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1 hour, 30 minutes 

 
 
 

 
Devote 30 minutes only to each section. 
 
Your answers to Section 1 will be collected after 30 minutes. 
 
Spend the first 15 minutes of Section 2 reading the text. 
 
Note that your spelling, punctuation and grammar form part of the 
assessment of Section 3. 
 
Total marks: 33. 
 
  



Section 1: Thinking skills 
 
1. A cutlery drawer is divided into compartments. The 'knife' compartment contains six 
gold knives and six silver knives. The 'fork' compartment contains six gold forks and six 
silver forks. 
 
What are the least numbers of knives and forks that must be removed from the drawer in the 
dark to guarantee having a gold knife and matching fork? 
 
A Three knives and three forks 
B Six knives and six forks 
C Seven knives and one fork 
D Seven knives and seven forks 
 
 
 
 
2. Gumbey Ltd. have decided it is time to modernise their image. To go with their new 
steel and glass office building, they have decided to change the company name. A number of 
acronyms have been shortlisted and, to help choose between them, company Director, Sarah 
Gumbey, proposes that they should choose a name which, when painted vertically from top to 
bottom on the new glass front door, will read the same from inside and out. 
 
Which of the following names should they choose? 
 
A TIME 
B NONA 
C DOOD 
D MITA 
 
 
 
 
3. Calves farmed for veal are reared in extremely cruel conditions and have a short and 
miserable life. Other meats - such as lamb - are available and meat eaters who are concerned 
about cruelty to animals should avoid veal and consume one of these alternatives. 
 
Which one of the following is an underlying assumption of the above argument? 
 
A Animals should be allowed to live as long as possible before being eaten. 
B The methods used to rear other animals for meat are not equally cruel. 
C Animals have a right to be treated humanely. 
D Meat eaters who are concerned with cruelty to animals do not eat veal. 



 
 
 
 
4. What causes the periods of strong and widespread stormy weather that Earth 
sometimes suffers? The answer is sunspots. Periodically, the sun develops relatively cool 
dark areas known as sunspots. Scientists have found that periods of high sunspot activity 
coincide with the stormy periods on Earth. 
 
Which of the following is the best statement of the flaw in the argument above? 
 
A It disputes the fact that storms are the result of low-pressure systems in the Earth's 
atmosphere. 
B It ignores the influence of periods of low sunspot activity on Earth's weather systems. 
C It assumes that because two events coincide, one is the cause of the other. 
D It overlooks the fact that there is always a storm somewhere on Earth. 
 
 
 
 
5.  School examination results in England this year continue the trend of pass rates 
getting better and better. There is, however, no other evidence (from universities and 
employers) of improvements in school leavers' abilities. One can reasonably conclude, 
therefore, that teachers are simply getting better at coaching their pupils for examinations. 
 
Which one of the following is an assumption hidden in the text of the argument above? 
 
A School examination results are a reliable indicator of pupils' abilities. 
B The level of difficulty of examinations has not been falling. 
C Employers' expectations of school leavers are unrealistic. 
D Abilities of school pupils vary from year to year. 
 
 
 
 
 
6. A painting in our local museum has just been shown to be recent and thus not the 
work of an old master as previously thought. This has caused its value to drop from millions 
to almost nothing. Yet no art experts were able to detect that it was not 'the real thing'. This 
means that the value of a painting is determined by who painted it rather than any intrinsic 
artistic merit. 
 
Which of the following, if true, would most strengthen the above argument? 
 



A The works of some forgers of art now sell for very large amounts of money. 
B Many old masters changed their style during their career. 
C Until its true origin was discovered, the painting in our museum was widely regarded as a 
masterpiece. 
D The works of the old masters fetch higher prices than modern paintings. 
 
 
 
 
7. Peat develops in wetland areas. It is the ideal growing medium for plants, and there is 
a tremendous demand for it from gardeners. But only three per cent of the earth's land surface 
is covered in peatland, and continued harvesting of peat will endanger these unique wetland 
habitats. Peat harvesting should be stopped immediately and gardeners should be encouraged 
to use an alternative. 
 
