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SEC Chemistry 
May 2017 

Examiners’ Report 
 
Part 1: Statistical Information 

General Statistics 
 
In May 2017, a total of 729 candidates sat for SEC Chemistry.  Of these, 625 candidates applied for 

Paper IIA and 104 candidates applied for Paper IIB.  This means that 85.7% of candidates applied for 

the more challenging option, a percentage which has been increasing along the years.   

Details relating to the candidates’ performance are shown in the table and figures below. The figures 

suggests that candidate attainment in the subject is polarised, with nearly half the candidates (46.1%) 

obtaining Grades 1-3 but about a fifth (20.9%) obtaining an unclassified grade or being absent for all 

parts of examination (it should be noted that for a candidate to be marked absent, s/he must not 

present coursework and be absent for both Paper I and Paper II).   

Table 1: Distribution of Grades 

 Paper IIA Paper IIB Total 

Grade 
No. of 

Candidates 
% of 

Candidates 
No. of 

Candidates 
% of 

Candidates 
No. of 

Candidates 
% of 

Candidates 

1 70 11.2   70 9.6 

2 132 21.1   132 18.1 

3 137 21.9   137 18.8 

4 107 17.1 12 11.5 119 16.3 

5 74 11.8 16 15.4 90 12.3 

6   11 10.6 11 1.5 

7   18 17.3 18 2.5 

U 95 15.2 43 41.3 138 18.9 

Absent 10 1.6 4 3.8 14 1.9 

Total 625 100 104 100 729 100 

 

 

Figure 1: Distribution of Grades by Paper Choice 
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Figure 2: Percentage Distribution of Grades, All Candidates 

Candidates Registering for the May Session: 2006 to Date 

Table 2 shows the number of candidates (and respective percentages) registering for SEC Chemistry 

in the May session since 2006. The numbers of candidates registering for option A and option B 

respectively are shown for each year. In general, the number of candidates registering for SEC 

Chemistry can be seen to decrease along the years. 

Table 2: Number and Percentage of Candidates per Option per Year 

Year 
IIA Candidates IIB Candidates 

N (tot) 
N (IIA) % N (IIB) % 

2006 655 75.9 208 24.1 863 

2007 779 78.1 218 21.9 997 

2008 784 77.7 225 22.3 1009 

2009 725 79.2 190 20.8 915 

2010 721 79.4 187 20.6 908 

2011 644 77.0 192 23.0 836 

2012 698 84.6 127 15.4 825 

2013 704 85.5 119 14.5 823 

2014 640 80.3 157 19.7 797 

2015 631 85.9 104 14.1 735 

2016 686 83.4 137 16.6 823 

2017 625 85.7 104 14.3 729 

 

It is evident from Table 2 that the proportion of SEC Chemistry candidates choosing option A was 

always considerably higher than the fraction of those taking option B, and this year it was greatly 

pronounced with the candidates choosing option A in May 2017 being 85.7%. 
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Figure 3: Percentage of Candidates per Option per Year 

The overall decrease in the number of SEC Chemistry candidates is in line with the trend observed in 

the total number of registrations for SEC examinations, as seen in MATSEC Statistical Reports.  The 

number of candidates sitting for SEC Chemistry can be taken as a percentage from the total number 

of candidates.  In this case, the percentage of candidates sitting for SEC Chemistry can be seen to be 

on the increase. 

 

Figure 4: Percentage from total number of Candidates sitting for SEC Chemistry 

 

Statistics for Individual Questions 

The following tables depict general statistical information about questions in each paper, namely, the 

number of candidates obtaining the maximum mark for a question, the number of candidates who 

scored zero marks, the three common measures of central tendency (mean, median and mode) and 

standard deviation.  The data is shown in two tables, one for Paper I and one for Paper II, for each 

group of candidates (Paper IIA and Paper IIB).  As candidates had to choose two questions out of 

four in Section B of Paper II, two of the following tables show the number of candidates opting for 

each question. 

