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Response rate : 60.5% Standard error @ Lessthan 1.3%

Target population : Cantonese-speaking population of Hong Kong of age 18 or
above

Survey method : Telephone survey with interviewers

Sampling method : Standard POP tel ephone sampling method was used. Telephone
numbers were selected randomly from residential telephone
directories and mixed with additional numbers generated by the
computer. If more than one subject had been available, the one
who had hig’her birthday next was selected.

Weighting method : The data reported have been adjusted according to the age and
gender distributions of the Hong Kong population as reported
in the 2001 Population Census.
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Preamble

The Public Opinion Programme (POP) was established in June 1991 to collect and study
public opinion on topics which could be of interest to academics, journalists, policy-makers, and
the general public. POP was at first under the Social Sciences Research Centre, a unit under the
Faculty of Social Sciences of The University of Hong Kong, and was transferred to the Journalism
and Media Studies Centre in the University of Hong Kong in May 2000. In January 2002, and
was transferred back to the Faculty of Social Sciences in the University of Hong Kong. POP
provides quality survey services to a wide range of public and private organizations, provided that
they alow the POP Team to design and conduct the research independently, and to bear the final
responsibilities.

In February 2005, POP was commissioned, for the fifth time, by Media Education Info-tech
Co. Ltd. (which owns “Education 18.com”) to repeat the annual survey on the public’s perceptions
of the eight universities in Hong Kong. The primary objective of this survey was basically the
same as that of the previous years, i.e. to study the general public's perception of the local
universities, but with a dightly different instrument designed in line with the client's new
emphasis. In fact, the very first study of this subject was carried out in 2000, which was
designed and coordinated entirely by the client using a different methodology. For this reason,
any direct comparison between the results obtained from the first and the subsequent surveys is
not recommended, while other comparison of results should also be made with great caution.

The questionnaires used in this and the previous years surveys were designed independently
by the POP Team after consulting the client. Fieldwork, data analysis and interpretation were
also carried out independently by the POP Team.

This year’s telephone survey was conducted during the period of 23 to 30 March 2005. A
total of 1,517 Hong Kong Cantonese-speaking residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed. The overall response rate was 60.5% and the standard error due to sampling was no
more than 1.3 percentage points. That means at 95% confidence level, the sampling error of
percentage figures was less than plus/minus 2.6 percentage points. Yet, because some questions
were only applicable to employers whose preference for university graduates were gauged, their
valid sub-samples were smaller, and thus the sampling error for these guestions has increased
accordingly.
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Research Design

The target population of this survey was Cantonese-speaking population of Hong Kong of
age 18 or above. To minimize sampling bias, the following sampling technique was adopted:

Telephone numbers were first drawn randomly from the residential telephone
directories as “seed numbers’, from which another set of numbers was generated
using the “plus/minus one/two” method, in order to capture the unlisted numbers.
Duplicated numbers were then filtered, and the remaining numbers were mixed
in random order to produce the final telephone sample.

When telephone contact was successfully established with a target household, one person of
age 18 or above was selected. |If more than one qualified subject had been available, selection
was made using the “next birthday rule’” which selected the person who had his/her birthday next
from all those present. Please refer to Appendix 1 for the demographic profile of the
respondents.

Telephone interviews were carried out between 23 and 30 March 2005. Data were collected
by interviewers using a Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews (CATI) system under close
supervision.

As shown from the detailed breakdown of the contact information, among the 12,166
telephone numbers sampled for the survey, 4,309 were confirmed ineligible, among them 581
were fax or data lines, 2,683 were invalid telephone numbers, 63 were call-forwarding numbers,
while another 617 were non-residential numbers. Besides, 212 of them were invalidated due to
specia technological circumstances, while 153 cases were voided because no €ligible respondents
were available at the numbers provided.

Meanwhile, a total of 4,090 telephone numbers were invalidated since the research team
could not confirm their eligibility. Among them 281 were busy lines, 2,173 were no-answer calls,
63 cases were diverted to answering devices while 273 were blocked. In addition, 390 cases
were treated as ineligible because of language problems, 900 interviews were terminated before
the screening question, while 10 cases were voided for other problems.

Of the remaining 3,767 eligible cases, 2,250 failed to complete the interview. Among them
18 regjected the interview immediately after their eligibility was confirmed, 2,150 were unfinished
cases with appointment dates beyond the end of fieldwork period. Besides, 73 cases were
incompl ete due to unexpected termination of interviews, 9 were classified as miscellaneous due to
other non-contact problems, and the remaining 1,517 were successful cases (Table 1).
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Tablel Breakdown of contact information of the survey

Frequency Percentage

Telephone numbers' ineligibility confirmed 4,309 35.5

Fax/ data line 581 48

Invalid number 2,683 22.1

Call-forwarding/ mobile/ pager number 63 0.5

Non-residential number 617 51

Soecial technological circumstances 212 17

No eligible respondents 153 13
Te(lg;?i(:r::ednumbers’ or respondents €igibility not 4,000 136

Line busy 281 2.3

No answer 2,173 17.9

Answering device 63 0.5

Call-blocking 273 2.2

Language problem 390 3.2

Interview terminated before the screening question 900 74

Others 10 0.1
Te(l;ipr:;r;fer;ﬁgz?;vij,i,glblmy confirmed, but failed to 2250 185

Household-level refusal 4 0.0

Known respondent refusal 14 0.1

Appointment date beyond the end of the fieldwork period 2,150 17.7

Partial interview 73 0.6

Miscellaneous 9 0.1
Successful cases 1,517 125
Total 12,166 100.0
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To sum up, a total of 1,517 Hong Kong residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed in the survey. The effective response rate was 60.5% as shown in the following
calculation. The standard error due to sampling was no more than 1.3 percentage points.

Table2 Calculation of overall response rate

Overall response rate
= [Successful cases/ (Successful cases + Refusal cases +Incompl ete cases)] 100%
=[1,517/ (1,517 + 18 + 973)] 100%
= 60.5%

The data collected have been adjusted according to the age and gender distributions of the
Hong Kong population as reported in the 2001 Population Census.  All analysesin this report are
based on the weighted data.

