Education is an important element of the development of a society.  It needs a lot of resources, in terms of monetary, physical and spiritual, to support and sustain. (Tsang, 1997) Therefore, it is essential for the government to institute education policies to facilitate developing the education system.  It is not surprising to see that governments in the modern cities always spend a huge proportion of its income on educational affairs.

However, the development of education system in a society is always correlative with the interests of different groups of people in the society.  Is it really true to enact an education policy so that to gain the ultimate advantage for all the parties?  Does the resources input lead to efficiency in education development?  And who has the power to identify what is efficient or not?  

An education policy is usually designed and enacted in order to solve the problem(s) in a particular time span.  However, every policy has its persistency and chain reaction.  The influence the enactment of the policy might be a great impact to its stakeholders.  In a well-developed democratic society like Hong Kong, the participation of making policy has been taken part by many parties, such as the government, professionals and the publics.  It is supposed to take care for the all the stakeholders who will be affected by the policy.  The enactment of a new policy is assumed to bring the greatest benefit to the society after adequate consultation and discussion.  However, is it true that a policy is well-established before its announcement in Hong Kong?  Who has the power to identify educational problems and to draft and carry out a new policy here?

In this paper, we will try to look at the design and enactment of the Medium of Instruction Policy (MOI Policy) in 1998.  We try to study the participation of the stakeholders from different aspects.  A mini research will be worked out to understand junior students’ preference of their choice to medium of learning in respect to the enactment of the MOI Policy.  Hence, we will try to apply Michel Focault’s idea in discourse analysis and power / knowledge to analyse the perception and goal of our government in building up the education system in Hong Kong.
Background

The Medium of Instruction Policy (MOI Policy) was announced in 1997.  Next year in 1998, the Education and Manpower Bureau (EMB) implemented the policy by stipulating the aided secondary schools to teach content subjects by using pre-approved language.  That is to say 104 aided secondary schools were approved to continue their content subject teaching by using English as the medium of instruction, and the others were restricted to use Chinese as the medium of instruction when teaching content subjects.
Studies of reviewing the efficiency of medium of instruction had been carried out since half a century ago.  The <<Fisher Report>> in 1951, the <<Marsh-Sampson Report on Education in Hong Kong>> in 1963 and the <<International Consultant Report on A Perspective on Education in Hong Kong>> in 1982 all stated that there was a need to change the medium of instruction from English to Chinese. However, the colonial government did not attempt to have any reaction to the reports.  Late until 1994, a group of bankers and businessmen set up <<The Hong Kong Bank Language Development Fund >> (HKLDF) to coerce the government by doing a reviewing survey of language policy in Hong Kong.
The implementation of the MOI policy was confirmed by the Education Commission Report No.4 (1994), No.6 (1996) and No.7 (1997).  The EMB also issued Medium of Instruction Guidance for Secondary Schools (formerly named Medium of Instruction Strong Guidance for Secondary Schools) in 1997, stating that aided secondary schools must straightly follow the rules of medium of instruction or they would be penalized.
Social impact brought by the MOI Policy
The announcement of the implementation of the MOI policy in 1994 had already agitated the publics.  Before the announcement, the government had never had any consultations with the main stakeholders, i.e. the schools (both primary and secondary schools), parents, teachers and students.  These stakeholders had no right to express whether they would agree with the policy or not. 

The dispute was suddenly formed into two groups in the society.  Having the tremendous promotion of the new language policy, the publics tend to support the government’s idea in MOI reformation.  As claimed by the government, the MOI policy would lead to effective teaching and learning.  The government emphasized that it was the only method to enhance students’ ability by using the language for learning which they were familiar with.  On the other hand, the mentioned stakeholders rebelled against having fundamental changes in teaching style within a short period of time.  Together with the technical problems such as the ability of teachers using Chinese as medium of instruction, the availability of publication of teaching and learning materials, the connection to public examinations and etc., schools, teachers and students were reluctant to carry out the arrangements list in the guidance.

