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Introduction 

A total of 410 candidates sat for SEC German in May 2017.  This year 296 candidates registered for 
Paper 2A while 114 candidates registered for Paper 2B.   
 
Table 1 shows the number of candidates who registered for SEC German from 2010 to 2017 
according to the paper they selected. 
 

Year Total Paper 2A Paper 2B 

2017 410 296 114 

2016 417 301 116 

2015 288 196 92 

2014 378 262 116 

2013 346 216 130 

2012 378 236 142 

2011 469 295 174 

2010 473 259 214 

Table 1:  Number of candidates who registered for SEC German Paper 2A and 2B between 2010 and 2017 

There were 3 candidates out of 296, who registered for Paper A and 5 candidates out of 114, who 
registered for Paper B, who failed to sit for the examination.  This means a total of 8 candidates, who 
failed to sit for the exam. 
 
The examination had the same format as in the last six years.  All the written sections in Paper 2A 
and Paper 2B were marked separately by two different markers and the final mark in each case was 
calculated taking both marks into consideration.  In cases where a discrepancy was noted, the opinion 
of a third marker was decisive.   
 
Overall Performance 
 
Table 2 below outlines the distribution of grades obtained by the candidates in the May 2017 session. 
 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 33 64 83 51 41 - - 21 3 296 

PAPER B - - - 19 34 19 13 24 5 114 

TOTAL 33 64 83 70 75 19 13 45 8 410 

% OF TOTAL 8.0 15.6 20.2 17.1 18.3 4.6 3.2 11.0 2.0 100 

Table 2:  Distribution of Grades in May 2017 
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Table 3 enables a comparison of grades from 2011 to 2017. 
 

 Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U Abs Total 

2017 I & IIA 33 64 83 51 41 - - 21 3 296 

 I & IIB - - - 19 34 19 13 24 5 114 

 Total N 33 64 83 70 75 19 13 45 8 410 

2016 I & IIA 35 73 98 54 23 - - 16 2 301 

 I & IIB - - - 25 33 24 16 14 4 116 

 Total N 35 73 98 79 56 24 16 30 6 417 

2015 I & IIA 21 24 42 32 41 - - 35 1 196 

 I & IIB - - - 9 27 24 15 16 1 92 

 Total N 21 24 42 41 68 24 15 51 2 288 

2014 I & IIA 25 34 47 45 56 - - 53 2 262 

 I & IIB - - - 11 33 29 17 25 1 116 

 Total N 25 34 47 56 89 29 17 78 3 378 

2013 I & IIA 18 27 40 35 48 - - 45 3 216 

 I & IIB - - - 10 24 34 37 25 0 130 

 Total N 18 27 40 45 72 34 37 70 3 346 

2012 I & IIA 20 35 37 39 47 - - 55 3 236 

 I & IIB - - - 11 25 37 33 30 6 142 

 Total N 20 35 37 50 72 37 33 85 9 378 

2011 I & IIA 30 36 44 35 75 - - 70 5 295 

 I & IIB - - - 12 30 34 52 38 8 174 

 Total N 30 36 44 47 105 34 52 108 13 469 

Table 3:  Grades obtained between 2011 and 2017  
 
The chairperson, the reviewer and the setters checked all papers to ensure that they abided by the 
syllabus criteria and that questions were not repeated from previous years. 
 
Part 1 
 
Spoken Interaction 
 
As in previous years the oral examination consisted of three parts. In the first part, candidates had to 
demonstrate their ability to introduce themselves. In the second part, candidates had to show that 
they could interact in a role-play with the help of stimuli, and by asking questions to the partner-
candidate and answering questions asked by the partner-candidate. In the third part, candidates had 
to hold a conversation/interview on a given topic with the help of stimuli. 
 
There was a broad performance spectrum amongst the candidates who sat for the examination.  The 
well-prepared candidates were able to converse fluently and confidently.  They might have made 
mistakes but these did not hinder the listener from understanding. The less well-prepared candidates 
lacked confidence and demonstrated a very limited range of vocabulary and grammatical structures.  
There were candidates who barely answered what was expected from them in this part of the exam. 
Some candidates needed longer thinking time and even asked for clarification.   It is interesting to 
notice that there were 3 candidates who did not sit for this part of the exam but sat for the other parts.   
In the first part of the examination, candidates were asked to talk about themselves, their interests, 
their hometown, their neighbours, their routine, etc.  In this part of the exam it seems that candidates 
feel more confident.  There were candidates, who seem to learn chunks by heart and just utter them 
out.   The well-prepared candidates use a wide range of vocabulary, good grammatical structures and 
give more than what is expected from them.   
 
The second part of the exam is the Role-Play.  In this part of the exam, candidates are faced with 
unanticipated questions within the Role-play and these require spontaneous responses.  The well-
prepared candidates were able to complete all the tasks.  They were familiar with such tasks and 
could carry out a natural conversation.  Other candidates needed some guidance and managed to 
carry out the task, while others struggled or were unable to respond or react to the questions posed 
by the other candidate.   
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In the third part, candidates are expected to answer questions about a topic.  Some candidates had 
difficulty understanding the meaning of the questions set and either did not answer or just uttered 
some words.  Others were able to elaborate on these topics. 
 