Statistical tests of “difference-of-proportions’ and “difference-of-means” have been
employed whenever applicable, in order to check for significant changes. Figures marked with
double asterisks (**) indicated that the variation has been tested to be statistically significant at
p=0.01 level, whereas those with single asterisk (*) denoted statistical significance at p=0.05
level.

The researcher is aware that the POP Team is part of the University of Hong Kong, which is
one of the universities rated by the respondents. As a precaution to eliminate any possible bias
due to desirability effect, all respondents were explicitly told at the beginning of the interview that
the POP Team was an independent research team, and the respondents should simply report
honestly what they felt.
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Summary of Findings

The first part of the survey was to study the general public’'s perception of the local
universities, namely, The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK), The City University of
Hong Kong (CityU), The Hong Kong Baptist University (HKBU), The Hong Kong Institute of
Education (HKIEd), The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (HKUST), The
Lingnan University (Lingnan), The Polytechnic University of Hong Kong (PolyU) and The
University of Hong Kong (HKU), order rotated randomly in different questionnaires in order to
eliminate possible bias due to ordering. By means of a rating scale from 0-10, with 0
representing the worst, 10 representing the best and 5 being half-half, these universities were
assessed one by one with regard to their overall performance.

A. Overall Performance of University

First of al, all respondents were asked to evaluate each of these local universities based on
their perception of its overall performance using a scale of 0-10, with O representing the worst, 10
representing the best and 5 being half-half. Respondents were suggested to take into account the
university’s local and international reputation, facilities, campus environment, qualification of its
teaching staff, academic research performance, conduct and quality of its students, its learning
atmosphere, as well as the diversification and degree of recognition for its courses. Survey
results indicated that, in terms of public perception, HKU received the highest mean score of 7.85
as rated by 1,314 respondents, CUHK came 2nd with an average score of 7.50 rated by 1,299
respondents, whereas HKUST ranked 3rd with a mean score of 7.16 rated by 1,217 respondents.
When compared to the findings obtained from the last survey, no difference was observed in terms
of their respective rankings regarding the overall performance of the eight universities, but the
mean score of PolyU, taking the 4™ rank over the past 4 years, has dropped from 6.82 to 6.71,
which was tested to be statistically significant at p=0.05 level (Table 3).

Table 3 - Overall Performance

2002 Survey| | 2003 Surveyl | [2004 Survey 2005 Survey
 Recognition
Average : SEIE Average : Standard Average : SELER Average : Stendard : No. o i (No. of raters/
L eror i eror L error Doemor TS o cmple)

HKU 787 : 005 | 789 | 005 | 7.92 : 004 | 7.85 i 004 1314 86.6%
CUHK | 753 | 005 | 755 { 005 | 757 : 004 | 750 i 0.04 {1,299 856%
HKUST | 7.16 : 006 | 714 i 005 | 716 : 004 | 716 : 0.04 ;1217 80.2%
PolyU | 678 : 005 | 683 : 005 | 682 : 004 | 671* | 0.04 :1281: 844%
HKBU | 621 | 005 | 631 i 005 | 616* : 004 | 612 i 004 |1207! 79.6%
CityU | 610 i 006 | 604 i 005 | 613 : 004 | 606 | 004 {1185} 78.1%
HKIEd | 583 | 006 | 582 i 006 | 569 : 005 | 561 ! 0.05 i{1072! 70.7%
.Lingnan | 544 : 006 | 557 | 006 | 551 : 0.05 | 543 : 005 | 1,130: 74.5%

Nk~ wWDNE
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Our cross-tabulation analyses showed that, within each sub-group, the respective rankings of
the universities were basically the same regardless of their education attainment and occupation.
Only some insignificant differences were observed which were highlighted in square brackets.
For actual ratings obtained by each university as rated by each sub-group, please refer to the tables
below (Tables 4-5).

Table 4 — Cross-tabulation Analyses: University Performance by Education Attainment

Primary or below Secondary Tertiary or above
Average : Standard §  No. of Average i Standard §  No. of Average : Standard | No. of
9 eror ! raters 9! aror ! raers 9! aror i raes

HKUr | 778 : 014 | 155 787 : 005 : 659 | 783 : 005 : 488
CUHK | 765 ! 013 148 742 | 005 657 759 | 005 | 482
HKUST | 710 : 017 : 137 704 i 006 | 607 733 i 005 : 464
PolyU 699 : 015 : 149 670 i 005 ! 644 | 660 : 005 : 479
HKBU | 656 : 014 : 137 610 | 005 : 598 6.01 | 005 : 462
CityU 654 | 016 i 120 597 i 006 | 590 602 | 006 | 465
HKIEd | 647 | 020 i 97 581 { 007 | 540 | 523 i 007 : 429

8. Lingnan| 605 | 020 : 121 544 | 006 | 558 523 | 006 : 439

 Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.

NoogkowbdrE

Table 5a — Cross-tabulation Analyses. University Performance by Occupation (1)

Professionalsand semi-professionals | Clerk and service workers Production workers
P : Standard {  No. of Average : Standard §  No. of PG : Standard | No. of
. eror i raters . error i raters . error : raters
HKU 793 ! 006 : 404 774 ¢ 0.08 : 290 770 ¢ 014 : 110

CUHK | 761 | 005 : 404 739 | 007 i 290 723 1 045 : 109
HKUST | 730 : 006 : 387 707 i 008 i 269 672 i 017 i 103
PolyU 6.63 i 006 : 399 666 | 008 ! 286 645 i 016 @ 104
HKBUA | 600 | 006 | 384 611 | 008 | 267 606 | 014 | 9
CityU 597 i 006 : 379 596 : 008 ;| 262 574 | 016 : 97
HKIEd 524 i 007 : 347 573 : 010 : 247 567 : 020 : 85
8. Lingnan | 519 : 007 : 357 545 | 010 | 252 547 | 017 i 90

 Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.

Nouk~kowbdE

Table 5b — Cross-tabulation Analyses: University Performance by Occupation (11)

Students Housewives

i Standard @ No. of i Standard ¢ No. of
Average ! : Average ! :

{oeror o raters !oeror ! raters

1. HKU 7659 @ 012 : 114 804 ! 012 ! 171
2.CUHK | 769 : 010 : 114 753 i 012 | 161
3.HKUST| 718 ! 011 : 111 716 i 014 i 148
4. Polyu 663 i 009 | 112 680 | 012 | 158
5.HKBUA | 607 i 010 : 112 628 | 012 | 146
6
7
8
D

. CityU 603 | 010 | 111 611 | 012 | 146
JHKIEd | 542 i 014 : 107 | 582 | 016 i 129
.Lingnan| 542 i 013 i 110 556 : 016 i 140

ifferences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.

