
Exam Practice Answers, Chapter 1 
 

Question 

Number 

Question  

1. Evaluate Milgram’s agency theory as an explanation of obedience.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• We can be in an agentic/autonomous state which may cause 

moral strain. 

• In social situations, we become the agent of someone else’s will 

and follow their orders. 

• In such circumstances, we will do things that we would not 

normally choose to do. 

• This can create moral strain in the individual obeying the order. 

• In the autonomous state, we are free thinking and able to make 

our own decisions. 

• The theory believes we are socialised into an agentic state 

from a young age. For example, as children, we learn to obey 

our parents and teachers and act as agents following social 

rules. 

AO3 

• Supported by Milgram’s research when he showed that 65% of 

ordinary people would obey an authority figure. 

• But this study lacks ecological validity as the task of ‘giving’ 

electric shocks to a stranger is not something people encounter 

in everyday life. 

• Has application to real life, i.e. used to explain the destructive 

obedience of soldiers during war. 

• Does not explain why some individuals obey and others do not 

(individual differences). 

• Disobedience of some can be explained by their personality 

(charismatic leadership) so suggesting that the causes of 

obedience are more complex than the theory suggests. 

• The obedience shown by the participants could be explained by 

Social Impact Theory and how they functioned in relation to 

others in the experiment. 

(8) 



 

Question 

Number 

Question  

2. Evaluate one contemporary study from social psychology.  

 Answer Mark 

 Burger (2009) 

AO1 

• The purpose of the study was to see if obedience levels have 

changed since Milgram’s 1963 study and also to conduct a 

more ethical study on obedience to authority figures. 

• Individuals responded to advertisements in a local newspaper 

and an online listing. 

• After a series of screening procedures, a final sample of 29 men 

and 41 women was selected. 

• The participants were randomly assigned to one of two 

conditions (Base condition and Moral refusal condition). 

• Using a script, largely from Milgram’s research, the procedure 

followed Milgram’s very closely. 

• Two confederates were used. One of the confederates was the 

same man who played the learner in the Base condition. The 

other confederate was of the same gender as the real 

participant. 

• Teacher 1 began the procedure by reading the words and 

pressing the switches. The confederate showed no signs of 

hesitation until reaching 75 V. The confederate paused before 

continuing and after the 90 V switch said, ‘I don’t know about 

this’, while the experimenter used the prod ‘Please continue’. 

The confederate then paused for a few seconds and said, ‘I 

don’t think I can do this.’ The experimenter then focused on the 

participant instead, asking them to continue with the test. 

AO3 

• A more diverse sample of ages and ethnicities was used and 

so the findings have greater generalisability compared with 

Milgram’s. 

• The research supported Milgram’s work by showing that 

situational effects were significant but also showed that there 

(4, AO1, 

4, AO3) 



are personality differences in social influence behaviour. 

• 150 volts makes the study less distressing for participants. 

• Volunteer sample means participants may have displayed 

demand characteristics and been more enthusiastic in their 

approach. 

• As Burger used Milgram’s procedure, it can claim that it has 

reliability. 

• Findings can help explain events such as the Second World 

War. It can be said that the soldiers were not responsible and 

were just following orders from Hitler, who was making them 

obey. 

Reicher and Haslam (2006) 

AO1 

• The purpose of the study was to create an institution that 

resembled a prison, to investigate the behaviour of groups that 

were unequal in terms of power, status, privileges and 

resources in an ethical way. 

• 15 male participants took part in an experimental case study 

with five randomly selected to be guards and the remaining ten 

were prisoners. They lived in a mock prison for ten days with 

permeability between the groups altering and participants rating 

their identification with their own and the other group each 

morning. 

• The guards identified more strongly with their group compared 

with the prisoners, until participants were told there would be no 

more movements between groups and the trend reversed with 

the identify scores of prisoners remaining higher for the rest of 

the study. On day 6, prisoners broke out of their cells and soon 

prisoners and guards governed together as one. 

