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General Comments

Introduction:

The 8PS0_01 examination requires candidates to demonstrate their knowledge and
understanding of the social psychology and cognitive psychology content from the AS level
specification. In addition, they need to apply their knowledge of these topics to novel
scenarios and investigations described on the examination paper, including using the
prescribed mathematical content. Candidates must also be able to evaluate material as
instructed; for example, by explaining their understanding of the strengths and
weaknesses of using social and cognitive theories to understand the novel behaviours
described on the paper.

Section A is worth 29 marks and examines the social psychology content. There is a mix
of short and medium open response questions for students to respond to. At the end of
this section there is an essay that is worth 8 marks.

Section B is worth 29 marks and examines the cognitive psychology content. There is a
mix of short and medium open response questions for students to respond to. At the end
of this section there is an essay that is worth 8 marks.

Section C comprises of a single 12-mark essay question that requires candidates to draw
on their knowledge from across social and cognitive psychology.

In this series, examiners saw candidate work across the full range of abilities. Many
candidates showed good psychological knowledge and understanding on topics across the
paper. A good number of candidates were able to apply their knowledge of realistic
conflict theory and reconstructive memory to a novel scenario which was pleasing to see,
although fewer were able to achieve as highly when asked to use reconstructive memory
in the context of a scenario. Mathematical skills were often very good, with candidates able
to correctly calculate the value of U in the Mann-Whitney test.



Comments on Individual Questions and Examiner Tips

Social psychology
Question 1

This question was concerned with Milgram’s Ordinary man gives orders (Experiment 13)
variation study.

QO01a

This question required candidates to give their knowledge of Milgram’s Ordinary man gives
orders (experiment 13) variation study. There were two marks available.

Examiners found that some candidates showed good knowledge of the specific aspects of
this variation, including who the ‘ordinary man’ was in relation to the experiment, and how
the situation was contrived such that he was left in charge. Answers that included these
details could be awarded two marks.

Other candidates had less knowledge of this variation; they typically re-wrote information
already given in the question, showing no additional knowledge of who the ordinary man
was. Some candidates only gave knowledge of the elements of the procedure that were
common to all variations.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(a) Describe the procedure of Milgram’s Ordinary man gives orders (Experiment 13)
variation study.
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates are advised to learn the specific details of the methods used in each of Milgram’s
variations listed in the specification. This will help them to distinguish each variation from
Milgram’s original study.



QO01b

This question required candidates to give one finding from Milgram’s Ordinary man gives
orders (Experiment 13) variation study. There was one mark available.

Examiners found that some candidates could give an accurate result, however some lacked
precision in their responses. For example, simply saying ‘20% obeyed orders’ was not
enough, we wanted candidates to tell us that 20% obeyed orders at 450V. Another
common error here was for candidates to give a result from one of the other variations to
Milgram’s original study.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(b) State one result from Milgram’s Ordinary man gives orders (Experiment 13)
variation study.
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates are advised to be precise when they give the findings from studies. They must
ensure they have given a complete answer since the examiner cannot assume they know
something they haven’t written. In this example, this meant qualifying their response with
something like ‘the full 450V’.



QO1c

This question required candidates to explain one weakness of Milgram’s Ordinary man
gives order (Experiment 13) variation study. There were two marks available.

Examiners found that many candidates were able to identify a weakness of the study
however it was less common for them to be able to justify why this was a weakness. More
successful responses scored both available marks, for instance by identifying the weakness
and justifying this by suggesting the impact on the findings of the study.

The following response was awarded two marks.

(c) Explain one weakness of Milgram'’s Ordinary man gives orders (Experiment 13)
variation study.
(2)
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Examiner Comment:

When responding to a two-mark ‘explain’ question like this, candidates should ensure you
have justified the point you have identified as a strength or weakness (as appropriate
according to the question). This could be showing your knowledge of the impact of the
point you have identified on the findings of the study.



Question 2

This question was concerned with the design and implementation of an investigation that
used a questionnaire.

