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Abstract  

This paper presents some of  the main f indin gs of  a student - led 
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were submit ted.  Analysis of  these responses shows 

considerable student d issat isfact ion with the science 

curr iculum. A l ist  of  10 student recommendat ions is provided.  
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The origins of the review  

 

The Student Review of  the Science Curr iculum arose out of  a 

proposal f rom The Science Museum in London to celebrate 

Science Year (2001-02) by involv ing students in a novel 

consultat ion on school science educat ion.  From an early stage 

i t  was agreed that  the Student Review would be conducted by 

16-19 year-olds who had completed their  GCSEs the preceding 

summer (most of  whom would therefore be 16 -17 year-olds).  I t  

would be a web-based quest ionnaire targeted at  KS4 and  16-19 

year-old students.  I t  would be designed by students who would 

include both science and non -science students.  

 

The not ion that  young people might be responsib le for carrying 

out a consultat ion exercise on a subject  that  concerns them 

hardly seems rad ical .  And yet ,  young people are al l  too rarely 

consulted let a lone al lowed to design such processes. In cases 

where young people have been consulted about their  views of  

the science curr iculum, i t  has invariably been found that  they 

are highly art iculate,  insightfu l ,  take the process ser iously and 

produce valuable f indings (e.g.  Osborne and Col l ins,  2000; 

Reiss,  2000).  

 

A number of  studies have explored ways of  consult ing with 

young people (e.g. Driskel l ,  2001).  We are,  though, unaware of  

any previous exerc ise in which young people have designed 

and implemented a web-based quest ionnaire study such as th is.  

 

 

Obtaining the data  

 

Students were in contro l  of  the review process at  every stage, 

including a ser ies of  n ine regional meet ings which ident i f ied 
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content ious issues in the science curr iculum, the development 

of  an on- l ine survey of  55 quest ions,  a nat ional conference at  

which the inter im f indings were presented to an audience which 

included Baroness Ashton and the product ion of  the f inal  

reports.  Students a lso helped select the quotat ions given in th is 

paper and draf ted the ten recommendat ions with which we 

conclude. 

 

Over 350 students,  aged 16 -19, designed possib le quest ions for 

a web-based questionnaire at  regional meet ings held across 

England. About two-th irds of  those at  the regional meetings 

were female and about two-th irds were studying science post -

16.  The meet ings had an average of  around 35 students.  A 

select ion of  these students made up a nat ional group that  was 

responsib le for the f inal  design of  the quest ionnaire and for 

help ing to analyse and report the inter im f indings.  A further 

group of  students helped complete the analyses and product ion 

of  the f inal  reports.  The quest ionnaire and reports of  the 

process and the f indings can be viewed at  www.planet-

science.com/sci teach/review 

 

This paper and the reports are based on the repl ies that were 

submitted between just  before Christmas 2001, when the onl ine 

survey went l ive,  and 8 t h  February 2002. In these six weeks, a 

tota l  of  1,493 quest ionnaires were submit ted,  with a conversion 

rate f rom hi ts of  about 45%, which is extremely h igh for web -

based surveys (Hewson et a l ,  2003).  Most of  the submitted 

quest ionnaires contained answers to the great  major i ty of  

quest ions.  However,  not  a l l  respondents answered al l  

quest ions.  For th is reason, sample sizes di f fer f rom quest ion to 

quest ion and are indicated by the ‘n ’ values below.  

 

 

The nature of the respondents  

http://www.planet-science.com/sciteach/review
http://www.planet-science.com/sciteach/review
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The breakdown of  those who submit ted que st ionnaires by age 

and gender is shown below.  

 

(n=1,479)        (n=1,467)
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Breakdown of respondents by 

age 

66%

34%
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Breakdown of 

respondents by gender

 

As can be seen, the great major i ty of  respondents wer e in the 

main target 16-19 age group. Just  under a quarter were in the 

next  age group targeted by the survey – the 14-16 year-olds.  

Breaking down the results by respondent age showed that  th is 

rarely had any ef fect  on the responses given. However,  gender 

d id somet imes correlate with responses and for th is reason 

certa in results below are reported by gender.  

 

As the two fo l lowing pie charts show, nearly half  of  the 

respondents were not science students or,  for students who 

hadn’t  completed their  GCSEs, d id not  expect to be science 

students.  This shows that  the review process reached a broad 

cross-sect ion of  students.  

