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1.0 GENERAL INFORMATION AND STATISTICS 
 
In May 2016, a total of 4611 candidates registered for the SEC English Language examination. There 
were 2916 candidates registered for Paper A and a smaller cohort of 1695 candidates registered for 
Paper B. 
 
Table 1: Percentage of candidates registering for Paper A and Paper B 

YEAR NUMBER OF CANDIDATES % PAPER A % PAPER B 

2016 4611 63.2 36.8 

2015 4733 58.6 41.4 

2014 5146 58.1 41.9 

2013 5121 56.7 43.3 

2012 5326 54.0 46.0 

2011 5371 53.2 46.8 

 
 

1.1 ABSENCES 
 
Out of a total of 4611 registered candidates, there were 109 candidates (2.4%) who were absent for all 
the components of the examination. There were 29 (0.6%) applicants who were absent for Paper A and a 
much higher number of 80 applicants (1.7%) who were absent for Paper B. 
 
Table 2: Number and percentage of absentees for Paper A and Paper B 

YEAR PAPER A PAPER B TOTAL 

2016 29 0.6% 80 1.7% 109 2.4% 

2015 22 0.5% 81 1.7% 103 2.2% 

2014 29 0.6% 63 1.2% 92 1.8% 

2013 14 0.3% 49 1.0% 63 1.2% 

2012 11 0.2% 126 2.4% 137 2.6% 

2011 22 0.4% 124 2.3% 146 2.7% 

 
 

1.2 GRADE DISTRIBUTION 
 
The overall performance of the cohort sitting for the SEC English Language May 2016 session is 
indicated below: 
 
Table 3: Grade Distribution for SEC English Language May 2016 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 

PAPER A 222 537 723 629 492     284 29 2916 

PAPER B       106 314 356 348 491 80 1695 

TOTAL 222 537 723 735 806 356 348 775 109 4611 

% OF TOTAL 4.81 11.65 15.68 15.94 17.48 7.72 7.55 16.81 2.36 100 
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2.1 Paper I Part 1: Listening and Speaking 

 
a. Listening Comprehension (30 marks) 

 
This component of the examination is intended to test the candidates’ listening skills leading to 
comprehension. Candidates listen to two different texts in order to complete a number of tasks designed 
to test both general and detailed understanding of information. The texts, dealing with different topics, are 
purposely selected to be comparable in length and difficulty and the tasks are varied, as per current 
syllabus specifications.  
 
Text A 
 
Three tasks were set for each of these texts. The first, a grid-filling task, checked the candidates’ 
understanding of details; the second, a True/False task confirmed by a reason, tested inference and the 
third task checked the sequence of ideas. 
 
Performance 
 
Task 1 was a grid-filling task testing five items of information. This was particularly effective in 
determining listening for detail as the candidates’ responses revealed. On the whole, candidates scored 
high marks in this task. The most common mistakes noted in this task were in Session 1 (e), where some 
candidates gave only “1950” or “1960” or “1950 and 1960” as answers instead of writing “1950s and 
1960s”; and in Session 4 (e), where candidates wrote “1664” instead of “1847”, thereby failing to 
distinguish between chocolate and a chocolate bar. 
 
Task 2 on five True/False statements supported by a reason proved to be especially challenging as 
candidates were expected to give valid information to prove whether a statement was true or false. Some 
candidates made the right choice but failed to give a relevant reason. At times, however, the opposite 
was observed. There were also some instances when the candidates simply copied part of the stem as 
their reason. An example of this was evident in Session 3 (c), where the reason why it was true that 
“these new machines soon became popular” was simply given as “because they became popular” rather 
than that “they proved to be a great success” or that “they were soon accepted all over Europe”. 
 
Task 3, testing the order of five items, confirmed that the majority of the candidates were able to 
understand the chronological sequence of developments in the history of the various items. There were 
only some instances of candidates who got the whole sequence wrong.  
 
Text B 
 
Two tasks were set to check understanding of detail. These were a reference task and a multiple-choice 
vocabulary task. 
 
Performance 
 
Task 1 testing seven items of reference showed correct understanding in most cases. Candidates 
encountered few problems in this exercise yet many lost marks for failing to state what the figures given 
referred to in terms of the item of information being tested. An example of this can be found in Session 1 
(d) where the number “40” should have referred to “the number of hours worked in a week” and not 
simply “worked”. 
 
