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Summary
The National Student Union (LSVb) has noted with disappointment the final outcome of the Sorgdrager Committee's report. The LSVb shares the committee's opinion that decentralised selection does not give students more influence over their own admission, which was the aim of decentralised selection, but draws completely different conclusions from this. The LSVb believes that this raises serious doubts about the continued existence of decentralised selection. The committee's suggestion that institutions should be given more opportunity to distinguish themselves through selection is unacceptable and runs counter to the interests of students. For this reason, Steven Sambell, the LSVb representative on this committee, has withdrawn from the committee.

In this article, the LSVb will first discuss the central objective of the study. It will then examine the conclusions of the Sorgdrager Committee. Finally, it will briefly discuss the most important conclusions and areas for improvement.

Decentralised Selection: fate in the hands of the student?
Since 1999, the admission requirements for students in programmes with limited enrolment have changed legally. Students with an average final exam grade higher than 8 are automatically admitted, and institutions are also allowed to select up to 50 percent of the students themselves. However, it has been stipulated that grades may not be taken into account for this admission. The aim of this law on decentralised selection was to give students more influence over their chances of admission. At the same time, a Decentralised Selection Advisory Committee was set up with the central research question of the extent to which this would result in 'an increase in the influence of students on their chances of admission'. The main conclusions of the report indicate that this is not the case. The information provided to students is poor, secondary school pupils entering higher education do not have an increased chance of being admitted, there is diploma inflation because the (diploma) admission requirements are becoming increasingly stringent, and pupils and students often do not have the opportunity to meet the primary selection criteria. Despite these worrying findings, the supervisory committee fails to conclude that decentralised selection has not improved the possibility of influencing admission chances.

The selection criteria used by universities and colleges are telling. For example, one university circumvents the ban on selecting students based on their grades by looking at the grades of students in the fifth year of pre-university education. The University of Rotterdam gives preference to students with foreign nationality, making it impossible for students to increase their chances of admission. A hotel school charged 150 guilders just to participate in the selection procedure, while at the University of Applied Sciences in Ede, having a Christian background works in your favour. All these primary selection criteria do not increase the student's influence on their own chances of admission but merely serve as a way for institutions to distinguish themselves.

Vision on decentralised admission – March 2003


Vision on decentralised admission – March 2003

Decentralised selection has therefore not had the intended results for students. The institutions themselves also appear to have little enthusiasm for decentralised selection. Of the 21 university and 45 higher professional education programmes that participated in the experiment, only 12 university and 9 higher professional education programmes made use of this option in the last year surveyed. Even in the last year, several institutions indicated that they would rather spend their time, money and effort on improving education.
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Decentralised Admission Guidance Committee: Institution Central
[bookmark: _GoBack]Despite these disappointing research results, the Decentralised Admission Committee suggests that decentralised admission should be expanded. Profiling the institution thus seems to have become an official goal. The report refers to current trends in deregulation, profiling, open systems, differentiation, internationalisation and individualisation. By noting these developments, they are, as it were, placed beyond discussion. The committee claims that these developments point to a decentralised system. For example, on page 24 it states: 'The current law was based
the interests of the student. The aim was to increase the influence of the student on their own admission. Developments now show that institutions also have an interest in taking responsibility for their own intake. In designing a future system, this interest of the institution will have to be taken into account more explicitly."

With this recommendation, the committee is going far beyond its remit. Moreover, such an expansion of decentralised selection for programmes without a numerus clausus will disrupt our accessible education system. After all, the only reasonable requirement for admission to a higher education programme is to have completed the required prior education. This is a fair system in which students also know exactly where they stand. These students have proven that they have sufficient abilities to successfully complete a programme in higher education. No longer admitting students who do have the right prior education has the opposite effect to the aim of the law: students have less say about their admission. This is unacceptable to the LSVb.

It is important to bear in mind that the Netherlands already has a highly selective education system due to the differentiation and early choices in secondary education. The fact that selection does take place in some other countries is due to the lack of a high basic level. Further selection would not do justice to the VWO.

The committee also points out that there is broad support among students for decentralised selection. However, figures from the IOWO show that counsellors, parents and students are not in favour of expanding the legal possibilities for decentralised selection (Figure 70). These three groups want a large part of admissions to continue to be determined by weighted lottery.

Conclusions and recommendations of the LSVb

SELF-SELECTION
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The LSVb believes that every student should have the opportunity to study the programme of their choice. For this reason, the LSVb is very pleased that the capacity for many Numerus Fixus programmes is going to be expanded. However, this is not enough. The LSVb believes that every student, provided they have the right prior knowledge and education, should be admitted to the programme of their choice. In the event of capacity problems, good information provision should enable more students to decide for themselves whether the programme is suitable. This can be achieved, among other things, by means of personal interviews, known as intake interviews. This form of self-selection should be expanded.
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LSVb in concrete terms: The capacity for programmes with limited enrolment must be expanded. For programmes where limited enrolment remains in place, the LSVb advocates improved implementation of 'self-selection'.

DECENTRALISED SELECTION
The report by the Sorgdrager Committee has shown that students who participate in decentralised selection have little more influence on their own admission. On the contrary, there is diploma inflation and decentralised selection does not increase the chances of school leavers being admitted. For institutions, the time investment is so intensive that many programmes decide to switch back to weighted lottery and 8+ for all places. The conclusion is therefore that the objective of the law has not been achieved and the experiment has failed. It is unacceptable for institutions to use decentralised selection for their own profiling. The LSVb therefore believes that the option of decentralised selection should be abolished.

LSVb in concrete terms: The possibility of decentralised selection must be abolished. This does not give students 'control over their own destiny', but rather seems to be a means for institutions to promote themselves. This seriously jeopardises the accessibility of education.

PRIMARY CRITERIA
The LSVb shares the committee's opinion that the primary criteria are often unjustified. The LSVb endorses one of the conclusions of the report that there is both "improper use of criteria" and that "control over certain aspects is necessary". It is unacceptable that many pupils do not have the opportunity to meet the criteria that are set. If the possibility of decentralised selection remains, school leavers and students from higher professional education will actually have to be given greater opportunities. However, it has not proved possible to identify criteria over which pupils can actually exert any influence. The examples of criteria set are telling. For example, there are courses that require 'foreign nationality'. Furthermore, the LSVb believes that there should be no greater emphasis on 'non-cognitive criteria'. The LSVb wants the government to take a more active role in setting the criteria as long as decentralised selection exists, rather than leaving this solely to the institutions.

LSVb in concrete terms: As long as decentralised admission exists, the primary criteria must be realistic so that students actually have more influence on their own admission. The government must pay closer attention to the criteria set.

CO-DETERMINATION
The LSVb opposes decentralised selection and advocates abolishing this option. Nevertheless, as long as the option exists, it wishes to make urgent recommendations to improve the current system. Firstly, student councils should be given the right of consent on the requirements set out in the decentralised selection procedure. Currently, the (student) councils have been sidelined, even though these students are actually in a position to assess what constitutes 'unreasonable' criteria or factors over which school pupils have no influence whatsoever. As with the entry requirements for selective master's programmes, the councils are not allowed to influence the selection criteria.
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LSVb in concrete terms: The LSVb believes that the representative councils should be given the right of consent on the primary criteria. This must be laid down in law.
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