 

(n=329)      (n=1,077)
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I t  is  important  to note that 64% of  declared respondents were 

f rom private schools.  This is very d i f ferent  f rom the nat ional 

p icture where pr ivate schools account for only 7% of 11 –16 

year-olds and 20% of  s ixth formers.  Addit ional ly,  only 53% of 

respondents were in mixed schools (nat ional ly,  the f igure is 

88%) with 41% in a l l -gi r ls schools (nat ional ly,  the f igure is 7%) 

and 6% in a l l -boys schools (nat ional ly,  the f igure is 5%).  Al l  

f igures are for 2002 and f rom the DfES.  

 

These patterns were not intended, ref lect  the greater d i f f icul t ies 

in at t ract ing involvement f rom the state sector (except ing sixth 

form col leges) and f rom mixed schools and mean that  the 

quant i tat ive results reported her are not  representat ive of  

Engl ish schools general ly.  Only 60% of  respondents declared 

whether their  school was state or pr ivate.  No attempt has been 

made to ‘normal ise’  the data reported below; a l l  f igures refer 

d irect ly to the actual  data obtained.  

 

 

The content of school science  
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What topics should be included? 

 

Whether school science should include controversia l  issues 

and, i f  so, how these should be taught is st i l l  a  matter of  debate 

among science educators (Levinson and Turner,  2001). 

However, it was very clear from the responses to question 12 on the 

survey 'Is it right to include CONTROVERSIAL issues such as genetic 

engineering or cloning in the science syllabus?' and f rom the 

regional meet ings that  students feel  that  the answer is ‘yes’ .  

Indeed, i t  is  notable that  only 2% of  survey repl i es said that  

controversia l  issues should def in i te ly not  be in the science 

syl labus.  This conclusion held up equal ly strongly in state 

schools (1% saying ‘no’)  and in pr ivate schools (2% saying 

‘no’) .  

 

 (n=1,471) 
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not
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Should controversial issues be included in science? 

 

Students were asked ‘What do you think about the amount of facts 

you have to learn in science?’ (question 44). The answers to th is 

quest ion f looded in and a representat ive sample were picked 

out by the students:  

 Too many facts have to be learnt without a full explanation of 

them. 

 There are more facts than theory, it would be more interesting to 

understand why than how. 
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 I think that the GCSE is not geared to rewarding those who can 

understand and apply scientific knowledge but just to those who 

are able to remember the most facts. 

 They are generally useful and are quite relevant but they are 

very exam based. 

 Far too many irrelevant facts that I have now forgotten, in fact I 

forgot them about a week later, need to focus more on applying 

facts to situations so that they will be useful in real life and for 

the coming years. 

 There are too many. To get a good grade you do not have to be 

a good scientist – just have a good memory. 

 The facts are made easier to learn if they are applied to each 

other. The facts are necessary to move on to higher level 

science. 

 I think that there is an awful lot to remember for the final exam 

which deters students from actually understanding science as 

they just aim to learn the syllabus off by heart. 

 There is too much emphasis on rote learning – I think we should 

be asked our own views more. 

 

Dissect ion produced a hot  debate at some of  the regional 

meet ings – some students wanted to do i t  in their  schools and i t  

was forbidden; others loathed dissect ion but said they had had 

to do i t .  In the end the students agreed simply to ask of  each 

other ‘Should you be given the choice to do dissect ion in 

b io logy?’ (quest ion 15).  The answer was clear.  

 

 (n=1,469) 
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Should students be given the choice to do dissection?  

 

While a str ict  use of  the term ‘d issect ion’  would include plant 

d issect ion, there is l i t t le  doubt that  animal d issect ion was 

meant here. Arguments for and against  animal d issect ion in 

schools are reviewed by Lock and Reiss  (1996).  Here i t  is  c lear 

that  what students def in i te ly wanted was the opt ion to choose 

whether or not  to do dissect ion. This was notably the case for 

females,  88% of  whom voted ‘yes’  as opposed to 80% of  males.  

 

 

The teaching of school science  

 

Students’ textual  comments  

 

When students were asked ‘Do you feel that what you learn is 

exam-led?’ (quest ion 4),  85% said ‘yes’  and only 15% said ‘no’ .  

There was l i t t le  d if ference ( just  3%) between state and pr ivate 

schools.  When prompted by the quest ionnaire to co mment 

further,  students wrote about both the syl labus and how they 

would l ike to be taught:  

 Smaller syllabus but with more detail into fewer topics.  

 I think students will relate more to science if they understand 

how things work or are explained in everyday life. 

 Being asked to put forward our own theories instead of just 

being told what was right. 