AN

6
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B. Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellor/President

With respect to the perceived overall performance of the Vice-Chancellor/President of each
university, taking into consideration one's local and international reputation, approachability,
leadership, vision, social credibility and public relations, it is worthy mentioning that only four out
of eight current Vice-Chancellors/ Presidents rated in this year’s survey had obtained recognition
rates of over 50% (ranging from 54% to 59%). Results also reveaed that Professor Lap-chee
Tsui of HKU topped the list for the first year, with an average score of 7.39 rated by 898
respondents, while Professor Paul C.W. Chu of HKUST, who came 1st in the previous three years,
lagged closely behind, attaining a mean score of 7.38 rated by 896 respondents. Meanwhile,
Professor Lawrence J. Lau of CUHK came 3rd at 6.93 and rated by 718 respondents. The 4th to
8th ranks fell to the Vice-Chancellors/Presidents of PolyU, Lingnan, HKBU, CityU and HKIEd
correspondingly, with their average scores ranging from 6.61 to 5.87 (Table 6).

Table 6 - Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellor/President

2002 Survey| | [2003 Survey| |[2004 Survey| 2005 Survey|
: : : : :  Recognition
Avg. | esrtr?).r Avg. | esrtr?).r Avg. i esrtrg.r Avg. | esrtr?).r 'r\la(t)e(r); i(No. of raters
| i | i i i total sample)
1. HKU - Lap-chee TSUI" N.A. 7.16 + 0.06 | 7.22 i 0.05 |7.39**i 0.04 898 i 59.2%
2. HKUST - Paul CW. CHU 7.26 ; 007 | 7.22 ; 0.06 | 7.30 | 0.05| 7.38 | 0.05} 896 | 59.1%
3. CUHK —Lawrence J. LAU” N.A. 6.93 | 0.05; 718 | 47.3%

4. PolyU - Chung-kwong POON | 656 : 0.07 | 6.64 i 0.06 | 653 :0.05 | 6.61 | 0.05! 816 | 53.8%
5. Lingnan - Edward K.Y. CHEN | 6.48 | 0.07 | 6.48 } 0.07 | 6.45 :0.06 | 6.42 : 0.05} 877 | 57.8%

6. HKBU - Ching-fai NG 631 : 0.07 | 633} 0.06 | 6.26 {005 | 633 0.06} 725 | 47.8%
7. CityU - HK. CHANG 6.31 : 0.07 | 6.18 : 0.07 | 6.17 :0.06 | 6.27 : 0.06+ 609 | 40.1%
8. HKIEd - Paul MORRIS? N.A. 6.07 | 0.07 | 578*:0.06 | 587 { 0.07 ! 523 | 34.5%

#No comparison made with the previous data as the relevant post was taken up by another person then.

When cross-tabulated by respondent’s education attainment and occupation, it is found that
slight variations were obtained in terms of the respective rankings of the VCg/Presidents within
each sub-group, though most of them fluctuated within the standard error margins. They were
highlighted in sguare brackets for easy identification. Actua ratings obtained by each
V C/President as rated by each sub-group can be found from the tables below (Tables 7-8).
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Table 7 — Cross-tabulation Analyses: V-C/President Performance by Education Attainment

Primary or below Secondary Tertiary or above
' Standard ¢ No. of t Standard i No. of i Standard i No. of
Average: i Average! i Average: i
ioerror i raters ioerror i raters i oeror i raters
1.HKU-LC Tsui® 766 i 019 | 85 736 i 006 : 439 | [7.34 : 0.06 : 369
2.HKUST-Paul Chu | 7.28 : 0.20 76 721 : 007 i 443 | [758 : 006 : 375
3.CUHK-LawerenceLar* | 722 | 023 | 59 | 692 | 007 | 345 | 690 | 007 | 310
4.PolyU-CK Poon 7.1 : 0.20 75 656 i 007 : 390 | 654 : 0.08 : 349
5. Lingnan-Edward Chen* | 6.37 ¢ 0.22 88 631 { 007 ; 425 | 653 : 007 : 360
6.HKBU-CF Ng 6.74 : 0.24 64 635 | 008 : 364 | 621 : 008 : 295
7.CityU-HK Chang | 677 | 026 : 55 | |623 | 009 | 285 | 617 : 008 : 268
8.HKIEd-Paul Morris| 651 @ 029 i 40 | 595 { 010 | 252 | 566 : 0.09 i 229

 Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.

Table 8a — Cross-tabulation Analyses. V-C/President Performance by Occupation (1)

Professionals and Clerk and service
semi-professionals ‘workers Production workers
AverageEStandardi No. of AverageEStandardi No. of Averageis{andardi No. of
Loeror ioraters ioeror ioraters Loerror ioraters
1.HKU-LC Tsui 737 i 007 i 321 | 725 i 009 ! 180 | 723 i 020 : 71
2.HKUST-Paul Chu | [7.60 : 0.07 : 326 718 + 0411 | 188 703 1 021 i 70
3. CUHK-Lawerencelau | 6.99 : 007 | 261 | 668 | 010 | 145 | 667 | 024 i 58
4.PolyU-CK Poon 655 : 008 : 295 | 650 : 011 : 164 | 656 : 022 : 62
5.Lingnan-EdwardChen | 6.46 i 0.07 : 314 | |6.35 : 011 : 183 | [6.14 : 0.24 64
6.HKBU-CF Ng* 622 : 009 : 271 | p36 : 012 : 154 | [6.34 : 0.21 57
7.CityU-HK Chang | 613 : 008 : 221 | 624 : 013 : 131 | [6.20 : 0.29 44
8.HKIEd-Paul Morris| 562 i 011 ; 190 | 579 : 014 | 105 | 591 : 0.24 42

" Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.

