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Hong Kong’s Silent Epidemic 
 

Executive Summary 
 
 
In Hong Kong more than three people per day died prematurely from the effects of air 
pollution during 2008 - well over twice the entire death toll from the SARS epidemic.  Air 
pollution led to nearly 80,000 hospital bed days and over 7 million visits to the doctor last 
year, inflicting a toll not just on people’s health, but, like SARS, also on the economy.  The 
University of Hong Kong’s School of Public Health have used the Hedley Environmental 
Index to calculate that premature deaths, hospitalizations and doctor visit costs from air 
pollution exceeded $2.2 billion HKD this year. Unlike SARS, impacts and costs of this 
magnitude are now being recorded every year. But there are, as this report finds, additional 
hidden costs to air pollution in lost productivity from unreported illness and discomfort, from 
the purchase of symptom-treating pills and potions, and from running air purifiers and air 
conditioners.  There are also apparently large and growing losses and opportunity costs 
derived from skilled and highly educated workers leaving, and others refusing to come to 
Hong Kong due to its foul air. 
 
But this survey of the effects, perspectives, and knowledge of air pollution issues in Hong 
Kong also finds the public is not well informed about some of the key facts  of local air 
pollution.  While many suffer the effects of air pollution, some severely (Part I), and most 
complain to friends and family about it, and although one in five are considering leaving 
Hong Kong because of it (Part IV), nearly all are silent in expressing their concerns to 
government leaders, Legco members, and the media.   
 
This breakdown in communication with decision makers is not the result of indifference or 
lack of felt effects – indeed the overwhelming majority of the public wants government to 
make air pollution a top priority (81 percent, see Part II).  While consensus is lacking on the 
facts of air pollution, according to responses regarding to whom the government should listen 
the most (Part IV), the public are convinced that government should listen to environmental 
experts to establish the facts.  With experts leading the "listen to most" list, people clearly 
believe these facts are known, but that Government is not making use of this information.  
 
Air pollution has risen to the top as an issue of concern and as a preferred priority for 
government action for an overwhelming majority (compared to the findings of an 
environmental survey conducted in 2001).   It stands as a top priority behind only food safety 
(Part II).   The data also shows clearly that respondents from the public sector are no different 
from other groups in terms of either knowing more, or being less confused, or in preferring 
experts (rather than Government) to establish the facts (Parts II and III).   
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Key findings: 
 
The key findings of this report paint a picture of a public that is increasingly concerned  
 
1.  Public concern about air pollution rose dramatically between 2001 and 2008.  The 
proportion responding “don’t know” to environmental questions has plummeted, indicating 
increased attention to environmental affairs. 
 
2.  The public’s concern about air quality crosses all sectors and segments of Hong Kong 
society. 
 
3.  Hong Kong people believe air pollution makes Hong Kong an undesirable location for 
both locals and prospective immigrants. 
 
4.  Hong Kong people believe air pollution is damaging their quality of life. 
 
5.  The concerns of the vast majority are not reaching policy makers or the media, indicating 
serious problems exist in trust and communication in the public sphere. 
 
6.  The views of respondents from the public sector appear frequently at odds with the rest of 
Hong Kong, with public sector employees tending to rate air pollution as of less concern than 
the general public. 
 
7.  Dissatisfaction with government and business efforts to deal with air pollution has risen 
significantly from 2001 levels. 
 
8.  Hong Kong people believe independent environmental experts are the most important 
people government should listen to when dealing with air pollution. 
 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations: 
 
We believe this report supports the findings of a range of other public health and air science 
research - that our air pollution carries real and considerable health and economic impacts for 
Hong Kong’s economy and society. More specifically, this report demonstrates that the 
public is increasingly aware and concerned about air pollution. The combination of rising 
concerns, identified impacts and failing communications is clearly not healthy. By identifying 
such trends, it is hoped that this report will serve to inform key stakeholders of the views of 
the public, and to point towards issues and immediate actions that key stakeholders might 
consider. 
 
There is a clear and obvious need for experts to make their knowledge more widely known – 
and tools such as the Hedley Environmental Index will play a critical role.  When people – 
local and expatriate - are considering leaving or refusing to come to Hong Kong because of 
air pollution our competitiveness as a knowledge-based economy must begin to suffer. The 
key to rebuilding trust for the traditional “trusted parties” appears to lie in putting the 
knowledge of the environmental experts into practice. Serendipitously, the Administration’s 
current review of the air strategy and air quality objectives appears to provide the perfect 
opportunity. 
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POLLUTION  
HITS  

HOME 
 
 

Hong Kong people are clearly feeling the effects of air pollution but is the government 
aware, and does it care.  It should:  many of the most educated, most skilled and wealthiest 

are thinking about leaving Hong Kong as air pollution grows.1 
 
 
Part I analyzes the Air Quality Survey in terms of people’s assessments of the impact of air 
pollution on their health, lifestyles, activities and budgets, on the workforce, and on Hong 
Kong’s future. 
 
 
1.  Impact on health 
 
Initially, the severest health impacts of air pollution appear limited to a minority.  Perhaps 
this is why government leaders tend to dismiss air pollution as an annoyance rather than a 
threat to our health, community, way of life, and contributing factor to global warming.  But 
such cavalier dismissal without deeper examination would be reckless.  This report provides 
a detailed picture of the effects of air pollution as they are felt and perceived by the people of 
Hong Kong and the warnings contained therein. 
 
 
Table 1:  Have you or family members had any of the following respiratory related 
issues? 
 Never Seldom Occasionally Frequently Don't 

Know 
Asthma 79 7 10 4 -- 
Short breath/sore chest 
after outdoor activity 

77 7 12 4 -- 

Coughing/choking 54 11 27 7 0 
Stinging/itching eyes 54 10 27 10 -- 
 
 

                                                
1 This is Part One of Civic Exchange’s Hong Kong Jockey Club-funded report of a comprehensive survey of 
over 1,000 Hong Kong people on air pollution.  The random sample survey of respondents aged 18 and up, 
taken by telephone in October 2008, was conducted and analyzed by the Hong Kong Transition Project at Hong 
Kong Baptist University.  You can download the whole report including demographics and methods of the 
survey, the Executive Summary, a summary of key findings and other parts analyzing aspects of Hong Kong 
opinion on air pollution on Civic Exchange’s website at www.civic-exchange.org.   
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Analyzing the overall results in Table 1 by symptom according to age, gender, income levels 
and occupation finds that asthma, one of the severest health effects aggravated by air 
pollution, is not associated with age and gender but with income.  26% of those in families 
earning over $50,000 per month versus 20% in families earning less who report family 
members affected by this malady.  Unemployed, self-employed and home workers 
(unemployed and other in the occupation tables) show a third reporting effects, while the next 
highest categories are professionals, housewives, managers and retirees.   
 
 
Table 2:  Asthma affects on family by occupation, ranked by most affected2 
    

 
 
The roughly 20-25% of the population experiencing any degree of short breath after exercise 
shows no association with age, gender, income or occupation.  Coughing and choking from 
air pollution, however, significantly affects women (48% report symptoms with 9% suffering 
frequently from coughing) more than men (43% with 6% frequently coughing) as well as 
those above age 40. 
 
 
Table 3:  Coughing and choking, by age group3 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Affected 36 43 48 51 48 45 
Not affected 64 57 52 49 52 55 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.68 with 4 df   p = 0.0199     
Df  p = degree of freedom percentage 
 
 
Coughing and choking from air pollution affects nearly half the population, making no 
distinction by income level, but affecting certain groups such as professionals, clerks and 
secretaries, blue collar workers, retirees and the unemployed more than other groups. 

                                                
2 All tables not in the text can be found at the end of this section 
3 Chi-square is a measure of association between two variables.  The closer that p is to zero, the less the chance 
that the association is accidental.  In this table, chances are about 1 in hundred that this relationship between age 
and being affected with choking are by chance. 
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Table 4:  Coughing and choking by occupation, ranked in order of most affected 
 

 
 
 
Stinging, burning and itching eyes, while proportionately about the same as coughing and 
choking overall, distinctly affect certain groups more than others.  While 39% of men suffer 
to some extent from stinging eyes, 51% of women note having this symptom.  Fully 13% of 
women respondents report having stinging, burning eyes frequently while 5% of men report 
the problem to that degree.  Over half of the 19% of the population earning above $50,000 
per month are affected (54%), significantly above the overall average of 46% reporting the 
symptoms to some degree, while 45% of those under $50,000 also report the symptom.  The 
age groups suffering above the overall average from burning, stinging and itching eyes are 
concentrated in the dominant workforce ages 30 to 50.  These ages, of course, are those most 
likely to be outside traveling to and from work during peak pollution rush hours. 
 
