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Part 1: Statistical Information

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades for the May 2017 session of the examination.

GRADE A B C D E F abs TOTAL
NUMBER 24 68 117 55 54 78 86 482

% OF TOTAL 5.0 14.1 24.3 11.4 11.2 16.2 17.8 100

Part 2: Comments regarding candidate’s performance:  Paper 1

Section A

Question 1 (maximum mark: 7)

A total of 365 candidates attempted this question, most of whom answered in a satisfactory way
(mean = 6.18; median = 7). A small proportion of candidates were only familiar with the traditional
(product) marketing mix and failed to mention the three elements specifically relevant to services:
people, processes and physical evidence.  A minority could not list any of these elements at all.

Question 2 (maximum mark: 5)

A total of 391 candidates answered this question (mean = 3.26; median 3). Most candidates offered
an incomplete definition of “brand” by mentioning only that a brand is a name and not mentioning that
a brand serves to identify and differentiate an offering (products or services by a distinct supplier).

Question 3 (maximum mark: 4)

A total of 380 candidates answered this question, most of whom offered a correct answer (mean =
2.89; median = 3).  A minority of candidates could not offer at least a correct partial definition of
customer relationship management by ignoring the “profitable” aspect of customer relations and
ignoring the “superior customer value and satisfaction” part of the definition.

Question 4 (maximum mark: 6)

345 candidates answered this question rather satisfactorily (mean = 4.39; median = 5).  Most
candidates offered a complete definition of the marketing concept, but a sizable proportion were
unable to define the societal marketing concept correctly – with a minority opting to avoid the answer
altogether.

Question 5 (maximum mark: 5)

322 candidates answered this question (mean = 3.47; median = 4). Most candidates answered this
question satisfactorily but a proportion managed only to offer a correct answer (181 candidates) and
generally offered a satisfactory answer to both parts of the task.  Candidates generally offered a
complete definition of an organization’s buying centre, but failed to list out all the composing
participants – users, influencers, buyers, deciders and gatekeepers.
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Question 6 (maximum mark:  4)

348 candidates attempted this question, generally offering modest answers (mean = 2.86; median =
3).  Candidates generally offered a satisfactory definition of either intangibility or perishability, but
poorer scripts provided just one correct definition from the two, potentially suggesting poor time
management or preparation.

Question 7 (maximum mark:  5)

This was a question that a sizable portion of candidates did not answer (only 312 offered an answer to
this question). Overall, answers were poor (mean = 2.42; median = 2) as candidates could only relate
effectively to one or two aspects of the role of public-relations in marketing:  that it has a strong impact
on public awareness at a much lower cost than advertising or the fact that a company does not pay
for the space or time in the media or that it is more credible than advertising.

Question 8 (maximum mark:  4)

Again, a sizeable portion of candidates did not offer an answer to this question (308 candidates
attempted this question).  Most candidates offered a modest answer (mean = 2.47; median = 2).  A
large proportion of these answers could not offer at least a correct partial definition of competitive
marketing intelligence, whereas another proportion (about 140 candidates) could only relate to just
“information about competitors and marketing environment” without relating to the “systematic”
aspects as well as the “publicly available” and “consumer” data aspects.

Question 9 (maximum mark:  6)

Disappointingly, only 200 candidates attempted to answer this question.  Of these most offered a
rather poor answer (mean = 3.26; median = 3).  Most answers could not distinguish between all three
objectives:  exploratory, descriptive and causal and related correctly to only one or two of these
objectives.

Question 10 (maximum mark:  4)

Again, a regrettable 215 candidates attempted to answer this question. Most of these offered a
decent answer (mean = 3.02; median = 3) by correctly defining consumerism as an “organized”
movement of “citizens and government agencies” to improve the rights (and power) of consumers.

Section B

Question 1 (maximum mark:  25)

A total of 197 candidates attempted this question.  Most of these offered a modest answer (mean =
14.02; median = 15).  Most candidates could answer very satisfactorily the first part of the question
(the three phases of market targeting and positioning), but offered relatively poor answers when
discussing the importance of this process.  Most answers did not mention the need for companies to
offer greater value by understanding customer wants and needs.  Nor did the poorer answers
mention the need to employ this process to serve customers profitably.

