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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 theories from social and cognitive psychology.  Each AO can be assessed 
via short, medium and extended open response questions. 
 
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 ability range. Often good 
psychological knowledge and understanding, and application of this was evident in 
candidate work, although evaluation skills continue to be weaker for some candidates.  
Examiners were particularly impressed with candidate work in the essay on the working 
memory model. Mathematical skills were often very good, with candidates able to correctly 
calculate the value of T in the Wilcoxon test. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Comments on Individual Questions and Examiner Comments 
 
Section A - Social Psychology 
 
Question 1 
 
This question required candidates to define the term ‘qualitative data’, using an example. 
 
For this question, 1 mark was available for a basic definition of the term, and another was 
available for the example provided.  Each mark could be awarded independently.  
 
Acceptable examples included stating something about a type of qual data, e.g. responses 
to open-ended questions, or data gained from diary entries.  Specific examples of 
responses to open ended questions were also creditworthy, for example ‘explaining why 
you would obey’.  Many candidates were able to score both marks. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks: 
 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
In this question, it was tempting for some candidates to tell us that qualitative data is not, i.e. 
that it is not numerical.  Whilst true, the examiner was only able to credit what qualitative 
data is, such as that it is descriptive or word-based data.  Candidates are advised to avoid 
telling us what something is not. 
 
Candidates can draw examples from the studies they have learnt about in social psychology, 
from their own practical work, or they can create fictitious examples in questions such as this. 
 
 
Question 2a 
 
For this part-question, candidates were asked how Mo could use opportunity sampling to 
gather his participants.  For this question, there were two marks available.  One for 
explaining where Mo could be to encounter Luncester fans, and the second for explaining 
that Mo would need to approach them and ask them to take part, until he had obtained 50 
participants.  Note that each part of the response required contextualisation to the 
scenario presented in the question. 
 



 

Many candidates were able to score both marks because they recognised that opportunity 
sampling was based on the availability of prospective participants and that the researcher 
would need to approach them.   
 
The response below was awarded two marks: 
 
 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should ensure that they can distinguish between the different types of 
sampling given in the specification.  In this question, a common error was for candidates 
to describe volunteer sampling, for example they suggested that Mo advertised for 
Luncester fans to take part in his investigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q02b 
 
For this part-question, candidates were asked to draw a bar chart for the data given in 
Table 1, which was data that Mo had collected from the rugby fans. 
 
The marking of this question followed a standard format that has been used to mark 
similar questions in the past.  There were three marks that could be independently 
awarded: 
 

• One mark for the title which needed to include Luncester fans, Melwich and 
Luncester players, and mean rugby skill score. 

• One mark for the two appropriately labelled axes and a suitable scale on the Y axis. 
• One mark for accurate plotting of the two data points. 



 

 
The response below was awarded three marks: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should be mindful of their accuracy when completing all the required elements 
of a bar chart.   
 
 
Question 2c 
 
This question required candidates to suggest a weakness of Mo’s investigation.  Candidates 
could write about any weakness that was consistent with the information provided about 
on the question paper.  As is usual, candidates were required to contextualise their 
responses. 
 
Suitable responses included the suggestion that the data might be biased as only 
Luncester fans were questioned, or that the investigation lacked representativeness as 



 

only Luncester fans who were at this particular rugby match could take part. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks and is an example of the most common 
problem that candidates chose to write about.  The response very clearly demonstrates the 
impact that this weakness would have on the data Mo collected: 
 
 

Examiner comments:  
 
When justifying a weakness, candidates are advised to consider the impact that their 
chosen weakness might have had on the data collected or on any conclusions drawn in the 
investigation. 
 
When they are asked to write about weaknesses of investigations, candidates should avoid 
suggesting improvements as these cannot be credited. 
Question 3a 
 
In this part-question, candidates were asked to explain the behaviour of Hina (which had 
been described in the scenario) using agency theory. There were up to two AO1 marks 
available for knowledge of agency theory, and up to two AO2 marks available for using 
agency theory to explain Hina’s behaviour.  The answer did not need to cover all aspects of 
Hina’s behaviour for full credit, although doing so increased candidates’ chances of scoring 
highly. 
 