 

655 

779 784 
725 721 

644 
698 704 

640 631 
686 

625 

208 218 225 190 187 192 
127 119 157 

104 137 104 

863 

997 1009 
915 908 

836 825 823 797 
735 

823 
729 

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

N
o

. o
f 

C
an

d
id

at
es

 

Year of Examination 

N (IIA) N (IIB) N (tot)

10.8 

12.6 
12.8 

12.4 
12.1 

11.6 
11.3 

12.3 
12.1 

12.5 

14.1 

13.3 

8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

12.0

13.0

14.0

15.0

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

P
er

ce
n

at
ge

 o
f 

C
an

d
id

at
es

 s
it

ti
n

g 
fo

r 
SE

C
 

C
h

em
is

tr
y 

(%
) 

Year of Examination 



 SEC EXAMINERS REPORT MAY 2017 

 

5 

 

Table 3: Paper IIA Candidates - Data for Paper I 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Total 

Max Mark 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 20 20 100 

No. of max marks 304 131 17 11 264 187 35 240 3 243 3 28 0 

No. of Zeroes 0 10 18 34 22 1 23 62 383 17 18 5 0 

Mean (raw) 5.3 4.2 3.3 3.0 4.2 4.3 3.3 4.0 0.8 4.5 9.5 12.4 58.8 

Mean (%) 87.9 70.3 55.5 49.9 69.3 71.2 54.6 67.2 13.0 74.9 47.6 62.2 58.8 

Median 5 4 3 3 5 4 3 4 0 5 9 13 60 

Mode 6 4 4 3 6 6 5 6 0 6 9 13 79 

SD 0.9 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.5 1.6 2.1 1.3 1.6 4.9 5.0 18.9 

 

Table 4: Paper IIA Candidates - Data for Paper II 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Total 

Max Mark 6 6 12 6 6 6 6 6 6 20 20 20 20 100 

No. of max marks 13 279 155 135 87 112 228 271 45 2 105 1 6 0 

No. of Zeroes 57 15 0 43 107 55 80 100 74 10 6 8 22 0 

Mean (raw) 2.3 4.4 9.8 3.1 2.7 3.5 3.8 3.5 2.6 8.8 15.4 9.3 8.9 58.0 

Mean (%) 37.7 73.2 81.6 51.5 45.0 59.1 63.0 59.1 44.0 44.0 77.0 46.5 44.7 58.0 

Median 2 5 10 3 3 4 4 4 3 9 17 10 8.5 60 

Mode 1 6 12 6 0 4 6 6 3 12 20 13 0 83 

SD 1.5 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.5 1.8 4.9 5.0 4.6 6.2 22.1 

 

Table 5: Paper IIA Candidates - Choice of Paper II Section B Questions 

 
Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 

No. of Choices 309.0 394.0 359.0 152.0 

Percentage of Choices (%) 50.9 64.9 59.1 25.0 

 

Table 6: Paper IIB Candidates - Data for Paper I 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 

Tota
l 

Max Mark 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 20 20 100 

No. of max 
marks 

21 4 0 0 3 1 1 5 0 9 0 0 0 

No. of Zeroes 0 12 25 28 26 2 23 47 85 26 26 14 0 

Mean (raw) 4.4 2.6 1.7 1.5 1.6 2.7 1.5 1.5 0.1 2.2 3.1 5.1 28.1 

Mean (%) 
73.
9 

43.
0 

28.
1 

25.
3 

26.
8 

44.
4 

25.
6 

25.
6 

1.9 36.
7 

15.
6 

25.
5 

28.1 

Median 4 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 4 25 

Mode 4 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 11 

SD 1.1 1.8 1.4 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.9 0.4 1.9 3.5 4.6 15.6 
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Table 7: Paper IIB Candidates - Data for Paper II 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 

