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Date of survey
Response rate

Target population

Survey method

Sampling method

Weighting method :

CONTACT INFORMATION
:27/5-3/6/2014 Sample size  : 1,218 successful cases
:67.0% Standard error : Less than 1.4%

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

above

: Random telephone survey by real 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 distribution of the Hong
Kong population in 2013 year-end and the educational
attainment (highest level attended) distribution collected in the
2011 Census.

Everything in this publication is the work of individual researchers, and does not represent the stand of
the University of Hong Kong. Robert Chung Ting-yiu is responsible for the work of the Public Opinion
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Preamble

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 2014, POP was commissioned, for the fourteenth 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 institutions of higher
education funded through University Grants Committee (UGC), with the inclusion of Hong Kong
Shue Yan University since 2008, and Open University of Hong Kong since 2011 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 fairness of the results.

This year’s telephone survey was conducted during the period of 27 May to 3 June 2014. A
total of 1,218 Hong Kong Cantonese-speaking residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed. The overall response rate was 67.0% 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 27 May and 3 June 2014. 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 24,368
telephone numbers sampled for the survey, 4,151 were confirmed ineligible, among them 1,175
were fax or data lines, 1,883 were invalid telephone numbers, 59 were call-forwarding numbers,
while another 920 were non-residential numbers. Besides, 55 of them were invalidated due to
special technological circumstances, while 59 cases were voided because no eligible respondents
were available at the numbers provided.

Meanwhile, a total of 10,364 telephone numbers were invalidated since the research team
could not confirm their eligibility. Among them 780 were busy lines, 8,062 were no-answer calls,
658 cases were diverted to answering devices while 36 were blocked. In addition, 321 cases were
treated as ineligible because of language problems, 504 interviews were terminated before the
screening question, while 3 cases were voided for other problems.

Of the remaining 8,635 eligible cases, 7,417 failed to complete the interview. Among them 15
rejected the interview immediately after their eligibility was confirmed, 8,538 were unfinished
cases with appointment dates beyond the end of fieldwork period. Besides, 81 cases were
incomplete due to unexpected termination of interviews, 1 was classified as miscellaneous due to
other non-contact problems, and the remaining 1,218 were successful cases (Table 1).
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Table 1  Breakdown of contact information of the survey

Frequency Percentage

Telephone numbers’ ineligibility confirmed 4,151 17.0

Fax/data line 1,175 4.8

Invalid number 1,883 7.7

Call-forwarding/mobile/pager number 59 0.2

Non-residential number 920 3.8

Special technological circumstances 55 0.2

No eligible respondents 59 0.2
Telephone numbers’ or respondents’ eligibility not 10,364 425

confirmed

Line busy 780 3.2

No answer 8,062 33.1

Answering device 658 2.7

Call-blocking 36 0.1

Language problem 321 1.3

Interview terminated before the screening question 504 2.1

Others 3 0.0
Telzﬂlsl::entl;[::)::‘:;v?fiibility confirmed, but failed to 8,635 35.4

Household-level refusal 7 0.0

Known respondent refusal 8 0.0

Appointment date beyond the end of the fieldwork period 8,538 35.0

Partial interview 81 0.3

Miscellaneous 1 0.0
Successful cases 1,218 5.0
Total 24,368 100.0
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To sum up, a total of 1,218 Hong Kong residents of age 18 or above were successfully
interviewed in this survey. The overall response rate was 67.0% 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%
=[1,218 /(1,218 + 15 + 504 + 81)] 100%
=67.0%

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 in 2013 year-end and the educational attainment (highest level attended) distribution
collected in the 2011 Census. 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), 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 Technology (HKUST) and The University of Hong Kong (HKU), plus Open University of
Hong Kong (OUHK) which was included for the fourth time since 2011. 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 O 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

To begin with, 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 O 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 learning
atmosphere, as well as the diversification and degree of recognition for its courses. Survey results
of this year indicated that, in terms of public perception, HKU received the highest mean score of
7.81 as rated by 1,092 respondents, CUHK came second with an average score of 7.54 as rated by
1,081 respondents, whereas HKUST ranked third with a mean score of 7.42 as rated by 1,031
respondents. When compared to the findings obtained from last year’s survey, the order of rankings
among eight institutions remained exactly the same while HKSYU and LU were swapped. For
HKU and CUHLK, their respective drop in rating were tested to be statistically significant at p=0.01
level. And the increment of rating of HKIEd, HKSYU, LU and OUHK were tested to be
statistically significant at p=0.05 level and p=0.01 level respectively (Table 3).

Table 3 - Overall Performance of Institutions

2011 Surveﬂ 2012 Surveﬂ 2013 Surveﬂ
; : ! ] : i Recognition
Average iStandard Average Stanfiard Average Siandad Averageismnlda_rdi I\_JO' (_Jf E(No. O?Ialersf
. €rror : error ' Crror i CITOI . raters Etolalsample)
1. HKU 822 | 0.04 |8.03**! 0.04 | 807 | 0.05 |7.81**} 005 | 1,092 | 89.7%
2.CUHK  |7.77**! 0.04 | 7.72 | 0.04 | 7.75 | 0.05 |7.54**{ 005 | 1,081 | 88.7%
3. HKUST |7.63**{ 0.04 | 7.54 | 0.04 | 744 | 005 | 742 | 005 | 1,031 | 84.7%
4. PolyU 6.92 | 004 | 698 ! 004 | 699 ! 004 | 697 | 004 | 1,039 | 853%
5. HKBU 630 | 0.04 | 635 | 0.04 | 629 | 005 | 642 | 005 | 1,003 | 82.3%
6. CityU 621 | 0.04 | 622 i 004 | 621 | 005 | 628 | 005 | 995 | 81.7%
7. HKIEd 5.88* 1 0.05 | 575 | 0.05 | 584 ! 005 | 6.09* i 0.05 | 931 | 76.5%
8. HKSYU | 544 i 005 | 550 | 0.05 | 541 | 006 |589%*: 005 | 929 | 76.3%
9. LU 550 | 0.05 | 558 | 0.05 | 547 | 005 |574%: 005 | 966 | 79.3%
10.0UHK# | 543 | 0.05 | 534 | 005 | 534 ! 005 |566%! 006 | 904 | 74.2%

# Newly added in 2011.
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Same as last year, our cross-tabulation analyses showed that, within each sub-group of the
sample, the order of 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 the 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 Analyses: Institution Performance by Education Attainment of
Respondents

