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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. 

 
Q01a 

 
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. 
 

 

 
 

 

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. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Q01b 

 
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. 
 

 
 
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’. 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

Q01c 

 
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. 

 

 
 
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. 
 

 

 
 

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. 

 

 
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. 

 
 

 
 
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. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

Q02d 

 
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. 
 

 
 

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.   

 
Q03a 
 
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. 

 

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. 
 

 
 

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. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

Cognitive psychology 

 
Question 5 

 
This question was about the multistore model of memory. 
 

Q05a 
 

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. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 

Q05b 

 
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. 

 

 
 

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. 
 
Q06a 

 
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. 

 
 

Q06b 
 
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. 

 
 

Q06c 
 
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. 

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. 
 
Q07a 

 
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. 

 
 

 



 

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. 
 

 
 

Q07b 
 
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. 



 

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. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

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. 
 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 

 



 

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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