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A. STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
The total number of candidates who registered to sit for the Advanced Chemistry examination was 424, 

which is 40 candidates less than in 2018.  

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 60 65 115 59 48 48 29 424 

% OF TOTAL 14.2 15.3 27.1 13.9 11.3 11.3 6.8 100 

Table 1: Distribution of grades for Chemistry  2019 First Session  

B. GENERAL REMARKS 
 

Although it transpires that in general candidates have an adequate knowledge base in chemistry, numerous 

candidates do not seem to know how to translate that knowledge to answer specific questions. Furthermore, 

it seems that most candidates are unable to give the required detail for the allocated marks, particularly in 

the case of Paper 2. 

 

C. COMMENTS ON PAPER 1, PAPER 2 AND PAPER 3 

Paper 1 

 

Question 1  

Question 1 was correctly answered by most candidates with an average mark of 4.7/6.0. A number of 
candidates confused the number of decimal places with the number of significant figures. Furthermore, 
some candidates did not manage to write the nuclear equation properly.  Other candidates gave definitions 
for "half-life" which were ambiguous, or incorrect. (Example: "the time taken for half an atom to decay") 

 

Question 2 

Question 2 was correctly answered by most candidates with an average mark of 10.2/13.0. The main loss of 

marks was that many candidates attempted to compare the Temperature and Pressure values for the Haber 

process as given to those which they had committed to memory, rather than attempt to answer the question 

posed. 

 

Question 3 

Question 3 was poorly answered by most candidates with an average of 4.9/11.0. Several candidates did not 

understand the repeated vaporisation/condensation process in fractional distillation. Furthermore, although 

most candidates could describe what an azeotropic mixture was, very few candidates knew that the ethanol-

water mixture gives a large positive deviation from Raoult’s law. Also in this question, candidates were 

unable to explain the lowering of the boiling temperature for two non-miscible liquids. Candidates found it 
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difficult to explain the concept that total vapour pressure equals the sum of the indiviual vapour pressures 

for non-miscible liquids. 

 

Question 4 

Most candidates obtained half the marks of question 4, with the average being 8.2/15.0. Several candidates 

did not know the physical states of CCl4 and SiCl4 at room temperature. Quite a few candidates incorrectly 

described the preparation of SiCl4.  Most candidates mentioned steric hindrance as a reason for the reaction 

of H2O with SiCl4 and not with CCl4. 

 

Question 5 

Most candidates obtained half the marks for question 5, with the average being 7.7/15.0. Though many 
candidates wrote the chemical equation for the reaction of aluminium oxide with an acid correctly, they 
gave incorrect products for the reaction of the same chemical with a base/alkali. 

 

Question 6 

Question 6 was on the whole fairly answered with an average mark of 9.6/14.0. When attempting to justify 
the structures proposed, a large number of candidates did not rationalise their answer form the IR spectrum 
in a correct or complete manner. 

 

Question 7 

Most candidates obtained half the marks for question 7 with the average being 6.7/12.0. Most candidates 
were not capable of defining tautomerism correctly. Many candidates confused tautomerism with positional 
or functional isomerism. 

 

Question 8 

Question 8 was on the whole well-answered with an average mark of 10.0/14.0. A number of candidates did 
not draw the structure of the ozonide intermediate correctly. 
 

Paper 2 
 

Question 1  
Question 1 was quite a popular option with 79% of candidates answering the question. The average 

mark was 11.2/20.0. Numerous candidates did not give the expected detail in their answer, for example, 

many candidates did not refer to the standard conditions in the answers given for part (a). In addition, in 
part (b), marks were deducted because candidates did not give a fully correct version of the Born-Haber 
Cycle.  
 

Question 2 

Question 2 was answered by 46% of the candidates and the average mark was 10.3/20.0. Most candidates 
calculated the solubility of AgCl in water correctly. Many candidates lost marks throughout the question 
because the candidates did not give chemical equations as part of their answer, even though this was directly 
requested in the question. 
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Question 3 

Question 3 was answered by 61% of the candidates and the average mark was 10.1/20.0. While most were 
able to correctly answer most of parts (a) and (b), in part (c) a number of candidates did not produce the 
required graphs and a number of other candidates did not make reference to these graphs as requested in 
subsequent questions. 
 

Question 4 

Question 4 was also quite a popular option with 79% of candidates answering the question. The average 
mark was 12.1/20.0. Numerous candidates found it difficult to correctly describe the reasons behind the 
coloured nature of complex ions. Candidates also found it difficult to reproduce the requested structures in 
parts (c) and (e). 
 

Question 5 

Question 5 was a very popular option with 93% of candidates answering the question. The average mark was 
9.4/20.0. Candidates found it difficult to identify the strongest reducing agent in part (b). Furthermore, 
several candidates did not identify the anode and cathode in the cell systems correctly. 
 

Question 6 

Question 6 was not a very popular option with only 26% of candidates answering the question. The average 
mark was 7.6/20.0. In most cases, marks were lost in part (a), which dealt with the preparation of the 
inorganic compound. 
 

Question 7 

Question 7 was answered by 69% of the candidates. The average mark was 12.5/20.0. Most marks were lost 
when candidates gave long conversion routes which ultimately had a number of mistakes. Most candidates 
performed well in part b of this question. 
 

Question 8 

Question 8 was answered by 44% of the candidates. The average mark was 8.8/20.0. Although most of the 
candidates could give the overall laboratory preparation of nitrobenzene and phenylbenzene, marks were 
lost for lack of detail especially when describing the purification techniques. 
 

 

Paper 3 
 

This practical paper contained three compulsory questions, namely question 1 on volumetric analysis and 
questions 2 and 3 on the qualitative analysis of inorganic and organic substances respectively. 
 

Question 1  

Question 1 was on the whole very well answered with an average mark of 40.3/50.0. Most candidates 
managed to get the right titre values. Furthermore, most candidates were able to work out the requested 
calculations correctly. 
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Question 2   

Most candidates obtained half the marks for question 2 with the average mark being 13.3/25.0. In this 
question, candidates found it more difficult to identify the cations when compared to the anions.  
Furthermore, marks were lost due to lack of detail in the inference section. Also, numerous candidates did 
not identify Potassium ions from the flame test.   
 

Question 3  

Most candidates obtained half the marks for question 3 with the average mark being 13.4/25.0.  Numerous 
candidates were not able to suggest a correct structure for the ‘unknown’ organic substance P.  
 

D. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 

Overall, the candidates performed reasonably well in Paper I and Paper III. On the other hand, most 

candidates did not perform as well in Paper II, mainly due to the lack of detail when answering the questions 

posed. 

 

Chairperson 

Examiners Panel 2019  

 


