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Questions and answers

National 5 History

1 Assignment

Would a candidate be credited in the conclusion if they
incorporated balance? For example, saying on one hand/on the
other to indicate limits, etc? Must they have relative judgement —

this is the hardest mark to get at Higher.

For the assignment conclusion at this level, we are applying the assessment

standards cited in the History Coursework assessment task for National 5. The

relative judgement in the conclusion has been exemplified in the Understanding
Standards webinar for 2025 and 2024, both available on the Understanding
Standards website, where the candidate has to express the relative importance of

the factors they have discussed. There is no one single way in which candidates
should do this, and candidates do not need to follow the template cited in the

question.

Would the PG3 in the evaluation be more likely to be credited if

they said something like "least effective"?

Yes — ‘least effective’ is a comment on relative importance and would be credited if
the candidate provided a historical reason to support it. Evaluative comments in the

assignment should refer to the relative importance of the factor and provide evidence
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of this. This could be a further explanation or example of a previously mentioned

knowledge point or a new point of information.

Should evaluation be ranked?

Please refer to the examples provided in the Understanding Standards webinar for
2025 and 2024, both available on the Understanding Standards website. Candidates

should express the relative importance of each factor and provide supporting

historical reason to evidence prioritisation of their factors.

Evaluation — does historical evidence need to be new evidence,

separate to the detail offered in the paragraph?

Evaluative comments need to be supported by appropriate historical reasons. If a
candidate chooses to refer to historical evidence cited earlier in the paragraph, then
the historical evidence required should be an extension, and not a simple repetition
of a historical fact cited earlier in the paragraph. This extension can be, for example,
further explanation or a rephrasing. Equally, a candidate can choose to support their

evaluative comment with a new historical reason.

Can they introduce new knowledge for their evaluation comments?
Please see the answer to the previous question.

For evaluation, do they use new historical evidence so not
knowledge already used in the paragraph?

Please see the answer to the previous question.
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If they repeat information in the evaluation, mentioned in their
paragraph, can they still get a mark or should it always be new

reasons?

Please see the answer to the previous question.

When introducing the assignment to candidates — can we direct
them to understanding standards to see examples of what a 20
mark essay looks like, as for many — especially those who find it
more challenging — this is a new skill? Or are we better showing
examples of knowledge and evaluation, etc that are not in a

historical context?

This is a question related to learning and teaching strategies, therefore, the
appropriate strategy to meet the needs of learners would be context specific. Our
Understanding Standards materials tend to focus on specific skills, as this supports
candidates in using the materials themselves to understand how to demonstrate a
particular skill or knowledge point. However, there are complete assignments from
2023 available on the Understanding Standards website.

Teachers and lecturers are reminded that the assignment is intended to be
completed independently by candidates. There is further advice on appropriate

assistance in the National 5 History course specification document and History

Coursework assessment task for National 5.

| had candidates with 20/20 for assignments in their conclusion
without the ‘ranking’' — so is this new or is it more interpretive per

marker?

The assessment standard for appropriate evaluative comments remains unchanged
as exemplified in the Understanding Standards webinars for 2024 and 2025, both

available on the Understanding Standards website.
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Can we recommend to pupils to choose a topic from the units they

study?

Yes, it is good practice for candidates to choose a topic from the units they study.
This will help candidates to study the topics in more detail as part of the research for
their assignment. However, candidates are free to choose any appropriate historical

issue to research.

What are the pros and cons of having 3 vs 4 factors?

Candidates can write any number of paragraphs. Some candidates are able to show
all the skills within three paragraphs. However, it may be down to the candidate’s

skills and writing speed.

Was the resource sheet for candidate evidence 1 accepted? How

many marks did the two assignments get?

As long as a candidate remains within the 200-word limit and the guidance about
appropriate use, it is the candidate’s choice as to what is included in their resource
sheet. The resource sheet was accepted. It is not possible to give overall marks for

the assignments used in this webinar as these were not exemplified in their entirety.

For the assignment, can the references be historical facts or must

they be historical opinion as in the Higher assignment?

They can be facts or opinion.