Q1
0 

Q11 
Q1
2 

Q1
3 

Q1
4 

Tot
al 

Max Mark 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 7 20 20 20 20 100 

No. of max 
marks 

6 41 11 15 0 10 0 9 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

No. of Zeroes 1 6 2 12 41 11 48 39 9 62 16 11 11 13 0 

Mean (raw) 3.4 4.3 3.4 3.5 1.2 2.7 1.0 1.8 1.7 1.3 3.3 4.3 4.1 3.6 31.9 

Mean (%) 
57.
2 

71.
6 

57.
2 

58.
4 

20.
7 

44.
6 

16.
5 

29.
6 

34.
9 

17.
9 

16.7 
21.
4 

20.
3 

17.
9 

31.9 

Median 4 5 3 4 1 2 0 1 2 0 2 2 4 2 29 

Mode 4 6 3 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 33 

SD 1.4 1.9 1.7 2.0 1.5 1.9 1.3 2.1 1.0 1.9 4.2 5.1 3.5 3.8 17.0 

 

Table 8: Paper IIB Candidates - Choice of Paper II Section B Questions 

 
Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 

No. of Choices 39.0 28.0 67.0 56.0 

Percentage of Choices (%) 41.1 29.5 70.5 58.9 

 

Part 2: Comments regarding candidate’s performance 

 

General Comment by Markers 

Candidates work showed considerable variation, with a considerable number of very good 

candidates.  It was observed that marks were generally lost not on the more challenging questions, 

but on those which target parts of the syllabus in a slightly different way than in past examination 

papers.  This suggests that some candidates might be studying with an excessive focus on past 

examination papers with shallow learning.  Possibly because of this, marks were also lost on 

reasoning questions, even if the reasoning required to solve some of these questions was simple (in 

terms of understanding of chemistry).   

The same can be said about numerical questions.  Although candidates generally do well in these 

items, some resort to using formulae even though their use has been repeatedly dissuaded in past 

examiners’ reports.  Candidates who rely on using formulae are prone to mistakes which can be 

easily noted and avoided with an understanding of the chemistry behind the numbers.  In some 

instances candidates either used too many decimal places or rounded numbers excessively. Other 

candidates have a very poor command of the English language to the point that it prevents them from 

communicating their thoughts clearly. 

Coursework Moderation and Interviews 

A total of 28 candidates did not present a coursework component for Paper I, 16 from Paper IIA and 

12 from Paper IIB.  As for private candidates, the level exhibited when interviewed, the majority of the 

candidates were at par with the presented coursework, suggesting that the work carried out by private 

candidates was their own. 

The moderated coursework was generally of the indicated quality, suggesting hard work by most 

educators.  A variety of experiments was encountered dealing with a good number of laboratory skills.  

Some teachers opted to replace titles for investigations with more ‘modern’ ones.  Another very good 

practice was the provision of marking schemes with corrected laboratory reports allowing candidates 

to easily know where marks were lost and improve their attempts. 

A number of issues were noted with certain diagrams.  In some cases, diagrams which were either  

(i) drawn in ink, (ii) too large of small, (iii) with no idea of scale (e.g. a gas syringe being three times 

the size of a conical flask), (iv) shaded, (v) or with 90
0
 angles in conical flasks or connecting 

glassware were accepted with no indication for improvement.  Such instances should be marked to 

allow candidates to improve their practice. 
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In many reports spelling mistakes in technical or important terms (e.g. ‘frotting’, ‘oxydised’, 

‘conclution’, ‘stiring’) were not corrected.  Although MATSEC instructs examiners not to deduct marks 

for spelling, and educators should adopt the same guidelines, such instances are to be marked to 

allow candidates to improve.  Although MATSEC aims for coursework to be a formative form 

assessment for candidates, it is how it is presented and marked that allows candidates to learn or not 

from their mistakes. 

Some candidates are still using the term ‘molarity’ and confusing it with ‘moles’. ‘Concentration’ 

should be used.  In addition, when the behaviour of two acids/alkalis is being compared, it should be 

stated that these are of the same concentration. 

In the list of experiments included in the syllabus, (B) involves action of heat and electrolysis. 

Although, technically speaking, either heat or electrolysis may be omitted, however electrolysis is an 

important part of the chemistry syllabus and is more impressive when actually carried out in the lab 

than just seeing a video of it or reading about it in a text book or the Internet. 

The following points from last year’s examiners’ report are reproduced in full as they were 

encountered this year as well: 

 “It is strongly advised that a mix of hand-written and word-processed reports is presented. 

