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A. STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
The total number of candidates who registered to sit for Economics was 44, which cannot be compared to 

previous years for well-known reasons. Of these registrations, 20 opted for Paper IIA and 24 opted for Paper 

IIB. 

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the Special September 2020 session of the examination 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 3 1 4 2 3 - - 5 6 24 

PAPER B - - - 1 3 2 4 4 6 20 

TOTAL 3 1 4 3 6 2 4 9 12 44 

% OF TOTAL 6.8 2.3 9.1 6.8 13.6 4.5 9.1 20.5 27.3 100.0 

Table 1: Distribution of grades for SEC Economics, Special September Session 2020 

B. GENERAL REMARKS 

General Remarks on the Written Examination 
The questions in papers 1 (p1) and 2B (p2B) were structured such that, in general, rubrics (a), (b) required 

feedback of the Knowledge and Understanding cognitive skill type, rubrics (c), (d) required feedback of the 

Application cognitive skill type, rubric (e) required feedback of the Analysis cognitive skill type while rubric 

(f) required feedback of the Evaluation cognitive skill type. The questions in paper 2A (p2A) were similarly 

structured but this time with one sub-question per cognitive skill. The distribution of marks, in accordance 

with these cognitive skills, was as follows: 

 Knowledge & 

Understanding 
Application Analysis Evaluation 

Paper 1 35% 33% 16% 16% 

Paper 2A 23% 22% 26% 29% 

Paper 2B 36% 32% 16% 16% 

Table 2: Distribution of marks in accordance with different cognitive skills 

The difference between the papers may be appreciated by the percentages in the table above in that the 

marks in paper 2A are more biased towards the higher-order cognitive skills. 
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In terms of the subject content of the syllabus, there was an even spread in that between papers 1 and 

2(A/B), all fourteen syllabus topics as shown on page 2 of the syllabus were targeted as follows: 

Syllabus Topic p1 p2A P2B 

1. The economic problem  Q1 Q1 

2. Production and costs Q1   

3. Forms of enterprise  Q2 Q2 

4. Industrial location Q2   

5. Price mechanism  Q3 Q3 

6. Market structures Q3   

7. Theory of distribution  Q4 Q4 

8. National income  Q5 Q5 

9. Money …  Q6 Q6 

10. Government’s revenue & expenditure Q4   

11. Inflation and unemployment Q5   

12. Development & growth Q6   

13. International trade  Q7 Q7 

14. Demography  Q8 Q8 

Table 3: Subject content of the syllabus targeted between papers 1 and 2 (A/B) 

As per the scheme of assessment in the syllabus, candidates were to choose four questions from each paper 

with the proviso that in paper 2, candidates were to choose at least one question from syllabus topics 1-7 

(Microeconomics) and at least one question from syllabus topics 8-14 (Macroeconomics). 

Most of the paper 2A candidates that were unclassified would have been able to get grade 6 or 7 if they had 

registered for paper B.  
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For paper 1, the most popular combination chosen by the both the paper 2A and paper 2B cohorts was 

Questions 1, 2, 3, 5. Combinations 1, 2, 4, 5 and 1, 4, 5, 6 were not chosen by any candidate. Furthermore, 

no paper 2A candidate attempted combinations 1, 2, 3, 6 nor 1, 2, 4, 6 nor 1, 2, 5, 6 and no p2B candidate 

attempted combinations 1, 2, 3, 4 nor 1, 3, 4, 5 nor 2, 3, 4, 6 nor 2, 4, 5, 6 nor 3, 4, 5, 6. A small number of 

candidates answered less than 4 questions. It was a very small number of candidates that went for a 

combination of 1 Micro and 3 Macro questions. With regard to individual questions, Question 3 was the 

most popular among p2A candidates while Question 2 was the most popular among paper 2B candidates. 

For paper 2A, the most popular combination chosen was Questions 1, 2, 4, 8. With regard to the two main 

traditional sections in Economics, the most popular combination chosen was that of 3 questions from Section 

A (Microeconomics) and 1 question from Section B (Macroeconomics). With regard to individual questions, 

Question 1 was the most popular followed by question 8. 

For paper 2B, the most popular combination chosen was Questions 1, 3, 4, 8. With regard to the two main 

traditional sections in Economics, the most popular combination chosen was that of 3 questions from Section 

A (Microeconomics) and 1 question from Section B (Macroeconomics) as for p2A. With regard to individual 

questions, Question 8 was the most popular closely followed by questions 3 and 4. No candidate chose 

question 5. 