 
Table 5:  Stinging, burning, itching eyes, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Affected 36 48 50 49 44 46 
Not affected 64 52 50 51 56 54 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percent of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.22 with 4 df  p = 0.0242     
 
 
2.  Impact on lifestyles, activities, and budgets 
 
The impact of air pollution in largely hidden costs appears considerable.  Over one in ten 
respondents report missing work or school because of breathing difficulties, coughing or 
feeling ill from air pollution.  Two thirds report occasionally or frequently staying indoors 
and limiting their activities, and nearly the same proportions report closing the windows and 
using air conditioners during high pollution days, a move that ironically makes the problem 
worse instead of better.  All of these actions have costs in lost work time, lost custom for 
businesses as people stay at home, and lost expenditure for consumer items rather than 
electricity.  In terms of direct outlays, about 30% buy face masks for use against air pollution. 
Almost one in four has bought and used air cleaners, which with air conditioner use both 
worsens the problem and spends otherwise directed money on electricity.  The same one in 
four use lozenges, cough medicines, Chinese medicine and so on to relieve air pollution-
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related symptoms.  Finally, about a third have visited a clinic and one in ten has gone to the 
hospital with breathing, eye or other air pollution related health problems. 
 
 
Table 6:  Have you or any members of your family done the following during high air 
pollution?  
 Never Seldom Occasionally Frequently Don’t 

know 
Stay indoors 21 11 33 33 1 
Air con 27 14 29 29 1 
Go to park 31 16 36 16 -- 
Go to clinic 63 15 17 4 1 
Face masks 70 14 15 2 0 
Air cleaner 76 6 10 8 -- 
Use lozenges 77 7 11 5 -- 
Go to hospital 87 10 2 -- 1 
Missed work 88 8 3 1 -- 
 
KEY 
Short form Full query 
Stay indoors Stay indoors and limited outdoor activity 
Air con Use air conditioner and keep windows closed 
Go to park Gone to park or country park for fresher air 
Go to clinic Gone to a clinic for medicine for breathing problems or eye problems 
Face masks Used face masks 
Air cleaner Use air cleaners 
Use lozenges Use throat lozenges, aspirin, cough medicine, Chinese medicine to relieve symptoms 
Go to hospital Gone to hospital with breathing or other air pollution related problems 
Missed work Missed work or school with breathing difficulties, coughing or feeling ill 
 
 No title 

 
 
 
Those reporting going to clinics and hospitals with air pollution problems are not, as might be 
expected, mainly the young and the old.  Instead, those in their peak production years 
dominate.  Of those who have gone to a clinic, only 16% are below 30 while just 17% are 
above 60.  Two thirds of clinic goers are prime workforce ages. 



 7 

Table 7:  Clinic attendance, by age group 
 

 
 
 
Three out of four who have visited hospital with breathing difficulties are under age 60.  
While all hospital visits have costs, those of working and school age are more costly in 
opportunity costs terms. 
 
 
Table 8:  Hospital attendance, by age group 
 

 
 
 
The impact of air pollution on lifestyles and health, as the next section shows, are not just 
limited to the pocketbooks of those suffering directly or on the budget of the government and 
businesses in extra healthcare costs and lost consumer spending and taxable business profits.  
Air pollution appears to also be having a considerable impact in terms of commitment by the 
workforce to stay in Hong Kong and on the quality of that workforce in terms of who will 
come to Hong Kong to work here. 
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3.  Impact on workforce: 
 
About one in four of the workforce report hearing co-workers say they might leave Hong 
Kong due to air pollution affecting their health.  About one in ten report hearing such 
comments frequently to several times. 
 
 
Table 9:  Have you heard co-workers say they might leave Hong Kong due to air 
pollution related health problems? 
Group Count % 
Never 466 75 
Once 82 13 
Several times 41 7 
Frequently 24 4 
Don’t Know 5 -- 
 
 
Table 10:  Heard co-workers say might leave Hong Kong due to air pollution (recoded)4 
Group Count % 
Never/Don’t know 471 76 
Once or more 147 24 
 
 
The one in four members of the workforce hearing such reports also are dominated by the 
locally born.  Of the nearly one in four reporting cases, only 5% were born outside Hong 
Kong or China.  The perception that only westerners discuss air pollution, or as section one 
and two above show, feel its effects and suffer its costs, appears entirely mistaken. 
 
 
Table 11:  Heard co-workers say might leave Hong Kong due to air pollution, by 
birthplace 
 

  

 
 

                                                
4 Tables are recoded to permit analysis.  Statistically, fewer than about 100 cases in a subcategory raises the 
margin of error beyond an acceptable limit.   
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Over a third of managers and administrators have heard such comments and nearly as many 
professionals and associate professionals, 30%, say they have heard this at least once. 
 
 
Table 12:  Heard co-workers might leave due to air pollution, by workforce occupation 
 

 
   
Of the nearly one in four workers reporting such comments, two thirds are managers, 
administrators, professionals or associate professionals, so the impact while seemingly 
restricted to only a fourth of the workforce, is actually very likely greater because most of 
these people are managers and administrators who would be told such reasons.  The next 
greatest portion are professionals who may be hearing such concerns due to their professional 
positions as doctors or lawyers or as professionals talking to other professionals.   
 
If these concerns are heard most frequently by and among fellow managers and professionals, 
the heart of Hong Kong’s higher value-adding service industries may be already significantly 
affected by air pollution.  Further, research conducted for and co-funded by Civic Exchange 
and the Hong Kong Transition Project during June to September 2008 showed that among a 
sample of 1,855 of the 230,000 Functional Constituency registered voters, dominated by 
professionals and business elites, one in five has right of abode abroad.  
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Chart 1:  Do you have right of abode in another country besides Hong Kong SAR? 
(compiled FC voters) 
 

 
 
The Functional Constituency voters surveyed above also showed very high levels of concern 
over air and water pollution.  These FCs are dominated by Hong Kong born members (83%, 
higher than Hong Kong’s wider average of about 71%).  That very large portions of those in 
the medical, accountancy, legal, insurance, and financial services sectors show very high 
levels of worry about air and water pollution, as well as similar levels seen among business 
and educators, should be a matter of high concern for an economy so largely driven by these 
sectors.  That the medical sector showed the highest levels of concern should also be 
considered significant:  these are the people seeing the health impact directly and who, as 
experts in healthcare, have the greatest knowledge of air pollution’s effects on the health of 
all of us. 
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Chart 2  How worried are you about air and water pollution (compiled FC voters)? 
 

 
 
Not only is there potentially significant damage to the critical elements of Hong Kong’s 
economy.  9% of the respondents in the air quality survey in the workforce indicate that they 
know of occasions when their company has tried to hire someone and they turned down the 
job specifically due to Hong Kong’s air pollution problems.  The table below indicates a 
majority of these cases are from the same managers and professionals who have heard co-
workers say they might leave Hong Kong due to air pollution related health problems.  Fully 
one in ten managers and professionals report knowledge of cases where hires refused to come 
to Hong Kong due to air pollution. 
 
Of the 9% who have heard of cases of potential hires refusing work in Hong Kong due to air 
pollution, well over half are professionals and managers or administrators.  One fourth are 
clerks or secretaries.  Managers, administrators and secretaries are in positions to have 
knowledge about such cases.  These results may indicate that Hong Kong is already suffering 
a qualitative degradation of its skilled workers since all of these cases would be potential 
hires who ranked above others in being offered the jobs. 
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Table 13:  Do you know of occasions when your company has tried to hire someone and 
they turned down the job due to Hong Kong’s air pollution problems? 

 
 
 
Those born elsewhere than Hong Kong or mainland China do report more frequently hearing 
of such instances, but their proportion of the overall group reporting these cases is just 7% 
and their share of the sample is just 3%.  But these numbers also indicate that nearly half of 
those born elsewhere have heard of such reactions to Hong Kong’s air pollution, giving a 
clue that among the wider global community and among the local international community, 
Hong Kong’s air pollution is a significant issue.   
 
 
Table 14:  Do you know of occasions when your company has tried to hire someone and 
they turned down the job due to Hong Kong’s air pollution problems? 
Birthplace Never Once or more Total 
Hong Kong 83 78 82 
Mainland China  15 15 15 
Elsewhere 2 7 3 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  5.117 with 2 df  p = 0.0774     
 
 
Nor is the impact of these air pollution related hiring problems limited to the private sector.  
Indeed, as the table below shows, there is no significant difference among any sector 
regarding this problem:  air pollution affected hiring impact is equally hitting all sectors of 
the economy, public, private and non-profit. 
 
Table 15:  Heard of job offer refusals due to Hong Kong air pollution, by sector 
Economic sector Never Once or more Total 
Civil servant 11 11 11 
Privatized Public 5 4 5 
Private 82 82 82 
Non-profit 2 4 2 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  0.5995 with 3 df   p = 0.8966 NO SIGNIFICANT ASSOCIATION 
  



 13 

The impact of air pollution on Hong Kong’s economy and society today appears 
considerable.  The next section shows that without action to reverse the course of worsening 
air pollution, the impact of air pollution on the economy, society and families may be much 
larger in future. 
 
 
4.  Impact on future of Hong Kong 
 
One in five respondents out of 1,020 surveyed indicated they are considering leaving Hong 
Kong due to air pollution.  Around one in ten (8%) are planning to move or seriously 
considering moving.  
 
Table 16:  How seriously have you considered moving from Hong Kong due to air 
pollution? 
Group Count % 
Planning to move 23 2 
Seriously considering 58 6 
Possibly considering 125 12 
Not considering 813 80 
Don’t know 1 -- 
 
 
While the association of considering leaving Hong Kong due to air pollution is weak by age 
group, it is not at all weak when analyzed by educational level. 
 
