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Part 1: Statistical Information

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for May 2016 session of the examination.

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL
NUMBER 19 51 80 50 49 64 17 330

% OF TOTAL 5.8 15.5 24.2 15.2 14.8 19.4 5.2 100

Part 2: Comments regarding candidates' performance

Section A:  Logic and Reasoning

Question 1

A substantial number of examinees had difficulty with question 1.(a), failing to see that the fallacy in
the passage was “Begging the Question” (Petitio Principii), but instead believing that the fallacy in the
passage was “Arguing from ignorance” presumably because of the atheist’s initial statement: “There
is no evidence for God”. Few candidates managed to give the correct answer as well as give a
satisfactory explanation as to the nature of the fallacy i.e. that the premise is repeated in the
conclusion and conclusion is contained in the premise, that the argument is circular, etc.

Question 2

Papers did not reveal any particular difficulty that examinees might have had with question 2.(a) and
2.(b). In the case of question 2.(a), few candidates gave the model answer – most gave an alternative
answer which was correct, such as “This means that the implication does not have any counter-
interpretations”, or “This means that whenever A is true, B is also necessarily true”. A considerable
number of examinees (although by no means the majority) managed to obtain full marks in this
question.

Question 3

3.(a) Examinees did not demonstrate particular difficulty with this question. Most mistakes were in
question 3.(a).ii, where examinees failed to identify the correct junctor, or gave the correct symbol but
named the junctor incorrectly.

3.(b) A considerable number of examinees translated the argument correctly. Some examinees did
not check whether the implication is valid by means of truth-tables, and some did not specify whether
the implication is valid or invalid. This resulted in a failure to answer the question fully, causing them
to lose marks.

3.(c) In the case of question i., a considerable number of examinees gave as an answer two
nominators (“Michael and Connie”), instead of one.

In the case of question ii., a substantial number of examinees failed to identify an elementary
proposition, giving as an answer a complex proposition instead.

A substantial number of examinees answered question iii. correctly, giving as an answer “Michael and
Connie are having dinner”, or “They are either at home or at a restaurant”, or the full proposition.
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Question 4

4.a) A considerable number of examinees answered this question correctly and demonstrated no
particular difficulty in answering this question.

4.b) A very significant number of examinees failed to understand what this question required of them.
It is possible that many examinees knew the correct sequence of formulae as they imply each other
(i.e. A implies D, implies C, implies B), but wrote the sequence from left to right (A, D, C, B) instead of
from right to left (i.e. as B > C > D > A) as demanded by the question. In many instances this resulted
in a loss of all marks.

4.(c) Examinees did not demonstrate particular difficulty with this question. A significant number of
examinees wrote down all four correct truth-tables, while most other examinees wrote down one or
two out of the four correct truth-tables.

Section B: Ethics and Society (Compulsory Question 5)

- This report is based on candidates’ performance who took the Matriculation Certificate
Examination in Philosophy in April 2016. The question in this test was to discuss the utility
principle and candidates were expected to support their arguments by giving an example.
Overall, most candidates performed well on the paper.

- For this question it seems that all candidates seemed to know what the philosophy of
utilitarianism is. However, for certain candidates the knowledge was rather basic and not all
point where tackled, as in some papers I have noticed that not all of the important points were
mentioned in the answer. Nonetheless, there were others who gave very good answers and
input.

- Overall the question was answered coherently. Only a minority of candidates didn’t seem to
understand the question and gave insufficient attention to try and answer the question.

Section B:  Ethics and Society (Questions 6 – 8)

General Comments;

- The majority of candidates opted for question number 8. Very few candidates attempted
question number 7 on cyberethics and the ones that did were mostly unprepared and
uninformed.

- Although the nature of the syllabus has changed it is evident that the method of teaching and
learning of the subject is still text based and not theme based.

- All the answers except for some individual exceptions, were directly lifted from the
recommended texts and showed that the candidates were learning by heart and not
understanding the actual philosophical concepts and issues that were being discussed.

- The responses showed a lack of critical analysis and in most cases any form of evaluation.
- The standard of language used was generally poor and the candidates lacked the necessary

stylistic skills in their responses, the use of academic writing was lacking all throughout.
- Appropriate philosophical language and terms were rarely used and often used incorrectly.

Question no. 6;

- The majority of the responses were average and most candidates only repeated what was
found in the recommended text without any personal engagement or critical analysis
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- Candidates showed a lack of knowledge of Sartre’s writing and texts; for example many
mistook Rocquetin to be the waiter representative of ‘bad faith’.

- Very few candidates showed an actual understanding of what ‘essence’ means and what are
the actual implications of Sartre’s radical freedom. Only individual candidates showed an
understanding of the conflict between radical individuality and living in a community.

Question no. 7;

- Only a handful of candidates attempted this question and some of these did not even
understand the requirements of the response.

- Many candidates failed to understand the notions and concepts and only gave examples of
lack of privacy.

- Candidates need to understand that social media are not private spaces but are public
spaces, as the word social implies too.

- The majority of candidates failed to mention or explain the issues of ‘extrinsic loss of freedom’
and ‘intrinsic loss of freedom’.

Question no. 8;

- A large proportion of the candidates do not know what the Socratic Method really is, to them it
is merely a method of repeated questioning. Very few candidates explained the role of finding
exceptions in an interlocutor’s answer and reworking the answer so as to include the
exceptions and keep doing so until a universal answer is achieved.

- Although almost all candidates made reference to Socrates’ intellectual midwifery, only a few
could explain and evaluate what this actually meant. The concept of ‘innate’ knowledge was
rarely used or even explained.

- Many candidates kept using ‘intelligence’ and ‘wisdom’ interchangeably thus showing a lack
of understanding of the difference between the two concepts, just as they failed to distinguish
between ‘information’ and ‘knowledge’. In their analysis of the Socratic Method as a trail of
questions, they clearly showed that to them this method was a retrieval of information and not
a way of becoming knowledgeable.

- Some candidates showed no real understanding of the differences between the Sophists and
Socrates on a conceptual level.
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