This makes sure that the reports are authentic and the students’ own, whilst also engaging 

the students in the skills which are necessary for answering longer exam questions in the 

SEC exams. 

 The moderators know that there is usually a degree of similarity in the text related to 

methodologies and precautions, given that the candidates from the same school are 

presented with the same methodologies. However it is unacceptable that in some schools a 

good number of candidates presented methods and precautions that had practically identical 

text. Such practice limits the candidates' thinking ability towards the techniques learnt during 

lab sessions and might shed doubt on the authenticity of the candidates' work.  

 Although it is accepted that candidates work in small groups, it is unacceptable that all 

candidates in a class present exactly the same results, especially in quantitative type 

experiments.  This might suggest that practical work was carried out as a demonstration and 

sheds considerable doubts on the authenticity of candidates’ work. 

 Some candidates had errors when calculating the average mark for their school-based 

assessment.  It is strongly suggested that these are double checked by candidates and/or 

teachers.  Most cases involved the rounding of numbers, for example incorrectly rounding 

10.4 to 11.” 

The table below shows some general statistical data for the school-based assessment component 

(assigned 15% of the final global mark) for Paper A and Paper B candidates. The data reported is 

based on the number of candidates who did not even present the practical reports, the number of 

candidates who scored zero, the mean (as a raw mark and as a percentage), the median, the mode 

and the standard deviation.  For Paper A candidates, 14/15 is the most common mark while for Paper 

B candidates the modal mark is 13/15.  Some cases inevitably result in questions regarding the 

authenticity of the project, for instance a few candidates who score 14/15 in their coursework 

component but do not score at least 15% in either of the written papers. 

Table 9: General Statistics for School Based Assessment 

 
Paper A Paper B 

Max Mark 15 15 

No. of max marks 109 2 

No. of Zeroes 0 0 

No. of ‘np’ 16 12 

Mean (raw) 13.3 10.6 

Mean (%) 88.3 70.6 

Median 14 11 

Mode 14 13 

SD 1.9 2.8 
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Paper I 

Q1.  Candidates did generally well in this question with no Paper A or Paper B candidate scoring 

no marks in this question.  Marks were generally lost in parts (b), (d), and (e) by both Paper 

A and Paper B candidates. 

Q2. Paper B candidates were more likely than Paper A candidates to state that sulfuric acid 

should be in excess, failing to realise the practical implications of this.  Paper B candidates 

also exhibited more problems with the writing of a balanced chemical equation in part (a).  

Many candidates, including Paper A candidates, fared poorly in part (d).  Many Paper B 

candidates suggested evaporation (to dryness) as a means of collecting copper(II) sulfate 

crystals (hydrated).  Also, some candidates did not write the processes in the correct order. 

Q3.  Several incorrect definitions of the term ‘allotropes’ were encountered suggesting an attempt 

to learn definitions by heart with little understanding of chemical terms (e.g. ‘compounds of 

the same element’).  Some candidates did not include the term ‘element’.  Some candidates 

answered ‘ozone’ to part (b), suggesting little understanding of the question.  A recurrent 

misconception is the failure to distinguish between ozone layer depletion and global 

warming, and this was exhibited by the responses of some candidates to part (c).  In 

addition, the replies of a good number of candidates to part (d) suggests little understanding 

of the differences between chemical and physical changes.  Paper B candidates were more 

likely to fail to remember properties of ozone. 

Q4.  Candidates performed well in part (a). However, some answers to (b) were vague failing to 

point out with which ‘other substances’ in air would magnesium react.  Many candidates had 

problems with part (c), with only a few linking their response to the fact that air has 21% 

oxygen. 

Q5. Candidates performed well in this question.  Some candidates did not write an ionic 

equation as requested in (b).  No marks were awarded.  Others did not write down state 

symbols.  Paper B candidates were more likely to write strange formulae for substances. 

Q6. Exhibited attainment for this question was highly polarised, with some very good attempts 

and some very weak ones.  Paper A candidates fared better, especially in parts (a) and (d) 

where understanding of graphical representations was assessed.  Both Paper A and Paper 

B candidates had most difficulties in part (c). 