Examiners found this question to be comparatively low scoring when compared to similar 
questions asked in previous series.  This year, many candidates failed to give their 
knowledge of agency theory (the AO1 points) and instead gave only AO2 content.  
Examiners did work to the benefit of candidates, crediting AO1 content that was embedded 
within AO2 parts of candidates’ responses, however they were not able to ‘double credit’ 
work, so this could only be done when the maximum AO2 marks had been awarded. 
 
The response over the page was awarded four marks.  The candidate has clearly stated 
their knowledge about both the agentic and autonomous states (2 x AO1), before going on 



 

to apply this to Hina’s behaviour at work and at home. 
 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates must be aware that four-mark questions of this style require them to give their 
knowledge of the elements of the required theory which they should then apply to 
explaining the scenario on the paper.  The candidate work above is an excellent example 
of how this style of question should be answered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Question 3b 
 
Overall, this question was answered well, however some candidates overly-complicated 
their responses by believing they needed to consider strengths and weaknesses about 
agency theory in their responses Hina scenario for Q03b.  This was not the case here, 
where a generic strength and weakness were required. 
 
Creditworthy strengths included using accurate knowledge of research conducted by 
Milgram to suggest the theory was valid / credible; this was understandably a common 
response.  Other candidates gained credit by explaining how agency theory could be 
considered a suitable explanation for real world behaviour. 
 
Knowledge of alternative theories to explain obedience e.g. social impact theory (SIT) 
were acceptable for weaknesses of agency theory, when used to suggest that agency 
theory is an incomplete explanation of obedience.  Dispositional alternatives such as the 
authoritarian personality were also seen by examiners and were also creditworthy.  Some 
candidates questioned the validity of moral strain as an integral part of agency theory 
using Hofling et al (1966) where no moral strain was observed; this was also considered 
creditworthy. 
 
The response over the page was awarded four marks.  The candidate has written about 
using agency theory to understand real life behaviour and justified this by explaining how 
it can help us prevent it in the future.  They have also made the point about the absence 
of moral strain as seen in Hofling et al 1966.  This response was considered well developed 
and fully justified in terms of both the strength and the weakness.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should take care to read questions carefully. Although Q03a required 
contextualisation to the scenario about Hina, Q03b did not.  Candidates who did not realise 
this often over-complicated their responses which ultimately cost them marks. 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 4 
 



 

This question required candidates to explain two strengths of social identity theory (SIT). 
 
Overall, this question was answered well.  Candidates commonly wrote about the 
credibility of the theory, justifying it using Tajfel et al. (1971) minimal groups study – this 
was one of the example responses given in the mark scheme.   
 
The application of SIT to reducing prejudice was also often given as a strength.  When 
learners gave an example of the theory being used to reduce prejudice to illustrate their 
point, this was often enough to allow the examiner to award two marks.  The response 
over the page illustrates this. 
 
Some candidates explained that SIT is an improvement on realistic conflict theory (RCT) 
because it also explains how prejudice can arise even in the absence of competition for 
limited resources.  However, candidates sometimes failed to score marks when SIT and 
RCT were confused, for example they believed that SIT says that prejudice arises over 
competition for scarce resources, or that SIT can explain reduction in prejudice via the 
introduction of superordinate goals. 
 
The response over the page was awarded four marks. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Examiner comments: 
 
Using a real or imagined example of how a theory might be used to reduce prejudice in the 
real world can be a useful way to justify a strength of social identity theory.  The candidate 
work above suggests how SIT could be used for this purpose in a school setting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Question 5 
 
This essay question asked candidates to evaluate their chosen social approach contemporary 
study in terms of generalisability and validity.  Given the command word was ‘evaluate’, the 
AOs being tested were AO1 and AO3.  Knowledge of the study was required, as were the 
strengths and / weaknesses of the study specifically in relation to generalisability and validity. 
 