 Varied and interactive lessons. 
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 Though smaller class sizes help, being taught in an enthusiastic 

manner works best. 

 

 

Effect ive ways of  learning  

 

The students asked ‘Which THREE of  these methods of  

teaching and learning do you f ind the MOST USEFUL and 

EFFECTIVE in help ing understand your school science?’ 

(quest ion 10),  immediately fo l lowed by ‘Which THREE of  these 

methods of  teaching and learning do you f ind the M OST 

ENJOYABLE as part  of  your school science?’ (quest ion 11).  In 

each case, the same 11 possib i l i t ies were provided. 

Respondents were clear that  what they most enjoyed wasn’t  

a lways what was most useful  and ef fect ive.  

 

(n=1,450) 

WAYS OF LEARNING 

 

USEFUL AND 

EFFECTIVE (%)  

ENJOYABLE 

(%) 

 Taking notes from the teacher 45% 15% 

 Looking at videos 27% 75% 

 Reading the textbooks 17% 18% 

 Taking my own notes from books etc. 24% 13% 

 Copying notes from the board 23% 17% 

 Doing a science investigation 32% 50% 

 Making a science presentation in class 17% 43% 

 Researching science on the Internet 8% 44% 

 Going on a science trip or excursion 30% 85% 

 Doing a science experiment in class 38% 71% 

 Having a discussion / debate in class 48% 64% 

 

Students fe l t  that whi le the three most enjoyable teaching and 

learning methods were ( i )  going on a science tr ip or excursion,  
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( i i )  looking at  videos and ( i i i )  doing a science experiment in 

c lass,  the three most useful  and ef fect ive teaching and learning 

methods were ( i )  having a discussion /  debate in c lass,  ( i i )  

taking notes f rom the teacher,  and ( i i i )  doing a science 

experiment in c lass.  The two methods that scored highly on 

both quest ions were having class discussions / debates and 

doing science experiments in c lass. I t  is  interest ing to note that  

by far the least  ef fect ive method was ident if ied as researching 

science on the Internet.  This f inding is important  because 

government pol ic ies have been direct ing students towards 

onl ine learning for a number of  years (Frost ,  1998 ),  yet  

students are obviously not  f inding i t  ef fect ive at the moment.  

 

I t  is  c lear that  students enjoy doing pract ical  work and f ind i t  an 

ef fect ive way of  learning,  as other researchers have found (e.g.  

Osborne & Col l ins, 2000; Reiss, 2000).  When responde nts were 

asked ‘ I f  the pract ical  content of  the course was increased, how 

would i t  MOST improve the learning experience?’ (question 27),  

the most widely c i ted answer of  the four opt ions was that  i t  

would make i t  easier to understand  theory.  

 

(n=1,451) 
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How practical work helps 

 

However,  when they were asked ‘Current ly (or when you did 

your GCSEs),  when you learn new theory is i t  backed up by 
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pract ical  experiments?’  (quest ion 28),  the most f requent 

response was ‘Just  somet imes’.  

 

(n=1,460) 
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Is/was your GCSE science theory backed up by practical 

experiments? 

 

Breaking down these repl ies by t r ip le,  double and single award 

science shows that  i t  is  s ingle award science students who get 

the least  pract ical  work.  

 

(n=78)      (n=344)
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Single award doing practicals 
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Triple award doing practicals

 

(n=989) 
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Overal l ,  just  11% of  the t r ip le award stu dents reported very 

rarely or never having pract icals.  However,  th is f igure grew to 

18% of the double award students and 31% of  the single award 

students.  

 

 

Modes of  assessment  

 

The students a lso asked of  each other ‘How do you MOST 

prefer to be assessed /  examined in science’ (quest ion 8) and 

the repl ies are perhaps interest ing in their  'convent ional i ty ' .  

The students d id not  seek any major change in the modes of  

assessment.  I t  can be seen that  module exams and tests get  

the largest  endorsement.  In the l ight  of  the views reported 

earl ier about pract ical  work,  i t  is  noteworthy how smal l  the 

proport ion of  students is that would wish to have pract ical -

based assessments.  

 

(n=1,475) 
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How do you prefer to be assessed? 

 

In the regional meet ings,  students f requent ly reported on the 

pressure to get  the r ight  resul ts in pract icals for GCSE 

coursework.  Indeed, students f requent ly descr ibed how their  

own implausib le or wrong pract ical  resul ts were subst i tuted by 

the teacher 's 'bet ter '  resul ts .  This is a far cry f rom what 

invest igat ive work in school science is meant to consist of  

(Watson and Wood-Robinson, 1998).  I t  may be these 

experiences which make students wary of  extending 

assessment further into pract ical  work,  and more research 

would probably c lar i fy these points.  