Task 2, a multiple-choice task testing eight vocabulary items, proved that the candidates were able to 
define and give a synonym for the words used in the text. Most candidates did very well and nearly all 
candidates managed to get more than half the responses correct.  
 
General comments 

The candidates’ performance in the tasks set on both texts indicates that candidates are, in general, very 
competent in their listening skills. Higher marks can be achieved if constant practice both in texts and 
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tasks typically set at SEC level is provided, as only this will ensure that candidates master the skill and do 
not lose marks for giving incomplete or inaccurate answers.  

b. Speaking  ̶ Visual Prompt (10 marks) 
 
This component of the examination is set to test the candidates’ speaking skills in response to a visual 
prompt on a topic listed in the lexical competence section in the current syllabus. The candidates are 
asked to look at and talk about a visual/s by answering a number of prompts. The candidates’ speaking is 
then assessed for fluency and accuracy on a scale from 1 to 10. 
 
This year, each speaking session set a number of graded prompts, which engaged candidates to first talk 
about two pictures by describing the scene in one picture and the child’s feelings in the other; and then to 
move on to talk about a relevant experience from the candidates’ own childhood; lastly, the candidates 
were to give an opinion by way of discussing the topic at hand. The prompts dealt with aspects of 
childhood, thereby ensuring a response from all candidates. 
 
Performance 
 
Overall, the candidates performed sufficiently well in all sessions. In the majority of cases, candidates 
engaged in a conversation with the examiner with relative ease. The topics were very familiar as they 
were within everyone’s experience and the candidates were able to extend their responses and give their 
own examples. Their communication was generally effective, clear and with only a few errors. 
 
However, some instances of poor performance were noted, especially in the case of subject-verb 
agreement and in the rather basic responses to the first two prompts which were directly related to the 
pictures.   
 

c. Speaking – Role Play (10 marks) 
 
This second component testing speaking requires candidates to take on a role in a relatively realistic 
situation and engage in a brief conversation with the examiner. The candidates are presented with a 
number of prompts expressing functions, as per syllabus specifications, in order to be able to 
communicate effectively in the role play.  
 
This year, the candidates’ role was to participate in a discussion with their friend. The prompts required 
candidates to ask a question, share an experience, express agreement sustained by a reason, consider 
the drawbacks of a situation and finally, to suggest a solution. 
 
Performance 
 
In general, candidates fared sufficiently well in these discussions mainly because of topic familiarity. They 
were cognizant of the advantages and disadvantages to be had in the various contexts and the 
conversations were as fluent as can be expected in these contexts.  
 
General comments 
 
Overall, candidates are proficient in speaking. Some candidates are indeed eloquent and are a pleasure 
to listen to whereas other candidates are unfortunately, so unnecessarily anxious that their delivery 
becomes rather stilted.  
 
Candidate performance can improve with more practice both in the picture prompt and in the role-play. 
Speaking in English is encouraged both inside and outside the classroom, as this will primarily give 
candidates the confidence to give responses that are more akin to authentic conversation and will also 
help them understand the qualities of effective communication.  
 

2.2 Paper I Part 2: Language Use (50 marks) 
 
This component of the examination is meant to test the candidate’s knowledge and use of English 
grammar in a context. Therefore, accuracy and appropriateness are important. This year, this write-on 
paper presented nine tasks that tested various grammatical items listed in the current syllabus.  
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Performance 
 
Task 1 tested prepositions. On the whole, a number of candidates did well. However, some candidates’ 
performance was in the below average range, mainly because they did not know what prepositions are 
and instead used verbs or even articles to fill in the blanks. The most common mistakes were in (1), (5) 
and (10), where candidates failed to work out across, since and at respectively. 
 
Task 2 tested suffixes. It was a task where the majority of candidates fared rather well, with some even 
scoring full marks. Marks were forfeited when suffixes were either invented, as in “ment”/“itably”, or were 
used more than once or even misspelt, particularly in (5) “attive” and (10) “ittive”.  
 
Task 3 tested phrasal verbs. Most candidates fared really well though there were instances when the 
tense of the phrasal verbs was changed such that (9) snapped up became “snapping up” and (10) lives 
up to became “will live up to”; some also ignored the ONLY ONCE instructions in the rubric. 
 
Task 4 was a punctuation exercise. Most candidates exhibited a sound knowledge of punctuation marks. 
However, quite a few showed lack of knowledge of punctuation. The most common errors in this exercise 
involved the use of the comma, the full stop and the colon. Very common too was putting a comma after 
the question mark and inverted commas, as in (?”,). 
 