During the past decade, the arguments continued even the policy had been implemented for so long.  There were also many amendments for solving the shortcomings brought by the policy.  Although many studies claimed that the MOI policy was not being implemented in a right way and at a right way, our government assured her success by some self-monitored surveys and figures of public examination.
The reason of an educational reform is to resolve the problems which are generated because of the inadequacy of existing policy in education.  The government has put forward policies from time to time so as to enhance the situation of providing education to out new generation.  Over the past twenty years, the policy development in education in Hong Kong had been flooded with ideas of changes of medium of instruction, changes of curriculum, reformation of school administration, etc.  It is very interesting, however, that the standard of value judgment by the government is somehow biased.  The concern had been more with efficiency in respect of subsidy and return, value of money, the development of performance standards and quality assurance rather than questions of the efficiency of knowledge acquisition by students.  
Moreover, in capitalistic city like Hong Kong, the explicit goal of education policies, as with other areas of social provision, has continued to be to put the consumer or user of education centre stage.  Thus, with respect to compulsory education and lifelong learning, especially early childhood education, parents have assumed a far great prominence.  Thus, parents should be one of the stakeholders who share an important role to school choice and power over educational decision-making.  In addition, there is evidence to suggest that children themselves have also assumed greater involvement in education practices.  However, was this the core value that our government hold when she implemented the education policies?    
In this paper, we will analyse from the view of Foucault’s discourse analysis and idea of knowledge/power, to understand how the government implemented the policy effectively.  Through studying the process of implementation of MOI policy, we try to find out the ideology that our government persisted.  We will figure out the points of dispute and agreement between the stakeholders of the MOI policy and the government.
The Hong Kong Government was existed in a form of a colonial government before 1997.  Since the return of sovereignty in July 1997, the government has changed from a colonial government of British Government to a local government which has managerial power delegated from central government of the People Republic of China. Although Hong Kong was claimed to be ruled under a democratic system, the public have not been holding any power of ruling the region actually.  On the other hand, being one of the world trading and financial centre, the government relies on the investment of the capitalists.  It is understood that the business class, especially the bankers and the proprietors of big firms, has much bargaining power which can affect the decision making of social policy by the government.  

In order to understand the ideology that our government has over the development of education in Hong Kong, we try to look at the way our government progressed in the MOI policy.  

Foucault’s Power/Knowledge

Most of the traditional ideas of power originated with Francis Bacon. It was Bacon who said "Knowledge is Power." On the contrary, Michel Foucault asserts a new model of the relations of power and knowledge. He called it "power/knowledge."
An important part of Foucault’s power/knowledge is the belief that those who are in power have specialist knowledge. In cases such as these, “the production of knowledge and the exercise of administrative power intertwine, and each begins to enhance the other.” This is the reciprocal nature of these two words that Foucault titled “power/knowledge (Allen 70).” For Foucault, this is a reciprocal, mutually reinforcing relation between the circulation of knowledge and subsequently the control of conduct.
Foucault's ideas of power/knowledge bring to our attention the fact that in fields of specialized knowledge, our actions are governed by the constituents of the power structures themselves. Such power can be transmitted along more sporadically. When someone asserts a statement, it becomes "power" when someone else (the other) takes the statement as "true." Power is not tangible, but rather depends on this economy of discourse.
That is to say, in the point of view of Foucault’s idea of power/knowledge, the “problem” itself might not be a problem actually.  It is problem because of what the party claimed to be for it might have power to identify what is the “truth” and able to persuade the public to believe its identification of that “truth”.
How did our government work out the MOI policy since the beginning of the discussion arose?  What did the government tell the public, or the stakeholders, about the need of the implication of the policy?  How did our government response to the criticisms from the stakeholders?  In what way our government claim the efficiency of the policy?

Chasing back the history of discussing medium of instruction in primary and secondary education in Hong Kong before 1994, we can find that there’s no conclusion from the educational researchers whether there was a must to change the MOI from English to Chinese.  Although several international reports stated that it would be helpful to achieve better learning efficiency by using Chinese as the medium of instruction in Hong Kong, the government did not take action to accommodate students with a suitable language.  The colonial government claimed that it was necessary to keep high standard of English in order to maintain or achieve higher competitiveness of economy over the world.  The problem of the students was that they did not have enough contact with English language and therefore learning through English was a way to make students expose to the language.  But the same conclusion about competitiveness of economy was drawn in a completely opposite way since 1994.  The government claimed that students were necessary to keep high standard of knowledge acquisitions and English language skills in primary and secondary so that they would be helpful to provide quality human resources to out economy.  The problem was that students could not learn effective with too much expose to English language which they could not be familiar with.  The government claimed that learning through mother tongue was the only way to achieve the goal. 
Why were there two versions of interpretation of a single problem? Here we try to understand the voice from the business, the main and first stakeholder of implementation of the MOI policy.  In 1994, the Hong Kong Bank Language Development Fund (HKLDF) had been set up to help our government do researches on evaluation education policies.  A survey of MOI grouping was done on a premise the mother tongue education would be worked out very soon.  It is interesting that our government claimed the HKLDF funded survey had shown the advantages of mother tongue education and based on this survey, our government worked out the first plan of MOI policy in Education Commission Report 4 (1994).  However, the HKLDF funded survey was not an analysis of efficiency of medium of instruction at all.  In fact, it talked about the effectiveness of the measures of the MOI policy and some detail suggestions on how to work out the policy and some focal points our society concerned with.  By applying Foucault’s idea, we can see that the businessmen acted as a stakeholder to push our government to implement policy so that they will have enough supply of quality labours.  They funded the research programme to empower themselves and so they had knowledge and power to tell the “problem”, which is insufficient of quality labours.
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