In the assignment, to achieve evaluation marks does it need to be
information that states why the chosen 'most important' factor is
more important? Or is it simple enough to add new information for
the factor? For example: 'Overall, in evaluation, Thomas Clarkson
was the 2nd most important reason because as although he
travelled and convinced ordinary people about the horrors, he did
not have the power to end the slave trade as this was held by
parliament, and Wiliam Wilberforce himself' — this would bring in
new info about WW, rather than Clarkson and compares. Or —
'Overall, in evaluation, Thomas Clarkson was the 2nd most
important as he helped to pursue people about the horrors of
slavery, including those unable to read or write, who could touch
and physically see torture devices used.' — This example does not
state why WW is more important. Can you confirm what is the

correct evaluation example?

The assignment is the part of the assessment where candidates are expected to
work independently. There is no ‘correct’ way to make evaluative comments as there
are many ways in which a candidate can demonstrate this skill. As long as the
candidate expresses a clear opinion; gives a relative judgement on the importance of
the factor being analysed and supports this with valid historical evidence, then the
candidate would be credited accordingly. Either of the examples above would be

credited.

The assessment standard for evaluation is exemplified in the Understanding
standards webinars for 2024 and 2025, both available on the Understanding

Standards website.
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They say it is to do with promises of work. Does this not mean the
candidate is linking it to their factor (although not the one we would

use?) — although | agree JSTOR is not properly referenced.

This question is referring to the first reference point in the PowerPoint slide
‘Assignment references (candidate 1) at the end of the webinar in the section “Your
turn’. The webinar commentary explained that no mark was awarded as the historical
point was inaccurate. Secondly, in the full text, the candidate did not clearly explain

the link between employment rates and Nazi promises.

Was the JSTOR point accurate and appropriate to the paragraph
point, would 'JSTOR' be a sufficient reference? It is a repository of

100,000s of articles. They wouldn't need the author of the article?

The JSTOR website would be accepted. Candidates could also reference the full
weblink containing the author and title of the article in their resource sheet. They

would need to do so if using more than one reference from the JSTOR website.

In the artillery points earlier you said repeated points of evaluation
would not be credited. Points 1 and 2 on candidate 2’s evidence

appear to contradict this ...can you clarify please?

The webinar commentary at this point was referring to the candidate’s expressions of
relative importance, which were the same (slide 12). Therefore, the candidate had
not prioritised between their paragraph factors, gas and artillery: ‘was not the most
effective weapon’. Thus, the candidate was awarded 2 out of 3 marks. Whereas in
the evaluation referred to in the question (slide 33), the candidate had prioritised the
factors by expressing their relative importance (‘Pals battalion is the most effective
method of recruitment ...the white feather campaign is the second most effective
method ...propaganda is the least effective method of recruitment in WWI’) and

supported these with valid historical supporting reasons.



Will we be given the complete assignment marks to help us

understand standards completely please?

The purpose of this webinar was to provide an update from the 2025 assessment
and to supplement existing resources. Complete assignments with accompanying

commentaries from 2023 can be found on the Understanding Standards website.

| would also like to double check about pals battalion not being
allowed to be the "most effective” method, as it has been

mentioned by some colleagues in the past?

As long as the candidate properly supports their judgements with valid historical
evidence, there is no reason why they should not argue that ‘pals battalions’ were

the most effective reason for voluntary recruitment in Scotland.

2 Question paper

In the 2025 paper, candidates did not receive marks for discussing
the effects on Britain/British ports on Q34 (Trade in Enslaved
African People). It was claimed during the marker meeting that
because there was a semi-colon between Africa/the Caribbean and
British ports that it would not be acceptable. However, on Q79
about the successes of non-violent protests (Civil Rights
Movement), candidates were awarded marks for discussing the
Black Panthers, even though they're part of a completely different
issue, because they were 'relevant’. The effects on Britain are
surely also relevant, as the question did not specify a country.

What was the rationale behind this decision?

