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General Comments 
 
 

This is the first time this exam has been sat, and it was good to see 
candidates engaging with the questions, and providing a lot of psychological 

knowledge in their answers. There were very few blank pages, and 
candidates seemed to be able to manage their time well and attempt all the 

questions including the three essays at the end.   

To improve their answers candidates need to be able to justify their 
answers when it comes to explain questions, as many could gain the 
identification mark but then failed to offer any explanation. There was also 

an issue with generic points, especially when it came to strengths or 
weaknesses of studies, these need to be linked to specifics from the study 

being written about.  

However, most candidates were able to link answers to scenarios when they 
were given, including in the essays. It would help candidates to know what 
the different command verbs expect in the form of an answer, especially 

those used in essays, as a lot of candidates were limited in what marks they 
could gain due to lack of conclusion or judgements where they were 

needed.  

Paper Summary 

 
 When asked to identify something candidates do not need to explain 

their answer. 
 

 When questions ask candidates to explain candidates need to offer 

some justification for their answer. 
 

 Focus on what the question is asking and make sure the answer is 
relevant to that question. 

 

 Know the skills involved for the command words that may be used for 
essays rather than just describing and evaluation. 

 
 Include conclusions or judgement within essays in order to gain the 

higher levels. 

 
A more detailed analysis of individual questions and answers follows. 

 
 



 

Comments on Individual Questions: 
 

Q01a 

Question Introduction 

The vast majority of candidates could correctly identify the answer from the 

table. In some cases candidates wrote more than they had to and explained 
why this was the correct answer. 

Q01b 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates were able to identify a strengths and weakness of twin 

studies, and stronger candidates were able to offer a justification of why the 
strength was a strength and so gained the second mark for that part of 

their answer. However, marks were often lost because candidates failed to 
offer a justification of their strength and weakness, with a large number of 
candidates offering an identification for both only. 

Examiner Comment 

 

 

This gains 4 marks. 

2 marks for the strength, 1 mark for identifying the strength about the 
percentage of genes shared, which is correct, and 1 mark for justifying that 
strength by writing about what it allows us to research. 

 



 

2 marks for the weakness, 1 mark for the identification of epigenetic 
modification and 1 mark for the justification of this weakness through 
explaining why it may not be valid. 

Examiner Tip 

For explain questions always elaborate and offer an explanation of the point 
you are trying to make to access all the marks. 

Examiner Comment 

 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for the strength for identification about the percentage of genes 
shared. There is an attempt at justify this through increasing validity but 
this point needs to be explained to gain the mark. 

1 mark for the weakness for identification. There is no attempt to explain 
why this is a weakness so no further marks are available. 

Examiner Tip 

When justifying a point, do not just use terms make sure those terms are 
explained. 

Q01c 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates concentrated on the idea that genetics were responsible for 
aggression and anti-social behaviour showing an understanding of the 

results. The best candidates were able to go on and use the figures from the 
table to explain the conclusion. Weaker candidates tended to just state a 
conclusion without using the figures from the table to support what they 

had written.  



 

A minority of the candidates did not offer a conclusion and just stated the 
results so could not gain credit as they had not answered the question. 
There was some confusion with a small minority of the candidates writing 

that the figures showed that monozygotic twins were more aggressive than 
the dizygotic twins. This is not what the figure showed, just that if one 

monozygotic twin was aggressive there was a greater chance the other twin 
would be. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 0 marks. 

There is no conclusion, just a description of what the results are, so cannot 
gain credit. 

Examiner Tip 

When asked for a conclusion make sure that a conclusion is written, and 
then use the results to support that conclusion. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for the conclusion that aggression and anti-social behaviour is 
genetic and a second mark for accurately using the results from the table to 

justify this conclusion. 



 

Q02 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates could score two marks for this question, with the most 
popular responses being that fact that they lasted more than 24 hours and 
being able to describe the symptoms of an infradian rhythm. Some 

candidates just named an infradian rhythm without any further elaboration 
so could not gain credit for this as the question asked them to describe.  