Q02a

This question required candidates to describe how Jasmine could have used a random
sampling technique to recruit participants for the questionnaire-based investigation. There
were two marks available.

Examiners found that many candidates scored the full two marks for this question, by
acquiring the details of the population (parents who did not obey the rule) and then using
a random method to select a sample from this group. Some candidates described a
different sampling method that was not random sampling (such as opportunity sampling)
and so scored no marks. Other candidates identified the population as being ‘all’ parents
at the school; this was not correct since the question stated that she was interested in
those parents who did not obey the rule.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(a) Describe how Jasmine could have recruited her participants using a random
sampling technique.
(2)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates should ensure they properly read all the information given in each scenario. In
the scenario for this question, it was stated that the population of interest to Jasmine was
parents who did not obey the rule.



Q02b

This question asked candidates to explain a conclusion using the data in the table about
how often a group of parents had given their children healthy snacks to take to school in
one week. There were two marks available.

Examiners found that many candidates gave a statement about parent behaviour
regarding the provision of healthy snacks for their children. They awarded an additional
mark when candidates then justified their conclusion using data from the table. In the
absence of a conclusion, there was no mark available for the use of data. Candidates who
only described results did not receive credit.

The response below was awarded two marks.
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Examiner Comment:

When writing a conclusion, candidates should give a statement about what the data tell us
about behaviour. They should support this with appropriate data as justification. They
can give the conclusion first or the data first in their writing.



Q02c

This question asked candidates to explain one reason for the collection of quantitative data
in the investigation described in the scenario. There were two marks available.

Examiners found they could award marks for a variety of different appropriately
contextualised strengths, for example responses about the ease of analysis for quantitative
data, and objectivity (thus avoiding the bias associated with subjective interpretation). An
initial mark was available for the identification of a strength, and an additional mark was
available for the justification of the strength. For example, this could have been a correct
statement about the impact on reliability or validity.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(c) Jasmine collected quantitative data.

Explain one reason why Jasmine collected quantitative data for her investigation.
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Examiner Comment:

As they work through the various parts of each question like this one, candidates need to
make sure that their responses continue to be written in the context of the scenario. In
this question, examiners could only award marks if candidates had made it clear that the
strength about quantitative data related to the investigation that Jasmine conducted.



Qo02d

This question asked candidates to explain one way in which Jasmine could have improved
her questionnaire. There were two marks available.

A common acceptable response to the question was the suggestion that Jasmine could
have included open questions in her questionnaire. Examiners found responses that
identified this improvement often went on to justify the suggestion in an appropriate way,
e.g., that this would add validity to Jasmine’s investigation as it would help her to
understand why the parents behaved as they did.

This response was awarded two marks.

(d) Explain one way Jasmine could improve her questionnaire about bringing healthy
snacks into school.
(2)
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Examiner Comment:

When responding to ‘improvement’ questions, candidates should avoid suggesting an
altogether different research method could be used. For instance, in this question we were
looking for how they could have made the questionnaire better rather than using an
experiment instead.



Question 3

This question was about understanding the behaviour of staff at two restaurants using realistic
conflict theory.

QO03a

This question asked candidates to explain the behaviour of the staff at the two restaurants
using their knowledge of realistic conflict theory. There were four marks available.

Examiners awarded up to two marks for clear and accurate knowledge of realistic conflict
theory, and up to a further two marks for the application of knowledge about realistic conflict
theory applied appropriately to the scenario. Many candidates managed the demands of this
question well and it was pleasing to see accurate and detailed responses that fully addressed
the demands of the question. Less successful answers often confused different aspects of
realistic conflict theory; for example, they confused competition for limited resources with
superordinate goals.

The response below was awarded four marks. The response is well structured. Each
paragraph gives an accurate point of knowledge about realistic conflict theory and then
applies this same point in the context of the scenario described on the paper.

(a) Using realistic conflict theory, explain the behaviour of the staff at the

two restaurants.
(4)
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Examiner Comment:

In four-mark questions such as this, candidates are well-advised to make accurate points from
the appropriate theory and then then apply these within the context of the scenario described
on the exam paper. Making full use of the scenario within their answer will increase their
chances of scoring highly.