Listening Comprehension 
 
As in the previous years the instructions and the listening comprehension texts were presented in 
recorded format.  The topics chosen were familiar and suitable for the candidates.  The listening 
comprehension consisted of three parts.   The first task was a multiple-choice exercise in which the 
candidates had to indicate which of the four answers to each statement corresponded to the 
information in the announcement.  The second part was a true or false exercise, while in the third part 
candidates had to write a short answer.   
This year many candidates who sat for Paper 2A did very well in the listening part of the exam and 
there was an improvement in candidates who sat for Paper 2B.  
 
Paper 1 - Grammar (Sprachbausteine and Satzbau) 
 
This section of the paper had 4 different parts.   
As in the previous years, this part of the examination, which carried 40 marks, proved to be the most 
difficult part of the examination.  On the whole, one could notice that all candidates found Paper 1 
very challenging, particularly Parts 3 and 4. 
In the first part of this part of the examination, candidates were instructed to choose a fitting word or 
phrase out of three suggested ones, all three of which had different grammatical functions.  The most 
common mistakes encountered  were the following: 

 Subordinate Conjunctions 

 Prepositions 

 Tenses 

 Adjective Endings 
 

In the second part, candidates were asked to insert the correct phrase or word given in an adjoining 
list.  As in the previous years, examiners stressed that candidates need to understand what type of 
word is expected from them in each particular blank.  For example, where a conjunction should have 
been inserted, a noun or an adjective was chosen instead: 

 Dieser PISA-Test hat auch gezeigt, kreativ (instead of dass) Mädchen in Mathematik 
schlechtere Noten als Jungen bekommen haben. 
 

In the third part, candidates were given a cloze text in which they were expected to insert appropriate 
words or phrases.  As in the previous years, this exercise proved to be taxing for most candidates.  
Many candidates inserted words that made no sense at all: 

 mit 22 habt (instead of Jahren)  

 eine (instead of spielte) verschiedene Instrumente 
 

In the last exercise, the candidates had to compose six sentences to form a paragraph, which made 
cohesive sense.  Many candidates struggled to construct a grammatically correct sentence. The given 
words were already in the correct order and several articles were given in the correct case.  Several 
candidates showed that they have a clear idea of word order and of the Präteritum. 
Recurring errors in this last exercise: 

 Präteritum (no difference between regular and irregular verbs / irregular form unknown – 
Bastian und seine Freunde habten  / die Temperatur liegtet 

 Modal verbs – Seine Freunde wollten ein Picknick zu Machen. 

 Verb with a zu clause – es regnete began instead of es begann, zu regnen 

 Seperable Verbs – sie zurückfuhren nach Hause  

 Mixture of tenses in one sentence – Bastian kaufe die Getränke und das Essen, weil er 
Supermarkt gearbeiten 

 Articles -  Wetter sind bewölkt, aber Temperatur liegt bei um 25 Grad. 

 Word order after weil  

 Confusion of prepositions  

 Cases 
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Paper 2A and Paper 2B 
 
Paper 2A and Paper 2B each consisted of a reading comprehension section and a written section.   
 
Reading Comprehension 
 
The reading comprehension section consisted of a number of exercises.  This section carried a total 
of 60 marks.  The texts were varied, authentic and suitable to the candidates’ age and interests.  The 
majority of the candidates who sat for Paper A did very well in this section.  As in previous years Part 
1d where the candidates had to complete the cloze text, proved to be more challenging.  The same 
goes for exercise 1c, where the candidates had to deduct data from a given timetable.  However it 
seems there was an improvement when it came to candidates who sat for Paper B. 
 
When it comes to the open-ended questions most of the candidates managed to understand the 
question words and hence answered correctly.   
 
Written Section 
 
Candidates who sat for Paper 2A were assigned two tasks.  The first task this year was an e-mail, 
where candidates had to write about plans for a vacation and about a summer job.  The second part 
involved writing about a candidates’ exchange visit in Germany whilst in the written section of Paper 
2B, candidates had to write a letter about a language course. In the second task, they had to write an 
SMS message to a friend who was waiting for them. 
 
Many candidates struggled with vocabulary, grammatical structures and creativity when it came to 
writing.  Some candidates made up words or used English or Maltese words.  Some candidates did 
not even attempt these exercises.  Others did not cover all points and there were some candidates 
who went out of point.  
 
On a more positive note there was a good number of candidates who had a very good hold of the 
German language and even though they did make a few mistakes, did not lose the fluency of the 
language.  There were candidates who produced incomprehensible sentences and some even copied 
parts from the exam paper. 
 
Recurring mistakes in the written tasks: 

 Capital and small letters – 

 Spelling  

 Word order in main and subordinate clauses – Ich lerne Italienisch, weil ich möchte zu fahren 
zu Italia. 

 Verbs and Tenses - Candidates seem to struggle in using the Präteritum - In the Bericht 
(report) there were candidates who used the perfect tens and did not use the Präteritum at all.  
A good number of candidates also had problems with the right conjugation of verbs in the 
Präteritum.  (heißten / hilften / sprachten) 

 Prepositions -  zu Italia. 

 Expressions of time  
 

Final comments and recommendations 

 Candidates should be encouraged to read all rubrics carefully and to pay attention to what is 
being asked from them.   

 All four skills should be practised. Importance is to be given to reading, writing, listening and 
speaking. 

 
Chairperson 
2017 Examination Panel 

 
 