 

 

GCSE science 

 

Att i tudes to science  

 

A number of  the quest ions in the survey focused specif ical ly on 

GCSE science. One quest ion asked ‘Do you feel that GCSE 

science lessons make you curious about the world and interested in 

finding out more?’ (quest ion 51). Rather d ishearteningly,  42% fel t  

that  GCSE science does not encourage curiosi ty.  
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Does GCSE science make you curious about the world? 

 

Among students taking double award science, nat ion al ly by far 

the most f requent ly taken form of  GCSE, the f igure was 57%.  

 

There have been many academic studies on students’ at t i tudes 

to science (e.g.  Osborne et a l . ,  1998) though such studies don’t  

tend to suggest the wonderfu l  range of  adject ives that th e 

students came up with in their  possible responses to ‘ Do you find 

GCSE science? [tick all that apply]’  (quest ion 50).  I t  is  extremely 

encouraging to note that  the most f requent ly used of  the 11 

adject ives was ‘ interest ing’ ,  fo l lowed by ‘useful ’ ,  ‘ re levan t ’  and 

‘ thought provoking’ .  I t  is  important  to keep th is in mind when 

considering the cr i t ic isms the students make of  GCSE science.  
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Comparing the responses to th is quest ion with those to the 

quest ion that asked whether or not  GCSE science encouraged 

curiosi ty suggests internal val id i ty.  For instance, the most 

f requent adject ive used to descr ibe GCSE science by students 

who wrote that  GCSE science does not encourage curiosi ty was 

‘bor ing’ .  

 

 

GCSE science workloads 

 

When students asked ‘Do you think the workload in your GCSE 

sciences is less than, similar or more than other subjects?’  (quest ion 

49),  i t  was clear that  the workload in science is fe l t  to be ei ther 

s imi lar to or more than that  in other subjec ts. 

 

(n=1,440) 
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The workload of GCSE science compared to other subjects  

 

Perhaps unsurpr is ingly,  those doing tr ip le award science are 

most l ikely to f ind the workload heavier than in other subjects.  

Indeed, there is anecdotal  ev idence that  in many schools,  t r ip le 

award science receives proport ionately less lesson t ime than 

double award does.  

 

(n=1,401) 
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Ethics and science 

 

When i t  came to whether phi losophy and ethics should be 

taught in GCSE science, students were clear.  Asked ‘Do you 
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th ink the introduct ion of  d iscussions about phi losophy and 

ethics (such as animal test ing) would make GCSE science more 

at t ract ive as a subject?’  (quest ion 14),  most answered ‘ yes’ .  

However,  i t  is  not iceable that  the demand for phi losophy and 

ethics in GCSE science is not as strong, as discussed above, 

as the demand for controversia l  issues in science general ly (cf .  

Donnel ly,  2002).  

 

(n=1,467) 

57%

28%
15%

NO - de finite ly not

YES - de finitely

Don't m ind

 

Would discussions about philosophy and ethics make GCSE 

science more attractive?  

 

Interest ingly,  th is request for more phi losophy and ethics held 

up pret ty evenly across t r ip le,  double and single award science.  
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Would discussions about philosophy and ethics make GCSE 

science more attractive?  

 



P a g e  1 8  o f  2 7  

 

The results seem to indicate that students at  a l l  levels have a 

desire to understand and explore the moral  issues of  science as 

part  of  their  courses.   

 

This quest ion produced one of  t he few gender d if ferences on 

the survey.  61% of females answered ‘yes’  and 11% ‘no’ ,  

whereas only 49% of  males answered ‘yes’  and 21% answered 

‘no’ .  I t  is  wel l  known that  males,  especia l ly adolescent males, 

are more l ikely to favour object ive certa inty tha n females,  who 

are more l ikely to favour d iscussions (e.g.  Head, 1997).  

 

 

Textual comments on GCSE science  

 

When asked ‘What topic do you find MOST interesting in GCSE 

science?’ (quest ion 54),  b io logy topics were by far the most 

f requent ly ment ioned, fo l lowed by physics,  with chemistry th ird,  

for reasons which students were of ten happy to volunteer:  

 Biology – because this is to do with everyday life and your body, 

and the things that happen around you. 

 Human biology because I can relate to what I’m learning. 

 Biology, the brain. I love to find out how and why we think of 

things and what the other part of our brain is used for.  

