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General Comments
Overall most candidates attempted nearly all of the questions on the paper.
Candidates struggled most in answering questions 2b, 2c, 3b, 3c and 5b.
Candidate’s responses for the rest of the paper did vary in terms of
candidate strengths across the remaining questions. Knowledge and
understanding of both cognitive and social was evidenced equally in student
answers.
Candidate’s use of the scenarios in their answers again caused problems for
some, especially in the smaller questions. When the scenario was
embedded within answers candidates fulfilled the requirements of the
question and accessed full marks. Quite a few candidates did provide
generic answers which limited the marks that they could access, especially
in the smaller questions. Candidates would have benefitted from applying
their answers clearly to the scenario provided in the question stimulus.
Most candidates were able to identify and use within their answers research
evidence from their course. Candidates would benefit from accurately
learning which studies are contemporary and which are classic, as there is
still some confusion resulting in candidates providing the wrong study in
their answers.
Strengths and weakness questions for a few candidates were of a very high
standard, with them identifying a clear weakness or strength of the study
specified and justifying this in terms of the study. At times generic answers
were provided which did not incorporate enough accurate knowledge about
the study to clearly know which study they were providing a strength and
weakness for.
Longer questions for some candidates allowed them to show their
knowledge and understanding of different elements of the course well. For
the most successful candidates use of scenarios within their answers
enabled them to enhance their A02 skill, when the question required it. For
other questions conclusions and balanced judgement/arguments were also
good. Candidates would benefit here from reading the question carefully
and linking their answers back to what the question requires, at times this
was limited in some answers.

.

Paper Summary
Based on their performance on this paper candidate are offered the
following advice:


Candidates need to know the difference between classic and
contemporary studies.



Candidates need to pay careful attention to not only the taxonomy
within a question but the question requirements. For example, if the
question asks for reference to a scenario then candidates need to
include this within their answer to access the marks.



Some candidates provided answers in terms of the levels based
questions that showed an awareness of the necessary skills.
Candidates need to continue to develop this in terms of
balance/judgement/ conclusions and reasoned chains or arguments
that may be required from a question.



Coverage of all areas within the specification, even smaller areas
needs to be addressed for some candidates.

Comments on Individual Questions:
Q01a
Question Introduction
Most candidates attempted defining coercive power with some success.
There was some confusion with other types of power for some candidates.
Better candidates were able to clearly reference the authority figure in
terms punishment for disobedience.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark overall.
The candidate provides an accurate definition of coercive power by
suggesting that the authority figure has the power to punish another if they
do not obey.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from learning accurately the different types of
power.

Q01b
Question Introduction
Most candidates defined expert power well and were able to fulfil the
requirements of the mark scheme. There was some confusion with other
types of power for some candidates. Some candidates added to their
answers with examples, even through not necessary this did at times
support their answer.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark overall.
The candidate provides a definition of expert power in terms of being aware
that the authority has knowledge that places them over others.
Examiner Tip
Candidates need to be careful not to confuse the different types of power.

Q01c
Question Introduction
Some candidates struggled with defining legitimate power in terms of a
correct answer. There was some confusion with other types of power for
some candidates. A few candidates gave examples but did not develop
these in terms of legitimate power.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks overall.
The candidate has confused legitimacy with admiration and in doing so does
not provide an accurate definition of legitimate power.

Q02a
Question Introduction
This question was answered well by lots of candidates who showed their
answers both in terms of using the standard deviation formula and
providing a correct final answer. Calculations using the formula were
generally accurate showing that candidates were familiar with this measure
of dispersion.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 2 marks overall.
The candidate shows the correct use of the formula and then goes onto
provide a correct answer to two decimal places.
Examiner Tip
Candidates need to complete all parts of the question requirements in order
to maximise the marks they can achieve.