Table 8b — Cross-tabulation Analyses: V-C/President Performance by Occupation (11)

Sudents Housewives
iStandardi No. of iStandardi No. of

Average: | Average! i
: error raters ; error : raters
1.HKU-LC Tsui 712 : 011 : 8 | 759 i 015 i 105
2HKUST-PaulChu | [728 | 042 | 84 | 716 | 015 | 99
3CUHK-LawerenceLau | 674 ¢ 044 : 70 | 7.07 { 015 | 77
4.PolyU-CK Poon 650 @ 013 i 75 658 i 016 ! 92
5.Lingnan-Edward Chen 6.65 0.14 76 6.04 0.17 97
6.HKBU-CF Ng* 6.10 : 0.15 64 6.43 : 0.17 78
7.CityU-HK Chang | |6.28 : 0.15 60 588 i 0.20 61
8.HKIEd-Paul Morris| [6.15 : 0.15 57 6.00 i 0.26 58

 Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically insignificant at 95% confidence level.
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C. Perceived Deficienciesamong the University Graduatesin Hong Kong

In line with last year’s survey design, a question was then asked to gauge respondents

opinion on the qualities which most Hong Kong university graduates lack of.

Results showed

that, without prompting, 28% of the respondents failed to provide a definite answer, which stayed
practically the same as 2004. Thisyear, “proficiency in Chinese, English and Putonghua’ topped

the list with 20% of respondents citing it.

In the meantime, “social/work experience” and “work

attitude” were also frequently mentioned, by 18% and 17% of the total sample respectively.
Other commonly-cited qualities included “social/interpersonal skills’, “academic and professional
knowledge” and “ conduct, honesty”, each constituting around 10% of the total sample (Table 9).

Table 9 — Perceived Deficiencies among the University Graduates in Hong Kong

2003 Survey|

2004 5urvey|§

. ! 2005 Survey|
i : % of total
% of : % of : responses % of
total sample | total sample | Freq. (Base=2,211 total sample
(Base=1,025) | (Base=1,513) | responsesfrom  (Base = 1,517)

| I 1,510 respondents)
Proficiency in Chinese, English and Putonghua | 18,504 17.6% 297 13.4% 19.7%
Social / Work experience 8.8% 21.2%** 269 12.1% 17.8%*
Work attitude (e.g. serious, enthusiastic,| 16.7% 12.7%** 249 11.2% 16.5%**

diligent, responsible, motivated)

Socia / interpersonal skills 9.6% 8.8% 164 7.4% 10.8%
Academic and professional knowledge 10.0% 7.2%* 149 6.7% 9.9%**
Conduct, honesty 8.4% 5.6%** 134 6.0% 8.8%**

| i
Critical thinking and problem-solving ability 9.6% | 520** | 108 4.9% 7.2%*
Global prospect / foresight 2.2% 6.1%** 95 4.3% 6.3%
Self-confidence 3.5% 7.6%** 81 3.7% 5.4%*
Communication skills 3.7% 3.6% 68 3.1% 4.5%
Commitment to society 3.2% 6.9%* * 63 2.9% 4.2%**
Creativity 1.4% 2.6%* 30 1.4% 2.0%
Emotion stability 1.7% 2.3% 18 0.8% 1.2%*
Computer proficiency 0.4% 0.2% 6 0.3% 0.4%
Others 9.0% 6.3%* 63 2.9% 4.2%**
Don't know/ hard to say 29.2% 27.7% 419 18.9% 27.7%
Total 2,211 100.0%
Base 1,008 1,492 1,510
Missing case(s) 17 21 | 7
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D. Preferencefor University Graduates

The survey went on to study employers’ preference when selecting university graduates. To
begin with, all respondents were asked if they were involved in any recruitment process of new
staff in performing their office duties. Results showed that 17% of the total sample had such
authority in one way or another (Table 10).

Table 10 - Involvement in Recruitment of New Saff (Teachers included)

002 Surveyl | [2003 Survey] | [2004 Survey 2005 Survey]
1 [}
Percentage : Percentage : Percentage Frequency  Percentage

Yes 17.9% | 189% | 17.1% 264 17.4%
No 821% i 8L1% i 82.9% 1,249 82.6%
Total 1000% | 1000% i  100.0% 1,513 100.0%

i i
Base 1,029 1,025 i 1513 1,517
Missing case(s) 3 ! 8 : 3 4

These respondents were further asked which university graduates they would prefer most
when they looked for anew employee. Graduates of HKU topped the list once again this year, as
chosen by one-quarter (25%) of these potential employers. Meanwhile, graduates from CUHK,
PolyU and HKUST were preferred by 18%, 15% and 9% of this sub-sample respectively. Yet,
16% of these respondents said they had no particular preference and 13% failed to give a definite
answer. When compared to the findings obtained in the 2004 survey, no significant differences
were observed, except that CityU and HKBU have swapped their rankings, but it has to be noted
that because of the small sub-sample, the standard error has increased accordingly to less than
plus/minus 3.1 percentage points, i.e. less than plugminus 6.2 percentage points at 95%
confidence level (Table 11).

10
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Table 11 - Most Preferred University Graduates

[2002 Survey} |[2003 Survey| 12004 Surveyl 2005 Survey
% of : % of : % of % of
total sample ; total sample ; total sample { Freq. Percentage total sample
(Base=1,029) | (Base=1,025) ! (Base=1,5513) (Base = 1,517)

] ! ]
HKU 43% | 43% | 35% | 64 24.5% 4.2%
CUHK 33% ; 26% ; 26% 48 18.4% 3.2%
PolyU 11% § 22% ; 24% 38 14.6% 2.5%

] I
HKUST 20% i 20% i 11% 23 8.9% 1.5%
HKBU 05% { 06% i 01% 3 1.0% 0.2%
Lingnan 00% ! 04% ! 01% 2" 0.7% 0.1%
CityU 0.6% 0.1% 0.3% 2" 0.6% 0.1%
HKIEd 02% i 00% i 01% 2 0.6% 0.1%
Other overseas universities 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 4 1.4% 0.3%
Others (please specify) 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 3 1.0% 0.2%

i i
Don't know / hard to say 19% | 21% | 31% 34 12.8% 2.2%
No preference 35% | 35% | 33% 41 15.5% 2.7%
Total 261 100.0%
Valid Base 184 | 192 i 258 264
Missing case(s) 1 3 i 3 3

# Due to the statistical weighting applied, these two reported figures have been rounded up and their actual adjusted
values should be “ 1.8" and “ 1.6” respectively, hence giving rise to two different percentages subsequently.

