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Part 1: Statistical Information

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for May 2016 session of the examination.

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL
NUMBER 51 88 202 182 126 303 76 1028

% OF TOTAL 5.0 8.6 19.6 17.7 12.3 29.5 7.4 100

Overall, candidates fared less well than last year. The number of candidates has increased yet again. Possibly
a number of candidates attempted the exam after only one year of studies and were therefore not fully
prepared for the exam. Candidates performed better in questions that require recall skills, and struggled in
questions that require application and/or argumentation.

A number of candidates might not have thought the question/s through before attempting to answer
it/them. In a number of cases, whole questions or sub-sections were not attempted.

Part 2: Comments regarding candidates' performance

Question 1:

1a: Candidates seemed to find difficulty in application. It was not a question that required simple recall of
knowledge - it required the candidates to apply information. Some candidates just presented options e.g.
saying that methodology could be either qualitative or quantitative and went on to give advantages and
disadvantages for each without answering the question. Other candidates knew the different types of
sampling methods, tools etc, but found difficulty in applying and justifying the correct one. A number of
candidates were also not clear about the most suitable sampling techniques or data collection tools in
relation to the specific methodology chosen and hence made numerous errors in this respect.

1b: Very few candidates answered this question correctly. A number of candidates seem to have confused
the concept of reflexivity with the concepts of reliability and validity and spoke generally of ways research is
made more or less valid without specific reference to reflexivity.
Some candidates spoke about reflexivity as the way in which the research is flexible in his questioning. Many
others said that reflexivity is the effort the researcher makes to help the research participants feel more
comfortable during the interview so as to extract more information for them.
As a concept, ‘reflexivity’ is also very difficult to grasp and many candidates are hence prone to error.

Question 2

2a: This was a recall question as it was very specific hence it is a matter of knowing the relevant material or
not. It was evident that many candidates did not know the difference between gestalt perception principles
and general principles of perception.

2b: Candidates had to recall theories of memory and the different sub categories of memory from STM to
LTM to working memory with its four aspects and declarative and implicit memory for LTM with their 3 and 2
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categories respectively. They also had to link the two together through techniques like chunking, rehearsal
recall etc. This topic seems to be well understood throughout, with candidates quoting the theories well and
even making reference to studies and experiments proving the multistore model etc.

Question 3

The majority of candidates chose this question. Candidates were required to apply theory here. Candidates
did well if they correctly linked theory to the argument. Most candidates seem to lack such a skill.
Most of the answers to this question were not technical and spoke in a generic and lay fashion about the
factors chosen. Some of the answers about the factor culture actually revealed a clichéd outlook to non-
Western culture. Most candidates spoke about upbringing and past experiences in the same way and when
speaking about upbringing did not focus on the individual’s relationship with a caregiver in their early
developmental stages. The factor ‘physiological system’ was chosen by a minority of candidates, but those
who chose it tended to speak about this factor well. A common mistake candidates made was writing about
the impact of specific interpersonal relationships rather than the impact of the social environment one is
exposed to as a whole.
The majority of candidates in fact fell into the pitfall of writing about the factor they chose in general without
any link whatsoever to psychological literature or proper examples of how it influences behaviour.

Question 4

4a: It was evident that candidates did not know how to compare perspectives. The majority of candidates
resorted to describing the two perspectives separately without any attempt at actually comparing concepts.
Most were unable to compare the two (e.g. free will vs deterministic) because they did not understand
properly the conceptual framework behind the theory. Also most often candidates confused Rogers with
Maslow and spoke at length about the hierarchy of needs.

4b: Candidates who knew Erikson's stages of psychosocial development could easily answer this question
without too many issues. It is clear that the theory is well covered in classrooms as most candidates could
identify at least one or two stages, if not all. At the same time, a good proportion of candidates fared badly in
this question when it came to the application as they struggled to pick out the points in the case study
relevant to the stages of psychosocial development. Speaking about the psychosocial stages without
providing any relevant examples or referring to any extracts from the case study was a common mistake.
Candidates found it easier to recall the initial two stages (trust vs mistrust and autonomy vs shame and
doubt) than the subsequent two stages. Skipping the industry and inferiority stage and instead speaking
about later stages such as intimacy vs isolation that are not relevant to the case study was another common
mistake. A number confused the psychosocial with psychosexual stages or just knew about the psychosexual
stages and spoke about these instead of answering the question.

4c: Here candidates had to explain their upbringing using theories. The majority of candidates didn't say much
about themselves (many painted an overly positive, one-dimensional and non-analytical picture of their
upbringing). A number of candidates did not mention upbringing in any way while most candidates did not
link theory properly. And when they did mention theories, their answers were still superficial.

Many resorted to comparing with John (I had a similar upbringing to John…) and quoting Erikson. Possibly
some candidates misunderstood the question, maybe because they struggled to think of relevant content for
this question. Reference to theory in 4c was mainly superficial, names of psychological theories were
mentioned in a cursory way and did not serve to actually explain their upbringing. A number of candidates
were unrealistically speaking reflectively about their life before the age of 3 without making reference to the
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fact that the information/experiences quoted would have been acquired second-hand from caregivers or
other individuals.

Question 5

5a. It seems that most candidates knew Bandura’s experiment and could explain it relatively well. Marks were
often lost as they did not use specific terminology like observational learning and struggled to explain its
application.

5b: This was an applied question. Candidates could often explain why men are considered more aggressive.
With the second part of the question most candidates were able to mention and explain one or two of the
strategies especially elimination of coercive cycles.

Question 6

Most candidates (apart from a few who had evidently not studied) performed well in question 6, particularly
in the second part.

Q6a: Candidates struggled more in question 6a as many mentioned a couple of the criteria but failed to
explain them or elaborate using examples. They also seemed less confident in answering this question than
6b and a number of candidates waffled their way through it, lumping certain criteria together without being
clear and specific. Hence marks were also lost because of this.

Q6b: This seemed to be an area which interested candidates. At times candidates lost marks as they did not
elaborate enough on the effects on the patient’s daily life.

There were candidates who in question 6b could recall chucks from the textbook, which shows that they
studied at times by heart.

Chairperson
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