Primary or below Secondary Tertiary or above
: Standard : No. of : Standard :  No. of : Standard : No. of
Average:! : Average | | Average ! :
. _error ! raters | error i raters i ermor : raters
HKU o R OB 00k 774 1 0064 | 527 E98 - H0.0708 ERR00

CUHK~ | [7.24 | 0.131 i 217 750 | 0.061 | 525 T e 0 ey S A
.HKUST~ | [7.35 i 0.142 i 193 729 | 0.063 i 504 FaE AL RS
. PolyU 6.82 i 0.136 | 198 6.98 | 0.060 | 507 707 & 0066 i 326
HKBU 648 i 0.144 | 184 6.45 1 0061 | 493 633 | 0071 : 318
. CityUr G50/ 10,1408 1 87 6.18 | 0.064 | 480 6:320 10081111322
.HKIEd" | 637 | 0.160 : 167 6.07 | 0.071 | 458 599 : 0.082 : 299
.HKSYU | 6.01 i 0.159 @ 175 592 1 0074 | 444 57 50,0860 1302
LU 5.0 R0E 45 W BN 138 576 | 0.066 | 462 560 | 0084 i 309
10. OUHK” | 588 | 0.167 | 145 580 1 0072 | 448 532 : 0.093 : 304

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

Table 5a — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Institution Performance by Occupation of Respondents (1)

Professionals and
semi-professionals
: Standard ! No. of

Average: a Average
. error . raters

Clerk and service workers Production workers

éStandardi No. of  Standard | No. of

. | Average ! :
. error | raters LcrropiEaraters

1. HKUA 792 : 0.080 : 298 784 1 0097 : 203 730 ¢ 0.196 : 101
2. CUHK™ |[Egiezsi 01074 008 764 | 0094 | 206 6.95 | 0164 i 96
3. HKUST | 751 : 0.082 ; 295 744 1 0098 | 196 7.16 : 0169 | 94
4. PolyUr | 696 i 0.072 i 298 7.16 1 0.094 | 196 670 i 0171 | 97
5.HKBU~ | 628 | 0.075 i 284 6.56 | 0.092 i 192 61431011688 # 0]
6
7
8
9
1

. CityU® | 6.12 i 0084 i 285 6.52 | 0.098 i 191 g5 R R0 157803
.HKIEd® | 590 | 0.089 | 269 625 : 0113 { 181 6:04/ " 0187 £:4580
_HKSYU | 574 | 0.094 | 274 598 1 0114 | 175 SRR R OB 078 R
LU 559 | 0090 i 278 580 | 0.099 | 187 5162/e8 AR08l 3RO
0. OUHK™ | 536 : 0.098 : 273 5.81 ¢ 0108 | 181 5.76 i 0.184 i 78

~ Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically significant at 95% confidence level.
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1able 5b — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Institution Performance by Occupation of Respondents (11)

Students Housewives
Average Standard error No. of raters | Average Standard error No. of raters
1. HKUA 8o e 0l12] § 85 794 ¢ 0110 | 188
2. CUHK? 205 e 01068 85 761 1 0119 182
3. HKUST St LT O] Dos A 86 756 0 0119 i 165
4. PolyU” AR SN 0,094 85 711 1 0113 164
5. HKBU" 6,408 MEEROM Dot 84 670 1+ 0119 | 162
6. CityUr 6130 R O [T 86 648 | 0.17 | 155
7. HKIEd" ke e e 78 635 | 0135 i 148
8. HKSYU e 77 613 ¢ 0135 | 145
9. LU ISt 0126 e B 8 ] 589 | 0140 i 154
10. OUHK* SeUE e 0ot ] 6.06f | 0147 | 139

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

B. Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principals

With respect to the perceived overall performance of the Vice-Chancellor/President/Principal
of each institution, taking into consideration one’s local and international reputation,
approachability, leadership, vision, social credibility and public relations, Professor Joseph J.Y.
Sung of CUHK again topped the list this year with an average score of 7.77 as rated by 955
respondents. Professor Tony F. Chan of HKUST, Professor Peter MATHIESON of HKU and
Professor Timothy W. Tong of PolyU came second to fourth, with mean scores of 6.92, 6.78 and
6.67 as rated by 627, 655 and 603 respondents respectively. The next tier included Professor Albert
Chan of HKBU, Professor Stephen Y.L. CHEUNG of HKIEd and Professor Way KUO of CityU
who ranked fifth to seventh attaining a mean score of 6.31, 6.23 and 6.11 respectively. The eighth
and ninth ranks fell to the Presidents/Principals of OUHK and LU correspondingly, with respective
average scores of 5.95 and 5.79. Only four out of ten Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals had
obtained recognition rates of 50% or above. Of which, Professor Joseph S.Y. Sung of CUHK
received the highest recognition rate of 78% (Table 6).
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Table 6 - Overall Performance of Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals

2011 Surveyl | 2012 Surveyl | 2013 Survey] #
- l ; | 1 ' Recognition
Avg. S Avg. Sl Avg. D Avg, S iNO Ofi(No.O%ralersf
i error . error : CITor . crror iraterss total samplr‘:)
l. CUHK - Joseph J.Y. SUNG | 7.84 | 0.05 [7.65%* 0.04 |7.94%* 0.04 |7.77%* 0.05 :955! 78.4%
2. HKUST — Tony F. CHAN 7.14 | 0.06 |6.96*} 0.06 | 6.97 | 0.06 | 6.92 : 0.06:627 51.4%
3. HKU - Peter MATHIESON# NA.- 6.78 | 0.06 | 655| 53.7%
4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG | 6.61 | 0.06 | 6.46 | 0.06 | 6.61 i 0.06 | 6.67 | 0.06 {603 49.5%
5. HKBU — Albert CHAN 6.29 i 0.06 | 6.19 | 0.07 | 6.22 i 0.06 | 6.31 | 0.06:643: 52.8%
6. HKIEd - Stephen Y.L. CHEUNG# N.A.- 6.23 | 0.06 608 49.9%
7. CityU — Way KUO 623 i 006 | 6.12 | 007 | 6.03 i 0.07 | 6.11 :0.07 {559} 45.9%
8. OUHK — Yuk-shan WONG -N.A.- 5.95 0.07 §524§ 43.0%
9. LU — Leonard K. CHENG# -N.A.-- 5.79 10.07 ;578 47.4%

# No comparison made as the relevant post was taken up by another person then.
## The position of Principal for HKSYU was vacant during the survey period, so the respective question was dropped

in 2014.