Burger (2009) was overwhelmingly the most common study that candidates wrote about; 
Cohrs (2012) and Reicher and Haslan (2006) may not be being taught by many centres.  
Consequently, the commentary that follows relates to Burger (2009). 
 
Examiners often found good evidence of knowledge and understanding of the sample obtained 
by Burger, including reference to the screening processes employed, the number of 
participants obtained and the age range.  Similarly, the procedure was well understood by 
many, although only better responses could distinguish this from Milgram’s original work 
which Burger (2009) partially replicated.  
 
Candidates seem to have found the evaluation more difficult, as is often the case.  In this 
essay the difficulty may have been compounded by the question requiring specific evaluation 
points; the intention was for candidates to write a ‘focused’ rather than a ‘broad’ essay.  
Almost all candidates managed this to an extent, although one common error markers found 
was the suggestion that Burger’s sample had a limited age range, which was incorrect given 
ages 20-81 years covers all stages of adulthood.  The best candidate responses were able to 
explain the impact of the screening process on validity and / or generalisability.  The best 
candidates were also able to consider how the study might be high in one type of validity (e.g. 
internal validity), yet potentially low in another (e.g. ecological validity). 
 
The response below and over the page was awarded 6 marks in level three of the levels-based 
mark scheme.  The response was accurate but not thorough in terms of AO1; there are 
further elements of Burger’s procedure that are distinct from Milgram’s that needed to be 
included to make the response thorough.  In terms of AO3, whilst the candidate has been able 
to contrast Burger with Milgram in terms of generalisability the response is not fully balanced 
because the impact of the validity issues on Burger’s conclusions are not fully explained. 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates need to be prepared to write focused evaluations / assessments of theories in 
studies in addition to more general ones in the examination.  This means they should 
understand studies and theories in terms of validity, reliability, credibility, generalisability, 
objectivity subjectivity and ethics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section B - Cognitive Psychology 



 

 
Question 6a 
 
This part-question asked candidates to describe two features of short-term memory.  There 
were two available marks. 
 
Examiners found this question was accessible to most candidates.  It was common for them to 
score both available marks.  Creditworthy responses included accurate reference to capacity, 
duration and encoding for short term memory, also the impact of rehearsal and chunking on 
short term memory. There seemed to be no common misconceptions, although some 
candidates were inaccurate, for example giving a response other than ‘7 +/-2’ for the capacity 
of the short-term store. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks.  Although there is an erroneous reference to 
long-term memory in this response, there are more than enough creditworthy points about 
the features of short-term memory to gain both marks. 
 

 
Examiner comments: 
 
If a question focuses on one memory score, there can be no extra credit for adding 
information about another store.  Given the limited time available in the examination, time 
taken doing so is better spent on other questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 6b 
 
This part-question asked candidates to give one weakness of the multi-store model of 
memory (MSM).  Note that this weakness was not limited to the short-term memory, as was 



 

the case in question Q06a, however a weakness of the short-term memory aspect of the MSM 
a suitable response. 
 
Suitable responses included reference to the overly simplistic nature of the MSM, this could be 
justified using appropriate case studies from neuropsychology or laboratory experiments that 
suggest memory is more complex. Responses using these justifications were often seen, and 
thus examiners could often award both available marks. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks. The candidate has fully justified their chosen 
weakness, which is that the long-term memory as described in the MSM is too simplistic. 
 
 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates can use findings that support arguably better theories / models to support a 
weakness of the one they are writing about.  The candidate response above shows how 
this can be done. 
 
 
 
 
Q07a 
 
This part-question required candidates to state the independent variable (IV) and the 
dependent variable (DV) for the practical investigation that they carried out as a part of their 
course.  As centres and candidates are given a large amount of autonomy over the choice of 
cognitive practical they conduct, there were a great many creditworthy responses.  Many 
candidates were able to score both available marks. 



