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1 Introductory Remarks 

The vogue for programme specifications (PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS) goes back some fifteen years in 

the development of quality assurance procedures in the UK. I have a vivid memory of attending briefing 

sessions on them in the late nineties in Glasgow, and trying my hand at designing them for the department 

of which I was then head. It was, however, some years before they began to find their way into the regular 

profiling of subjects, degrees and university programmes. An interesting question, therefore arises, as to 

why these were relatively late in being shaped, long after course or module descriptions, assessment 

methods, and aims and objectives (later to be redesignated ‘learning outcomes’) became a routine part of 

every department’s quality procedures. 

I shall return that that question in due course; but first let me raise another puzzle which is suggested by 

my extremely pretentious title. While PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS have now become a routine part of 

the set of descriptors for courses in Scottish and UK HE institutions, there is surprisingly little evidence as to 

their use by students, prospective students, or parents. Most of the literature I have been able to access 

concerns the perceived importance of PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS from the perspective of a variety of 

bodies involved in generating them. Surveys of student satisfaction, for example, rarely refer to their 

happiness or otherwise with QAA-related matters in general, far less program specs in particular. The most 

recent report on the choices students make before going to university, produced by the NUS, suggests that 

a combination of general prestige and affordability weighs most heavily1. Attempts to Google questions 

such as “Why do students choose universities” generates page after page after page of what is essentially 

advertising material from individual universities proclaiming their virtues; an attempt to qualify the 

question by including “programme specifications” was little better, and gave no useful information about 

the awareness or otherwise of students of quality concerns. 

I can further report that an admittedly quick and rather cursory search of the educational literature on 

these questions fared little better. There is a book by Roger Brown, Quality Assurance in Higher Education: 

The UK Experience Since 1992 (London: RoutledgeFalmer, 2004) which may shed light; unfortunately I have 

not been able to gain sight of it in the time available to me to prepare this paper. As far as I can tell from 

the reviews, however, it does not touch on the question of student reception of QA. Ironically, perhaps, the 

one place where such information is regularly embedded is in the reports of appraisals of individual 

departments and universities by the QAA, in the course of which current and former students are 

interrogated as a matter of course on their understanding of and evaluation of the usefulness of course 

documentation, learning outcomes, and PROGRAMME SPECIFICATIONS. Thus it might appear that there is 

an circularity to these processes which might imply that they are more limited in their usefulness than 

some of their advocated maintain. 

It is not my purpose in my presentation to you today to undermine quality assurance – after all, I have 

devoted a significant proportion of my time and energy in the academic world since 1995 to creating, 

evaluating and promoting quality mechanisms! But neither is it my wish to make false claims or to mislead 

those who might need to be persuaded of their value. There is nothing more destructive of a good cause 

than the presentation of muddled or frankly wrong evidence in its support, as those of you who have 

followed the recent travails of the climate change movement will realize. For just as the enemies of real 
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science will take every advantage they can of such slips, so those who affect to believe that quality is simply 

another word for intolerable red tape will seize upon any claims we make that we cannot substantiate. It 

only takes one bad press release to undo years of patient work – and believe me, if your media are 

anything like ours, they will be quick to publicise faults and very slow to repent of their bias, if they ever 

do.2 

 

2 Origins and Definition 

So: where are we with programme specifications? How are they to be defined, and why do they seem to 

represent a junior partner in the quality process? 

2.1 Let me begin with definition3. The following is taken from a QAA document of 2006: 

What are programme specifications?  

A programme specification is a concise description of the intended learning outcomes of an HE 
programme, and the means by which the outcomes are achieved and demonstrated. In general, 
modules or other units of study have stated outcomes, often set out in handbooks provided by 
institutions to inform student choice. These intended learning outcomes relate directly to the 
curriculum, study and assessment methods and criteria used to assess performance. Programme 
specifications can show how modules can be combined into whole qualifications. However, a 
programme specification is not simply an aggregation of module outcomes; it relates to the 
learning and attributes developed by the programme as a whole and which, in general, are typically 
in HE more than the sum of the parts. 

For the purposes of audit and review, programme specifications are '...the definitive publicly 
available information on the aims, intended learning outcomes and expected learner achievements 
of programmes of study, and audit teams will wish to explore their usefulness to students and staff, 
and the accuracy of the information contained in them' (Handbook for institutional audit: England 
and Northern Ireland, 2006). 

