Matthew DiPetta - Welcome to the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority presentation as part of the Chief Assessor External Assessment Report Pilot Project. My name is Matthew DiPetta, I am co-chief assessor, and along with Alli Lehman, my other co-chief assessor, we will be presenting this video recording on the 2024 psychology examination. The aim of this presentation is to discuss the external assessment report. The purpose is to provide feedback and data on student performance on this examination. This will include pointing out both areas of strength and weakness to be used for guidance for improvement. The value is to be used to inform the teaching and learning of psychology in 2025. 
Slide 5 – Student strengths and weaknesses
This presentation focuses on the Section B questions from the 2024 examination. Comments regarding the Section A questions are in the external assessment report that's been published on the VCAA website. This was the second examination developed from the 2023 to 2027 study design, and it was pleasing to see students increasing comfort with some of the newer aspects of the study design. As you will see, we will be using excerpts from the external assessment report in this presentation. In Section B, students demonstrated their knowledge across questions of varying difficulty levels. Roughly 90% of students attempted the extended response question. 
Some common areas of strength from the 2024 Section B exam included understanding the role of the vagus nerve in the gut-brain axis, outlining the role of brain regions in long-term implicit and explicit memory, discussing the role of episodic and semantic memory in constructing a possible imagined future, and comparing the use of bright light therapy for both delayed sleep phase syndrome and advanced sleep phase disorder. Teachers are advised to reflect on the following areas, as well as extrapolate these points to other related areas of the course to inform their own reflections on 2024 and their preparations for 2025. 
Some of the areas for improvement that we identified from marking and assessing a large sample of exams was looking towards accurately describing long-term potentiation, as well as the retention stage of observational learning, identifying the independent variables in an experiment, applying key science skills, in particular, understanding the difference between measurement errors, systematic and random, and understanding the command terms such as evaluate and explain. Students are reminded that they need to directly address the specific question being asked, and in most cases, a simple definition of key terms from the question is not sufficient to be awarded the marks. 


Slide 7 – Question 1
We will now begin with question 1a. 30% of responses receive zero marks for question 1a. This represents students who both attempted and did not attempt the question. It was important that students wrote a response that directly related to the question scenario. This should be second nature to students for the time they complete the final examination. For the students who were able to achieve two out of three marks, this was most often because they did not clearly discuss the interaction between the two regions. Often they just restated the question and said that the two regions would interact, but did not offer any discussion relating to how this would happen. 
The information required to achieve the three marks on this exam question are noted in the external assessment report shown below. The first mark, the students required outlining the role of the basal ganglia with a very clear relationship and link to the scenario. For the second mark, students needed to outline the role of the neocortex, again, with very specific relation to the scenario. And for the third and final mark, students needed to discuss the interaction between those two brain regions. And we have provided in the external assessment report an example of three of the ways or three of the discussion points that students may have provided to allow themselves to be awarded that third mark. 
This example of a student response was awarded two marks. They have identified a role of the neocortex in relation to the scenario. They have also identified a role of the basal ganglia in relation to this scenario. But simply stating that the two regions interact was not sufficient for the third mark. The external assessment report highlights the possible way students could have achieved this mark. Teachers should look to extrapolate that information to interactions between other sets of brain regions for their lessons in 2025. You can see here we've annotated the sample response so you can use the different colours of highlighting to see what aspects of the answer were allowing your student to be awarded different marks. 
Question 1b. Many students were awarded zero marks for question 1b because they simply applied the Atkinson-Shiffrin model without evaluating the benefits of the poster. Students who achieved one mark were able to evaluate one aspect of the poster and relate it to one memory store from the model. Students should be reminded of the need to answer the specific question in the examination. As you can see on the screen, it says, "To be awarded full marks, students need to be provided two valid links between an aspect of the poster and one of the memory stores from the Atkinson-Shiffrin multi-store model. A simple description of the model alone was not sufficient, despite being a common form of answer provided by the students." 
Possible responses included a set of examples of what we have seen in student responses, including the five that we've provided in the report. In each case, there is one specific aspect of the poster that's been identified, as well as a clear link to one part of the multi-store model. This sample response is an example of a response linking one aspect of the poster, that is, viewing it each time they brush their teeth, with the sensory memory aspect of the model. Responses that related to iconic memory were accepted. The second half of the response did not highlight a separate aspect of the poster, so it could not be awarded a second mark. The response that's been highlighted in yellow was what was awarded the mark, and the rest of the response, as you can see, whilst continuing to discuss the multi-store model, hasn't highlighted a particular aspect of the poster that is going to benefit the child's learning. 
Question 1c. It was pleasing to see the quality of answers for question 1c. Students needed to relate the ideas of semantic autobiographical memory and episodic autobiographical memory to this scenario for the first two marks. Semantic autobiographical memory is the facts and knowledge about the scenario that helped the father build the imagined future and the episodic aspects of the personal experiences of the scenario that helped the father build the imagined future. There were several points that students could have included to be awarded the final mark, as shown in the external assessment report on the screen. 