Q7. Most problems in this question were encountered in part (d).  Paper B candidates had 

considerably more problems with the equation in part (a) and, hence, part (b).  Many 

irrelevant answers were given to parts (d) and (e) by Paper B candidates.  A number of 

candidates suggested using a U-tube surrounded by ice for part (c).  This was marked as 

incorrect for the purpose of this question (i.e. ‘to collect the gases produced in the reaction’). 

Q8. Some candidates did not label the graphs although instructed to do so and, hence, their 

attempts were not given any credit.  Other candidates drew lines which suggested the 

amount of produce formed would change.  Paper B candidates were more likely to leave this 

question unattempted.   

Q9.  Many candidates had difficulties with this question, especially Paper B candidates were 

difficulties with chemical equations seemed more common.  As can be seen in the tables 

above, 85 Paper B candidates scored no mark in this question.  Several attempts, including 

those from Paper A candidates, showed no knowledge of the properties of concentrated 

sulfuric acid, with several candidates suggesting that it reacts similarly to dilute sulfuric acid. 

Q10. This question seemed less taxing on candidates, including Paper B candidates.  Difficulties 

included drawing extra electrons on carbon. 

Q11. Responses by some candidates to (a) suggest little understanding of the term equilibrium, 

with some suggesting an equal amount of products and reactants.  In many answers, the 

term ‘rate’ simply did not feature.  Candidates fared better when asked the more routine 

question of how a catalyst affects the equilibrium position, although some answers (e.g. ‘the 

reaction occurs faster’) were vague.  More difficulties where encountered with the addition of 
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ethanol and, more so, sodium carbonate to the mixture.  Some candidates though of sodium 

carbonate as a drying agent, rather than a base.  Candidates performed somewhat better in 

part (c). It should be noted that the x-axis of an energy profile should not be marked as ‘time’ 

or ‘rate of reaction’. 

Q12.  This question seemed less taxing than the previous one for Paper A and, especially, Paper 

B candidates.  Diagrams which were not fully correct usually failed to include a dropping 

funnel.  Thistle funnels were also accepted as correct.  Many Paper A candidates gave 

correct answers to part (a)(iii), relating to its low reactivity, toxicity, and the lead(II) sulfate 

layer which halts the reaction.  Paper B candidates who showed higher performance than 

other candidates with the same paper choice fared especially better in part (c).  The most 

common error was stating the molar mass of hydrogen as 1g/mol.  Some Paper A 

candidates tried to use H=mc∆Ө for this part. 

 

Paper IIA 

Q1 This question was very poorly answered by most of the candidates. It is surprising to see the 

inability of candidates to answer simple questions about the Action of Heat on substances 

when many of them should have studied this topic both theoretically and practically in class. 

A common mistake was that many candidates did not give the oxidation state with the 

names e.g. Copper(II) carbonate. Other candidates referred to hydrated copper(II) sulfate as 

simply ‘copper(II) sulfate’. 

Q2 Candidates did well in this question with many scoring full marks.  However, a sizeable 

number of candidates believe that strong acids have a high pH. 

Q3 Most candidates did well in this question. Some candidates however gave Mg(OH)2 as the 

product of the reaction of magnesium with steam, and sodium oxide as the product of the 

reaction of sodium with water. Some candidates also failed to specify that it is the greater 

ease of potassium in losing its outer electron that makes it more reactive with than sodium. 

Q4 Many candidates fared poorly in this question. Many candidates do not know that scale or 

fur is the product of temporary hardness only. Candidates did not know the equation for the 

formation of scale deposits. Furthermore quite a few said that detergents contain sodium 

carbonate which in turn removes hardness and soap does not. Some also used the terms 

"scale" and "scum" interchangeably clearly showing that they do not recognise the 

difference between them. 

Q5 Candidates have done poorly in this question with the most common mistakes being 

structures with missing bonds (e.g. drawing –OH instead of –O–H) or hydrogen with 2 bonds 

(i.e. –H–). Quite a few show that they do not know the formula of ethanoic acid. 