It is, of course, in many ways a functional definition, designed at one level to form part of the assessable 

documentation used during institutional reviews (A), as can be seen from the second paragraph. It does 

nod in the direction of other uses – ‘to inform student choice’4 (B), for example, and to show how an HE 

programme is ‘more than the sum of *its+ parts’ (C). This latter point is revealing, for it is closely related to a 

widely perceived problem with the now near-ubiquitous modular approach, namely that it is the enemy of 

overall coherence and the need for students to develop through time, and can result in the arbitrary bolting 

together of disparate modules to form a degree.5 The QAA definition acknowledges this danger implicitly in 

its second sentence, referring to those handbooks which describe individual modules; and it is my own 

experience, both in my own department and in reviewing a wide sample of institutions in Scotland and 

England, that the handbook catalogue of module descriptors is a primary and much-used source of 

information for students, who rarely pause to consider (questions of level apart) their connections with 

each other, far less to an over-arching programme. 

                                                            
2 The MMR vaccine scare in the UK is a case in point – media hype of unfounded claims led to a significant fall in the 
uptake of the MMR (Measles, Mumps, Rubella) vaccine with the danger of the return of a disease known to be a killer. 
While the medic concerned has been discredited, the media have never (as far as I know) admitted their complicity. 
3 A further definition, from the University of Glasgow, is noted in Appendix 2. 
4 It is perhaps significant that I have had force this reference somewhat out of context, for in the quote itself the 
choice is related specifically to modules and handbooks. This arguably reinforces my earlier comment about the 
seeming lack of evidence for prospective student interest in programme specifications. 
5 The danger here, if it exists, is more obvious in the non-language humanities and the social sciences. Vocational 
programmes and mathematically-based sciences, together with the study of non-native languages, tend to have a 
built-in progression element which guards against mere accumulation of modules. 



The concluding remark, that ‘audit teams will wish to explore their usefulness to students and staff, and the 

accuracy of the information contained in them’ picks up a fourth concern – the usefulness of programme 

specifications to students and staff (D). Here the reference is to students on-course, rather than those 

considering entry to a degree programme.  

2.2 I will return to these four dimensions shortly; but first I want to make some comments about the 

point I signaled at the start of this paper: the relative insignificance (apparently) of programme 

specifications and the fact (arguably) that they have only recently become a normal part of the quality 

provision. 

One of the striking things about the quality movement in Scotland in particular, and in the UK in general, is 

that it has been by and large embraced by practitioners. Despite occasional fulminations in the pages of the 

Times Higher, and mutterings from the corners of common rooms and the fringes of departmental 

meetings, there has emerged a remarkable consensus that the identification of appropriate learning 

outcomes, the use of assessment methods in harmony with what is assessed, the gathering of student 

feedback in response to which action is taken!, and the provision of decent module documentation are all 

normal and unexceptionable. Not one of these was the norm when I began teaching at Glasgow University 

in 1980, far less when I studied in the early sixties and seventies. 

This represents a real revolution, and – regardless of its origins – can properly be described as ‘grass roots’. 

It is my thesis that it is in this very fact that we can, ironically, find the cause of the poor relation, second-

class nature of programme specifications. For the great majority of grass-roots teachers do not have 

responsibility for the broader picture of the degree programme, even if they know what it is. Those who are 

the most research active are the least likely to have this perspective. They often teach with enthusiasm and 

skill, but without necessarily venturing into the wider arena of the student’s study experience. Students on 

an arts degree programme in Glasgow, for example, may well take level one modules entitled ‘Exploring 

the Cosmos’. I would be surprised if this were known to most of their other lecturers, and where know, the 

response would be puzzlement perhaps, surprise maybe, admiration and envy on occasion; but not any 

reflection on their place in the overall degree programme. The effect of this is to relegate discussions at 

degree level to a cadre of specialists, who have in turn struggled to make their quite genuine concerns 

known either to practitioners within the system or users of the system. I suspect that this is changing, 

partly because more individuals are getting involved in the concept of the degree as a whole, and partly 

because universities themselves have seen that they cannot defend the quality of their teaching as a whole 

simply by asserting or demonstrating the quality of its individual parts. 