Q03b

This question asked candidates to explain one strength and one weakness of realistic conflict
theory as an explanation of the staff at the two restaurants. There were four marks available.

Examiners found that this question was very challenging for many candidates. A common
mistake made was explaining a strength and a weakness of realistic conflict theory, rather
than a strength and a weakness of using it as an explanation for the behaviour in the
scenario.

The response below was awarded three marks. A contextualised strength is given that is fully
justified for two marks. The weakness was awarded one mark because the candidate has
suggested that social identify theory could explain the behaviour instead without fully
justifying why this is a weakness for realistic conflict theory.

(b) Explain one strength and one weakness of realistic conflict theory as an
explanation of the behaviour of the staff at the two restaurants.
(4)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates must try to explain strengths and weaknesses that relate to the context in the
scenario in questions like this, rather than explaining generic strengths and weaknesses of
theories.



Q04
This essay question was about factors affecting obedience shown by children in a scenario.

Examiners often found good evidence of knowledge and understanding of authoritarian
personality that was correctly attributed to Eric. Many candidates made good use of this to
explain his differing behaviour with his parents compared to with children at school.

Work on Roxanne and Perdita was sometimes less convincing. In some responses, there was
confusion surrounding internal and external loci of control. Other weaker responses were
limited to knowledge on agency theory and did not give any convincing reasons for the
differences observed among the three children.

Given this was a ‘discuss’ question, there was no expectation that candidates should use
research evidence to support points made.

The response over the page was awarded seven marks, in band 3 of the levels-based mark
scheme. This is a good example of a response where the candidate made excellent use of
their knowledge on authoritarian personality. This candidate has also written about the
concept of having a buddy and how this could cause dissent. They have also suggested that
one twin was a ‘disobedient model’ for the other twin; again, this was considered
creditworthy.

Examiner Comment:
If the command word in an essay question is ‘discuss’, candidates should focus on using their

knowledge and understanding of psychology to explain the behaviours described in the
scenario. It is not necessary for them to use research evidence in their responses.



Discuss the factors affecting obedience in relation to Eric, Roxanne and
Perdita’s behaviour. S,

You must make reference to the context in your answer.
(8)

. . e Saq. . o e . Gddalttiin... persanatby. g Tha .
We. e Coclelbes b Yactin. k7. be. cbedint  to...oa ..

p/mGS RS X . Ll o R

fall  Chat. Mo oo oo btlide,  Otun Edd. _KE.. 7.

Lo s Sy LESAES 1A ms%bﬁng regivecbeet . F...
HRSC\SUAR. _to.. a3 \a. K. .. 0F.. Evic. /.!z. hasg.

. Schel. . hecese lacco@ding. 2. AA N0 LE.. .l P [ VU —
who. . kScss.  c3e Fe t.(ns s il z.;g...l..b._..o!.fsﬂm.(x.... L. awer.

Bl llr  CaseS €N Go he St ©® WS pants bt



Ot .. et b0 TBE e furt G Bpeaal Sl
AS.. . hea  BF o stal. endd. € e . oLty hon. Jugs. . ...
T ST R R S S,
Raygeotng  Kedance . conp . Prdicn, hecuse. iy Lee. G
m--.a._fﬁm--.da_..ﬁ:mg,s_-.._%fc((_.,_%..._qm. BLnlTsS
dihdhnt ... redesy WOy ik 15 Said o b
pm..--ﬂm.---m....au;mtmb....(wﬂ.,...zt,.-.ouu....;acwe..
L. GG 286 (O33&.. ob&lleXE . 65 [k ges Bm. &te.. .
MSL-..SQ...dbe(--..ésm,,g...m.&'.w.t@.-\..'.A._::I.ws.. 58,
Plrehipny . YONATS. . 6. Ao . O 0. 4t . bt T
POXXD. L ONG... 4L .. falloeritley... £08my hete trlofl ...
.M...bﬂ....-.(-.M...SA...-hj...jzuu&-.m.--dmw.cdmt...Ml.,.-.u.-....
N (e 2 Rekcane. ve. nlSG. . etseni  LO58L. ...
Chedwie ol gl . . sheie. b ER ity of. . e

