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Part 1: Statistical Information

Table 1 shows the distribution of the candidates’ grades for the May 2017 Intermediate Level
Philosophy Examination.

Table1:

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL
NUMBER 29 44 93 54 51 69 21 361

% OF TOTAL 8.0 12.2 25.8 15.0 14.1 19.1 5.8 100

Part 2: Comments on the candidate’s performance

Section A: Logic and Reasoning

Question 1

(a) A substantial number of candidates managed to answer this question correctly.
Candidates lost marks if they failed to mention any one of the two conditions which make a
deductive argument sound (i.e. validity of argument and/or truth of premises).

(b) Candidates did not show difficulty in answering this question, with some candidates
giving the right answer to all three subsections.

(c) A considerable number of candidates answered this question correctly and could explain
why inductive arguments are logically problematic.

Question 2

(a) Candidates did well in this question and frequently obtained one mark or full marks.

(b) A substantial number of candidates could identify that the fallacy in the passage is the ad
hominem fallacy, and could also explain the nature of this fallacy. Some candidates
incorrectly gave other fallacies as an answer, leading to a loss of all marks. One recurrent
mistake was to agree with the opponent (i.e. Bill) that Peter is unjustified in making the
argument, since his personal choices contradict his argument.

Candidates are reminded that they need to have a good grasp of the fallacies and of their
definitions before being able to identify them in any given passage.

(c) While a considerable number of candidates managed to correctly define and explain the
ad populum fallacy, other candidates showed difficulty in identifying this fallacy. The
examples given were generally good, although incorrect definitions of the fallacy in question
were many times followed by incorrect examples.
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Question 3

(a) Candidates generally did well in this question. Most candidates managed to correctly
translate at least one of the propositions. Marks were lost in subsection (iv), with some
candidates translating the negation contained in this proposition incorrectly.

(b) Performance in this question varied, with a minority of candidates obtaining full marks in
both subsections and other candidates losing all marks. Marks were lost when mistakes
were committed in the truth-tables, when candidates incorrectly identified the first implication
as valid or the second implication as invalid, and when candidates failed to identify the
counter-interpretations or lack thereof occurring in the truth-tables.

Question 4

(a) Candidates’ performance in question 4(a) was similar to that of 3(b), with the difference
that candidates were required to check for counter-interpretations occurring in the two
implications contained in the equivalence instead of in one implication.

(b) i. Candidates performed well in this section, with most candidates re-working the truth-
tables to complete them. Only a minority of candidates deduced the missing interpretation in
the second implication from the validity of the implication, without reworking the truth-table.

(b) ii. Candidates’ performance in this question varied, with a considerable number of
candidates correctly identifying one of the two implications as a modus (tollendo) ponens or
modus (ponendo) tollens implication respectively, and a significant minority correctly
identifying both implications.

Section B: Ethics and Society (Compulsory Question 5)

The majority of the candidates did not show any difficulty to answer this question. Most
candidates showed an understanding and acuity of Kantian ethics and the concept of duty.
The majority of candidates also showed knowledge of and delved into the distinction
between the hypothetical imperative and categorical imperative, even though only a few
mentioned that the categorical imperative is based on rational principles.

On the other hand, the majority of candidates did not mention and failed to distinguish
between the moral and immoral actions in terms of inclinations and obligations. A minority of
the examinees showed lack of knowledge about Kantian philosophy and the concept of duty.
Many candidates failed to show a critical examination and some candidates failed to mention
philosophical terms. Also, there were instances (though these were very few) where
candidates confused a philosophy with another, i.e. instead of speaking about Kantian
Ethics, they spoke about Aristotle’s Ethics.
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Section B: Ethics and Society (Questions 6 – 8)

Question 6

Only a handful of candidates attempted this question and some of these did not even
understand the requirements being asked for. Many candidates failed to understand the
notions and concepts and only gave examples of ethical issues without philosophical
consideration. Candidates failed to use the utilitarian framework and apply it successfully to
cyberspace.

Question 7

A large proportion of the candidates do not know what the Socratic Method really entails.
Although almost all candidates made reference to Socrates’ intellectual midwifery, only a few
could explain and evaluate what this actually meant. The concept of ‘innate’ knowledge was
rarely used or even explained. Many candidates failed to delve into the relationship of
wisdom as virtue, or the notion of justice as only achievable through knowledge. Many
candidates needed to venture further into the concept of human nature. Whereas there was
mention of ignorance, and not malice, which leads to bad actions, there was no exploration
of the positive outlook on human nature offered by this position. Candidates who achieved a
high grade made clear reference to Socrates theory of knowledge and his concept of Truth
as absolute and universal; also successfully contrasting this to the relativist positions of the
Sophists.

Question 8

A number of candidates who answered this question were fully aware of the misconceptions
surrounding this concept and successfully disproved them. Many essays failed to correctly
assess the distinction between slave and master morality. Most essays failed to critically
evaluate how this notion can impact worldviews. A number of essays focused on the
physical qualities of the ubermensch and not enough on the mental and character qualities.
Essays needed to focus more on the positive outlook quality of the ubermensch. A critique
and exploration of the shortcomings of Nietzsche’s philosophy was lacking in most essays.
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