I expect that you will face in the Czech republic a similar dilemma. For some, the coherence of their degree 

programme needs no additional documentation: the work of producing doctors, vets, lawyers, engineers, 

clergy, dentists and so on is subject to external validation, upon which the course provision rests 

comfortably. Equally, those who see a clear progression – from elementary Maths or French or Physics, 

through intermediate to advanced – may imagine that coherence is inherent to their discipline. And on the 

other side of the academic divide, colleagues in the humanities and the social sciences may resent yet 

further intrusions on their right to define both the nature and the content of their teaching. Perhaps this 

does not matter, for the real importance of programme specifications is, in my assessment, constructive 

rather than descriptive; they relate as much to the reflective internal process by which we refine the 

coherence of our programmes as they do to any external utility. 

 

 

 



3 Programme Specifications: Where and What Next? 

This is only a short presentation, so I cannot deal in depth with the issues I have identified. What I want to 

do in this concluding section is to focus on the four aspects I referred to above (marked A through D in 2.1), 

and to end with some thoughts on the way forward. 

3.1 The first, and perhaps least important, aspect of programme specifications is their use in 

institutional and departmental review. As a former reviewer, I know that they are invaluable in the process 

of gaining an effective overview of provision, providing not only a summary of degrees but a synoptic 

perspective on its purposes, shape, and place in the wide institutional scheme. It is important, however, not 

to let this function drive the internal shaping of programme specifications. One of the best-documented 

failings of the HE quality assurance process when it first began was the scramble to produce paper trails 

and comprehensive sets of documentation which bore little if any resemblance either to teaching practice 

or to students’ experience. I remember seeing one handbook which had dozens of pages of transferable 

skills outcomes cross-references in pedantic detail with every module in the department. While it may have 

been well-intended, it was in the end no more than an exercise in ticking boxes of little practical use to 

students. We have, I believe, become more mature in the UK in our general approach to QA, but the very 

remoteness of programme specifications suggests that we need to be aware of the same danger. 

3.2 The second putative use of programme specifications is to enlighten prospective students. As I have 

already indicated, this is so far a largely failed ambition. It is remarkably difficult to uncover them in many 

websites, there is very little evidence that they are used, and they may in principle (at least in the form they 

now take of detailed overviews6) be actively off-putting, since they assume a level of familiarity with 

technical forms of quality documentation which is rare outside the ranks of quality geeks! It may be that we 

are up against an ineluctable contradiction here: for programme specifications to be fit for their other 

purposes implies that they will not be helpful to prospective students. 

3.3 The third purpose of programme specifications lies, I suggest, in providing clear evidence that a 

degree is far more than the sum of its individual parts – in particular, where a modular sub-structure is in 

place, they show how to build greater coherence into the student experience over time, ensuring both 

breadth and depth of learning. Cynics amongst you may argue that this is a case of using a device to cure a 

problem that has only been created by the imposition of modules in the first place, and that HE made a 

huge mistake in going over to a ‘building-blocks’ approach to education. That’s as may be – I have not the 

time today to argue the merits and demerits of modules. The skeptics do have a case – but the huge 

advantage of the modular system in relation both to wider access and transferability in the European 

contexts cannot be denied. Thus, within the terms of programme specifications there has to be a conscious 

awareness of the longer-term objectives of a degree, the relationship between modules, the guarantee of 

progress through time, and the provision of a proper place for independent learning and study – such as, 

for example, the use of dissertations of 6000 words or more. All of these, I would affirm, are now 

widespread in UK HE. 

3.4 Programme specifications are, fourthly, of great potential value to staff and students. Not so much 

in their finished form as in the involvement of all parties in their development. I referred above to the kind 

of blinkered academic who rarely sees beyond his or her chosen field, and to the pragmatic student who 

wants to put together enough of the right kind of credits to add up to a degree with least possible effort. 

Both of these are caricatures, admittedly, but all practitioners will recognize them as valid, if extreme 

                                                            
6 I have one for my own department in the university of Glasgow which contains ten closely-written pages with links to 
further resources. Prospective students interested in comparing programmes in different universities will certainly not 
have the time or patience to read so much. What they need are the very brief (half page) accounts regularly provided 
in recruitment documentation. 



portraits. Where we can involve the maximum number of teaching staff in thinking about how ‘their’ 

modules contribute to a wider whole, a lively debate will often emerge within departments and sub-

departments which can often be very creative. I speak here from personal experience within my own 

department. There is less scope for student participation in the development of programme specifications, 

though it is now the norm in the UK for student representatives to have a voice in all such processes. 