A large number of candidates went on to describe factors that affected 

infradian rhythms rather than explaining how infradian rhythms affected 
human behaviour which is what the question asked for. A very small 

minority of candidates went on to write about circadian rhythms. Those 
candidates who score all four marks often did so by writing about two 
specific infradian rhythms and describing how they could affect human 

behaviour in their answer. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for writing that infradian rhythms last more than 24 hours. 

Nothing for the sentence about the menstrual cycle as it is just named there 
is no description of how it may affect behaviour. 

1 mark for the next sentence as it does describe the mention pre-menstrual 
syndrome and how this may cause problems for women. Nothing for the 
last sentence as it is not answering the question about the effects on 

behaviour. 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure all points are relevant to the question that has been asked, in 
this case the effects on human behaviour. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 3 marks. 

1 mark for saying that infradian rhythms last more than 24 hours.1 mark 
for naming the menstrual cycle and how often it takes place.1 mark for the 

symptoms of pre-menstrual syndrome. There is nothing else that the 
candidate has written. 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure enough points are written to access all the available marks. 

 

Q03a 

Question Introduction 

The vast majority of candidates were able to correctly identify circadian 
rhythms as the bodily rhythm.  

A small minority of candidates got this question incorrect and the most 
common mistakes were stating the sleep-wake cycle as a bodily rhythm or 
writing the incorrect rhythm. 

Q03b 

Question Introduction 

Most answers for this question scored around two marks, with very few 
candidates gaining more than this. Candidates were often able to write 

about one way regulation of the internal body clock could change and link 
this to a piece of research. The most common piece of research used was 

Siffre.  

Very few candidates were able to offer other reasons why the regulation of 
the internal body clock could change, and of these few only a minority was 

able to link it to a piece of research. Weaker candidates often did not link 
their answers to research at all. Some candidate just repeated what was in 



 

the stem at the start of the question about zeitgebers such as natural light 
affecting the internal body clock, so they could not gain credit for this. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for identifying the fact that exogenous and endogenous factors 
affect the internal body clock and 1 mark for justifying this statement with 
research, in this case the results of lack of natural light on Siffre's sleep 

wake cycle. 

Examiner Tip 

If a question asks for explain and is four points, the best way to achieve 
those points if to have two points identified and then explained. 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 3 marks. 

1 mark for identifying that the internal body clock could be changed by 
endogenous and exogenous factors and a further 1 mark for justifying this 
with research, in this case the effects of living in a cave on a woman's sleep 

wake and menstrual cycle. 

1 mark for identifying that melatonin can affect the internal body clock. 
there is no justification through research for this point so the answer cannot 
gain a fourth mark. 

 

Q03c 

Question Introduction 

This question was generally answered well, with most candidates being able 
to identify a weakness of research into the sleep wake cycle and then go on 
to explain why this was a weakness. Those who did not gain both marks 
often failed to explain why the weakness was a weakness.   

The most common answer was about lack of generalisability, with the use of 
case studies. Some candidates incorrectly stated that the telephone calls 

were at regular times of day, or that the light came on at set times so did 
not gain credit for this. 

 

 
 
 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for identifying a weakness of laboratory experiments which is linked 
to research on the sleep-wake cycle though the mention of artificial light. 

Another mark is given for justification of this weakness with the term 
ecological validity explained. 

Examiner Tip 

When justifying make sure any terms used are explained. 

 

Q04a 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates scored one to two marks for this question with very few 
gaining all three marks. Most candidates failed to get the third mark as they 
did not operationalise the length of time for the light therapy, though they 
could correctly state the before and after light therapy.  

Very few candidates wrote a non-directional hypothesis. Some candidates 
thought that the study was to see if light therapy would cure seasonal 

affective disorder rather than just improve the mood levels. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 1 mark as neither the dependant variable of the mood has been 
operationalised, nor has the independent variable of the light therapy been 

operationalised. it gains 1 mark for being a directional hypothesis, through 
the term improved. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

It is a directional hypothesis, with the dependent variable being 
operationalised as 'mood levels'. The dependent variable is not 

operationalised as it does not say anything about the length of the light 
therapy 

Q04b 

Question Introduction 

b(i) The vast majority of candidates were able to correctly work out the two 
means. Some candidates did not attempt this question, but these were very 

few.  

b(ii) A large number of candidates could correctly draw a bar graph, with 
accurate labelling and a title. Those who gained two marks tended to draw a 
histogram rather than a bar graph. Some candidates just gained one mark 
for giving the graph a title and then not drawing the graph. A very small 

minority of the candidates drew a line graph showing the scores for the 
individual participants. 