The average overall score in percentage terms for each cognitive skill was as follows: 

 Paper Knowledge & 

Understanding 

Application Analysis Evaluation 

p
2

A
 

C
an

d
id

at
e

s 

1 67% 59% 48% 58% 

2A 63% 51% 48% 47% 

p
2

B
 

C
an

d
id

at
e

s 

1 36% 33% 18% 27% 

2B 44% 40% 21% 28% 

Table 4: Average overall score in percentage terms for each cognitive skill 

The percentages for Analysis and Evaluation (the higher-order cognitive skills) were lower than those for 

Knowledge and Application (the lower-order skills). It should be noted that for the paper 2A candidates, the 

percentage for the evaluation skill was significantly higher than the percentage for the analysis skill in paper 

1 and that this same figure was higher in paper 1 than in paper 2A. This was consistently seen across all the 

questions in paper 1 but especially for question 3, where candidates were asked to give two conditions for 

price discrimination. For the paper 2B candidates, the percentage for the analysis skill was significantly lower 

than the percentage for the evaluation skill, especially in paper 1. 

On the qualitative side, there seems to be a general lack of understanding of key terms used in Economics. 

Definitions of economic terms are to be “known and understood” as per the Assessment Objective of the 

syllabus.  



Examiners’ Report (2020): SEC Economics 

Page 5 of 14 
 

A trend that was seen throughout paper 2B candidates was candidates start on a particular question (a) but 

then do not attempt sub-questions (c), (d) or (d), (e).  

C. COMMENTS ON PAPER I AND PAPER II 

Paper I 

Note: Average Marks obtained per question, categorised for Option A and Option B, are shown below. 

All p2A candidates attempted 4 questions. 

All but two paper 2B candidate attempted 4 questions. One candidate attempted 2 questions only while the 

other attempted 3 questions only. 

Question 1  

Option A: 17/25 

Option B: 5/25 

This question was generally well answered by paper 2A candidates and had the highest average from all 

questions, including those in paper 2A.  Paper 2B candidates did not fare well in any of the sub-questions. In 

fact, the overall question had the second worst average for the paper 2B candidates. About one-third of the 

paper 2B candidates who opted for this question did not attempt all the sub-questions. 

Candidates’ knowledge of the material assessed in this question was overall superficial, especially with the 

p2B candidates. 

(a) 35% of paper 2B candidates were not able to give a coherent definition of division of labour. Around 

20% described only one aspect of division of labour, namely that the production process is divided 

into stages without bringing in that workers specialise at each stage. The most common answer was 

“dividing a process into a number of people all doing a different job to make the process faster.” Only 

one candidate was able to give a comprehensive example of how division of labour is used in the 

production of a good. 

(b) Only one paper 2B candidate got full marks for this question. Two candidates did not attempt an 

answer and three candidates treated the marginal product as the average product.  

(c) Three of the paper 2B candidates did not attempt this sub-question. Four candidates plotted the 

quantity of labour on the vertical axis and the marginal product on the horizontal axis.  

(d) Only three paper 2A candidates got full marks. Seven of the paper 2A candidates who attempted this 

question were not able to give a comprehensible explanation of the law of diminishing returns. No 

p2B candidate was able to do so either. Three paper 2A candidates and half the paper 2B candidates 

who attempted this question were unable to show the point on the graph at which diminishing 

returns set in.  

(e) Only one paper 2B candidate was able to give two appropriate reasons why small firms exist in an 

economy. 

(f) 35% of paper 2B candidates incorrectly replied “False” and “True” to the two given statements, 

respectively, without justifying their answer. 
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Question 2  

Option A: 15/25 

Option B: 13/25 

Sub-questions (a), (c), (e), (f) were generally well answered by paper 2A candidates while (a), (c) and (f) were 

the ones generally well answered by paper 2B candidates. This was the most popular question among paper 

2B candidates and the one with the highest average in paper 1 for this cohort. 

(b) Half the paper 2A cohort and 80% of the paper 2B cohort that attempted this question did not 

mention two institutions influencing the location of industry in Malta, and consequently, did not 

write about the role of these institutions. 

(d) 25% of paper 2A candidates and 40% of paper 2B candidates could not appropriately describe or 

state one barrier to the occupational mobility of labour and one barrier to the geographical mobility 

of labour.  

(e) 25% of paper 2B candidates did not give a comprehensible explanation of two factors influencing the 

location of firms in the secondary sector of production.  