When cross-tabulated by respondents” education attainment and occupation, slight variations
were obtained in terms of the respective rankings of the Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals
as rated by different sub-groups. They were enclosed in squares for easy reference. Actual ratings
obtained by each Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals are shown in the following tables

(Tables 7-8).

Table 7 — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals Performance by
Education Attainment of Respondents

Primary or below Secondary Tertiary or above
:Standard ; No. of ' Standard | No. of :Standard: No. of
Average ! ' Average : . Average: '
1 error .« raters o error . raters . error . rafers
1. CUHK - JosephJ.Y, SUNG* | 7.63 | 0.138 | 178 | 7.71 | 0.063 | 466 | 7.93 | 0.074 | 306
2. HKUST-Tony F. CHAN | 6.95 : 0.198 | 99 | 6.87 | 0.075 { 302 | 6.95 i 0.092 : 224
3. HKU —Peter MATHIESON 6.72) © 0200 : 106 | 6.87 @ 0.088 i 319 | 6.67 : 0.096 : 226
4. PolyU - Timothy W. TONG~| [6.92] | 0.214 | 92 | 6.76 | 0.071 | 293 | 6.44 i 0.095 : 215
5. HKBU — Albert CHAN? 6.54 : 0.181 : 109 | 6.38 @ 0.074 : 318 | 6.11 : 0.100 : 213
6. HKIEd - Stephen YL. CHEUNG" | 6.53 | 0.188 | 96 | 6.31 | 0.080 | 291 | 599 i 0.102 i 217
7. CityU — Way KUO 631 0201 : 8 | 620 : 0.084 ; 259 | 591 : 0.111 : 208
8. OUHK - Yuk-shan Wong 6.18 : 0229 : 77 | 6.00 ! 0.088 : 252 | 578 : 0.103 : 193
9. LU —Leonard K. CHENG” | 6.28 | 0.204 i 94 | 5.81 | 0.09 | 273 | 5.54 ! 0.106 | 208

Differences among sub-groups tested to be statistically significant at 95% confidence level.
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Table 8a — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals Performance by
Occupation of Respondents (1)

Professionals and Clerk and service )
; - Production workers
seml-professmnals workers
Standard No. of + Standard | No. of Standard No. of
Average ! Average | . Average,
| emor | raters L error | raters | error ' raters

OUHK - Yuk-shan Wong® | 5.72 { 0.097 i 172 | 6.23 | 0.150 | 105 | 5.56 : 0.214 | 45
LU —Leonard K. CHENG" 551 : 0.111 : 186 | 6.01 : 0.133 ! 112 | 544 : 0298 : 55

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

1. CUHK - Joseph 1.Y. SUNG 7.82 | 0.083 i 274 | 7.88 | 0.102 | 177 | 7.39 i 0.173 § 81
2. HKUST - Tony F. CHAN | 6.93 : 0.097 : 206 | 6.95 | 0.109 : 123 | 6.77 : 0.226 : 55
3. HKU -Peter MATHIESON® | 6.61 i 0.102 | 207 | 6.89 | 0.144 | 129 | 6.64 i 0.218 : 61
4. PolyU - Timothy W. TONG” | 6.48 | 0.094 i 193 | 6.81 @ 0.115 ! 120 | 6.62 @ 0.188 : 53
5. HKBU — Albert CHAN" 6.06 | 0.096 i 202 | 6.47 | 0.126 | 127 | [6.12] | 0.235 | 57
6. HKIEd - Stephen YL. CHEUNG* | 5.97 i 0.099 { 201 | 6.46 | 0.137 { 117 | |6.14] | 0.206 ; 57
7. CityU — Way KUO? 576 i 0.113 i 177 | 643 @ 0.140 | 114 | 5.84 ' 0.239 i 49
8.

9.

Table 8b — Cross-tabulation Analyses: Vice-Chancellors / Presidents / Principals Performance by
Occupation of Respondents (1)

Students Housewives
Average Rt ENo. of raters| Average Stan.dard ;:No. of raters

| €1Tor g ! error '
1. CUHK - Joseph 1.Y. SUNG D ERE 780 | 0118 | 153
2. HKUST - Tony F. CHAN GIa0 e 0 o6 RS0 725 i 0166 | 82
3. HKU —Peter MATHIESON" 6.64 : 0148 : 63 728 i 0165 | 87
4. PolyU — Timothy W. TONG" A SR O A7 R 5 0 705 | 0166 | 78
5. HKBU — Albert CHAN" 6.02 : 0124 : 54 690 | 0136 | 87
6. HKIEd - Stephen Y.L. CHEUNG" SE0ljgs SR O O RS IEREs R 662 | 0152 | 78
7. CityU - Way KUO” SIOERRI 0N B 1 e 56 6.50 | 0162 | 73
8. OUHK - Yuk-shan Wong" SE7CRE SR () TA7H EEE 53 6.59  0.178 | 66
9. LU -Leonard K. CHENG* 55RO 1500 e 60 634 | 0182 | 66

Differences among sub-groups tested to be S.fanmcaﬂv significant at 95% confidence lev e.’

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. This year’s results have consistently showed that “work attitude”
topped the list with 15% of respondents citing it. “Social / interpersonal skills™ and “independence™
obtained the second and third ranks and were mentioned by 10% and 8% of the total sample
respectlvely Other commonly-cited qualities included “critical thinking and problem-solving
ability”, “conduct, honesty”, “global prospect / foresight”, “commitment to society” and
“proficiency in Chinese, English & Putonghua”, accounting for 6% to 7% of the total sample.
Meanwhile, 25% of the respondents could not give a definite answer (Table 9).
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Table 9 — Perceived Deficiencies amon