Examiner Comment 

 

b(i) gains 2 marks for the correct means for both conditions. 

 

 



 

 

b(ii) gains 3 marks. 1 mark for an accurate title, 1 mark for the axes clearly 
labelled and 1 mark for the bars correctly plotted against the answer for 
part bi) with a gap between the two bars. 



 

Q05 

Question Introduction 

Very few candidates scored above a level two for this essay as there was a 
lack of conclusion presented. Where a conclusion was presented this tended 
to be imbalanced or superficial so could not get into level 4. The stronger 

candidates focussed on the question and evaluated the study, linking their 
points to specifics from the study as they went along.  

Weaker candidate tended to spend time offering a description of the study, 

going through the aim, procedure, results and conclusion and then offering 
evaluation points and finding they were running out of time or space so the 

actual evaluation was often very brief in these cases.  

Another common error was offering generic evaluation points that could 
apply to several studies so showing no knowledge of this study, e.g. saying 
it had a large sample size so it was generalisable.  



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains level 2, 4 marks. 

AO1, there are some errors, such as the use of MRI scans in the study. 
There is also a lack of detail, what were the controls for the extraneous 
variables, what was the procedure of the study, what type of murderers 

were the results generalisable to. 

AO3, a lot of the points were not fully explained. e.g. why does using 
scans make the study reliable, why does controlling extraneous variables 
allow cause and effect to be established, why does the use of a control 

groups allow valid comparisons to be made. 

This lack of detail in both AO1 and AO3 limits the answer the level 2. 
however, if could not get up to level 3 even if the answer was better as 
there is no conclusion presented. 



 

Examiner Tip 

When essays ask for evaluation make sure points are fully explained, rather 
than just using terms. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gets level 3, 5 marks. 

The AO1 is accurate, there is plenty of specific detail, such as the number of 
participants, how the two groups were matched, the procedure of the study. 

The AO3 uses mainly coherent chains of reasoning. e.g. why the use of a 

control groups allows for a valid comparison to be made, why the results 
are generalisable. the candidate had already mentioned the sample size in 



 

the description of the study so did not need to repeat themselves here. 
There are some inaccuracies in the answer, such as saying it was a natural 
experiment, and that Raine didn't consider nurture as part of his conclusion 

was that nurture may be a factor and that needs to be investigated. 

There is also a sentence that was taken as a conclusion being presented, 
after the point about having a control group making the study more valid, 
'this allowed Raine to come to valid conclusions.' 

Given the inaccuracies towards the end of the essay and the fact that the 
conclusion was limited and not balanced 5 marks were awarded. 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure details are accurate when writing about a study in detail. 

Q06a 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates gave the correct medians. Those who did not often either 
worked out the mean, or did not find the half way point between the two 

numbers in the middle, and just choose one of those number. 

Q06b 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates gave the correct ranges. Those who gave an incorrect 
answer often did so because they picked the incorrect numbers for the 

highest or the lowest number. 

Q06c 

Question Introduction 

Many candidates got full marks for this question showing a good 
understanding of why the standard deviation is more appropriate. 
Candidates either seemed to know the answer or did not know the answer 

and would give an incorrect answer, often in relation to using the standard 
deviation as a statistical test, or they would just describe how to carry it out 
rather than why it was more appropriate than the mean. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 

1 mark for stating that is uses all the data and 1 mark for stating the range 
only uses the highest and lowest number. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 1 mark. 

1 mark for stating the standard deviation gives a more accurate measure 
than the range. 

The second sentence is a repetition of the first sentence, using different 

words so the candidate cannot gain the same mark twice. 

Examiner Tip 

Do not repeat what has already been written as it cannot gain credit. 