Which of the following best expresses the main conclusion of the argument above? 
 
A Only three per cent of the land on our planet is covered in peatland. 
B Taking too much peat will destroy the unique wetland areas in which it develops. 
C No more peat should be extracted and a different growing medium for plants should be 
promoted. 
D Peat is a very popular growing medium used by gardeners. 
 
 
 
 
8. There is a great concern about the threat to natural woodland in the world, especially 
the rain forests of tropical areas such as South America. People are often urged to recycle 
paper in order to save trees. However, the type of wood used for paper is softwood which is 
grown as a renewable crop in areas where there is no remaining natural woodland. Producing 
paper from these trees does not harm the natural environment. 
 
Which one of the following is a conclusion which can be drawn from the above passage? 
 
A Recycling paper will not contribute directly to saving the world's natural woodland. 
B There is no need to be concerned about a threat to the world's natural woodland. 
C The environment is not threatened by the cultivation of softwood forests. 
D There is no need to reduce the amount of paper being used in the modern world. 
 
 
 
 
9. The motor-car, that at first brought such freedom of private travel, has become a 
monster that is damaging our cities. The motor-car used to be affordable only by the rich, but 



there are now 21 million cars in this country, and the number is still rising steeply. The huge 
number of cars in city centres has produced intolerable congestion and pollution. We have 
reached the stage where the use of private cars must be curbed. Otherwise, we will see a 
worsening of the current situation, where it is already becoming quicker to walk through a 
city in the rush hour than to drive through it. 
 
Which of the following best expresses the main conclusion of the argument above? 
 
A The motor car no longer gives us freedom of travel. 
B Increasing provision of public transport would solve traffic problems in city centres. 
C It is necessary to limit the use of motor cars by private individuals. 
D Pollution and congestion are damaging our city centres. 
 
 
 
 
10. Children in Britain spend too much time indoors playing computer games and 
watching television these days and, as a result, become less sociable, have less exposure to 
the outside world, and have less sporting talent than they perhaps should. Children in 
Australia and New Zealand, for example, spend a lot of time outdoors and consequently the 
sporting talent of youngsters in these countries outstrips that of British children. Due to this, 
and because of the other advantages derived from being outdoors, the Government should 
discourage the use of computer games and television for youngsters. 
 
Which of the following best summarises the conclusion of the argument above? 
 
A Children should spend more time outdoors. 
B Our Government should model itself on that of Australia or New Zealand. 
C Playing outdoors brings about many other positive changes than simply increasing sporting 
talent. 
D The Government needs to intervene to change the habits of youngsters. 
 

TOTAL: 10 marks 
  



Section 2: Comprehension (15 minutes reading + 15 minutes writing) 
 
Spend 15 minutes reading the text before answering the following questions. 
 

 
 

Putting Animals & Humans To Sleep 
John Shand doubts there is a moral difference. 

 
Veterinarians call it PTS, a sad but sometimes necessary duty. If the practice of having 
animals put to sleep when they are in chronic pain or distress is so right for animals, how can 
it be so wrong for humans? Humans are animals, after all. From here on, when I write 
‘animals’, I’ll mean  non-human animals. 
 
On seeing certain cases of human suffering, those who favour allowing human voluntary 
euthanasia sometimes say, “You wouldn’t treat an animal like that.” Usually this reaction is 
waved away as viscerally understandable but not to be taken seriously. Yet this waving away 
is accompanied by the same thought on both sides of the argument – namely, that there is 
something special, elevated, or certainly different about human beings. Should voluntary 
euthanasia be legal? The pro-euthanasia side supposes that if you may be treating an animal 
well in respect of PTS, then surely you should want to do the same thing – and more so – in 
respect to humans, given our  special qualities. The anti-euthanasia side supposes there is 
something special about human beings that means we should not be treated like animals as 
regards PTS-like actions towards us. 
 