Students did do well in this question. 30% of the state achieved full marks. Another 30% of the state achieved two out of three marks for a similar reason to question 1a. Students did well to demonstrate their knowledge of the roles of episodic and semantic autobiographical memories in constructing the possible imagined future. It was the third point, where they were attempting to link the two together or provide a concluding statement to that answer, where students often struggled. And at the bottom you can see it says, "High-scoring responses identified relevant parts of the scenario and explained how these related to episodic and semantic memories." This student was awarded two marks for their knowledge of episodic and semantic memory in the construction of a possible imagined future. The student missed out on including any of the additional points from the report that would've afforded them the third mark. You can see there in the yellow is where the student has identified the role of the episodic aspect, and in the green, they've identified the semantic aspect. 
Question 1d. Students were often too relaxed with their wording choices to describe both long-term potentiation and the retention stage of observational learning. The report comments highlight the need to include certain crucial aspects of both ideas to ensure that an accurate understanding is conveyed. High-scoring responses neatly tied the two ideas together instead of treating LTP and the retention stage as two separate concepts. Students also, too frequently, omitted any inclusion of what the mental representation was actually of. Students should avoid simply including definitions of key terms that they've memorised from a textbook. 
As you can see on the screen, for the first mark, students were required to demonstrate an understanding that long-term potentiation is the long-lasting strengthening of a synapse due to repeated stimulation. To be awarded full marks, students were then required to demonstrate their knowledge of the retention stage of observational learning by explaining that LTP would occur in the neural pathways storing the mental representation or the long-term memory of the teeth brushing action they observed In discussing the retention stage, the phrases mental image or visual representation cannot be used in place of mental representation. Students are reminded that repeated stimulation of the neural pathway is necessary for LTP to occur. This student was awarded one mark for this response. They correctly described how the retention stage of observational learning relates to the scenario, however they did contradict themselves when attempting to explain LTP. You can see the use of the word weakening in their response there as well.
Slide 15 – Question 2
Alli Lehman - Question two was a two-part question relating to the gut-brain axis and scientific investigation methodologies. In part A, students were required to outline two roles of the vagus nerve in the gut-brain axis and describe how case studies could be used to understand the role of the vagus nerve. The average mark for question 2a was 1.7 out of four, with 11.6% of students not making any attempt on the question. When addressing the first part of the question in regards to two roles of the vagus nerve in relation to the gut-brain axis, many students failed to directly answer what they were being asked and instead outlined the GBA without a specific focus on the role of the vagus nerve. 
These responses were not awarded any marks, however, students who then went on to provide more information specific to the vagus nerve were able to achieve marks accordingly. Responses that included incorrect directions, for example, sensory information is transmitted from the central nervous system to the enteric nervous system, were not awarded a mark. In attempting to describe how case studies could be used to understand the role of the vagus nerve in the GBA, many students incorrectly described other investigation methodologies, with a number writing about literature reviews. 
A number of students also incorrectly described possible research that echoed the 10-mark question on the 2023 exam relating to the impact of the gut microbiota on the GBA, rather than focusing on the role of the vagus nerve. Although a number of the incorrect responses pleasingly suggest that students are preparing by completing past exam questions, it is important for them to carefully read each question to determine what it is asking and not simply repeat information that was appropriate as an answer to a previous question they have done that assessed the same key knowledge, but in a different way. 
A reminder that an overview of the scientific investigation methodologies relevant for VCE psychology is published on page 14 of the study design and that it is important for student understanding and exposure to scientific methodologies throughout the year to extend beyond controlled experiments. This student was awarded three marks, two marks for correctly identifying two roles of the vagus nerve in the gut-brain axis and one mark for demonstrating an understanding of what a case study is. However, they did not provide a clear description of research that could be used to understand the role of the vagus nerve, specifically. 
Part B of question two required students to use their knowledge of the gut-brain axis to explain why adequate nutritional intake acts as a biological protective factor for maintaining mental well-being. As an explained question, students were required to make evident the relationship between the components of the question, adequate nutritional intake and mental well-being in relation to the gut-brain axis. This was a stepwise answer that involved making a link between adequate nutritional intake and the health of the microbiota, which leads to an impact on brain functioning, and finally, that this in turn impacts mental well-being. 
Again, directional language was important for full marks. It was not enough for students to comment that adequate nutritional intake will change the microbiota or that poor intake will have a negative impact. The external assessment report provides this example of a high-scoring student response, which includes all three components required for a complete explanation. A number of students refer to neurotransmitters in the gut travelling to the brain. However, it is important that students and teachers understand that serotonin and other neurotransmitters do not directly cross the blood-brain barrier and that transmission of messages along the vagus nerve is an electrochemical process. 
Therefore, it is incorrect to say that neurotransmitters produced in the gut are directly transmitted to the brain. Rather, they have an indirect impact which can include an influence on the brain's neurotransmitter system. So, while the gut plays an important role in the production of neurotransmitters and can influence the brain, the communication is not a simple transfer of neurotransmitters from gut to brain, it's a more complex signalling process involving both neural and chemical pathways. This response is an example of a student who began by providing a general description of the gut-brain axis. 
Although the description is correct, it did not gain the student any marks as it does not address what the question is asking. The response does go on to achieve full marks for demonstrating knowledge of the link between adequate nutritional intake and healthy gut microbiota, where they have written that maintaining adequate nutritional intake will help to improve gut health and the health of the gut microbiome. And then referencing a link between healthy microbiota and brain functioning. This will then positively impact the brain, e.g., by reducing stress levels. The answer then concludes by articulating the link between brain functioning or reduced stress and enhanced mental well-being.