 Animal Biology – the human side, learning how the body works 

and dissecting hearts and lungs. The plant side was also 

fascinating. 

 How the human body works and regulatory systems in it 

…………… oh and, dissecting a human heart in Human body 

(sic) – useful & interesting. 

 Cloning – that’s all I can remember, which must mean I enjoyed 

it. 
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 About the human body and brain it is interesting to find out how 

the body works, and chemistry is interesting with all the 

experiments and learning about bonding and structures of 

atoms etc. 

 Many physics topics, relating to everyday life, ‘pressure’ for 

example. 

 Physics – radioactivity, it was new and different from a lot of the 

other topics on the syllabus. 

 

When asked ‘What topic do you find MOST irrelevant or boring in 

GCSE science?’ (quest ion 53),  physics topics were ment ioned 

the most of ten, fo l lowed by chemistry,  with b io logy topics the 

least .  To give jus t  a few quotes:  

 I don’t really care how you work out how fast a ball falls if it 

weighs 10 kg and is falling 4 metres, it’s not stimulating and I’m 

never going to use that information again. 

 Physics. I have never, nor will I ever, either see the point in o r 

understand physics. It always seemed pointless spending hours 

of experimental time proving what was already proven, or that 

black wasn’t a colour, or whatever. 

 Equations in bonding (chemistry) – for a person who KNOWS 

that she will not ever go into chemistry, that was pointless, 

difficult to grasp, and boring. 

 Chemistry – learning how chemicals are used in industry is very 

boring – chemicals in the body and used in drugs are more 

interesting and relevant. 

 

This quest ion proved one of  the most popular ones  on the 

survey.  There was a big gender d if ference. Amongst the males,  

there was only a 3% variat ion between bio logy,  chemistry and 

physics.  However,  females were over three t imes as l ikely to 

ment ion physics topics as bio logy ones, and more than twice as 

l ikely to ident ify physics topics than chemistry ones. I t  is  wel l  
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establ ished that gir ls are more l ikely than boys to cr i t ic ise 

school physics as being impersonal and detached f rom dai ly l i fe 

(Vlaeminke et a l . ,  1997).  

 

 

Primary science 

 

Question 29 asked: At primary school should science?  

Be more practical O 

Have more theory O 

Be more visual (videos etc.) O 

Be more IT based O 

 

The interest ing point  shown by the responses is not  just the 

re ject ion of  Informat ion Technology but a lso the bel ief  of  the 

students that they must see what is going on in science – ei ther 

actual ly in pract ice or at  least  in something l ike a video. The 

Primary Assessment,  Curr iculum and Experience (PACE) 

project  which ran f rom 1989 to 1997 found that  Year 6 pupi ls 

were part icular ly cr i t ical  of  the amount of  t ime they had to 

spend wri t ing in sc ience (Pol lard et al . ,  2000).  
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How should primary school science have been different? 
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Question 30 asked: At primary school did science?  

Put you off science O 

Encourage you to do more science O 

Not influence you either way O 

 

The results were moderately encouraging.   
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How did primary school science affect you later? 

 

Pr imary school science only had a negat ive impact on 11% of 

students whi le 34% were encouraged by their  pr imary science 

experiences to do more science. However,  the students a lso 

asked of  each other ‘ In GCSE science, d id/do you understand 

the major i ty of  informat ion?’ and 22% of  the minori ty who fe l t  

that  they did not understand the major i ty of  GCSE science 

informat ion fe l t  that  they had been put of f  science at  pr imary 

school.  This proport ion is exact ly twice that  of  the sample as a 

whole and bears witness to the importance of  good pr imary 

science experiences (see Sherr i ngton, 1998; Galton, 2002).  

 

Closer analysis of  the data suggests that  a strong negat ive or 

posi t ive pr imary science experience carr ies through for the next  

s ix or seven years.  These results can be interpreted alongside 

a widespread bel ief  that  pr imary sci ence educat ion has been 

one of  the success stor ies of  the Nat ional Curr iculum in 

England and Wales as measured by both teacher conf idence 
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(Bennett  et a l . ,  1992) and internat ional comparisons (Harr is et 

a l . ,  1997).  At  the same t ime, i t  is  important  to note,  f i rst that 

the pr imary science curr iculum has changed considerably s ince 

the 14-19 year-olds in th is survey were in school,  and secondly 

that  what is reported here is people’s interpretat ions of  events 

that  happened years previously.  

