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Date of survey
Response rate

Target population

Survey method

Sampling method

Weighting method :

: 25/5 - 15/6/2009 Sample size  : 1,201 successful cases
165.2% Standard error : Less than 1.4%

: Cantonese-speaking population of Hong Kong of age 18 o

above .

: Telephone survey with interviewers

: Standard POP telephone 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 his/her birthday next was selected.

The data reported have been adjusted according to the
provisional figures obtained from the Census and Statistics’
Department regarding the gender-age distributions of the Hong
Kong population at the end of 2008.

Everything in this publication is the work of individual vesearchers, and does not represent the stand of
‘the University of Hong Kong. CHUNG Ting-yiu Robert is responsible for the work of the Public
Opinion Programme (POP) of the University of Hong Kong.
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Preamble

The Public Opinion Programme (POP) at the University of Hong Kong 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, POP 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 allow the POP Team to design and conduct the research
independently, and to bear the final responsibilities.

In May 2009, POP was commissioned, for the ninth 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 local institutions of higher education. The 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 eight institutions of
higher education funded through University Grants Committee (UGC), with the inclusion of Hong
Kong Shue Yan University upon the client’s advice. According to our records, the very first study
of this subject was designed and conducted in 2000 by the client using a different methodology.
For this reason, any direct comparison between the results obtained from the first and subsequent
surveys is not recommended.

The questionnaires used in this and previous years’ surveys except that of 2000 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. Knowing that the results of
this survey might be controversial, POP proceeded to design and conduct the survey anyway,
because we take it to be our responsibility to engage in any opinion survey which requires our
professional support. POP is fully responsible for all the opinion survey results released, we
welcome any discussion on the faimess of the results.

This year’s telephone survey was conducted during the pertod of 25 May to 15 June 2009.
A total of 1,201 Hong Kong Cantonese-speaking residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed. The overall response rate was 65.2% and the standard error due to sampling was no
more than 1.4 percentage points. That means at 95% confidence level, the sampling error of
percentage figures was less than plus/minus 2.9 percentage points. However, some questions
were only applicable to employers in the sample. Their valid sub-samples were much smaller, and
the sampling errors for these questions became much bigger.
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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 25 May and 15 June 2009. 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 15,402
telephone numbers sampled for the survey, 6,869 were confirmed ineligible, among them 666 were
fax or data lines, 5,198 were invalid telephone numbers, 171 were call-forwarding numbers, while
~another 755 were non-residential numbers.  Besides, 45 of them were invalidated due to special
technological circumstances, while 34 cases were voided because no eligible respondents were
available at the numbers provided.

Meanwhile, a total of 3,839 telephone numbers were invalidated since the research team
could not confirm their eligibility. Among them 235 were busy lines, 2,651 were no-answer calls,
77 cases were diverted to answering devices while 54 were blocked. In addition, 222 cases were
treated as ineligible because of language problems, 559 interviews were terminated before the
screening question, while 41 cases were voided for other problems.

Of the remaining 4,694 eligible cases, 3,493 failed to complete the interview. Among them
25 rejected the interview immediately after their eligibility was confirmed, 3,225 were unfinished
cases with appointment dates beyond the end of fieldwork period. Besides, 55 cases were
incomplete due to unexpected termination of interviews, 186 were classified as miscellancous due
to other non-contact problems, and the remaining 1,201 were successful cases (Table 1).
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Iable 1  Breakdown of contact information of the survey

Frequency Percentage
Telephone numbers’ ineligibility confirmed _ 6,869 44.6%
Fax/data line 666 4.3%
Invalid number 5,198 33.7%
Call-forwarding/mobile/pager number 171 1.1%
Non-residential number 755 4.9%
Special technological circumstances 45 . 0.3%
No eligible respondents 34 0.2%
Telephone numbers’ or respondents’ eligibility mot |
confirmed 3,839 24.9%
Line busy 235 1.5%
No answer 2,651 17.2%
Answering device 77 0.5%
Call-blocking 54 0.4%
Language problem 222 | 1.4%
Interview terminated before the screening question 559 3.6%
Others 41 ' 0.3%
Telephone numbers’ eligibility confirmed, but failed to
complete the interview 3,493 22.7%
Household-level refusal _ 5 0.0%
Known respondent refusal 20 .1%
Appointment date beyond the end of the fieldwork period 3 225 20.9%
Partial interview 55 0.4%
Miscellaneous 186 1.2%
Successful cases 1,201 7.8%
Total 15,402 100.0%
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To sum up, a total of 1,201 Hong Kong residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed in this survey. The overall response rate was 65.2% as shown in the following
calculation. The standard error due to sampling was no more than 1.4 percentage points.

Table 2 Calculation of overall response rate

Overall response rate :
= [Successful cases / (Successful cases + Refusal cases + Incomplete cases)] 100%
=[1,201 /(1,201 + 25 + 559 + 55)] 100%
=65.2%

The data collected have been adjusted according to provisional figures obtained from the
Census and Statistics Department regarding the gender-age distribution of the Hong Kong
population at the end of 2008.  All analyses in 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 single
asterisk (*) denoted statistical significance at p=0.05 level whereas those with double asterisks (*¥#)
indicated that the variation has been tested to be statistically significant at p=0.01 level.

The researcher is aware that the POP Team is part of the University of Hong Kong, which is
one of the institutions 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 aim of the first part of the survey was to study the general public’s perception of the
higher institutions funded through UGC, namely, City University of Hong Kong (CityU), Hong
Kong Baptist University (HKBU), Lingnan University (LU}, the Chinese University of Hong Kong
(CUHK), the Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd), the Hong Kong Polytechnic University
(PolyU), the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (HKUST) and the University of
Hong Kong (HKU), plus Hong Kong Shue Yan University (HKSYU) which was included for the
second time since last year. The order of these institutions was 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
institutions were assessed one by one with regard to their overall performance.

A. Overall Performance of Institutions

First of all, all respondents were asked to evaluate each of these institutions based on their
perception of its overall performance using a scale of 0-10, with 0 representing the worst, 10
representing the best and 5 being half-half. = Respondents were suggested to take into account the
institution’s local and international reputation, facilities, campus environment, qualification of its
teaching staff, academic research performance, conduct and quality of its students, its leaming
atmosphere, as well as the diversification and degrée of recognition for its courses. Survey results
indicated that, in terms of public perception, HKU received the highest mean score of 8.07 as rated
by 1,142 respondents, CUHK came second with an average score of 7.64 rated by 1,131
respondents, whereas HKUST ranked third with a mean score of 7.33 rated by 1,106 respondents.
When compared to the findings obtained from the last survey, the mean score of all nine
institutions surveyed dropped, but their respective rankings remained the same. For CityU and
LU, their respective drop in rating was tested to be statistically significant at p=0.05 level (Table 3).