d(Y.'...Ar.(&oi--.s-.ua‘m---&uc...-C()o!.--a!a..--cﬁx---wﬁ.-’.-----....--_-.....
N Cene\vssn g Rukeont. . nd.. PUICH. . art.  txpeiecing
LOLUL . WM. M. S Salf ANTRe . ALY LTy G
Fuping (7 s6 _ fcodon b wmbich. $L0n  God.. be e
Qi Zogs. . ATt ool o St s Feive. Oy dusent...... ..
WrelS . Zeil. paenCS 0. Glse. . SOV ad. A vhelnl  weotels. . LR

CochetF-or ALl i ses. . diSent ... Smuluds rdw Lo auwab--m; Ao

e owm , IE

;: 2 ::;E ﬂ Z cnithen el MMMG-.W
X 1/ )

Duashe I8 feds by wweaTaled Gfce wa b TOTAL FOR SECTION A = 29 MARKS
Hur(ég it 0 pold Chvngy, W W Lon Feer Wweer




Cognitive psychology

Question 5

This question was about the multistore model of memory.
QO05a

This question asked candidates to describe two features of the ‘long term store’. There were
two available marks.

Examiners found this question was accessible to most candidates. It was common for them to
score both available marks.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(a) Give two features of the ‘long-term store’as it is used in the multi-store model
of memory.
(2)
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QO5b

This question asked candidates to explain a strength and a weakness of the multistore model
of memory. There were four marks available.

Examiners found a range of responses were given for this question, which attracted marks
across the full mark range. Many candidates were able to identify a strength and a weakness,
and better response clearly justified their responses.

The following response was awarded three marks. Two marks were awarded for the strength
which explains and justifies an appropriate strength of the model. One mark was given for

the weakness. The weakness was appropriately identified, however there was some confusion
in the evidence used to justify this.

(b) Explain one strength and one weakness of the multi-store model of memory.
(4)
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Examiner Comment:

Questions like this may ask for a strength and a weakness, or two strengths / two
weaknesses. It is important that candidates have a range of different points that they can
write about for these kinds of questions.



Question 6

This question was concerned with the design and implementation of an experiment on
memory.

QO6a

This question asked candidates to calculate the range for Sebastian’s data. There was one
mark available.

Examiners found this question was accessible to most candidates.

QO06b

This question asked candidates to calculate the Mann Whitney U test for Sebastian’s data.
There were four marks available.

Examiners found many candidates were able to perform the calculation and so were
awarded four marks. Many candidates who were unable to perform the full calculation
were able to give the sum of each rank and scored one mark.

QO06¢c

This question asked candidates to explain one improvement that could be made to the
memory experiment. There were two marks available.

Examiners found a range of responses given to this question. Many of them were about
separating the participants which was acceptable however not all responses of this kind
gave an appropriate justification for this, for example in terms of the impact this would

have on the quality of the data that was collected.

The response below was awarded two marks.

(c) Explain one improvement Sebastian could make to his experiment.
(2)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates should ensure they suggest an improvement rather than give a weakness of
the way the investigation was done.



Question 7

This question was about using reconstructive memory theory in relation to differences in
memory described in the scenario.