g the University Students in Hong Kong

|2012 Survey| : |2013 Surveyig

2014 Survey

% of total responses

% of % of : (Base = 1.838 % of
total sample | total sample | Freq. ]_csp(;mcs ﬁ-onu total sample
(Base=1,199) ; (Base = 1,210) 1,216 respondents) (Base =1,216)
Work attitude 18.0% 15.7% 186 10.1% 15.3%
Social / interpersonal skills 13.3% @EI8sEe 127 6.9% 10.5%*
Independence 7.8% | 10.8%* | 91 5.0% 7.5%%*
Critical thinking and problem-solving ability 95% i  9.9% 83 4.5% 6.9%
Conduct, honesty 10.2% 10.0% 79 4.3% 6.5%*
Global prospect / foresight 8.8% 8.6% ; 77 4.2% 6.3%
Commitment to society 7.9% 7.7% : 74 4.0% 6.1%
Proficiency in Chinese, English & Putonghua 6.7%  EEESEOVAREE 72 3.9% 5.9%
Social / work experience 6.8% | 7.8% | 60 3.3% 4.9%**
Communication skills 73%* | 59% | 46 2.5% 3.8%*
Academic and professional knowledge 50% EEEESISORE A4 2.4% 3.6%
Self-confidence 48% | 4.1% : 43 2.3% 3.5%
Creativity 41% L 32% | 40 2.2% 3.3%
Emotion stability 39% i 45% i 38 2.1% 3.2%
Civil awareness 3.2% : 4.3% : 35 1.9% 2.9%
Resources / opportunity 1.0% L% 35 1.9% 2.9%
Alertne.sg to risk / handling adverse 5 8%, : 36% : 31 1 7% 2 6%
conditions ! i

Self-expectations / dreams 3.0% : 2.9% : 30 1.6% 2.5%
All-roundness 20% | 32% | 30 1.6% 2.4%
Patriotism 12% EESIGIAEE 29 1.6% 2.4%*
Job opportunity 0.7%** 1.7%* : 25 1.4% 2.1%
Discipline, patience 2.1%** EEERISO0GENE 25 1.4% 2.0%
Self-motivation, aggressiveness 1.5%** 1.1% | 20 1.1% 1.7%
Learning attitude 1.7% PRICoES 17 0.9% 1.4%
Political awareness / participation 08% : 1.5% : 15 0.8% 1.2%
Egocentricity / selfishness 13% §  0.5% : 14 0.8% 1.2%
Politeness 0.4%** 0 1.0% i 12 0.7% 1.0%
Social awareness 12% (WB0SYE 11 0.6% 0.9%
Humble / sympathy 0.7%** |  0.6% : 9 0.5% 0.7%
Leadership skills 0.7% 0.6% : 8 0.4% 0.6%
Utilitarian / materialistic 14% | 1.0% | 7 0.4% 0.6%
Maturity / stability 09% : 1.1% : 7 0.4% 0.6%
Financial management 1.3% : 1.3% “ 7 0.4% 0.5%%*
Nothing 43% | 49% | 51 2.8% 4.2%
Others 36% ¢ 34% i 53 2.9% 4.3%
Don’t know / hard to say 20.3%* :  152% : 307 16.7% 25.2%
Total i 11,838 100.0%
Base 1,199 | 1210 1216
Missing case(s) 4 : 8 : 2
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D. Preference for University Graduates

The survey went on to study employers’ preference when selecting university graduates. To
identify the prospective employers from the sample, all respondents were asked if they were
involved in any recruitment process of new staff in performing their office duties. Results showed
that 16% of the total sample, i.e. 197 respondents had such authority in one way or another. This
percentage has slightly dropped compared to last year (Table 10).

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

2011 Survey] | [2012 Survey | [2013 Survey | 2014 Survey!
Percentage : Percentage : Percentage Frequency  Percentage
Yes 18.4% : 20.0% : 18.6% 197 16.2%
No 81.6% |  80.0% | = 814% 1,021 83.8%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1,218 100.0%
Base 1,201 § 1,203 | ToIseee 1218
Missing case(s) 0 : : 1 0

These respondents were further asked which institution’s graduates would be preferred when
they looked for a new employee. In this year, graduates of HKU ranked first, as chosen by 20% of
these employers whereas CUHK and HKUST came second and third with 14% and 12%
respectively. Meanwhile, graduates from PolyU were preferred by 10% of this sub-sample.
Another 26% of these prospective employers said they had no particular preference and 5% could
not give a definite answer. It has to be noted that because of the small sub-sample, the maximum
sampling error has increased to plus/minus 7.1 percentage points at 95% confidence level (Table
11).
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Table 11 - Most Preferred University Graduates

2011 Survey]! 2012 Survey| | 2013 Survey]! 2014 Survey
%of |  %of |  %of | t/"”t'fl H]/“Of]
total sample | total sample ! total sample | Freq. PO LSS
' 4 ! employers (Base =
(Base=1,201) ! (Base=1,203) ! (Base=1,218) !

; : | (Base=195)  1.218)
HKU 45% | 38% | 36% | 39 19.8% 3.2%
CUHK 26% | 35% | 36% | 28 14.5% 2.3%
HKUST 23% i 23% i 22% |24 125% 2.0%
PolyU 25% i 26% i 30% i 20 104%* 1.7%
CityU 03% | 03% i 04% | 6 3.0% 0.5%
HKBU 02% | 01% | 04% | 3 1.8% 0.3%
OUHK = § - § = L2 0.8% 0.1%
HKIEd 02% | 03% | 01% | 1 0.5% 0.1%
LU 0B3%: 0.1%  [NEOCORNS | 0.5% 0.1%
HKSYU 0.1% | 02% | 04% | <l  02%* 0.0%
Other overseas universities 0.3% : 0.4% : 0.2% : 2 1.3% 0.2%
Others 5 R . - -
No preference 33% | 45% | 24% 50 259%**  41%
Don’t know / hard to say 12% | 14% | 15% |10 49% 0.8%
Won’t employ graduates 05% | 04% | 05% | 8 3.9% 0.6%
Total § i L 195 100.0%
Valid Base 21 240 i 226 197
Missing case(s) / : 0 " 0 : 2

These potential employers were then asked to provide some reasons for their specific choices.
Same as previous years, “good performance of previous graduates” was most frequently cited, by
36% of the sub-sample (i.e. 4% of the total sample). “Good knowledge in job-related areas™ and
“reputation” of university came second and third with 20% and 15% respectively (i.e. each 2% of
the total sample). Graduates® “good moral character”, being “alumni” of the potential employers,
“good work attitude” formed the next tier, with a respective proportion of 14%, 11% and 10% (i.e.
each accounted for 1% of the total sample). Other than these, reasons like “good connection with
outside”, “diligence, motivation”, “good language ability”, “good academic ability”, “good social
relationship™, and “good leadership” were also mentioned by quite some, though not many,
respondents (Table 12).
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Table 12 - Reasons for Preferring Graduates of a Particular Institution