Task 5 was a cloze exercise, which proved to be challenging for the majority of candidates. Item (9) 
encourage/help/enable/aid/assist was the easiest item whereas all the other items proved to be difficult 
for most candidates. Many candidates got all items completely wrong.   
 
Task 6 tested word formation. Most candidates fared well in this task. The most challenging items were 
(2) unexpected and (9) unimpressed which asked for the formation of negative words while (1) fluency 
and (10) improvement were often misspelt. 
 
Task 7 tested idiomatic English. The idioms that were completed correctly were (2) “cost us an arm and a 
leg” and (5) “We couldn’t get our head/s around it”, but the rest of the responses show that the majority of 
candidates have no knowledge of idioms. Even those candidates whose performance was excellent in the 
rest of the paper did badly in this exercise. 
 
Task 8 tested tenses. On the whole, this exercise showed that the majority of candidates lack knowledge 
regarding the correct tense to use. Candidates answered (3) correctly in most cases and used the simple 
past “managed”. In (5) “would have” was frequently written incorrectly as “would of”.  
 
Task 9 was a sentence transformation task. There were several candidates who did well and answered 
all five items correctly, whereas some candidates found the comparison form in (1), the tenses in (2) and 
the question format in (5) difficult. It was interesting to observe that in (4) there were candidates who put 
down “must of” for “must have”, echoing the mistake in task 8 (5).  
 
General comments 

The Language Use paper gave a fair representation of the cohort’s knowledge of the English grammar 
and its application in a context. It was set at the right level, thereby catering for the different abilities of the 
candidates. There were instances of lack of attention to the rubric, incorrect use of punctuation and 
inaccurate spelling.   

3.1 Paper 2 Question 1: Writing (40 marks)  
 
In this component of the paper, candidates are expected to write about a title of their choice from a list 
presented. Paper A candidates write between 320 and 350 words whereas Paper B candidates write 
between 180 and 200 words. Candidates are always specifically instructed to pay attention to aspects of 
vocabulary, grammar, paragraphing, layout, spelling and punctuation.  
 
This year, both Paper A and Paper B candidates had the choice of a short story, a discussion or an article 
so that across the board, candidates were expected to show their ability to narrate, describe, argue and 
give their views in tasks which were practical and realistic. The rubrics in both papers were 
straightforward and the titles clearly worded. 
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All titles set this year could be attempted by candidates of different abilities. The same marking criteria of 
the writing component were followed in both Paper A and Paper B. Compositions were marked according 
to: Content and Development; Fluency and Grammatical Accuracy, with the first two criteria carrying the 
same weighting as the third criterion. 

Performance 

Question 1 Writing 

All three tasks in both Paper A and Paper B were attempted, but to varying degrees. In Paper A, there 
was a preference for argumentative writing whereas in Paper B narrative writing was more popular.  

 
Table 4 – Percentage distribution of writing tasks selected in Paper 2 Question 1 

WRITING TASK PAPER A  % PAPER B % 

Narrative 36.1 67.6 

Argumentative 48.4 22.8 

Article 15.5 9.6 

 
In general, there were instances in both Paper A and Paper B when candidates presented writing that 
was interesting to read, relatively free of inaccuracies and of an acceptable word count, thereby 
managing the task well. The approach, as well as the organization of ideas, was satisfactory in these 
cases. 

Quite a good number of candidates who attempted the narrative in Paper 2A did very well as they came 
up with original story lines and had the linguistic competence to achieve the task. There were also some 
very well written arguments in both papers where the material was clearly structured and the range of 
thematic vocabulary was satisfactory. A number of articles were also very engaging and were written with 
a keen sense of audience.  

Instances of weak performance in the writing task, however, were noted in both papers. In general, marks 
were lost when the writing lacked proper organization and coherence and revealed a number of problems 
relating to spelling, punctuation, syntax and the correct use of tenses. Spelling, even of basic vocabulary, 
cost the candidates marks as did very brief writing that fell short of the stipulated word count.  