For question 34, historical information on the effects of the trade in enslaved Africans

on Britain/British ports were not credited because they are from a different part of the
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detailed course specification. For question 79, on the successes of nonviolent
protests, after standardisation, it was possible for candidates to gain credit for
analysing the non-violent actions of the Black Panthers as their work in social
welfare was the foundation of their popular appeal. This was because we wanted to
credit valid history and skills wherever possible and although the Black Panthers are
from a separate part of the course specification, the historical point on their peaceful
campaigning is relevant to a question on non-violent protests. This is in line with the
general approach to positive marking. However, most candidates took a more
conventional approach, hence the marking instructions published on the SQA

website.

Explain the reasons why the franchise was extended in 1918. Why

not the word vote rather than franchise?

The word ‘franchise’ is taken directly from the National 5 History course specification

document and is understood as the right to vote, in that it refers to a variety of voting
qualifications of which ‘the vote’ is only one. At National 5, we aim, as far as
possible, to use the language used within the course specification document —
especially for words like ‘franchise’ for which there is no standard one-word synonym

that would be clearly understood by all.

Each historical context has its own technical language with which candidates are
expected to be familiar, having completed the course. For example, the Scottish
Wars of Independence requires candidates to understand words as diverse as:

‘treaty’; ‘succession’; ‘overlord’; ‘subjugation’ and others.

The course specification document is used to sample knowledge and understanding
for a standardised national exam, which assesses all candidates in the same way.
Therefore, centres should ensure that their candidates are familiar with the language
contained within them. Further advice on this issue can be found in the 2025

National 5 History course report.
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These describe responses are quite 'explanatory’. For a candidate
who finds ‘describe’ more challenging, | assume, as it has been in
previous years, saying 'Soldiers lived in damp conditions' or
‘Soldiers could experience trench foot' would still get the marks?
Having marked previous years points should this brief have been

credited?

As mentioned in the webinar commentary, this candidate had gone beyond the
minimum detail required to be credited with a mark. This candidate was exemplified
because it reflected how many candidates approached this question and the positive
marking applied, where a candidate had sufficiently extended or made a separate
point. The 2025 course report highlighted that some candidates are making general
rather than historical points. The webinar response was intended to show what good
historical detail could look like.

In the describe question about the experience of soldiers in the
trenches, the candidate repeated the wording of the question in
each of the 4 points. | don't have it in front of me at the moment. Is
it possible to get describe marks with slightly less detailed
answers; would it be possible to see one from a candidate with

lower literacy skills?

There is no expectation for the candidate to refer to the wording of the question for a

describe question. They are credited for each factual point.

The describe example uses the phrase "Scottish Soldiers" — if a
candidate (who finds it more challenging) did not do this, for
example, Soldiers would get trench foot from standing in mud —

would this still be credited?

As long as the candidate makes a valid historical point relevant to Scottish history,

this would be credited. There is no requirement to label a historical point as Scottish,

9



unless the candidates wish to do so, or it makes their point clearer. Please see the
published Understanding Standards materials available on the Understanding

Standards website and the National 5 History course reports, available on the SQA

website, for more exemplification.

Should pupils not follow the structure for a describe question by
linking it back to the question? For example: One thing that
happened during the Spartacist Revolt is ...Another thing that
happened during the Spartacist Revolt is ...

There is no specific structure for a describe question, candidates do not need to link

back to the question.

Candidates are awarded a mark for each factual relevant point of knowledge and a
second mark for a developed point.

On Scottish Context questions, what is the expectation with
Scottish exemplification? For example, if asked in a source or
otherwise to explain the reasons for Scottish women gaining the
vote; if a pupil used an example, fully explained, like Emily
Davidson [sic] although she is not Scottish this would have
impacted Scottish women in wider political context, would this be

awarded or are you looking for Scottish specific examples only?

As long as the candidate makes a valid historical point relevant to Scottish history,
this would be credited. There is no requirement to label a historical point as Scottish,
unless the candidates wish to do so, or it makes their point clearer. If a candidate
chose to refer to Emily Davison’s campaigning in Scotland, this would be credited,

however, Emily’s protest at the Epsom Derby in 1913 would not.