Q06d 

Question Introduction 

This question did not tend to be answered well by the majority of the 
candidates. Candidates often answered in terms of overt or covert 

observations rather than non-participant observations. Some candidates 
wrote as though a non-participant observation was an observation that did 
not have any participants. Those candidates that could correctly identify 



 

why Shamilla used a non-participant observation often gave confused 
justifications about why it was a good method to use. Some candidates did 
not link their answer to Shamilla and so could not gain credit. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 3 marks. 

1 mark for identifying how being a passenger or driver could affect the 
results, but nothing for the elaboration as it does not explain why the data 
would be more valid. 

1 mark for identifying that is would be easier for her to gather her data as 
she is focussing more on it and a further mark for justification that this will 

make her results more accurate. 

Examiner Tip 

Do not just use terms such as it will be more valid as the justification 
explain why it would be more valid. 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 0 marks. 

The use of non-participant observations does not mean there is less chance 
of response bias, this is relating to covert observations where participants 

do not know they are being observed, and could be true of participant or 
non-participant observations. 

The point about the validity being better as participants do not know 
Shamilla is carrying out the observation is also not true of just non-

participant observations it could also be true of participant observations if 
they are not aware they are taking part. 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure the answer is relevant to the research method asked about, and 
that it may not be relevant to other methods as well. 

 

Q06e 

Question Introduction 

This question was answered very well, with most candidates being able to 
identify two extraneous variables that might affect Shamilla’s results. Most 

candidates linked their answers to the scenario. Those who did not gain full 
marks often did not add the detail to the justification, so they would write 

that it would affect the speed of the car but not how it may affect the speed 
of the cars. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 4 marks. 

1 mark for identifying the mind-set of the people Shamilla was studying and 
one mark for justifying this as if they were in a hurry they may drive faster, 

which also links the answer to the scenario. 

1 mark for identifying the condition of the road which also links the answer 
to the scenario and 1 mark for justifying this with if it was wet people would 
drive slower. 

Examiner Tip 

When given a scenario ensure that answers relate to the scenario. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 0 for the first point as it is not linked to the study. 

2 marks for the second point, 1 mark for identifying drivers speed would 
have been affected by environmental conditions and 1 mark for justifying 
this by saying rain may lead to inaccurate data. 

 

Q07a 

Question Introduction 

Those candidates who knew the procedure well were able to gain good 
marks on this question, with most candidates being able to gain marks for 

points about the white rat and the loud noise being paired. Many candidates 
went on to write about the results and/or conclusion when the question 
asked for the procedure, so could not gain credit for these points.  

There was a significant proportion of the candidates who got details 

incorrect, such as writing about a white mouse or white rabbit. Some 
candidates did not seem to know that the loud noise was made by hitting a 

hammer on a metal bar, with candidates either just mentioning a loud noise 
with no detail or some writing that a bell was rung behind Little Albert. 

 

  



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 3 marks. 

1 mark for the pre-conditioning phase with some of the stimuli mentioned 
and the fact he did not show fear. 1 mark for saying he showed fear when a 
metal bar was banged. 1 mark for the paring of the metal bar and the white 
rat. 

The next sentence is results so is not relevant to the questions and the 

point about the same happening with a dog is incorrect as he was not 
conditioned to fear a dog, the response generalised to dogs. 

Examiner Tip 

When a question asks for the procedure of a study do not include the aim, 
results or conclusions. 

 

Q07b 

Question Introduction 

Weaknesses were often better than strengths of the study, candidates often 
gained the two marks for identifying a weakness in relation to the study and 
then being able to explain that weakness. The most common weakness was 

often relating to the ethics of the study. Strengths were not written as well 
as the weakness, they were often generic and not related to specifics about 

the study e.g. saying it was controlled but then failing to say how it was 
controlled. Therefore, candidates were not able to show their knowledge of 



 

the study. Those who did gain an identification mark for the strength often 
failed to explain this strength. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks. 1 mark for the strength and 1 mark for the weakness 

0 marks for identification of the strength, as it is too generic, what was 
controlled in this study. 1 mark for justification that a controlled study 

allows cause and effect to be established. 

0 marks for identification of a weakness as again it is generic, what about 
the task made it artificial. 1 mark for justification of the weakness meaning 
that Little Albert behaved differently. 