Table 3 - Overall Performance of Institutions

2007 Survey|
i : : i Recognition
Average Standard | verage Standardi No. of (No. ogfraters/
Logrror . emor E raters ! total sample)
1. HKU 793 1 0.04 8.07 | 004 (1,142} 951%
2. CUHK 7.25%% 1 0.05 7.64 ;1 0.04 1,131 942%
3. HKUST 7.16 | 0.05 733 1 004 (1,106 92.1%
4. PolyU 6.79 | 0.04 690 i 004 1,123} 935%
5. HKBU 6.28 | 0.04 6.34 | 004 {1,091 90.8%
6. CityU 6.09 | 0.04 6.12% | 0.04 (1,078 89.8%
7. HKIEd 560 | 0.05 566 © 005 (1,005! 83.7%
8. LU 5.57* © 0.05 551% | 005 1,039 865%
9. HKSYU# 542 1 005 ! 1,011 842%

# Newly added in 2008.
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Same as last year, our cross-tabulation analyses showed that, within each sub-group of the sample, the
respective rankings of the universities were basically the same regardless of respondents’ education
attainment and occupation. Only some insignificant differences were observed which are enclosed in
squares below. For actual ratings obtained by each institution as rated by each sub-group, please refer to
the tables below {Tables 4-5).

Table 4 — Cross-tabulation Anal

- Institution Performance by Education Attai

Secondary
A . Standard | No. of

Verage !
i error . rafers
1. HKU 805 | 006 ! 549
2. CUHK" 757 | 006 | 543
3. HKUST* 711 § 006 | 533
4. PolyU 688 : 006 & 539
5. HKBU» 632 | 007 | 523
6. CityU 6.08 | 007 ! 519
7. HKIEd® 573 1 007 | 482
8. LUA 554 1 007 | 504
9. HKSYU” 546 1 007 | 481

tically significant at 95% confidence level.

» Differences among sub-groups tested to b

Table 5a — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Institution Performance by Occupation of R

Clerk and service workers
i Standard : No. of

Average !

v emror ;. raters
1. HKU 798 ¢ 009 : 215
2. CUHK 759 1 009 | 215
3. HKUST 722 1 009 ¢ 212
4. PolyU» 6.89 | 009 | 215
5. HKBU 630 | 008 | 213
6. CityU 622 | 0.09 @ 210
7. HKIEd™ 579 1 010 | 201
8. LU~ 555 1 009 i 206
9. HKSYU* 543 1 009 | 202

~ Differences among sub-groups ftested to be statistically significant at 95% confidence le

Table 5b - Cross-tabulation Analyses: Institution Performance by Occupation of Respondents (If)

: Housewives

| Average iStandard erroriNo. of raters
1. HKU 807 i 012 | 155
2. CUHK 776 | 012 | 151
3. HKUST 724 ¢ 013 | 143
4, PolyUr 728 ¢ o011 i 150
5. HKBU 664 1 013 1 141
6. CityU 633 | 013 i 140
7. HKIEd* 612 i 015 | 121
8. LUA 590 1 014 i 132
9. HKSYU® 574 1 015 | 122

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

6
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B. Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal

With respect to the perceived overall performance of the Vice-Chancellors/
Presidents/Principal of each institution, taking into consideration one’s local and international
reputation, approachability, leadership, vision, social credibility and public relations, Professor
Paul C.W. Chu of HKUST this year had surpassed Professor Lap-chee Tsui of HKU to top the list
with an average score of 7.64 as rated by 926 respondents by a small margin. Professor Lap-chee
Tsui of HKU followed closely and had attained a mean score of 7.58 as rated by 882 respondents.
Meanwhile, Professor Lawrence J. LAU of CUHK continued to rank third with 7.01 as rated by
831 respondents. The new President of PolyU, Professor Timothy W. Tong captured the fourth
position with a mean score of 6.59 as rated by 598 respondents. The fifth to ninth ranks fell to
the Presidents/Principal of HKSYU, HKBU, HKIEd, CityU and LU correspondingly, with their
average scores ranging from 6.07 to 6.57. It is worth mentioning that six current
Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal had obtained recognition rates of over 50%. Professor
Paul C.W. Chu of HKUST was recognized by 77% of the respondents while Professor Lap-chee
Tsui of HKU had received a recognition rate of 73%. The recognition rates of Professor
Lawrence J. Lau of CUHK, Professor Anthony B.L. Cheung of HKIEd, Professor Ching-fai Ng of
HKBU and Professor Chi-yung Chung of HKSYU were 69%, 66%, 63% and 55% respectively
(Table 6). :

Table 6 - Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal

i ' : Recognition

Avg, S ENO of i(No. oﬁaters/

: o ey Taters ! total sample)
1. HKUST - Paul C.W. CHU 7.51 i 0.05 7.64 1 0.05: 926 | 77.1%
2. BKU — Lap-chee TSUI 7.46 | 0.05 7.58 1 0.05 . 882 | 73.4%
3. CUHK - Lawrence J. LAU 6.82**} 0.06 7.010.05 ! 831 | 69.2%
4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG# 6.59 1 0.06 | 598 | 49.8%
5. HKSYU — Chi-yung CHUNG 6.57 1 0.06 | 656 | 54.6%
6. HKBU — Ching-fai NG 6.51:0.05: 760 | 633%
7. HKIEd — Anthony B.L. 6.28 : 0.05 | 788 | 65.6%
8. CityU — Way KUO 621 0.06 | 580 : 48.3%
9. LU — Yuk-shee CHAN 6.07 1 0.06 | 592 | 49.3%

# No comparison made as the relevant post was taken up by another person then.
* Remark: Expressed in three-decimal places, the average rating of “"HEKU — Lap-chee TSUI” was 7.671, while that of
"HKUST — Paul CW, CHU” was 7.665. Thus, Lap-chee TSUI of HKU ranked first while Paul C.W, CHU of HKUST

ranked second in 2008 survey.

When cross-tabulated by respondents’ education attainment and occupation, slight variations
were obtained in terms of the respective rankings of the VCs/Presidents/Principal within each
sub-group, although differences of many scores fluctuated within error margins. They were
enclosed in squares for easy reference.  Actual ratings obtained by each VC/President/Principal as
rated by each sub-group are shown in following tables (Tables 7-8).
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Table 7 — Cross-tabulation Analyses: VC/President/Principal Performance by Education Attainment of Respondents

Sclscondaryl
verage : Standard | No. of
& © error ¢ raters

1. HKUST — Paul C.W. CHU»

2. HKU - Lap-chee TSI

3. CUHK - Lawrence J. LAU

4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG

5. HKSYU - Chi-yung CHUNG

6. HKBU - Ching-fai NG

7. HKIEd — Anthony B.L. CHEUNG*

8. CityU — Way KUO

9. LU — Yuk-shee CHAN
~ Differences among sub-groups tested to be

743 | 007 | 448
7.48 | 0.08 | 420
7.01 i 007 ! 401
6.62 | 0.08 | 281
6.59 | 0.09 | 308
6.46 | 008 ! 366
634 | 008 : 384
6.24 | 0.09 271
606 | 008 i 282

cant at 95% confidence level.