For it to be true that in the same or similar circumstances PTS is right in the one, animal, 
case, and wrong in the other, human, case, there has to be a relevant moral difference. 
Moreover, for it to be so right in one case and so wrong in another case, there would have to 
be a substantial, even glaring, moral difference. Without this, the distinction in treatment with 
respect to PTS and some kind of euthanasia cannot be morally justified. So, to be clear, for 
PTS to be wrong in the case of humans yet right in the case of animals, there has to be a 
relevant moral difference and that moral difference has to be substantial. Here I will argue 
that there isn’t anything like that. 
 
First we may set aside questions of free will. Claiming that animals do not have free will is 
irrelevant, since those who oppose euthanasia usually contend that the free will argument for 
euthanasia (“It’s my choice, I can do what I want with my life”) is not decisive in 
commending it. So they already agree that free choice is not a the morally decisive factor 
here. 
 
One possible line for the anti-euthanasia side, is to say that human beings have some special 
standing among living things – a bare fact of status which means that their treatment should 
not be like that of other creatures, generally, and in respect of euthanasia in particular. But it 



is very hard to explain what that special standing might be in any way that would convince 
everyone. Someone might argue that human life is sacred in a way animal life is not. But for 
that to carry weight, one would have to accept some kind of divinely-ordained ordering of 
values. Many don’t accept that, simply thinking the divine to be a fantasy. Even if one goes 
down that road, this objection to euthanasia becomes an unargued fiat, and so it no longer 
constitutes an argument against euthanasia. Indeed, even if we did engage with such a view, 
it’s difficult to see what could make the required difference, making us sacred while animals 
are not. A soul? Hardly something clearly present and agreed-upon that could provide the 
moral difference necessary. Free will? This has already been shown to be irrelevant to the 
discussion. 
 
So we need to look elsewhere to resolve the dispute. But what could provide the resolution? 
 
The claim that people might manage to manipulate the euthanasia system – bumping people 
off against their wishes, or without their agreeing to it, or under some other bad 
circumstances – raises a practical rather than an ethical problem. It might lead one to 
conclude that PTS was in practice alright for animals but too dangerous to be legalised for 
humans; but it could not logically lead one to the conclusion that in principle PTS is morally 
right in some circumstances for animals but euthanasia morally wrong in all circumstances 
for humans. One might think euthanasia too difficult to implement in practice while also 
thinking that it could be morally desirable in some circumstances. Furthermore, the practical 
situation might change. So practical considerations could not rule out euthanasia as a moral 
imperative. So this line does not get the euthanasia’s firmest opponents what they want: a 
timeless moral objection to euthanasia in all cases. 
 
We might be supposed to be responsible for certain animals in a way we are not for other 
human beings. Clearly this responsibility has very circumscribed limits, not extending to wild 
animals in most cases, nor to nature red in tooth and claw generally. But a putative 
responsibility for animals in our care which might permit us to request PTS for their benefit 
can hardly be used as an argument against permitting voluntary euthanasia for humans. All 
this argument could imply is that no-one should be obliged to take part in administering it – 
and no-one is arguing that. We might be said to be indifferent to the kind of considerations 
that would prompt PTS for our pet animals when the same considerations apply to humans. 
But this is a very odd position when one thinks about it, for it suggests that if euthanasia is in 
play at all, we should give more care and consideration to animals requiring euthanasia than 
to humans in the same circumstances. 
 
Connected to this ‘responsibility’ line of thought is the idea that a key difference between 
human beings and animals is that humans are capable of a kind and level of thought, 
reflection and communication that animals are not. This might indeed be a key difference 
between us and other animals in some ways, without it being a moral difference. And insofar 
as it might be considered to be morally relevant, it does not help the case of those who 
suppose PTS is morally permissible for animals but voluntary euthanasia impermissible for 
humans. Again, quite the opposite. If anything, the appeal to human reason and superior 



cognitive capacity calls into doubt the right to have animals PTS rather than the moral 
permissibility of voluntary euthanasia for humans. Our moral justification for being allowed 
to end the lives of sick animals might be considered weakened precisely because they cannot 
grant their reasoned consent to it, whereas humans can consent to euthanasia. 
 