11
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These respondents were then asked to provide some reasons for their specific choices. “Good
knowledge in job-related areas” and “good performance of previous graduates’ were most
frequently cited, both by 19% of sub-sample (i.e. 3% of the total sample). Another 13% (i.e. 2%
of the total sample) preferred certain graduates ssimply due to the reputation of their university.
Other than these, reasons like “good work attitude’, “being diligent/motivated”, and “good
language ability” were mentioned by relatively fewer respondents. These results were fairly
similar to those obtained last year (Table 12).

Table 12 - Reasons for Preferring Graduates of a Particular University

i i
[2002 Survey};2003 Survey|{[2004 Survey| 2005 Survey
% of % of
% of % of % of total responses {5 sample
total sample ; total sample ; total sample | Freq. (Base = 259 Base =
(Base=1,029) ! (Base=1,025) | (Base= 1,513) responsesfrom  (Base=
187 respondents)  1,517)
Good knowledge in 2.5% 2.4% 2.0% 50 19.3% 3.3%"*
job-related areas . .
Good performance of 66% ! 50% ! 35% 49 18.9% 3.2%
previous graduates : :
Reputation 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 35 13.3% 2.3%
Good work attitude 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 24 9.3% 1.6%
Diligent, motivated 12% | 11% | 09% 18" 7.1% 1.2%
Good language ability 1.0% 1.4% 0.7% 18" 6.9% 1.2%
Alumni 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 13 5.1% 0.9%
Good social relationship 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 11 4.4% 0.7%
Good leadership 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 5" 1.9% 0.3%
Good connection with outside 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 5 1.8% 0.3%
Salary matched with abilities 01% | 00% ! 01% 2 0.7% 0.1%
Others (please specify) 0.6% 14% : 1.6% 22 8.4% 1.5%
Don'’t know / hard to say 02% | 03% | 02% 7 2.7% 0.5%
i i
Total : i 259 100.0%
Valid Base 128 | 134 i 157 187
Missing case(s) 1 6 i 0 0

i 1 ]
# Due to the statistical weighting applied, these reported figures have been rounded up and their actual adjusted
values should be “18.4" and “17.9"; “4.9" and “4.7" respectively, hence giving rise to different percentages
subsequently.
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E. General Educational Policies

Five new guestions were included in this year’s survey to gauge respondents opinion on
various educational policies. When asked whether the HKSAR Government’s overall funding to
local universities was appropriate, 45% of the respondents thought so, while 34% said it was too
little, and 7% held the contrary view. Another 15% failed to make a judgment on this aspect
(Table 13).

Table 13 — Opinion to the HKSAR Government’s Overall Funding to Local Universities

Frequency Percentage

Appropriate 676 44.7%
Too little 507 33.5%
Too much 107 7.1%
Don't know / hard to say 223 14.8%
Total 1,512 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 5

Results also revedled that, 51% of the respondents believed having 8 universities was
appropriate in Hong Kong at present. On the other hand, 28% regarded this to be too many, as
contrast to 15% who considered it inadequate (Table 14).

Table 14 — Opinion to the Number of Local Universities

Frequency Percentage

Appropriate 771 50.9%
Too many 424 28.0%
Too few 232 15.3%
Don’t know / hard to say 87 5.7%
Tota 1,514 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 3
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Asfor the admission of non-local students, including mainland and overseas ones, 46% of the
respondents thought the local universities should enroll more, whereas 24% thought the opposite.
It is also noteworthy that 17% preferred the status quo and 14% could not give a definite answer
(Table 15).

Table 15 — Opinion to the Admission of Non-local Sudents

Frequency Percentage

More 683 45.5%
Fewer 359 23.9%
Status quo 251 16.7%
Don't know / hard to say 209 13.9%
Total 1,503 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 14

Regarding the impact of admitting more non-local students on local ones, 53% said this
would bring along more advantages, as opposed to 22% who held a negative view. Another 19%
stayed neutral by choosing “half and half” (Table 16).

Table 16 — Perceived Effect of Admitting More Non-local Sudents on Local Ones

Frequency Percentage

More advantages 793 52.5%
Half and half 282 18.6%
More disadvantages 324 21.5%
Don't know / hard to say 112 7.4%
Total 1,511 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 6
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Finally, regarding the proposed “3+3+4" academic structure, a majority of 64% agreed to this
proposal, whereas only 14% did not support it. Meanwhile, 10% opted for “half-half”, 9% were
unable to provide a definite answer and 4% admitted they had no idea about the content of the
reform (Table 17).

Table 17 — Opinion to the Proposed * 3+ 3+4” Academic Sructure

Frequency Percentage
Very much agree 402) 26.7%)
Quite agree 557 959 37.0%) 63.7%
Half-half 145 9.6%
Quite disagree 139) 9.2%)
Very much disagree 64) 203 4.3%) 13.5%
Not sure about the content of the reform 67 4.4%
Don't know / hard to say 131 8.7%
Total 1,505 100.0%
Base 1,517
Missing case(s) 12
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Appendix One Demographic Profile of Respondents

Demographic Profile of Respondents

1. Gender
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Mae 695 45.8% 732 48.3%
Female 822 54.2% 785 51.7%
Total 1,517 100.0% 1,517 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 0 0
2. Age
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
18-20 134 9.3% 75 5.2%
21-29 227 15.8% 243 16.9%
30-39 281 19.6% 341 23.8%
40-49 371 25.9% 325 22.6%
50-59 253 17.6% 182 12.7%
60 or above 169 11.8% 269 18.8%
Total 1,435 100.0% 1,435 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 82 82
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3. Education Attainment

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Primary or below 210 13.9% 234 15.6%
Secondary 802 53.1% 759 50.4%
Tertiary or above 497 32.9% 512 34.0%
Total 1,509 100.0% 1,504 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 8 13

4. Occupation Group

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency  Percentage
Professionals and semi-professionals 412 27.8% 433 29.2%
Clerk and service workers 314 21.2% 313 21.1%
Production workers 148 10.0% 139 9.4%
Students 159 10.7% 117 7.9%
Housewives 237 16.0% 212 14.3%
Others 213 14.4% 268 18.1%
Total 1,483 100.0% 1,482 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 34 35
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5. Typeof ownership of your house