éti ly sig

esident/Principal Performance by Occupation of Respondents (1)

Table 8a - Cross-tabulation Analyse

Clerk and service
workers
. Standardi No. of

vera .
£ error | rafers

732 | 011 | 174
732 1 012 | 164
690 | 0.11 | 153
6.53 | 012 | 118
6.59 | 0.12 | 130
6.46 | 0.11 | 148

1. HKUST — Paul C.W. CHU»
2. HKU — Lap-chee TSUI

3. CUHK — Lawrence J. LAU

4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG
5. HKSYU — Chi-yung CHUNG
6. HKBU — Ching-fai NG

7. HKIEd — Anthony B.L. CHEUNG" 6.18) 0.12 149
8. CityU — Way KUO 6.26) | 0.13 | 112

9. LU — Yuk-shee CHAN 6.11 | 009 [ 117
~ Differences among sub-groups tested 1o be statistically significant ai 95% confidence level.

Table 8b — Cross-tabulation Analyses: VC/President/Principal Performance by Occupation of Respondents (1)

Housewives

: Standard ; No. of
Average: :

¢ error o oraters

748 i 014 } 114
763 i 015 | 103
726 {1 015 | 96
689 | 0.19 | 66
683 | 018 | 78
6.65 | 0.16 | 93
661 | 015 | 87

1. HKUST — Paul C.W. CHU®
2. HKU - Lap-chee TSUI

3. CUHK ~ Lawrence J. LAU

4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG
5. HKSYU — Chi-yung CHUNG
6. HKBU - Ching-fai NG

7. HKIEd - Anthony B.L. CHEUNG*

8. CityU — Way KUO 021 1 61
9. LU — Yuk-shee CHAN b.adl i 0.19 | 65

* Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically significant at 95% confidence level.
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C. Perceived Deficiencies among the University Students in Hong Kong

The next question was to gauge respondents’ opinion on the qualities which most Hong Kong
university students lack of. Latest results again showed that “work attitude™ topped the list with 21% of all
respondents citing it. “Proficiency in Chinese, English and Putonghua”, “conduct, honesty” and
“social/interpersonal skills” obtained the same second to fourth ranks as in last year’s survey, and were
mentioned by 13%, 13% and 12% of the total sample respectively. Other commonly-cited qualities
included “global prospect / foresight”, “academic and professional knowledge” and “critical thinking and
problem-solving ability”, accounting for a respective of 10%, 9% and 8% of the total sample. Nevertheless,

16% of the respondents could not give a definite answer (Table 9).

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

% of
total sample
(Base =1,210)

Work attitude (e.g. serious, enthusiastic,
diligent, responsible, motivated)
Proficiency in Chinese, English & Putonghua

Conduct, honesty
Social/interpersonal skills

Global prospect / foresight

Academic and professional knowledge
Critical thinking and problem-solving ability

Social/work experience
Comunitment to society
Independence

All-roundness

Communication skills
Self-confidence

Civil awareness

Creativity

Alertness to risk / handling adverse

Emotion stability

Job opportunity

Financial management
Self-expectations / dreams
Patriotism

Utilitarian

Leadership skills
Computer proficiency

Nothing
Others
Don’t know / hard to say

Total

Base
Missing case(s)

16.6%

14.1%
17.3%
12.9%

12.0%
10.2%
11.8%%*
8.1%
10.2%

4.3%
5.8%*
0.1%
2.7%

1.7%
1.1%
1.2%**

0.6%
0.0%
3.9%**

35.3%
20.3%

1,206

% of total responses o of
(Base= 1,979
Freq. responses from total iample
1,197 respondents) (Base =1,201)
251 12.7% 20.9%%*
161 8.2% 13.4%
150 7.6% _ 12.5%
141 7.1% 11.7%
123 6.2% 10.2%
110 5.6% 9.2%*
97 4.9% 8.1%*

88 4.5% 7.3%
85 4.3% 7.0%
80 4.0% 6.7%**
56 2.9% 4. 7% %*
56 2.8% 4.6%
35 2.8% 4.6%
44 2.2% 3.7%**
44 2.2% 3.6%
41 2.1% 3. 4%**
32 1.6% 2.7%
28 1.4% 2.3%
23 1.2% 1.9%
20 1.0% 1.6%
14 0.7% 1.1%

11 0.5% 0.9%

0.3% 0.5%

2 0.1% 0.2%
44 22% 3.6%
29 1.5% 2.4%
189 9.6% 15.8%%*

1,979
1,197
4
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D. Preference for 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 18% of the total sample, i.e. 217
respondents had such authority in one way or another (Table 10).

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

: 2007 Survey 009 Survey,
Percentage Frequency  Percentage
Yes 16.5% 217 18.1%
No 83.5% 981 81.9%
Total 100.0% 1,198 100.0%
Base 1,210 1,201
Missing case(s) 0 3

These respondents were further asked which institution’s graduates would be preferred when
they looked for a new employee. Graduates of HKU topped the list again this year, chosen by
24% of these employers. Meanwhile, graduates from PolyU, HKUST and CUHK were preferred
by 16%, 13% and 10% of this sub-sample respectively. Another 14% of these respondents said
they had no particular preference and 11% did not give a definite answer. No significant difference
was observed between this and the last survey, but it has to be noted that because of the small

sub-sample, the maximum sampling error has increased to plus/minus 6.8 percentage points' at
95% confidence level (Table 11).

10
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Table 11 - Most Preferred University Graduates

2007 Survey]

% of % of
potential  total sample

% of

total sample Freq
(Base=1,210) i

employers (Base =
(Base = 216) 1,201)

HKU 4.6% L5l 23.6% 43%
PolyU 1.5% L34 157% 2.8%
HKUST 1.4% 29 13.2% 2.4%
CUHK i 21 9.7% 1.8%
HKSYU 5 2.2% 0.4%
HKIEd 4 1.8% 0.3%
LU~ 2 0.9% 0.2%
CityUn 2 0.9% 0.2%
HKBU 2 0.9% 0.2%
Other overseas universities 4 1.7% 0.3%
Others 2 0.8% 0.1%

No preference 30 13.9% 2.5%

Don’t know / hard to say C 23 10.5% 1.9%
Won’t employ graduates 9 4.3% 0.8%
Total | 216 100.0%

Valid Base 217

Missing case(s)

* No respondent opted for these categories in respective survey.,

These respondents were then asked to provide some reasons for their specific choices. Same
as in previous years, “good performance of previous graduates” was most frequently cited, by 39%
of the sub-sample (i.e. 5% of the total sample). “Good knowledge in job-related areas” came
second with 27% (i.e. 3% of the total sample) while the “reputation” of their university came third
with 21% (i.e. 3% of the total sample). A respective of 9%, 8% and 8% (i.e. 1% of the total sample
each) preferred certain graduates simply due to “being diligent/motivated”, “good language
ability” and “good work attitude” of the graduates. Other than these, reasons like “alumni” and
“good social relationship” were mentioned by some although quite fewer respondents (Table 12).