QO07a
This question required the same approach as Q03a. Candidates needed to give two accurate
pieces of information about reconstructive memory for up to two marks. They also needed to
apply their knowledge of reconstructive memory to explain the differences in the memories of
Louis and Gus, gaining up to two further marks. There were four marks available.
Examiners found some good responses to this question, with clear evidence of knowledge and
understanding of reconstructive memory theory and an ability to apply this is in a clear way to
Luise and Gus. However, some candidates gave muddled and repetitive knowledge, which
was not applied effectively to the scenario.
The response below was awarded four marks. The candidate has given knowledge about the
use of schemas in reconstructive memory and has explained why everyone has different
schemas. They have then applied this, giving a detailed explanation for the ways in which
both Louis and Gus remember the film.
(a) Using your knowledge of reconstructive memory, explain why Louie and Gus
described the film differently.
(4)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates should ensure they make full use of the information given about different
people within a scenario; often as was the case here, the scenario is designed to enable
candidates to use different aspects of a theory in their responses.

QO07b

This question was similar to Q03b, since it asked candidates to give a strength and a
weakness of using reconstructive memory to explain the behaviour of the Louis and Gus.
There were four marks available.

Examiners saw some good responses to this question; however it was common for
candidates to simply give strengths and weaknesses of reconstructive memory in the
generic sense. The question needed candidates to consider how it may / may not be a
suitable way to explain the memories described in the scenario.

The response below was awarded three marks. The strength was given one mark for the
recognition that the findings from Bartlett’s study could help explain the different
memories that Louis and Gus had, although the justification for why this is a strength was
clear. The weakness was awarded two marks; the candidate has written about the
abstract nature of schemas and gone on to justify why this presents a problem for using
the theory to understand Louis and Gus.

[b)wm strength and one weakness of using Batlett's (1932) theory

of reconstructive memory to explain why Louie and Gus described the
film differently,
(4)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates should always try to give the reasons why the points they are making are
strengths and weaknesses - it is this justification that will enable them to get the second
mark for the strength / weakness they have identified.

Q08

This essay question was about the use of laboratory experiments in cognitive psychology.
There were eight marks available.

Examiners frequently found good evidence of knowledge about the features of laboratory
experiments and the strengths and weaknesses of these. Some candidates were able to
write specifically about lab experiments within cognitive psychology whilst other slightly
weaker responses were more generic. Among those candidates who did write about
experiments within cognitive psychology, most only exemplified their work using Baddleley
(1966b); it was relatively unusual for examiners to see other laboratory experiments in
cognitive psychology used in responses.

Since the command word for the essay was ‘evaluate’, examiners were looking for an
understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of this method of investigation.

The response over the page was awarded six marks, at the top of band three on the
levels-based mark scheme. The candidate has shown accurate although not quite
thorough knowledge of laboratory experiments. They have given a reasonable balanced
range of evaluative points using coherent chains of reasoning with implicit conclusions
throughout the response. As was common, this answer is exemplified using Baddeley
(1966b) only.



8 Evaluate laboratory experiments as they are used In cognitive psychology.
(8

- ————————————————— - ————— - —— - — . ————— - ———— - —— ——

Lap eaper tents Qi€ ¢4 Pel iitofiy  wiven Qie cadd ucrad 10 o
< e e
1966 Swdy_ 0N Metnary con \begote De cotsideial o 1ol eipes(Meny
Q5 W Mvowued - potcianes - Devtg. oxen YO 0N Quiiiicios envioament =

\ho Can be COOMOgOs O3 We-VO Qu . Vaildbies Con e
MeaMPwor ed- 18 _Dow \Ne iSscoichel Oenled 'O Meduce \ne WMDOQL
W Sy Mg hove On O fonicipanie 4 Sucn O, Dalse . Of aynel
Pope .unmnj-Ma g AARDIOC 005 ol -Bnnmtj .....
Woud tove duowicad Disn, 0 \es memory Aacucnely » LOb. caperment;
O\sc hoye Dot MKy Syt SANdUOned DOcedyiey . whkn Meany wnal .

A DAl Ifon: - UDOeIQoe; e £3ack SO oo et/ puocens .
Wnch. INCieoss) i0e. 1cuQRiiy. O o cagetimens . Shgiconly.