2012 Survey| {2013 Survey! 2014 Survey|
E : % of total
i ; % of total
%of % of i responses % of valid -y
total sample | total sample ! Freq. (Base=173  respondents a::z _
(Base = 1,203) : (Base = 1,218) : responses from (Base = 127) : 2N18)
E l 127 respondents) ’
i i
Geiod TETIOLTANES 0L 54% I 53% | 46 26.6% 363%  3.8%
previous graduates ] !
: | |
Gied knpwledgin 32% | 25% | 25 14.6% 199%  2.1%
job-related areas i ;
Reputation 23% | 1.9% P19 10.8% 14.7% 1.5%
Good moral character 0.7% : 1.3% : 17 10.0% 13.6% 1.4%
Alumni 1.1% i 0.9% i 14 7.9% 10.7% 1.1%
1 |
Good work attitude 20% i 2.6% P13 7.5% 10.3% 1.1%
| 1
Good connection with ! !
outside (e.g., a i i
university’s extensive : i
connection with 03% ! 0.5% b8 4.8% 6.5% 0.7%
enterprises, companies, i i
or industrial firms; large : :
number of graduates) } :
Diligent, motivated 14% { 19% | 38 4.5% 6.1% 0.6%
Good language ability 0.9% EESINCAEE 7 4.1% 5.5% 0.6%
Good academic ability 0.7% SO0 ENE 6 3.2% 4.4% 0.5%
Good social relationship 0.6% : 0.9% : 5 2.7% 3.7% 0.4%
Good leadership 0.2% : 0.2% : 2 1.0% 1.4% 0.1%
Salary matched with abilities 0.1%* | s (— - - -
Others 0.7% 1 02% | 4 2.4% 3.2% 0.3%
No specific reasons = 0995 } - a5 - -
Don’t know / hard to say 0.5% | 2 - s - -
I 1
Total | i 173 100.0%
1 1
Valid Base 164 (NEEEONEE )7
1 1
Missing case(s) / : 0 : 0
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Chart 1 - Overall Performance Ratings of Institutions, 2001-2014
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Chart 2 - Most Preferred University Graduates, 2002-2014
(based on respective total sample)
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Appendix One Demographic Profile of Respondents

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 2013 year-end and the educational attainment (highest level attended)

distribution collected in the 2011 Census.

1. Gender
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Male 538 44.2% 553 45.4%
Female 680 55.8% 665 54.6%
Total 1,218 100.0% 1,218 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 0 0
2. Age
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
18 -29 187 15.4% 222 18.3%
30 -39 177 14.6% 223 18.4%
40 - 49 206 17.0% 231 19.0%
50-59 228 18.8% 243 20.0%
60 - 69 221 18.2% 149 12.3%
70 or above 194 16.0% 144 11.9%
Total 1,213 100.0% 1,213 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 5 5
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3. Education attainment

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Primary or below 214 17.7% 286 23.7%
Secondary 543 44.9% 582 48.1%
Tertiary or above 453 37.4% 342 28.3%
Total 1,210 100.0% 1,210 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 8 8
4. QOccupation group
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Professionals and semi-professionals 331 27.4% 314 26.1%
Clerk and service workers 191 15.8% 222 18.5%
Production workers 36 7.1% 118 9.8%
Students 77 6.4% 88 7.3%
Housewives 197 16.3% 216 17.9%
Others 326 27.0% 247 20.5%
Total 1,208 100.0% 1,205 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 10 13

—_——
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Appendix One

5. Type of ownership of your house

Demographic Profile of Respondents

Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency  Percentage | Frequency  Percentage
Self-purchased 711 59.2% 655 54.6%
Rent 491 40.8% 545 45.4%
Total 1,202 100.0% 1,201 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 16 17
6. House type
Raw sample Weighted sample
Frequency Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Public housing estate 453 37.7% 517 43.0%
Housing Authority subsidized sale
198 16.5% 208 17.3%
flats
Housing Society subsidized sale flats 18 1.5% 17 1.4%
Private housing 492 40.9% 417 34.7%
Village: villas / bungalows / modern
; 15 1.2% 15 1.3%
village houses
Village: simple stone structures /
S . 17 1.4% 18 1.5%
traditional village houses
Staff quarters 8 0.7% 8 0.6%
Others 2 0.2% 2 0.2%
Total 1,203 100.0% 1,202 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 15 16
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Appendix One Demographic Profile of Respondents

7. Working in the academy [only for those who are professionals or associate professionals]

Raw sample
Frequency  Percentage

Yes-Teaching staff of primary school

(including teachers and principal) 10 6-9%
Yes-Teaching staff of secondary

school (including teachers and 9 6.3%

principal)
Yes-Teaching staff of university 7 4.9%,
No 115 79.9%
Others 3 2.1%
Total 144 100.0%

Base 152
Missing 8

Weighted sample
Frequency  Percentage

9 6.4%

8 6.1%

5 3.6%
109 81.7%

3 2.2%
133 100.0%
142

9

8. Having children who are studying in schools

Raw sample

Weighted sample

Frequency  Percentage | Frequency Percentage
Yes 403 33.4% 455 37.7%
No 804 66.6% 753 62.3%
Total 1,207 100.0% 1,208 100.0%
Base 1,218 1,218
Missing 11 10
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Appendix Two

Frequency Tables

Frequency Tables

HKU
CUHK
HKUST
PolyU
HKBU
CityU
HKIEd
HKSYU
LU
OUHK

Average

7.81
7.54
7.42
6.97
6.42
6.28
6.09
5.89
5.74
5.66

Standard error

0.05
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.06

No of raters

1,092
1,081
1,031
1,039
1,003
993
93]
929
966
904

[Q1] Please 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?

Recognition

89.7%
88.7%
84.7%
85.3%
82.3%
81.7%
76.5%
76.3%
79.3%
74.2%

CUHK - Joseph J.Y. SUNG
HKUST —Tony F. CHAN

HKU — Peter MATHIESON
PolyU — Timothy W. TONG
HKBU — Albert CHAN

HKIEd — Stephen Y.L. CHEUNG
CityU — Way KUO

OUHK - Yuk-shan WONG

LU - Leonard K. CHENG

Average

797
6.92
6.78
6.67
6.31
6.23
6.11
3.593
5.79

Standard error

0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.07
0.07
0.07

No of raters

955
627
655
603
643
608
559
524
578

[Q2] Please use a scale of 0-10 to evaluate the overall performance of Vice-Chancellor / President
of each institution 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-half. How would you rate
the following Vice-Chancellors / Presidents?

