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Awkward, isn’t it? 

• Five is not a number naturally suited to close 
reading. 

• We are used to giving evidence and then 
explaining.  

• Two or four marks seems more obvious. 

• In this case, six would be clearer. 

• And for our purposes, you should interpret 
five as six. 



So, SQA, why five? 

• 5  identification of essential areas of disagreement,  with 
 an intelligent use of supporting evidence  

• 4  identification of essential areas of disagreement,  with 
 sound use of supporting evidence  

• 3  identification of essential areas of disagreement,  with 
 some supporting evidence  

• 2  identification of only two essential areas of 
 disagreement or identification of more than two 
 without supporting evidence  

• 1  identification of just one essential area of 
 disagreement  

• 0  failure to identify any essential area of disagreement 
 and/or complete misunderstanding of the task  



Like… what? 

• This is not a straightforward calculation. 

• You will get up to three marks for identifying 
areas of disagreement. 

• The final two marks come from how well you 
have used evidence to support these three 
areas. 



Ri-i-i-i-i-i-i-i-ght… 

• Simply. 

 



Three marks 

• The first writer believes that the rules we 
get/got from the EU are helpful. The second 
writer thinks they are a nuisance. (1) 

• The first writer thinks leaving the EU is a 
catastrophe. The second writer thinks it is a 
great opportunity. (1) 

• The first writer thinks that Scotland’s fate may 
be different to England’s. The second writer 
doesn’t address the issue of Scotland at all. (1) 



Okay. 

• So, from three areas of disagreement, we get 
three marks. 

• For the final two, we need to support these 
points with some evidence. 

 



Four marks. 

• The first writer believes that the rules we get/got from the 
EU are helpful. The second writer thinks they are a 
nuisance. (1) The first writer lists all the positive laws which 
the EU has given us, saying, “workers’ rights, human rights, 
protections against corruption and guarantees for the 
safety of our citizens”, whereas the second writer reduces 
all this to a dismissive, “red tape”. (1) 

• The first writer thinks leaving the EU is a catastrophe. The 
second writer thinks it is a great opportunity. (1) 

• The first writer thinks that Scotland’s fate may be different 
to England’s. The second writer doesn’t address the issue of 
Scotland at all. (1) 
 



Five marks. 

• The first writer believes that the rules we get/got from the EU are 
helpful. The second writer thinks they are a nuisance. (1) The first 
writer lists all the positive laws which the EU has given us, saying, 
“workers’ rights, human rights, protections against corruption and 
guarantees for the safety of our citizens”, whereas the second 
writer reduces all this to a dismissive, “red tape”. (1) 

• The first writer thinks leaving the EU is a catastrophe. The second 
writer thinks it is a great opportunity. (1) Just as being “handcuffed 
to a maniac” would lead to unpredictable, and mostly bad 
consequences, so leaving the EU, the writer believes, would be 
disastrous. The second writer uses the anaphora of “we can… we 
can… we will” to show all the positive changes that could come 
about as a result of leaving the EU. (1) 

• The first writer thinks that Scotland’s fate may be different to 
England’s. The second writer doesn’t address the issue of Scotland 
at all. (1) 
 



Overwriting? 

• The first writer believes that the rules we get/got from the EU are helpful. 
The second writer thinks they are a nuisance. (1) The first writer lists all 
the positive laws which the EU has given us, saying, “workers’ rights, 
human rights, protections against corruption and guarantees for the safety 
of our citizens”, whereas the second writer reduces all this to a dismissive, 
“red tape”. (1) 

• The first writer thinks leaving the EU is a catastrophe. The second writer 
thinks it is a great opportunity. (1) Just as being “handcuffed to a maniac” 
would lead to unpredictable, and mostly bad consequences, so leaving the 
EU, the writer believes, would be disastrous. The second writer uses the 
anaphora of “we can… we can… we will” to show all the positive changes 
that could come about as a result of leaving the EU. (1) 

• The first writer thinks that Scotland’s fate may be different to England’s. 
The second writer doesn’t address the issue of Scotland at all. (1) The first 
writer talks about Nicola Sturgeon creating an “escape pod”, using the 
metaphor to suggest that Scotland might be saved from the consequences 
of Brexit. (1) 
 
 



In short… 

• Show three areas of agreement/ 
disagreement. 

• Support each with evidence. 

• Do this three times to give yourself the best 
chance of full marks. 