• Social identification is important to allow the group to be 

effective and affects the members’ mental state, a dysfunctional 

group led to a worse mental state. 

• They concluded that surveillance affects behaviour as the 

guards were reluctant to appear authoritarian. 

AO3 

• The proposed study was passed by ethics panels at the BPS 



and Exeter University. 

• Even so, some participants showed signs of distress during the 

study. 

• The two groups were arbitrarily created, so this removes bias in 

allocation. 

• A biased sample as it consisted of males only. Furthermore, it 

has been suggested that individuals with particular personality 

traits volunteer for such activities inferring other types of people 

are therefore not included. 

• Reicher and Haslam’s situational manipulation was artificial and 

so the measurement of level of conformity has less ecological 

validity. 

• Participants knew they were being observed by television 

cameras, which could mean they were role playing and not 

behaving naturally. 

• The promotion of prisoners to guards made the study less 

realistic and so compromises mundane validity. 

Cohrs et al. (2012) 

AO1 

• The study aimed to examine any correlations between the Big 

Five personality dimensions, Right Wing Authoritarianism 

(RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) and prejudice. 

• Two separate studies were carried out in relation to the overall 

study. The procedure in both studies involved the participants 

self-rating their own personalities and their peers then rated 

them (the participant). 

• If an individual is more conscientious, they are more likely to be 

RWA. 

• If an individual has SDO or RWA, they are more likely to be 

prejudiced. 

• The findings of previous research which just uses self-reports 

has been found to be reliable when using both self-reports and 

peer reports. 

AO3 

• The procedure used self-reports which are subjective and 

reduces validity in the results, particularly as friends were 



involved. 

• Issues of socially sensitive research may have arisen over 

questions regarding disability and homosexuality which may 

have caused distress. 

• Data are correlational, so cannot infer cause and effect 

conclusions. 

• The study was conducted in Germany so suffers from problems 

of ethnocentrism and lacks generalisability to other cultures. 

• The second study used volunteer sampling which is more open 

to demand characteristics and participants may have been 

more enthusiastic in their approach. 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

3. Evaluate Milgram’s original study of obedience.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• The aim was to see how obedient people would be in a situation 

where following orders would mean causing harm to another 

person. 

• Milgram advertised for volunteers, offering $4 for any adult male 

willing to take part in a study on memory, held at Yale 

University. 

• Participants were met by the researcher in a smart grey lab coat 

and another ‘volunteer’, Mr Wallace, who was in fact an actor-

confederate of the researcher. 

• It was explained that the research was on the effect of 

punishment on learning and drew lots for who was going to be 

the teacher and who the learner, the process for which rigged. 

• They were shown the shock generator with 30 switches each 

showing a 15-volt increase which the teacher (true participant) 

would operate. 

• At this point the two men were separated and the experiment 

began, with the participant being instructed to issue a shock 

each time the learner got an answer wrong. 

• Although the participant could not see the learner, he was able 

to hear him clearly through the wall. 

• The researcher delivered verbal prods to encourage the teacher 

to continue, such as ‘Please continue’ or ‘Please go on’. 

• All 40 participants went up to at least 300 V and 65% went to 

the maximum 450 V. 

• Participants were debriefed and told the full aims and nature of 

the study and were sent a follow-up questionnaire, the results of 

which showed 84% were glad to have taken part and 74% had 

learned something of personal importance. 

AO3 

• The procedure was reliable because Milgram controlled 

variables such as the voice of Mr Wallace, which was a 

(8) 



recording, so the same for all participants. 

• The study was unethical because the participants were 

deceived in a number of ways, such as they thought that their 

victim was another participant, not an actor. 

• Orne and Holland have suggested that the participants may 

have known what was going on and just played along and so 

suffered few effects. 

• Milgram sent them questionnaires later to assess the effects 

and found that most felt no remorse or guilt, so it was ethical. 

