks. Sadly, there is nothing of merit in this response despite its length. Thus, 
the candidate scored 0 marks. 

 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer scored two marks. There is some simple understanding and development around 'they 
will have to repay the money'. This was a typical response from candidates who were unsure what 
the term 'debt' meant. 

 

 
 

  



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response is from the top end of those answers produced. There is a good structure to the 
answer. Paragraph one considers the drawbacks of debt and paragraph two considers the benefits of 
using debt as a source of finance. In paragraph two there is context through 'Cornish Blue Cheese' 
which allows the response to reach 6 marks. The addition of a conclusion with the use of the 'it 
depends rule' allowed the candidate to reach the top of Level 3 and 8 marks. Only 1.3% of the cohort 
managed to achieve 8 marks on this question. 

 

 



Q7 

This was a straightforward definition and the statistics showed that candidates found it easier than 
the corresponding 'What is meant by the term...' questions in 5(a) and 6(a) respectively. Most 
candidates were able to include the word 'moral' into their answers which allowed them to secure 
both marks. Other candidates gained two marks by showing some understanding of the term and 
then offering an appropriate example. A small proportion of candidates confused the term 'ethics' 
with word 'ethnics' which led to some interesting responses. The modal mark was 2 and the mean 
mark was 1.13. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This response shows some understanding through 'right or wrong'. The example does not add 
anything extra and simply repeats the first sentence. 1 mark was awarded. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The candidate has used the term 'morally right' which allows them to secure both marks. 2 marks 
were awarded. 

 



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer also scores 2 marks, but look at the difference in length. 

  



Q8 

This 'Outline' question required an impact and then development with context to score 2 marks. 
More often than not, candidates provided the impact with the development but the context was 
missing. As a result, their answers were limited to 1 mark. Most candidates considered negative 
publicity and the detrimental impact that it could have on Tesco's brand or sales. The modal mark 
was 1 and the mean mark was also precisely 1!   

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This response has the impact 'acknowledge the company's unethical behaviour and make it known'. 
The candidate then provides several strands of development, but critically there is no evidence of 
contextualisation. As a result, only 1 mark can be awarded.   

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is an overly long answer but scores the 2 marks on offer. The candidate has identified an impact 
through 'pressurised into fighting against the groups' which then has several strands of development 
which, critically, include the word 'groceries' for context. Thus, 2 marks could be awarded. 

This 'Outline' question was made longer than it needed to be. Consider the following answer 'They 
could damage Tesco's image. This means that people may shop in Asda instead'. This response 
scores two marks using a fraction of the words of the response above. This is worth considering 
since 'Outline' questions, should, in theory, be an easy and fast way to score two marks.  



Q9 

This question was harder in 2018 than 2017. In 2017, candidates had to 'Discuss the benefits...' 
whereas this year candidates had to 'Discuss the effects...' Considering 'effects' can be both positive 
and negative, this made it harder for candidates to include 'balance' in their answers. For instance, 
providing a negative point which is separate to the positive point that had previously been 
developed, is not balance - it is simply another, separate effect. Due to these difficulties, examiners 
saw relatively few 'balanced' answers. There were also some answers that were popular but not 
accepted by examiners as valid. For instance, 'paying the NMW makes Tesco more attractive as a 
place to work' and 'This makes Tesco more ethical'. These responses were not accepted since the 
NMW is a statutory requirement, therefore it affects all businesses in the same way. The modal 
mark for this question was 4 and the mean mark was 3.3. 

Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response says nothing and is almost certainly a para-phrase of the accompanying case-study. It 
scored 0 marks. 

Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This answer has two effects. The first effect is positive through 'increased worker motivation' which 
is then subsequently developed. The second effect is a negative through 'making less money' which 
is then subsequently developed. The response had just enough development to satisfy two 
developed effects criteria and as a result just managed to reach 4 marks. Despite there being two 
effects, one positive and one negative, there was no evidence of balance so the response could not 
access Level 3. 



Example 3: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response starts with an unnecessary definition of the NMW. The second paragraph then 
develops a negative effect of the NMW. The third paragraph then generates balance to the effect 
which was developed in paragraph two, rather than developing a totally separate point. The final 
paragraph then articulates another separate, developed effect. 

Therefore, the answer has two separate, developed effects and contains balance. This allows 
the response to reach Level 3 and 5 marks. The existence of context through 'supermarkets' and 
'Aldi' allows the answer to reach the top of Level 3 and 6 marks. 

There were very few 6 mark answers to this question. 6 marks was only achieved by 7.3% of the 
cohort. 

 



Q10 

As mentioned in the introduction to this report, this question was unusual in that it appeared to be 
more accessible than last year's equivalent, but 16.4% of the cohort still scored 0 marks. The main 
problem with this question was associated with the word 'competitiveness'. Some candidates mixed 
it up with 'competition'. Thus, candidates said 'introducing new farm brands would make Tesco 
more attractive to customers therefore their competitiveness would decrease'. Other candidates 
misread the case-study and thought Tesco had purchased farms. Some candidates produced a very 
thin, correct answer containing evaluation. These responses were placed at the top of Level 
1/bottom of Level 2. To reach 6 marks, the answer had to have significant development. To reach 7 
marks, there had to be evidence of balance. To reach 8 marks, the answer had to have context. To 
reach 9 marks, the answer had to have a conclusion. The quality of the conclusion then determined 
whether the response was awarded 9 marks or 10 marks. The modal mark for this question was 0 
but the mean mark was 5.09. 

  



Example 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response was one-sided and developed a range of points regarding how Tesco's 
competitiveness could improve. There is no balance in the answer so the maximum mark it 
could achieve was 6 marks. However, the development is fairly simplistic, despite the number of 
points made. This response was placed at the interface between Level 1 and Level 2 with the 
candidate being given the benefit of the doubt. 5 marks were awarded. 

 



Example 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This response provided blocks of development that explained how Tesco's competitiveness would 
improve, followed by a paragraph of counter-balance. This was then followed by further reasoning 
as to how Tesco's competitiveness would improve. Context was provided through the use of the 
words 'food', 'vegetables' and 'Aldi'. However, the conclusion felt more like a summary of what had 
already been developed earlier in the answer. Thus, the response was placed in Level 3 and 
awarded 9 marks. 12% of the cohort achieved this mark. 

  



Example 3: 

 



 

This response was very full and well-structured. The candidate develops a reason why 
competitiveness would increase and then immediately provides evidence of counter-
balance. Context is provided through the use of the word 'Lidl'. The candidate then provides a 
conclusion making use of the 'it depends rule'. Contrast this conclusion with the one provided by the 
previous candidate. This response scored 10 marks, alongside 5.6% of the cohort. 

 


