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A. STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
The total number of candidates who registered to sit for Pure Mathematics was 532. 

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the First 2019 session of the examination 

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL 

NUMBER 49 60 117 64 58 109 75 532 

% OF TOTAL 9.2 11.3 22.0 12.0 10.9 20.5 14.1 100 

Table 1: Distribution of grades for Pure Mathematics 2019 First Session  

B. COMMENTS ON PAPER  
 

Q1: This question was well attempted by about 90% of the candidates, with an average of 8 marks. 30% 
managed to obtain full marks. 

 (a): Parts (i), (iii) and (iv) were very well answered by most candidates, but there was a lot of confusion 
in using the condition m1m2 = -1. Many found m2 from this equation and went on to find the equation 
of l2 which was given in the question.              
(b): Proved to be an easy question and most candidates obtained the 4 marks allotted to this part of 
the question. 

 

Q2: This question was attempted by 98% of the candidates. 33% scored less than 5 marks and 11% obtained 
full marks. The average mark was 7. 

 (a):  A significant number managed to get as far as p(x) = (x+1)2+2, but did not deduce the minimum 

point and the range and simply concluded that the minimum point is given by −
𝑏

2𝑎
=  −1. 

(b):  This part was well answered by most. Few candidates did not differentiate p(x) to find the gradient 
at x = 2 and obtained the incorrect equation for the tangent. 

 (c):   (i)  Many candidates obtained the correct value of 𝛼2 + 𝛽2, but did not deduce the nature of the 
roots. Part(ii) was straightforward, but quite a few made algebraic mistakes in finding the product 
(5𝛼 + 𝛽)(𝛼 + 5𝛽). 

 

Q3: This question was attempted by 91% of the candidates. About 40% showed a lack of skills in dealing 
with arithmetic and geometric progressions and scored less than 4 marks. 4% obtained full marks. The 
average mark was 4.5/9. 

 (a):  Many showed uncertainty in choosing the number of integers. Common errors: n = 66.66 or  
n = 67. 

 (b):  This proved to be difficult and unusual for almost all candidates. One of the common errors was 
in simplifying correctly the expression for the common ratio.   

For instance:   𝑟 =  
𝑒1+𝑥

𝑒
=  𝑒−𝑥 and writing the first term  a = e1 = 2.7. 

          Other values quoted were  a = 1, r = 0. These mistakes made it impossible to obtain the correct value 
of x when S = 5. 

 

Q4: This was attempted by all candidates with many satisfactory solutions averaging a mark of 6.5. About 
25% did not attempted the first part of this question and those who attempted both parts scored more 
than 7 marks. 
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 (a):  (i)  the expression given was expanded correctly by most candidates. One common mistake was 
in writing (-7)3 = + 343. 

(ii) this part required only the substitution 𝑥 =  √50  and most of the answers were correct, i.e.  2786.    
(iii) It was clear that candidates are not familiar in dealing with this type of approximation. All 

candidates simply used calculators. Nobody used the condition   0 < √50 − 7 < 1/10  and  that   

(√50 + 7)3 = 2786 + (√50 − 7)3 from part(ii). 
(b):  This part of the question was found to be easy, and very well answered. A few candidates did not 
find the number of odd integers correctly.  
 

Q5: This was attempted by 93%  of the candidates. Most of the candidates produced many unsatisfactory 
solutions averaging a mark of 5.6. Only 3% scored more than 6 marks.  

 (a): Almost all candidates who did this question managed to solve the trigonometric equation correctly, 
but a few left out the angle in the fourth quadrant. 

 (b): It was not well tackled. Some worked in degrees instead of radians. Many candidates managed to 
find the correct value of the area, but many errors were made in calculating the perimeter. A large 
number of candidates used the formula Perimeter = arc length + radius +radius which represents the 
perimeter of a sector and not a segment.  

 

Q6:   (a): The differentiation of both functions of this problem was properly done by the majority of the 
candidates. Lack of proper algebraic manipulation skills lead to representing the final results 
incorrectly.  
(b): It was attempted by most of the candidates. The main error related with this part of the problem 
was that the areas of the top and bottom of the closed cylinder were not included in the total area of 
the closed cylinder, thus leading to an incorrect final result. 
 

Q7:  (a): The differential equation was solved incorrectly by most candidates, with the result that the 
required sketches could not be drawn correctly.  
(b): It was answered correctly by most candidates. 

 

Q8:  This problem was attempted by nearly all the candidates.  

(a) & (b): Once the values of a and b were correctly obtained, part (b) of the problem was answered 
correctly by most candidates.  
(d): It was solved correctly, whenever the sketch in (c) was drawn correctly.  

 

Q9: (a): It was not attempted correctly by most candidates, since they failed to apply the laws of logarithms 
correctly.  
(b): It was solved correctly by a good number of candidates.   
(c): It was answered correctly by most candidates, some of whom, however, failed to express the final 
result correctly due to the lack of algebraic skills. 
 

Q10: (a): It was answered correctly by the majority of the candidates.  
(b): They also did well in part (b). However, some did not answer part (b) (ii) correctly, or did not use 
the inverse for part (b) (iii).  
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