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Undergraduate Recruitment in American Elite Colleges and Universities

JIANG Hua FANG Shuifeng LI Hai-xiong

(School of Humanities and Law, Northeastern University, Shenyang, Liaoning, 110819)

Abstract; American elite colleges and universities have complex recruitment systems which are very
different from that in China. The diverse admissions criteria are mainly divided into three groups ac-
cording to levels and functions. Elite institutions prefer early admission, but it is criticized due to the
problems it causes. The value orientations of the elite colleges and universities guide their admissions.
With the diversified admissions criteria and the early admission, American elite higher institutions se-
lect candidates who possess academic potential, leadership and the spirit of challenge and who can make
the most of resources. Elite institutions prepare their students for elite positions. The admission is a
game played by multiple participants. The competition among the parties gives rise to some problems,
such as negative effects of admissions criteria, inequity, and invalid prediction. These drawbacks have
prompted American elite institutions constantly to improve their recruitment systems.

Key words: American higher education institutions; elite colleges and universities; undergraduates;

recruitment; early admission; value orientation
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