Table 17: Considering moving by Age group 

 
 
 
Clearly, as educational attainment goes up, propensity to consider leaving goes up.  Needless 
to say, with education also comes the means to leave and the attractiveness to other countries 
of these potential emigrants. 
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Table 18:  Considering moving by Educational attainment 
 

 
 
    

KEY  
0-6 None-Primary 6 
7-8-9 Form1-Form3 
10-11 Form4-Form5 
12-13 Form6-Form7 
14-15-16 University 
17-18 Post-graduate 
 
 

Those considering moving from Hong Kong due to air pollution also tends to increase with 
income level.  Only those at the poorest end of the scale break the pattern, as Table 19 shows.  
But this is of little comfort since many in that group are students living at home, not the 
elderly and economically unproductive.   
 
 
Table 19:  Considering moving, by monthly income 
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Table 19 actually shows that the more economically capable one becomes, as demonstrated 
by earning higher income, the more likely one is to consider leaving Hong Kong due to air 
pollution.  And those who will move up the scale (students 18 and up) now earning little will, 
according to Table 18 , be more likely to leave just as they start repaying the costs of their 
education.  That students, making up many of the low earners above, are more likely to leave 
can be seen also in the table below.  But those already in administration and the professions, 
the highest earning groups by occupation, show an even higher interest in leaving due to air 
pollution.  That a wider economic crisis would push more to consider leaving can be 
supported as the “unemployed and other category” is the third highest group considering 
leaving due to air pollution. 
 
 
Table 20:  Considering moving, by occupation 
 

 
 
 
That possibly up to 1.4 million of Hong Kong’s population of 7 million are considering 
moving due to air pollution is alarming enough.  With over 400,000 adults planning or 
seriously considering moving (8% of the sample), with all that entails for their families either 
taken with them or left behind, this is even more disturbing.  But the news gets even worse, 
as the propensity to consider or plan to leave rises with education and income.  Further, the 
occupational categories showing the highest interest in leaving are the critical elements for a 
21st century global economy, the business managers, administrators and professionals.   
 
If nothing is done to address the rising levels of air pollution in Hong Kong, this government 
seriously risks being faced with large portions of the wealthiest, most educated, and most 
critically skilled sectors of the population departing.  That such an exodus would undoubtedly 
impact Hong Kong’s economy and entrepreneurial promise goes without question. How 
many others in these groups would remain behind to accept the burdens of caring for a 
relatively more aged, less skilled, less competitive, and less wealthy society?   
 
The current economic crisis clearly illustrates what happens when a positive spiral turns 
negative, and when problems are swept under the carpet or ignored too long without proper 
action being taken in time to prevent damage.  The data in this section clearly demonstrates 
that the problem of exodus due to pollution is already significant, and the previous sections 
have shown that the damage to health and the economy are large.  Part Two of this report 
demonstrates that concerns and demands for action are growing, but is government listening?  
Or will it wait until worse damage has been done? 
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Tables for Part I 
 
Table 2:  Asthma affects on family, by occupation 
 Affected Not Affected Total 
Manager/Admin 22 78 100 
Prof & Assoc Prof 27 73 100 
Clerk/Secretary 20 80 100 
Service & sales 11 89 100 
Ag/Craft/Mach/Elementary 13 87 100 
Housewives 25 75 100 
Retirees 21 79 100 
Unemployed & other 34 66 100 
Students 9 91 100 
Total 21 79 100 
Table contents:  percentage of row Total 
Chi-square =  25.67 with 8 df  p = 0.0012  
 
 
Table 4:  Coughing and choking, by occupation 
 Affected Not Affected Total 
Manager/Admin 43 57 100 
Prof & Assoc Prof 50 50 100 
Clerk/Secretary 50 50 100 
Service & sales 44 57 100 
Ag/Craft/Mach/Elementary 51 49 100 
Housewives 43 57 100 
Retirees 51 49 100 
Unemployed & other 51 49 100 
Students 29 71 100 
Total 46 54 100 
Table contents:  percentageof row Total 
Chi-square =  16.59 with 8 df  p = 0.0347     
 
 
Table 7:  Clinic attendance, by age groups 
 Have gone to a clinic Never gone Total 
18-29 16 21 19 
30-39 21 16 18 
40-49 26 32 30 
50-59 20 20 20 
60-90 17 11 13 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents: percentage of column Total 
 
Chi-square =  13.62 with 4 df p = 0.0086     
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Table 8:  Hospital attendance, by age groups 
 Have gone to hospital Never gone Total 
18-29 18 20 19 
30-39 15 18 18 
40-49 24 30 30 
50-59 20 20 20 
60-90 23 12 13 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  13.36 with 4 df  p = 0.0097     
 
 
Table 11:  Heard co-workers say might leave Hong Kong due to air pollution, by 
birthplace 
Birthplace Never Once or more Total 
Hong Kong 83 78 82 
Mainland China 15 17 15 
Elsewhere 2 5 3 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  5.882 with 2 df   p = 0.0528     
 
 
Table 12:  Heard co-workers might leave due to air pollution, by workforce occupation 
 Never Once or more Total 
Manager/Admin 64 36 100 
Prof & Assoc Prof 70 30 100 
Clerk/Secretary 79 21 100 
Service & sales 90 10 100 
Ag/Craft/Mach/Elementary 90 10 100 
Unemployed/Other 79 21 100 
Total 76 24 100 
Table contents:  percentage of row Total 
Chi-square =  31.52 with 5 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 13:  Do you know of occasions when your company has tried to hire someone and 
they turned down the job due to Hong Kong’s air pollution problems? 
 Never Once or more Total 
Manager/Admin 21 29 22 
Prof & Assoc Prof 24 35 25 
Clerk/Secretary 25 26 25 
Service & sales 11 4 10 
Ag/Craft/Mach/Elementary 14 2 13 
Unemployed/Other 4 5 4 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  12.13 with 5 df  p = 0.0330     
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Table 17: Considering moving, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Considering moving 23 23 23 17 14 20 
Not considering 77 77 77 83 86 80 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  7.694 with 4 df  p = 0.1034 Weak Association    
 
 
Table 18:  Considering moving, by educational attainment 
 0-6 7-8-9 10-11 12-13 14-15-16 17-18 Total 
Considering moving 14 11 14 20 29 41 20 
Not considering 86 90 86 80 71 59 80 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  42.39 with 5 df  p ≤ 0.0001  
    
KEY  
0-6 None-Primary 6 
7-8-9 Form1-Form3 
10-11 Form4-Form5 
12-13 Form6-Form7 
14-15-16 University 
17-18 Post-graduate 
 
 
Table 19:  Considering moving, by income 
 0-

9,999 
10,000-
19,999 

20,000-
29,999 

30,000-
39,999 

40,000-
49,999 

50,000-
69,999* 

70,000+ Total 

Considering 
moving 

19 16 14 17 22 31 39 20 

Not 
considering 

81 85 86 83 78 69 61 80 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents: percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  30.86 with 6 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 20:  Considering moving, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Considering 
moving 

29 30 14 18 15 12 17 27 22 20 

Not 
considering 

71 70 86 82 86 88 83 73 78 80 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  30.25 with 8 df  p = 0.0002  
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CALLING THE 
WEST WING: 

 

Are your concerns and priorities the 
same as ours? 

 
Hong Kong people’s concerns about air pollution and other environmental issues have 

dramatically escalated.  Many more advocate making air pollution and other 
environmental challenges a top priority today than in 2001.  But is Hong Kong’s 

government, headquartered in the West Wing on Lower Albert Road, showing similar 
change in its concerns and priorities? 

 
 
 

 
Part II analyzes the Air Quality Survey in the context of other environmentally related 
concerns and priorities as well as who is concerned most about what and who most wants an 
issue made a top government priority.  In 2001 air pollution ranked third in environmentally 
related concerns, but less than a majority said they had a great deal of concern about it.  
Things are very different seven years later. 
 
 
1.  Personal concerns 
 
Table 1 and Table 2 compare levels of concern between 2001 and 2008 on a list of issues.  In 
the Civic Exchange survey on environmental issues in 2001 only two issues concerned a 
majority of respondents.5  Today, five environmental issues focused on what we eat, drink, 
and breathe head the list.  Global warming, a problem that arguably concerns all three of 
these but is often hard to take personally unless one is well informed about its widespread 
repercussions, rounds out the issues of majority concern.  Nearly all issues polled in 2001 
evince a rise, in some cases a dramatic rise, in degree of concern.  Both questionnaires put 
these concerns and priorities up front, and both polled a random sample by telephone of 
about the same number of Hong Kong residents, so mere chance fails to explain most of these 
changes.6  Some dramatic rises in concern, over unsafe food for example, from 53% in 2001 
                                                
5 “Taking Charge and Cleaning Up” Civic Exchange/Rockefeller Brothers report, December 2001.  Available 
on Civic Exchange’s website: http://www.civic-exchange.org/eng/publication_ec.aspx  This survey was also 
conducted by the Hong Kong Transition Project. 
6 The 2001 survey conducted 27 September to 5 October polled 964 respondents.  The 2008 survey conducted 
26 September to 5 October polled 1,038 respondents. 
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to 77% in 2008, can be explained by repeated incidents of food poisoning in China, 
particularly the melamine problems revealed in September.  Other issues such as global 
warming, which concerned only 29% in 2001, worry a majority of 51% today.  Certainly 
media coverage and Al Gore’s efforts have affected sentiments here, but so too have the  
changes witnessed in our lifetimes, and the plentitude of scientific data and research 
contributing to a global consensus also has affected views here.  
 