• The laboratory setting of the study was artificial so participants 

may have responded to demand characteristics rather than 

showing natural behaviour, which might be different in the real 

world setting, so ecological validity is questioned. 

• The sample consisted of 40 American males, so cannot be 

generalised to other cultures and populations. 

• The study has an application to real life and can explain the 

atrocities committed in wars as soldiers are seen as also only 

obeying orders from those in authority. 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

4. Evaluate one of Milgram’s variation studies.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

For example, distant authority figure (experiment 7): 

• To see if it is easier to resist the orders from an authority figure 

if they are not close by. 

• The experimenter instructed and prompted the teacher by 

telephone from another room. 

• Obedience fell to 22.5% (20.5%). Many participants cheated 

and missed out shocks or gave lower voltage than ordered to. 

• This shows when the authority figure is close by, then 

obedience is more likely. 

For example, experiment is conducted in downtown Bridgeport/private 

office (experiment 10): 

• Participants were led to believe that the experiment was 

conducted by a private research firm. 

• This single difference decreased obedience rate from 65% to 

48%. Private research firms are viewed as less prestigious than 

certain universities which affected behaviour. 

• It is easier under these conditions to abandon the belief in the 

experimenter’s essential decency. 

For example, ordinary man (experiment 13): 

• To see whether an order given by someone without authority is 

followed. 

• The experimenter gives the instructions about administering the 

shock, but then gets ‘called away’ and leaves the room. There 

is an accomplice in the room who was initially given the task of 

recording the times and the participant thinks is another 

participant like him and the learner. 

• 16/20 (80%) participants broke away from the ordinary man’s 

instructions, even though the accomplice urged them to 

continue. 

• Levels of obedience fell dramatically with an ordinary man who 

had no perceived authority. 

(4 AO1, 

4 AO3) 



• Participants did not like seeing the ‘ordinary man’ giving the 

shocks, but were not able to prevent it. 

AO3 – generic evaluation 

• The procedure is easy to replicate as most variations were in a 

controlled setting, which gives the experimenter control over 

variables. 

• Lacks ecological validity as the task of ‘giving’ electric shocks to 

a stranger is not something people encounter in everyday life. 

• Procedure may be prone to demand characteristics as 

participants may have guessed the nature of the experiment 

due to cues. 

• However, 80% who were surveyed said they believed the 

shocks were painful and there were also visible signs of mental 

anguish, e.g. sweating. These signs cannot be faked. 

• The studies are not ethical as they put pressure on the 

participants, deceive them and do not allow the full right to 

withdraw. 

• All participants were thoroughly debriefed and the majority were 

glad to have taken part. 

• Milgram did carry out a pilot study to see if participants 

would obey and it was generally thought they would not. 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

5. Evaluate Sherif’s robbers’ cave study.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• The purpose of the study was to test the idea that if you create 

an in-group/out-group situation and then create conflict between 

them, prejudice will arise. 

• To see if prejudice would be reduced if the two groups were set 

a (superordinate) goal that needed their co-operation to 

achieve. 

• 20 boys stayed at the Robber’s Cave State Park, Oklahoma 

camp for three weeks and were randomly divided into two 

groups, ‘Rattlers’ and ‘Eagles’. 

• For the first week, the groups did not know about each other. 

Then they discovered each other and felt that the other was 

invading their territory. 

• Conflict was then introduced by having a tournament which led 

to loyalty to the in-group and hostility to the out-group. 

• Each group thought the others were ‘sneaks, smart alecks and 

stinkers’, while their members were ‘brave, tough and friendly’. 

• Then Sherif organised super-ordinate goals, where the boys 

had to work together to overcome problems. 

• First, the camp water supply ‘failed’ forcing them to co-operate 

to fix it, getting on better in the process. Second, a truck 

became stuck in the mud, and they all had to pull it out. 

• In the ‘hostility’ phase, 93% had friends in their own group; 

however, after the co-operation phase, 30% had friends 

between the two groups. This shows the reduction in prejudice. 