10
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Can | check that for the How Fully question at N5 level,
paraphrasing the source points is fine? For example, "Source A
says ..." and putting into your own words. | have been given mixed

messages about this at different schools.

There are two main ways in which candidates can demonstrate the skill of source
interpretation: ‘quote and explain’ or ‘paraphrasing’. Either is valid.

For how fully, are candidates meant to quote and then interpret?

Please refer to the answer above.

Should pupils include the quote then interpretation by

paraphrasing? This is for the How Fully question.
For ‘How fully ..."” questions, candidates can paraphrase or ‘quote’ and explain in

their own words. Both are acceptable ways to approach the source points.

What is the difference between 'how fully does source A describe’

and 'explain’?

For ‘How Fully ...describe’, the source will have factual points related to describing a
historical issue. The recall should be appropriate factual points related to that

historical issue.

For ‘How Fully ... explain the reasons’, the source will have reasons related to
explaining a historical issue. The recall should be appropriate reasons related to that

historical issue.

If a candidate quotes part of the sentence but paraphrases the full

source point, can they be given credit in How Fully?

The candidate can be credited for appropriately paraphrasing the source point.

11



Can | check on a how fully question — if there are no recall max

marks, is 2/6 the same as if there is no judgement?

In the general marking instructions found within the National 5 2025 Marking

Instructions, it states that ‘A maximum of 2 marks may be awarded for answers in

which no judgement has been made or which refer only to the source.’

If the candidate attempts recall marks for How Fully, but none are

credited, do they then have access to 3 source marks?

In the general marking instructions found within the National 5 2025 Marking

Instructions, it states that ‘A maximum of 2 marks may be awarded for answers in
which no judgement has been made or which refer only to the source.” This means

that if there is no valid recall, a maximum of 2 out of 6 marks will be awarded.

You don't have to refer to the question on ‘how fully ... explain’?
Can you write ‘source is useful’ and ‘accurate’, then quote for

useful question?

There is no expectation for candidates to refer to the question as part of their
interpretation for the ‘How Fully ...” question. In the ‘Evaluate the Usefulness’
question, candidates should select the relevant source points followed by an

appropriate evaluative comment on the usefulness.

12
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In the How fully question, if pupils have not necessarily interpreted
the source point but instead provided recall that explains the
source point will this be credited? For example — the source
mentions “that people could not talk about military matters” this
was because the government were worried about information

falling into enemy hands.

The candidate should be interpreting the source point. If they are providing additional
examples that are not in the source this could be credited as recall, depending on
how much information was given by the candidate.

Can | ask — Candidate 2's question — why the candidate has been
awarded the judgement mark at the start with content and
omission? However, the previous example included a judgement

and 3 content points, but only 2/6 was awarded?

The candidate was awarded 2 out of 6 marks because as stated in the general
marking instructions, found within the National 5 2025 Marking Instructions, ‘A

maximum of 2 marks may be awarded for answers in which no judgement has been

made or which refer only to the source.’

| thought candidates had to write recall points as ‘explains’, with a
‘how fully explain’, "However, the source fails to mention that the
government took control of shipyards™ reads like a how fully

describe recall point?

This was an exemplar from question 24 and is expressed as a minimal reason why

employment changed during the Great War.

13
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Do pupils need to interpret quotes in evaluate the usefulness
questions? I've always taught to say "This is useful as it is

accurate".

The example in the webinar highlighted that some candidates continue to interpret
source points in this skill, when marks are awarded for evaluative comments such as
the one exemplified in the question. Writing more than is necessary or credited may

lead to less time to complete other questions.

Is this merely linking the source-specific evaluative comment back

to the question?

For 2027, candidates should make a source-specific comment on authorship linking
their evaluative comment back to the subject of the source. Information is provided
under the concertina ‘National 5 History question paper - updated marking criteria for
the ‘evaluate the usefulness’ question from 2027’ on the subject page of the SQA
website. This is also exemplified in the 2025 webinar presentation and commentary,
as well as in a subject update through SQA News. However, as always, these are
examples of what an answer might look like, not a prescription of required

responses.