Q6 Candidates lost most marks in the first part of this question where they had to write the 

structural formulae. Most did not know that substitution reactions happen for one halogen 

atom at a time while, in the case of an unsaturated hydrocarbons, addition takes place 

across the double bond only. How bromine is used to distinguish between propane and 

propene was very often described very sketchily although most candidates showed that they 

knew what was happening, as was the answer to as to why propyne gives a sooty flame. 

Q7 Marks were lost were the mathematical data provided was not used for reasoning. A 

common mistake was that candidates fail to put figures involving mass under each other 

and figures involving moles under each other when dealing with simple proportion. It was 

however quite surprising that a fair number of candidates could guess the name of the 

element (magnesium) when they got the relative atomic mass of the element incorrect.  

Many candidates resorted to excessive rounding of figures. 

Q8 In this question, as in the previous one, a sizeable number of candidates did not make any 

statements along their calculations making it difficult for markers to follow their thought 

process.  Most candidates scored well in this question. 



 SEC EXAMINERS REPORT MAY 2017 

 

10 

 

Q9 There were quite a few disappointing diagrams of metallic bonding with candidates failing to 

label the particles correctly. Quite a few candidates incorrectly referred to the positive metal 

ions as protons.  Others resorted to drawing the bonding in metals such that electrons 

where only present surrounding the cations on the outside only. Candidates should 

understand that it is the type of bonding that influences the properties in such structures and 

so one would expect that in explaining the properties one would refer to the type of bonding. 

The number of candidates who correctly referred to the electrostatic forces between the 

positive ions and the negative electrons was disappointing, with many failing to explain 

properties, such as malleability, of metals.  This question aimed at assessing candidates’ 

understanding of metallic bonding. 

Q10 Quite a few number of candidates worked the first part of the question correctly but got 

confused as they went through the rest of the calculation. A very small number of 

candidates wrote copper and concentrated sulfuric acid as an alternative method for 

preparation of sulfur dioxide, confirming widespread lack of knowledge about reactions of 

concentrated sulfuric acid, as commented earlier in this report.  Besides, part (b) suggests 

that knowledge about hydrogen sulfide is also quite superficial.  Some candidates still write 

sulfur as sulphur. 

Q11 This was the most selected question from Section B. Most candidates seemed well 

acquainted with this type of question and did well with a sizeable number managing to score 

full marks.  It should be noted that while freshly exposed metallic copper appears as a 

reddish-orange solid, freshly prepared copper in the lab appears as pink.  This has been 

flagged in past MATSEC Examiners Reports. 

Q12 Candidates gave quite varied accounts of how one should wash the glassware prior to 

performing a titration.  Many labelled the conical flask as a volumetric flask while others 

suggested that pipettes are shaken until all its contents are transferred to the flask.  It is 

surprising to find such comments when all candidates should have carried out a titration 

experiment in the laboratory.   

 

Most candidates who answered this question could give most of the steps required when 

carrying out the preparation of the ammonium salt. It seems that although most candidates 

have a knowledge of crystallization, many incorrectly obtain the salt from the solution by 

“evaporation to dryness”. With regards to the calculation part, candidates who worked out 

this question by reasoning and simple proportion fared much better than those who resorted 

to use equations. 

 

Q13 A number of candidates had difficulties with writing half ionic equations.  Most candidates 

could work out the calculation correctly. However, many made a mistake in the ratio of the 

number of moles of hydrogen to the number of moles of hydroxide ions.  This was the least 

selected question from this section.  Part (a) of this question was not corrected by markers 

as it was noted that the assessed content no longer features in the SEC Chemistry syllabus.  

Appropriate measures were taken to correct the marks of candidates who answered this 

question. 

 

Paper IIB 

Q1 A very small number of candidates managed to score full marks in this question.  A number 

of responses show a very low understanding of chemistry, such as suggesting that 

hydrogen is released when baking soda thermally decomposes.  Others suggested that 

sugar is the main component in baking soda or that it is the solid formed when the solid 

thermally decomposes.  A number of candidates mixed up the terms ‘thermally stable’ and 

‘thermally unstable’. 

Q2 Candidates did well in this question.  However, a sizeable number of candidates believe that 

strong acids have a high pH. 
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Q3 A number of candidates did not write the correct name given to Group I and Group II metals.  