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Self-purchased, or 898 61.0% 899 61.1%
Rent? 575 39.0% 573 38.9%
Total 1,473 100.0% 1,472 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 44 45
6. Housetype
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Public housing estate 461 31.0% 448 30.2%
Housing Authority subsidized sale flats 226 15.2% 222 15.0%
Housing Society subsidized sale flats 25 1.7% 27 1.8%
Private housing 714 48.0% 723 48.6%
Village: villas / bungalows / modern 22 1.5% 21 1.4%
village houses
Village: simple stone structures / 20 1.3% 24 1.6%
traditional village houses
Staff quarters 17 1.1% 18 1.2%
Others 3 0.2% 3 0.2%
Total 1,488 100.0% 1,486 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 29 31
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7. Working in the academy

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency  Percentage
Yes-Teaching staff of primary school 17 7.3% 18 7.4%
(including teachers and principal)
Yes-Teaching dtaff of secondary 20 8.6% 21 8.5%
school (including teachers and
principal)
Yes-Teaching staff of university 10 4.3% 10 4.2%
Others 20 8.6% 21 8.7%
No 166 71.2% 175 71.2%
Total 233 100.0% 245 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 1,284 1,272

8. Having children who are studying in schools

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency  Percentage
Yes 572 38.0% 538 35.9%
No 932 62.0% 961 64.1%
Total 1,504 100.0% 1,499 100.0%
Base 1,517 1,517
Missing 13 18
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Freguency Tables

[Q1] Please use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of each university in Hong
Kong while taking its loca and international reputation, facilities and campus
environment, qualification of its teaching staff, academic research performance, conduct
and quality of students as well as its learning atmosphere, diversification and level of
recognition of the courses into consideration, with O representing the worst, 10
representing the best and 5 being half-half. How would you rate (eight universities in

rotation)?
Average Standard error No of raters Recognition
HKU 7.85 0.04 1,314 86.6%
CUHK 7.50 0.04 1,299 85.6%
HKUST 7.16 0.04 1,217 80.2%
PolyU 6.71 0.04 1,281 84.4%
HKBU 6.12 0.04 1,207 79.6%
Cityu 6.06 0.04 1,185 78.1%
HKIEd 5.61 0.05 1,072 70.7%
Lingnan 5.43 0.05 1,130 74.5%

[Q2] Please use a scae of 0-10 to evauate the overal performance of
Vice-Chancellor/President of each university while taking his local and international
reputation, approachability to the public, leadership, vision, social credibility and public
relations into consideration, with 0 representing the worst, 10 representing the best and
5 being half-half. How would you rate the Vice-Chancellorg/Presidents of (eight
universitiesin rotation)? [96 = Don’t know the Vice-Chancellor/President; 97 = Don't
know the university; 98 = Don't know / hard to say; 99 = Refused to answer]

Average Standard error  No of raters ~ Recognition

HKU - Prof Lap-chee TSUI 7.39 0.04 898 59.2%
HKUST - Prof Paul C.W. CHU 7.38 0.05 896 59.1%
CUHK — Prof Lawrence J. LAU 6.93 0.05 718 47.3%
PolyU - Prof Chung-kwong POON 6.61 0.05 816 53.8%
Lingnan - Prof Edward K.Y. CHEN 6.42 0.05 877 57.8%
HKBU - Prof Ching-fai NG 6.33 0.06 725 47.8%
CityU - Prof H.K. CHANG 6.27 0.06 609 40.1%
HKIEd - Prof Paul MORRIS 5.87 0.07 523 34.5%
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at do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university graduates lack of
[Q3] What d hink he qualiti hich Hong K ivers ad lack of ?
(Did not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)

% of total responses % of
Frequency (Base= 2,211 responses total sample
from 1,510 respondents) (Base = 1,517)

Proficiency in Chinese, English and Putonghua 297 13.4% 19.7%
Social / Work experience 269 12.1% 17.8%
Work attitude (eg. serious, enthusiagtic, 249 11.2% 16.5%
diligent, responsible, motivated)

Social / interpersonal skills 164 7.4% 10.8%
Academic and professional knowledge 149 6.7% 9.9%
Conduct, honesty 134 6.0% 8.8%
Critical thinking and problem-solving ability 108 4.9% 7.204
Global prospect / foresight 95 4.3% 6.3%
Self-confidence 81 3.7% 5.4%
Communication skills 68 3.1% 4.5%
Commitment to society 63 2.9% 4.2%
Creativity 30 1.4% 2.0%
Emotion stability 18 0.8% 1.2%
Computer proficiency 6 0.3% 0.4%
Others 63 2.9% 4.2%
Don’'t know/ hard to say 419 18.9% 27.7%
Total 2,211 100.0%

Base 1,510

Missing case(s) 7
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[Q4] Under your job specifications, are you involved, in any way, in the recruitment
process of new staff, including teachers?

Frequency Percentage
Yes 264 17.4%
No 1,249 82.6%
Total 1,513 100.0%
Base 1,517
Missing case(s) 4

[Q5] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process of new staff] If you
looked for a new employee, which university’s graduates would you prefer most?
(Did not read out the answers, single response only)
Frequenc Percentage % of total sample
equency o (Base = 1,517)
HKU 64 24.5% 4.2%
CUHK 48 18.4% 3.2%
PolyU 38 14.6% 2.5%
HKUST 23 8.9% 1.5%
HKBU 3 1.0% 0.2%
Lingnan 2 0.7% 0.1%
CityU 2 0.6% 0.1%
HKIEd 2 0.6% 0.1%
Other overseas universities 4 1.4% 0.3%
Others (please specify) 3 1.0% 0.2%
Don’'t know / hard to say 34 12.8% 2.2%
No preference 41 15.5% 2.7%
Total 261 100.0%
Valid base 264
Missing case(s) 3
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[Q6] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process of new staff and have
preference over a specific university’s graduates] Why would you prefer the graduates of
the chosen university? (Did not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)

% of total responses
% of total sample
Frequency (Base = 259 responses

Base=1,517
from 187 respondents) ( )

Good knowledge in job-related areas 50 19.3% 3.3%
Good performance of previous graduates 49 18.9% 3.2%
Reputation 35 13.3% 2.3%
Good work attitude 24 9.3% 1.6%
Diligent, motivated 18 7.1% 1.2%
Good language ability 18 6.9% 1.2%
Alumni 13 5.1% 0.9%
Good social relationship 11 4.4% 0.7%
Good leadership 5 1.9% 0.3%
Good connection with outside (e.g., a 5 1.8% 0.3%

university’s extensive connection with

enterprises, companies, or industria

firms; large number of graduates)
Salary matched with abilities 2 0.7% 0.1%
Others (please specify) 22 8.4% 1.5%
Don’'t know / hard to say 7 2.7% 0.5%
Total 259 100.0%
Valid base 187
Missing case(s) 0
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[Q7] As far as you know, do you consider the HKSAR Government’s overall funding to
local universities to be too much, too little, or appropriate?

