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Part 1: Statistical Information 
 
Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the May 2018 session of the examination. 

Table 1: Distribution of Candidates by Grade 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 294 355 477 400 264 - - 112 19 1921 

PAPER B - - - 263 285 447 378 575 196 2144 

TOTAL 294 355 477 663 549 447 378 687 215 4065 

% OF TOTAL 7.2 8.7 11.7 16.3 13.5 11.0 9.3 16.9 5.3 100.0 

 

The total number of registered candidates was 4065. This year there were 318 less candidates 

registering for the Mathematics SEC examination as compared to the May 2017 session. This 

drop follows recent trends in the decrease in the number of candidates registering for 

Mathematics when compared to May 2017 (4383) and May 2016 (4597). 

There was an increase in the proportion of candidates registering for the IIA paper; from 43.0% 

in May 2017 to 47.3% in May 2018. This increase, which actually accounts for only 37 

candidates, did not have a negative effect on the performance of candidates registering for the 

IIA paper.  

Part 2: Comments regarding candidates’ performance 

2.1 GENERAL COMMENTS 

Analysis of the results revealed that the three papers in order of increasing difficulty were Paper 

IIB, Paper I and Paper IIA, as intended when the papers were constructed. The candidates’ 

marks ranged from very low to very high in all the papers. In the case of the IIA candidates, 

the highest mark attained on Papers I and IIA was 198 out of 200. Nineteen candidates scored 

a mark in the region 190 to 200. In the case of the IIB candidates, the highest mark attained in 

Papers I and Papers IIB was 193 out of 200.  

 

2.2 COMMENTS REGARDING PERFORMANCE IN PAPER I – SECTION A 

Section A of Paper I consists of 20 questions each carrying one mark, giving a total of 20 

marks. The IIA candidates gave a good performance on this section obtaining a mean mark of 

14.3 marks, based on the whole population of the IIA candidates. However, the IIB candidates 

gave a much weaker performance and achieved a mean mark of 7.8 marks overall. The 

following are some comments made by the markers about candidates’ performance on each 

individual question in this paper. 

Q1. In general candidates did not experience difficulty in answering this question. A 

significant number of candidates however, gave 28.40 instead of 28.04 as an answer.  

Q2. In general paper A candidates did well in this question. Most paper B candidates 

produced incorrect answers such as 1
7

21
, which they obtained by adding the numerators and 

denominators separately. Others converted the first fraction to an improper fraction correctly, 

however then failed to work out the LCM correctly and simply added the numerators, thus 

obtaining 
10

12
 or the equivalent, 

5

6
. 
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Q3.  Most candidates found difficulty in answering this question. Answers varied widely, with 

a significant number of candidates giving 11:15 as an answer, instead of 23:15. Others gave 

23:20 as an answer.  

Q4. In general candidates answered correctly to this question. The most common incorrect 

answer was 50°. 

Q5. Most candidates provided the correct answer for this question. Many Paper B candidates 

did not simplify the fraction completely, leaving the answer as 
2

12
. 

Q6. A significant number of candidates worked this out correctly. Others realised that they 

had to divide, but computed the division incorrectly. The main error was multiplying, instead of 

dividing, by 25 Czech Koruna.  

Q7. Candidates generally worked this out correctly. A significant number of candidates gave 

4 for an answer. In this case, candidates expanded the brackets correctly, but failed to add 15 

to 35 and subtracted instead, thus obtaining 
20

5
= 4. 

Q8. The majority of candidates presented an answer which was not in its simplest form, that 

is, 
14

24
. Answers were presented in different formats, including ratios and percentages. 

Q9. A considerable number of candidates found difficulty in answering this question. 

Incorrect answers included 10 (possibly because the scale between the hour hand and the 

minute hand represents 10 minutes) and 45° (as an approximate midway value between the 12 

mark and the 3 mark). Another common incorrect answer in paper B scripts was 90°.  

Q10. Very few paper B candidates worked out this question correctly. Most candidates 

provided incorrect answers for both entries, however a few managed to obtain one correct 

entry. In general, paper A candidates experienced difficulty in answering this question too.  

Q11. The majority of the candidates answered this question correctly. Some worked it out 

mentally while others showed their working by placing the numbers in ascending order and 

identified the number in the middle.  

