
 

 

 

   

Alternative Certification Model 2020–21: 
National QA Exercise Key Messages 

Subject Drama 

Level Advanced Higher 

 

This report provides information on themes emerging from the national quality assurance 

exercise, which is part of the Alternative Certification Model for National 5, Higher and 

Advanced Higher courses.  

A sample of candidates’ assessed work from selected centres was reviewed to determine 

whether assessment was in line with the national standard. The evidence submitted may 

have been partial or incomplete and is unlikely to have represented all of the evidence that 

will be gathered to allow the centre to determine a provisional result. 

The centres selected for review in this subject and at this level have been provided with 

specific feedback on the evidence that they submitted. The comments below highlight key 

points about the assessment approaches and instruments used and the sampled centres’ 

assessment judgements, for all centres delivering the subject at this level to reflect upon 

and make any appropriate adjustments. 
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Section 1: Comments on approach to assessment  
All the centres selected made effective use of NQ assessment resource(s) throughout, and 

assessed candidates using SQA marking instructions. Most assessment approaches were 

acceptable and valid.  

Some centres referenced use of SQA Understanding Standards materials to support their 

centre moderation processes. 

After moderation had taken place, most centres submitted an agreed summative 

assessment judgement. Many centres gave detailed commentaries to support their 

assessment decisions. Quality assurance processes (including assessment strategies and 

timelines) were often made clear by departments and/or schools, and sometimes by regional 

checklists. 

All centres selected for national quality assurance submitted partial evidence across all three 

components. The partial evidence included final dissertations, dissertations that were in draft 

form, completed assignments, and recordings of either rehearsals or final performances. 

Some centres needed to consider the duration of the performance assessment to ensure 

candidates can access the full range of marks. For session 2020-21, the timing for the 

interactive piece is recommended to be a maximum of 17 minutes, and the monologue 

approximately three minutes. Some centres provided monologues that were significantly 

longer, and in these cases the candidate often found sustaining characterisation and impact 

challenging. 

All centres used the SQA candidate mark sheets for the performance component by 

highlighting a mark and/or mark range to indicate their assessment judgements. Some 

centres provided evidence of internal quality assurance and teacher dialogue when 

assessing candidates’ work.  
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Section 2: Comments on assessment judgements  

Performance 

The acting option within the performance component was the only option submitted for 

quality assurance. 

Centres provided video evidence of both monologue and interactive performances. It was 

clear that each centre providing video evidence had supported their candidates creatively 

and had made supportive risk mitigations or assessments in line with public health advice. 

Most centres indicated that they hoped to complete final performance assessments as late 

as possible, to potentially take advantage of changes to school and/or regional and/or 

national public health guidance.  

Some of the monologue performances were recorded at home during remote learning 

phases. Where this was the case, the centre often indicated that they hoped to record and 

re-assess the performances live. These videos were helpful in communicating the 

candidates’ engagement with their performance work, and gave an indication of their 

potential. 

Assessment judgements for performance were mostly accurate and consistent with national 

standards. Drama teachers and lecturers had applied their professional judgement credibly 

within challenging performance conditions.  

When a performance was not assessed in line with the national standard and where 

judgements were lenient, the centre was often recommended to reconsider the credibility 

and understanding within the candidate’s characterisation and the resultant impact on the 

overall performance. 

Occasionally assessment judgements for performance components were severe, and the 

centre was directed to reconsider the application of the marking instructions for these 

candidates. 

Project–dissertation 

The evidence provided for this component often showed a real sense of engagement from 

candidates. 

Assessment judgements for the project–dissertation component were mainly in line with 

national standards, and commentary from assessors often used the range statements from 

the marking instructions to support their decisions.  

When a project-dissertation was not assessed in line with the national standard, the centre 

was recommended to re-align their judgements and consider whether the candidate had 

identified a clear performance issue rooted in theatre, and had given detailed, analysed 

performance examples from theatre practice and theory to support their argument. When 

project-dissertations were marked too leniently, candidates had often given lengthy 
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narratives within their work and relied too heavily on reviews and/or statistics, often drifting 

from a theatre focus. 

Sometimes within centre commentaries, the assessor accurately identified weaker aspects 

of the project–dissertation, but did not align those judgements closely enough to the range 

statements within the marking instructions. 

Assignment 

This is a new course component, and centre staff are less familiar with it, which was 

reflected in assessment judgements that were applied less confidently. Often the 

assessment judgements were not definitive, and marking application was expressed as 

within a range of marks.  

Centres are reminded that for the three separate areas of the assignment marking 

instructions — (knowledge and understanding, analysis and structure, and line of argument), 

candidates can demonstrate varied attainment across the marking descriptors.  

Often, centres applied one range of marks for all aspects of the assignment. Where this was 

the case, centres were recommended to look at the new assignment exemplification 

provided this year for this component. Within the Understanding Standards audio 

presentation, two assignments for this year’s questions are exemplified with commentary.  