it
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Table 12 - Reasons for Preferring Graduates of a Particular Institution
D007 Survey] vyl 2009 Survey|
% of total 0
% of total
% of TESponses % of valid
sample
total sample Freq. (Base =211  respondents (Base =
(Base=1,210) responses from  (Base = 154) ] ;?)el)
154 respondents) ’
Good performance of 42% 60 28.5% 39.0%  5.0%
previous graduates
Good knowledge in o 0 0
job-related areas 2.6% 41 19.6% 26.8% 3.4%
Reputation 2.4% 32 15.0% 20.6% 2.6%
Diligent, motivated 1.2% 13 6.4% 8.7% 1.1%
Good language ability - 0.9% 13 6.1% 8.4% 1.1%
Good work attitude 1.6% 13 6.0% 8.2% 1.1%
Alumni 0.8% 10 4.5% 6.2% 0.8%
Good social relationship 1.0% 7 3.4% 4.7% 0.6%
Good connection with
outside (e.g., a
university’s extensive
connection with 0.1% 4 2.0% 2.7% 0.3%
enterprises, companies, '
or industrial firms; large
mumber of graduates)
Good leadership 0.1% 1 0.5% 0.7% 0.1%
Salary matched with abilities 0.1% 1 0.4% 0.5% 0.1%
Others 2.0% 12 5.5% 7.5% 1.0%
No specific reasons 0.2% 4 2.0% 2.7% 0.3%
Total 211 100%
Valid Base 140 154
Missing case(s) 6 0

12
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Appendix One Demographic Profile of Respondents

All figures obtained have been adjusted according to provisional figures obtained from the

Census and Statistics Department regarding the gender-age distribution of the Hong Kong
population in 2008 year-end.

! ESP?

| 1. Gender

Raw sample ' Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Male : 498 41.5% 556 46.3%
Female 703 58.5% T 645 53.7%
Total 1,201 100.0% 1,201 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 0 1]
2. Age
Raw sample | Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
18-20 91 -17% 56 4.7%
21-29 203 17.1% 182 15.3%
30-39 185 15.6% 227 19.1%
40 - 49 266 22.4% 261 22.0%
50 -59 213 17.9% 217 18.3%
60 or above 229 19.3% 245 20.6%
Total 1,187 100.0% 1,187 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 14 14

e
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Appendix One

Demographic Profile of Respondents

3. Education attainment

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Primary or below 184 15.4% 190 15.9%
Secondary 577 48.3% 571 47.8%
Tertiary or above 434 36.3% 434 36.3%
Total 1,195 100.0% 1,195 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 6 6
4. Occupation group
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Professionals and semi-professionals 327 27.6% 352 29.7%
Clerk and service workers 225 19.0% 219 18.5%
Production workers 100 8.4% 112 9.5%
Students 118 10.0% 85 7.2%
Housewives 180 15.2% 173 14.6%
Others ) 234 19.8% 242 20.4%
Total 1,184 100.0% 1,183 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 17 18
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Appendix One Demographic Profile of Respondents

5. Type of ownership of your house

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency  Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Self-purchased 730 61.4% 742 62.4%
Rent 458 38.6% 446 37.6%
Total 1,188 100.0% 1,188 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 13 13
House type
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency  Percentage
Public housing estate 376 31.8% 366 30.9%
Housing Authority subsidized sale '
194 16.4% 190 16.1%
flats
Housing Society subsidized sale flats 20 1.7% 20 1.7%
Private housing 525 44.3% 538 45.4%
Village: villas / bungalows / modem
. 25 2.1% 26 2.2%
village houses
Village: simple stone structures / o .
traditional village houses 27 2.3% 28 24% ‘
Staff quarters 14 1.2% 13 1.1%
Others 3 0.3% 3 0.2%
Total 1,184 100.0% 1,185 100.0%
Base 1201 1,201
Missing 17 16

Sl
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Appendix One

Working in the academy

Demographic Profile of Respondents

Yes-Teaching staff of primary school

Raw sample
Frequency Percentage

Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage

0, 0,
(including teachers and principal) 12 6.2% 12 3.6%
Yes-Teaching staff of secondary
school (including teachers and 16 8.2% 17 8.4%
principal)
Yes-Teaching staff of university 5 2.6% 5 : 2.2%
Others 14 7.2% 14 6.7%
No 147 75.8% 160 77.1%
Total 194 100.0% 207 100.0%
Base 327 352
Missing 133 145
Having children who are studying in schools
Raw sample Weighted sample

Frequency  Percentage

Frequency  Percentage

Appendix 1 -4

Yes 342 29.8% 352 30.7%
No 806 70.2% 793 69.3%
Total 1,148 100.0% 1,146 100.0%
Base 1,201 1,201
Missing 53 55







Appendix Two

ncy Tables

Frequency Tables

Average
HKU 8.07
CUHK 7.64
HEKUST 7.33
PolyU 6.90
HKBU 6.34
CityU 6.12
HKIEd 5.66
LU 5.51
HKSYU 5.42

0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
(.05
0.05
(.05

Standard error

1,142
1,131
1,106
1,123
1,091
1,078
1,005
1,039
1,011

[Q1] Pleasc use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of each institution of higher
education after taking into consideration 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 its courses, with 0 representing the worst, 10 representing the best and 5
being half-half, How would you rate the following institutions?

No. of raters

Recognition

95.1%
94.2%
92.1%
93.5%
90.8%
89.8%
83.7%
86.5%
84.2%

HKUST — Paul C.W. CHHU

HKU - Lap-chee TSUI

CUHK - Lawrence J. .AU
PolyU - Timothy W. TONG
HEKSYU — Chi~yung CHUNG
HKBU - Ching-fai NG

HKITEd — Anthony B.L. CHEUNG
CityU — Way KUO

LU - Yuk-shee CHAN

Average

7.64
7.58
7.01
6.59
6.57
6.51
6.28
6.21
6.07

Standard error

0.05
0.05
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.05
0.06
0.06

No. of raters

[Q2] Please use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of Vice-Chancellor/President/
Principal of each institution while taking his local and intemational 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 following Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal ? :

926
882
831
598
656
760
788
580
592

Recognition
77.1%
73.4%
69.2%
49.8%
54.6%
63.3%
65.6%
48.3%
49.3%
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Appendix Two Frequency Tables