Frequency Percentage

Appropriate 676 44.7%
Too little 507 33.5%
Too much 107 7.1%
Don’'t know / hard to say 223 14.8%
Total 1,512 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 5

[Q8] There are a total of 8 local universities now, do you consider it to be too many, too
few, or appropriate?

Frequency Percentage

Appropriate 771 50.9%
Too many 424 28.0%
Too few 232 15.3%
Don’'t know / hard to say 87 5.7%
Total 1,514 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 3
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[Q9] Do you think local universities should admit more or fewer non-local students,
including mainland and overseas ones, to pursue undergraduate and postgraduate
studiesin Hong Kong?

Frequency Percentage

More 683 45.5%
Fewer 359 23.9%
Status quo 251 16.7%
Don’'t know / hard to say 209 13.9%
Total 1,503 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 14

[Q10]Then, do you think admitting more non-local students, including mainland and
overseas ones, into the universities would bring along more advantages or
disadvantagesto local students?

Frequency Percentage

More advantages 793 52.5%
Half and half 282 18.6%
More disadvantages 324 21.5%
Don’'t know / hard to say 112 7.4%
Total 1,511 100.0%
Base 1,517

Missing case(s) 6
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[Q11] The Education and Manpower Bureau are proposing to reform the academic structure to
“3+3+4", i.e. 3 years of junior secondary education, 3 years of senior secondary
education, and 4 years of undergraduate studies. Do you agree or disagree to this new

structure?
Frequency Percentage

Very much agree 402) 26.7%)
Quite agree 557) 959 37.0%) 63.7%
Half-half 145 9.6%
Quite disagree 139) 9.2%)
Very much disagree 64) 203 4.3%) 13.5%
Not sure about the content of the reform 67 4.4%
Don’'t know / hard to say 131 8.7%
Total 1,505 100.0%
Base 1,517
Missing case(s) 12
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Appendix Three Other Answers Submitted (Chinese)

Other answer s submitted by respondents (in Chinese)

Tablel What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university graduates
lack of ?

Frequency

RlRr(RrlR|IRP|RP[PR|IR|R|RP[R|R|R|RPR[R|R|RPR|RPR[R|R|INM|INM[MMV] OO
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Tablel What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university graduates
lack of? (Cont’ d)

Frequency

RPlRr(Rr(R|IRP|IRP[R|R|IRP|R[R|R|RPR|R|R]|R

Table2 If you looked for a new employee, which university’s graduates would you prefer
most?

Frequency
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Table3 Why would you prefer the graduates of the chosen university?

Frequency

Rlr|lr|lRr|lRr|RPr|IRP|IRPR|IRPR|IR|IRPR|R|R|R[R[R[RL[NN
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Appendix Four Questionnaire for general public (English)

Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of
Universitiesin Hong Kong 2005
Survey Questionnaire

Section | Self I ntroduction

Good afternoon/evening, this is Mr/Miss X, an interviewer from the Public Opinion
Programme of the University of Hong Kong. We would like to ask for your opinion
regarding the local universitiesin Hong Kong. It would take you a couple of minutes and
the information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.

o District of residence
o Household size

Section || Selection of Respondent

How many members are there in your household aged 18 or above at this moment?
(Interviewers can directly ask if there is only one qualified respondent at home. If so,
interviewer can interview him / her at once.) Since we need to conduct random sampling,
if there is more than one available, | would like to speak to the one who will have his/ her
birthday next. (Interviewer can illustrate with examples: “that means is there anyone who
will have his / her birthday in March or the coming three months?’) [If there is no
household member aged 18 or above, terminate the interviewd.]

Yes
No (terminate)
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Section |11 The Questionnaire

Before the survey starts, interviewers must read out, “We are an independent research
team. You should simply report honestly what you feel regardliess of the fact that we
belong to the University of Hong Kong, otherwise, the information will be of no
reference value.”

[Q1] Please use ascale of 0-10 to evaluate the overal performance of each university in
Hong Kong while taking its local and international reputation, facilities and campus
environment, qualification of its teaching staff, academic research performance, conduct
and quality of students as well as its learning atmosphere, diversification and level of
recognition of the courses into consideration, with O representing the worst, 10
representing the best and 5 being half-half. How would you rate (eight universities in
rotation)? [97 = Don’t know the university; 98 = Don’'t know / hard to say; 99 = Refused
to answer]

[Q2] Please use a scde of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of
Vice-Chancellor/President of each university while taking his local and international
reputation, approachability to the public, leadership, vision, social credibility and public
relations into consideration, with O representing the worst, 10 representing the best and 5
being half-haf. How would you rate the Vice-Chancellors/Presidents of (eight
universities in rotation)? [96 = Don’'t know the Vice-Chancellor/President; 97 = Don’t
know the university; 98 = Don’t know / hard to say; 99 = Refused to answer]

The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) — Prof Lawrence J. LAU

The City University of Hong Kong (CityU) — Prof H.K. CHANG

The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (HKUST) — Prof Paul C.W. CHU
The University of Hong Kong (HKU) — Prof Lap-chee TSUI

The Hong Kong Baptist University (HKBU) — Prof Ching-fai NG

The Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd) — Prof Paul MORRIS

The Polytechnic University of Hong Kong (PolyU) — Prof Chung-kwong POON

The Lingnan University (Lingnan) — Prof Edward K.Y. CHEN
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[Q3] What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university graduates
lack of ? (Do not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)

Conduct, honesty

Proficiency in Chinese, English and Putonghua
Critical thinking and problem-solving ability
Work attitude (e.g. serious, enthusiastic, diligent, responsible, motivated)
Social skills/ interpersonal skills

Social / Work experience

Emotion stability

Communication skills

Academic and professional knowledge
Computer proficiency

Self-confidence

Commitment to society

Global prospect / foresight

Creativity

Others (please specify)

Don’t know/ hard to say

Refused to answer

[Q4] Under your job specifications, are you involved, in any way, in the recruitment
process of new staff, including teachers?