However, when advisers of studies and tutors are fully briefed on the programme specifications of the 

degrees their students are pursuing, they will be able to help them to see the broader picture, to make 

appropriate choices, and to put in place – where necessary – quite radical changes of programme. For one 

of the clear advantages of the modular approach (again, leaving aside the more strictly vocational 

programmes) is that there are opportunities for students to retreat from bad initial choices without having 

to go back to square one. This is greatly assisted by, indeed arguably requires, the existence of the kind of 

overview that only programme specifications can provide. 

 

4 In Conclusion 

You asked me to speak on the experience of programme specifications in Scotland and the UK. I hope that 

what I have said has gone some way to fulfilling that remit. Let me conclude by returning to the title: the 

‘great mystery’. I have suggested that programme specifications, though they have been around in theory 

since the beginnings of the modern QA movement, have only relatively recently come into play. They 

remain ‘mysterious’ to many, and this seems to me to be because of the admirable ground-up way in which 

quality principles have been taken on by the community. They remain ‘mysterious’ to students, again for 

understandable reasons: they are too complex for web-surfing, and cannot effectively serve all of the 

purposes I have identified. 

Perhaps what we need to do, once we have technical programme specifications in place, is to look to ways 

of reducing them to user-friendly pages. Fortunately, that is not something you have asked me to do, even 

if I were qualified! 

 

Alastair G Hunter 

6th February 2010. 

 

 



 

Resources 

University of Glasgow has a 71-page guide to programme design, which I’m sure would be available to 

other interested users. 

QAA 115 06/06 is a useful guide to programme specifications which is available from the UK QAA website at 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/programSpec/guidelines06.asp 

QAA review of development of programme specifications, November 2005. Includes links to a number of 

examples. Available from the QAA website at 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/programSpec/interimReport/default.asp 

 

Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 Honours degree-level aims from Theology & Religious Studies, University of Glasgow 

The Honours Master of Arts in Theology & Religious Studies 

General Aims 

(1) To provide a wide-ranging core curriculum of courses in the disciplines associated 
with Theology and Religious Studies at Levels 1 and 2. 

(2) To enable students to pursue independent study of a chosen selection of the 
relevant disciplines in depth by means of primary and secondary texts, using original 
languages where appropriate, discussion with recognised experts in the disciplines, 
and interaction with fellow students. 

(3) To help students to make connections between different disciplines and to reflect 
creatively on the connections thus effected. 

(4) To encourage and extend students' powers of original thought and to afford a 
context for this in the form of discussion courses and dissertations using 
bibliographical resources. 

(5) To encourage the development of a range of generic and transferable skills such as 
willingness to learn, good communication skills, analytic ability, logical argument, the 
ability to summarise key issues, problem solving skills, and the ability to work well 
with others. 

(6) To encourage students to reflect on the ways in which both academic learning and 
generic skills relate to the wider society in which they live. 

All Honours students are strongly encouraged to participate in seminar presentations and 

discussions. 

 

Appendix 2 Glasgow University Definition of Programme Specifications 

Programme specifications form part of the public information the University provides on its 
degrees and other awards. They can be used as a source of information for potential and registered 
students, employers and professional and statutory regulatory bodies. They are also used in the 
University by teaching teams, internal subject review panels, external examiners and for 
programme approval. 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/programSpec/guidelines06.asp
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academicinfrastructure/programSpec/interimReport/default.asp


At the University of Glasgow we have been developing programme specifications on a phased basis 
and most of our programmes of study should now have one. They will be published here as they 
become available. Please be patient if the one you are looking for is not available yet. You will be 
able to find information on the programme you are interested in from other sources.  

 

Appendix 3 Report in the Times Higher Education (THE), 6th December 2002, concerning the ‘invisibility’ 

of programme specifications. 

Course specs are 'buried', says NUS 

Student leaders have accused universities of reneging on commitments to be more accountable for 
the quality of their courses and lecturers because they fear an explosion of litigation.  

The National Union of Students said this week that universities had betrayed one of the most 
fundamental legacies of the 1997 Dearing report into higher education - the recognition that fee-
paying students had enforceable rights and were entitled to a clear contract with their universities.  