Recognition

78.4%
51.4%
53.7%
49.5%
52.8%
49.9%
45.9%
43.0%
47.4%
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Appendix Two Frequency Tables

[Q3] What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students lack of?
(multiple responses allowed)
F % of total responses % of total sample
req.
4 (Base = 1,838) (Base = 1,216)

Wc_wr'k attitude (e.g'. serious, enthusiastic, 136 10.1% 15.3%

diligent, responsible, motivated)
Social/interpersonal skills 127 6.9% 10.5%
Independence 91 5.0% 7.5%
Cl‘lt-lCEa] thinking and problem-solving 23 459 6.9%

ability
Conduct, honesty 79 4.3% 6.5%
Global prospect / foresight 77 4.2% 6.3%
Commitment to society 74 4.0% 6.1%
Proficiency in Chinese, English and 7 3.9% 599,

Putonghua
Social/work experience 60 3.3% 4.9%
Communication skills 46 2.5% 3.8%
Academic and professional knowledge 44 2.4% 3.6%
Self-confidence 43 2.3% 3.5%
Creativity 40 2.2% 3.3%
Emotion stability 38 2.1% 3.2%
Civil awareness 35 1.9% 2.9%
Resources / opportunity 35 1.9% 2.9%
Alertn;gs to risk / handling adverse 31 1.7% 2.6%

conditions
Self-expectations / dreams 30 1.6% 2.5%
All-roundness 30 1.6% 2.4%
Patriotism 29 1.6% 2.4%
Job opportunity 25 1.4% 2.1%
Discipline, patience 25 1.4% 2.0%
Self-motivation, aggressiveness 20 1.1% 1.7%
Learning attitude 17 0.9% 1.4%
Political awareness / participation 15 0.8% 1.2%
Egocentricity / selfishness 14 0.8% 1.2%
Politeness 12 0.7% 1.0%
Social awareness 11 0.6% 0.9%
Humble / sympathy 9 0.5% 0.7%
Leadership skills 8 0.4% 0.6%
Utilitarian / materialistic 7 0.4% 0.6%
Maturity / stability 7 0.4% 0.6%
Financial management 7 0.4% 0.5%
Nothing 51 2.8% 4.2%
Others 53 2.9% 4.3%
Don’t know/ hard to say 307 16.7% 25.2%
Total 1,838 100.0%
Base 1,216
Missing case(s) 2
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Appendix Tivo

Frequency Tables

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

Yes
No

Total

Base

Missing case(s)

Frequency Percentage
197 16.2%
1,021 83.8%
1,218 100.0%
1,218
0

[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? (single response only)

HKU
CUHK
HKUST
PolyU

CityU
HKBU
OUHK
HKIEd
LU
HKSYU

Other overseas universities

No preference
Don’t know / hard to say
Won’t employ graduates

Total

Valid base
Missing case(s)

Frequency employers (Base = 1,218)
(Base = 195)

39 19.8% 3.2%
28 14.5% R
24 12.5% 2.0%
20 10.4% L%
6 3.0% 038
3 1.8% 0%
) 0.8% O1%
| 0.5% 0.1%
| 0.5% 0.1%
<1 0.2% S
> 1.3% 0.2%
50 25.9%, 4.1%
g 3.9% 0.6%
195 100.0%

197

2

% of potential
B % of total sample
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Appendix Two Frequency Tables

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

% of total responses 6} wfvalid % of total
of vali of tota
(Base=173 i 0

Frequency respondents sample
responses from 127
(Base=127) (Base=1,218)

respondents)

Good performance of previous 16 26.6% 36.3% 3.8%

graduates
Good knowledge in job-related 25 14.6% 19.9% 21%

areas
Reputation 19 10.8% 14.7% 1.5%
Good moral character 17 10.0% 13.6% 1.4%
Alumni 14 7.9% 10.7% 1.1%
Good work attitude 13 7.5% 10.3% 1.1%
Good connection with outside

(e.g., a university’s extensive

connectl-on Wit_h enterprlses, 3 4.8% 6.5% 0.7%

companies, or industrial

firms; large number of

graduates)
Diligent, motivated 8 4.5% 6.1% 0.6%
Good language ability 7 4.1% 5.5% 0.6%
Good academic ability 6 3.2% 4.4% 0.5%
Good social relationship 5 2.7% 3.7% 0.4%
Good leadership 2 1.0% 1.4% 0.1%
Others 4 2.4% 3.2% 0.3%
Total 173 100.0%
Valid base 127

Missing case(s)

e —
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Appendix Three Other Answers Submitted (Chinese)

Other answers submitted by respondents (in Chinese)

Table 1 What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students
lack?

Frequency
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Appendix Three Other Answers Submitted (Chinese

F &7 @ T3 e sk ke
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Table 2  Why would you prefer the graduates of the chosen institution?

Frequency
£ R 5
i SR T
Hiar M 1
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Appendix Four Frequently-Asked Questions (Chinese & English)

#E IR FEHY R BB HE AR E 2014
A

Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of Universities in Hong Kong 2014
Frequently-asked Questions

Gt L LU TR A BT S A ERT i BT » ZFTEA RN LA HE A
& LUEENT T E R EHEEEE - FIEREELUEE TG EE
<urank@hkupop. hiu.hk> + FFTZ 7 AEE » RIDEHEEEE FRFIFHEE -

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 EBRERENFRHERBETERE BT ARSI AES G AGEZE?
QI1: 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 BTG E R ZIRERETS - BRI A A EES S b
BRETIEEIR B IS, - RS R BRI AR T
HAE - R AR R TR I - BT & B TAME -
RHAGH » HER AR PR SRR A RTINS - i - AIFTARR
FIBEA R MG TREE « S SUUEABRES » TFTE BT THR HEE T
PRETHOREHEST - EFETETRS - RS RRT R -

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

6] 2« EAREYARE G2 A A e e T ?
Q2: Most ideally, who should be in charge of the survey on the public ranking of
universities?

&2 E“EE"EE’JDF?ELE”%”EEEE“E AEIRIEIEETT - MREREIERAES I I_J'L‘T’E
Liﬂfgfjia&i_ Thk = o BRAFANHE - WIE - IRER S ARRELITEE
T AT EES - ﬁﬂ?%% et —E e E IR FEA T ?ﬂzﬁiﬁ,uﬂﬁﬁ
PR BERFIARES - =BT TRAES: -

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.