 

When asked ‘ I f  something was missing f rom your pr imary 

science, what was i t? ’ ,  qui te a var iety of  responses were 

produced, including some that ta lked about curr iculum 

pressures on science and some that  ta lked about a shortage of  

experiments:  

 Science wasn’t our main focus, we mostly focused upon English 

and Maths. 

 The lack of facilities made experiments and visual aids difficult 

and therefore I didn’t really experience science as a subject 

until secondary school. The primary years are the ones in which 

I think you should be motivated to continue. 

 We barely did any, due to people talking and the teacher having 

to cope with them before teaching us. 

 Fun experiments to hold the child’s attention. 

 

The importance of  pr imary science was summed up thus by one 

of  the students involved in the product ion of  the f inal  reports:  

 From my experience with primary science I know for a fact 

it is a lot easier to grasp concepts at an earlier age and 

then move on to the complicated things in secondary 

science, after all at a young age you are excited to learn 

something new and as you get older you like to know you 

understand something in great detail. 

  

 

Student recommendations  
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1. Ethical  and controversia l  issues  

The science curr iculum should include more ethical  and 

controversia l  issues. These shou ld not  be hived of f  into 

occasional d iscrete topics but  included throughout the 

curr iculum. 

2. Pract ical  work 

Pract ical  work should be strongly encouraged and re levant 

to the syl labus.  The pract icals need to be supervised, they 

need to work and they need up-to-date equipment.  

3. Dissect ion 

Schools should provide students with the opportuni ty to do 

dissect ion but individual students should have the choice 

as to whether or not  they do dissect ion.  

4. Science and maths  

The fundamentals of  maths should be covere d in maths 

lessons but science lessons should expl ic i t ly include a 

coherent t reatment of  the maths needed for science. 

Better communication is needed between science and 

maths teachers.  

5. Science teachers 

Good science teachers are crucia l .  Science teacher s 

should be qual i f ied to teach science and should have the 

appropriate subject  specia l ism with in science, i f  possib le.  

6. Sl imming the curr iculum 

The science curr iculum should cover fewer topics to a l low 

for more in -depth treatment and for more detai led 

explanat ions.  

7. Discussions in science 

There should be more discussions in science classes.  

Discussions provide students with the opportuni ty to learn 

f rom someone other than their  teacher and, health i ly,  to 

d isagree with teachers and develop their  own idea s. 

8. Good science teaching 
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Learning is helped by having a teacher who can engage 

with students and by the use of  visual ly st imulat ing 

mater ia l .  

9. Making chemistry and physics more popular  

The popular i ty of  chemistry and physics would be ra ised i f  

they connected more with real - l i fe s i tuat ions,  as bio logy 

does, and included more ethical  issues.  

10. Primary science 

In pr imary school,  integrat ion between science and other 

subjects is important .  Pr imary science should be placed at  

the same level  of  importance as Engl ish and maths.  Better 

equipment is needed for pr imary science teaching.  

 

Conclusions 

 

This is the f i rst t ime that  such a student - led review of  the 

science curr iculum has taken place. The f indings of  the review 

were reported by a number of  nat ional n ewspapers and on 

te levis ion.  Whi le such news stor ies have a short  shelf - l i fe they 

gave the students involved in the project  a sense of  having 

part ic ipated in something of  s ignif icance and value.  Most of  the 

nat ional group were also interviewed by their  loc al  papers 

which brought appropriate publ ic i ty to their  own schools and 

col leges.  

 

One piece of  good fortune came f rom the fact  that  the 

Parl iamentary Select  Committee on Science and Technology 

started a review of  KS4 science at  just  the t ime that  the Stude nt 

Review data were being analysed. The Select  Commit tee was 

able for the f i rst  t ime formal ly to take evidence f rom this age 

group which i t  d id at  the Science Museum i tself  (see House of  

Commons Science and Technology Commit tee,  2002).  The 

Select  Commit tee  was del ighted, the students were del ighted 
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and those funding the Student Review were del ighted. Al l  the 

oral  evidence given by the students to the Select  Commit tee 

was l isted,  and Volume One of  the report  was th ick with 

quotat ions f rom them.  

 

The results of  the review argue that  there is a need for the 

science curr iculum to change. Current ly school science fa i ls to 

convey the extent  to which science is re lated to everyday l i fe 

and af fects a l l  of  us.  Space needs to be made to a l low 

controversia l  issues to be included and to a l low topics to be 

studied in more depth.  A system needs to be put in p lace to 

ensure that  decis ions that  af fect  students cannot be taken 

without taking students’  views into account.  
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