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UNIVERSITY OF MALTA
MATSEC EXAMINATION BOARD

INTERMEDIATE MATRICULATION CHEMISTRY
MAY 2011

EXAMINERS’ REPORT 

The examination consisted of a single 3-hour paper divided into three sections.
Section A contained fifteen questions requiring short answers while Section B had 5 
longer structured questions. All questions in both these sections were compulsory 
while in Section C candidates had to choose 2 from four essay-type items.

Forty six candidates registered for the examination but only 42 sat for it with 
the following results: 

Grade A B C D E F Absent Total
Number of 
candidates

 3 2 10 3 9 15 4 46

The average mark was 44.6 slightly better than the 2010 value which was 
43.4.

The aim of this report is to help future examinees (and teachers) and so it 
will mainly focus on the mistakes and omissions of students, although good 
qualities and strengths will also be pointed out. The worst answered 
questions were those concerning organic chemistry. This year, the answers to 
Section C questions were better than those in previous examination sessions. 
However,  in many cases, descriptions, although substantially correct, lacked 
sufficient detail.

Specific remarks on individual questions are intended to be read in 
conjunction with the examination paper. 

Section A

Q1 was a simple question concerning separation techniques. Nobody scored 
full marks: this happened in all questions related to laboratory situations 
showing that candidates had very little, if any, hands-on experience of 
laboratory work.  In Q2, the majority of candidates scored full marks 
although there was some confusion concerning electrons filling of 4s before 
the 3d energy level. In Q3 many did not distinguish between propagation and 
termination steps (although the latter were not specifically requested by the 
question) and students gave both haphazardly. Others tried to give steps 
(wrong ones) leading to the formation of CCl4.  In Q4, answers were on the 
whole correct, but often with insufficient detail for full marks. Q5 was very 
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well answered although many failed to define disproportionation correctly 
but then proceeded to answer successfully the rest of the question showing 
that they understood fully the meaning of the term. In Q6, some tended to 
confuse number of molecules with number of moles.  Q7 was a very simple 
question (almost SEC Level) regarding the Haber Process: all candidates 
named the elements correctly but most answers for the pressure and 
temperature were wrong and completely off mark. The majority identified the 
catalyst correctly but only two stated that iron must be in the finely divided
state. In Q8 there were several reasonably correct answers:  1 mark was 
deducted if the particles were quoted without charge. Many identified only 
the peaks as coming from ethanoic acid fragments without even mentioning 
the other compound. In Q9 the main mistakes were (i) showing the repeating 
unit of the polymer with a double bond between the carbons and (ii) writing 
the same isomer (1,2-dichloroethane)  in different ways.  Qs10 and 11 were 
quite well-answered although few candidates stated that the very non-
reactive element was carbon or iodine.

Q12 was also well answered on the whole; as usual, in such questions, the 
most common mistakes were bonds not accounted for in the calculation and 
confusion over the sign (endo- or exo-) for bond breaking and bond forming. 

In Q13 many candidates scored full marks; 0.5 mark was deducted if the        
shape was described as bipyramid instead of octahedral (or square
bipyramid).

Q14 concerned the naming of organic compounds and it was in general badly 
answered; only two candidates named (CH3)3COH correctly. In Q15 many 
answers showed that candidates were not very familiar with the topic of 
molecular speeds of gases.

Section B

As stated previously, answers to questions regarding experimental work
show that candidates apparently never actually saw these tests being carried
out. Thus, in Q 16, descriptions of a test to distinguish between aldehydes 
and ketones were poor and very disappointing.

In Q17, mistakes included wrong formulae and omission of state symbols 
even though these were specifically required by the question. 

Q18 was reasonably well answered. In Q19, several candidates failed to 
convert the percentage concentration by mass of ethanol into molar 
concentration but then they were able to work through parts (b), (c) and (d) 
correctly, obviously getting wrong answers as a result of their wrong answer 
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to part (a). A few did not attempt part (a) and then gave correct indications of 
how to carry out calculations in parts (b), (c) and (d).

In Q 20, the worst answered parts were (b) and (c)(ii). Many candidates were 
unaware of the action of soda-lime and in part (c) (ii) several failed to convert 
all the given values to S.I. units.

Section C

Qs 21 and 24 were the most popular choices; only two candidates attempted
Q 23.

There were many reasonably good answers to Q 21 enabling candidates to         
score high marks. In part (c) many failed to give a proper definition of pH but 
then went on to calculate the required pH values correctly. In part (e) many 
gave correct answers but the explanations given were vague or incomplete.

Parts (a) to (d) of Q 22 were, on the whole, correctly answered but in many   
cases the answers were too brief to merit full marks. Part (e) was generally        
badly answered.

The two candidates who attempted Q 23 scored low marks confirming once 
more the lack of direct experience of laboratory work.

Q 24 was on the whole reasonably well answered.
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