Q12. The majority answered this question correctly. There were a number of candidates who 

showed that they knew that 50 is equal to one, but then gave 5
3
 instead of its numerical value 

as the final answer.  

Q13. Most of the candidates opted correctly for statement B. However, there were a 

considerable number of candidates who incorrectly opted for statement A. There were many 

who did not attempt to answer the question. 

Q14. Many candidates did not answer this question at all or else gave the wrong answer. 

Some candidates managed to simplify the first fraction to 
15

120
 but then did not follow through by 

using the L.C.M. or equivalent fractions to simplify their result further. 

Q15. Most candidates answered this question correctly. However, a number of candidates did 

not follow instructions to round the numbers to the nearest whole number and therefore they 

could not simplify. 

Q16. Few candidates answered this question correctly. The majority made no attempt at 

answering it, while others tried to use the formula for finding the sum of the interior angles 

instead of using 360° and subtracting 40° to obtain the result. 

Q17. Many candidates did not attempt this question. There were some candidates who tried to 

answer the question but just subtracted 65° from 180° and hence did not obtain the correct 
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result. Others used alternate angles correctly but gave 65° as their final answer. Very few 

candidates actually added 65° to 180° to give the correct bearing of A from B. 

Q18. Most candidates did not attempt to answer this question. There was however, a few 

candidates who worked correctly, showing that they understand what the term ‘range’ 

represents. Others attempted to answer the question but mistakenly tried to find the median 

and not the range. Many of those who attempted the question just gave a number without 

showing any working whatsoever. 

Q19. Many of the candidates answered this question correctly. A considerable number of 

candidates left their result in surd form i.e. (√51)
2
. Candidates are expected to know that when 

you square the square root of a number, you end up with the number itself. 

Q20. The majority of the candidates did not attempt this question or else gave a wrong result. 

Many of those who attempted the question, mistakenly added 20 to 25 and divided by 2 to try 

to obtain their result. 

 

2.3 COMMENTS REGARDING PERFORMANCE IN PAPER I – SECTION B 

The overall facility of each question in this paper was worked out using the formula: 

Facility= 
mean mark on question

maximum mark awarded on question
 

The facility of each question lies between 0 and 1 and gives a measure of the overall difficulty of 

the question, with the easier questions having a facility closer to 1. For each question in Paper I 

Section B, its facility and the percentage number of candidate achieving full marks on the 

question was worked out separately for the IIA and IIB candidates. The results are shown in 

Tables 2 and 3. The two tables are followed by comments about the individual questions in this 

paper. 

Table 2:Facility for the questions in the Paper I – Section B for the IIA candidates        n = 1921* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.85 0.82 0.79 0.87 0.43 0.56 0.78 0.67 0.85 0.50 0.76 

IIA Candidates 

achieving full 

marks (%) 

57.5 37.8 36.6 72.5 39.3 37.2 38.6 30.2 57.5 19.4 48.9 

*n stands for the number of IIA candidates who actually sat for Paper I 

 

Table 3: Facility for the questions in the Paper I – Section B for the IIB candidates   n = 2144* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.54 0.39 0.49 0.40 0.11 0.16 0.44 0.24 0.52 0.29 0.41 

IIA Candidates 

achieving full 

marks (%) 

11.3 3.0 5.0 16.5 5.7 4.0 6.4 0.3 15.1 3.0 11.8 

*n stands for the number of IIB candidates who actually sat for Paper I 
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Q1. In part (a), the vast majority of IIA and IIB candidates performed well.  

In part (b), most IIA and IIB candidates obtained the correct answer. However, some 

candidates failed to calculate ¾ of an hour in the correct way. 

In part (c), most of IIA candidates obtained a correct answer but a significant number of IIB 

candidates experienced difficulties. The most common errors include: correctly converting km to 

m and hours to seconds, but failing to finish off the calculation completely; dividing by 1000 

instead of multiplying; divided by 60 instead of by 3600; and multiplying by 100 instead of by 

1000. 

Q 2. Most IIA and IIB candidates performed well in this question. Many candidates who 

experienced difficulty working out this question, did not distinguish between an expression and 

an equation. 

In part (a), many IIA candidates scored full marks, while IIB candidates made errors in 

manipulating simple algebraic expressions. The most common error occurred in failing to 

multiply by a negative all terms in the second bracket. 

