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General Statistics 
 
A total of 66 candidates applied for the May 2018 Intermediate Computing examination session. 

Ten candidates did not present their coursework, five of which were also absent for the written 

paper. The other five candidates who did not present the coursework were present for the 

written paper. Two candidates presented the coursework but were absent for the written paper.  

The weight of the written component is 80% of the global examination mark while the 

remaining 20% is carried by the coursework exercise. For this session, the mean mark for the 

written paper was 44.5% while that of the coursework amounts to 15.2%. 

Chart 1 and Table 1 below show the distribution of the global marks (written paper plus 

coursework) as scored by the candidates. 

Chart 1 

 

Table 1 

Class Intervals Frequency 

10-19 3 

20-29 5 

30-39 6 

40-49 4 

50-59 8 

60-69 10 

70-79 14 

80-89 8 

90-99 3 
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Table 2 below shows the grades obtained by the candidates and the percentage of each grade. 

Table 2 

Grade 

Number of 

Candidates 

Percentage of 

Candidates 

A 3 4.5% 

B 13 19.7% 

C 19 28.8% 

D 11 16.7% 

E 7 10.6% 

F 8 12.1% 

Absent* 5 7.6% 

TOTAL 66 100% 

 

*Candidates who did not present their coursework and did not turn up for the written paper. 

 

The Coursework Component 
During the coursework moderation exercise, the moderators visited all the colleges that 

prepared candidates for this examination session.  

 

The moderators’ feedback was that, in all colleges, the marks allotted by the tutors were fair 

and therefore these marks were retained. All private candidates were asked to attend for an 

interview regarding the coursework they presented to the board. It is to be mentioned, 

however, that the problem given for the coursework should be varied sufficiently within the 

same class and from year to year so as to challenge the candidate’s ability to solve unique 

problems. This would strengthen the candidate’s abilities to understand the computing aspects 

of a problem, derive an appropriate solution and apply their development skills in a practical 

manner and document a project in a structured and understandable manner. 

 

Item Analysis of Written component 
 

Table 3 shows the Maximum mark that could be scored for each of the 12 items in the written 

paper, the Mean mark scored and the Standard Deviation for each item. The table also shows 

the Facility Index for each item – the index may range from 0, for an item in which candidates 

obtained 0 marks, to 1.0 for an item in which all candidates scored full marks. 
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Table 3 

Item 

Number 

Maximum 

Mark Mean 

Facility 

Index 

Choice 

Index 

A1 6 4.8 0.8 

 A2 6 3.5 0.6 

 A3 6 4.2 0.7 

 A4 6 4.4 0.7 

 A5 6 4.8 0.8 

 A6 6 2.9 0.5 

 A7 6 2.9 0.5 

 A8 6 2.6 0.4 

 A9 6 2.9 0.5 

 A10 6 3.2 0.5 

 B1 20 10.6 0.5 0.3 

B2 20 9.5 0.5 0.7 

 

The Choice Index given in the table above is a measure of the popularity of an item – an index 

of 0 indicates that an item was not chosen by any candidate; while an index of 1.0 shows that 

an item was selected by all candidates. The choice index only applies to the two items in 

Section B because the items in Section A are compulsory. 

 

Chart 2 below shows the Facility Indices in graphical format. 

 

Chart 2 
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Table 4 below shows the items in decreasing order of facility, together with the topic that the 

item tested. 

 

Table 4 

Item 

Number 

Facility 

Index 
Topic Tested 

A1 0.8 Logic Circuits, Truth Table, Boolean Expressions 

A5 0.8 Numerical Data Representation and ASCII code 

A3 0.7 Social Networking, Data Security and Malware 

A4 0.7 Database Management Systems, Data design and Normalisation 

A2 0.6 Networks and Packet Switching 

A6 0.5 
Hex to Binary conversion, Logical operations,  

Microprocessor Architecture, CPU operations and Stack 

A7 0.5 High Level Languages, Compilers and Interpreters, Object code 

A9 0.5 
Operating Systems, Scheduling, Deadlock, Memory Management, 

Access control and Interrupt Handling 

A10 0.5 
Assembly Language Programming elements,  

Register operations, equivalence in Java 

B1 0.5 
Systems Requirements Analysis, System Documentation, Modular 

Design, Java Programming, Parameter passing and logical errors 

B2 0.5 
Java Programming, Variable scope, Array handling,  

Loops, Classes and Methods  

A8 0.4 Java Programming Elements, Array Handling, Loops and Sort 

 

 

General Comments by Markers 
 

Section A 

 

Question 1 

A good number of candidates performed well in this question. The responses of some of the 

candidates lost marks in part (a) since the scenario was not interpreted well. Others lost marks 

in part (b) since they did not derive a simplified Boolean expression. On the whole, candidates 

drew a correct logic circuit based on the answer they got in part (b). 

 

Question 2 

Performance in this question was rather poor. A good number of candidates gave correct 

advantages which were requested in part (a). Only a few candidates gave the correct procedure 

of a package switching system. In part (c), some of the answers given were too broad. 

 

Question 3 

A good number of candidates gave correct answers for part (a), but in part (b) some of the 

ways to protect against the threats mentioned were vague. In part (c), the answers given were 

generally correct. 
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Question 4 

Performance in this question varied. There were a number of candidates who did not give 

particular functions of a DBMS. The majority of the candidates gave suitable data types in part 

(b). Similar to part (a), candidates did not give an answer to part (c) which was related to the 

database file mentioned in the question. 