Q02b
Question Introduction
Most candidates had an understanding of agency theory in terms of being in
an agentic state to the authority figure, amongst other aspects of the
theory. At times candidates just described the theory and did not relate it
clearly to the scenario, therefore could not be accredited marks. Some
candidates were able to apply their understanding of agency theory
successfully to the scenario of the nurses being in an agentic state to the
authority doctor for example. A few candidates were able to develop their
answer further using for example, a shift in responsibility in terms of the
scenario or other credible elements of the theory.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks.
The candidate has described agency theory in terms of the agentic state
acting as an agent to the authority however they do not gain any credit as
they have not referenced in the scenario. The question asks candidates to
describe agency theory in terms of why the nurses may have followed the
instructions to administer incorrect medication for patients.

Q02c
Question Introduction
A lot of candidates were able to provide an identification of why only four
nurses obeyed the doctor’s instructions, which for most candidates focused
on proximity. Candidate answers when produced in this way focused on
embedding the scenario within their answer. A few candidates did not refer
to the scenario providing an answer which focused on proximity for
example, without scenario reference. A minority of candidates developed
their answer further with justification, candidates that did this well
sometimes referenced in Milgram’s variation study as supporting evidence.

Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark.
The candidate has identified a fall in obedience in terms of the authority
figure not being in close contact as an identification of why the nurses did
not obey. The candidate does not develop their answer further in terms of
a justification, so only one mark is awarded.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from ensuring that they justify their answers in a
question that asks for this skill.

Q03a
Question Introduction
The majority of candidates were able to produce the correct graph to
illustrate this data. Not all candidates drew a bar chart as the question
instructed. For 3 marks candidates had to provide an appropriate title, the
accuracy of which did vary across answers provided. A second mark was
awarded for labelling the axes correctly, this like the title varied in accuracy
between candidates responses. The final mark was for the correct plotting
of the data, most candidates did this well. A minority of candidates plotted
graphs for both conditions, the question asks for only Condition A.
Candidates generally made good use of the graph paper which made
answers easier to plot. Very few candidates did not attempt at least part of
this question; some candidates provided histograms and line graphs.

Examiner Comment

This response gained 2 marks overall.
The candidate produced a title which is accurate gaining 1 mark. The graph
plots for both bars are correct for a second mark. The axes are not labelled
accurately so cannot be awarded a mark.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from labelling their axes fully in order to ensure
they have access to this mark.

Q03b
Question Introduction
Most candidates attempted this question producing some good answers in
terms of both skill requirements. Candidates who knew Burger’s (2009)
study well were able to provide a clear identification of one strength; going
onto justify their strength for a second mark. Some candidates were unable
to develop the justification of their identified strength which resulted in a
second mark not being awarded. There were some cases of confusion with
Milgram’s (1963) study in terms of strengths that some candidates had
identified.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark.
The candidate is able to identify a strength of Burger’s (2009) study in
terms of the screening process that Burger completed, however there is no
clear justification of this strength for a second mark.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would have benefitted from providing answers which clearly
identified one strength and then provided a clear justification of that
strength in order to gain both marks available for this question.

Q03c
Question Introduction
Most candidates attempted this question producing some good answers in
terms of both skill requirements. Some candidates were able to access A01
marks showing an understanding of weaknesses of Burger’s (2009) study.
Answers focused on ethical issues, sampling problems, lack of task validity
amongst other weaknesses. At times candidate’s answers lacked accuracy
which resulted in generic statements being made for the A01 part of their
answers. A minority of candidates confused Burger’s (2009) study with
Milgram’s research; in these instances they were providing weaknesses of
Milgram’s research and not Burger’s.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks
The candidate has attempted to provide two weaknesses for Burger’s
(2009) study. The first weakness is not clearly focused on Burger’s study
and as such gains no mark for either A01 or A03. It is not clear from what
they have written what study they are providing a weakness for. The
second weaknesses again does not clearly identify a weakness of Burger‘s
(2009) study and there is also no attempt at a justification.

Examiner Tip
Candidates would have benefitted from providing accurate A01 reference to
Burger (2009) study in terms of clear identification.