Slide 24 – Question 3
Matthew DiPetta - This is now question three of Section B. It was pleasing to see the quality of responses and meaningful attempts made by students on question three. Students did well to break this question into appropriate chunks which helped them approach their answer. Students did not often answer the question in a neat order, but this did not hinder their ability to access full marks, provided all of the necessary points were provided. A common error was to provide similarities and differences between advanced sleep phase disorder and delayed sleep phase syndrome as sleep disorders, which was not the instruction in the question. Some students provided these additional similarities and differences, as well as the necessary answer about the similarities and differences between the use of bright light therapy for ASPD and DSPS. This resulted in a lengthy answer that likely hindered their ability to answer other sections of the examination. 
Overall, this question was generally well answered. To be awarded full marks, students needed to identify both a similarity and a difference in the use of bright light therapy for DSPS and ASPD. And then for the next three marks, explain the biological mechanisms behind how bright light therapy works. Possible similarities between the use of bright light therapy for both of the sleep disorders are provided in the examination report. 
Question three was an example where a straight definition of bright light therapy did not help students access any marks. Students should be looking to respond directly to the question. Teachers are encouraged to refer to the VCAA-published frequently asked questions document to ensure they are communicating to their students which terms can be readily abbreviated in the exam. ASPD, DSPS, BLT, and SCN are all examples from this question where students did not need to write out the full terms in their response. If we continue looking through the marking guide, a key difference then needed to be provided, and the main one is listed there. 
And the three points that students needed to refer to explain the biological mechanism behind bright light therapy is included in the report as well. Students are reminded to respond directly to the specific question being asked. Some students describe the sleep disorders themselves rather than addressing the specific use of bright light therapy for each disorder. This response is an example of a student providing all of the necessary points. The blue highlighting shows how they still access the similarity mark despite including these two ideas in separate parts of their answer. Similarly, with the difference being spread out across the paragraph. The opening dot point is an example of a student including additional information that did not see them awarded any extra marks. While they did not decrease their score for this particular question, it may have hindered their ability to finish other aspects of the examination.
Slide 27 – Question 4
Alli Lehman - Question four was a 10-mark, five-part question relating to a controlled experiment investigating the impact of an ankle sprain on the spinal reflex response time in the soleus muscle of the lower leg. The experiment used a within-subjects design whereby spinal reflex response times were recorded for each participant's injured and uninjured ankle. To begin with, students were asked to name the main excitatory neurotransmitter for one mark. This question was well answered across the state, with 81% of students being awarded the mark. As can be seen in the upper sample response, many of the students who attempted the question and did not receive the mark incorrectly identified GABA as an excitatory neurotransmitter. 
Part B involved outlining one role of the somatic nervous system and one role of the spinal cord, specifically in relation to the spinal reflex in this experiment. While the majority of students made an attempt at this question, it was poorly answered, with many students not receiving any marks for their attempt. As the question was framed specifically in terms of the experiment, it was essential that students provided links for both of the roles. If a student provided two correct roles, but did not link these to the experiment described in the scenario, they received a maximum of one mark. 
Many students provided only one correct role and did not link to the experiment and therefore were not awarded any marks. A number of alternatives were acceptable for the two roles and for possible ways to link to the experiment, including mentioning the leg, the soleus muscle, or the stimulating electrode. It is important that students check their expression when addressing questions relating to the roles of different subdivisions of the nervous systems in responding to and processing and coordinating with sensory stimuli and that they do not suggest that neurons are moving or confuse unconscious responses with conscious ones. 
This response was awarded one mark for correctly identifying a role of the somatic nervous system with links to both the electrode and the lower leg. The student continued their answer with a second role of the somatic nervous system, which incorrectly for a spinal reflex focuses on the message being sent to the brain. However, they had already received the mark and did not include any information to contradict the first part of their answer. The spinal reflex role did not link to the scenario and therefore was not awarded a mark. 
Part C required students to refer back to the results table to describe the results and interpret what they show about the impact of an ankle injury on spinal reflex response times. When describing the results, students who just restated the results, for example, injured has an H-index of 78 and uninjured has an H-index of 87, without any directional language or those who stated that the values 78 and 87 were the participant's spinal reflex response time were not awarded the mark. Both conditions, injured and uninjured ankles, also needed to be referred to in the description of the results. 
There were a number of ways that the interpretation could have been phrased, such as the ankle injury negatively influences the response time of the spinal reflex or that an ankle injury slows down the speed of the spinal reflex response time. Whilst it is a correct interpretation that people with an injured ankle experienced a decrease in the speed of their spinal reflex, it was important that students did not incorrectly suggest that ankle injury decreases spinal reflex response times. This sample is an example of a student who just restated the data and therefore did not receive the mark for describing the results. They were awarded one mark for their interpretation, which is highlighted here in green. 
This student was also awarded one mark for their interpretation where they've stated that those with the injury will have slower spinal reflex response times. However, they incorrectly described the results, suggesting that the injured ankles were associated with a larger H-index and that this was the same thing as time for spinal reflex. They also incorrectly interpreted the experiment as using a between-subjects design, comparing people with injured ankles and people without injured ankles. Students who did this in this question were not penalised, as long as they still showed an understanding of the difference between the scores and what they mean. 
