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Q1)
Will the measures listed in the consultation document be sufficient to ensure that the 16-18 study programmes principles are followed?
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	Yes
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	No
	X
	Not Sure
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	Comments:
The Mathematical Association welcomes Professor Wolf’s Review of Vocational Education and the Government’s positive response to it. The proposals put forward in the consultation document cover not just vocational education but all provision for 16–19 year olds. In making its response, the Association has been particularly mindful that the decisions made should be appropriate for all 16–19 education in its various forms, academic as well as vocational.
In section 2.4, it is stated ‘that the majority of study programmes could be delivered in around 600 hours’. It is assumed that this figure is per year. Whilst it is comparable with the amount of time currently funded for GCE study, it does not include any allowance of time for enrichment or guidance, so effectively represents a reduction in teaching time. The pressures of shortage of time already existing can drive teachers into compromising pedagogical decisions; any further reduction would be extremely damaging and lead to an even narrower focus on the demands of the examination which would leave learners less well prepared for subsequent study or employment. It is not realistic to expect high-quality provision to be made without adequate provision of teaching time and funding for that activity.
The proposals that funding should be for the programme as a whole rather than for each constituent activity make it even more important that the issue of programme size is properly addressed. A one-size-fits-all approach to programme size, whilst superficially attractive on grounds of equity and simplicity, fails to meet the needs of learners, unlocking their potential and making fully available the talent in this country’s workforce.
There are many students (the proportion will vary from provider to provider) for whom it is appropriate to take larger than basic GCE programmes; this is particularly the case for learners pursuing progression routes in the sciences and mathematics (but also in other areas such as engineering). Of particular concern to us, is GCE Further Mathematics which is often taken as an additional subject and has a vital role in facilitating the study of STEM subjects in higher education. The importance of Further Mathematics has been recognised by the government, most manifestly through its continued funding, even in this time of austerity, of the Further Mathematics Support Programme, and great strides have been made in increasing access to and participation in the subject. This will be money wasted and participation in Further Mathematics will plummet unless there is recognition, when considering the size of programmes, of the value of such larger programmes when designing and funding provision.  


	


Q2)
How will this programme of study need to be tailored for part-time students?

	No response


Q3)
 How will the proposals affect different providers?

	No response


Professor Wolf's report stressed the importance of all young people studying English and maths, and particularly achieving A*-C in GCSE English and maths. As part of the implementation of Professor Wolf's recommendations, in the short term we will set out a clear expectation that English and maths must be part of a study programme for those students who have not achieved A*-C in GCSE in these subjects. It is important that providers support as many of their students as possible to achieve at least a C at GCSE as it is the GCSE that offers the best employment prospects and opportunities for progression.

In addition, the Secretary of State has signalled his ambition for the vast majority of 16-19 year olds to be studying maths within 10 years.

Q4)
In line with this ambition for all to be studying maths post-16 in the next decade, we would be interested to know what you feel could be done to encourage more young people who have already achieved GCSE A*-C to study maths. What would this provision look like?
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	Comments:

There will be a need for a variety of provision; existing GCE provision must not be diluted, in standard or availability. The recent growth in participation in mathematics at this level has been to the benefit of learners and the country; it should be permitted to continue and not be impeded.

The new post-16 learners of mathematics need new courses which relate to their needs and interests. The provision of such courses will be a major challenge to many providers and they will need support in implementation. Additionally, if learners are to be well prepared for such courses and well disposed towards them, it is important to address certain issues within the teaching of mathematics pre-16. Learners need to be brought to value further study of mathematics post-16 rather than see it as an imposition. A positive attitude to the subject needs to be developed pre-16 which values the subject and its study for its intrinsic worth (including its application) rather than as just a means of achieving examination success (with it being seen as desirable that that success be achieved as quickly as possible rather than achieving a deep knowledge to act as a firm foundation for later learning).
The new courses will need to engage the target learners; this could result in such a multiplicity of courses that many providers will not be able to afford to deliver them. A balance will need to be struck and it may be helpful if there were developed a small suite of courses addressing learners in broad subject areas but which contained elements where the learner could relate the content more closely to their other studies and interests. To this end, consideration of the structure of FSMQs, with their mix of written examination and individualised portfolios, may be fruitful.
The mechanisms for development of the new courses and qualifications need to involve all stakeholders to ensure they are mathematically and pedagogically sound, and are valued by learners, employers and further and higher education alike. (The field of post-16 education is littered with courses developed with high ideals but which never achieved wide currency; this must not happen this time.) Attention is drawn to the work that has been undertaken and is now being undertaken by the Advisory Committee on Mathematics Education in this area.
Whilst the development of good courses and qualifications is a necessary condition for high-quality learning, it is not sufficient. Enough resources need to be allocated, not just for development but also for implementation. (It is a matter of concern that the parallel proposals on funding 16​​–19 provision take no cognisance of the desire to extend the study of mathematics post-16.) The biggest challenge will be the provision of sufficient teachers with the right skills to teach the new courses. This will require investment in large-scale programmes of initial teacher training and continuing professional development. More teachers of mathematics will be needed, lest provision is at the expense of specialist teaching for those in lower secondary years, and it will be necessary to adopt creative approaches to recruitment. The new courses are likely to need new approaches to mathematics, so even existing mathematics specialists will need to develop new skills. If implementation is to be successful, developing the teaching force must not be skimped.
A response such as this can only outline ideas and The Mathematical Association would welcome the opportunity to participate in the development of the new courses and qualifications.



	


Q5)
What can we do to simplify areas where colleges/employers have particular concerns offering students opportunities in the workplace, e.g. insurance, health and safety?

	No response


Q6)
What more can we do to remove barriers to providing high quality internships?
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	Comments:

The introduction of internships into learners’ programmes of study needs sensitivity to the rest of those programmes. In particular, it should not force other elements to be delivered in infrequent large blocks of time where the nature of the subject means it is most appropriately delivered through shorter more frequent sessions. The need for frequent engagement interspersed with time to absorb new ideas is a characteristic of mathematics (among other subjects) and learning is rendered less efficient (and so more costly) when it has to be delivered otherwise (for example, to facilitate weekly off-site days).


	


