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General Statistics 
 

The distribution of grades awarded in the May 2018 session is given in the table below. 

Table 1: Distribution of grades 
 

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL 

NUMBER 47 52 99 44 101 148 37 528 

% OF TOTAL 8.9 9.8 18.8 8.3 19.1 28.0 7.0 100 

 

General Comment by Markers 
 

Q1:  Most candidates worked part (a) of this problem correctly. The calculation of the 

coordinates of the point of intersection of the two lines in part (b) was properly 

answered once part (a) was answered correctly. Various methods were used to obtain 

the area of the triangle defined in part (c); surprisingly few candidates calculated the 

length of the side of the triangle on the horizontal axis and then used one of the 

coordinates found in part (b) to calculate the area of the triangle. Although the method 

to be used in part (d) of the problem was indicated in the problem, some candidates 

failed to obtain the correct value of the constant C. 

 

Q2: The majority of the candidates calculated correctly the coordinates of the minimum 

point of p(x) of part (a) of the problem, although the method of completing the square 

was not always used. The range of p(x) in part (b) of the problem was correctly 

indicated in most cases. Part (c) of the problem was correctly worked by most of the 

candidates. In part (d) of the problem, the interval of the values of x for the given 

inequality was not defined properly by some candidates; a number of candidates failed 

to factorise the quadratic inequality correctly. 

 

Q3:  In part (a) of the problem, some candidates found it difficult to define the second 

arithmetic progression leading to an incorrect result. In the second part of the problem, 

most candidates obtained the two equations for the geometric progression, but some 

were unable to solve these equations. However, once the first term and common ratio 

were obtained, the rest of the problem was completed correctly. In part (c) of the 

problem, some candidates failed to apply the rules of logarithms correctly. 

 

Q4:  In the first part of this problem, the coefficient of the second power of x of the binomial 

series was expressed incorrectly by a good number of candidates, which then made it 

difficult to solve the two equations obtained in terms of a and n. Part (b) of the 

problem was answered correctly by the majority of candidates. In the third part of the 

problem, the candidates were asked to find the probabilities related to two combined 

events; very few candidates calculated the correct result for the second probability. 
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Q5:  The first part of the problem was worked correctly by the majority of the candidates, 

although in some cases the results were expressed in degrees and not in radians. The 

other part of the problem was answered correctly by very few candidates as the cosine 

formula was not used to calculate the angles at the centres. The main error of this part 

of the problem was that the candidates considered the 4 cm, 6 cm and 7cm triangle to 

be a right-angled triangle. 

 

Q6: This proved to be a very difficult question, about 13% scored no marks. 

 Part(a): was fairly well attempted by most candidates. Some responses related to 

differentiating composite functions were quite poor. A large number of candidates made 

mistakes when trying to simplify the answers. 

 Part(b): defeated almost all candidates. Only five candidates managed to obtain the 

correct maximum volume. The attempted solutions were poor.  

 

Q7: Both parts of the question were generally badly answered. Only 29% obtained more 

than five marks with 6% manage to score full marks. 

 Part(a): Most candidates made the error ∫
1

𝑦(1+𝑦)
 𝑑𝑦 = 𝑙𝑛[𝑦(1 + 𝑦)] and failed to realise 

that expressing the y-term in partial fractions was required to integrate the given 

function of y. 

 Part(b): Most responses indicated a lack of ability in curve sketching. In sketching the 

graph of 𝑦 =  𝑥2 − 𝑥3, a large number plotted the two graphs 𝑦 =  𝑥2 and 𝑦 =  𝑥3 and 

found the area enclosed by the two curves. Other common errors were that  𝑦 =

0  for 0 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 1 and that 𝑦 → +∞ 𝑎𝑠 𝑥 → ±∞. 

 

Q8: This question was fairly well attempted. 32% scored more than 4 marks with 6% 

managing to obtain the full 8 marks. 

 Part(a): The graph of 𝑦 =  sin 2𝑥 was very well sketched by most candidates, but very 

untidy. Many of the candidates tend to leave out the scales on the two axes. Some 

candidates sketched 𝑦 =  sin 𝑥 with |𝑥|  ≤ 2 . 

 In finding the equation of the tangent most candidates failed to work in radians leading 

to the incorrect values of 𝑦 = 0.014 and the gradient 𝑚 = 2 instead of 𝑦 =  1 √2⁄  and =  √2. 

 Part(b): Very poor performance in this part by most candidates who wrote pages of 

algebraic nonsense. 

 

Q9: This question was very well attempted. 70% scored more than five marks and 25% 

obtained the full marks. 

 Part(a): almost all candidates obtained correctly the two matrices A2 and A4, but a large 

number interpreted the transformation A2 incorrectly as a reflection in the line y = - x.  
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 Part(b): all candidates found no difficulties in finding Q−1, but in finding P from the 

equation QP=R, few candidates wrote down incorrectly 𝑃 = 𝑅 𝑄−1 instead of 𝑃 = 𝑄−1R 

and concluded that P does not exist. 

 

Q10: This was poorly attempted. 17% scored more than five marks and only four candidates 

obtained the nine marks. 

 Part(a): the product of three matrices seemed to shock most of the candidates. The 

product of the 3 matrices on the left side of the given equation must be a matrix of 

order one by one. Few candidates got as far as 𝑥2 + 4𝑥𝑦 + 4𝑦2 = 9 and stopped when in 

fact 𝑥2 + 4𝑥𝑦 + 4𝑦2 =  (𝑥 + 2𝑦)2. 

 Part(b): all candidates managed to obtain the 2 linear equations for a and b, that is a – 

b = 1 and 2a + b = - 4, but did not use the method of the matrix inverse to solve the 

equations and lost the marks. 

 