Q04
Question Introduction
Some candidates answered this question well, incorporating both elements
of the assessment requirements. Most candidates were able to identify
social psychological research that had breached ethical guidelines. The
majority of candidates focused on Milgram, Burger and Asch; however
others were accredited if included in candidate’s answers. A few candidates
provided answers in terms of ethical guidelines but made no attempt to link
what they were providing to social psychological research. Candidates
referred to consent, informed consent, distress, debriefing amongst other
ethics in terms of social psychological research. A minority of candidates
included methodology elements within their answers with no reference to
ethical guidelines and social psychological research.
As a level based question it is important to note that an A01/A03 response
was required which needed to show an equal emphasis between knowledge
and understanding versus assessment/conclusion within candidate answers.
Those candidates who scored highly on both skills were able to demonstrate
accurate and thorough knowledge and understanding of social psychological
research in terms of ethical guidelines in terms of the question
requirements. Those who displayed a well-developed and logical
assessment, containing logical chains of reasoning met the requirements of
the A03, often making judgements about breaching ethical guidelines in
reference to the social psychological research they had provided. The most
successful candidates were able to demonstrate an awareness of the
significance of the competing arguments/factors leading to a balanced
judgement being presented on whether breaching ethical guidelines was
necessary or not in social psychological research.
Examiner Comment

This candidate scored Level 3, 5 marks.
The candidate clearly understands the need within their answers for
inclusion of social psychological research, referring to both Milgram and
Asch. They begin with an accurate identification of the deception used by
Milgram in his (1963) study which they go onto justify in terms of demand
characteristics being a necessary requirement, so breaking ethical
guidelines was necessary. At times the candidates answer is not always
accurate and justified in terms of knowledge which results in a lack of
understanding towards the question requirements. In addition their
argument is not balanced, they provide several references to breaching
ethical guidelines being necessary but do not clearly suggest a counter
argument which means their answer is not completely balanced for the
higher level.
Examiner Tip
Candidates within an “assess” question need to be aware that for level 4
their answers need to provide competing arguments leading to a balanced
judgement.

Q05a
Question Introduction
Some candidates produced an accurate answer for this question. A number
of candidates either confused the correct answer with other levels of
measurement or provided alternative answers which were not correct. A
minority of candidates did not attempt this question.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks.
The candidate does not provide the correct answer, identifying an
alternative level of measurement.

Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark overall.

The candidate clearly provides an accurate identification of the level of
measurement from the data provided in table 3.
Examiner Tip
Candidates need to be aware of the smaller areas within the specification
that they could be asked on.

Q05b
Question Introduction
A lot of candidates struggled with applying the independent groups design
successfully to the scenario. Answers describing the independent groups
design in terms of why it was used appeared without scenario reference in
lots of candidate responses. More successful candidates were able to
accurately describe the independent groups design in terms of the scenario,
clearly referencing Kaleb and how it would reduce demand characteristic for
example of participants guessing the aim of testing leading questions.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks.
The candidate has provided an answer without reference to the scenario
therefore cannot be accredited any marks.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would have benefitted from reading the question carefully and
referencing clearly the scenario within their answers.

Q05c
Question Introduction
Some candidates were able to accurately provide at least one reason as to
why Kaleb used standardised questions within his study. At times some of
these lacked accuracy or reference to the scenario therefore marks could
not always be awarded. Retesting using the same leading and non-leading
questions to check his results was popular with a lot of candidates.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks.
The candidate has provided an answer without reference to the scenario
and the reasons they provide are either inaccurate or incorrect, therefore
they cannot be awarded any marks.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from ensuring their answers clearly incorporate
the scenario being asked about in the question.