[ 3 : BN ARER SR TS ERER AR ?
Q3: Should the most ideal survey on the public ranking of universities include public
opinion components?

- iEiE R RAERREE © FRAMIGE 2001 FRHIaER AT RE A FEARERE - AR
{F'E]E RAREIRESSEE - ST mEAK DB RGBSR TS  TREAEREZ S
Bi% - ERHAN R - BERMIS AR RS E RN R E RS | HEIf Y
B AREMVERE » UAERMAVER - 2001 FLUAT - FHEFERSFHECK
LTINS » AT EMMIRVEREE  RITYAE2HE - IRFGatin ity
HE 705

A3: That really depends. We started conducting surveys on public perception of tertiary
mstitutions 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)

[ 4 © AE AT LI A RS ?

Q4: Can different universities be compared?

Z 4 FEBRAEFR R E » B bR REE £ - P REFAENEZH
SETE o LRV B AL I DURERRL ~ B2k - B2 A& - BR - B4 - B{IERE - BEERXH
HYEARRRR S » A JURBERFEZ= R A REttls » A SH# - A AR - fEfEER
ARELLHE - W2 MEAEVE RS ? IRAELERERHRSINE - TthutEtti
TREVEEIRIE ? WRFETFE RGBT RELLRE - FR - AR R RERF BER L -~ 44
BUAEMBULELLE T - HE - (E{IEYE ] DItbE - REEsmaViEER T - 1R
MR RERLE A EE  IEEEAET -

Ad4: 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.

[ 5 DR EREGS RMETIRREY - A HEEEF ?
Q5: Are there any examples to conduct universities ranking by public opinion polls around
the world?

%5 EEFRLHFHENTE 1999 4 8 AR 2003 F 7 H » EAFEEESFETHRE
ERIREZHF AN EERERE - SRAGMIE T 1000 A - WX REZIS A
EEES 0 ERAGEGREMEIE R ZHE o LUT 25 &4k R R E Y
i

http://www.gallup.com/poll/3634/Harvard-Tops-Gallup-Poll-List-Best-University.aspx (1999 i)
http://www.gallup.com/poll/9109/Harvard-Number-One-University-Eyes-Public.aspx (2003 G35 4)
2 g - BRER A R SEEFPFEERA A ERAR T E=REIRE
PR RERTERETIE -

AS5: 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-Eyes-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.
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M 6 REHAPERS NGEEEAE BRI E RERRIR RIS
EREHE?

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?

Z 6 IRARE AGERENARLEARE T - fid » FRCGTIEBH T
SHRE TR FIRERIE S | IV RN DR R R T T LHERMAE T DB R L bR
REESS - MRV EREAROHEE R - Bttt EREERNEH  —WRAE
T RA A A BN B RERBORRER R, - AMat eI - &2 -

AG6: 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 universities 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
exactly 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 HERTRAZRER M ERFHEEER"?

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

7 BEAREE TBARPOABREEGHREE ) 2T R EETRE S RERR
MEBEHE - WIFEREPEGER - Tl BUFE - AEAVERENE - #EZT
BT RRETREEHCHEHE - Ak - ARtk - BRIEY - B L B2 hK
HARBE Ry T NERS S THEIT A R SREE - WISREER P] DRI 2 Lo el & RIS R IE
8 BT EEII R T - SO MBdR SR A E ?

AT: 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?
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6 8 ARREHEBTAEIGENTR - HixtHramERE TR - e EAE
SHAE I 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 IMAVEERR - AT REBARRF B RS 5 0 BUn A
TARERIEETHERA - G0 > SRS AT T BRI RV s E R EEE R - B PIRy S
WrE WG o A DR KRR BRI RRES BRI NE - BnEE
HREATIFHERBE TS

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 universities
have remained almost the same, reflecting the extremely stable and reliable relative
rankings.

[ 9 ¢ R HER BT {EUZEF AL RHREFEREEE ?
Q9: Why don’t we conduct a ranking survey targeting at people working in the education
sector?

59 Wi RO - (5 MK I - B L & 2007 B  (ERFT
AR R AR AR © BB A (Education] 8.com) T B F MR HAIE(T IR
DUAHE PR R B RUTA BB GARE © ART mRIT BT ZEpfl
(AT » Al 545 B 5427 4 (Education 1 8.com) 515 » SRR - B4P »
I S (B A T DS R » DA LR 2R » LR
HERABBRAIEERAL -

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.
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i 10 : fber R s E CaHEE ChifthyFE A e A [E-—E ?
Q10: Are there any problems with the survey when staff or students have to assess their own
universities?

& 10 FHEETERMRE  HR TG A T BRI 7% - BIIELERN M E#ETE
ArE—iER - WREHALZ > AIREEESZ ~ thigity - B - MEsEE
HeFRERYEARE - ERAFERERETR S ¥ EH CBEREVESRAR - MZEAE - AEE
BARKEFRNARE » ERER - BEER - 2L BNRRERAMEECERE
KEE - HEEHCPERAEHREIRTRE G HERE - KZIRUE © 1E4h  MRBFREE
FEEERESRGZERCEM AT - SREGHHSRRE -

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
university 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.

(8] 11 Fefimae s MEVEE NGRS REL T HNHE - PIIARSEEBE
HVERE ~ BisE R - MRIVHEER NS - MEREHE S HE MR ?

Q11: 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?

& 110 R R R - AR R - RIS SRR
% » IERERIIE Y R ERREE T 0-10 LA IRES XXXX (IS » 0 57 A2HE
7 0 10 SSRFMEE » 5 R EREEHITT BRI — - PR
FHy— IR » (IIA SRR B E R 0 - e AV B RIS 1% -
SR BRI & BRSO T - BEERSRG) » a1 ERa e hiE
IR ST T PSR SE R MBETE - E TR B RS2 AR - BT LR AT
B BT -

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 O 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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[8] 12 © Rt EA R KM REE B0 H FEVREARS  TEM 0-10 5y Z[EFHE ?

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 1 R BUTIERE L - MIRHEERGE - HEAEN R E R B CHYREN
ﬂl@é& HEZRFT RS BRI BRI ILEE - ERtARbiEs Z MavzEE » Eiks
HURRE T57% - BROURR > A0SR R RRAIRELE 2R Rt - {Eﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁuﬁégﬁﬁT_%%* '
AR EG MR —EERE: - WRWGEHE T D IHTy - AIERTEEFR I 7 &
=84 FIBEER  KZIRA -

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 : AEPREET SRR AL 200 (H - EREBGEREME ?
Q13: In the employers’ section of this survey, the sample size was only about 200. Are the
results representative?