This moves us on naturally to a consideration of suffering. But surely in this case all the 
arguments run heavily in favour of allowing human PTS. 
 
Suffering takes various forms, but let’s just concentrate on the main three: pain, self-
perceived loss of dignity, and fear of death. If one were basing an argument for PTS or 
euthanasia on a  consideration of these three features, then surely it is obvious that the human 
capacity for pain is at least equal to the capacity of other animals, and moreover greater in 
respect of at least two of them. This makes the imperative for human euthanasia greater, 
indeed far greater, than the imperative for animal PTS under this argument. 
 
We can’t plausibly suppose that human beings suffer pain less than animals – say, dogs, cats, 
horses – and we might argue that they experience it more, but there is no need to argue that, 
even. Equality of suffering would be enough to show that sensitivity to pain cannot provide a 
relevant moral difference between humans and animals in disallowing euthanasia while 
allowing animal PTS. 
 
In respect of the potential for self-perceived indignity, clearly human beings are streets ahead. 
We have the capacity for self-perceived indignity in greater, perhaps, vastly greater measure 
than animals, and in any case certainly not less. No amount of talk (and one often hears it) of 
palliative care being done right eliminating such indignity is entirely persuasive. Since we are 
talking about self-perception, this is a staggeringly dubious and high-handed claim: the 
perceived indignity may be just a matter of having to have such help from others at all. 
 
This leaves the fear of death. Although it might be quite convincingly argued that all higher 
mammals are capable of such a fear, there is no question that humans with their extended 
capacity for imagination and for positioning themselves within their lives and in a wider 
world can be much more acutely aware and fearful of it. The possibility of well-administered 
legal euthanasia may allow us to see death as something of our own timing rather than as an 
unchosen destination. If suffering owing to our fear of dying can be reduced in this way by 
euthanasia, or indeed just by the availability of it, then the moral argument runs in favour of 
offering it. It certainly doesn’t run the other way. 
 
Often in philosophy looking at a closely related case illuminates a more difficult problem. So 
I think it proves here. One has to conclude therefore that if PTS is so right for animals, then 
euthanasia must be right at least for some humans. 
 

John Shand, Putting Animals & Humans To Sleep, Philosophy Now, Issue 129. 
 



1. Why, according to the author, does free will not constitute a relevant moral difference 
between humans and non-human animals? (3) 
 

2. Why don't practical problems get opponents of euthanasia what they want? (3) 
 

3. Explain why the author thinks that a consideration of suffering does not help the case 
of the opponents of euthanasia. (3) 

 
TOTAL: 9 marks 

 
 
 
Section 3: Essay 
 
‘For at least some humans, euthanasia must be morally permissible.’ 
 
Using the text and your own ideas, evaluate this statement. Include arguments both for and 
against the statement and reach a justified conclusion. (12) 
 
 

TOTAL: 12 marks + 2 for SPaG 
 
 

 
END OF PAPER  
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MARK SCHEME 
 

Section 1: 
 
1. D 
2. D 
3. B 
4. C 
5.  B 
6. D 
7. C 
8. A 
9. C 
10. D 
 
Generic mark scheme for Section 3: 
 
 
Level Criteria Marks 

4 A well-argued response: reasoned consideration of different 
points of view. Logical chains of reasoning leading to 
judgement(s) supported by knowledge and understanding of 
relevant evidence and information. 

10-12 

3 Reasoned consideration of different points of view. 
Logical chains of reasoning that draw on knowledge and 
understanding of relevant evidence and information. 

7-9 

2 Reasoned consideration of a point of view. 
A logical chain of reasoning drawing on knowledge and 
understanding of relevant evidence and information. Note: 
maximum level 2 if the candidate fails to draw a conclusion. 
OR 
Recognition of different points of view, each supported by 
relevant reasons / evidence. 

4-6 

1 Point of view with reason(s) stated in support. 1-3 

0 Nothing worthy of credit. 0 



 