 
Table 1: How much concern do you have about the effects of the following on your 
personal health or well-being?  (2008) 
 Great 

deal 
Some Little None Don’t 

Know 
Unsafe food 77 19 4 - - 
Drinking water pollution 59 28 10 2 - 
Air pollution 54 38 8 1 -- 
Contaminated seafood 54 32 10 3 - 
Global warming 51 36 11 2 1 
Loss and degradation of green areas in HK 43 41 13 3 - 
Noise pollution 41 42 14 3 - 
Overpopulation & crowding 37 38 17 6 1 
Sea water pollution 32 42 21 5 1 
Coastline reclamation 30 39 24 7 1 
Mainland’s environmental problems 30 37 22 9 2 
Ocean-going vessel pollution 28 38 26 7 1 
Redevelopment 23 43 26 8 1 
 
 
Table 2:   How much concern do you have about the effects of the following on your 
personal health or well-being?  (2001) 
 Great 

deal 
Some Little None Don’t 

Know 
Drinking water pollution 56 30 8 4 1 
Unsafe food 53 29 13 2 3 
Outdoor air pollution 49 38 9 2 2 
Littering and environmental hygiene 48 36 11 3 3 
Contaminated seafood 46 34 13 4 2 
Overpopulation and crowding 43 34 13 6 4 
Indoor air pollution 42 39 12 4 2 
Loss and degradation of green areas in HK 36 42 15 4 4 
Sea water pollution 36 38 18 5 2 
Noise pollution 35 43 16 5 2 
Global warming 29 35 17 7 12 
Genetically modified food 28 34 20 8 10 
Lack of landfill space 25 35 25 9 7 
Coastline reclamation 21 38 26 9 6 
Mainland’s environmental problems 15 31 25 20 10 
But more importantly as a herald of change in Hong Kong, the issue showing the most 
dramatic increase since 2001, a doubling of levels of concern, is over the mainland’s 
environmental problems.  Whether due to a rising sense of nationalism or not, Hong Kong 
people show by increased concern over both the national level and the international level 
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about global warming that they have become more aware of Hong Kong as an international 
entity dependent upon and interacting with others in solving these problems.  The realization 
that global warming and the mainland’s environmental problems have personal effects on 
their own health and well-being shows a real change in understanding.  The dramatic fall in 
“don’t know” responses on global warming and on the mainland’s environmental problems 
from double digits to just 1 or 2% attests to greatly increased attention to these and other 
environmental issues.  Indeed, the drop in “don’t know” responses to nearly all 
environmental issues shows a change not in mere percentages, but in magnitude in the degree 
of attention paid by the respondents.  In the past seven years Hong Kong people have clearly 
grown in understanding the personal effects of environmental issues.  
 
Table 1:  Degree of concerns, ranked (2008) 
 

 
 
Table 2:  Degree of concerns, ranked (2001) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

This is clearly NOT the case for our public sector civil servants.  In 7 of the 13 issues polled 
in 2008 the public sector responses differed strongly from the private sector and particularly 
the non-employed sector dominated by housewives (stay at home mothers with children are 
in this category), retirees and students.  Public sector employees made up 10% of the sample, 
the private workforce, half the sample, and the non-employed respondents made up 40%.7   
 

                                                
7 Official figures prior to recent steep increases in unemployment showed about 63 percent of the population in 
the workforce.  Non-profit workers at about 1 percent of the respondents were excluded from this analysis. 
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On two issues, air pollution and contaminated seafood, the public sector respondents differed 
significantly from both the private and non-working sectors.  That is, on the issues of air 
pollution and contaminated seafood the 10% of the community working directly or indirectly 
for the government are out of touch to a significant degree with the other 90% of society.  
Other than on unsafe food, on most other issues both sectors showed more concern to 
significantly more concern than the public sector. 
 
 
Table 3:  Sector responses on concerns (Great Deal responses only) 
 Public 

Great 
deal 

Private 
Great 
deal 

Non-
work 
Great 
deal 

Unsafe food 76 75 78 
Drinking water pollution 51 57 63* 
†Air pollution 43 52* 58* 
†Contaminated seafood 44 57* 54* 
Global warming 49 49 54 
Loss and degradation of green areas in HK 42 40‡ 48‡ 
**Noise pollution 36 36 49* 
Overpopulation & crowding 33 36 41* 
Sea water pollution 26 32 34* 
Coastline reclamation 28 28 32 
Mainland’s environmental problems 28 27 35 
**Ocean-going vessel pollution 20 25 34* 
Redevelopment 26 20 26 
*8 points or more difference between public and other sector(s)  
†On air pollution and contaminated seafood, public sector differs significantly with both sectors 
**Non-work sector differs significantly from other two sectors 
‡Non-work sector differs significantly from private sector 
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The public sector and the 40% of society in the non-working sector of students, housewives 
(many with children) and retirees appear to be barely in touch, with public sector workers 
only fairly in accord with that 40% of the population on four out of 13 environmentally 
related issues.  The non-working sector disagrees significantly (by 8 points or more) with the 
private sector workers on just three out of 13 issues, loss of green areas, noise pollution and 
ocean-going vessel pollution.  This leaves the 10% public sector as clearly the minority most 
at odds with 90% of the rest of society in its levels of concern for many issues.  
 
On only one issue did concerns vary significantly by district where respondents lived.  On 
reclamation Hong Kong Island, Kowloon West and New Territories West residents showed 
significantly higher levels of concern.  Since this is where the bulk of reclamation takes 
place, such localized concern levels are understandable.  But clearly, much of the population 
does not understand the overall environmental impact of reclamation. 
 
 
Table 4:  How much concern over reclamation, by legislative council district 
 HKIsland KW KE NT West NT East Total 
Great deal 35 29 25 30 22 29 
Some 41 40 39 35 44 40 
Little/None 
Don’t Know 

24 31 36 36 34 31 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  18.81 with 8 df   p = 0.01598     
 
In contrast to district residency, concerns varied significantly by occupation on every issue 
but one.  (See issues by occupation tables at the end of this section.)  These differences show 
that students do not skew higher in concern on environmental issues than other groups, as can 
be seen in the table on air pollution below.  This shows that emphasizing environmentalism 
in formal education alone does little to affect environmental concern levels. Housewives and 
retirees, who typically show considerably higher levels of concern over other occupation 
groups, have much lower levels of formal education than today’s youth, and certainly in their 
day formal education did not emphasize environmentalism.  Rather, these consistent patterns 
appear to show a correlation between aging and feeling the effects of environmentally borne 
challenges on health.  If so, and this appears very much to be the case, Hong Kong’s aging 
population profile guarantees that environmental issues will continue to rise in importance to 
residents and voters.  (See below for analysis of concerns by age groups).  
 
The other issues of concern analyzed by occupation are in the tables at the end of this section, 
but given the focus of this report on air pollution we would be remiss in omitting to discuss it 
here.  While retirees and housewives show the most concern, with little doubt due to its 
impact on their health (see Part I of this report), business managers and administrators show 
the third highest level of concern and are the lowest indicating little to no concern. 

                                                
8 Chi-square is a measure of association between two variables.  The closer that p is to zero, the less the chance 
that the association is accidental.  In this table, chances are about 1 in hundred that this relationship between age 
and being affected with choking are by chance. 
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Table 5:  Concern level over Air Pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 57 49 50 52 51 64 67 46 37 54 
Some 38 40 42 39 36 30 27 48 46 38 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

5 11 8 10 13 6 6 7 17 9 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  38.59 with 16 df  p = 0.0012  
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There are also significant differences in levels of concern on nearly all these issues by 
gender, with women showing greater concern than men, and by age group, with older groups 
typically showing greater degrees of concern. 
 
 
Table 6:  Concern level over air pollution, by age group  
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 38 50 54 63 65 63 
Some 46 41 41 29 27 38 
Little/None/Don’t know 16 9 5 8 8 9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  45.60 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001   
 
  

 
 
 
The one exception in showing significant differences in both the age and gender analysis of 
these issues of environmental concern is redevelopment.  Only one other issue shows little 
significant difference by age group.  While women show greater concern for global warming, 
with 55% of women concerned a great deal versus 46% of men, age groups show little 
significant difference on that issue, with an average of 51% concerned a great deal and the 
greatest level of concern found in those in their 50s (57%) and lowest, as usual, among the 
18-29 age group at 45%.  (See tables of association by occupation and age group at the end of 
this part of the report.)   
 
In sum, the public sector clearly differs on most environmental issues from those it is 
ostensibly supposed to be serving and protecting.  Does government reflect public priorities 
for the issues instead of sharing public personal concerns, however?  The next section 
examines the priorities that different groups hold for the government, and explores the 
relationship between concerns and priority preferences. 
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2.  Government priorities 
 
While the degree of personal concern over most environmental issues has risen almost 
equally to a moderate degree across the board since 2001, the priority respondents want the 
government to assign environmental issues differs dramatically from 2001.  For example, 
concern over air pollution rose from 49% concerned for its effect on their health to 54% in 
2008, a rise of 5 points.  But the proportion wanting air pollution to be a top government 
priority soared from 62% in 2001 to 81% in 2008, a rise of 19 points.   
 