More specifically, marks in the writing component were lost in terms of the following marking criteria: 

Content and Development suffered when the titles were not carefully considered and well developed. In 
the Paper A narrative, this varied according to how well the ‘staircase’ was woven into the story. Marks 
were lost when the ‘staircase’ featured only in passing or at the very end of the story. In Paper B,  the 
narrative task left much to be desired in that the majority of the writing was out of point as it was either an 
argumentative or reflective attempt about the importance of having a true friend or else only one very brief 
episode was narrated by way of putting emphasis on how hard it is nowadays to find true friends. In the 
argumentative writing in Paper A, the writing was at times not satisfactory because candidates did not 
focus on ‘young people’ but mentioned people in general or else tended to concentrate too much on how 
technology has changed our lives without mentioning other factors. In Paper B, there were similar 
instances, albeit much fewer, when candidates misconstrued the objective of the task and presented 
arguments in favour of and against cooking in general. In the same manner, some articles in both Paper 
A and Paper B were not well written as besides describing the ideal school or a good teacher, they also 
included school anecdotes inadequately.  

Fluency, the ability to use language appropriately, cost the candidates marks mainly when the writing 
lacked coherence and was uncontrolled. Language to link ideas between and within paragraphs was 
poor, if at all present; this was especially evident in the articles in Paper B. In this latter case, there were 
quite a number of instances where the candidates just rambled on, using no punctuation whatsoever or 
using a comma when a linking word was required; the misuse of although as a linking word stood out in 
particular. Fluency was also marred when the vocabulary was limited, inaccurate or inappropriate. The 
choice of vocabulary for a considerable number of candidates who sat for Paper B ranged from limited to 
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poor, hindering them in their efforts to express their ideas and to link them within and across paragraphs. 
Direct translation from Maltese was also common. The use of American English words or slang such as 
“stuff”, “gonna”, and “cause” was also evident.’’ 
 
Grammatical accuracy, including spelling, was notably lacking in a lot of the writing. Tenses are still 
problematic, as was evident in a number of mistakes made in the use of narrative tenses, notably the 
perfect tenses, and in the subject-verb agreement. At times, candidates failed to distinguish between one 
tense and another, or used different tenses in the same sentence/paragraph indiscriminately. Punctuation 
is still difficult. There was some confusion between the comma and the full stop, and the apostrophe was 
also used indiscriminately. Spelling is a problem. Marks were forfeited for poor spelling even of function 
words such as their/there, it’s/its, then/than.  
 
It was generally noted that the candidates’ shortcomings in the writing are usually a result of a poor 
approach to the writing task. Candidates do not seem to carefully consider the wording of the title, and do 
not seem to understand what form and function are required. They also do not seem to acknowledge that 
writing is a process and that it requires good planning and revision if the work is to be well organized, 
engaging and accurate.  

Length in the writing task is also not always taken into consideration. Writing well below the word count is 
generally an indication of ideas not being fully developed and of poor control over text organization. 
Writing well above the word count is generally an indication of poor planning and poor control over text 
organization. 

3.2 Paper 2 Question 2: Reading and Writing (60 marks) 
 
In this component of the paper, reading comprehension is tested by means of a number of questions, a 
summary task and a brief writing task. Both Paper A and Paper B have the same format but present texts 
and skills of different levels of difficulty. The reading texts generally vary in terms of topic and type so that 
a wide range of reading skills is tapped to include reading for gist, reading for detail, working out the 
meaning of vocabulary from the context, summarizing part of the information and working out the author’s 
intention. The question types set also vary and include multiple-choice questions, short-answer questions, 
inference questions, questions requiring information, True/False questions confirmed by a reason and 
questions on the meanings of words/phrases in the text. In this manner, the testing of the candidates’ 
ability to read, understand, evaluate and interpret content is ensured. Comprehension is further tested by 
means of a brief read-and-respond task. 

Performance 

Question 2: Reading and Writing in Paper A  

Questions on Text 1 

Question 1, testing for the gist of the passage, was a two-part question asking candidates to identify the 
source of the text. The majority of the candidates identified a travel magazine correctly but did not always 
give a valid reason for this. 
 

Questions testing comprehension at word level were Questions 4, 6, 9, 10 and 11.  In Question 4, most 
candidates made an attempt to explain pierce but then failed to link it to glass and cutting through, as in 
the context. Question 6 was mostly answered correctly but marks were lost when a whole phrase was 
given instead, or when it was copied wrongly. Question 9, on the term knuckle-clenching, was most often 
not explained within the context of the passage. In Question 10, on the other hand, sugar-coat was 
correctly explained in the majority of cases. Question 11 tested two antonyms and showed that the 
majority of the candidates are more familiar with the word smooth than diffident. 
 