• More out-group members were chosen as friends by the end of 

stage 3 (Rattlers, 6.4% at the end of stage 2 and 36.4% at the 

end of stage 3; Eagles, 7.5% at the end of stage 2 and 23.2% 

at the end of stage 3.) 

• When the two groups were placed in competition, in-group 

solidarity and inter-group hostility increased as boys 

overestimated the abilities of their own group and to minimised 

(8) 



the abilities of out-group members. 

• Sherif also argued that the mere contact between two groups 

was not sufficient to reduce hostility but when the two groups 

needed to work together they exchanged tools, shared 

responsibilities and agreed how to solve problems. 

• The friction between the groups was eventually reduced 

although more than one super-ordinate goal was needed to 

achieve full co-operation between the groups. 

AO3 

• The study is high in ecological validity as it is based on a 

summer camp and involves activities commonly carried out in 

these camps. 

• Mundane validity: Sherif et al.’s study used everyday activities, 

such as competitions and cooperative tasks, that we would 

undertake in an everyday situation. 

• Researchers still had some control over the variables. Sherif 

was able to introduce the element of competition into the study. 

• The study is ethnocentric as participants were all 12 years old, 

and white middle-class American boys, so generalisation to the 

American population as a whole is not possible. 

• The participants were unaware they were taking part so could 

not give their consent/right to withdraw. 

• It is vulnerable to extraneous variables as the situation is not 

carefully controlled. 

• There is less possibility of demand characteristics as 

participants were unaware they are taking part and are so less 

likely to ‘act up’. 

• Sherif et al. used a field experiment with careful controls up to a 

point, but using the natural environment, so less controlled as 

the setting was natural. This means the experimental aspect of 

the study is scientific but the natural situation (uncontrolled) is 

not so scientific. 

• Sherif et al. reduced prejudice to (a) separating groups, (b) 

setting groups up to compete, (c) putting groups back together 

to work on a superordinate goal, which shows a scientific 

element to their work. 



 

Question 

Number 

Question  

6. Evaluate Social Identity Theory as an explanation of prejudice.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• Prejudice can be explained by our tendency to identify 

ourselves as part of a group, and to classify other people as 

either within or outside that group. 

• Conflict may not even be necessary for prejudice to occur, 

merely being in a group and being aware of the existence of 

another group is sufficient for prejudice to develop. 

• Social categorisation → we categorise ourselves and others as 

members of particular social groups. 

• Social identification → we adopt the identity of the group we 

have categorised ourselves as belonging to. 

• Social comparison → this is the final stage, once we have 

categorised ourselves as part of a group and identified with that 

group, we compare that group with others. 

• We deliberately put down others to try and raise our own self-

esteem. 

Look for other reasonable marking points. 

AO3 

• The theory has evidence from minimal group studies, such as 

Tajfel (1970), demonstrating that being part of a group is 

sufficient to lead to prejudice against people not within that 

group. 

• However, this particular study is a laboratory experiment which 

suffers from low ecological validity as it is carried out in an 

artificial setting. 

• It underestimates the importance of individual differences. 

Some people have a much greater tendency than others to 

favour in-group over out-group, depending on their personality. 

• The theory can explain a wide range of real-life phenomena 

ranging from support from football teams to racism, and can be 

(8) 



applied to a wide range of social situations. 

• Sherif’s Robbers’ Cave study provides further evidence for 

Social Identity Theory in that the two groups showed prejudice 

before competition was introduced and showed in-group 

favouritism. 

• Opposing evidence from Dobbs and Crano (2001) who argue 

in-group favouritism is more complex than earlier studies 

suggest and that mere categorisation of people into groups is 

not always sufficient to create in-group favouritism. 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

7. Outline two features of Milgram’s (1963) study that might explain why 

the participants obeyed. 

 

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• The cues in the experimental setting influenced the participants’ 

perceptions of what was required of them, such as the setting of 

a prestigious university. 

• Buffers (e.g. the wall) prevented those who obey from being 

aware of the full impact of their actions. 