The top issue for 69% in 2001, unsafe food, hit 90% in 2008, a rise of 21 points in priority 
preference and the greatest rise among the issues.  Global warming made the third steepest 
increase in priority, 17 points, from a distinct minority of just 41% assigning it top priority in 
2001 to a distinct majority of 59% doing so in 2008.   And loss and degradation of green 
areas also made the move from a minority top priority in 2001 (47%) to a very clear majority 
top priority of 62% (15 point increase) in 2008.   
 
These rises in priorities between 2001 and 2008 DO NOT represent some kind of change in 
demands on government, however.  Priority assigned to noise pollution dropped from 42% 
wanting government to make it a top priority to 33% giving it that importance in 2008.  Sea 
water pollution also dropped, more modestly, from 45% top priority in 2001 to 41% in 2008.  
Overpopulation and crowding, a top priority for a majority in 2001, receives support from a 
minority of 45% in 2008 as a top government priority.  Clearly people are aware of moves 
taken by government to reduce sea water pollution, to address overcrowding in places like 
Mong Kok by developing the Tin Shui Wai area, and by reducing pile driving noise, road 
surface noise and other noise abatement actions.  Government clearly gets credit where it is 
due in instances where it has taken public views seriously and acted accordingly.  So how do 
public sector priorities compare to the others? 
 
 
Table 7:  How high a priority should the government make the following in Hong 
Kong?  (2008) 
 Top 

priority 
Medium Low Not a 

problem 
Don’t 
Know 

Unsafe food 90 8 2 1 -- 
Air pollution 81 16 2 1 1 
Drinking water pollution 77 17 3 2 1 
Contaminated seafood 71 22 4 1 1 
Loss and degradation of green areas in HK 62 32 5 1 1 
Global warming 59 27 6 4 3 
Overpopulation & crowding 45 39 9 5 2 
Sea water pollution 41 50 6 3 -- 
Ocean-going vessel pollution 34 50 11 3 2 
Noise pollution 33 57 6 3 1 
Coastline reclamation 32 53 10 4 1 
Mainland’s environmental problems 30 43 13 9 5 
Redevelopment 27 60 9 3 2 
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Table 8: How high a priority should the government make the following in Hong Kong? 
(2001)  
 Top 

priority 
Medium Low Not a 

problem 
Don’t 
Know 

Unsafe food 69 17 5 4 5 
Contaminated seafood 63 18 7 6 6 
Outdoor air pollution 62 23 4 5 5 
Drinking water pollution 62 19 6 9 4 
Littering & hygiene in the neighborhood 52 28 7 9 4 
Overpopulation & crowding 52 26 8 7 8 
Loss & degradation of green areas in HK 47 33 7 7 5 
Lack of landfill space 45 28 10 4 12 
Sea water pollution 45 34 8 7 6 
Illegal trade in endangered wildlife & plants 43 28 11 9 10 
Growing shortage of fresh water in region 43 24 7 17 8 
Noise pollution 42 36 9 9 5 
Global warming 41 24 10 9 16 
Coastline reclamation 28 37 14 10 11 
Indoor air pollution 28 36 9 19 7 
Mainland’s environmental problems 19 29 13 24 15 
 
 
How high a priority should the government make the following in Hong Kong?  (2008) 
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How high a priority should the government make the following in Hong Kong? 2001 

 
 
Surprisingly, as out of touch as the public sector workers were with, particularly, the non-
work sector in personal concerns, they do much better on agreeing priority preferences for 
government.  On six of thirteen issues the sectors did not differ substantially from one 
another in their priority preferences.  The public, private and non-work sectors largely agreed 
on the priority to be assigned to air pollution, food safety, drinking water, reclamation, loss of 
green areas and redevelopment.9  (The priorities in the chart and table above for 2008 on 
these issues represents a consensus on these areas.)  The public and non-working sector 
agreed more with each other and less with the private sector on prioritizing noise and China’s 
environmental problems, while the private sector and public sector agreed more with each 
other and less with the non-work sector on overpopulation and global warming, as the tables 
below show.  The private sector differs with the public and non-work sectors on priority for: 

                                                
9 In statistics, one looks for evidence that negatives the positive since no amount of positive evidence is taken to 
actually prove anything (it's just lack of evidence that negatives something).  In other words, in statistics 
evidence to the negative positively disproves something, but it doesn't prove it.  The “agreement” here does not 
prove the public sector agrees with the other two sectors, the statistics just show no proof they disagree. 
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Table 9: Priority level for noise pollution, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 34 29 39 33 
Medium 56 61 51 56 
Low 7 7 6 7 
Not a problem 3 3 4 4 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =        11.65  with   6         df  p = 0.0702 
 
Table 10:  Priority level for Mainland China’s environmental problems, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 29 27 34 30 
Medium 43 49 36 43 
Low 13 13 13 13 
Not a problem 14 11 18 14 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  19.97 with 6 df  p = 0.0028     
 
 
Non-work sector disagrees with both public and private sector on priority for: 
 
Table 11:  Priority level for overpopulation, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 39 41 51 45 
Medium 39 45 33 40 
Low 12 9 8 9 
Not a problem 9 5 8 7 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  19.41 with 6 df  p = 0.0035     
 
Table 1:2  Priority level for global warming, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 57 57 63 59 
Medium 27 32 20 27 
Low 8 4 8 6 
Not a problem 8 6 9 7 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  21.55 with 6 df  p = 0.0015     
 
 
On only three issues did the public sector differ substantially from both of the other sectors, 
on seawater pollution, on oceangoing vessel pollution, and on contaminated seafood. 
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Table 13:  Priority level for seawater pollution, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 33 39 44 41 
Medium 56 50 48 50 
Low 10 6 5 6 
Not a problem 1 5 3 4 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.65 with 6 df  p = 0.0702     
 
 
Table 14:  Priority level for ocean-going vessel pollution, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 23 31 40 34 
Medium 58 55 42 50 
Low 14 9 12 11 
Not a problem 5 4 6 5 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  22.95 with 6 df  p = 0.0008     
 
 
Table 15  Priority level for contaminated seafood, by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Top priority 62 71 75 72 
Medium 33 23 19 22 
Low 5 3 4 4 
Not a problem 0 3 2 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  14.17 with 6 df  p = 0.0278     
 
 
On global warming an anomaly rises between younger respondents’ concern over global 
warming, which is lower than other groups in general, and what priority they want 
government to make of it.  On this issue, students tend to call for it to be a higher government 
priority than any group but housewives (many stay-at-homes mothers) and the female, likely 
working mother-dominated, service and sales workers.  However, global warming does seem 
to be a student priority rather than a priority for everyone 18 to 29.  As the table of priority by 
age group for global warming shows, more respondents from all other age groups put global 
warming at the top priority level than those  from 18-29 yrs, whereas the priority of global 
warming by occupation shows students rating it higher than any group but housewives and 
service and sales. 
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Table 16:  Priority level for global warming, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Top 
priority 

54 55 59 69 57 69 57 53 61 59 

Medium 34 33 30 24 29 17 23 24 25 27 
Low 5 7 4 3 2 8 7 10 10 6 
Not a 
problem 

7 5 6 3 12 6 13 14 4 7 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  40.44 with 24 df  p = 0.0192     
 
 
 
 

Table 17:  Priority level for global warming, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Top priority 57 58 60 61 60 59 
Medium 31 28 29 25 19 27 
Low 8 7 5 6 7 6 
Not a problem 4 7 6 8 14 7 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  19.38 with 12 df  p = 0.0798     
 
On air pollution as with nearly all other environmental issues, older age groups want 
government to make it a top priority by larger margins, with those above 60 showing 90% 
wanting it to be a top government priority.  Again, corresponding with the same pattern 
appearing by age groups in which older groups show greater concern for the health impact of 
air pollution, Hong Kong’s aging population and increasing air pollution levels are on a 
collision course with government over priorities if government continues its incremental, 
slow pace in addressing the problem. 
 
