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central provident
fund ‘unsound’

POLICY DEBATE (.

Reports by FRANK CHOI, TERRY LEE, LULU YU and VIOLA
LEE ,

THE Governor’s pro-
posals to improve social
securities and the long ser-
vice payment scheme
rather than introduce a
central provident fund
were unsound, five coun-
cillors said yesterday.

Mr Tam Yiu-chung, Mr
Pang Chun-hoi, Mr Szeto
Wah, Mrs Rosanna Tam and
Mr Hui Yin-fat expressed
their disappointment at the
Governor’s rejection of a
central fund. .

Mr Tam lashed out at the
Government’s “lack of com-
mitment and courage to face
the need of the working
class” and pledged that the
workers would not give up
their fight for a fund. :

Mr Pang said the Govern-
ment discriminated against
the working class and was
pushing them into a miser-
able retirement.

Mr Szeto said the
Governor’s intention to im-

£prove people’s living stan-
dards must not only be
realised in the provision of
cultural and recreational ac-
tivities, but also in real pro-
tections to their livelihood
after retirement.

Mrs Tam said the Gov-
ernment was confusing the

public by comparing the cen- .

tral provident fund and the
social securities improve-
ments, which she said had to-
tally different bearings on the
welfare of the community.
Mr Hui described the
Government’s arrangements
in the alternative package as
“prejudiced actions. . . (that)
have done a great injustice to
the people of Hongkong.”
Mr Tam and Mrs Tam
held that a central provident
fund and social securities
were aimed at different
groups of people and should
be provided at the same time.
Mr Tam said the labour
sector would not give in to
the Government’s refusal to
set up a central fund, nor

Central provident fund

would it give up the fight for
workers’ retirement protec-
tion.

“We will continue with
the fight for a central provi-
dent fund. The establish-
ment of a fund can offer pro-
tection to the absolute
majority of workers, while
the public assistance scheme
should be maintained to help
those who need help most be-
cause they are the least able

tohelp themselves,” Mr Tam
- said.

Mr Tam thus dismissed
as a non-issue the
Governor’s argument that
the fund would offer the least
benefits to those with the
greatest need.

“Using a non-issue to
turn down the arguments for
a central provident fund is
unfair to the working class,”
said a disgruntled Mr Tam.

On the other hand, Mrs
Tam listed the confusion that
would arise by the
Governor’s intention of sub-
stituting the central provi-
dent fund:scheme with im-
provements  in social
securities, the long service
payment scheme and the
monitoring of private funds.

By its nature, a central
provident fund was a com-
pulsory saving scheme work-
ers joined automatically
through the engagement in
employment, and it was by
no means a social welfare
provision, she said.

In its spirit, a central
provident fund encouraged
paid lunch which workers
had to afford themsélves,
rather than the free lunch of-
fered by the Government,
she added.

As to the target, a central
provident fund scheme

would cover the general
working people who had en-
tered into employment con-
tracts and had stable jobs, it
was not aimed at taking care
of the people who needed
help the most as indicated in
the Governor’s policy
speech, said Mrs Tam.

On the other hand, she
said, social securities would
only benefit those without
stable employment or with
low income jobs.

Extending the scope of
the long service payment
scheme only catered for
workers who had worked for
a long time for the same em-
ployer, but the benefits could
not be carried over from one
job to another, she said.

“And the strengthening of
regulation of private provi-
dent funds is but an adminis-
trative shape-up,” she said.

While Hongkong faced a
projected aging population,
Mrs Tam said the central
provident fund would pro-
vide the right solutions to
meet society’s future needs.

“It is obvious that the es-
tablishment of a central
provident fund-will achieve
the major goal of raising
citizens’ living standards as
repeatedly pledged in the
policy speech,” Mrs Tam
said.

Mr Hui questioned the .
Government’s wisdom in de-
ciding against a fund, thus
discouraging the low income
workers from saving for the
future.

“Under private provident
funds, with no legislative
pressure, it will take several
decades before private sector

come protection upo

employees can acquire 13

retirement,” he said.