With regards to the Evaluate the Usefulness update. When pupils
are writing down source-specific answers on either author or
timing, are they linking it back to the question itself? (For example,
Source A was written by a historian, who is an expert on the
treatment of the Jewish people in Nazi Germany - linked back to

the question).

Please refer to the answer above.

14
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For an evaluate the usefulness, do candidates require a judgment

statement like they do with a how fully?

There is no judgement mark in the evaluate the usefulness question. However,
candidates should make an overall judgement to support their more detailed

evaluative comments.

| have started teaching my S4 to be more source specific for the

evaluation question — | assume this is ok?

Yes, this is good practice.

In ‘Evaluate the Usefulness’, would a candidate receive a mark for
quoting part of a sentence then providing a valid evaluation? For
example, Source A states 'Scots ...used gas in the trenches’. This is

useful as it's accurate.

Candidates are credited for selecting the appropriate points of knowledge within the
source and making an evaluative comment on its usefulness, this does not always
have to be the full sentence. However, the source point quoted should contain the
substantive historical point. While candidates can sometimes miss out words in a
sentence, they would have to consider whether the time taken to decide the words to
omit, is time well-spent. It is not clear (without a source and a question) whether the

questioner’'s example would be valid.

In the explain question, is there an expectation for the pupils to
continually link back to the exact words of the question on each of

the 6 points?

Candidates should write reasons that link back to the question or issue. However,
candidates are not required to continually link back to the exact words of the

question as long as their explanation makes the link to the issue or question clear.
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Some candidates lose marks because they do not link back to the question and/or

give sufficient explanation to make their meaning clear.

Candidates are awarded a mark for each relevant reason and a second mark is

awarded for developing a reason.

| recently noticed that the general marking instructions in the 2025
paper for Source Comparison are very confusing — no mention of
Overall Comparison; and full marks given when the example

includes one agreeing and one disagreeing point (on Charles I).

In the National 5 2025 detailed marking instructions, an overall statement of

agreement/disagreement is made.

The example shown in the National 5 2025 general marking instructions illustrate
that candidates are being asked to interpret evidence and make direct comparisons
between sources. This means that candidates are required to find and compare

corresponding points of information, not rely on word association.

A query from students worrying about writing ‘slave’ rather than

‘enslaved Africans’, and whether they would be penalised?

Candidates would not be penalised, however, it is good practice to encourage

candidates to use decolonised language.

For a short essay question [9-mark essay], is it possible for
candidates to put forward 3 developed points in the main body? Or

must it be 5 brief points?

Candidates can write their knowledge in many different ways. Developed points of

knowledge would be credited in the extended response questions.
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Timing is becoming increasingly difficult for more of my candidates
who are struggling to complete the paper and as you referenced
during the how fully commentary, more writing is required, even
more from 2027 due to the Evaluate the Usefulness question.
Literacy is a significant issue now, is this taken account of during
standardisation especially in comparison to the amount of writing

required in other subjects?

The primary responsibility of the examination team is to assess candidates in line

with assessment standards and SQA assessment criteria and guidelines.

More writing is often required for the ‘How fully explain the reasons why’ question
because candidates have to explain reason rather than state facts.

The 2027 advice for the ‘Evaluate the Usefulness question’ will have minimal impact
on timing because candidates are only being asked to ensure that their evaluative

comments for authorship are source specific, as exemplified.

Although we see a wide range of candidate evidence at standardisation, this will only
be a sample from the volume of candidates taking History at this level. Therefore, it
is not possible for the examination team to accurately assess literacy across the
national cohort during standardisation. However, every effort is made to ensure that
the question paper is accessible to all candidates through the quality assurance
process.

The learning and teaching strategies adopted to support candidates will be centre
specific, depending on the needs of candidates. Many centres have found that
implementing assessments which match the range and depth of the national exam is
an effective strategy in helping candidates practise their timing.

Could there be another session on the other 3 question types?

There are no current plans to hold another Understanding Standards webinar in this
academic year. The aim of this webinar was to provide an update on issues or areas

of note from the 2025 exam.
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Further resources are available on the Understanding Standards website, which do

reference the other question skills not highlighted in this webinar.
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