Question 2 (maximum mark:  25)

A total of 298 candidates attempted this question.  Most of these offered a rather modest answer
(mean = 13.05; median = 13.5).  Most candidates could relate correctly to retailers as selling goods or
services to final consumers but often failed to mention that retailers have a direct impact on the
purchase decision by reaching consumers at the moment of truth.  The second part of the question
proved more challenging with candidates failing to mention three out of the five different types of
retailers and offering examples. The poorer answers failed to relate correctly to the role of retailers as
well as being unable to mention at least two types of retailer correctly.
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Question 3 (maximum mark:  25)

A total of 247 candidates attempted this question, most of whom offered a rather poor answer
(mean = 12.19; median = 12).  Most candidates could relate correctly to exporting but struggled when
discussing joint venturing approaches (like licensing, contract manufacturing, management
contracting or joint ownership) and direct investment. Many answers remained incomplete
suggesting that candidates could only manage their time poorly or were ill prepared for this question.

Part 3: Comments regarding candidate’s performance:  Paper 2

Section A:  Case study

This was a contemporary case study relating to a rather new phenomenon in marketing:  the sharing
economy and its implications on branding and the accommodation industry (a service).

Question 1 (maximum mark:  16)

Here candidates were required to expand on how Airbnb expanded its brand by reorienting its
mission.  A total of 388 candidates attempted this question with most answers faring rather modestly
(mean = 8.24; median = 8.00).  Overall, most candidates could identify that the Airbnb sought to
make its brand unique by re-defining the product.  Fewer candidates discussed “belongingness” as a
new core element of Airbnb’s mission, whereas only a small number of candidates continued to
discuss how accommodation requirements evolved and elaborate on travellers’ need for
“belongingness”.

Question 2 (maximum mark:  8)

Here candidates were required to discuss how Airbnb’s offering is different from other products of the
“sharing economy” (e.g. Uber). 379 candidates attempted this question and generally fared modestly
(mean = 4.80; median = 5).    Most students could identify “human interaction” between host and
guest (or supplier and customer) as a key distinguishing feature of relative intimacy as opposed to
other sharing economy products like taxi rides (Uber) or handyman services (TaskRabbit), but rarely
did candidates offer a deeper answer complete with some examples.

Question 3 (maximum mark:  16)

Candidates were expected to apply the “levels of the product” tool on Airbnb’s case and compare
these with the accommodation offered by traditional hotel chains.  Again, most candidates (total =
369) fared modestly (mean = 7.96; median = 8.00) offering rather shallow or skimp answers.  A
relative majority could compare Airbnb’s “core” product benefits (sharing and belongingness) with the
“accommodation” offered by hotel chains.  A minority could also distinguish the variety in Airbnb’s
product (from an exotic treehouse to a basic residence and up to a high-end luxury accommodation)
whereas hotels offer a narrower selection.

Question 4 (maximum mark:  10)

Here candidates were expected to discuss the possible reasons why competing hotels are turning to
“home sharing” offerings. 384 candidates attempted this question, most of whom offering a decent
answer (mean = 5.31; median = 5) by relating to travellers who increasingly opt for “home sharing”
accommodation.  Fewer candidates mentioned that demand for traditional accommodation may be
more sensitive to seasonality, prices and slowing down as it grinds into maturity, whereas a smaller
number of candidates could relate to growth in demand for “home sharing” (in terms of product life
cycles).
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Section B

Question 1 (maximum mark:  25)

A total of 166 candidates attempted this question that required a discussion on the functions of
packaging. Candidates fared rather modestly (mean = 14.40; median = 15), with most answers
discussing packaging’s protective and containment functions of products.  Fewer candidates
discussed how packaging helps products stand out on shelves, or serving to attract buyers and
enable a brand to be recognized, or indeed to communicate a brand’s positioning or offering
information about the product.  Only rarely candidates related to packaging as that aspect that
promotes a product in the absence (or ineffectiveness) of other communications channels (such as
advertising) and helping close a sale.  Few candidates could offer one or two practical examples.

Question 2 (maximum mark:  25)

This question was attempted by a majority of candidates addressing this section (total = 348).  Most
answers were of an adequate level (mean = 15.90; median = 16) describing all five stages of the
consumer buying process.  However, a large proportion of scripts were devoid of any examples or
suitable application of the process to the purchase of home furniture, potentially indicating poor time
management or inadequate preparation.

Question 3 (maximum mark:  25)

A total of 262 candidates attempted this two-part question in a rather adequate way (mean = 14.11;
median = 15).  In the first part, most candidates could relate to cost-based and competition-based
pricing, while only a minority of candidates could relate to customer-value based pricing and
distinguish between good-value pricing and value-added pricing.  In the second part, most students
could relate to the several types of pricing strategies at the different stages of the product life cycle,
but answers were generally devoid of any tangible examples.  In rare instances, candidates
mentioned how pricing set at the introduction stage reflects the intended product positioning.
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