Question 4d asked students to demonstrate how random sampling could have been used by the researchers to ensure that they achieved representativeness in their sample for three marks. For the first mark where students needed to identify the population, some students initially referred to people with injured ankles, but later in the response referred to another group of people with uninjured ankles, and therefore they did not receive the mark. Another common error was to refer to members of the sample instead of the population when describing random sampling. 
For example, all participants have an equal chance of being selected to be part of the study. Other students incorrectly described aspects of stratified sampling. This student made a complete attempt at question 4d, but was not awarded any marks. They incorrectly identified the population as injured and uninjured people and merged a description of convenience sampling with people signing up and random sampling with a random name generator. Furthermore, it is too absolute to say they are not biased. Random sampling would be more likely to reduce bias in the sample compared to other sampling techniques such as convenience sampling. This response received two marks for the first sentence where the student demonstrated both knowledge of what random sampling involves and identified the population correctly. 
Part E of question four involved explaining the benefit of the calculation of the H-index in terms of measurement errors. Approximately 10% of students did not attempt this question and the average mark was 0.5, suggesting an opportunity for teachers and students to incorporate more practise with research scenarios and errors. The reference to the systematic error needed to be absolute, for example, removes, prevents, eliminates, or avoids, rather than decreases or reduces. Students who provided two errors, for example, systematic and random, regardless of what order in which they discussed them, did not show an understanding of what the question was asking them to do and therefore they did not receive the first mark, but could still access the second mark. 
Explanations needed to refer to participant height and link this to an associated benefit. This student response was awarded two marks. While the student initially used the term reduces, they continued on to use the word prevents and then eliminates in their response, indicating an understanding that the H-index removes the issue and does not just minimise it. 
Slide 46 – Question 5
Question five involved a within-subjects study which investigated whether stress appraisal, coping strategies, and/or coping flexibility could explain how mindfulness meditation can change mood in response to a stressor. 
Part A required students to distinguish between internal and external stressors. This question was well answered with 90% of students achieving the mark for it. This here is an example of a fairly typical response to this question where the student has stated that internal stressors come from within the individual, whereas external stressors are from the environment outside of the individual or surroundings. It includes the comparative term whereas and clearly signposts where they were referring to internal versus external stressors. 
Part B asked students to suggest one question for primary and secondary appraisals that could be included on the questionnaire. The use of the word suggest indicated that there were multiple correct answers for this question. While the question already indicated that the participants were being asked about something that was considered to be stressful, students could frame their example question broadly as, is this stressful, or they could be more specific in terms of drilling down into one of the possible primary stressful appraisals outlined in the Lazarus and Folkman model. Was the situation a challenge, a threat, or a loss was awarded one mark. 
In part two of question 5b, students were asked to suggest a question relating to secondary appraisal. 75% of students achieved one mark for this question, and some students who received zero marks refer to aspects of primary appraisal in their answer. For example, was it a challenge or a threat? This is an example of a straightforward and quite common response that mimics many of the diagrams used in the textbooks in relation to the Lazarus and Folkman model and was awarded one mark. For part C, students were asked to suggest why coping flexibility does not explain the changes in mood experienced after the participants completed mindfulness meditation. 
To be awarded marks, students could either conclude the coping flexibility and mindfulness meditation are incompatible since mindfulness meditation focuses on acceptance, which prevents changes in coping strategies, or suggest that coping flexibility is not relevant as participants in the study only used one coping strategy. This example of a high-scoring response highlights the incompatibility between coping flexibility, which requires changing between different strategies, and participants only being given one coping strategy in the study. This response was awarded two marks for correctly outlining what coping flexibility is and identifying that only one coping strategy was taught. 
In part D, students were required to demonstrate their knowledge of the ethical guideline of debriefing. Students needed to demonstrate an understanding of the application of the ethical guideline of debriefing by referring to two aspects of debriefing. It is important that students are able to distinguish between debriefing and informed consent, particularly in relation to when they occur and the type of information that is communicated to participants in relation to each guideline. No marks were awarded for suggestions that deception occurred relating to the true nature of the study, but students could still access full marks if they also incorporated two valid answers in addition to referencing a true nature being revealed. Some students incorrectly suggested that additional data was to be collected during debriefing. 
For example, meet with the participants after the experiment and ask them how they are feeling how effective they thought the mindfulness meditation was. Such answers only received one mark if they indicated that this occurs after the experiment. This student received two marks for correctly indicating that debriefing happens at the end of the study and for including relevant information about what participants need to be told. 
In part E, students were then asked to explain how sleep deprivation may impact the results and to recommend one improvement. 60% of students achieved one mark for this question, with many correctly suggesting a possible improvement, such as include a question about sleep duration on the questionnaire, exclude data of sleep-deprived participants, or provide participants with education on sleep hygiene. Given that the command term for the first mark was explained, students were required to go beyond just stating an effective sleep deprivation. They needed to link this to how the results could be affected, and many students did not provide this level of depth in their answer. This response received one mark for providing a valid improvement of controlling sleep of participants by ensuring participants have a set sleep schedule. While the student correctly identified that sleep deprivation can impact effective functioning, their response was vague and did not indicate why it is relevant or problematic that mood could have been affected by this.
