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The Response of the Academic Staff Association of HKIED
to LC Paper No. CB(2)795/04-05(01) entitled ‘Recurrent funding for
University Grants Committee-funded institutions in the 2005-08 triennium’
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In Paragraph 5, it is stated that “When compared to the current academic year, the
point-to-point adjustment will be about 33% by the end of 2007/08 under the
worst case scenario of 0-0-5. Taking the average provision for HKIEd in the
entire triennium, the reduction will be only about 23%.”

We must point out that it is misleading to calculate the level of funding reduction
on the basis of the average provision in the entire triennium in order to arrive at a
reduction percentage lower than 33% that masks the severity of the cut. In fact,
when the time comes for the funding for the 08-11 triennium to be worked out, the
Government will base its calculations on the funding level in 07-08 (i.e. HK$422
million), which will be 33% lower than the current level, not on a figure that is
only 23% lower than the current level. This will be disastrous to the
development of the Institute.

(2) [ SUBFUF T F12004i8 i o PRGNSR LR £

1%14%§§3%§ﬁ |J§\\F'j‘f JF[J]% i) o :~ﬂi@3%a fk% £L¢ R g b
el a0 BESs o =T '13:—]‘—1‘ > ') blﬁ]ﬂugﬁ[ﬂw{[ H:kaarrgal;g;[g;ﬂ"‘ | el o

i

TEIEEL P LR o G A DR L 14%FE
o e [ B R PSP - A PALITBRE TR TV O SR N i)
[y [P s 6 = S OISR 2 S S B
Eﬁ éﬁ%iﬁa%g—‘\glji g ISR 2P G-l Tk U T el S R R P FTJF'
Fol



(3)

(4)

In Paragraph 6, it is stated that “The HKIED has been in close dialogue with both
the Administration and the UGC from early 2004 onwards about the 14%
reduction in student numbers which basically reflects reduced demand for teachers
due to the declining student population and adjustments to training mode in
certain areas.”

Here, the EMB once again tries to mislead the public by sidestepping the crux of
the problem. The fact is, of the 14% cut in student numbers, 60% are in the area
of in-service professional development. Such an unreasonable cut totally ignores
the huge demand for the professional development of teachers under the various
educational reform measures. This move also sends a negative message to the
public that teacher education is unimportant.
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In Paragraph 10, it is stated that “HKIEd has recently been allocated $28 million
for one of its proposals.”

The fact is, the project proposal leading to this sum of money was submitted back
in June 2004, and approved in November 2004. The money is to be used strictly
only for the project, which has a very well-defined scope. This money is totally
unrelated to the funding cut issue that we are debating now, and it will not, and
cannot, be used in place of the recurrent grant to help to alleviate the grave
problems brought about by the severe funding cut.
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Apart from the above, the EMB paper has not responded to the queries raised by
educators and the public, and totally ignored the concerns our Association
expressed over the past month about Hong Kong education, especially the
education of teachers. The position of our Association is explained in the
document “Academic Staff Association of The Hong Kong Institute of
Education — Stance on Budget Cut against HKIEd (30 January 2005)”, submitted
together with the present paper to the LegCo Panel on Education.

(5) =5 MR ETFRE AR B FAL- DRI 1 A0S I [ £
IR R e 2 RORAV I RY - F 5
P e gl ﬁﬁ?&‘ﬁ‘%%ﬁ 1% FIBHRHY (FIE~ BE  DRIR
M= Fm’?ﬁf%aﬁ*ﬁ”rw@?ﬁ ﬁzﬂﬁlrﬁw'rwﬁnﬁ"rﬁ*ﬁﬁw F
PV [

To conclude, the EMB paper evades the crux of the problem and is misleading to
the public. Its proposals will definitely bring long-term negative effects to Hong
Kong education, especially teacher education. Hence, we would like to make a
strong plea to all honourable members of the LegCo Panel on Education for
voting against this paper. We would also like to urge the Government to
seriously re-think its policy and to listen to and heed public opinions, come up
with a revised funding proposal that addresses all relevant concerns and
recognizes quality teacher education as an essential element for the success of
the education reform, and re-submit its paper.