[Q3]1 What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students lack of?
(multiple responses allowed)
% of total responses % of valid % of
Fre {(Base = 1,979 respondents total sample
& responses from (Base = (Base =
1,197 respondents) 1,197) 1,201)
Work attitude (e.g. serious,
enthusiastic, diligent, responsible, 251 12.7% 21.0% 20.9%
motivated)
Proficiency in Chinese, English and 161 8.2, 13.5% 13.4%
Putonghua
Conduct, honesty 150 7.6% “12.5% 12.5%
Social/interpersonal skills 141 7.1% 11.8% 11.7%
Global prospect / foresight 123 6.2% 10.3% 10.2%
Academic and professional knowledge 110 5.6% 9.2% 9.2%
Cr1t_1(%al thinking and problem-solving 97 4.99% 8.1% 1% .
ability
Social/work experience 88 4.5% 7.4% 7.3%
Commitment to socicty 85 4.3% 7.1% 7.0%
Independence 80 4.0% 6.7% 6.7%
All-roundness 56 : 2.9% 4.7% 4.7%
Communication skills 56 2.8% 4.6% 4.6%
Self-confidence 55 2.8% 4.6% 4.6%
Civil awareness 44 22% 3.7% 3.7%
Creativity 44 2.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Alertn.e:qs to risk / handling adverse 41 2.1% 3,49, 349
conditions
Emotion stabilify 32 1.6% 2.7% 2.7%
Job opportunity 28 1.4% 2.3% 23%
Financial management 23 1.2% 1.9% 1.9%
Self-expectations / dreams ' 20 1.0% 1.6% 1.6%
Patriotism 14 0.7% 1.1% 1.1%
Utilitarian I1 0.5% 0.9% 0.9%
Leadership skills 6 0.3% 0.5% 0.5%
Computer proficiency 2 0.1% 02% 0.2%
Nothing 44 2.2% 3.7% 3.6%
Others 29 1.5% 2.4% 2.4%
Don’t know / hard to say ) 189 9.6% 15.8% 15.8%
Total 1,979 100.0%
Base 1,201
Missing case(s) 4

e o —— o
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Appendix Two Frequency Tables

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

Frequency Percentage
Yes 217 18.1%
No 981 81.9%
Total 1,198 100.0%
Base 1,201
Missing case(s) 3

[Q5] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process of new staﬁ'; sub-sample = 217]
If you looked for a new employee, which institution’s graduates would you prefer most?
(Did not read out the answers, single response only)
% of potential
© Of porentt % of total sample
Frequency employers ® 1,201)
ase =1,
{Base =216)

HKU ' 51 23.6% 43%
PolyU 34 15.7% 2.8%
HKUST _ 29 13.2% 2.4%
CUHK _ 21 9.7% - 1.8%
HKSYU 5 2.2% 0.4%
HKIEd 4 1.8% 0.3%
LU 2 0.9% 0.2%
CityU 2 0.9% 0.2%
HKBU 2 0.9% 0.2%
Other overseas universities 4 1.7% 0.3%
Others 2 0.8% 0.1%
No preference 30 13.9% 2.5%
Don’t know / hard to say 23 10.5% 1.9%
Won’t employ graduates 9 4.3% 0.8%
Total 216 100.0%
Base 217
Missing case(s) _ 1

e ————
Appendix 2 - 3



Appendix Two Frequency Tables
e e ——————t———:

[Q6] [Only for those who are involved in the recruitment process of new staff and have preference
over a specific institution’s graduates; sub-sample = 154] Why would you prefer the
graduates of the chosen institution? (multiple responses allowed)

% of total responses

(Base =211 % of valid % of total
Frequency respondents sample
responses from 154
(Base=154) (Base= 1,201)
respondents)
Good performance of 60 28.5% 39.0% 5.0%
previous graduates
Good knowledge in a1 19.6% 26.8% 3.4%
job-related areas
Reputation 32 15.0% 20.6% 2.6%
Diligent, motivated 13 6.4% 8.7% 1.1%
Good language ability 13 6.1% 8.4% 1.1%
Good work attitude 13 6.0% 8.2% 1.1%
Alumni 10 4.5% 6.2% 0.8%
Good social relationship 7 3.4% 4.7% 0.6%

Good connection with
outside (e.g., a university’s
extenswe comlectm]} with 4 2.0% 27% 03%
enterprises, companies, or
industrial firms; large

number of graduates)
Good leadership 1 0.5% 0.7% 0.1%
Salary matched with abilities 1 0.4% 0.5% 0.1%
Others 12 5.5% 7.5% - 1.0%
No specific reasons 4 2.0% ' 2.7% 0.3%
Total 211 100%
Base 154
Missing case(s) 0

e ——— e e e
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Appendix Three ' Other Answers Submitted (Chinese)

Other answers submitted by respondents (in Chinese)

Table I What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students
lack of? '

Frequency

8%
EE

B W

KA1

RE R

T35

ks

L N B A S e R NS I S |

Twad

Table 2 If you looked for a new employee, which institution’s graduates would you prefer

most?

Frequency
BT KB B A 1
FERE  PXRE  #AEKRE 1
Table 3 Why would you prefer the graduates of the chosen institution?

Frequency
BA& N RIS B 5
- B=EH 3
BE 2
LR M 1 L 1
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

ANRTHAEGREAHHE 2009
T REN

Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of Universities in Hong Kong 2009
Frequently-asked Questions

5 1 LU TR RIRA BB SR E R RIS B TS FRA LHELI A
o LUERNT TR EFHEEL - SN EE T HEE
<urank@hkupop. hkuhle> » ZCFTZZERERE + RAFEHER LETAHE -

Note: Below are some frequently-asked questions, as well as their answers concerning the
Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of Universities. We welcome the public to submit
other questions, so that we can keep on increasing and revising our questions and answers.
Please email your questions to <urank@hkupop.hku.hk>. We will reply to them as soon as
possible, and have them uploaded to our website.

1 FEREREMFEHERETEAE T AERHERATE T AR ?
Q1: HKU Public Opinion Programme is affiliated to the University of Hong Kong, is there a
conflict of roles when conducting an opinion survey on the public ranking of universities?

& 1 B rEtREaiAa N IR RS EN D B0 B R AR s a5 = ik
i R EDTFEE T EE T I A SRS - W IEREI E U R AR FIB R &R A B
HAE - WRA BB R LRI TR E &M & T8RRI -
FBAGER - RN BBRFIBRE BRI TR E - ifEs - WArEkR
MEBZ A REETPR LR - B 2R EABREE - MATE BUS It A R T
REHCHREHEET - EFMETES - HEfln RS -

Al: In order to ensure the interviewers are not affected by the above-mentioned factor, our
interviewers have throughout the years emphasized that HKU Public Opinion Programme is
a neutral research body, and reminded the respondents not to make any decisions based on
the fact that we are affiliated to the University of Hong Kong. Should we have not been
commissioned by any independent organization to carry out this research independently, we
would not take the initiative to conduct any survey of related kind. On the other hand, if we
did not carry out the surveys because of our affiliation with the University of Hong Kong,
which means in a broader sense, all tertiary institutions and academic staff should not
conduct similar kind of survey, or to participate in any universities ranking, and all
government departments should not carry out their own public opinion survey too.
Therefore, when this is inevitable, the best way is to declare our interests in conducting this
survey.

L ————" . —  —— ——————~
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Aj)pendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

[ 2+ ERRRY KB R HEA4 8 2 ik T 7
Q2: Most ideally, who should be in charge of the survey on the public ranking of
universities?

% 2 M ENREEE AR HRAAE IR - WRSEBRESILEESE -
LIRS AT RERE - ERERFAH - 1R » S - AAEMFEEh
BRI EHES - IREBREARRL —EsERiFaia - BMEEnR
PRVBHEN IS - SRESTRRBIPT/CAE: -

A2: The most ideal research, of course, should be carried out by the most credible
organization. It would be the best if all tertiary institutions can collaborate and apply
scientific method to carry out a joint survey. However, it seems that the majority of similar
type of surveys was usually conducted by independent bodies in many countries. If Hong
Kong can develop a better system to rank the tertiary institutions, we are very pleased to
pass on all of our data and experience to related research organizations.