Slide 65 – Question 6
Matthew DiPetta - On to question six of Section B. This question mimics the SAC-type communication of the design analysis and findings of a student-designed and student-conducted scientific investigation through a structured scientific poster and logbook entries, given that it was a student-led investigation. Students needed to take care with the completeness of their answers that they submit on their examination. 
For 6a, the two independent variables, order of presentation and time delay between the two stimuli, were written out in full in the table and in the proceeding scenario. Students should be mindful to avoid taking shortcuts in their answers which result in a change in the meaning. Other common errors for 6a included listing the types of stimuli that were used instead. Teachers are advised to use this scenario with their students to discuss why seven groups were needed to complete a valid experiment when there are two independent variables. 
Specifically, for 6a, we can see that students were required to identify the independent variables used in this experiment, which were the order of presentation and the time delay between the two stimuli. Students should know that the independent variable is the variable for which the quantities are manipulated by the researcher, and this variable is assumed to have a direct effect on the dependent variable. This is an example of a student response that played around with the wording, but still conveyed accurate meaning and was therefore awarded two marks. Responses that said timing of stimuli were not awarded the mark. 
Then 6b. The majority of students correctly identified that the unconditioned response was blinking. Many students missed out on the mark for the neutral stimulus due to the omission of the terms sound or hearing. Any response referring to a neutral stimulus, a conditioned stimulus, or an unconditioned stimulus should include the sensation that's associated with it. Here students were required to identify the sound of the electronic bell as the neutral stimulus with reference to the sensation of hearing or sound and identify the unconditioned stimulus as blinking. Here's an example for 6b. This student was awarded full marks for their response. 
On to 6c. This deceptively straightforward question required some specific wording in their answer. 70% of students receiving zero marks for this question suggests that they were not careful enough to demonstrate an accurate and complete understanding of this idea. Students needed to specify that Pip is looking for a blinking response to the sound of the electronic bell only or alone or without the torch light present. The responses needed to be clear that this sound of the bell was now the conditioned stimulus and not the neutral stimulus. Students who provided a general response, such as when the conditioned response is seen after the conditioned stimulus alone is presented, were not awarded any marks. 
As you can see in the slide, students were required to describe what Pip would observe during the experiment, and specifically, they needed to indicate that Pip would observe when the participants blinked in response to the electronic bell only. This is an example of a student who did not provide a clear enough response and therefore was being awarded zero marks. 
On to 6d. This question illustrated an alternative way to assess students' knowledge of classical conditioning that did not simply require them to have memorised the three-phase model response. Some students tried to use the pre-memorized three-phase model answer before, during, and after in this answer without identifying the condition that would experience the quickest rate of learning. Students should ensure, teachers should ensure that students have a thorough understanding of the mechanics behind classical conditioning and are prepared to answer different question types from those seen before. 
Whilst it was pleasing to see a third of the students be awarded full marks for this question, it was disappointing that 42% of students received zero marks. Condition E was the condition that would've shown the fastest rate of learning due to the correct order of the neutral stimulus and the unconditioned response presentation, as well as the shortest possible time delay between the two stimuli. 
To be awarded full marks, students needed to identify Condition E as the condition that would result in the quickest learning and then justify it from both the perspective of the order of presentation and the time delay between the two stimuli. It should be noted that students could be awarded a maximum of one mark if they incorrectly selected Condition A, F, or G, but still included a congruent justification about either, whichever was still correct, the order of presentation or the time delay. This is an example of a response being awarded three marks, as the student included all of the necessary points in their answer. In the yellow, they've identified Condition E, in the green, they've justified the order, and in the orange, they've justified the timing. 
On to 6e. Two common errors in this response included providing a general answer that in no way related to the scenario and failing to refer to the two sets of results needing to be compared for similarity. Reproducibility is a measure of how close the two sets of results are between the original experiment and the one that has had some aspect changed. Common changes to conditions that students suggested included changing the sound of the electronic bell or the strength of the torch light. The study design lists many other possible conditions that can be changed when investigating reproducibility, which students could have modified to make relevant to this scenario. 
The breakdown of marks in this question suggests that teachers need to ensure that students understand the two aspects of reproducibility and repeatability too, and remind students that they should always look to make their answer relevant to the given scenario. As it says on the slide, "To be awarded full marks, students needed to directly link their response to Pip's experiment and describe changes the experimenter could make before comparing the similarity of the results. It was important that students suggested a specific alteration to the experiment such as the following ideas." Students were also required to make clear in their response that the results between both experiments would need to be compared to verify the reproducibility. 
Here's an example response for 6e. To be awarded full marks for this question, responses needed to provide one example of a changed condition to repeat the experiment with and also identify that the results needed to be compared to verify the reproducibility of the experiment. One aspect of their answer needed to relate directly to the experiment in question six or the response was only given a maximum of one mark. This sample response was only awarded one mark for identifying that an aspect of the experiment needed to be changed. There was no comment about needing to compare the results. It should be noted that if an additional comment was provided about comparing results, this response would still get a maximum of one mark because they hadn't written a response that was specific to this experiment. 