Q05d
Question Introduction
Most candidates were able to provide a partially correct description of
reconstructive memory. A few candidates provided answers for multi-store
model of memory or working memory, suggesting confusion between their
memory theories. Some candidates provided descriptions of how their
memories or perceptions of an event are affected by their experiences;
sometimes they developed their descriptions further with reference to
schemas for example.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 2 marks overall.
The candidate describes reconstructive memory in term of encoding
information through pre-existing memories. They then go onto develop this
in terms of schemas from past events and how this affects how we encode
the new information.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from learning the key differences in their memory
theories therefore avoiding confusion when asked about a specific theory.

Q06
Question Introduction
Candidates attempted this question in terms of analysing the use of case
studies of brain damaged patients as evidence of memory function.
Candidates who did this well focused their answers around HM, Clive
Wearing amongst other case studies of brain damaged patients. Some
candidates confused the study by Schmolck in terms of being a case study
of brain damage patients. Candidates did struggle at times to reference in
memory function analysis but when attempted, most candidates were able
to access marks.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 5 marks
The candidate begins with an analysis statement in terms of the uniqueness
of individuals who suffer brain damage providing evidence for theories of
memory such as the multi-store model. This is then identified with HM and
not being able to transfer short term memories to long term storage for a
second mark. The second paragraph begins with a clear identification mark
in terms of HM’s memory skills begin analysed in terms of memories not
existing in unitary stores. In addition the last sentence which focuses on
individual differences as a weakness for our understanding of how the
memory works.

Q07a
Question Introduction
A few candidates were able to provide a weakness of the multi-store model
of memory in terms identifying an actual weakness of the model and then
justifying their choice. Often this focused on the simplicity of the model or
issues related to the LTM memory being too basic. Most candidates
struggled with justifying their weakness for the A03 mark.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark.
The candidate is awarded one mark for an identification of one weakness in
terms of the model being too simplistic as it only flows in one direction.
There is no justification of this therefore a second mark cannot be awarded.
Examiner Tip
Ensure that candidates are clear on how to justify weaknesses in terms of
models of memory.

Q07b
Question Introduction
Many candidates were able to provide a description of the multi-store model
of memory in terms of the scenario for at least one mark. Answers focused
mainly on how much the STM holds in terms of how many items Mahmood
had to remember, other candidates referred to primacy and regency of the
word list and which parts he would be most likely to remember. Some
candidates provided a description of the multi-store model of memory with
no reference to the scenario and therefore could not be accredited any
marks.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 0 marks.
The candidate is awarded no marks as the question asks for a description of
the multi-store model of memory in relation to the scenario.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark.

The candidate is awarded one mark for describing the STM in terms of the
scenario of Mahmood only remembering 9 out of 14 as his memory was
filled.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from ensuring that all of their answer focuses on
the scenario.

Q07c
Question Introduction
Lots of candidates were able to calculate the correct percentage of food
items Mahmood could remember when he arrived at the shop. A minority
of candidates did not fulfil all requirements of the question in terms of
expressing their answer to two decimal places.
Examiner Comment

This response gained 1 mark.
The candidate worked out the correct percentage of food items Mahmood
could remember when he arrived at the shop, expressing their answer to
two decimal places.

Q08
Question Introduction
Some candidates produced accurate and well developed answers focusing
on evaluating Schmolck et al (2002) contemporary study. These answers
provided an understanding of Schmolck’s study in terms of his sample,
scoring and type of test participants completed; design used, amongst other
knowledge areas. These answers displayed a well-developed and logical
evaluation incorporating sampling issues, the benefits of inter-rater
reliability; the use of a control condition, unrealistic tasks and other points.
For stronger answers these were shown through logical chains of reasoning
through the candidates work. Some candidates did not always show an
awareness of competing arguments which resulted in an imbalanced
argument. The question specifically asked for an evaluation of Schmolck’s
(2002) contemporary study and in doing so candidates needed to provide
an awareness of competing arguments within their answers, resulting in a
balanced conclusion.
Some candidates focused solely on describing Schmolck’s (2002) study,
confusing the requirements of the question.
As a level based question it is important to note that an A01/A03 response
was required which needed to show an equal emphasis between knowledge
and understanding versus assessment and conclusion. Those candidates
who scored highly on both skills were able to demonstrate accurate and
thorough knowledge and understanding of Schmolck’s (2002) study. This
A01 knowledge and understanding was displayed in a well-developed
assessment containing logical chains of reasoning throughout the
candidates answer, not just in the second part. This therefore allowed
these candidates to demonstrate an awareness of the significance of
competing arguments incorporating both skill elements throughout their
answer, enabling them to provide a balanced conclusion.
Examiner Comment