Although this question, unlike its Paper IIA counterpart, did not tax candidates in terms of 

understanding of chemistry, achievement was not high. 

Q4 A sizeable number of candidates wrote the electronic configuration for potassium when 

asked to write down that of “the first element of the third period of the Periodic Table”.  Many 

candidates could not write the formula of sodium oxide while others opted to write (generally 

incorrect) chemical equations.   

Q5 Candidate responses suggest deficiencies in knowledge of hardness.  Many had problems 

with the simplest part of the question (disadvantages of hardness).  Most candidates did not 

manage to continue the equation to part (c). Furthermore quite a few said that detergents 

contain sodium carbonate which in turn removes hardness and soap does not. 

Q6 Most of the candidates who experienced difficulties in drawing structures of hydrocarbons 

did so for propene and, especially, propyne.  A sizeable number suggested that propyne is a 

diene, while others simple drew structures of ethene and ethyne.   

Q7 Candidates found drawing structures of ethanol and its isomer (methoxy methane) much 

more taxing than that of hydrocarbons in the previous question.  The vast majority did not 

draw the structure of methoxy methane. Common mistakes were structures with missing 

bonds (e.g. drawing –OH instead of –O–H) or hydrogen with 2 bonds (i.e. –H–).  More than 

half the candidates scored 0 marks in this question. 

Q8 Candidates fared poorly in this question.  It was rather disappointing to see a sizeable 

number of candidates who could not correctly answer the simplest parts of this question 

(parts (a) and (b)), suggesting a lack understanding of chemistry (e.g. suggesting that 1g of 

copper has more than 100 moles of atoms). 

Q9 Many candidates labelled the cations as ‘protons’.  This lack of understanding of the 

structure of metals was pronounced in the other parts of the question.  Candidates fared 

best when asked about the conductivity of metals, but could not explain their malleability of 

high melting points.  A sizeable number of candidates used incorrect terminology throughout 

the question (e.g. ‘molecules’ and ‘intermolecular bonds’). 

Q10 Candidates fared poorly in this question with two thirds of them scoring no mark in this 

question.  Only a few wrote ‘efflorescence’ as answer to part (a), with many suggesting 

‘evaporation’.  A sizeable number of candidates showed difficulty in working out the formula 

of a compound, even though this should be a routine type of calculation. 

Q11 A little less than half the candidates opted for this question.  A large proportion of candidates 

had difficulties with half ionic equations.  A number of candidates could work well with the 

equation Q = It with the most common mistake being failing to convert the time to seconds.  

However, greater problems were encountered by candidates in the rest of part (e) which 

required more reasoning.  Parts (a) and (b) of this question were not corrected by markers 

as it was realised that these assessed content which no longer features in the SEC 

Chemistry syllabus.  Appropriate measures were taken to correct the marks of candidates 

who answered this question. 

Q12 This was the least chosen question from this section but also the one with the highest mean 

mark.  A number of candidates suggested that both ions can be identified with a single test 

but more marks were lost by incorrect explanations.  A number of candidates fared very 

positively in this question showing robust knowledge of qualitative chemistry. 

Q13 This was the most chosen question from this section. Candidates gave quite varied 

(incorrect) accounts of how one should wash the glassware prior to performing a titration, 

even though such experimental techniques should have been experienced by all candidates 

sitting for SEC Chemistry.  Least difficulties were encountered in part (b) but a sizeable 

number of candidates had problems with the calculations in part (c), even though this was a 

rather routine one.  More problems were encountered in part (d) as most candidates failed 

to show any knowledge of acid salts. 



 SEC EXAMINERS REPORT MAY 2017 

 

12 

 

Q14 Candidates had difficulties in most parts of this question, including where they were asked to 

describe how an experiment would be conducted and when asked to draw diagrams to 

show this. A relatively large number of candidates did not provide a safety precaution 

related to hydrogen sulfide, which was the largest peril in this reaction, and/or failed to 

identify the industrial process through which sulfuric acid is produced, with some suggesting 

other well-known processes, such as the Haber process, instead. 
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