Slide 75 – Question 7
We now move on to question seven of Section B. Question seven mimicked the SAC-type analysis and comparison of two or more contemporary media texts that students would've completed throughout the year. For question 7a, careful reading of the two extracts enabled students to find two differences between the sleep of newborns and that of older adults. Students also needed to provide a congruent reason for the difference as per the key knowledge dot point. Common errors included students providing an elaboration or a description of the difference they had just identified rather than an explanation for that difference. Given the question only asked for a difference, assessors were not instructed to look for congruent comparisons with a whereas in the middle, although this was an acceptable way to answer this part of the question. 
A common error included students confusing REM sleep with light sleep, and therefore comparing the REM, NREM percentages and using this to identify the light, deep sleep that a person is getting. NREM stages one and two are light sleep, NREM stage three is deep sleep. REM sleep is not considered light sleep. Another common error was students not referring to aspects of the extract and providing differences that were not referred to in the text. 
As you can see on the slide, students needed to identify two differences between newborns and older adults. The following could be used as differences as they'd been provided in either extracts one or two. Students then needed to provide a reason for that difference. This is in line with the wording of the key knowledge dot point that says, "The differences in, and explanations for, the demands for sleep across the lifespan." Some possible reasons that students may have provided are included on the slide. This is an example of a response that received four marks. The student identified two differences without repeating themselves. This student provided clear reasons to support the biological explanation for the differences in sleep patterns to a high level. 
On to question 7b, part i. This question provides another good opportunity, along with the VCAA-released sample questions, to assist students with their understanding of the critically evaluate command term. As for question 7a, a common error seen was students not using information from extract one to critically evaluate the statements supplied. A clear supported or not supported phrase to start their response aided assessors in seeing what type of evaluation was being provided. The text shown demonstrates the types of evaluations students may have provided, each being awarded one mark. This response was an example of a student being awarded two marks, as they provided two separate evaluations. They used language, such as this is likely to be true and this is reinforced, to aid assessors in determining the type of evaluation they were providing. The information they used to support their evaluation was provided in extract one. 
Question 7b, part two was similar in structure, but this time focused on the sleep patterns of newborns using the information from extract two. The same requirements existed as question 7b, part one, and therefore the same common errors were seen. Many different evaluations were accepted and an example of some of those are included on the slide. This example is a one mark out of two response as this student presented the same idea twice in their answer. The fact given that newborns sleeping through the day and night demonstrates that light does not have as big of an effect on the sleep-wake cycle is presenting only one critical evaluation. 
This question, 7c, related to the key science skills of organising and presenting data in useful and meaningful ways, including tables, bar charts, and line graphs. There was an elevated level of difficulty in the graph that students were required to draw in the 2024 examination compared to 2023. Teachers may look to use the analysis and evaluation of generated primary or secondary data, SAC type, or the communication of the design analysis and findings of a student-designed and student-conducted scientific investigation SAC to prepare students to draw different graph types under test conditions. This question was generally not well answered. Teachers should be looking to provide students with opportunities to organise and present data in a range of ways linked to research as part of their learning. Students were required to draw a graph that clearly depicted the difference between the age brackets using data to produce a two-bar graph. 
The percentage difference between 6 and 12 months for those able to sleep five-plus hours consecutively was 10%, and for those able to sleep eight-plus hours consecutively was 15%. The y-axis needed to be labelled as the number of hours of consecutive sleep with labels for five-plus and eight-plus hour bars. The y-axis needed to be labelled as percentage difference between 6 and 12 months with an appropriate numerical scale. Two bars representing the 10% difference and 15% difference needed to be plotted correctly and should not have been touching. You can see some examples of common errors on the slide. These sample responses are not in the external assessment report. The left-hand graph shows the graph as the graph should have looked and would've been awarded three marks. The graph on the right shows an example of an incorrect graph that could be awarded a maximum of one mark. This next slide shows a common incorrect graph provided where the students have plotted four bars, and this was also awarded a maximum of one mark due to the correct attempt at the x-axes.
Slide 84 – Question 8
Alli Lehman - Question eight provided this statement regarding what kinship means to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, and the seven-mark, three-part question required students to apply their knowledge of approaches to learning, songlines and social and emotional well-being. Part A asks students to describe the role kinship has in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander ways of knowing. The two marks for this question were allocated to students who demonstrated an understanding of ways of knowing and then described kinship specifically in relation to ways of knowing. As included in the study design, students should understand approaches to learning that situate the learner within a system, as illustrated by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander ways of knowing where learning is viewed as being embedded in relationships where the learner is part of a multimodal system of knowledge patterned on country. And there were a number of ways that students could demonstrate their understanding of ways of knowing, including those that are listed here. 
For the second mark, many students focused on simply describing kinship without making a connection to ways of knowing, which was key to what the question was asking. Some of the examples of the role of kinship in relation to ways of knowing included that kinship structure determines who holds or who has access to knowledge or that the passing on knowledge is part of a person's responsibilities towards other people. In each of these examples we can see the link between both kinship and ways of knowing are demonstrated. This student has used the two key terms of kinship and ways of knowing in their answer, however, they have not demonstrated understanding of ways of knowing nor have they linked it to kinship. When using information from the statement, the student could have linked to ways of knowing by stating that passing on knowledge is part of these responsibilities. 