This response gained Level 2 - 4 marks
The candidate in the first part of their answer provides mostly accurate
knowledge and understanding of Schmolck’s (2002) study, referring to the
sample used, tasks administered and partial results. The candidate then
goes onto provide statements with some development in the form of mostly
accurate and relevant factual material in terms of evaluating Schmolck’s
study, as the question asks. This relates to a focus on sampling, at attempt
at an application and reference to the benefit of matching participants which
leads into a superficial conclusion at the end.
Examiner Tip
Candidates would benefit from providing accurate knowledge and
understanding of their contemporary study which incorporates coherent
chains of reasoning throughout their answers and not just in the second
half. This would allow candidates to easily demonstrate an awareness of
competing arguments and provide a balanced conclusion.

Q9
Question Introduction
Some candidates began their answer with a brief overview of what the
question focused on, setting the scene for their essays in terms of whether
the laboratory experimental method in this investigation on memory was
positive and/or negative. Many candidates focused on stating the strengths,
and sometimes later weaknesses of laboratory experiments, occasionally
relating this to the scenario of Mia and Felipe’s memory investigation.
Several candidates made no reference to the scenario in their answer,
providing an evaluation of laboratory experiments. A minority of candidates
did not attempt this question.
Candidates were at times successful in linking their knowledge of laboratory
experiments to the context in terms of elements of the memory
investigation. Clearer answers provided linked elements of the scenario
within their answer in terms of an unrealistic task of learning words, being
able to use the same word lists within a laboratory experiment, amongst
others.
A few candidates were able to provide in their answers competing
arguments on whether the use of the laboratory experimental method
worked well in Mia and Felipe’s. At times these were not developed in terms
of accuracy and relevance to the question which then made conclusions
difficult.
As a level based question it is was important to note that an A01/A02/A03
response was required which needed to demonstrate an equal emphasis
between knowledge and understanding versus application, evaluation and
conclusions within their answers. Those candidates who scored highly on all
three skills were able to demonstrate accurate and thorough knowledge and
understanding of the laboratory experimental method. This knowledge was
then supported through sustained application of relevant evidence from the
investigation on memory context. This allowed candidates to demonstrate
the ability to integrate and synthesise relevant knowledge. These
candidates were able to display a well developed and logical evaluation,
containing logical chains of reasoning through their answer which
demonstrated an awareness of competing argument. This therefore allowed
for a balanced conclusion and level 4 marks.

Examiner Comment

This response scored Level 2 – 6 marks.
The candidate begins with reference to laboratory experiments and then
relates this to the scenario in terms of students change the word list. They
then go onto provide another evaluative point in terms of laboratories being
artificial which has some reference to Mia and Felipe’s investigation. The
candidate provides reference to other variables begin controlled but do not
say how, again not fully developing this point. The question specifically
asks for an evaluation of the laboratory experimental method in their
investigation of memory which is at times unclear in the candidates answer.
Reference to experimenter bias is related to the scenario but
underdeveloped for additional credit. A similar pattern follows for the rest
of their answer. A conclusion is provided at the end but this is more a
statement that there are strengths and weakness of laboratory experiments
and is not clearly focused in terms of the question requirements. Therefore
the candidate provides mostly accurate knowledge and understanding of
laboratory experiments. Their lines of argument are occasionally supported
through application of relevant evidence from the context and they produce
statements with some development in the form of mostly accurate and
relevant factual material, resulting in a superficial conclusion.
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