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All party parliamentary group on financial education for young people: 
call for evidence. Evidence submitted by EBEA 

The Association strongly supports the 

promotion of financial education for all young 

people and believes it should be a statutory 

part of the curriculum for all students aged 

11-19.  The EBEA keeps its membership 

informed about recent developments in 

financial education, including teaching 

resources, canvasses views about the 

current state of financial education in their 

institutions, responds to government 

consultations and supports campaigns for 

the promotion of financial education for all 

young people.  
 

There has not been an independent national 

survey of the quality of financial education 

since Ofsted published its report ‘Developing 

financially capable young people’ in 2008 (ref 

070029). This was a relatively small scale 

survey that focussed primarily on good 

practice but also highlighted some of the 

shortcomings in financial education observed 

by inspectors in secondary schools.  Ofsted 

institutional inspection reports in recent years 

contain very little evidence on financial 

education so it is not clear what the current 

state of play is nationally.  
 

EBEA members feel that, despite the range 

of recent initiatives supporting financial 

education, many of the shortcomings 

identified in the Ofsted report remain and 

that there has not been a substantial 

improvement in the quality of provision in 

the great majority of their schools and 

colleges. They cite the very patchy nature of 

current practice, often dependent on the 

enthusiasm of headteachers and senior 

managers.  Their expertise as specialist 

teachers of economics and business is often 

not drawn upon in delivering and planning 

the financial education curriculum. In many 

cases it ends up being taught by non 

specialist teachers through PSHE and 

mathematics courses where financial 

education forms a small unit of work. At its 

worst, students are taught incorrect or 

misleading financial education.  
 

A major weakness continues to be the lack 

of evaluation of programmes and the 

assessment of students’ understanding and 

capabilities.  There are, of course, 

exceptions where members are able to refer 

to coherent programmes of financial 

education, taught by teachers with 

appropriate expertise and where the 

learning outcomes are rigorously assessed, 

sometimes through recognised 

qualifications. However, these examples 

appear to be the exception, rather than the 

rule.  

Members also feel that teaching financial 

education through the mathematics 

curriculum is problematic.  Personal 

finance is included in the National 

Curriculum and in GCSE mathematics but 

it understandably focuses on a relatively 

narrow range of contexts involving 

students carrying out calculations to get a 

right answer. While this may be good 

mathematics it is frequently not good 

financial education. The contexts are often 

unrealistic and the questions, for obvious 

reasons, do not allow for alternative 

answers that depend on the circumstances 

of the consumer. The following specimen 

question taken from an AQA higher tier 

GCSE paper illustrates some of the 

difficulties. 

 
 

 

 

A company makes boxes of cereal. A 

box normally contains 450 grams of 

cereal. It provides two different options 

for a special offer. Option A: 20% more 

cereal, price remains the same. Option 

B: usual amount of cereal, price 

reduced by 15%. What option 

represents the better value for the 

customer?   

 

 



 

The question provides a reasonably 

challenging mathematics question and the 

suggested answers allow for different ways of 

carrying out the calculation (for example by 

making x the price or giving it a numerical 

value). However, the context is completely 

unrealistic in terms of what a young person 

might be faced with in the supermarket. They 

would always be given the price of the 

competing offers and retailers are required to 

provide the unit price, which is what they 

should be seeking out to compare potential 

value for money within and across different 

brands. At a more subtle level, even if the 

larger packet represents better value for 

money in purely mathematical terms, it might 

not represent the better value for the 

individual customer as it might just result in 

waste as the additional cereal goes stale or in 

increased consumption of coco pops.  While 

the actual price is irrelevant in the 

mathematical calculation, it is important in 

terms of making a choice (how much is the 

opportunity cost in pence of the additional 

cereal?).  A review of specimen questions 

from other awarding bodies (all approved by 

Ofqual) indicates that this question is not 

untypical. For example, students being asked 

to calculate back to the original price from a 

20% off sale (in reality, consumers would 

always be given the original price and the 

sale price). 
 