Four other questions checked understanding of parts of the text. In Question 2, candidates had to identify 
the common factor between Mount Tai and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage area. The majority 
of responses were accurate and correct. Question 3 asked for four features of Southwest National Park 
and candidates at times failed to give different features; instead they restated the same couple of 
features. Question 5 was challenging in that candidates failed to draw a comparison between the two 



SEC EXAMINERS’ REPORT 2016 

 

8 
 

types of trips and just gave features particular to one of the adventures. Question 7, asking for three 
reasons that make Cockle Creek a difficult hiking trek, proved to be difficult mainly because many 
candidates were unable to use their own words to explain cramp-inducing inclines and inclement weather.   
 
The summary task in Question 8, on how the Tasmanian Wilderness Heritage area might be transformed 
into an ecotourism location, proved to be challenging for quite a number of candidates. The most 
common errors in their writing were an inability to identify the relevant points, direct copying from the text 
and grammatical inaccuracy. This year, candidates generally kept their writing to the required number of 
words. 

Questions on Text 2 

There were two questions testing understanding at word level. Question 1 asked for the meaning of 
driven out by Germans which was mostly given correctly, whereas Question 5 asked for four synonyms: 
poor condition and decaying were the most familiar to the candidates but the link between city centre and 
downtown, and between adorned and emblazoned was often not made; at times the latter was also 
misspelt.  

Understanding of parts of the text was checked by seven inference questions. Question 2 was answered 
correctly by the majority of candidates but Question 3 proved to be more difficult, especially as the 
candidates were not very articulate in their responses. Question 6, testing the writer’s expectations of the 
house, proved to be one of the easier questions. On the other hand, Question 7, a two-part question, was 
more challenging as candidates either failed to pick on the element of suspicion or provided vague 
answers for the second part. In Question 8, where candidates had to explain the writer’s impression of the 
house in their own words, most often marks were lost either because the question was only partly 
answered or else because the answer was directly lifted from the text. Question 10 was also taxing 
because candidates had to explain the two ways in which the Berlin Wall had personally affected 
occupants of the house. In many cases, this question was only partly answered. Question 14 cost the 
candidates some marks, as answers were most often incomplete or a repetition of the wording of the 
question.  

Another four questions asked for specific information. Question 4 asked for two items of information on 
the manner of persecution of the Jews, in a specific number of words. At times, candidates lost marks 
either because they provided only one item or because they wrote in access of the number of words 
required. Question 11 proved to be quite difficult with candidates failing to provide the two changes made 
to the Berlin Wall. Question 12, asking for the four deterrents to jumping the Berlin Wall, and Question 13, 
asking for the two things that Elsie and Wolfgang do before they part, were answered correctly by the 
majority of candidates.  

The True or False task in Question 9 was based on four statements. The responses were mostly correct 
though marks were lost either for choosing True/False incorrectly or for giving inaccurate reasons. 
Statement (c) was the statement understood best by candidates.  

Question 15 was a reference task. Candidates generally did well in all the eight items tested, though 
incorrect spelling and some inaccuracy in (ii) your, (iv) there, (v) hers and (vi) there cost the candidates 
marks. 
 
The short writing task in Paper A required candidates to write an email, which was marked by the same 
criteria as the longer writing task in the examination. Marks were awarded for grammatical accuracy, the 
greeting and closing, purpose of writing and reasons for joining the candidate for a weekend at the 
grandparents’ house. There were some very good emails but in other cases, limited vocabulary, 
confusion between formal and informal tone in emails and poor punctuation were noted.  

Question 2: Reading and Writing in Paper B  

Questions on Text 1 

Question 1, testing the gist of the whole text, was a two-part question asking candidates to identify the 
most appropriate title from a choice of three and then to provide a reason for their choice. Nearly every 
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candidate understood which title captured the gist of the passage but not as many gave a valid reason as 
they just rewrote the title. 
 
Question 2 asked candidates to explain the controversy surrounding the monkey school. This was only 
satisfactorily answered by a minimal number of candidates as responses merely gave a definition of the 
word ‘controversy’ itself without applying the concept to the problem presented in the passage. Another 
inference question was Question 4. This too proved to be difficult as most candidates failed to draw the 
necessary link with costs incurred should the monkeys be released in the wild.  
 