Question 3  

Option A: 14/25 

Option B: 10/25 

Sub-questions (a), (b), (c) were generally well answered by paper 2A candidates while (a) and (b) were the 

ones generally well answered by paper 2B candidates. This was the most popular question among paper 2A 

candidates, albeit the one with the second lowest average for this cohort. 

(c) Half the paper 2B candidates who attempted this question did not give a comprehensible explanation 

of two possible barriers to entry into a market. Others stated the features of monopoly rather than 

explained two barriers to entry. 

(d) Only two paper 2A candidates managed full marks for this sub-question. Some candidates stated the 

term as “net profit”, “total revenue” and “opportunity cost”. 

(e) Only one candidate mentioned two appropriate conditions when price discrimination is possible. A 

common answer amongst some candidates was that discriminatory pricing is not possible because it 

leads to angry customers. The knowledge of price discrimination seemed very superficial amongst 

the candidates. 

(f) Three candidates were able to give one appropriate advantage and one appropriate disadvantage of 

price discrimination. 
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Question 4  

Option A: 16/25 

Option B: 8/25 

Nine paper 2A and four paper 2B candidates attempted this question. Sub-questions (a), (b), (c) and (f) were 

generally well answered by paper 2A candidates while (c) was the sub-question most satisfactorily answered 

by the paper 2B candidates.  

(a) For both cohorts, 4 out of 13 candidates who attempted this question gave acceptable definitions of 

a budget deficit and of national debt. The common answer for budget deficit was “government 

revenue greater than government expenditure”.  

(b) Half the total cohort appropriately described two ways how a government may finance its budget 

deficit, namely by borrowing, using past surpluses and/or selling of government assets (privatisation).  

(d) Only one candidate got full marks in this sub-question. All other responses classified at least one of 

the given taxes incorrectly.  

(e) The responses provided were generally satisfactory. 

(f) Five candidates provided satisfactory answers. 

 

Question 5  

Option A: 16/25 

Option B: 8/25 

Sub-questions (a) and (b) were generally well answered, by both cohorts. 

(c) Most paper 2B responses were partially or completely incorrect. 

(d)     All paper 2B candidates who answered this question stated why it is important to be aware of 

unemployment rather than why it is important to be aware of the cause of unemployment. Overall, 

the answers provided were generic and there was only minimal awareness of the cause of 

unemployment for policy-making. 

(e) Three out of nine paper 2B candidates who attempted this question appropriately described one 

measure for one type of unemployment mentioned in (b). Most of the candidates related their 

answer to what an employee should do to overcome unemployment without referring to policy-

makers. 
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Question 6  

Option A: 12/25 

Option B: 3/25 

This question was the one with the lowest average mark for both paper 2A and paper 2B candidates. 

(a) Only three candidates gave satisfactory definitions of both economic growth and economic 

development.  

(b) Only one candidate was able to show that economic growth is measured by the increase in the real 

GDP per capita over a period of time.  

(c) Six candidates gave very good answers to this sub-question, which asked for two possible causes of 

economic growth. Some candidates stated “more unemployed people getting a job” and “inflation”. 

Others give just one cause. 

(d) Only one candidate was able to show that it possible for GDP per capita to increase at times of 

increasing population because GDP is increasing faster than the size of the population. Some 

candidates did state that it is because GDP is rising as well but then they did not explain that the GDP 

would be rising at a faster rate than the size of the population. Overall, the answers show that 

candidates do not have a clear knowledge of the distinction between GDP and GDP/capita. 

(e) Four candidates, all belonging to the paper 2A cohort, comprehensively explained two features other 

than low levels of GDP per capita that can classify a country as a less developed one. Some candidates 

brought up the rate of increase of GDP when it was clearly stated in the question that the examiners 

were expecting features other than low levels of GDP.  

(f) Five candidates, all belonging to the paper 2A cohort clearly explained that a higher economic growth 

rate does not necessarily mean that welfare becomes higher in that country with the higher rate of 

economic growth. The paper 2B cohort associated welfare with profitability. 

Paper IIA 
Note: The Average Marks obtained per question are shown below. 

All but one candidate attempted four questions, while one candidate attempted three questions only. 

Question 1 

Average: 16/25 

This was the most popular question. Fifteen candidates attempted this question. The average for each sub-

question was relatively high. 

(a) Candidates fared better in the definitions of factors of production and capital than in that of 

entrepreneurship, where only two candidates got full marks. Answers to (i) were generic while 

Answers to (iii) were very superficial with many referring only to one function of the entrepreneur, 

i.e. risk-bearing. 