Examiner Tip 

When identifying a strength or weakness of a study make sure something 
specific about the actual study is written. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gain 1 mark. 

0 for the strength as it is too generic, what variables were controlled, and 
there is no justification ab out why this may be a strength. 

1 mark for the weakness. Nothing for the identification as it is not accurate 
enough and 1 mark for albert being frightened of many objects. This was 

taken as identification and there is not justification of this point so no 
further marks are available. 

 

Q07c 

Question Introduction 

This question was not answered well by a majority of candidates, with many 
candidates putting down ethical improvements without considering the aims 
of the study. e.g. not using a loud noise so he wouldn’t be scared. 
Candidates also wrote about what was ethically bad about the study rather 

than writing about how it could be improved. Candidates who did correctly 
identify an ethical improvement often failed to justify why or how this would 

be an improvement. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gains 2 marks, both for the first improvement. 1 mark for identifying 
that Little Albert should have been protected from distress after the 

experiment by using systematic desensitisation, and 1 mark for justifying 
this as it would have cured his phobia. Nothing for the second improvement 
as it is not specific enough, and the point of the study was to see if fear 

could be classically conditioned. 

Examiner Tip 

When writing improvements of a study make sure the improvement 
suggested will fit in with the aim of the study. 

Examiner Comment 

 

This scores 0 marks. Both points are relating to how the study could be 
made more generalisable rather than how it could be made more ethical. 



 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure your answer answers the question that is asked. 

Q08 

Question Introduction 

There was a range of marks for this essay, with most candidates at level 2 
or level 3. Some candidates wrote a very good description of one learning 

theory and related it well to the scenario, but then failed to include a second 
theory, or just gave a line about the second theory so limiting the level they 

could gain for their answer as they had limited discussion. The better 
candidates were able to include A01 and A02 together, by explain the 
theory and terms within the theory through application to the scenario. 

Examiner Comment 

 

 



 

 

This gains a level 2, 3 marks. 

The A01 and A02 are interlinked throughout this essay, with key terms from 
social learning theory in the answer. However, these terms are not 
explained e.g. Harry and Lucy could observe..., they will imitate... with no 

explanation about why they would observe a child to imitate them.  

The answer only focuses on social learning theory and does not include 
another theory of learning whilst the question does ask for learning theories 
therefore it is limited to level 2. Due to the lack of explanation of some 

points it was given 3 marks. 

Examiner Tip 

Make sure points are explained within essays. the examiner can only mark 
what has been written, they cannot assume anything. 

 
 



 

Examiner Comment 

 

This gets level 3, 5 marks. 

Both social learning theory and operant conditioning are described in 
relation to the scenario, with some terms being explained, such as within 

operant conditioning and vicarious reinforcement at the end of the essay. 
However, there are also a lot of terms just stated with no explanation, 
especially in the description of social learning theory where attention, 

retention, reproduction is mentioned but not explained. 

Therefore, the answer demonstrates accurate knowledge and 
understanding, there is a grasp of competing arguments as two theories 
have been written about and these are applied to the scenario so it can gain 

a level 3, but the lack of detail in places takes it down to 5 marks. 

 



 

Q09 

Question Introduction 

Most candidates were able to offer a description of systematic 
desensitisation and link it to the scenario, with better candidates being able 
to weave the two together. Weaker candidate tended to offer a description 

of the therapy and then relate if to Maria which led to a lot of repetition.  

Evaluation also ranged from good, with a range of points including 
supporting studies, issues with the therapy and comparisons to other 

therapies, to weak which often only focussed on Capafons’ study. 
Candidates were limited in the marks they could gain through a lack of 

conclusion, those that did present a conclusion often presented an 
imbalanced or superficial conclusion. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 



 

 

This gets level 1, 2 marks. 

There are isolated elements of knowledge, with the first paragraph being 
the only A01 present in the essay, and all it tells us that it is a step by step 
process. This is linked briefly to Maria so there is little or no reference to the 
context. 

The A03 is not developed so cannot be a level 2 A03. E.g. why may it be a 
slow process, why may Maria not react well to this form of treatment. There 
is also no attempt at a conclusion, not that it would be relevant in this case 
as the rest of the essay is level 1 only. 