In part (b), the majority of IIA and IIB candidates performed well. However, a significant 

number of candidates managed to find a common factor but failed to find the highest common 

factor. 

In part (c), most candidates managed to answer the question correctly. They found the correct 

common denominator and consequently the correct equivalent fractions. Common errors among 

both IIA and IIB candidates, occurred in ignoring the minus sign between the algebraic fractions 

and in working out the correct algebraic expansion. 

Part (d), proved to be easy for the majority of paper IIA candidates. However, a significant 

number of IIB candidates managed to obtain 2𝑥 = 16, but failed to find the correct value of 𝑥. 

Q3. The vast majority of the candidates performed well in parts (a) and (b) of this question. 

In part (c), a significant number of IIA candidates and the majority of IIB candidates encountered 

difficulties in finding the percentage increase. Many candidates divided by 1.23 × 109 instead of 

8.14 × 108.  

In part (d), almost all IIA candidates gave the correct value in its standard form. The majority 

of IIB candidates found the sum of all values correctly but failed to give their answer in 

standard form. 

Q4. Part (a), was based on two facts, that is, an angle subtended by a diameter at the 

circumference is a right angle and the sum of the interior angles is 180°. The majority of Paper 

IIA candidates translated these geometrical facts into an algebraic equation to successfully 

show that ZŶX is equal to 30°. On the other hand most of Paper IIB candidates had difficulty to 

coherently prove the latter. In fact a good part of Paper IIB candidates deliberately started their 

workings from ZŶX = 30°, and worked through to conclude that XẐY = 90°. In actual fact they 

had to revert the whole process to get to the required solution as clearly indicated in the 

question.  

Parts (b) and (c), were satisfactorily answered by the majority of Paper IIA candidates. They 

appropriately used trigonometric ratios or Pythagoras theorem to find the missing lengths. 

However, a considerable number of Paper IIB candidates failed to identify and to use the correct 

trigonometric ratio. Some candidates also had difficulties in marking the hypotenuse correctly, 

thus leading to an incorrect result.  
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Q5. In this question candidates had to consider Mark’s statement and come up with the 

counter example of an isosceles triangle with base angles 32⁰  and a vertex angle of 116⁰ . 

A considerable number of Paper IIA candidates realized that Mark was incorrect and managed 

to give a precise explanation, complete with appropriate diagrams to support the rationale of 

their conclusion.  

However paper IIB candidates scored poorly in this question. It is evident that most candidates 

erroneously seemed to think that they had to justify whether ∆ABC with angles 74⁰ , 74⁰ , and 

32⁰  is an isosceles triangle. So they argued that Mark was correct and the triangle is an 

isosceles triangle; it has two equal angles and its angles, add up to 180⁰ .  

Q6. On the whole, most of the IIA candidates did well in this question and did not encounter 

any serious difficulties. 

In part (a), candidates were asked to work out the amount of tax to be paid on an income of 

€12 500. Many IIB candidates failed to work out the correct amount.  There was a good number 

of candidates who failed to subtract the first €9000 which was tax free, while others could not 

work correctly the percentage income on the remaining amount. For some of these candidates, 

performance related to how income tax is calculated was poor. 

In part (b), candidates were asked to calculate the gross income for a given amount of €935 of 

paid tax. A significant number of the IIA candidates managed to obtain full marks. However, a 

substantial number failed to correctly take into consideration the first €9000, tax free and the 

next €5500 at 15% = €825, to find the amount €935 - €825 = €110 paid at the next higher 

rate of 25%. There were others who arrived correctly at the value €110 but failed to translate 

this into the amount of income which generated this tax, namely 
110 × 100

25
 = €440. Some 

candidates failed in the end to add up the right amounts of €9000 + €5500 + €440 = €14 940 

to obtain the correct answer. 

Q 7. In part (a), the vast majority of the candidates presented fairly accurate constructions. 

However a number of responses indicated a lack of proper handling of the compasses. Some 

drew the relevant arcs very faintly, while others erased the arcs in spite of the fact, that in the 

question it was clearly stated that construction lines or arcs must not be rubbed off. 

In part (b), there was a good attempt from the majority of candidates to present a good 

construction with fairly accurate measurements. 