 

Question 5 

The majority of the candidates performed well in this question. The responses of some of the 

candidates showed some confusion in part (c) when they had to encode the word ‘be’ in binary 

using the ASCII notation. 

 

Question 6 

Respondents generally did well in part (a) of this question, both in the conversions and in the 

logical AND operation required. Although a good proportion of respondents did not show any 

working, they generally did well in part (b). 

In part (c) of this question, most candidates adequately explained the ability of 64-bit systems 

to send, receive and process double the amount of data (when compared to a 32-bit system) at 

a time. Whilst most respondents demonstrated a correct notion of a stack in part (d), quite a 

few did not name the actual role of the stack pointer and even less candidates explained both 

its role in pushing an item to and popping an item from a stack. Hence many respondents did 

not get full marks in this last part. 

 

Question 7 

Most candidates correctly answered part (a) of this question and in part (b) most candidates 

could clearly identify between source code and object code. 

While many candidates correctly answered part (c), a significant number of candidates did not 

go into the relevance of different instruction sets of different CPU architectures and hence did 

not get full marks as their answer lacked substance. 

The overwhelming majority of respondents correctly answered part (d) and most candidates 

correctly answered part (e). 

 

Question 8 

In part (a) of this question, many candidates correctly declared an array, although there was 

also a good number who lost marks for partly incorrect syntax. 

While a number of candidates correctly implemented a nested loop to solve part (b), other 

candidates gave alternative correct answers. However there were also a considerable number of 

candidates who gave incorrect responses. 

The overwhelming majority of candidates answered part (c) correctly and in part (d) the 

majority of candidates correctly named another sorting algorithm, though a few candidates lost 

marks for poor explanation of the sort. Some candidates named a search algorithm instead and 

hence also lost marks. 
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There were various correct answers to part (e) and most candidates came up with reasonable 

answers, mainly involving the sorting of the leaderboard in descending order and the inclusion 

of user names alongside each quiz score. 

 

Question 9 

Most candidates correctly answered part (a) of this question, however a minority did not 

adequately describe the role of time-slicing in round-robin scheduling. Most candidates 

answered part (b) and part (e) correctly. 

While most candidates answered part (c) correctly, a few imprecisely explained deadlock as one 

process holding a resource that another needs, which in itself may lead a process to slow down 

but does not result in deadlock. Quite a few candidates lost marks in part (d) as they replied 

generally about memory management but not about memory store protection itself. 

Whilst a good percentage of candidates answered part (f) correctly, there was also a sizeable 

number of vague non-answers similar to ‘if the Operating System is slow, the user will have 

longer wait times’ etc. 

 

Question 10 

Most candidates answered part (a) correctly this question, also showing relevant working and 

most candidates correctly explained the function of the given code in part (b). 

A good proportion of candidates answered part (c) of this question correctly or nearly 

completely correctly. However, there was a sizeable number who lost marks for implementing 

the accumulator as a variable and hence their response did not show an understanding of a 

fundamental distinction between low and high level languages. 

The overwhelming majority of candidates could correctly identify a mnemonic in part (d) and 

most candidates answered part (e) correctly. 

 

Question B1 

There was a distinction in performance of candidates who attempted this question. The majority 

of the candidates gave correct methods of data collection. The responses of a number of 

candidates did not evidence knowledge of what modular design is and consequently incorrect 

advantages were given in part (b). Correct answers were given for the answers about the 

documentation required for the taxi firm and the design team. A good number of candidates 

performed very poor or didn’t attempt any questions from part (d) onwards. The other 

candidates who attempted parts (d) to (f) performed well. The responses of some of the 

candidates showed a confusion in the type of the parameters in part f (ii). The majority 

identified the logical error in the code and gave a correct answer about what will happen if it 

remained as is.  

 

Question B2  

The majority of candidates opted for this question. 

Most candidates opting for this question correctly identified an array and described its type and 

dimension in part (a) and most candidates correctly identified the function of this code and also 

gave sufficient detail in their reply in part (b). 
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Whilst most candidates gave an adequate reply for part (c), there was a tendency for some of 

the replies to be vague, failing to clearly mention that the change would mean an incorrect 

answer is generated because the first element in the array is not accessed. 

Most candidates correctly answered parts (d) and (e). Most candidates correctly answered part 

(f) and gave adequate working, showing the derivation of their answer. Whilst many candidates 

answered part (g) correctly, there was a tendency for the mistaken answers of 256, 128 and 

127 to crop up. 

A good number of candidates gave correct responses for part (h), however, many candidates 

did not list all the necessary edits and hence lost marks. A good number of candidates gave 

correct responses for part (i), however, many candidates listed only one necessary edit and 

hence lost marks. 

There were a number of misconceptions in part (j) and quite a sizeable number of candidates 

lost marks for answers which were either vague or definitely incorrect. The responses of quite a 

large number of candidates showed a misunderstanding of the notion of ‘scope’ in part (k) to 

mean ‘the use of’, perhaps due to transference from their native Maltese. 

Most candidates correctly explained the role of the line of code in part (l). Many candidates 

could correctly generate the code in part (m), however the number of wrong answers was also 

significant, given that this was a fairly low level question. 

 

Chairperson 

2018 Examination Panel 

 

 