NUS vice-president Chris Weavers said universities were "burying" or obscuring course 
specifications - the explicit information on content and intended learning outcomes.  

His criticism came after a series of meetings on programme specifications (PS) between academics, 
students and quality chiefs, which revealed that some institutions had "serious concerns" about 
using them to inform students.  

Dearing recommended that institutions produce specifications for every course, spelling out exactly 
what students could expect to be taught and what skills they would acquire on completion. His 
report says: "We stress the importance of clear and explicit information for students so that they 
can make informed choices about their studies."  

The specifications were seen as a contract-style checklist against which students could hold 
institutions to account.  

But a Quality Assurance Agency report on the round-table meetings says:  

"There remains a strongly held view that programme specifications are most useful if prepared as 
an academic tool... as opposed to the Dearing recommendation that (they) were primarily 
concerned with providing information for students."  

It also states: "There were serious concerns about moving back to the Dearing concept of PSI 
concern was expressed about possible contractual implications if the PS were used as a document 
for students' information."  

Mr Weavers said universities had a tendency to bury the specifications, fail to publish them, or 
write them in language students would not understand. Universities were reluctant to provide too 
much information, he added, for fear that students would take, and win, legal action against them 
if they failed to deliver.  

Peter Williams, QAA chief executive, said the availability of specifications would be examined 
during audits. "I am in no doubt that programme specifications are intended for publication. The 
concept was created for that purpose and we expect to see them made available to the public," he 
said.  

Appendix 4 Review Article by Peter Williams, recently retired head of QAA. THE 4th January 2008 

Right course to make the grade 

From a sector rife with disjointed local practices to a coherent nationwide framework: in just a 
decade a clear blueprint for UK higher education has emerged, Peter Williams reflects on 
challenges past and present.  



Last year turned out to be one of several major ten-year anniversaries. In 1997, the Blair 
premiership began, Lord Dearing published his report on higher education, Harry Potter and the 
rather different educational world of Hogwarts were introduced, and the UK last won the 
Eurovision Song Contest (Katrina and the Waves - remember?).  

On this heady scene, the Quality Assurance Agency appeared. The unlikely child of the strife and 
hostility of the "quality wars" of the 1990s, the QAA was intended to provide a unified, rational 
focus for the external quality assurance of UK higher education. No sooner was it born than it was 
heaped with blessings. Dearing's gift was a ready-made set of tasks: not only a proposal for a less 
burdensome approach to the review of institutional quality and standards, but also the blueprint 
for a simple, understandable structure for UK higher education.  

How have we done? The creation between 1997 and 2001 of the structure now known as the 
"academic infrastructure" was a major achievement. It may now seem inconceivable that, before 
its creation, our much vaunted national higher education system was in reality no more than a 
loosely connected series of local practices - local to the extent of being departmentally or even 
personally determined - that were largely incomprehensible to all but practitioners themselves. 
What did a bachelors degree mean? With "honours"? What was a masters degree? Were degree 
courses in physics the same or similar in all universities? Did it matter? What would I know and be 
able to do if I were to take this course? What was it for? This set of mysteries shared a common 
lexicon but had few common definitions and offered few answers. It may arguably have been an 
appropriate arrangement when the preservation of the academic species was a principal purpose 
of higher education, but scarcely sustainable in a world where "inclusion", "widening participation" 
and "employability" had become the piper's tunes.  

Into this world Dearing injected the clarity and simplicity of vision of the academic infrastructure. It 
proposed a qualifications framework, explaining the nature of all levels of academic qualifications 
and their relationships to one another; (benchmark) descriptions of the shared features of honours 
degrees, subject by subject; a codification of recognised good practice in the organisation of 
effective teaching and learning; and a common way of explaining to students and others the nature 
of individual study programmes, their intended purposes and outcomes, approaches to teaching 
and learning, and assessment methods ("programme specifications").  

When first proposed, these four elements were seen by some to be the work of the devil. They 
were said to represent an attempt to create national curricula for higher education, amounting to 
the external control of universities, and to be another manifestation of the death of western 
civilisation as the academic community knew and preferred it. In fact, the QAA was at great pains 
to ensure that the development of the academic infrastructure was placed entirely in the hands of 
the academic community. The whole of the project was undertaken by groups of people nominated 
by and recruited from across the spectrum of universities and other higher education institutions.  