In part (c), most candidates used the correct method for the bisection of an angle, however in 

many cases they did not bisect the required angle at B, i.e. DB̂E. Instead some bisected CB̂A, 

CB̂E or DB̂A instead. Consequently, an incorrect measurement for EB̂F was obtained. 

Q8. Most candidates found difficulty in deriving both equations in part (a). Some succeeded 

to prove only one of the given equations. A few candidates obtained 6𝑥 + 3𝑦 = 330 but did not 

divide by 3 to obtain one of the equations. Many others failed to equate the sum of the angles 

of the cyclic quadrilateral to 360°. 

While many candidates performed poorly in part (a), a significant number were able to use 

simultaneous equations to obtain the value of 𝑥 and 𝑦 in part (b). Some candidates just wrote 

the values of 𝑥 and 𝑦 without showing their working. Candidates are encouraged to show their 

working to explain their reasoning and support their answer. 
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Q9. Many paper A candidates performed well in this question. 

In parts (a) and (b), the candidates obtained the correct answers, showing that they were able 

to read the scale and found no difficulty to represent information on the graph. 

In part (c), the waiting time was correctly drawn on the graph. However, some candidates’ 

responses related to the distance travelled in 30 minutes were inadequate and hence the 

distance-time graph for the ferry journey was not correctly completed.  

In part (d), the candidates found no difficulty in reading the total distance travelled. 

Q10. The candidates needed to complete the design given in part (a) to produce one that had 

a line of symmetry. This was an open question with many possible answers. The easier options 

were to choose the vertical or horizontal middle line as the line of symmetry. There were 

however a small number of candidates who chose a diagonal line for their line of symmetry. 

Very few of these candidates gave a satisfactory response. Candidates often failed to reflect all 

the components of the diagram in their line of symmetry. Another common mistake involved 

giving inaccurate reflections of some of the component lines. A good majority of the IIA 

candidates and a substantial number of IIB candidates managed a correct response. 

In part (b), candidates needed to complete the given design to produce one which has 

rotational symmetry of order 3. The given circular shape included a shaded sector and a wheel 

spoke, both of which elements needed to be taken account of to ensure that the new design 

would have rotational symmetry. A small number of candidates obtained one of the two marks 

allotted to this question by taking proper account of just one of these two elements. This 

question turned out to be difficult. Although most IIA candidates did not get a correct answer, a 

good number did. Very few IIB candidates managed a correct response. 

Q11. This question tested candidates’ knowledge of probability, percentages and pie charts. 

Part (a) was answered correctly by most candidates. However some candidates left the answer 

at 40% or 
2

5
, presumably not reading the question correctly and instead simply stated the 

percentage of members who come from Mosta. 

Part (b) was more challenging for the candidates. A variety of methods were presented by 

candidates who solved this part successfully. Some candidates expressed the number of 

members from Lija and Attard as 𝑥 and 𝑥 + 20 respectively, and hence formed an equation and 

solved it. A considerable number of IIB candidates, opted out of algebra and subtracted the 

percentage of members from Mosta and Balzan (100% - 40% - 20% = 40%) then stated that 

the percentage of members from Attard and Lija are 30% and 10% respectively given that 

there is a difference of 20% between them. A small number of candidates worked with 

simultaneous equations (𝑥 + 𝑦 = 40 and 𝑥 - 𝑦 = 20). Some candidates simply stated the 

answer (10%) without showing any working. Again candidates are expected to clearly show all 

the necessary working. 

Part (c) was answered correctly by candidates who were successful in part (b). However, a good 

number of candidates who failed or did not attempt part (b), managed to work out and draw 

correctly the sectors for Mosta and Balzan.  
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2.4 COMMENTS REGARDING PERFORMANCE IN PAPER IIA 

The overall facility of the questions in Paper IIA are set out in Table 4. These facilities were 

worked out in the same way as described in Section 2.3 for the questions in Paper I Section B. 

Table 4 is followed by the examiners’ comments about the individual questions in this paper. 

 

Table 4: Facility for the questions in the Paper IIA         n = 1921* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Facility 0.74 0.59 0.67 0.71 0.82 0.48 0.82 0.76 0.40 0.34 0.56 

IIA Candidates 

achieving full 

marks (%) 

26.7 16.6 18.3 40.1 44.2 11.1 32.2 26.5 3.5 2.0 1.4 

*n stands for the number of candidates who actually sat for the IIA Paper 

 

Q1. In part (a), the great majority of the candidates presented a correct answer. Many of 

these obtained their answer without the use of calculator, while others used the calculator in 

some steps of their working. Some candidates who arrived at the wrong answer worked out the 

reciprocal of 
3

2
 instead of 0.01. 

