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Introduction 

 

Section A: Biological psychology, totals 34 marks and comprises short-answer questions and one eight-

mark extended open-response question.  

 

Section B: Learning theories and development, totals 34 marks and comprises short-answer questions 

and one eight-mark extended open-response question.  

 

Section C: comprises one 12-mark and one 16-mark extended open-response question. The 12-mark 

question covers either biological psychology or learning theories and development and the 16-mark 

question covers both biological psychology, and learning theories and development.  

 

The assessment is 2 hours.  

 

The assessment consists of 96 marks  



Example 1 Mathematical Skills 

June 2018 Question 4c 

Explain one weakness of the mean as a measure of central tendency. 

This question required candidates to explain a weakness of the mean. Candidates should identify a 

weakness, and then elaborate or justify why the weakness they have identified is a weakness.  

A common error is the lack of justification or exemplification; therefore, candidates do not access the A03 

mark. 

 

 

Examiner commentary 
 

This candidate scored 1 mark. 

The weakness was clearly identified as the fact that it could be affected by anomalies. 

The candidate did not go on to exemplify or justify this weakness so could not access the A03 mark. 

 

 

 

 

Examiner commentary 
 

This candidate scores 2 marks. 

 

It gained 1 mark for identifying a weakness as it takes account of extreme scores. 

The second mark was gained for exemplifying this weakness as the fact that a very large or small 

number may affect it therefore it may not be valid. 

 

 

In mathematical questions of this nature if candidates are asked to explain then they should ensure that 

there is an explanation in the form of justification or exemplification. This is a requirement of questions 

that ask for strengths and/or weakness, and also a requirement of mathematical questions that may ask 

for an explanation in terms of data, for example explaining why a statistical test was used. 

  



Example 2 Short Answer question 
 

June 2018 Question 8a 

Describe free association as it is used in psychoanalysis. 

This question asked candidates to describe free association. A common error was to not include enough 

descriptive points to access all the marks. A further error was to describe word association rather than 

free association. 

 

 

Examiner commentary 
 

This candidate gained 1 mark. 

The mark is given for the point about repressed thoughts from the unconscious emerging and the 

problem being solved. The last sentence is repetition of this point. 

 

 



 

Examiner commentary 
 

This candidate gained all four marks. 

The first mark was given for the point about the client and therapist having to build up a trusting 

relationship so the client will be open and honest. 

The second mark comes in the second sentence about the therapist encouraging the client to keep up a 

fast, free and uncensored flow of speech. 

The third mark comes in the next sentence about the therapist identifies recurrent themes, words and 

behaviours whilst maintain a blank wall. 

The final mark is for the point about the therapist begins a conversation about the recurrent themes to 

identify the root cause of the problem. 

 

 

A describe question can either be A01 or A02 if there is a scenario with the question. For questions that 

ask a candidate to describe candidates need to give an account of something, they must go beyond a 

statement and develop their point. Candidates should look at the marks for the question to determine how 

many descriptive points to write, in this case the question was worth four marks so four points were 

needed. Descriptive points need to be accurate in order to access the marks, for example, in this question 

some candidates used the term subconscious rather than unconscious. 

 

 

 

 

 



Example 3 Application question 

June 2018 Question 2d 

Explain one improvement Oti could have made to her experiment. 

This question required candidates to identify an improvement Oti could have made to her experiment and 

explain through justification or exemplification why this would improve her experiment. 

Those candidates who did not gain full credit often did not link to the context as is required for the A02 

part of the question, and they often gave generic answers rather than focus on aspects of Oti’s 

experiment. 

 

 

 

Examiner commentary 
 

This answer did not gain any credit. It is a generic answer that has no links to the context in terms of 

what the two condition were (drinking coffee or not drinking coffee) therefore the A02 mark could not 

be awarded. There is also no attempt to explain why this would be an improvement to the study in 

terms of justification or exemplification, so the A03 mark was also not awarded. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Examiner commentary 
 
This candidate gained both of the marks available. 

The first mark is for identifying the strength that Oti could have used two different groups to complete 

the puzzle, this is clearly linked to the context in terms of ‘completing the puzzle’. 

