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IM Computing 
May 2007 Session 

Examiners’ Report 

 

Part 1: Statistical Information 

One hundred and ninety-five students applied for the May 2007 Intermediate Computing session, an 
increase of 21% over the previous year. One candidate was absent for the written paper while 
another did not present the coursework exercises. Another two candidates scored zero (0) for these 
exercises.  

Table 1 shows the distribution of grades obtained by the candidates.  
 
Table 1: Distribution of grades 

Grade A B C D E F Abs* Total 

Number 11 35 63 36 20 30 0 195 

% of Total 5.6 18 32.3 18.5 10.3 15.4 0 100% 

 
* Absent - Candidates did not present their coursework AND did not turn up 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 two coursework exercises. For this session, the mean for the written paper 
amounted to 43.0 while that of the coursework to 14.8. Thus the mean for the examination was 
57.8.     

 
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 are given in Table 2 below. 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 obtained full marks.  
 
Table 2: Marks awarded per question 
 

Item 
Number 

Maximum 
Mark Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Facility 
Index 

Choice 
Index 

A1 6 2.3 1.1 0.4  
A2 6 1.8 0.9 0.3  
A3 6 2.5 1.8 0.4  
A4 6 3.0 1.6 0.5  
A5 6 4.7 1.7 0.8  
A6 6 3.3 1.8 0.5  
A7 6 2.9 1.8 0.5  
A8 6 1.3 1.3 0.2  
A9 6 3.1 1.7 0.5  
A10 6 3.6 1.2 0.6  
B1 20 15.2 3.2 0.8 0.53 
B2 20 14.1 3.7 0.7 0.47 
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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.  
 
Table 3 below shows the items in decreasing order of facility, together with the topic that the 
question tested. 
 
Table 3: Items in order of difficulty 
 

Item 
Number 

Facility 
Index Topic tested 

A5 0.8 Computer logic 
B1 0.8 Computer applications 
B2 0.7 Systems analysis and design 
A10 0.6 Networking 
A4 0.5 Computer processing modes 
A6 0.5 Assembly language 
A7 0.5 Language translation 
A9 0.5 Databases and security 
A1 0.4 Data representation  
A3 0.4 Communication and error checking 
A2 0.3 Functions of Operating system 
A8 0.2 Algorithm design and programming 

 
 
 
Part 2: Comments regarding performance 
 
General comments: 

 
• The overall presentation of work needs to be improved because at times questions and 

parts of questions were scattered all over the paper with hardly any indication of where 
one question ended and the other started.  

• There were many students who failed to write the numbers of the answered items in the 
table at the front of the script.  

• In general all questions were answered very briefly. At Intermediate Level, longer 
answers than at SEC Level are expected. 

 
The following comments refer to the candidates’ performance in each question. 
 
A1 Candidates had an unclear idea of the difference between an algorithm and a program, in 

fact a common mistake was to describe a program as ‘a set of algorithms’. The procedure of 
using two’s complement was generally well tackled however presentation of work leaves 
much to be desired. Part (c) proved to be the most difficult as most failed to include the 12 
bits required for memory which needed to be added to the 7 bits required for the opcode in 
part (ii). In part (iii) many candidates did not realize that if a byte is partially used to store an 
instruction, then that byte has to be accounted for. 
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A2 Many candidates answered this question incorrectly or left it unanswered.  Most of them 
could not explain the meaning of deadlock and recovery; and also few candidates knew the 
meaning for Memory Storage Protection and the two methods for implementing it. 
 

A3 In part (a) most candidates did not refer to the I/O port as an interface however many of them 
could describe the function of the port. In part (b) some candidates confused ‘serial’ and 
‘parallel’ with either frequency modulation or synchronous and asynchronous. Part (c) was 
generally well known as most students could describe very well the use of the parity bit. 

  
A4 Most candidates answered this question correctly.  Some students had no idea of what on-

line processing is.  Also there were a few who could not mention four items found in the disk 
directory. 

  
A5 Nearly all students answered this question correctly, apart from some candidates who tried to 

draw the truth table using 2 inputs.  A few students had no idea of the XOR gate. 
  
A6 Many candidates lost marks as they were unsure of what linking really is. Although most got 

the answers for (b) correct, a good number of candidates did not trace through the assembly 
language to show how they obtained the answers. In part (ii) candidates were expected to 
write only a single statement instead of the assembly code given and not a whole Pascal 
program. 

  
A7 It seems that many students found this question difficult.  Many students could not 

distinguish between Natural and Formal languages.  They also did not know what BNF and 
syntax graphs are. 

  
A8 This question proved to be very difficult for the majority of candidates since most of them 

did not tackle an insertion sort but a bubble sort. In part (b) a good number of candidates 
were not clear in the handling of files – there were some good answers but very few could 
write the statements for opening a file to write data to it. 

  
A9 Some candidates confused data validation with data verification but most candidates were 

aware of what validation is.  Most could give two good descriptions of validation techniques 
but forgot to name them.  Part (b) was either properly tackled or totally out of point. 

  
A10 Most candidates answered this question correctly.  However a number of students 

demonstrated that they were unaware of the MAN network.  A considerable number of 
students showed that they did not know the purpose of an IP address. 

  
B1 This question was generally well tackled by most candidates who opted to answer it. In part 

(a) CAD proved easy to describe but its connection to CAM was more difficult to explain 
especially when it came to provide examples.  In part (b), although most candidates could 
describe multi-media, they found it difficult to give advantages of its use in education. Parts 
(c) and (d) proved to be easy for most candidates who showed familiarity with the use of the 
Internet and emails and wrote at length. 
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B2 Many students could not provide four types of requirements reviewed in Problem Definition, 
and emphasized mostly the Analysis stage rather than Problem Definition. 
Most students answered correctly the part which dealt about the school library as they did 
with Feasibility.  While many students knew about documentation and the persons involved, 
there were a few who could not find three reasons why documentation is important. 

 
 
 
Chairperson 
Board of Examiners 
July 2007     