M 3 BRSPS S SRR ERER D ?
QQ3: Should the most ideal survey on the public ranking of universities include public
opinion components? '

% 3B RLCREMIRRE - ZFiRE 2001 £FIARETH RERERERVEIR - RHEE
TRE R AR B2 EEE - SR ISR S0 g - BRIzt E
BiE - ERNHAMS - SRS EERA RN TEREEES | MY
RS ARBMNVES » R MNER - 2001 ££LIFT - FREFAEFEELK
ZICETHR A - RPMEEEMEERIEE > JfNeF2E - A gt
He 77 -

A3: That really depends. We started conducting surveys on public perception of tertiary
institutions in 2001, because we think related statistics is valuable as a reference. Academic
organizations always used professional knowledge to monitor the society, but they should
also be monitored by the society. Whereas for other organizations, including our partner,
Education 18.com, it is neither our responsibility nor strength to understand how they apply
the survey data in their professional ranking. Before 2001, Education 18.com have
conducted ranking of universities for many times, and we trust their experience and talent,
we never participate in or comment on their ranking methodology.
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Appendix Four ' Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

R 4 ¢ R [Elbe i o] DA G AR ERER 7

Q4: Can different universitics be compared?

& 4 FHEREA AR E > BEa LB AR bl - FaRERERERE SR
SERPE o LhRy A W BURERRE ~ Bl ~ BB A - R - B4 - B HE EER%H
(Y EIRRERE « it - AISREEERIF 28 MR AEELE - A& - HAGR > fPREE
ARELLE - A > WA SRS ? A AR TR S - s B
TRAVERSRIG 2 WRAERIBE R B RELLER - TR » LR R R B HREEL ~ 4
EWAERNAUELLE T - 25 - (£ SYE A LIELE: - Q2 ERniCEEE 1 - 418
TR REIEERES - MREESEAET -

AA4: Different universities have different characteristics; it can be compared but not fully
compared. No matter it is public opinion poll or professional rating; comparable units
include schools, faculties, departments, subjects, students, courses, or even individual
objective-oriented efficiency, etc. However, if we only say differences exist but they are not
comparable, it is not reasonable at all. Someone says, orange and apples cannot be compared.
But they are both fruits, aren’t they? If someone says he/she prefers apple to orange, this is a
result of comparison, isn’t it? If orange and apple can never be compared, that means red
apple cannot be compared with green apple, and milky bananas and wild bananas cannot be
compared too. In fact, everything can be compared, it depends on the weight of its meanings.
If people think comparing universities is meaningful, that’s it.

A 5« DREFESRE TR RS ST 7

Q5: Are there any examples to conduct universities ranking by public opim'oh polls around
the world?

&5 REEATHEENTIE 1999 4 8 IR 2003 47 F - EAREESERTHR
%Ik@%%ﬂ%ﬁﬁuﬁﬁ FREIFEEZHE 1000 A - RIZGHEGSRT TS FAE
EEEL  EEESREREEG ST ERZHRE - uTmﬁéiﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ

e -
http://www.gallup.com/poll/3634/Harvard-Tops-Gallup-Poll-1 ist-Best-University.aspx (1999 FE:H7E)
bttp://www.gallup.com/poll/9109/Harvard-Number-One-University-Eves-Public.aspx (2003 fEF54)

AL > HRE RN - LB TEERAE - HE r 2EERNE
PERR  EEREEETAF -

AS: US Gallup Poll collaborated with different medias to conduct a telephone survey related
to US universities ranking in August 1999 and July 2003. They interviewed more than 1000
respondents in each survey. Both survey polls suggested that Harvard University is always
the top university in the US, and this is also widely reported by the CNN. The follow
websites cover the news about the two polls.
http://www.gallup.com/poll/3634/Harvard-Tops-Gallup-Poll-List-Best-University.aspx(1999 survey)
http://www.gallup.com/poll/9109/Harvard-Number-One-University-Eves-Public.aspx (2003 survey)
Gallup Poll emphasized, results obtained from public opinion survey would be different
from professional ratings. But this represents how the US citizens perceive, and this is also
part of Gallup Poll’s job.

L ————————— —— ]
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

[ 6 EERARDERS NGEHEARE - ERMMEHE KERRARE RS
DT 7

Q6: In the survey sample, many respondents have never studied in the university before, do
you think it is appropriate for these people to rate the universities or the
Vice-Chancellor/President/Principal?

% 6 RAME AR A RLEAR SEHR - B -  FEREADUEBEF L
i?ﬁ%?ﬁ@ﬁﬂ?’(@ﬁ’ﬁﬁ% IMAADPREE T FUHABMICT A /DI RR O LT
FHYESS - MR RERRNEER—8 - it HRERRNEH - —WFTE
MERA LIS E B RBORERER A - #M ot Ml - £ 8 -

A6: People who have never entered the university do not mean that they know nothing about
the universities. For example, elders or parents can understand the good and bad things
about the universitics through their children or relatives. Many parents have spent a lot of
time to compare the universities for the sake of their children. Their opinions would not be
the same as the experts, but they still have the freedom to express their opinions. This is
cxactly the same when the general public can express their opinions about government
officials or social policies, although these people may have superficial knowledge, or they
know nothing at all.

[ 7 - JETERACER > MPIVERAEER?

Q7: The general people are not experts, what is the meaning of their opinions?

&7 BAEE T EBAR P AR E%Tﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁiﬁﬁi%kgﬁmﬁ ‘
HIERRRFE - MIRECERPARGS R - R BUTHLE - DRSS - HELT
BT TR ETREECHEHE - AR - BRI - BAES - BE L - REhi
%‘EKHTJ%TP\]“B%%WLﬁ NIEERAE - MRBA A DR E S HENE B ER
% BTPEREIIEE TR l—]iﬁuﬁ% S B B AN R ?

AT7: As reflected from the name, “Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of Universities in
Hong Kong” aims to reflect the general public’s subjective appraisal of all the universities in
Hong Kong. It is not professional assessments. However, the government and those
privately or publicly owned organizations should always understand their own standing
through evaluation of the general public. Shortcomings should be fixed whereas strengths
should be rewarded. In fact, many universities have conducted public perceptions surveys
for internal references. If universities can seek improvements on their public image
according to these survey results, why shouldn’t an independent organization carry out
similar surveys and release the data as public information?

L eeee——————— " o P
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

f 8 MREEAER A EIBBNTR - YR TEE SR - RPEZ AR
FEATSR 7

Q8: If the survey results revealed that the ranking of universities had remarkable variations
among people from different levels, how should we interpret the results?