Table 18:  Priority level for air pollution, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Top priority 75 80 78 86 90 81 
Medium 23 16 18 11 9 16 
Low 2 2 2 2 1 2 
Not a problem 1 2 2 1 1 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  21.16 with 12 df  p = 0.0481     
 
From the sectoral analysis of priorities above, it appears that perhaps the problem lies not 
primarily with government employees being out of contact with much of the population, but 
with the leadership at the very top being out of touch with nearly everyone.  Could it be that 
government officials have more and better knowledge about these issues?  Or could 
government be less informed than many members of the public?  That is the focus of Part III 
of this report, The Epistemology of Air Pollution. 
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Tables for Part II 
 

Concerns by occupation and age: 
 
Table 19:  Concern levels for noise, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 41 36 37 32 33 57 59 31 23 41 
Some 44 44 51 48 37 36 29 58 38 42 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

16 21 12 19 30 7 12 12 39 17 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  97.30 with 16 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 20:  Concern levels for noise, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 26 34 40 52 54 40 
Some 42 50 49 34 30 42 
Little/Non/Don’t know 33 16 11 13 16 17 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  73.81 with 8 df p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 21:  Concern levels for drinking water, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 57 54 59 61 51 73 67 59 39 59 
Some 30 32 34 24 25 20 23 34 34 28 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

13 14 7 15 24 7 10 7 27 13 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  58.16 with 16 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 22:  Concern levels for drinking water, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 42 57 62 66 66 59 
Some 33 32 31 25 20 29 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

25 12 7 10 14 13 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  50.11 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
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Table 23:  Concern levels for seawater pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 29 28 35 39 30 43 41 22 9 32 
Some 42 45 45 39 33 43 33 54 42 42 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

30 27 20 23 37 14 26 24 49 26 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  71.63 with 16 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 24 : Concern levels for seawater pollution, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 18 33 31 40 39 32 
Some 42 43 49 35 35 42 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

41 24 20 25 26 27 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  44.49 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Table 25:  Concern levels for food safety, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 76 72 78 81 72 86 87 75 54 77 
Some 21 25 19 15 21 12 9 22 35 19 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

3 3 3 5 7 2 4 3 11 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  50.77 with 16 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Table 26:  Concern levels for Food safety, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 62 76 81 79 84 77 
Some 30 20 16 17 12 19 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

8 3 3 4 4 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  34.60 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
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Table 27:  Concern levels for overpopulation, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Great deal 38 31 36 39 40 49 44 25 24 37 
Some 40 39 40 24 36 36 38 46 40 38 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

22 30 24 37 24 14 18 29 36 25 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  41.57 with 16 df  p = 0.0005     
 
 
Table 28:  Concern levels for overpopulation, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 24 34 39 47 44 37 
Some 43 35 41 36 35 38 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

33 32 21 17 22 25 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  35.38 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001   
   
Table 29:  Concern levels for loss of green space, by Ooccupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 45 41 43 44 30 55 50 42 29 43 
Some 40 41 43 37 48 35 39 41 45 41 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

15 17 14 19 22 11 11 17 26 16 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  31.21 with 16 df  p = 0.0127     
 
Table 30:  Concern levels for loss of green space, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 31 41 46 49 48 43 
Some 42 43 41 40 38 41 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

28 16 13 11 14 16 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  31.54 with 8 df   p = 0.0001     
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Table  31:  Concern levels for contaminated seafood by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

Student Total 

Great deal 61 52 56 55 51 68 58 42 27 54 
Some 28 36 34 39 24 25 26 46 42 32 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

11 12 10 6 25 7 16 12 30 14 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  72.52 with 16 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Table  32:  Concern levels for contaminated seafood, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 37 52 60 63 59 54 
Some 41 34 30 27 26 32 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

22 15 10 10 16 14 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  40.99 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Table 33:  Concern levels for global warming, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Great deal 50 46 53 61 37 57 56 48 46 51 
Some 39 37 35 26 47 31 27 37 45 36 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

10 17 12 13 16 12 16 15 10 13 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  23.90 with 16 df   p = 0.0916     
 
 
Table 34:  Concern levels for Global warming, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 45 48 50 57 53 51 
Some 39 38 39 32 29 36 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

16 14 11 11 17 13 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.32 with 8 df  p = 0.1842  Weak Association   
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Table 35:  Concern levels for Mainland China environmental problems, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Great deal 33 30 23 29 21 43 42 19 16 30 
Some 39 39 43 37 43 31 28 41 36 37 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

28 32 35 34 36 27 30 41 48 33 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  46.08 with 16 df  p ≤ 0.0001  
 
 
Table 36:  Concern levels for Mainland China environmental problems, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 18 28 30 36 41 30 
Some 38 39 42 32 30 37 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

45 33 28 32 29 33 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  33.76 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
    

 
 
Table 37:  Concern levels for Harbor reclamation, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Great deal 25 28 30 39 23 44 28 31 13 30 
Some 44 35 45 34 41 33 44 49 33 39 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

31 37 25 27 36 24 27 20 54 31 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  59.12 with 16 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 38:  Concern levels for Reclamation, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 19 34 30 33 30 29 
Some 35 36 45 37 41 40 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

46 30 25 29 29 31 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  31.00 with 8 df  p = 0.0001     
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Table 39:  Concern levels for ocean vessel pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Great deal 27 20 24 29 24 48 35 22 10 28 
Some 38 41 44 37 47 32 33 41 32 38 
Little/None 
Don’t 
know 

36 39 32 34 29 20 32 37 59 34 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  75.69 with 16 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 40:  Concern levels for ocean vessel pollution, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Great deal 14 27 29 33 38 28 
Some 37 36 43 40 29 38 
Little/Non/Don’t 
know 

50 37 28 27 32 34 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  47.61 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Priorities by Occupation and Age 
 
No significant differences by occupation on safe food, redevelopment, overpopulation and 
loss of green areas. 
 
 
Table 41:  Priority level for air pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

82 82 74 81 81 81 88 86 78 81 

Medium 17 16 22 18 13 15 10 14 21 16 
Low 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 0 1 2 
Not a 
problem 

1 0 1 0 5 2 1 0 0 1 

Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  31.23 with 24 df    p = 0.1473 Weak Association    
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Table 42:  Priority level for noise pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

31 23 28 36 35 40 55 36 17 33 

Medium 62 66 62 58 51 50 41 56 63 57 
Low 4 9 7 6 7 4 2 2 17 6 
Not a 
problem 

3 3 3 0 7 6 3 7 2 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  82.08 with 24 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 43:  Priority level for drinking water pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

71 72 77 82 83 89 86 73 57 77 

Medium 22 22 16 16 8 8 10 17 37 17 
Low 3 5 4 2 2 0 2 7 4 3 
Not a 
problem 

4 2 3 0 6 3 2 3 2 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  68.95 with 24 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 44:  Priority level for sea water pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

32 38 40 40 47 51 48 42 25 41 

Medium 58 50 48 50 42 43 47 46 62 50 
Low 7 6 8 8 6 3 3 3 10 6 
Not a 
problem 

4 6 4 2 5 2 2 8 3 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  38.59 with 24 df   p = 0.0301     
 
Table 45:  Priority level for contaminated seafood, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

69 70 70 69 66 78 84 76 55 72 

Medium 28 24 23 26 23 16 12 15 36 22 
Low 2 4 3 5 4 2 3 5 9 4 
Not a 
problem 

1 2 4 0 7 4 1 3 0 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  53.71 with 24 df   p = 0.0005  
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Table 46:  Priority level for Mainland China’s environmental problems, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

33 29 23 27 25 39 33 31 23 30 

Medium 47 50 49 47 48 39 30 31 42 43 
Low 9 10 17 16 7 9 11 22 22 13 
Not a 
problem 

10 11 10 10 19 13 26 17 13 14 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  58.63 with 24 df  p ≤ 0.0001   
   
 
Table 47:  Priority level for reclamation, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

25 31 30 34 36 35 39 42 20 32 

Medium 64 56 54 57 51 47 44 42 60 53 
Low 7 9 14 6 6 9 11 8 16 10 
Not a 
problem 

3 5 3 3 7 9 6 7 4 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  36.97 with 24 df  p = 0.0441    
  
Table 48:  Priority level for ocean-going vessel pollution, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Top 
priority 

32 27 29 36 35 43 43 39 24 34 

Medium 55 58 56 50 51 42 41 48 47 50 
Low 10 11 10 11 10 11 8 7 22 11 
Not a 
problem 

4 4 5 3 5 5 9 7 8 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  38.45 with 24 df   p = 0.0312     
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THE 
EPISTEMOLOGY OF 
AIR POLLUTION 

 
 

How do Hong Kongers know what they know about air pollution? 
 
 
 
 
Part III analyzes the Air Quality Survey to explore the knowledge base Hong Kong people 
have on air pollution and other environmental problems. We grouped the respondents into 
three sectors: those who work for the government and government agencies (public); those 
who work for the private sector (private); and those who are not in employment (non-work). 
Epistemology is the study of how we know something. On what basis do they form their 
opinions? Part I of this report relied mainly on how people felt physically on high pollution 
days, what they had heard others say about it, and how they felt they might react. Part II 
covered respondents’ levels of concern and the priority they would like the government to 
take. These are self-reports and opinions, not assessments of the extent or quality of evidence 
on which the views and reports are based. Are these considered responses or are Hong Kong 
people poorly informed? 
 

1. Basis of knowledge: Travel experiences 

In any kind of opinion formation, the base of knowledge in terms of depth and quality is 
critical to the credibility of the views compiled and reported.  

 
In this part of the survey analysis, we first report respondents’ views on Hong Kong’s air 
pollution compared to other places and Hong Kong’s air quality in the past. On the whole, 
Hong Kong people are well traveled. They are able to compare Hong Kong’s air quality with 
that of other cities. The first table in this section shows, the private sector appears possibly 
slightly more well traveled than those in the public sector, but the non-work sector is not far 
behind the travel level of the public sector. All three sectors average well over three or four 
trips outside Hong Kong, or have lived outside Hong Kong or China in the previous two 
years. 
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Table 1:  Have you traveled/lived outside China/Hong Kong within the previous two 
years? 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Yes 81 83 71 78 
No 19 17 29 22 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  17.89 with 2 df  p = 0.0001  
    

 
 
The next tables show how respondents rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to other 
cities abroad and in China. The first table shows how many of each of the sectors say they 
have no knowledge of the city/cities in question and the overall distribution of responses by 
group including the ‘Don’t Know’s The second of each set of two tables removes the ‘Don’t 
know’ and ‘Not been there’ (NBT) responses so that the assessments of the three sectors can 
be compared among those with a basis to know. There are therefore two levels of comparison 
in this section: comparative levels of direct knowledge, and comparative judgments of those 
in a position to know. 
 