O Mhens Yney Can be fepicared O3 wel, MEIMDY Gueray OB .
Sxpaltnens. Lan De vty OGO 40 COFRINE oy Cal@yy - - A
However, lab._ exfeilpens Gan 2lse. hoe  dney diaodudnogel jod-
Ms_labn _eaper efiin Gle cweied MAN 08k IQCon eDyitofMem
OMade of O, Qo «Cifones. mn3 A&e Jnoina! epuionmen: Ahey
Que Vel lo.dlis play deMNNd. Chal aom SLE - Detnand chaaae s |
Oc gipen e toxicl gohs AueEs  idew  bemnos 10 oy Spey. ning. .
08y Snouia e O PG Unich _ 1G3ham e Ay, o5 e .
Behauiour. 13, . Don Daeg . conkiwed, fal -w..aumj.%dmms..

Sy - Mometdigdungy. WaRte@» of Lan egenmens O

hay - foey - Oflen IOk - 2CCGHCaL VALY Whien. Y3 9Gam.



SAUC W0 WNE Qs Lol . @nvade. Ne OnO - AgQhe GOOLOY Sues .
e Siwolon WOen Q Dluay S ’ncury W s \egey uo\nu)

L _ears ey 0 WCOMES CONMA NSt lb tc appved o

QL LEC . /GEreQinds (6 L UK. G - We . CONNGL - ke AN
ASITUMNDL 00 - W00s - Q. - VELCLPAN L. WL _Deraee 200 SO ey i
e - Slucr Qo ex Oairent ONd. OMs\de OF tYhe SO TSuen0s .
fne_ picces we / Ehul icninent Of Roddtiey WKk s an uOwsual
WOSK Ol enwiiontpefy, FO1 e TRCCQONS DN YOy vae -
AV Disnedt_Of - 20 DORE e Abliy M0 dero - e - QoIos
SUSAC! {SUFCILing - 10aa - LOD. caRcuments Ow. Kien QOMRG. *. Vana .
Ovegu , Lok ca feurent>Can be aANaGENS O - roding
TV Dle esulls. WNhen Cand De th) ACQ U goed OO ewel Qb .
o \CngoRTioie. 0. Shecuve Fefune. DRV d.\am) Q. \ov
Lageiviety AR 2 ne  GiNgiogy  Cow ONIMen afs he QK

0L Sooguauy yolidiy Wik s appach, A EOTRPOrTe 0
Danarty—or—Sode—. \oocits A Raddeendiuoy B0 Kes.

Examiner Comment:

Whilst candidates are likely to know the most detail about the named contemporary and
classic studies from the specification, they could be encouraged to use other research to

add breadth to their writing.



Social and cognitive psychology
Q09

The final essay on the paper, as is always the case, required candidates to use their
knowledge and understanding from across both social and cognitive approaches to
psychology. Candidates were asked to consider the extent to which Sherif (1954/1961)
Baddeley (1966b) could be considered generalisable and ethical. There were twelve marks
available.

Examiners saw a variety of responses to the question, across all levels. In general, there
was more detail given in the responses seen to Sherif (1954/1961) than to Baddelely
(1966b). Indeed, some work on Baddleley was very basic and there were several
inaccuracies in descriptions of this study that were less often found in work on Sherif
(1954/1961). In a minority of responses, candidates gave general evaluations rather than
focusing on generalsiabaility and ethics.

The response over the page was awarded nine marks, in band three of the levels-based
mark scheme. It was considered to exhibit accurate knowledge and understanding of the
two studies, although the work on Baddelely (1966b) was not considered thorough. There
were several different points of evaluation in the response, explained using coherent
chains of reasoning and a good balanced between those pertaining to generalisability and
those pertaining to ethics. It was felt that there was room for improvement in terms of
Baddleley (1966b) for ethics, which was a further reason for keeping the response in band
three.



9 To what extent can the classic studies by Sherif et al. (1954/1961) and Baddeley
(1966b) be considered generalisable and ethical?
(12)
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Examiner Comment:

Candidates should be encouraged to stick to the demands of the question in essays such
as this when only certain elements of assessing studies are stipulated. For example, in
this question there was no additional credit available for candidates who also wrote about

the extent to which the studies were valid.
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