In part (b), most candidates performed well. While many equated 2𝑛 – 1 to 4 and then solved 

for 𝑛, others uses the trial and error method by substituting for 𝑛 to get the value of 81. Those 

who worked it out incorrectly presented an initial statement which was incorrect, for example 

3𝑛−1 = 92; 
1

32𝑛 = 81; 2𝑛 − 1 =
81

3
. 

A good number of candidates attempted part (c)(i) of this question correctly. Most of them used 

the formula for the amount (i.e. involving the multiplying factor), while others preferred to work 

out the value year by year. Some of them obtained a correct value of the investment but then 

proceeded to calculate the compound interest gained. Some answers to this question were not 

rounded to the nearest euro. The few who were not awarded any marks, used the formula for 

simple interest and then added the answer to the investment. 

A considerable number of candidates obtained full marks for part (c)(ii) of this question. Those 

who lost one or two marks did one of the following mistakes: did not subtract the original value 

of investment from the value after 5 years to obtain the interest; used the original value of 

investment (€10 000) as the principal in the formula for Simple Interest to obtain the interest; 

performed an incorrect subject of the formula when finding the principle; did not round the final 

answer to the nearest 100 euro. 

Q2. Many answers to part (a) of this question were correct. However, a few candidates 

reflected the shape in the 𝑥-axis instead of the 𝑦-axis. Others presented a reflection which is 

close to the correct answer but shifted by one or two squares horizontally. 

In part (b), less than half the candidates reflected Shape B in the line 𝑦 = –𝑥. Most of them 

reflected Shape B or Shape A in the 𝑦-axis or in the 𝑥-axis. 

In part (c), the majority of the candidates who obtained Shapes B and C correctly also 

described this transformation correctly, though some of them missed out some of the details. 

In part (d), although most of the candidates presented Shape D as a triangle similar to triangle 

A with the length of each side being half the original length, a good number of them did not 

present it in the exact location or orientation. Some candidates enlarged Shape A by ½ instead 

of by –½, others drew Shape D with the horizontal or vertical side on one of the axes, while 
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other candidates drew lines from the vertices of triangle A to the centre of enlargement and 

produced it to an incorrect location. 

Q3. In part (a), most answers were correct. Some candidates lost a mark for replacing the 

inequality sign with an equals sign, leaving the answer as 𝑥 = 3.  

In part (b), a substantial number of candidates worked out this question correctly providing a 

correct final answer. Many of the others correctly multiplied both sides of the equation by (𝑥 – 

1) to obtain an equation without fractions i.e. 𝑦(𝑥 – 1) = 4 – 6𝑥. However, some of them, failed 

to expand the brackets correctly and added 1 on both sides to obtain 𝑦𝑥 = 4 + 1 – 6 𝑥. Others 

failed to collect terms involving 𝑥 on one side in attempting to make 𝑥 subject of the formula. 

In part (c), the majority of the candidates managed to work out the initial steps towards 

obtaining a single fraction with a correct denominator and a correct numerator. However, a 

good number of responses stopped at 
4𝑎+8

(2𝑎−3)(𝑎+2)
 without simplifying further. In the initial steps 

of the question, some candidates, expanded the denominator to obtain quadratic (and in some 

cases a cubic) expression. This made it difficult for candidates to see the possibility of cancelling 

out the bracket (𝑎 + 2) from both the numerator and denominator. A common arithmetic mistake 

in the numerator was 4𝑎 – 6 + 14 = 4𝑎 – 8. This also prevented candidates from cancelling out 

(𝑎 + 2). 

In part (d), most candidates formed a correct equation involving the unknown proportionality 

constant, found the value of the constant and then substituted 𝑦 = 40 to obtain the value for 𝑥. 

Others preferred to use a simple proportion statement to find the value of 𝑥3 (i.e. 64) and then 

cube rooted this value to obtain the value of 𝑥. However some of the latter did not see the 

value “64” as equivalent to 𝑥3 but presented it as the final answer. Some candidates mistakenly 

presented an incorrect initial statement of 𝑦 = 𝑘𝑥2, 𝑦 = 𝑘 √𝑥
3

 , 𝑦 = 𝑘𝑥 or 𝑦 =
𝑘

𝑥3 instead of 

𝑦 = 𝑘𝑥3. 