Yes
No (Skip to Q7)
Refused to answer (Skip to Q7)

Appendix 4 -3



Appendix Four Questionnaire for general public (English)

[Q5] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process of new staff] If you
looked for a new employee, which university’s graduates would you prefer most? (Do not
read out the answers, single response only)

The Chinese University of Hong Kong

The City University of Hong Kong

The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
The University of Hong Kong

The Hong Kong Baptist University

The Hong Kong Institute of Education

The Polytechnic University of Hong Kong
The Lingnan University

Other overseas universities

Others (please specify)

Don’'t know / hard to say (Skip to Section Q7)
No preference (Skip to Section Q7)

Refused to answer (Skip to Section Q7)

[Q6] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process and have preference

over a specific university’s graduates] Why would you prefer the graduates of the chosen

university? (Do not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)

Good performance of previous graduates

Good socia relationship

Good work attitude

Good leadership

Diligent, motivated

Good language ability

Good knowledge in job-related areas

Good connection with outside (e.g., a university’s extensive connection with enterprises,
companies, or industrial firms; large number of graduates)

Salary matches ability

Alumni

Reputation

Others (please specify)

Don’'t know / hard to say

Refused to answer
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[Q7] As far as you know, do you consider the HKSAR Government’s overall funding
to local universities to be too much, too little, or appropriate?

Too much

Too little

Appropriate

Don’'t know / hard to say
Refused to answer

[Q8]  There are atotal of 8 local universities now, do you consider it to be too many,
too few, or appropriate?

Too many

Too few

Appropriate

Don’'t know / hard to say
Refused to answer

[Q9] Do you think local universities should admit more or fewer non-local students,
including mainland and overseas ones, to pursue undergraduate and postgraduate studies
in Hong Kong?

More

Fewer

Status quo

Don’'t know / hard to say
Refused to answer
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[Q10]  Then, do you think admitting more non-local students, including mainland and
overseas ones, into the universities would bring along more advantages or disadvantages
to local students?

More advantages

Half and half

More disadvantages
Don’'t know / hard to say
Refused to answer

[Q11] The Education and Manpower Bureau are proposing to reform the academic
structure to “3+3+4”, i.e. 3 years of junior secondary education, 3 years of senior
secondary education, and 4 years of undergraduate studies. Do you agree or disagree to
this new structure?

Very much agree

Quite agree

Neutral/Half-half

Quite disagree

Very much disagree

Not sure about the content of the reform
Don’'t know / hard to say

Refused to answer

Section 1V Personal Particulars

Interviewer: 1'd like to know some of your personal particularsin order to facilitate our
analysis.

[D1] Gender

Mae
Female
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[D2] Age (exact number)
99 = Refused to answer

[D3] Education Attainment

Primary or below
Secondary

Matriculated

Tertiary, non-degree course
Tertiary, degree course
Postgraduate or above
Refused to answer

[D4] The type of ownership of your houseis:

Self-purchased, or
Rent?
Refused to answer

[D5] House type

Public housing estate

Housing Authority subsidized sale flats

Housing Society subsidized sale flats

Private housing

Village: villas/ bungalows/ modern village houses
Village: ssimple stone structures/ traditional village houses
Staff quarters

Others

Refused to answer
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[D6] Occupation

Managers and administrators
Professionals

Associate professionals

Clerks

Service workers and shop sales workers
Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
Craft and related workers

Plant and machine operators and assemblers
Non-skilled workers

Students

Housewives

Unclassified

Others (unemployed, retired, etc.)
Refused to answer

[D7] [Only for those who are professionals or associate professionals| Are you working
in the academy?

Yes-Teaching staff of primary school (including teachers and principal)
Yes-Teaching staff of secondary school (including teachers and principal)
Yes-Teaching staff of university

Others

No

Refused to answer

[D8] Lastly, do you have any children who are still studying in schools?

Yes
No
Refused to answer

The survey is completed. Thank you for your participation. Should you have any doubts,
you may contact our supervisor at the hotline 3471 7310, or call 2859 2988 during office
hours to confirm the authenticity of this survey and verify my identity. I am Mr/Miss X,
byebye.
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97 = 98
[Q2] 0-10
96 = 97
[Q3]

98 = 99 =
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[D2]
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Appendix Sx Note of Caution (English)

FOR DISTRIBUTION TO THE PRESS

Pointsto Note Regarding the Opinion Survey on the
Public Ranking of Universitiesin Hong Kong 2005

1. The full report of this survey can be browsed at the HKU POP SITE,
address being http://hkupop.hku.hk

2. As an opinion survey, the findings of this survey are meant to reflect the
perception of the general public of various tertiary institutions in Hong
Kong. They are neither results of objective appraisals nor professional
assessments.

3. This survey has mainly adopted the method of absolute rating according to
individual attributes, rather than relative ranking. It is more conducive to
profile analysis of relative strength and weaknesses for individual
ingtitutions. Readers should not over-emphasize the relative ranking of
different institutions.

4. The researcher is aware POP itself is part of The University of Hong Kong,
which is one of the institutions rated by respondents. In order to eliminate
any possible bias due to social desirability effect, all respondents were
specificaly told at the beginning of the interview that POP was an
independent research body, and that they should simply report what they
honestly felt, otherwise the result would not be meaningful.

5. In order to eliminate any possible bias due to the ordering of answers, the
sequence of prompting the respondents with the name of the eight
Institutions was randomly rotated across all rating questions.

6. The researcher believes that this survey has been conducted fairly,
objectively, and scientifically. The research instrument and survey findings
are fully open for public scrutiny. We welcome open comments and
validation study by other research bodies.
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Appendix Seven Note of Caution (Chinese)
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