The first set on New York or Toronto shows that both public and private sector respondents 
have the same degree of travel experience to one of the these cities (31%) with the non-work 
sector barely less at 35%.  
 
Table 2: How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  New York or 
Toronto 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 1 1 0 1 
Somewhat better 9 5 6 6 
Same 7 9 12 10 
Somewhat worse 43 42 37 40 
Much worse 8 12 9 11 
Don’t know/Not been there 31 31 35 33 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  13.23 with 10 df  p = 0.2113 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERNCE   
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In terms of rating, the public sector is more generous on rating Hong Kong’s air pollution as 
much better or better, but overall the assessments by the sectors differ relatively little, with an 
overwhelming proportion of all sectors rating Hong Kong’s air pollution as worse than New 
York’s or Toronto’s.  While there is little significant difference among the sectors in terms of 
their assessments, there is a consistent pattern for respondents from the public sector to rate 
Hong Kong’s air pollution as better than the other two sectors. 
 
Table 3:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  New York or 
Toronto ‘Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 2 1 0 1 
Somewhat better 13 7 9 9 
Same 10 14 19 15 
Somewhat worse 63 60 58 59 
Much worse 12 18 15 16 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.47 with 8 df   p = 0.1765 WEAK SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE 
  

 
 
Only 27% of the public sector had not been to London while 37% of the non-work sector had 
not visited the capital of Hong Kong’s former sovereign. 
 
 

Table 4:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  London 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 2 -- -- 1 
Somewhat better 13 9 11 10 
Same 13 14 14 14 
Somewhat worse 39 37 29 34 
Much worse 5 8 8 8 
Don’t know/Not been there 27 33 37 34 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  16.18 with 10 df  p = 0.0945     
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As with New York and Toronto, while the public sector is more generous than other sectors 
in rating Hong Kong’s air pollution as better than London’s, the clear majority of all sectors 
rate Hong Kong’s air as worse. 
 
Table 5: How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  London 
“Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 3 1 -- 1 
Somewhat better 18 13 17 15 
Same 18 20 23 21 
Somewhat worse 54 55 46 51 
Much worse 7 12 13 12 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.27 with 8 df  p = 0.1868 WEAK ASSOCIATION  
  

 
 
Clearly the public sector and other sectors disagree most on Tokyo’s air pollution compared 
to Hong Kong. 
 
Table 6:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  Tokyo 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 2 -- -- 1 
Somewhat better 17 9 7 9 
Same 18 18 15 17 
Somewhat worse 39 43 35 39 
Much worse 5 10 9 9 
Don’t know/Not been there 20 20 34 26 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  37.69 with 10 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
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The public sector barely shows a majority who believe Hong Kong’s air pollution is worse 
while significantly larger shares of the private and on-working sector believe our air is worse 
than Tokyo’s. 
 
Table 7:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to: Tokyo 
“Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 3 1 -- 1 
Somewhat better 21 11 10 12 
Same 22 22 23 22 
Somewhat worse 49 54 53 53 
Much worse 6 13 14 13 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  13.73 with 8 df  p = 0.0892  
    

 
 
 
On Beijing respondents mainly agree that Hong Kong’s air pollution is not as bad as 
Beijing’s.  However, only the public sector has a clear majority holding that view. 
 
Table 8:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  Beijing 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 3 2 1 2 
Somewhat better 43 37 33 36 
Same 17 22 22 21 
Somewhat worse 20 15 19 17 
Much worse 1 5 6 5 
Don’t know/Not been there 17 19 19 19 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  13.04 with 10 df  p = 0.2212 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE   
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Table 9:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to :  Beijing 
“Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 4 2 1 2 
Somewhat better 52 46 40 44 
Same 20 27 27 26 
Somewhat worse 24 19 24 21 
Much worse 1 7 8 7 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  12.52 with 8 df  p = 0.1293 WEAK SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE 
 
 

 
 
 
The public sector appears to have more familiarity with Shanghai than the non-work sector 
by about 9%, and for the only time the private sector has more respondents rating Hong 
Kong’s air as much better than in the public sector.  Nevertheless, the public sector continues 
its pattern of overall giving more positive ratings to Hong Kong’s air than the other sectors. 
 
 
Table 10:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to :  Shanghai 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 1 2 -- 1 
Somewhat better 34 24 23 25 
Same 24 27 22 25 
Somewhat worse 22 16 23 19 
Much worse 0 4 3 3 
Don’t know/Not been there 20 27 29 27 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  24.26 with 10 df  p = 0.0069     
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Table 11:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to :  Shanghai 
“Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted  
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 1 3 -- 2 
Somewhat better 42 33 32 34 
Same 30 37 31 34 
Somewhat worse 27 22 32 26 
Much worse 0 5 4 4 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  20.11 with 8 df  p = 0.0099  
    

 
 
 
In comparing Hong Kong to Guangzhou, nearly everyone agrees that Hong Kong has better 
air than Guangzhou and nearly everyone has the same level of experience of going there. 
 
 
Table 12: How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  Guangzhou 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 6 5 3 4 
Somewhat better 40 45 42 43 
Same 24 23 22 23 
Somewhat worse 13 12 12 12 
Much worse 0 3 4 3 
Don’t know/Not been there 17 12 16 14 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.47 with 10 df  p = 0.3220 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE  
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Table 13: How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to:  Guangzhou 
“Don’t know” and “Not been there” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 7 6 4 5 
Somewhat better 48 52 50 51 
Same 28 26 27 27 
Somewhat worse 16 13 15 14 
Much worse 0 3 5 4 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  8.212 with 8 df  p = 0.4130 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE   
 
Compared to 10 years ago, all sectors agree, Hong Kong’s air is much worse.  While the 
public sector holds the same view overall, it has the lowest level rating Hong Kong’s air 
today as much worse than it was 10 years ago. 
 
 
Table 14:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to: Hong Kong 10 
years ago 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 1 -- 1 1 
Somewhat better 3 4 4 4 
Same 8 8 8 8 
Somewhat worse 49 43 40 42 
Much worse 39 45 46 45 
Don’t know/Not in HK 0 1 1 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  5.532 with 10 df  p = 0.8529 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE   
 
 
Table 15:  How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to: Hong Kong 10 
years ago, “Don’t know” and “Not there then” omitted 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Much better 1 -- 1 1 
Somewhat better 3 4 5 4 
Same 8 8 8 8 
Somewhat worse 49 43 40 43 
Much worse 39 45 46 45 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  4.791 with 8 df  p = 0.7797 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE  
 
(Chart next page) 
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How would you rate Hong Kong’s air pollution compared to: Hong Kong 10 years ago 
‘Don’t know” and “Not there then” omitted  

 
 
 
The major conclusion to draw from the above series of questions is that the public sector 
rarely has a stronger and never much stronger base of travel experience for its views.  The 
public sector consistently tends to give Hong Kong better marks on air quality comparisons 
than other sectors.  All sectors agree Hong Kong is doing better than Beijing and Guangzhou, 
but they also all agree Hong Kong is doing worse then New York, Toronto, London, Tokyo 
and the Hong Kong of 10 years ago.  
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The final table in this section is another sort of comparison, not with other cities, but of how 
much pollution is locally generated compared with that originating in Guangdong province.  
Many Hong Kong people actually have a better grasp of the proportions of air pollution 
coming from various sources than former officials of the Hong Kong government, one of 
whom stated that since 80 percent of our air pollution came from Guangdong the government 
could do very little.  Civic Exchange studies show that roughly half the time locally 
generated air pollution makes up the majority of air pollutants, particularly those having the 
greatest impact on health. 
 
Table 16  What percentage of Hong Kong’s air pollution would you suppose comes 
from:  Local sources/Mainland China?  (ask for number, to add up to 100) 
 

 
 
 
The vertical axis is the percentage of respondents while the horizontal axis is the slightly 
collapsed percentage of pollution estimated to come from the source as indicated by the 
respective color.  The mean estimate for pollution from local sources in Hong Kong is 44.7 
percent while the mean is 55.2 percent for pollution from mainland China.  The slope of the 
curves defined by the estimations clearly skews lower (to the left) for Hong Kong and higher 
(to the right) for mainland China, indicating, according to the mean, that on average people 
think 45% of our air pollution comes from local Hong Kong sources while 55 percent% 
comes from Mainland China.   
 
Technically, there are three peaks on the curves as shown in the chart below, with about a 
third estimating the division as 50:50, about a fourth saying 30:70 (30 percent from Hong 
Kong and 70 percent from China) and about 15 percent saying 40:60 (60 percent from 
China).  There is a small percentage of respondents who think it all comes from China or 
from Hong Kong.  On the whole, however, most of the public’s estimates are closer to the 
mark revealed by research.  Essentially, nearly half the public estimates Hong Kong and the 
mainland are about equal contributors to our air pollution problems, and that is just about 
right.    
 



 50 

Chart 2  What percentage of Hong Kong’s air pollution would you suppose comes from:  
Local sources/Mainland China? 