• Held at Yale University, so participants thought researchers 

were experts and therefore trustworthy. 

• Generator switches only went up in small increments (15 volts), 

so participants found it easier to obey. 

• Many participants asked whose responsibility it was if the 

learner was harmed and showed visible relief when the 

experimenter took responsibility. 

• Prods/prompts such as, ‘You must continue, the experiment 

requires that you continue’, etc. 

• The experimenter was seen as a legitimate authority figure in 

Milgram’s study and he wore a grey lab coat to indicate his 

position. 

• They were in an agentic state and gave up their own free will to 

obey the authority figure. 

(4) 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

8. Compare the agency theory with the social impact theory as an 

explanation of obedience. 

 

 Answer Mark 

 • One mark each for any appropriate similarity and or difference 

between the two theories of obedience 

• One mark for each comparison point identified and one mark for 

each application of that point to the theories 

Similarities 

• Both theories are useful to society in that they may help predict 

and prevent future atrocities (1) as one demonstrates power of 

authority figures in the Second World War and Abu Ghraib, the 

other uses a mathematical formula by which predictions can be 

made to help society control its members across all cultures (1). 

• Both theories can offer an explanation for Milgram’s findings (1) 

as Agency shows the power of being in an agentic state and 

Social Impact Theory shows the impact of others in the 

environment (1). 

Differences 

• Agency Theory has more relevance to why we obey than Social 

Impact Theory (1) as it arose as a direct result of research into 

obedience, whereas Social Impact Theory was never 

specifically designed to explain obedience (1). 

• Social Impact Theory offers more of an explanation than 

Agency Theory (1) as its formula can work in all situations 

whereas Agency is rather circular as it claims we obey 

authority as we are agents of authority (1). 

(6) 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

9. Describe how personality may affect obedience  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• Some people are simply more obedient than others – they have a  

obedient personality. 

• Adorno claimed that extreme obedience and prejudice forms thro   

childhood experiences when personality is developed. 

• Through the use of interviews and projective tests, Adorno found  

people who had been brought up by strict parents who used hars   

punishments grew up to be very obedient. These children develop   

authoritarian personality, who have extreme respect for authority   

hostility to those of lower rank. 

• Authoritarian personality is measured using the F scale. 

• Adorno explains that harsh and physical punishment leads to the  

feeling hostile and angry towards their parents. These feelings of  

are uncomfortable and the child may displace these negative feel    

a believed inferior target. 

(4) 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

10. Explain how prejudice can be explained by developmental psychology.  

 Answer Mark 

 AO2 

• Sexism or gender discrimination is prejudice or discrimination 

based on a person’s sex or gender. Sexism affects both men 

and women, but primarily women. 

• It has been linked to stereotypes and gender roles, and may 

include the belief that one sex or gender is intrinsically superior 

to another. 

• Extreme sexism may foster sexual harassment, rape and other 

forms of sexual violence. 

• While advertising used to portray women in obviously 

stereotypical roles (e.g. as a housewife), women in modern 

advertisements are no longer solely confined to the home. 

However, advertising today nonetheless still stereotypes 

women, albeit in more subtle ways, including by sexually 

objectifying them. 

• Research has shown that gender role stereotyping in 

advertising is linked to negative attitudes towards women. It is 

also linked to negative body image and the development of 

eating disorders. 

• Ethnic jokes feed upon difference and distinctions and if one of 

the functions of ethnic jokes is to ridicule and deprecate these 

out-groups, another function is to maintain and strengthen a 

sense of one’s identity in some in-group. 

• It may be that ethnic humour helps people deal with hostility 

verbally instead of physically, but these slurs also reinforce 

stereotypes and sometimes lead to calls for violence. 

(4) 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

11. Evaluate Social Impact Theory  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• Social impact is ‘any individual feelings, thoughts or behaviours 

that are exerted by the real, implied or imagined presence or 

actions of others’. 