& 13 BIBRAHRRANRFMEHFHCAN AT HEZAVEAZKT » RSO BRI 2 3R
SRR EREA K Eﬁ%TM%HﬂE@@EE%@Eﬁ%W ?‘_Aﬂiﬂ’]ﬁ@# H
FREDOTRITIERREE > £ 9SUEVEBS/KTP I A ZR+-7 [@H 7t » EERLIABIREE
FEHIZER - EREIIEREETEES H(Education] 8.com) 4l a3 ] 7 B (& £ 5B 77 Y
R Al Ma R - BB -

A13: 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 “Education18.com” to deicide
on its own, independent of POP.
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[ 14 BARSCKE B Fam A 3 4 - TRl 4E B 4 2
Q14: There are always controversies arising from the ranking of universities, how could we
benefit by mutual discussion?

& 14 TGS - (AL TE(E R IBRNERZF - RFIFESH - 3
”‘*5{6 AR T AT B2 A A R PR F M BV LRG (07N B fo] B2 {8 LA S My IR
73 BFETTEA R AT ,IEi:F?’EE’Ju:I FIBA LR HEERMEENREHEEN
EIRAT © (EMALARAESI R —EIhi T E0 RS - IR R
By -

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 concern 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 : ({SFRA LA TI) 72 2007 £ 5 HAM T —{54 K " 2007 &) KSR BT
tb . BVEEE RS - [RIASTEIA laTam 2

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 survey compared with the ranking surveys
conducted by POP?

= 15 - (ERMERAT]) 24 2003 £ 10 A ERAE T /KRS St BT
% » 1R 2007 5 HFFRATE T2007 £5HE/ KRS RESETIE ) WREHRSE - R
HE’JE 2007 FHEREREFLSFEHER - ﬁ‘ﬁ ﬁgﬁlﬁﬁ’]@* b o B R AT Y
PRESGETEIR PR AP o BB A 2L A %&%%{’E’Fﬁﬁﬁnﬁﬁ S
J‘;EF‘:/\ o

A135: 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 Economic
Journal Monthly again published its second report on “Comparison of Advantages on the
Eight Institutions of Higher Education in Hong Kong 2007 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.

Appendix 4 - 8



Appendix Five Questionnaire (Chinese & English)

BARTHAERKIEL AL 2014
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F=¥a Ml % 3 a2

FEMLAT  HPELARYE TR A—EXFRE P ILBEAR G LB
FHEABMMBNEEAEOMBEREARER T RBALKHEL  FRIRA S
R1E - 4

[Ql] #4h > HFHRAO-I0SHMERHEEERMARRROEEITE 0 0 EEE 5
wRE—FF 10 g REEME - FHRESAMERBABBARERR LA~ ZHBR
REBRE -HMERR - 2HARER - 2ARGRLITEE -2 Y AAMER S L
BB EE  REBEELET - HFPAeE (THARRRBFHBIERSF) L5 H5R?
(97= FRAWAMEAL + 98 = B4oil /#3909 = 54 )

P X AS HHRE T oK
W RE ZaRE b RS
PR E HAHZR BH= K%

NP

[Q2] HMAAM 0-10 53 E SRR KAEREAIR 0o REABE S KRE—FF >
10 7R AARME - FHREEH MR EKRAERA R4 L E - HEE -AEEh - RAEH
HENEANRHEINEMGES > REFDHTY - HFRREME (ABAERBE RSB
BBRF) B EHR?

(96 = FMIA K + 97 = DML+ 98= “Bhoil /#3H 5 99= {54 )

PRXARE MABEHIX RERE MBI
EIKE EfEFHE HELIR Rz R
FHERE BELAHEK W RS IR

B RS BREEHIL FAEAE RE B

NEAKXE FER LR
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B R LB
B B A B R e
ITARREE (4o P A~ BW 9B A HER - L)
B AN AR
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1 4 1
i AT
FHTRE S ~ R E Lo
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Opinion Survey on the Public Ranking of
Universities in Hong Kong 2014
Survey Questionnaire

Section I Self Introduction

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. I 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)

Section II Selection of Respondent

[S3] How many members are there in your household aged 18 or above at this moment?
Since we need to conduct random sampling, if there is more than one available, I 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 June or the coming
three months?”) [If there is no household member aged 18 or above, terminate the interview.]

Yes
No (terminate)
Refuse to answer (terminate)

—_—m e —
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Section III The Questionnaire

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 representing the worst, 10 representing the best and
5 being half-half. How would you rate (ten institutions in rotation)? [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 University of Science and
Technology (HKUST)

The University of Hong Kong (HKU) The Open University of Hong Kong (OU)

The Hong Kong Polytechnic University (PolyU)

[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
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-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal
of (nine Vice-Chancellors/Presidents/Principal in_rotation)? [96 = Don’t know the
Vice-Chancellor/President; 97 = Don’t know the university; 98 = Don’t know / hard to say:
09 = Refused to answer]

CUHK — Prof Joseph 1.Y. SUNG HKBU — Prof Albert Sun-chi CHAN
PolyU — Prof Timothy W. TONG HKIEd — Prof Stephen Y.L. CHEUNG
HKU — Prof Peter MATHIESON CityU — Prof Way KUO

LU - Prof Leonard K. CHENG HKUST — Prof Tony F. CHAN

OU — Prof Yuk-shan WONG

[Q3] What do you think are the qualities which most Hong Kong university students lack?
(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

#
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Emotion stability

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

The Open University of Hong Kong

Others (please specify)

Other overseas universities

No preference (Skip to D1)

Won’t employ university graduates (Skip to D1)
Don’t know / hard to say (Skip to D1)

Refused to answer (Skip to D1)

#
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[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
institution? (Do not read out the answers, multiple responses allowed)

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 specity)

No specific reasons

Don’t know / hard to say

Refused to answer

Section IV Personal Particulars

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

[D1] Gender

Male
Female

[D2a] Age

(exact number)
Refused to answer

[D2b] [Only for respondents who refuse to tell the exact age JAge (Range) [Interviewers can
read out the age range]

18-20

21-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 or above
Refused to answer

e N S e
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[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

[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
Staft 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

Y e e e ——
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#

[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

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 s authenticity and confirm my identity. Bye bye.

_— —————— e e e e e
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M E
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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 2014

I. 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 ten 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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