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Statistical Information 
This was the first cohort which sat for the Ethics examination.  There were 38 candidates who 

registered to sit for the examination.  7 of these candidates (18.4%) were absent for the 

written examination.  The table below shows the distribution for the 2018 May examination. 

 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 1 0 8 1 1 - - 9 3 23 

PAPER B - - - 2 0 2 1 6 4 15 

TOTAL 1 0 8 3 1 2 1 15 7 38 

% OF TOTAL 2.6 0.0 21.1 7.9 2.6 5.3 2.6 39.5 18.4 100.0 

 

 

Paper 1: Coursework 
Paper 1 consists of four assignments with a weighting of 15% each, comprising 60% of the total 

mark.  These assignments are rather practical in nature, and can consist of presentations, 

research projects, journal entries, class debates, blog entries or a letter/email to the Editor. 

A considerable number of students who registered to sit for the examination did not hand in (in 

part or entirely) their projects, or handed in work of poor quality. In fact, most of the 

candidates who opted for Paper 2B failed Paper 1, as did 7 of the 14 students who opted for 

Paper 2A. 

 

Paper 2 

General Comments 

Overall, the responses provided were not as good as expected. Most of the candidates offered 

superficial analysis and reflection in their responses with little or no ethical considerations 

mentioned or referenced. Their responses lacked a central argument or claim and failed to 

address the questions. In paper 2B, although directed questions were offered, in some cases 

these were not answered and reflected a lack of knowledge of the subject matter. A few 

individual responses stood out from the rest and fulfilled the required criteria. These high 

graded responses offered a strong and valid argument that was supported by suitable examples 

and clear reference to ethical theories and positions.  

Language use and command of English was an issue at times and a number of responses were 

hindered by an element of difficulty in expression and communication. Linguistic errors were not 

penalised and effort was made to try and understand what candidates tried to express and 

communicate in their work.  By and large, the examiners were looking for evidence of 

awareness of the ethical issues, good argumentation and reasoning skills, and good use of 

examples to support the discussion. 

 

  



EXAMINERS’ REPORT: SEC ETHICS (MAIN SESSION 2018) 

  

 

Page 2 of 2 

 

Section A 

For Section A, candidates were required to read two case studies and answer guided questions 

based on these case studies.  The questions in Paper IIB were easier and more structured than 

the questions in Paper IIA.  The candidates were required to answer all the questions. 

Most of the candidates answered the questions quite well, although there were a number of 

candidates who failed to answer some of the questions, especially those like question 1c, which 

required detailed answers.  In general, the candidates seemed to know the required content 

and reflected on the ethical issues in question. The fact that the questions were structured 

seemed to help the students formulate better answers.  In fact, the marks that were achieved 

were higher than the ones in Section B, which consisted of essay-type questions. 

Section B 

For Section B, candidates were required to answer any TWO out of four questions by writing an 

essay of about 250 words on each question; with paper IIB offering a number of structured 

questions to guide and help candidates.  

Question 1 

The majority of candidates chose to answer this question, which was about the use of social 

media and the ethical use of social media. The responses were of a mixed nature, with some 

being of a high standard and few others being out of point. In general, candidates offered an 

informed response on the issues, because of their first-hand knowledge and experience of social 

media, but in general they failed to link these real life issues to ethical positions and theories.  

Question 2 

A number of candidates chose to answer this question, which tackled the issue of the right to 

die. The responses were generally weak and mostly consisted of personal opinions on the issue 

without any central argument or reference to ethical positions and theories.  

Question 3 

Only one candidate chose to answer this question, which revolved around the issue of personal 

values and community values. The candidates were required to assess the concept of social and 

community values and how these influence and shape the values of the individual. The essay 

required a discussion on the issues of individualism and communitarianism and an assessment 

of which of these should be given priority within the ethical dimension of human life and 

individual choices.  

Question 4 

This question explored the notion of Eudaimonia and required candidates to explore the 

relationship between living a virtuous life and achieving happiness. A few candidates answered 

this question and the responses were of a mixed level. Some responses showed no knowledge 

of the underlying ethical concepts that were required in this question.  
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