Q4. Parts (a) and (b) were correctly answered by the majority of the candidates. In most 

cases the ones who failed to answer part (a) correctly, gave their answer as 45 mins 29 sec or 

45.49 minutes (rather than 45 mins 30 sec or 45.5 minutes. A very large number of candidates 

made use of inequalities so as to define the upper and the lower bound. Even though it was not 

required of the candidates to make use of inequality signs, it is worth noting that many of them 

used the inclusion sign wrongly. 

In part (c), candidates performed poorly in this part question. Most candidates correctly defined 

the rate as volume divided by time but very few candidates substituted the lower and the upper 

bound values correctly. Most candidates wrongly divided the lower bound value for the volume 

by the lower bound value for the time in order to find the lower bound value for the rate.  

Q5. In part (a), candidates had to state the ‘Alternate Segment Theorem’ to justify that    

RP̂Q = 70°. However, few candidates referred to the theorem by its proper name and many 

confused the correct answer with alternate angles.   

In part (b), candidates did fairly well. Many candidates presented the correct steps required to 

find the size of PR̂Q, justifying their answer with the correct reasons in most cases. Some 

candidates however assumed that triangle PQR is isosceles and proceeded with their working 

from this initial assumption.   

In part (c), most candidates obtained the correct answer. Some candidates used trigonometric 

ratios to calculate the length of PQ, while the majority opted to use the sine formula.  
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Q6. Part (a) was generally answered correctly. 

Very few candidates answered part (b) correctly. Many candidates failed to realise that the slant 

height of the cone is 5𝑥, obtained by using the Pythagorean triples 3-4-5.  

Part (c) proved to be difficult for many candidates. A considerable number of candidates failed 

to equate the answers to parts (a) and (b) to derive an equation and solve it in (c). 

Q7. In part (a), questions (i) and (ii) were quite straightforward and many candidates 

worked them out correctly. In question (iii), few candidates used the algebraic method to solve 

the quadratic equation and obtain a value for 𝑛. Many preferred to use the trial and error 

method to obtain their answer. 

Candidates performed well in part (b). 

Part (c) presented some difficulty to candidates. Many failed to compare the two sequences to 

obtain the formula for the 𝑛th term of Sequence B.  

Q8. In part (a), almost all the candidates completed the table correctly. However, some 

candidates obtained incorrect values for 𝑦 when 𝑥 = - ½ and 𝑥 = ½. 

In part (b), most of candidates plotted the graph correctly. Some candidates failed to realise that 

a reciprocal graph is discontinuous and instead joined the points (-½, -12) to (½, 12). 

In part (c), the majority of the candidates noticed that as the value of 𝑥 gets closer to zero, the 

value of 𝑦 increases, referring only to the graph on the positive 𝑥 -axis. Few candidates referred 

to the fact that on the negative 𝑥 -axis the value of 𝑦 decreases as 𝑥 gets closer to zero. 

In part (d), major errors occurred in attempting to obtain the coordinates of a pair of points to 

plot the line. Some candidates substituted values of 𝑥 in 2𝑦 = 𝑥 – 2 but failed to divide by 2 to 

obtain the value of 𝑦, hence actually working 𝑦 = 𝑥 – 2. Others rearranged the equation 

wrongly obtaining 𝑦 = ½𝑥 – 2 instead of 𝑦 = (𝑥 – 2)/2, consequently obtaining incorrect 

coordinates. 

In part (e), a number of candidates explained in words without supporting their explanation 

mathematically, that is equating the two functions and arranging the equation to obtain       

𝑥2 − 2𝑥 − 12 = 0. Some candidates verified the given equation, while others solved it 

algebraically. 

In part (f), some candidates obtained the values of 𝑥 from the algebraic solution of the equation 

instead of using their graph as indicated. Candidates who read their values from the graph, 

often gave their answers in coordinate form that is, including the 𝑦-coordinate too. 