% 8 IMHVEREEUS - FElEEH RN EEEER - BURMIATH
T AFERYRF M - BI40 - SREEESIHY T PR B SR LR R - B FIny sy
WRET IS - A DR IFE - SR B RER S 2 ENE - BniEH
LREEIFETRE]SE -

A8: Our survey revealed that, people from different levels did rate the universities
differently, showing that they have not used the same criterion in the rating questions. For
example, people with higher education level usually adopt a wider spectrum due to their
stronger analytical abilities. However, in terms of the order of ranks, those of the universitics
have remained almost the same, reflecting the extremely stable and reliable relative
rankings. - '

9 @ Rt EA T —R B E A L BH RO ?
Q9: Why don’t we conduct a ranking survey targeting at people working in the education
sector?

&9 R BMEEHE - LS AERANE - BE L - G 2007 F54A - [ET
ARZRFENFER > FHBEFEEE I (Education]8.com) IR BRBA TS AT — 1
DAIAH R R R RNAREAIREHEE - AENTHEM SRR - ER0F
[ HRISER - NI &SR35 #9(Education] 8.com) & 3 - BRIRAIEERE - BL4b - R
PITRECAE R BB S TR B S RaiE A/ N OB A EZEAY MRE - RHEA
EHEROR RGBS R AL -

A9: We definitely welcome this kind of survey so as to examine this topic in various angles.
As a matter of fact, along with the public opinion survey, Educationl8.com has also
requested us to design and conduct an opinion survey of local secondary school principals
on the university rankings since 2007. POP was responsible for designing the questionnaire
and processing the data, while Education18.com would decide on how to use the findings,
entirely on its own without any input from POP. On the other hand, we also welcome similar
surveys targeting at the entire education sector. However, we need to be very careful in
handling any conflict of interest, especially among those who are working in the tertiary
institutions.

2
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

i 10 © B R EEEE CRME R OB RIS A MR ?
Q10: Are there any problems with the survey when staff or students have to assess their own
universities?

& 10 FHEOMERH®E - A LF R AT A - FELLERIM GRS
ARE—METT A - ARERA L - ARERES 2 - S8y - BRIMNR - BERER
BeFR BRI - AR A RIS EHE B CRROERAR - maxFAE - a6k
BEFRAR RAVRE - TREE - BEER - A M RERE AT HOBRE
Kb - HYH CSRTHER RSB RE - K2 N - 5 » REERRE
NEREERE SR EREREMNAMeENS - @REGHRSERE -

A10: One have to first examine the survey’s details, like the sampling method, response rate

“and questionnaire design, in order to comment on the survey, and therefore no simple
conclusion could be drawn here. Overall speaking, it is possible that members from different
institutions will have different demands on their own institutions, while those variations may
be due to the different backgrounds of members. For example, students with excellent
results from a certain university may have higher demands on their university, and therefore
will tend to give less positive appraisal to it, and vice versa. Besides, if members from a
untversity do not answer honestly as they worry the survey results will affect the university’s.
reputation, there will be another kind of deviation. This is the shortcoming.

[ 11 Fifiwid AT G R i — e REM TRIVER » PIOREEHE
&R ~ SiriAge R - ENSEENE » MEREIREEHEME-E ?

QI11: Some comments suggesting that in our questionnaire, there are some items which are
hard to be understood by the public, such as qualification of the universities’ teaching staff,
academic research performance and leadership abilities of Vice-Chancellors/
Presidents/Principals. Are there problems with the design of the questionnaire?

R R AR R H R T AR - RIS AR R
% BRI BRI T A 0-10 TRA/RE XXXX HYEIESTIE - 0 A%
2 10 PR - 5 HRE—IE - BEEERPG T ERNRE - - TR
Ry —EIE | - AR BRSO, B U RS2 ~ e BRSPS %
B S R E B AT - BEARREARGY » IO 1 R PR
IR » FZITT BT LR bR B - R A BRI se AR - BTl e AR,
2 EAE -

All: This is another subjective question which should be judged by independent
professionals. For key questions in our previous questionnaires, respondents were asked to
“use a scale of 0-10, with 0 representing the worst, 10 representing the best and 5 being
half-half, to describe your overall assessment towards XXX”. This is a frequently-used scale
in Hong Kong and the Western countries. Items mentioned in the questions, such as
qualification of the universities’ teaching staff, academic research performance, leadership
abilities and vision of Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principals, in fact were just hints to assist
the respondents to give comprehensive thoughts to the questions, as well as diluting the
“labeling effect” of the universities. Since the phrasing of questions was exactly the same
for all institutions, it should be fair even though the respondents’ answers were influenced.
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

B 12 0 B R OR T RS HAMT0 B FRRERSE - TR 0-10 4520 ?
Q12: Why don’t we simply ask the respondents to name their perceived best university, but
have to use a scale of 0-10 marks to rate each university?

& 12 RASESERE - MIFEEERE - EEAH S ER B CAREM
GREG © BEZAAT R R R R U - DS AR LB S 2 IRVEE - B
IR T7A - A0SR - A0SR FRAVEEEL Z s @l - EFTA e E i A E—
AR EG HIR—RBIREr - WREEE Ty > MIERTERETFR IS 2
1787 EEEE » RN -

A12: Absolute rating according to individual attributes, rather than relative ranking was used
here, as the former is more conducive to profile analysis of relative strength and weaknesses
for individual institutions. Although the amount of resources used is 9 times more than that
of a single question, polarization of differences between the best and the worst can be
avoided and thus, is a more carefully-designed research method. Take for an example, if
University A is a bit better than University B and all respondents can only choose one from
two, the former will win with a landslide majority. On the other hand, if respondents can rate
according to individual attributes, A may obtain 9 marks and B may obtain 8 marks, and
both can be considered as good.

13 &R E TR 200 Z{E - SREEERFRME?
Q13: In the employers’ section of this survey, the sample size was only about 200. Are the
results representative?

& 13 - BigeE e AAREREEUAR AT 2 A K » HEHEBISRT R R
SRFIFFFILEREA A - HE ] L ETHEBIR MRS - £SFNHEE: - 5
B E B HRRREE - E 9S%MIE(E/KFE FAZI-T (HEILE - CEEEMAFHRSE
EMNZER - BNEIE T AR EEEEE(Education 8.com) 41T B B E 1253 #Y
&R AlemtMas @ BERYETEmE - ,

Al3: Whether the figures are representative enough in fact depend on the acceptable
standard error margins. As long as we list all our findings together with their error margins,
the general readers would be able to judge the accuracy of the figures on their own. In this
year’s survey, the standard error for this part was less than +/-7 percentage points at 95%
confidence level, which was enough to differentiate many answers. As for the use of these
findings collected from employers, it would be entirely up to “Education]8.com” to deicide
on its own, independent of POP.
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Appendix Four Freguently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

[6] 14 © BRKBERFRR FmBEAE A » BT IS8 R 7
Q14: There are always controversies arising from the ranking of universities, how could we
benefit by mutual discussion?