(b) Sub-questions (i) and (ii) were generally well answered and most candidates got full marks for both 

these questions. However, many candidates did not properly illustrate the concept of opportunity 

cost while utilising the PPC. 
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(c) Sub-question (i) was generally well answered. In general, candidates struggled more in the second 

part of the question.  

(d) Most candidates did not correctly describe more than one advantage of market economies and one 

advantage of planned economies.  

Question 2 

Average: 15/25 

This is the second best-answered question by this cohort. Ten candidates attempted this question. There 

was a very high average mark for sub-question (a) and relatively high marks for sub-questions (b) and (c).  

(b) Most candidates correctly identified the integration as a merger and as a horizontal integration. 

However most candidates did not link definitions to the example provided in the question. 

(c) Most responses failed to identify valid sources of funding for private sector firms and failed to identify 

the distinction between elected and appointed. 

(d) Few candidates did not satisfactorily explain one means of measuring the relative importance of each 

sector.  

Question 3 

Average: 8/25 

Performance in this question was very poor. Nine candidates attempted this question with two of them not 

answering sub-questions (c) and (d). There was a relatively high average mark for sub-questions (a) and (b) 

and a very low average for sub-questions (c) and (d). 

(c) Some candidates did not realise that this question was referring to elasticity, while most did not 

manage to illustrate their reasoning by means of diagrams.  

(d) Most candidates got zero marks in this part of the question. 

Question 4 

Average: 14/25 

Eleven candidates attempted this question. This was the third most popular question. There was a very high 

average mark for sub-question (a) and relatively high marks for sub-questions (c) and (d). 

(a) Most candidates correctly answered the first part of the question while the second part of the 

question was mostly answered in a generic manner. 

(b) Seven candidates correctly stated Jobsplus while four candidates opted for the Malta Employers 

Association (MEA). However, no candidate satisfactorily explained the main function of each of these 

two institutions. 

(c) Several candidates identified this as a backward bending supply curve, however further elaboration 

was required.  

(d) Further knowledge on the effects from minimum wage legislation is required. The candidates’ most 

common answer was to increase. Only one student achieved full marks in this part of the question. 
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Question 5 

Average: 12/25 

Only two candidates attempted this question.  
 

Question 6 
Average: 10/25 

Only four candidates attempted this question. The majority found difficulty, especially in answering sub-

questions (a) and (b).  

(a) Answers were too generic.  

(b) For the first event, some candidates wrote that the supply of money would increase. For the second 

event, some candidates opted correctly for a decrease in the rate of interest. The provided 

explanations of each were not satisfactory. 

(c) Only one candidate did quite well in this sub-question. The other responses mentioned generic 

differences. 

(d) Most of the responses provided were satisfactory. 

Question 7 

Average: 13/25 

Eight candidates attempted this question. There was a very high average mark for sub-question (a) and a 

relatively high mark for sub-question (c). 

(b) In (i), most of the candidates did not name three main components of the Balance of Payments 

Account. In (ii), the majority of candidates did not appropriately explain one measure by which a 

government may correct a balance of payments deficit.  

(c) Most candidates did not provide valid examples to explain absolute and comparative advantage. 

(d) Only one response managed to evaluate three appropriate advantages of being in the Eurosystem. 

Most of the reasons provided related more to the advantages of being an EU member state rather 

than a member of the Eurosystem. 
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Question 8 

Average: 13/25 

Twelve candidates attempted this question, which was the second most popular question. There was a 

relatively high average for sub-questions (a), (c) and (d) but not so much for sub-question (b). 

(b) Only one candidate gained full marks by giving a satisfactory definition of optimum population, under 

population and over population and related the latter two concepts to that of optimum population.  

(d) The responses provided were mostly unsatisfactory. 

Paper IIB 

Note: The Average Marks obtained per question are shown below. 

All but one candidate attempted 4 questions. 

Question 1 

Average: 14/25 
Nine candidates attempted this question. There was a very high average for sub-questions (a) and (c), and 

relatively high averages for sub-questions (b) and (d). 

(a) Most candidates correctly answered the first part of this question. Only a few candidates did not 

obtain full marks. In addition, some candidates incorrect identified the product of the Luna Park as a 

good. 

(b) Most candidates correctly answered the first part of this question. However, the second part of the 

question was mostly incorrectly answered.  

(e) Only one candidate gave appropriate descriptions of one similarity and one difference between merit 

goods and public goods.  

(f) Only one candidate gave appropriate descriptions of one advantage and one disadvantage of market 

economies. Some of the candidates did mentioned one advantage and one disadvantage, but the 

description was poorly described.  