• Social impact refers to changes that occur in a person 

(cognitive, behavioural and emotional) due to the presence or 

actions of others. 

• Number: as the number of people in agreement increases, the 

social impact of what they agree on also increases while the 

individual person’s impact decreases. 

• Strength: a message is stronger if it is repeated by many people 

who are all in agreement. 

• Status and knowledge: the message will be strengthened if the 

person doing the convincing is an expert in the field. 

• Immediacy: the message will have more impact if it comes from 

friends rather than strangers. 

• One way in which social impact theory can explain obedience is 

by considering the number of people present in a social 

situation. As the number of people in a group increases, the 

social impact of the group behaviour on individual will also 

increase. 

• This means that people are more likely to obey or disobey 

orders in that there are other people around them doing so. 

AO3 

• The mathematical formula can be applied to all social situations 

where social influence occurs. so the theory is widely 

applicable. 

• This turn means it is as reliable as any theory gets as the same 

formula can be applied and should get the same predictions in 

behaviour. 

• The theory does not take into account that in social situations 

behaviour is determined by both the individual and the group, it 

(4 AO1, 

4 AO3) 



is a two-way process not just one way. 

• Neither does it account for individual differences such as a 

person being more persuadable than another in understanding 

behaviour in social settings. 

• Milgram has shown when two other (confederates) disobeyed 

researcher’s orders, only 10% of participants continued 

administering 450 V electric shocks to the learner, compared 

with 65% when they were on their own, which shows that the 

number of people in a group will influence individual person’s 

obedience. 

• It is a better explanation than agency theory as it involves a 

generic formula for all situations, whereas agency theory is 

rather circular (we obey authority as we are agents of authority). 

• It is limited in explaining certain situations, such as football 

crowd behaviour where both sets of supporters are equal in 

number, immediacy and strength. 

• Research and historical examples have highlighted the danger 

of groupthink in highly cohesive groups. 

• Asch has shown how conformity increased as the number of 

people increased, but not by much after group size is four or 

five. 

• Asch has shown that conformity to the wrong answer 

decreased from 32% to 6% when one confederate also 

gives the right answer. 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

12. What is meant by social psychology?  

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

• Social psychology examines the effects of our environment on 

our behaviour and how our actions are influenced by 

individuals, groups and culture. 

• There is less emphasis on other psychological determinants of 

behaviour, such as cognition and biology. 

• Our thoughts and feelings are strongly influenced by the social 

setting in which we find ourselves and we will behave in ways 

we perceive as being consistent with the social setting. 

• Social psychologists tend to use surveys and field experiments 

when investigating the impact of the environment on our 

behaviour. 

• These are carried out in real-life settings and can be universally 

applied when studying individuals, groups and culture. 

• Why people obey and what causes prejudice are just two of 

the issues social psychology deals with in order to help 

understand individual and group behaviour. 

(6) 

 

  



Question 

Number 

Question  

13. Explain two ways in which prejudice was reduced in the Robbers Cave 

study 

 

 Answer Mark 

 AO1 

Two marks for each of two ways: 

• They introduced the superordinate goals, which included 

fixing the water tank and pump when the water supply was 

threatened. 

• A truck that would not start, so they had to pull together to try 

and start it. This reduced hostility and indeed led to a friendly 

atmosphere. 

• Pooling resources so that they could afford a film that they 

all wanted to watch 

(4) 

 

 

Question 

Number 

Question  

14. Sakina has been told by her teacher that she should do her homework 

this week if she is to improve on her current grades. Using your 

knowledge of social impact theory, explain why Sakina is likely to follow 

her teacher’s instructions. 

 

 Answer Mark 

 AO2 

• Sakina does her homework as she may regard the teacher 

as having a high status. 

• Her homework has to be given in the next day, so she 

completes it immediately. 

• Her teacher was standing right next to Sakina when the 

homework was being set. 

• The rest of the class may have told Sakina they were doing 

the homework and so persuaded her to complete it too. 

(4) 

 