The answer then goes on to explain why this would improve Oti’s experiment by stating that it would 

eliminate demand characteristics and order effects brought by doing the same puzzle twice. 

 

 

A common mistake on application questions is candidates not applying to the context. Candidates need to 

do more than just repeat a name, they should use information from the context within their points. This is 

a requirement of A02 questions whether they are explain, as in this case, or describe or discuss.  

Another common error when candidates are asked to explain an improvement is to state a weakness of 

the study that was given and then identify how this could be improved, but they fail to explain why this 

would be an improvement. If a question asks for an improvement of a study, whether it is a study in detail 

or a study where the context has been provided, candidates should focus on why it is an improvement.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Example 4 Extended Response question 

June 2018 Question 11 

 

This is a levels based question where candidates are required to give a balanced evaluation of the 

reliability and validity of both Raine et al. (1997) and Watson and Rayner (1920).  Candidates need to 

show an awareness of competing arguments, for example why the two studies are and are not reliable, 

which must be well-developed and logical as well as presenting a balanced conclusion. 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 



Examiner commentary 
 

This candidate scores 5 marks. 

 

Knowledge and understanding is isolated for Raine et al. on the first page, there is very little detail 

about the study, and the candidate does attempt to evaluate, but offers brief statements with no 

development of form, for example they do not say why PET scans are easy to replicate, so it is also 

limited.   

 

The knowledge and understanding for Watson and Rayner is also limited, there is very little detail about 

the study on page two. For example, the candidate states that the procedure was standardised but does 

not give any detail about the procedure. The evaluation is better than the evaluation for Raine et al. and 

shows some development of form such as saying the study cannot be generalised as there was only a 

sample of 1, though this could be further developed to explain why a sample of one could not be 

generalised.  

 

Therefore, the response has isolated knowledge and understanding, but does produce some statements 

with some development of form, and there is a superficial conclusion. As the A03 is worth more than the 

A01 in a 16 mark extended response essay this can take it into level two for the final mark of 5. 

 

 

  



 

  

 

 



 

 



 

 

  



 

Examiner commentary 

 
This candidate gained 14 marks.  

 

The first page is all A01, there is a definition of reliability and validity and this is followed by a 

description of Raine et al. which shows accurate and thorough knowledge and understanding, there is 

detail about the sample, how they were matched and what the sample had to do. Details of the results 

are missing. 

On the second page there is also evidence of accurate and thorough knowledge and understanding of 

Watson and Rayner’s study, with details about the sample, the procedure and the results. 

The A03 at the bottom of page 2, about the reliability of Raine, has some development of form. 

On page 3 the candidate goes on to evaluate the reliability of Watson and Rayner’s study in the form of 

the fact it was not replicated. The candidate then goes on to evaluate the validity of Watson and 

Rayner’s study in a well-developed way, followed by an evaluation of the validity of Raine et al. which is 

also well developed. 

 

There are mini conclusions throughout the essay as well as a conclusion at the end. 

 

Therefore, this essay shows accurate and thorough knowledge and understanding in the essay, as well 

as an evaluation that is mainly well-developed and logical, with an awareness of competing arguments 

and a balanced conclusion. 

 

 

The 16-mark extended response question at the end of WPS02 requires the candidate to show knowledge 

and understanding as well as evaluative skills. If there is a context the candidate must also demonstrate 

A02 skill by applying their answer to details from the context. In this case the skills that the candidate 

needed to demonstrate was knowledge and understanding and evaluative skills, with more emphasis 

being on the evaluative skills. If the question included application, then the knowledge and understanding 

have equal weighting.  

The 16-mark question will also require candidates to use information from both biological psychology and 

learning theories and development, with both having an equal emphasis. Some candidates focus on one of 

the topic areas rather than both, so not answering half of the question. 

Candidates often do not show their knowledge and understanding, which should be used to develop their 

evaluative points, or they demonstrate a great deal of knowledge and understanding but fail to develop 

their arguments. Candidates should practice using their knowledge and understanding to develop their 

evaluative comments. 

 

 


