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IM Chemistry 
May 2008 Session 

Examiners’ Report 
 
 
Part 1: Statistical Information 
 
Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the May 2008 session. 
 
Table 1: Distribution of Grades awarded in May 2008 
GRADE A B C D E F Abs Total 
Number 4 4 10 4 5 11 3 41 
% of Total 9.76 9.76 24.39 9.76 12.20 26.83 7.32 100 

 
 
The examination consists of a single 3-hour paper divided into three sections: all fourteen 
short questions in Sections A and the five, longer and structured questions in section B 
are compulsory while candidates choose 2 questions from four essay-type items in 
Section C. 
 
The average mark was 47% with a standard deviation of 18.5; both statistics were 
identical to corresponding values in May 2007.  
 
Part 2: Comments regarding candidates’ performance 
 
Frequent mistakes that cost candidates marks included the writing of unbalanced 
chemical equations and incorrect formulae. In a number of cases, answers were given that 
were totally unrelated to the question and reveal lack of knowledge of such basic terms as 
empirical formula. Questions involving mathematical calculation were in general well 
answered suggesting that this type of exercise is not a main problem area for intermediate 
chemistry candidates: on the other hand, questions on organic and practical chemistry 
remain the worst answered. In Section C, candidates must realize that extended answers 
are expected and telegraphic responses elicit few marks. 
 
Specific remarks on individual questions follow and are intended to be read in 
conjunction with the examination paper.  
 
Section A 
 
Question (Q) 1 was simple and straight forward and yet only 9 candidates scored full 
marks: in the answers provided, there were many wrong formulae, wrong colours, 
incorrect charges of ions and sometimes even wrong symbols. In Q 2, the oxidation 
numbers were generally correctly worked out. However only a few candidates could 
explain why the given reaction was a disproportionation; also, the electron configuration 
of Mn(II) was frequently represented with 4s electrons still in place.  In Q 3, only a few 
candidates could describe well metallic bonding, many confusing it with ionic or covalent 
bonding. 
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Q 4, 8 and 13 were well answered. In Q 5, many candidates knew what electronegativity 
means but only a few worked part (b) correctly.  In Q 6 geometric isomerism was 
confused with structural isomerism and but-1-ene and methylpropene were given as 
answers.  Q 7 was another badly answered question showing a general weakness in 
organic chemistry.   In Q 9, several candidates could not describe clearly the meaning of 
the term mole of substance but then went on to correctly work part (b) involving 
calculations on moles.  In the first part of Q 10, the equation was written incorrectly often 
because candidates did not know the formulae of copper sulfate and magnesium sulfate; 
the second part on rates of reaction was generally well answered. 
 
Candidates performed badly in Qs 11 and 12 both on practical inorganic chemistry. A 
few practical sessions or even some practical demonstrations could bring about a great 
improvement in this area.  
 
In Q 14, several candidates did not seem to understand the term electron deficient. 
 
  
Section B 
 
Q 16, 17 and 18 were in general well answered. Many scored high marks in Q 16 on 
hydrides although some difficulty was experienced in answering about intermolecular 
forces. In Q 17 part (d) very few mentioned the high calorific value of hydrogen as an 
advantage although all were aware that it is a clean fuel.  In Q 18 (c), many ignored the 
requirement of giving the answer to three significant figures and in part (d) many failed 
to indicate that all particles in mass spectrometry (at least as discussed at this level) are 
positively charged.  As previously observed in this examination, in part (e)(i), only few 
candidates could write a correct ionic equation for the reaction of bromine and potassium 
iodide.  Q 15 on the chemistry of the ester ethyl ethanoate and especially Q 19 on amines 
and aromatic compounds were very poorly answered. 
 
Section C 
 
Twenty four candidates attempted Q 20: the main mistakes in the calculation were due to 
omission of some of the bond/s broken/formed and confusing exothermic with 
endothermic processes in bond making and breaking.   Only a few managed to give a 
good explanation of the mechanism and answers to part (d) showed that a number of 
candidates are not familiar with Markovnikov’s rule. 
 
Sixteen candidates attempted Q 21. In part (a) some candidates worked out the half-life 
using simple proportions and in (d) a number forgot that the sample of potassium 
carbonate was made up to 250 cm3 and only 25.0 cm3 were used for the titration. 
 
Only 7 candidates attempted Q 22: some candidates confused the oxidation products from 
A and B with A and B themselves and so mistakenly identified these substances as 
aldehydes (that give a positive Fehling test). 
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Twenty seven candidates attempted Q 23: in (a) some candidates assumed that sodium 
and neon are in the same period of the Periodic Table. Part (b) was the best-answered part 
while in (c) a number did not understand the meaning of the term isoelectronic. In part 
(d) a number tried to link the presence of delocalized electrons in graphite with the van 
der Waals forces present between the atomic layers.  In part (e) many limited their answer 
to stating that the value of the pH  was due to the fact that HCl is a strong acid instead of 
working out the pH value from the given concentration. 
 
 
Chairperson 
Board of Examiners 
July 2008 
 