This is an example of a student who has attempted the question, but has not been awarded any marks as they have not addressed what they were being asked to do. Given that the statement was provided, quite a number of students did attempt the question and filled up several lines, however, they did not demonstrate an understanding of the role of kinship in relation to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander ways of knowing, and therefore they did not receive marks for simply rewording information that was provided in the question. 
Part B of question eight required students to bring together their knowledge of songlines from unit three, AOS two, and social and emotional well-being and cultural determinants from unit four, AOS two. Students were firstly required to identify cultural continuity as the cultural determinant and then to outline why the sharing of songlines is considered an aspect of cultural continuity for Aboriginal peoples. This question went beyond requiring students to simply demonstrate an understanding of songlines, as was the case in the 2023 exam, and instead they needed to link it to cultural continuity, for example, by stating that songlines enable the transmission of cultural practises across generations. For the third mark, students needed to suggest how the sharing of songlines acts as a protective factor for social and emotional well-being, which we can see in this high-scoring response where the student has stated that by sharing songlines, cultural continuity is strengthened and helps protect a sense of belonging, connection to culture and to ancestors or family who share songlines, which helps maintain strong social and emotional well-being. This student was awarded one mark for correctly identifying cultural continuity; however, they did not link this to songlines for their second mark and did not link to how it acts as a protective factor for social and emotional well-being. 
Part C of question eight asked students to describe how kinship and family supports the social and emotional well-being of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. In describing this link between kinship and family and social and emotional well-being, there were a number of points that students could have made, such as that it maintains interconnectedness through cultural ties and caring relationships or that it provides a strong sense of belonging. Or they could have linked to one of the other domains of the social and emotional well-being framework, for example, by stating that kinship and family enhances connection to country and land, thus supporting social and emotional well-being of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. 
We can see in this high-scoring response that the student has identified that one dimension is connection to family and kinship and that family allows individuals to feel this sense of belonging. Once again, as students were provided with the original statement about kinship, many rewrote aspects of the statement or restated the question without answering it and therefore they were not awarded any marks. This student was awarded two marks, first for outlining that kinship and family support social and emotional well-being by helping indigenous Australians to form long-lasting and meaningful relationships with their community and family members, thus providing them with authentic support to help maintain their well-being, and importantly, they didn't just reiterate from the question that it does help, but they can continued on to describe the mechanism by which it does this. In their second sentence, the student goes on to state that connection to kinship and family also helps aid individuals to recognise and express their own emotions effectively and recognise the emotions of members in their community, and this enhances cohesive relationships between oneself and the community and family members, which further builds a strong support system to turn to during hardship.
Slide 94 – Question 9
Matthew DiPetta - And now on to question nine. This question was the extended response question for 2024. It required students to use the graphical model provided in the question alongside their knowledge of synaptic plasticity and the use of cognitive behavioural therapy. Teachers are advised to spend the year assisting students in breaking down the aspects of the extended response question into chunks so that they can approach this in paragraphs throughout their answer. Subheadings can be helpful for some students. High-scoring responses tend to move beyond the subheadings to demonstrate links between different aspects of the question. This was evident in the following rubric. The question in 2024 required students to use the model above and their knowledge of synaptic plasticity to explain and evaluate the potential use of CBT for people with a specific phobia. 
This rubric was used by assessors in marking the 2024 extended response question. The criteria are published in the VCAA examination specifications. This 2024 rubric, alongside the ones seen in the September VCAA professional learning where the 2023 and sample rubric were discussed, should provide teachers with the opportunity to construct their own marking rubrics throughout the year to assess student work. This might take the form of formative assessment opportunities, as well as cases where an extended response question is an appropriate inclusion in a SAC task. You can see the four criteria points on the left-hand side of the rubric, and in the brackets underneath, how they were linked to the 2024 examination question. 
Each criteria can be marked across a low to very high range, and again, based on the type of question that was in the 2024 exam, the first two criteria were only assessed from a low to high range and the last two criteria were assessed from a low to very high range. As assessors are marking student responses, they're encouraged to move the student up the criteria based on the holistic response that the student has provided as they're reading. The first criteria relates to the use of terminology. The second criteria for the 2024 exam was related to the use of the model and knowledge of synaptic plasticity. The third criteria was linked to their knowledge of CBT. And the final criteria was linked to their evaluations of using CBT for use of phobia. You can see in the bottom row as an example, the students are moving from giving either a very basic evaluation up all the way to providing, in this case, two or more detailed evaluations, including both strength and limitations. 
This notes guide was also provided to assessors to ensure that they felt equipped and supported to assess students' work of different ability levels. This provides examples to show the range of different ideas that students may have included in their response. This complete table was by no means representative of a 10 out of 10 response, it was merely a tool for assessors to have on hand when they were assessing these students' responses. The first top left box discusses some of the ways students may comment on the model itself. The top right box unpacks some of the key scientific ideas related to synaptic plasticity. The bottom left-hand box relates to key scientific ideas of CBT. And the bottom right-hand box provides for assessors some examples of possible evaluations that they may have seen in students' work. 