 While there is certainly scope for improving 

the quality of these questions by providing 

more realistic contexts, they will necessarily 

focus on carrying out calculations requiring 

one correct answer and this is likely to be 

reflected in the teaching. Good personal 

finance education requires students to think 

about the needs of individuals when making 

consumer choices. For example, the best 

value car or holiday insurance or mobile 

phone tariff depends on individual 

circumstances, not just the mathematical 

calculation (which is normally done for the 

consumer by the providers).  Similarly, a 50% 

reduction in the price of a well known brand of 

trainers in a shop may not represent a 

bargain because (a) they may not be suitable 

for the consumer (b) they might be available 

elsewhere at a lower price (c) a cheaper 

less well known brand might be just as 

good.   

 
 

Mathematics clearly has a role to play in 

financial education, for example in helping 

young people understand interest rates 

(including compound interest) or 

understanding the usefulness of unit 

pricing. However, as the Ofsted report (op 

cit) made clear, the role is limited and one 

which will not by itself fully equip students to 

cope with the personal finance issues they 

are likely to face in their adult lives. 
 

Much of the support for financial education 

has been targeted at primary schools and 

11-16 year olds. While there is a strong 

argument for encouraging young people to 

develop financial awareness and the ‘right’ 

attitudes to handling money from an early 

age, EBEA members feel that the 16-18 

age group has been less well supported. 

This is surprising, given the importance of 

financial understanding for young people 

about to go on to higher education or 

employment. The easy access to credit 

cards and overdrafts from the age of 18, 

often encouraged by the banks, means that 

many young people run into financial 

difficulties at an early stage. They also need 

to be able to budget and manage their 

finances in a very meaningful way for the 

first time in their lives.  Universities report 

that the worry of coping financially is one of 

the most important concerns facing 

students in their first year of their degree 

courses.  Many students report that their 

post-16 education did not adequately equip 

them for independent living, including 

managing their finances.  They often 

received a few ad hoc sessions on personal 

finance with little opportunity to follow up 

issues and concerns in any real depth.   
 

The Ofsted report (op cit) found that some 

sixth forms and further education colleges 

made good use of level 2 or level 3 

qualifications, such as those offered by the 

(now) ifs University College, to provide 

students with a coherent courses in 

financial education that were formally 

assessed and officially recognised by 

universities and employers.   
 

One of the key barriers to developing 

financial education in schools identified by 

EBEA members is the lack of dedicated 

curriculum time. They feel that this is 

continually being squeezed, particularly 

with the increasing pressure on schools to 

focus on the Ebac and the core subjects,  

Apart from that which is taught through 

mathematics, schools are often reliant on 

delivering financial education through one 

or two modules in an overcrowded PSHE 

curriculum which are taught sporadically 

and often by form tutors or teachers who 

have had little or no training in financial 

education.   
 

The recommendations made in the Ofsted 

report on financial education (op cit) 

remain highly relevant. In secondary 

schools personal finance education needs 

to be seen as a priority, encouraged 

through the Ofsted inspection framework, 

given adequate dedicated curriculum time 

and taught by specialists or teachers who 

have received some training in the subject. 

Schools and colleges need to develop 

coherent courses and assess the learning 

outcomes that students achieve either 

through formal qualifications or through 

their own schemes of assessments.  The 

mathematics curriculum is likely to provide 

only a very limited role in achieving this.  
 

The current government has yet to 

respond to the recommendations made by 

the Select Committee report on Personal, 

Social, Health and Economic (PSHE) 

education, published in February 2015, 

which include making PSHE a statutory 

part of the curriculum in all schools. The 

EBEA strongly supports PSHE becoming 

statutory but emphasises the need for the 

‘economic’ component (including financial 

education) to be given greater prominence 

than it did in the Select Committee report 

where it received very scant mention.  

 David Butler 

Chair of Advocacy 

 


