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The statistics used in this report are pre-appeal.
This report provides information on the performance of candidates which it is hoped will be
useful to teachers/lecturers in their preparation of candidates for future examinations. It is
intended to be constructive and informative and to promote better understanding. It would
be helpful to read this report in conjunction with the published question papers and marking
instructions for the Examination.

Comments on candidate performance
General comments
The Setting team were very pleased with the quality of response from candidates across the
three papers. The number of blank papers, especially at General level, was very low which,
again, was a testament to the quality of both teaching and learning and the accessibility of
the papers.
It was pleasing to note that only a few candidates attempted both options in Syllabus Area 3.
Those who did tended to do so in the Foundation paper.
The number of centres choosing to teach the China topic fell slightly from an already low
base.
The vast majority of candidates had been entered at the correct levels.

Foundation/General level
The overall response to the Foundation paper was very pleasing. This was especially so for
the element of Knowledge and Understanding (K/U) because a large number of candidates
achieved full or near full credit. Enquiry Skills (ES) proved to be a little more challenging but
many candidates did achieve high marks. Cut-off scores for K/U were in line with the a priori
position of 70/50 whilst at ES, they were down slightly on previous years.
The changes in question styles at General level continued to have a positive effect on
candidate performance. Cut-offs for both elements were very close to the a priori position.

General/Credit level
The General paper presented few problems to genuine G/C candidates which suggested
that the level of the exam was correctly pitched. The element of K/U was well handled by
candidates who used the prompts to inform their answers. The element of ES was also well
handled with many candidates achieving full or near full marks. Few candidates failed to
finish either paper.
K/U in the Credit paper was a bit of a mixed bag. It was well handled by many candidates
who gave detailed answers. Unfortunately, the quality of responses to a couple of K/U
questions was disappointing. This was reflected in a lowering of cut-offs for K/U.
The issue for the Setting team was to try once again to get both an accessible paper and ES
cut-offs close to the a priori position. In both cases this was achieved.
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Areas in which candidates performed well
Foundation level
The overall response of candidates to the Foundation paper was very good. Most K/U
questions were well done by the vast majority of candidates. Most ES questions were also
well tackled by candidates.
Q3A/B (b) was well handled.
Question formats in both elements appear to be working well.

General level
Question 1(a)

well answered.

Question 1(b)

well answered.

Question 1(d)

well answered.

Question 2(c)

well done with almost all candidates using the prompt to fashion their
answer. Description and explanation of EMA was very good.

Question 2(b)

well done. The majority of candidates provided the appropriate linkage
between parts of the view and the appropriate evidence.

Question 3A/B(b)

well answered.

Question 3A/B(c)

good use made of the drawing which enabled many candidates to
include good exemplification in their answers.

Credit level
Question 1(a)

well answered especially by those who chose FPTP.

Question 2(b)

candidates have taken to this style of question. Although being
presented with a lot of information, candidates have handled it really
well and have appreciated that there must be linkage for credit to be
achieved.

Question 3A/B(b-c)

hypotheses and aims were of a better quality this year.

Question 4(b)

well done.
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Areas which candidates found demanding
Foundation level
Question 1 (c-f)

investigative questions proved to be challenging to candidates. This
was especially so with part (f).

Question 2 (c)

a challenging question.

Question 3A/B (d)

very few answers achieved full credit as only a minority of candidates
understood the term ‘majority’ as used in the question.

General level
Question 1 (c)

the vast majority of candidates used the drawing. However, a lack of
development in the answers curtailed the marks awarded.

Question 4 (b)

poorly done by a number of candidates at all levels. Many candidates
mistakenly, homed in on the point about the heroin trade being a
difference.

Question 4 (e)

answers tended to be woolly with many candidates forgetting to take
account of the topic which was being investigated.

Credit level
Question 1 (b)

this was a bit of a mixed bag. Bullet points 2 and 3 were well done
but bullet points 1 and 4 less so. This appeared to be down to a
failure to understand the term ‘traditional industries’ even though it
was defined in the pamphlet, and the term ‘wage differences’.

Question 3A/B (d-e)

poorly done by the vast majority of candidates. This tended to
suggest that there was possibly too little practice in compiling
questionnaires.

Question 4 (a)

this was a mainstream question which was very poorly done. The
Single European Currency and Enlarged Membership were the most
popular choices and relatively speaking, the best tackled. The
Common Fisheries Policy was not done by many candidates but
those who tackled it tended to know something relevant about it. The
Common Agricultural Policy was poorly done with much of the
information being totally out-of-date. Those who tackled the
European Defence Force confused it with NATO whilst Aid to the
Regions was mistaken for Politics of Aid.

Question 4 (c)

it was pleasing to note that the vast majority of candidates did not
experience any problems with the process of answering this style of
question. Problems arose with those candidates who did not look
closely enough at the view which resulted in them not answering the
question as fully as they should or meant that they did not achieve as
many marks as might have been the case.
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Advice to centres for preparation of future candidates
The Foundation paper is working well and will continue in its present form as it has proved to
be very accessible to candidates. The most recent question formats will continue
unchanged.
The use of graphics where appropriate in K/U questions at General level will continue and
develop.
The use of high quality exemplification, especially in Syllabus Area 3, should again be
prioritised by centres. A number of markers remarked on the lack of quality in the
exemplification called for in this syllabus area. This is especially true of the USA topic where
many candidates tend to unsuccessfully recycle knowledge of the UK political system. Those
candidates who study China achieve better results. Perhaps, as the Chinese political system
is so far removed from that of the USA or our own, candidates have to make a special effort
to revise the knowledge base.
The setting team plan to continue including evaluating skills in the investigative type
questions. However, this is not always possible and an element of knowledge may still be
required.
It is also worth mentioning again that both parts of Syllabus Area 4, ‘Alliances and Security’
and ‘The Politics of Aid’ will be integrated into all three papers.
The new style ‘Selective in the Use of Facts’ question will continue. It is worth noting that the
2012 exam will be the third year that this style of question has been used. It is also important
to note that the setting team would expect the style of questions used in the most recent
examinations to be replicated in any preliminary examination.
It is worth mentioning again that there is no hard and fast rule as to where the 10 mark ES
question will be placed in the Credit paper. It need not be the last question.
At both General and Credit levels, candidates should again be made aware that to receive
full credit in certain ES questions an explicit linking of evidence to a specific point of view
must be included. This was much improved this year but it is important that the message to
candidates is once again spelt out.
It is worth making the point again that centres should carefully study the marking instructions
on SQA’s website. They explain how marks are awarded for candidates’ answers, which
means that it is an important tool in helping candidates frame answers. In many ways, it can
be as important as the knowledge itself or the evidence required to answer a question. With
a greater emphasis on technique, answers, marks and grades can be improved.
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Statistical information: update on Courses
Number of resulted entries in 2010

12,490

Number of resulted entries in 2011

13,337

Statistical Information: Performance of candidates
Distribution of overall awards

Grade 1

25.5%

Grade 2

19.1%

Grade 3

20.1%

Grade 4

16.7%

Grade 5

13.9%

Grade 6

3.8%

Grade 7

1.0%

No award

0.0%

Grade boundaries for each assessable element in the subject included in the report

Assessable Credit
Element
Max
Mark

Grade
Boundaries

General
Max
Mark

Grade
Boundaries

1

2

3

4

KU

32

21

14

28

19

15

ES

40

27

21

36

24

18

Foundation Grade
Max Mark
Boundaries
5

6

20

14

10

28

17

11

6