Question 2 

Average: 7/25 

Four candidates attempted this question. (a) and (f) were the only two sub-questions with relatively high 

marks. 

(b) None of the candidates stated internal growth and integration although two candidates did give an 

appropriate description of each.  One of the responses stated two directions of growth (vertical and 

horizontal) rather than the two ways of growth. 

(c) The responses provided were relatively good. One candidate did not attempt this sub-question. 

 (d) Only one candidate correctly identify the direction of growth as being horizontal. One candidate did 

not attempt this sub-question. 

(e) The candidates who chose this question confused the public and private sectors with public and 

private companies. One candidate did not attempt this sub-question. 
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Question 3 

Average: 11/25 

Ten candidates attempted this question, which, together with question 4, was the second most popular 

question. This question had the second highest average in this paper and the third highest average for this 

cohort between papers 1 and 2. Six candidates got full marks in sub-question (c) and three candidates got 

full marks for sub-questions (d) and (e). 

(a) The knowledge of candidates on these basic economic principles was poor, especially with regards 

to price elasticity of demand. All 10 candidates attempted this part of the question. However only 

two candidates gave a complete statement of the law of demand and satisfactory definitions of the 

terms supply and price elasticity of demand (PED).  

(b) Some candidates explained non-price factors that may affect the supply of flour rather than the 

demand for flour. 

(d) Most candidates acknowledged that the price ceiling should be set below the equilibrium, however 

the diagrams provided need to be clearer. 

(e) A few candidates correctly answered this part of the question. However, some candidates failed to 

show the shift in supply to the right, while others shifted it to the left instead. 

(f) Most of the answers provided were too vague. One candidate did not attempt this part of the 

question.  

Question 4 

Average: 9/25 

Ten candidates attempted this question, which, together with question 3, was the second most popular 

question. Two candidates did not attempt sub-questions (d) and (e) while another candidate did not attempt 

sub-question (d).  

(b) Most candidates did not mention or explain two factors that may give rise to a shift in the demand 

for labour. Most candidates gave non-wage factors affecting the supply or even the price elasticity of 

supply of labour rather than demand such as labour mobility, immigration and more holidays. Some 

candidates also gave wages as a factor when the rubric was clearly asking for factors that give rise to 

a shift. 

(d) Only seven candidates attempted this sub-question. Most of the responses provided were 

unsatisfactory. 

(e) Many candidates lost marks by not labelling the axis and/or the D & S curves, showing only a demand 

curve and by not indicating the minimum wage anywhere in the diagram. 

(f) Most of the responses provided only gave one appropriate reason for wage differentials within the 

same occupation. Most of the reasons given related more to wage differentials between occupations 

rather than within the same occupation. 
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Question 5 

No candidate attempted this question. 

Question 6 

Average: 5/25 

Only two candidates attempted this question and the responses provided were generally unsatisfactory. 

 

Question 7 

Average: 5/25 

Seven candidates attempted this question. Only sub-question (a) was relatively well answered. 

(b) None of the responses provided described one measure by which a government may correct a 

balance of payments deficit. One candidate did not attempt this part of the question. 

(c) Most of the responses provided did not properly explain two ways how Malta’s economy may be 

affected if the Euro decreases in value when compared to the British Sterling.  

(d) The responses provided were unsatisfactory. 

(e) The responses provided were incorrect. 

(f) The responses provided were unsatisfactory. 

 

Question 8 

Average: 9/25 

Eleven candidates attempted this question. Sub-questions (a), (c) and (f) had a relatively high average mark. 

(b) Seven candidates mentioned the relationship between the size of the population and the country’s 

resources to explain the concept of optimum population. One of the responses provided compared 

it to land only, bringing up the misconception that the optimum population is measured only by 

population density. 

(d) Only one candidate correctly calculated the rates asked for in this part of the question. Answers for 

the natural growth rate varied from 494,315 to 1,559,646,440 to 0.2% to 0.998. 

(e) Only one candidate clearly described two economic effects of an ageing population.  
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D. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
The results obtained in this session cannot be compared to previous sessions since the 2020 session was an 

anomalous one. 

The examiners note that the level and quality of information given by most candidates was very low with 

many candidates giving generic answers. This is clearly shown by the low percentages for the skills of 

application, analysis and evaluation, especially with the paper 2B candidates. Candidates are encouraged to 

improve their application skills and better apply their knowledge.  

 

Chairperson 

Examination Panel 2020 