A number of questions tested understanding of words/phrases. Question 3 was generally answered 
correctly except in those cases when candidates understood the plural noun (‘leashes’) to be a verb. 
Question 5 and Question 6 tested understanding of the subject reference. Most candidates answered 
both questions incorrectly. Questions 8, 9 and 10 required the candidates to explain the meaning of set 
phrases from the passage with all three assessing the candidates’ ability to understand idiomatic English 
in a context. Out of these, Question 8 testing handles a monkey less like a taskmaster than a father 
proved to be the most challenging but the responses to the other two questions taking matters into their 
own hands and thankless task were mostly correct.  
 
Question 7 sought the candidates’ ability to elicit specific information about the Monkey Training School 
found in the last few lines of the given range, lines 7-12. Many candidates did not give all six facts but 
gave irrelevant information instead. Similarly in Question 11, candidates either did not read the question 
properly or simply misunderstood the instruction to reproduce part-sentence answers of not more than 
seven words each to prove that the monkeys were ill-treated. Many answers were either irrelevant or 
longer than the words stipulated. 
 
The last question, Question 12, tested six items of reference. On the whole, candidates were correct in 
their responses, showing an understanding of both forward and backward referencing in the passage.  

Questions on Text 2 

Three questions were set to test comprehension at word/phrase level. Question 1 asked for two 
consecutive words to check the candidates’ understanding of an experienced holidaymaker. Responses 
were mostly wrong because more than two words if not entire sentences were given instead. Question 3 
assessed the phrase freshly-studied but many candidates missed the point that this was a recent activity. 
Question 8 tested six synonyms (with line range indicated), and regain and moving proved to be the most 
difficult. 
 
Four other questions checked comprehension of parts of the text. Question 2, asking for four reasons as 
to why the writer had kept postponing her visit to India, was correctly answered by the majority of 
candidates. Question 4 asked candidates to explain how the writer felt when she was caught in traffic. 
Most candidates wrote only that she felt “welcome”, but did not give a complete answer by explaining that 
she also felt stifled or overwhelmed by the traffic. Question 5, based on information related to the 
stimulation of the senses, was generally within the candidates’ range, whereas, Question 6 proved to be 
demanding as candidates failed to explain the true essence of yoga but simply defined or gave examples 
of yoga. 
 
Question 7 presented three True/False statements to be confirmed by a reason. Out of the three 
statements given, the first one was correct in the majority of cases. On the other hand, the last statement 
proved to be the most difficult. 
 
The summary task was set in Question 9. Candidates had to identify the reasons that left the writer so 
impressed by her visit to the Golden Temple in India. Summaries were marked down for grammatical 
inaccuracy, including incorrect spelling, tenses and sentence structure. Content was very often partly, if 
not completely, irrelevant and some summaries went well beyond the stipulated word count. 
 
Question 10 was a two-part question. Most candidates were correct in saying that the writer was 
addressing the “reader”, “whoever is reading” or “us readers”, but then could not explain the second part, 
i.e. the transformative effect India had on the writer.     
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The short writing task required candidates to write an email, which was marked using the same criteria as 
the longer writing task in the examination. Marks were gained for appropriate greeting and closing; the 
reasons given to persuade the friend and grammatical accuracy. Writing was, on the whole, satisfactory 
but it was also noted that some candidates misunderstood the term animal shelter to be an event. 
 
 
General comments 
 
The performance in this year’s reading comprehension passages indicates that the texts and tasks set 
were varied, at the right level and accessible to all the candidates. A good range of performance was 
noted. 
 
Marks in Paper A were encouraging but marks in Paper B were notably low. Generally candidates fail to 
make the grade in this component due to carelessness demonstrated in their reading and writing 
performances and a disregard for what the questions actually require. 
 
 

4 Conclusion 
 
Overall, the performance of 16-year-olds in the SEC English Language examination indicates that 
candidates have very good listening and speaking skills. Candidates are, however, much less competent 
in their language use, and reading and writing skills. The latter are generally marred mainly by a notable 
lack of expression and poor knowledge of grammar and syntax. A lack of examination techniques, mainly 
including failure to read and understand the rubric and poor time management, was also evident.  
 
Exposure to authentic English in all the four skills is recommended. Listening and reading continue to be 
important in equipping students with the appropriate language to communicate effectively and efficiently. 
This, together with ample practice in the productive skills, is the only means of ensuring competence in 
the English language. 
 

Chairperson 
2016 Examination Panel  

 