T 14 RPWOIIMER S - (ESSHTRIF RIEIE R F > RITFESH - 2
"HRHE EﬁTjZE‘tTFjﬂ SRR R IREE: - IR 2 ir#hE DL Mg
71 BFETREEE AT T B TER A E o AL 0 RERERMRENREHEERS
(R AR {ﬂﬁj)&:l:ﬁ[l%%‘é%’rﬂ?ﬁtﬂ—ﬁtb@%%ﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ B E R R RAN
B

Al4: We welcome rational discussion, but we are unwilling to participate in any emotional
arguments flavoured with money-betting. We have never asked either explicitly and
implicitly for support from academics and friends, but we are also not afraid of pressure
unrelated to academic excellence, including any intention to resort to public pressure or
administrative intervention. Our only concem is to do our best in the public opinion survey
part that we are responsible for. Should anyone come up with a set of more well-designed
ranking mechanism, we would be more than willing to provide comments and assistance.

[ 15 = (ASEATEEH T 72 2007 48 5 J%'/ KET_{"E\%PIJ T2007 FEEH KSR
b HUERE - RUSTEE MR

Q15: The Hong Kong Economic Journal Monthly published a survey report called
“Comparison of Advantages on the Eight Institutions of Higher Education in Hong Kong
20077 in its May 2007 issue. How is this swrvey compared with the ranking surveys
conducted by POP?

F 1S D (EHME AT 248 2003 4F 10 H%ﬁk&*ﬁ?/&k‘%‘%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’ﬂ@%ﬁftb%}ﬁﬁ
stk - B 2007 5 5 HERAAE 2007 £FB/ KSKESETLL , 1 Eﬁ%*ﬁlﬁﬁ:

[EEYRE - 2007 FARE A EHESSHNT - R A EHEIESSTL - E’LIP’?%DI
PREFETIARSEPERERT A - RUfETEELH {&ﬁ%ﬁfﬁﬁ%{ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ 3

A15: After the publication of its first report in October 2003 on “Comparison of Advantages
on the Eight Institutions of Higher Education in Hong Kong”, the Hong Kong Fconomic
Journal Monthly again published its second report on “Comparison of Advantages on the
Eight Institutions of Higher Education in Hong Kong 20077 in its May 2007 issue. The
difference is that the 2007 report does not give an overall ranking of the eight institutions,
which is contrary to the general practice adopted by most international and Chinese
Mainland media. We at POP welcome similar studies by other media or organizations, in
order to develop our collective wisdom.
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)}

HBARTHAEREILA/E 2009
HWEMAE
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T 2L

"&-%[ 4 (skip to end)
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1%
"E 4% (skip to end)
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)
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Appendix Five Ouestionnaire (Chinese & English)
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)

Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of
Universities in Hong Kong 2009
Survey Questionnaire

Self-introduction-- Good evening! My name is X. ] am an interviewer at the Public Opinion
Programme of the University of Hong Kong. We are conducting an opinion survey related
to institutions of higher education. I would like to invite you to participate in an interview
which will take only a few minutes. 1 would like to stress that your telephone number was
randomly selected by our computer and all information you provide will be kept strictly
confidential and used for aggregate analysis only. If you have any concerns, you can call
xxxx xxxx to talk to our supervisor XXX, or the Human Research Ethics Committee for
Non-Clinical Faculties of the University of Hong Kong at xxxx xxxx during office hours. For
quality control purpose, our conversation may be recorded but will be destroyed shortly after
the QC is done.

[S1] Is it okay for us to start this survey?
Yes

No (skip to end)

[S2] Is your phone number xxxx-xxxx?

Yes
No (skip to end)

How many members are there in your houschold 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, 1 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 May or the coming three months?”) [If there is no household
member aged 18 or above, terminate the interview. ]

Yes
No (terminate)

w
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)

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

[Q1] Please use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of each institution of
higher education 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 0 representmg the worst, 10 representing the best and
5 being half-half. How would you rate { }? [97 = Don’t know
the university; 98 = Don’t know / hard to say, 99 Refused to answer]

City University of Hong Kong (CityU) Hong Kong Baptist University (HKBU)

Hong Kong Shue Yan University (HKSYU) Lingnan University (LU)

The Chinese University of Hong Kong (CUHK) The Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd)
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University (PolyU) The Hong Kong University of Science and

The University of Hong Kong (HKU) Technology (HKUST)

[Q2] Pleasc use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of
Vice-Chancellor/President/Principal of each institution while taking his local and
mternational reputation, approachability to the public, leadership, vision, social credibility
and public relations into consideration, with 0 representing the worst, 10 representing the
best . ing half-half. Tlow would you rate the Vlce-Chq_ncellors/PresidentsfPrincipal
of § is/Pre tion)? [96 = Don’t know the
V1ce-ChanceHorfPre31dent 97 = Don’ t know the un1vers1ty, 98 = Don’t know / hard to say;
99 = Refused to answer]

CUHK - Prof Lawrence J. LAU HXIEd — Prof Anthony B.L. CHEUNG

HKBU — Prof Ching-fai NG HKUST — Prof Paul C.W. CHU

HKSYU — Dr Chi-yung CHUNG LU — Prof Yuk-shee CHAN

HKU — Prof Lap-chee TSUI PolyU — Prof Timothy W. TONG [remark: Prof
CityU — Prof Way KUO Timothy W. TONG has become President of

PolyU with effect from 1 January 2009]

[Q3] What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students 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/interpersonal skills

Social/work experience

Emotion stability
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)

Communication skills

Academic and professional knowledge
Computer proficiency

Self-confidence

Commitment to society

Global prospect / foresight

Creativity

Job opportunity

Financial management

All-roundness

Alertness to risk / handling adverse conditions
Independence

Self-expectations / dreams

Civil awareness

Leadership skills

Others (please specity)

Not lack of anything

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 D1)
Refused to answer (Skip to D1)

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

City University of Hong Kong

Hong Kong Baptist University

Hong Kong Shue Yan University
Lingnan University

The Chinese University of Hong Kong
The Hong Kong Institute of Education
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
The University of Hong Kong

Other overseas universities

Won’t employ graduates (Skip to D1)
Others (please specify)

Don’t know / hard to say (Skip to D1)
No preference (Skip to D1)

Refused to answer (Skip to D1)

[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
mstitution? (Do not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)

Good performance of previous graduates

Good social 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)

No specific reasons

Don’t know / hard to say

Refused to answer

Interviewer: I'd like to know some of your personal particulars in order to facilitate our
analysis.

[D1] Gender

Male
Female

[D2] Age (exaét 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 house is:
Self-purchased, or

Rent?
Refused to answer
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Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)
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[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: simple stone structures / traditional village houses
Staff quarters

Others

Refused to answer

[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 staft 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

Thank you for your time. If you have any questions regarding this interview, you can
contact our supervisor at xxxx-xxxx or call xxxx-xxxx during office hours to verify this
interview ¥ authenticity and confirm my identity. Bye bye.
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Appendix Six Note of Caution (Chinese & English)
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Appendix Six . Note of Caution (Chinese & English)

FOR DISTRIBUTION TO THE PRESS

Points to Note Regarding the Opinion Survey on the
Public Ranking of Universities in Hong Kong 2009

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
institutions. 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
specifically 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 nine
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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