Q9. In parts (a) and (b), many candidates either failed to provide reasons to support 

statements in their proof or provided incorrect reasons. Moreover, some candidates instead of 

concluding their proof with RHS, gave statements such as SAS, ASA, RAR, RRR, RSS, and SRS, 

which are irrelevant for the given set of triangles, refer to similarity rather than congruency, or 

do not exist. 

In part (c), very few candidates managed to deduce that ABCD is a rhombus. Most candidates 

just gave the definition of a rhombus. 
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Q10. This was the hardest question for most candidates, represented by the lowest facility 

value within the paper IIA. 

In part (a), many candidates interpreted this question as Area of small cake: Area of outer cake 

ring, even though the introductory statement clearly indicated that the large cake has centre O 

and radius 2𝑅. Another common mistake occurred when substituting radius 2𝑅 in the ratio 

𝜋𝑅2: 𝜋(2𝑅)2 was presented as 𝜋𝑅2: 𝜋2𝑅2 giving the ratio as 1:2. 

In part (b), not all candidates managed to find the area of the outer parts. Many candidates 

used 
𝜃

360
× 𝜋𝑟2 in attempting to prove that the top area of the twenty parts is the same. Many 

avoided an algebraic proof by using a particular value of 𝑅.  

In part (c), most candidates obtained a correct answer by dividing the area of the large cake by 

20. However, some candidates were giving two answers, one for the area of the inner parts and 

one for the area of the outer parts of the cake, even though they were asked to show that the 

areas are the same in the previous part. 

Q11. In part (a), the majority of the candidates gave 
1

64
 for an answer that is, the probability 

that a player wins on a specific colour if he plays once.  

In part (b), many candidates explained and worked out the money expected to be raised when 

640 players play once. 

In part (c), most suggestions given were correct, the most common being: increase the number 

of colours on each spinner and adding one or more spinning wheels. 

 

2.5 COMMENTS REGARDING PERFORMANCE IN PAPER IIB 

The overall facilitiy of the questions in Paper IIB are set out in Table 5. These facilities were 

worked out in the same way as described in Section 2.3 for the questions in Paper I Section B. 

Table 5 is followed by the examiners’ comments about the individual questions in this paper. 

 

Table 5: Facility for the questions in the Paper IIB   n = 2144* 

Question No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Facility 0.70 0.66 0.76 0.75 0.78 0.75 0.60 0.56 0.52 0.59 

IIB Candidates achieving 

full marks (%) 
24.3 25.6 63.2 34.7 50.4 41.2 33.5 14.6 35.4 31.8 

 

Question No. 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Facility 0.33 0.42 0.77 0.77 0.23 0.15 0.48 0.43 0.43 0.69 

IIB Candidates achieving 

full marks (%) 
7.9 18.6 49.1 56.7 1.4 3.7 18.3 27.8 14.6 24.3 

*n stands for the number of candidates who actually sat for the IIB Paper 
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Q1. Most candidates identified correctly the names of the shapes except for the shape in (d). 

Some called the kite a trapezium or a rhombus. 

Q2. In general, candidates worked out parts (a) and (b) correctly. In part (c), many gave the 

answer as 1.85 instead of 1.085 and in part (d), they gave 3.30 hours instead of 3.5 hours. 

Q3. The majority of the candidates were able to use the calculator functions properly to 

obtain the answer, although some failed to give their answer correct to two decimal places as 

required. Some candidates only worked out the cube of 3.4, while others failed to divide by 5.1. 

Q4. In part (a), quite a number of candidates expressed the fractions in decimal correctly but 

failed to give the answer in correct ascending order. Some gave the answer in descending order 

instead.  

Candidates performed well in part (b). 

Q5. In part (a) most candidates calculated the amount of water in the pond correctly.  

In part (b), some candidates computed the time required to fill the reservoir, that is, 175 

minutes, but failed to convert this answer to hours and minutes correctly. 

Q6. In part (a), most candidates calculated correctly the amount of cream needed to serve 

eight people, many giving their answers without showing any working. 

In part (b), most candidates obtained full marks for calculating the amount of flour needed to 

serve six people. 

In part (c), candidates were asked to calculate the number of servings Sam can prepare with 

750g of mushrooms. A significant number of candidates erroneously gave 12.5 or 13 servings 

for an answer, instead of 12, the number of whole servings. 

Q7. In part (a), some candidates incorrectly converted metres to centimetres or vice-versa 

when attempting to simplify the ratio 1.5m : 30 cm. 

