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A Comparative Study of Public High School Admission Systems in the View of Educational Choice:
Taking Shanghai and New York City as Examples
Xu Tingting
College of Education, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310028

Abstract: Policy innovations of expanding educational choice in the reforms of public high school admission system differ a lot in
practice. Comparisons of public high school admission systems between Shanghai and New York City show that although multi—choice
is available in both systems, restrictions on the admission criteria make them different leading to their disparity in essence. The former
is essentially “forced selection”, which pursue efficiency at the expense of substantive equity, and is sustained only by the
governmental centralization in general. While the latter basically involves every student in a process of “forced match”, with its
efficiency orientation as well as due consideration to substantive equity. This system is actually supported by the governance model of
"centralization for decentralization". To rethink the policy reforms of admission system in China, it is necessary for the government to
withdraw from the micro—level of distribution and management of education resources, thereby to make the rights of choice return
back and educational resources diversified. Thus, with continuing mechanism optimization of the admission system, students and
schools can eventually choose for themselves.
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