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A. STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
The total number of candidates who registered to sit for Ethics was 153; 97 opted for Paper IIA and 56 opted 

for Paper IIB.  

 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 8 17 23 11 9 - - 18 11 97 

PAPER B - - - 7 7 11 4 10 17 56 

TOTAL 8 17 23 18 16 11 4 28 28 153 

% OF TOTAL 5.2 11.1 15.0 11.8 10.5 7.2 2.6 18.3 18.3 100.0 

Table 1: Distribution of grades for Ethics 2019 Main Session  

 

B. GENERAL REMARKS 

General Remarks on Coursework 

In general, the coursework was well-planned and showed a good understanding of the topics tackled. 

However, the moderators remarked that more emphasis should be placed on the presentation of the 

coursework. It should be ensured that they are appropriately bound, have suitable cover sheets and that the 

work is as tidy as possible. The source material, (e.g. case studies used for projects) should also be included 

in the portfolio (if possible). 

General Remarks on the Written Examination 

There has been a marked improvement in the level of the responses presented in 2019, compared to those 

of 2018. It is clear that more candidates are showing a better understanding of the ethical issues under 

examination and a deeper element of reflection. Some of the responses offered strong and very valid 

arguments, supported by suitable examples.    

Most of the candidates chose to answer the questions in English. However, language use and command of 

the language were an issue at times and some of the responses were hindered by an element of difficulty in 

expression and communication. The examiners marked the scripts according to a detailed marking scheme 

which aimed to increase the reliability in marking. Linguistic errors were not penalised and effort was made 

to try and understand and comprehend what candidates tried to express and communicate in their work. 

Examiners were looking for evidence of knowledge of the terminology, the ethical issues, effective 

argumentation and reasoning skills, and a good use of examples to support the discussion. 

C. COMMENTS ON PAPER II 
 

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 directed than the questions in Paper IIA. 

The candidates were required to answer all the questions. 
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Although most of the candidates answered the questions quite well, there were some candidates who failed 

to answer some of the questions. In general, the candidates seemed to know the required content and 

reflected on the ethical issues being raised. Compared to 2018, the candidates used more sophisticated 

language, using the correct terminology most of the time. The fact that in this section the questions were 

structured and required shorter answers seemed to help the candidates to 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 

The quality of the work presented in this section was of a varied level. Some of the responses were of a high 

standard, whereas some others were very poor, showing a lack of understanding of the topic being covered 

or the requirements of the question. Most of the candidates replied to the questions in English, with only a 

small minority opting for Maltese. From those replying in Maltese, only a few isolated cases showed a good 

grasp of the language to such a degree that they could express their thoughts clearly and cohesively. 

Candidates replying in English showed a mixed level in their expressive abilities, the weakest instances being 

found in candidates sitting for Paper 2B. Although the questions in paper 2B were structured and broken 

down, many of the candidates still could not address the specific requirements of these questions. In general, 

one may deduce that the communication level of some of the responses was poor, possibly as a result of 

weaker linguistic abilities, but in some cases also indicating a difficulty in the comprehension of the course 

content.  

The questions that were presented in the May 2019 paper did not focus on the ability of candidates to recall 

ethical theories or other theoretical content, but instead targeted candidates’ ability to reflect upon issues 

like drug abuse, healthy sexual relations, freedom of expression and respect for others. Many of the 

responses showed a strong element of reflection, with candidates showing the ability to not only reflect on 

the ethical dimension of these issues but to also apply them to real life scenarios. Therefore, it may be stated 

that many candidates succeeded in showing understanding and application in their thinking process, 

reflecting the ability to process and even express (albeit at times with difficulty) higher order thinking. 

Responses that utilised ethical theories like deontology or consequentialism in their essays, also showed the 

ability of applying them in the given context of the essay question.  

Question 3 

This question addressed the unethical dimension of drug abuse, focusing on the notion of respect towards 

oneself. This was the most popular question in both levels. The candidates gave a variety of responses, with 

some candidates questioning the notion of legality and illegality. However, the greatest number of 

candidates took an ethical stand against drug abuse, arguing that it is an act of disrespect towards oneself 

because it thwarts the very notion of individual freedom. Some candidates stated that although it may seem 

that one has the freedom to choose, drug dependency then leads to the loss of this very freedom thus 

making it a counter-expression of individual freedom. In questioning the notion of legality and arguing on 

the notion of freedom, some candidates then proceeded to argue that society should not treat drug addicts 

as criminals but as people in need of help and care. Some of the highest scoring essays succeeded in showing 

the relation between the values of freedom, value of life, self-respect, respect and care for others.  
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Question 4 

This question asked about the notion of respect and care for others as the prerogative in sexual relations. 

This was the second most answered question by candidates in both paper A and B. Most of the replies 

showed a profound understanding on what constitutes healthy sexual relations, many also showing that 

sexuality is not reducible to sexual intercourse or sexual acts only. Many candidates also related the concept 

of respect for others to gender equality, arguing that no one has the right to impose on others based on 

gender. The values of respect, care and communication were prevalent in the essays. Unfortunately, a few 

essays reduced respect for others and care for others in this context to mutual consent. Although this is a 

very valid point, respect and care towards a partner has many more dimensions than only having their 

consent.  

Question 5 

The question delved into the duty to respect and protect the rights of others and how this is reflected in 

daily actions, like not taking up reserved parking spots for blue badge holders. This was the least chosen 

question in both papers. Although all candidates agreed that taking up a blue badge holder parking spot is 

selfish and shows disregard for others, many candidates did not succeed in developing their argument 

further. Only individual responses showed some exploration of the notion of duty towards others and what 

this duty entails. There was little discussion on the values of equity and positive discrimination; and 

responses did not create links to other episodes when people with mobility problems are being disregarded, 

example placing of chairs and tables by catering outlets on pavements or blocking of access to ramps. 

Question 6 

This question revolved around the limits of freedom of expression in the context of racism and sexism. 

Although the question asked about media in general, most candidates restricted their answers to social 

media only. Social media is a type of media and therefore these answers were accepted, however, this 

restrictive definition of media implied that candidates could not develop a more holistic answer that included 

news media or other types of mass media. (Although news media make use of social media, most candidates 

only referred to social media in the context of individual social interactions and made no mention of the use 

of social media platforms by politicians and other public figures, or how news outlets use social media). Many 

of the responses acknowledged the importance of freedom of expression and many also acknowledged the 

conflict between respect for others and this freedom. However, most responses only related these to 

personal communication and not to public comments made by public figures. Few candidates made 

reference to hate speech and most candidates only recognised sexism in the media in the form of sexual 

harassment and not in the expression of gender stereotypes or disparaging remarks based on gender 

constructs.     

D. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
The examiners note that although the level of the responses has improved considerably, the number of 

students who failed to show up for the examination session (amounting to 18.3% of the total) is rather 

worrying. When one takes these numbers into account, it is evident that the overall grades achieved by 

students are highly satisfactory.  

Chairperson 
Examiners Panel 2019  