This advice was given to the assessors before marking started. It is important that students and teachers are aware that this is holistically marked. The sooner students are introduced to this process, the better. Teachers should not be looking for 10 correct points in responses to award students 10 marks, rather, they should be making use of a rubric-style marking guide that allows students to demonstrate their proficiency in the four criteria being used. The VCAA follows a positive marking principle. This means that teachers should only ever move up the criteria from low to medium to high to very high and not back down the criteria. Inclusion of irrelevant or incorrect information merely prevents students from demonstrating enough knowledge to continue moving up the criteria, it does not turn a high response back down into a medium. 
As you can see on the slide, assessors were advised and alerted to the fact that sometimes you do need to average out the final position for that student in a row. For example, students may include aspects of the low criteria and may include some aspects of a very high criteria and are missing some aspects of the middle, and therefore, that aspect of that quality of the response would be averaged out to where you can see that yellow box there.
Alli Lehman - This first sample response is quite short, but the response received four marks out of 10. This student began their brief response by identifying and attempting to define or describe some of the relevant key terms for the question, including phobia, CBT, and the amygdala, as we can see in the red boxes. In doing this, the student addressed the first criterion on the rubric. Although they didn't introduce any additional terms that weren't included in the question, it is already shifting them up towards a medium on this criterion. 
The sections highlighted in orange indicate where the student attempted a basic evaluation of CBT for a specific phobia as they have outlined that CBT can be used to help an individual with a phobia. And then over the page, staying with the orange highlighting and criterion four, the response continued on to make the connection between the use of CBT and helping with phobias and LTD, and thus enables the response to move just above a low on this criterion. In the next part of their response, the student continued to build on their identification and explanation of appropriate psychology terminology for the first criteria by introducing some additional terms such as catastrophic thinking and relevant plasticity terms. The student provided a basic overview of what CBT is, which we can see in the green highlighting, and that it involves talking through their thoughts or catastrophic thinking and their behaviours or initial emotional responses. 
It is brief, but it demonstrates a basic understanding and shows an attempt at addressing this criteria, placing them at a low level. While the student has not explicitly referenced the model and hence cannot move up to a medium on the third criterion, they have given a basic overview of synaptic plasticity, demonstrating and understanding that there are changes occurring to the neural connections which help with the phobia and act as a mechanism through which CBT is effective. We can see throughout the answer that the student has moved between addressing aspects of each criteria on the rubric. It's fairly typical that we often don't see students addressing each criteria in a completely segmented manner. When we place everything on the rubric, we can see the student achieved a high on that first criteria about identification and explanation of psych terminology, while they're sitting at a low for criteria two and three and low to medium for criteria four. The high on the first criterion brings their overall score up to a four out of 10. 
This second sample is an example of a high-scoring response that has been awarded a nine out of 10. It provides an example where a student used subheadings to signpost their response to aid with structure and clarity. While they provided more structure in terms of how they addressed the criteria, there is still integration between the criteria, as we can see here in the red and the yellow. The correct use of terminology is integrated with addressing the second criterion that required analysis and evaluation of the model and/or synaptic plasticity. In this first section of the response, the student correctly used the term synaptic plasticity from the question and continued to build on that with the introduction of other plasticity-related terms. 
This relates to the first criterion, and while we would not be moving this student up to a high for this criterion just yet due to them only having used that one term from the question so far, it would definitely move them beyond a low. Here the student also provided a basic overview of synaptic plasticity. They continued on to describe the relevant process of LTD, which is what we are looking for in a medium-level response on the second criterion. In this section, the student went on to introduce and link to some aspects of the model in relation to neural activity and the amygdala. In this section, the student moved on to CBT, beginning with an overview that included reference to both the cognitive and behavioural components and the identification and replacement of them. They continue to incorporate terminology from the question and to introduce new relevant terminology, as seen in the red boxes, shifting them up to a high on the first criterion. 
In this section, the student made connections between CBT and plasticity and the model. This shifted their response up to a high and a very high for the second and third criteria respectively. The answer concluded with an evaluation of CBT, stating that it can assist in the treatment of a phobia. The student made an overall statement about the effectiveness of CBT and provided additional depth regarding the strengths of CBT and why it works, addressing what was required of students for a high on the final criterion relating to the evaluation of CBT. However, they did not include a limitation of CBT, preventing their response from moving up to a very high on this last criterion. 
Overall, we can see that the student was awarded a high on the first two criteria for their identification and explanation of appropriate psychology terminology and for their analysis and evaluation that related the synaptic plasticity process of LTD to the model, as well as describing their relationship. They provided a very high quality analysis and discussion of CBT that incorporated the connections between CBT and plasticity and then finished with a detailed evaluation relating to a strength of CBT. 
The second sample response to question nine is an example of what we saw from the top 5% in the state on the extended response in 2024. The average mark on this question was 4.4. As we saw in the second sample, the response addressed each part of the question using full sentences and incorporating subheadings to structure their answer effectively. Students are encouraged to always attempt to answer the extended response question, even if time is running out and they're unable to provide a complete response, as we can see with the first sample where the student did not write all that much, but was still able to achieve a four out of 10, which places them at around the average mark for the state. Furthermore, some students who also provided high-scoring responses did not provide an evaluation of the use of CBT, but still scored between six and seven out of 10 due to the strong quality of their work in relation to the other criteria. 
We ask that you please complete this survey to help us support teachers in the 2025 examination cycle. Thank you.
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