 

 
It was rather unusual to see candidates confusing the two types of variables, which was 
pleasing to examiners.  However, on rare occasions the responses given did not clearly relate 
to an experiment, which is a requirement for this practical.  A small number of candidates 
claimed to have undertaken unethical practical work, such as investigating the effect of 
alcohol on some aspects of cognition. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks.  This seemed to relate to a practical being done 
by many students in many centres. 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Practical activities conducted for all psychological approaches at AS level should be ethically 
permissible. Centres should ensure this is the case before allowing candidates to embark on 
their data collection. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 7b 
 
This part-question asked candidates to explain one strength and one weakness of their 
practical investigation in cognitive psychology.  Again, in order to score both marks for 
each of the strength and the weakness, the candidates needed to fully justify their 
responses. 
 
Suitable responses again were varied due to the autonomy that centres and candidates 
have over their choice of cognitive practical, however examiners needed to be sure that 
the response related to the cognitive practical and that this had been an experiment.  
Many candidates wrote about the composition of their sample and explained why this was 



 

either a strength or a weakness of their practical.  Ethical strengths were also credited; 
however, ethical weaknesses were not as there is a requirement that student practical 
work is ethical. 
 
As has been previously suggested in this report, often a suitable way to justify a strength 
or a weakness is to explain the impact that this had on the data collected or conclusions 
reached. 
 
The response over the page was awarded four marks as the strength and the weakness of 
a suitable practical investigation in cognitive psychology. Both points have been fully 
justified.  
 
 

 
 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
When questions ask about the practical investigation that students conducted in cognitive 
psychology, examiners must be given enough information to be sure that the investigation 



 

being written about was both from cognitive psychology and was an experiment.  If 
candidates do not do this, they will lose marks for what might be an otherwise correct 
response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 8 
 
This question asked candidates to give two strengths of using case studies to study brain 
damaged patients when researching memory. 
 
Candidates appeared to find it difficult to give two strengths in their responses; often they 
could give one well-justified response, but a second response was either weaker or absent.  
Examiners were able to accept examples within the justifications given.  Responses about 
the longitudinal nature of case studies and why this could be a strength were accepted, as 
were answers about studying individuals in depth / incorporating various methods. 
  
The response was awarded three marks.  The first strength given was creditworthy for one 
mark but was not justified in their response in terms of the benefits this brings to research 
in memory. The second response scored two marks because it included how case studies 
allow us to understand the functioning of specific parts of the brain; this is justified by 
means of an illustration using the case of HM in relation to understanding memory. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
Examiner tip: 
 
Candidates are often asked to give a strength and a weakness; however, they can also be 
asked to give two strengths or two weaknesses.  Candidates are advised to be prepared 
for this, and to have learnt at least two strengths and two weaknesses for all the points on 
the specification. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q09a 
 



 

Candidates were required to calculate the median (middle) value from the specified data 
set for this part-question.  Most candidates were able to do this, although a small number 
calculated the mean instead. 
 
The response below was awarded one mark for correctly calculating the median. 
 

 
 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should ensure that they know which method of central tendency (mode, 
median mean) is which, and how to calculate each of them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 9b 
 
This part-question required candidates to calculate the Wilcoxon ‘T’ value for the data 
provided.  A table was given for candidates to record their working at each stage of the 
calculation. 
 



 

Many candidates were able to select the appropriate equation from the front of the paper 
and understood how to perform the stages of the test in order to calculate the correct 
value.  Some candidates made errors in the ranking / rank if positive / rank if negative 
parts; this limited their marks or prevented them from scoring any marks. 
 
Over the page is an example of a response to this part-question that was awarded four 
marks for correctly calculating ‘T’. 
 

 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should make full use of the various examples of statistical tests questions on 
the various past papers and SAMs to practice calculating the values. 
 
Question 9c 
 
For this part-question, candidates were asked to suggest an improvement that Nyasha 
could have made to her investigation. 
 