The QAA's role was to help those people in their work, and in this it succeeded. The subsequent 
definition of the academic infrastructure as "reference points" rather than "requirements" further 
clarified the objective of the project: to protect institutional and national autonomy while creating 
a coherent UK-wide higher education system.  

By 2001, the four elements of the academic infrastructure were in place, and they have slowly but 
surely become recognised as a valuable support to students and academics alike. They have also, 
surprisingly perhaps, found some resonance across Europe through the Bologna Process. We now 
have European qualifications descriptors, European standards and guidelines for quality assurance 
and, in the Tuning Project, a form of benchmark description for each subject. Only the programme 
specifications remain to be taken up.  

The QAA's adoption of Dearing's other main recommendation, a simpler and less intrusive form of 
external review, was slower and, regrettably, less adroitly managed than its work on the academic 
infrastructure. The opportunity for a swift transition to a review solely of institutions' quality and 
standards management practices was passed over in the apparent (and erroneous) belief that 



universities could not and should not ultimately be trusted to assure their own quality and 
standards.  

It took the extraordinary political intervention of 2001 to create the quality assurance framework in 
England with which we are now familiar, and which places responsibility for quality and standards 
firmly with institutions. But while that episode thankfully turned out alright in the end, it had the 
unforeseen effect of destroying any UK-wide approach to external quality reviews. This might well 
have happened anyway, with increasingly independent higher education strategies in Scotland and 
Wales, but it was not planned, and the aftermath had to be managed with considerable care. The 
upshot is that we now have three different external quality assurance procedures in the UK, all 
managed successfully by one organisation.  

Fitness for purpose, reduction of burden, less is more: in higher education at least, quality 
assurance has moved purposefully away over the past six years from confrontational head-banging. 
I hope it is now evolving into something both indispensable and even desirable - a help, not a 
hindrance, to effective learning by our hugely increased student population.  

What lies ahead for the QAA in the next ten years? Well, there is no shortage of mountains to climb 
in the landscape of quality assurance. The emergence of "employer engagement" as a major policy 
initiative, for example, brings with it a need to work out how institutions can ensure that their 
academic standards are secured and the value of any resulting awards protected in that novel, 
volatile and uncharted learning environment.  

Transnational education is another mountain. Whatever we choose or wish to do by way of quality 
assurance in the UK, our universities' increasing reliance on international students and overseas 
ventures means that they cannot ignore the demands of other countries. In many of them, words 
such as "enhancement" and "skills agenda" are heard with suspicion, and programme-based 
accreditation is the expectation and the norm. Quality assurance has become an international 
activity, and our institutions will need to demonstrate that they are delivering the high quality and 
standards required by international students. How this can be done effectively and convincingly, 
while still limiting direct intervention into institutions' lives, will be an interesting challenge.  

But the biggest challenge of all remains: how to win the hearts and minds of the ordinary academic, 
how to shift the perception of quality assurance from one of external policing or central control to 
one of internalised, individual, professional academic responsibility, bringing with it the wish, 
intention and means to do even better by one's students. Will this take another ten years? - at 
least. Holy grails do sometimes take a while to find.  

 

Appendix 5 NUS Report on Student Choice (THE 9th November 2009) 

Many students in England are choosing the cheaper option when applying for university, rather 
than the course or institution which best suits their interests and abilities, according to a survey 
commissioned by NUS. 

The survey of this year's university applicants found that half of all applicants claim that the 
recession has affected their choice of university. 

The report also found that students are choosing universities where they can live at home (15 per 
cent), reduce travel costs (17 per cent), or where they can get the most bursary or scholarship 
money (28 per cent). 

NUS President Wes Streeting says the recession is clearly having an effect on student choice.  

“Students applying for university this year have faced some stark choices as a result of the 
recession. Rather than simply choosing the best course or campus for them, half are now sadly 
having to take money into consideration. There is no denying that the economic crisis has made 
everyone think more carefully about the debt they incur, and students are no exception. But it is 

http://resource.nusonline.co.uk/media/resource/JC%20-%20applicants%20survey%20-%20tables.pdf


completely unacceptable that six out of ten poorer students are restricted in their choice of 
university by financial concerns.” 

 


