
 

 

 

 

   

Alternative Certification Model 2020–21: 
National QA Exercise Key Messages 
Subject Economics 
Level National 5 

 

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 centres provided between 45-90 marks of partial evidence. They indicated that further 
assessment was underway that would be used in combination to inform provisional results. 

Centres provided a variety of assessment materials including the SQA 2021 NQ assessment 
resource and centre-devised question papers, mainly using SQA past papers. 

For all centres, the approach to assessment was in line with SQA’s guidance on gathering 
key evidence. 

The candidate evidence submitted by all centres was sufficient to compare marker and 
moderator judgements. 

The evidence provided showed a real sense of engagement from candidates and markers. 
Several centres had made notes on scripts to provide constructive feedback. This was 
designed to help candidates identify gaps in their knowledge and give suggestions for further 
revision.  

Centres are reminded of the following when devising assessments: 

♦ Use a combination of resources to create the assessment, as this increases its predictive 
value. 

♦ Record the source of past papers in a spreadsheet or in the marking instructions, for 
example. This helps ensure it is a balanced paper, produced from a variety of sources 
and can be useful during the moderation process. 

♦ Check that there is no duplication of questions that sample the same skills, knowledge 
and understanding within the paper. 

♦ Check that the level of demand across the whole paper is similar to a full SQA question 
paper, with an appropriate mix of A-type and C-type questions.  
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Section 2: Comments on assessment judgements  
All candidates were assessed accurately, fairly and consistently in line with national 
standards. 

There was clear evidence that teachers and lecturers are working hard to develop and to 
encourage the skills, knowledge and understanding necessary for this course. 

For all centres, there was clear evidence of moderation procedures either departmentally or 
with another centre. 

In most cases of cross-marking, it was the moderator’s judgements that had been adopted. 
Generally, this was indicated by a change to the total marks shown at the top of a question, 
with no specific evidence of discussion or collaboration. 

In some cases, supporting documentation was considerable. For example: 

♦ A table of questions showing the discrepancy between the original marker and the 
moderator’s judgement, and then whose judgement was adopted.  

♦ A supplementary document detailing the discussion that had taken place and why a 
specific mark had been agreed. 

Another method used to show that a discussion had taken place about a discrepancy in 
assessment judgement was when the word ‘agreed’ was initialled above the mark adopted in 
the margin of the candidate script.  

Centres may find the following useful when preparing candidates for future assessments:  

♦ When asking candidates to define key terms, the words used in the question should not 
be replicated in the answer. For example, when asked to define average sales revenue, 
‘the average income received for selling one unit’ would not be mark worthy. The word 
‘average’ has been used to define the word ‘average’. An alternative could be ‘total 
revenue divided by quantity sold’. 

♦ When the command word ‘name’ is used, the candidate would be expected to give a 
recognised name, rather than a description. For example, for the question ‘name a type 
of unemployment’, the answer ‘going into a recession’ is not acceptable, whereas 
‘demand deficient’ or ‘cyclical’ would be. Alternatively, if the question had been ‘outline a 
type of unemployment’, then ‘going into a recession’ would be acceptable. 

♦ When the command word explain is used, candidates should be answering with a 
‘double-barrelled’ answer containing a ‘what and a why’, a ‘what and a how’ or a ‘what 
and a so what’. For example, in a question ‘explain reasons for countries to use trade 
barriers’, an acceptable answer could be ‘to protect infant industries so that they do not 
face competition in their early years’, whereas ‘to protect infant industries’ would not be 
acceptable, as this is outlining the reason for trade barriers and not explaining the reason 
for their use. 

♦ When asking candidates to explain the effect of an increase in interest rates on 
borrowers, it is insufficient to say that ‘the effect is bad/negative as more interest will 
have to be repaid’ (‘bad’ or ‘a negative effect’ is too weak to use as the identifier). A 
suitable answer would be to say that ‘more interest will have to be repaid and therefore 
the borrower will have less to spend on everyday goods and services’.  
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♦ When asked to identify successful Scottish entrepreneurs, candidates should be 
encouraged to identify famous, as well as successful, Scottish entrepreneurs. This 
should reduce the number of times a marker would need to check the internet to see if 
those named are (a) entrepreneurs and (b) Scottish. 

It would be beneficial if centres kept evidence of any discussion taking place between the 
original marker and the moderator. This can act as a reminder and help inform meaningful 
and reflective dialogue between teachers or lecturers and candidates. 

 