Examiner Tip 

Detail in all aspects of the essay (A01, A02 and A03) needs to be included 
for the essay to gain more than a level 1. 

 
 



 

Examiner Comment 

 



 

 

This gets level 2, 6 marks. 

The A01 and A02 are at a level 3, the first page demonstrates accurate 
knowledge and understanding of systematic desensitisation and there is 

relevant evidence from the scenario applied throughout the A01. 

The A03 is at a level 2 as it mainly undeveloped so cannot get into level 3. 
E.g. why may systematic desensitisation not work for Maria, why may 
flooding be quicker, lack of detail about the results from Jones' study. 

There is a conclusion within the last sentence saying that Maria may still be 
able to meet Alice if the cat is away so systematic desensitisation may not 

be worth the time and effort. This is a level 3 conclusion as it is presented 
but is imbalanced. 

As the A03 is at level 2 the answer cannot gain more marks that are 
available in level 2, but because the A01, A02 and conclusion are level 3 it 

can get the top marks for level 2, so 6 marks were given. 

 



 

Examiner Tip 

In essays to get into level 3 make sure all A03 points are developed, and 
explained. 

 
 

Q10 

Question Introduction 

This essay also provided a range of answers, but again the majority of 

candidates gained the lower levels. Candidates tended to offer a good 
description of biological explanations of aggression, and linked these to 
Liam, with the better candidates doing this as they went along.  

Weaker candidates tended to describe the biological explanations of 

aggression and then link them to the scenario after the decisions, often 
leading to repetition. The learning and developmental theories did not tend 

to be done as well as the biological explanation, with candidates tending to 
throw in terms without explanation, especially for social learning theory.  

Good candidates were able to offer a range of evaluative points for both 

explanations, and gave a balanced argument pointing out the strengths and 
weaknesses of the explanations used. Weaker candidates tended to offer 
just one of two points in evaluation of each explanation, with a minority not 

offering any A03.  

The marks for good candidates were often limited as there was a lack of 
judgement. Where there was a judgment this tended to be superficial or 

imbalanced so limiting the level the candidates could achieve. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 



 

 

This gains level 1, 4 marks. 

The A01 and A02 are at a level 2, the knowledge is mostly accurate and 
there is occasional application of relevant evidence from the scenario. Both 
biological and learning explanation are given but neither are fully explained, 

detail is missing. 

A03 is at level 1, there is only one point is relation to a case study in 
support of the biological explanation. 

The candidate has offered no judgement and has not answered the question 
'to what extent' they have just described and evaluated two theories in 
relation to Liam's aggression. 

As the A03 is level 1 the answer has to be given level 1, but as the A01 and 

A02 are level 2 it can gain 4 marks. 

Examiner Tip 

Ensure there is some judgement in questions that ask to what extent. 

 



 

Examiner Comment 

 



 

 



 

This gets level 2, 8 marks. 

The A01 and A02 are at level 3. the A01 is accurate for both the biological 
explanation of aggression and learning theories, which include a bit about 
social learning theory and also operant conditioning. The A02 is within the 

A01 and shows application of evidence from the scenario. 

The A03 is at level 2, some points are developed, such as Raine's study, but 
others are not developed, such as the study on rats with high testosterone. 
There is a conclusion at the end of the essay which is balanced but not well 

supported. E.g. what other factors need to be taken into consideration. 

The answer cannot score above level 2 as the A03 is in level 2, but as the 
A01 and A02 are in level 3 it can go to the top of level 2 so 8 marks. 



 

Examiner Comment 

 



 



 

 

This gains level 4, 16 marks. 

The A01 is accurate and thorough with biological explanations and social 
learning theory, and the A02 is sustained throughout and linked to the A01. 

 



 

The A03 is well developed and logical, following on from the relevant A01 
points, and is balanced with strengths and weakness of different approaches 
being considered. 

There is a balanced judgement at the start of the essay in the form of the 
first paragraph. 

Given the time considerations of the exam, this is a very good essay that is 
level 4 for all aspects of the essay so 16 marks. 
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