In part (b), quite a number of candidates divided €270 by 3 instead of adding total number of 

shares (9) and dividing the amount by 9. 

Q8. In both parts (a) and (b), most candidates reflected the triangle correctly in the 𝑦- and 

𝑥-axis respectively. In some cases, the reflected triangle was close to the correct answer but 

shifted by one or two squares. 

In part (c), the majority of the candidates answered correctly that the single transformation 

was a rotation. However many failed to state the angle and centre of rotation. 

In part (d), a significant number of candidates rotated the triangle correctly. 

Q9.  Many candidates calculated the size of the fifth interior angle of the pentagon correctly. 

Most common mistakes included using an incorrect formula for the sum of interior angles of a 

polygon and attributing exterior angle properties of polygons to the interior angles. 

Q10. In part (a), most candidates calculated Joe’s new salary correctly. 

In part (b), responses indicated a difficulty in working out the percentage increase in Joe’s 

salary. A significant number of candidates failed to divide the increase in salary with Joe’s 

original salary, while others did not express the final answer as a percentage.  
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Q11. In both parts (a) and (b), a considerable number of candidates used properties of 

parallel lines where no such lines existed in the diagram. Others applied the ‘angle at centre’ 

theorem with an angle not located at the circumference. 

Q12. Candidates performed well in part (a), but responses related to determining the 𝑛th term 

of the sequence in part (b) were inadequate.  

Q13. In general candidates managed to identify the correct probability in parts (a) and (b). In 

part (c), some candidates worked out the probability of picking an almond filled chocolate but 

failed to subtract from 1 to obtain the required answer. 

Q14. Many candidates worked out the value of 3
4
 correctly in part (a). 

In part (b), while the majority of candidates managed to obtain 3
x = 9, some failed to state the 

value of 𝑥 that satisfies this equation.  

Q15. Very few candidates scored well in this question. Parts (b) and (e) provided major 

difficulty. 

In part (b), candidates experienced difficulty in plotting the correct straight line graph. A 

considerable number of candidates drew a line passing through the correct y-intercept but 

having a gradient not equal to 1. 

In part (e), a number candidates failed to interpret the point of intersection as the common 

solution to the equation. 

Q16. Many candidates subtracted the length of the ribbon used for the bow, 25cm, from whole 

length of the ribbon, 77cm. However, very few candidates managed to obtain the correct 

derivation of the equation by which they could solve for 𝑥, where they had to add two lengths, 

two widths and four heights and not adding one length (3 𝑥), one width (𝑥 + 5) and one height 

(𝑥).    

Q17. In part (a), many candidates attempted to find the circumference by using the formula 

for the area of a circle instead.  

In part (b), values for the radius and volume were almost always correctly substituted. However 

making ℎ subject of the formula in the equation of part (i) and 𝑟 subject of the formula in part 

(ii) proved to be a difficult task for a number of candidates. 

Q18. In answering this question many candidates found difficulty in differentiating between 

the concepts of area and volume. While both measures may be used in calculating the volume 

of the shape, it was evident that some candidates were confusing one with another in responses 

such as Volume = length x breadth, Volume of rectangle and Volume of square. Also, volumes 

of different sections were sometimes added to areas of rectangles. 

Some candidates attempted to find the cross-sectional area first, and then multiply by the width 

to find the volume. However, they lost track of which plane they were working on and ended up 

adding the areas of surfaces in different planes instead. 

Q19. Candidates seemed to encounter difficulties in distinguishing between congruency and 

similarity of shapes. Despite being asked to prove congruency a number of candidates 

concluded that the two triangles had three pairs of equal angles and stated that the shapes 

were either ‘similar by AAA’ or ‘congruent by AAA’.  

Angles PÂB and PĈB were often assumed to be equal. It was often wrongly stated that they 

were angles in the same segment. AB and BC were considered to be of equal length since they 
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were perceived as being radii. A wrong answer to angle AB̂C that was most commonly given was      

58° x 2 = 116°. The reason given was that angle AB̂C was an angle at the centre of a circle.  

Q20. Wrong answers for statements (b) and (e) were by far more frequent than for 

statements (a), (c) and (d) implying that it was easier for candidates to compare the areas of 

the given shapes than to compare their perimeters. 
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