There were many acceptable improvements that could gain credit.  These included 
suggestions about diversifying the sample Nyasha used, using a cartoon that is unlikely to 



 

have been seen by the participants, and improved way of measuring children’s memories 
for the cartoon.  So long as the candidate fully justified the suggestion, they could score 
up to two marks.  Once again, suggesting how the improvement could impact the data 
collected or conclusions drawn was often an effective way to justify the suggestion. 
 
The response below was awarded two marks.  The candidate has given a creditworthy 
suggestion of an improvement, and they have justified this in terms of generalisability of 
the findings of Nyasha’s study. 
 

 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates must ensure they suggest an improvement, not a weakness for this type of 
question. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 10 
 
This essay question asked candidates to assess the usefulness of the working memory 
model (WMM). 
 
Examiners were pleased to see that many candidates answered this question very well, 
and they were often able to award marks in level four of the levels-based mark scheme.  
Examiners often reported that AO3 was the strongest component in the work they saw. 
 
However, in weaker responses, candidates limited themselves by simply naming the 
components of the WMM, rather than describing their hypothesized features and functions.   



 

 
Over the page is an example of a response to this question that was awarded 7 marks, in 
level four of the levels-based mark scheme.  AO1 was considered accurate and thorough. 
Despite a few minor errors, the candidate presented us with a range of different studies 
accurately and in depth to support their conclusions.  Furthermore, they introduced 
balance into their work by attempting to challenge the usefulness of the model. 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Examiner comments: 



 

 
When candidates choose to use studies in their assessments they are advised to explain 
how each study supports or challenges the usefulness of the model or theory in question.  
This is no different to the expectation that they must justify their points in ‘stand-alone’ 
AO3 questions elsewhere on the paper. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section C  
 
As always, the final section of the paper was comprised of a single essay question that 
concerned both cognitive psychology and social psychology.  The essay is worth a 



 

maximum of 12 marks.  In this year’s essay, all three AOs were being assessed. 
 
Question 11 
 
Candidates were asked to evaluate how social impact theory and Tulving’s (1972) 
explanation of long term memory could explain the context presented in the scenario. 
 
Whilst this question was a stretch and challenge for many candidates, it was pleasing to 
see that many did engage with the scenario well and address the question using both the 
required theories.   
 
Candidates often gained most of their marks for their AO1 and AO2 content.  AO3 was 
often weaker and sometimes absent all together.  If an essay uses the command word 
‘evaluate’ as this one did, AO3 content will always be expected in the responses.  We know 
from other questions, particularly the ‘stand-alone’ strengths and weakness questions 
earlier in the paper that this cohort could use studies to support points of strengths and 
weakness, so it is a shame this didn’t always carry through to this essay.  However, 
examiners are aware of the time constraints that candidates face, and this may have 
affected performance here. 
 
One error that examiners repeatedly saw was candidates using reconstructive memory 
rather than Tulving’s long term memory in their responses when explaining the differences 
in Marsha’s and Abbie’s memories. Reconstructive memory could have been a credible 
alternative theory to explain their memories for AO3 credit but could not be credited when 
it had simply been confused with Tulving’s long term memory. 
 
Over the page is an example of a response that scored 8 marks, placing it in level 3 of the 
levels-based mark scheme. This was one of the better responses seen by examiners, 
indeed level 4 responses were very rarely seen.  Unusually, in this response, the AO2 and 
AO3 were thought to be more developed than the AO1; both AOs were placed at the top of 
level 3, whilst the AO1 was placed at the top of level 2. Overall, it was felt that the 
candidate had however done enough to be awarded mid-level 3, 8 marks.  
 
 
 
 



 

 
 



 

 
Examiner comments: 
 
Candidates should try to leave themselves enough time in the examination to produce 
their best work for this challenging synoptic essay.  Some future candidates might like to 
consider turning to the back of the examination paper and making this the first part of the 
question they answer.
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