 
 
 
 
2.  Basis of knowledge:  Environmental participation 
 
This section examines participatory actions people have taken to inform themselves about 
environmental affairs.  Section 3 will examine the information sources people use.  Arguably, 
engaging in an act such as donating, cleaning up litter, visiting a wetland or planting a tree 
are more engaging and informing actions than merely watching a nature show on television.  
Like traveling, participation is a form of immersion in an experience, and usually one learns 
more by doing than by merely listening, reading, or watching.  Interestingly, there are no 
differences between public, private and non-work sectors on six out of nine forms of 
participation in the list below.   
 
 
Table 17:  Have you participated in any of the following organized environmentally-
related activities in the last two years? 
 % Yes 
Visit nature reserve such as Mai Po or Kadoorie Farm 33 
Donated to an environmental group 33 
*Attended environmental talk or conference 14 
Clean up or litter collection activity 10 
*Tree or mangrove planting 10 
*Green competition (art, photo, essay) 8 
*Joined environmental group 3 
*Contacted officials/media about environmental issue 2 
*Joined pro-environment demo or march 1 
*No significant difference in sector participation 
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Both the public and non-work sectors have participated more in clean-up activities than the 
private sector, but the differences are small, and technically insignificant between the public 
and non-work sector.  Clean up could almost join the six aspects as showing no real 
differences among the sectors. 
 
Table 18:  Participated in clean up activities 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
No 87 92 89 90 
Yes 13 8 11 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  3.339 with 2 df  p = 0.1883 WEAK ASSOCIATION    
 
 
However, the public sector clearly leads all other sectors in visiting nature reserves.  It is the 
only significant difference among the nine types of environmental participation listed, and the 
only one where the public sector clearly leads the other two.  However, unless visiting a 
nature reserve is weighted more heavily than any and all other forms of environmental 
participation (and there is no reason for doing so), the public sector cannot claim a superior 
basis for knowing about Hong Kong’s environmental issues. 
 
Table 19:  Visited nature reserve such as Mai Po, Lions Nature Education Centre, 
Kadoorie Farm 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
No 55 67 70 67 
Yes 45 33 30 33 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  8.234 with 2 df  p = 0.0163     
 
 
In donating, both working sectors, private and public, lead the non-working sector.  It is 
unlikely that this can be taken as a sign of lack of commitment in the non-work sector.  It is 
much rather this is due to lack of resources among students, retirees, and single earner 
families. 
 
 
Table 20:  Donated to an environmental group 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
No 63 64 73 67 
Yes 37 37 27 33 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  9.348 with 2 df   p = 0.0093  
 
 
All up, in terms of knowledge gained by participation, in only one of nine categories did the 
public sector lead all others.  Generally, all sectors tended to participate equally or very close 
to equally.  Those who work for the public sector cannot be said to be better informed than 
those who do not. 
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3.  Basis of knowledge:  Information sources 
 
In 6 out of the 11 types of information sources surveyed, the three sectors differ significantly.  
All sectors most frequently got their environmental information from television or radio and 
the newspapers.  Interestingly, all sectors about equally consulted government reports, and all 
reported their frequency of consulting such reports was much less than other means.  The 
primary sources of information among the sectors, in other words, are about the same. 
 
Table 21:  Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues?  (Ranked by “Frequently”) 
 Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never/Don’t know 
*TV or radio 41 38 12 9 
*Newspaper 30 42 18 10 
Internet 13 29 19 39 
Green groups 11 37 19 33 
School/university 10 21 18 51 
*Gov reports 6 31 28 35 
Workplace 6 14 21 59 
*Friends/neighbors 5 27 27 40 
Environment resource centers 4 17 19 59 
Government Depts 3 25 23 49 
*Community organizations 2 20 26 51 
*Indicates responses with no significant differences among sectors 
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While there is no difference in the frequency of obtaining environmental information from 
television or radio, there are distinct differences among the sectors in how many hours each 
sector watches or listens to news and current affairs programs.  The heaviest viewers and 
listeners, three hours a week or more, are clearly among the non-working sector.   
 
Table 22: How many hours a week do you listen to or watch any news and current 
affairs programs on radio and television? 
Hours Public Private Non-work Total 
0-1 9 16 11 13 
1 33 27 25 27 
1-2 31 33 28 31 
2-3 17 11 17 14 
3-4 4 9 9 8 
4+ 6 5 11 8 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  27.81 with 10 df  p = 0.0019  
    

 
 
 
Table 23:  Hours per week watching/listening to news and current affairs, by 
occupation 
Hours Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

0-1 14 13 17 18 16 11 6 7 17 13 
1 25 34 29 21 22 26 21 27 27 27 
1-2 34 36 29 27 27 24 33 39 27 31 
2-3 13 10 14 15 12 16 17 12 16 14 
3-4 10 5 6 10 13 9 10 5 7 8 
4+ 4 3 4 10 10 13 14 10 5 8 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  58.03 with 40 df  p = 0.0325     
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Hours per week watching/listening to news and current affairs, by occupation 

 
 
 
The degree of trust among the sources of information is about the same on 8 out of 11 
sources, including television and radio, newspapers, schools, friends, government reports and 
departments, community organizations and the Internet.   
 
As might be expected, the public sector tends to more frequently obtain environmental 
information from government departments.  
 
Table 24:  Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  government departments 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 6 4 1 3 
Occasionally 33 26 21 25 
Seldom 28 23 20 22 
Never/Don’t know 33 47 58 50 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  28.24 with 6 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
* No difference in trust 
 
 
The public sector more frequently obtains information from environmental resources centers.   
 
Table 25:  Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  Environmental Resource Centers 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 9 3 3 4 
Occasionally 26 19 12 17 
Seldom 14 20 18 19 
Never/Don’t know 51 59 66 61 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  24.20 with 6 df  p = 0.0005   
*No difference in trust   
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The public sector also seems to obtain information slightly more from schools and 
universities than the other sectors, with only 41% replying never or “don’t know” versus 50% 
and 55% respectively from the other two sectors.  But there is no difference in the degree of 
trust for information from this source. 
 
Table 26:  Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  schools and universities 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 13 7 13 10 
Occasionally 24 21 21 21 
Seldom 22 18 16 18 
Never/Don’t know 41 55 50 51 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  16.26 with 6 df p = 0.0124  
*No difference in trust    
 
 
On Internet information, the biggest source of difference is in the non-work sector replying 
never.  This is also a function of age and income more than innate trust in the source, for 
again there is no difference by sector once the non-users are removed. 
 
Table 27: Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  Internet 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 12 14 11 13 
Occasionally 35 35 18 28 
Seldom 24 17 19 19 
Never/Don’t know 29 33 52 40 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  51.51 with 6 df  p ≤ 0.0001  
*No difference in trust    
 
Hours on the internet also tend to vary by group, with the private sector using the internet 
rather more hours on average than the public sector. 
 
Table 28:  Average hours per week on the Internet, by sector 
Hours Public Private Non-work Total 
0 36 30 49 38 
<1-1 51 52 34 45 
1-2 6 11 13 11 
3-5 7 6 4 5 
5+ 0 1 1 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  48.23 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 



 56 

 
By occupation, as might be expected, the students spend far more time on the internet than 
other groups, presaging a change in these response patterns as the Internet generation (born 
since 1992 when the first browser was introduced) grows up and moves into the workforce.  
Generation I (for Internet) will be very different from Generation Y. 
 
 
Table 29:  Average hours per week on Internet, by occupation 
Hours Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

0 19 23 27 36 65 58 74 59 8 37 
<1-1 64 56 58 42 27 34 14 44 59 45 
1-2 7 14 6 19 5 8 10 20 22 11 
3-5 9 6 7 3 2 1 2 5 9 5 
5+ 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 2 3 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  237.9 with 32 df  p ≤ 0.0001  
    

 
 
 
The non-public sectors more frequently obtain their information on environmental matters 
from green groups, for example, than the public sector.  Yet the public sector has slightly 
greater trust in environmental information from green groups than does the private sector (see 
below), though the association is very weak. 
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Table 30: Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  green groups 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 7 12 12 11 
Occasionally 54 40 29 37 
Seldom 17 17 22 19 
Never/Don’t know 23 31 37 33 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  25.53 with 6 df  p = 0.0003     
 
Table 31: How much do you trust environmental information from:  green groups 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Great deal 45 36 39 38 
Some 40 50 44 47 
Little 14 10 14 12 
None 1 3 3 3 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  8.683 with 6 df  p = 0.1922 Weak Association    
 
 
On the other hand, the non-work sector of course does not obtain environmental information 
from workplaces as often as the other sectors, but it also has the greatest amount of distrust 
for environmental information from workplaces and all sectors show greater distrust in 
workplace related sources. 
 
 
Table 32: Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on 
environmental issues:  workplace 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 7 9 1 6 
Occasionally 24 19 6 14 
Seldom 28 20 21 21 
Never/Don’t know 41 53 72 59 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  79.25 with 6 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Table 33:  How much do you trust environmental information from:  workplace 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Great deal 11 12 6 10 
Some 45 39 34 38 
Little 33 34 42 37 
None 11 15 19 16 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  16.51 with 6 df   p = 0.0113     
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It appears that after all is said and done, the public, private and non-work sectors have much 
more in common in their sources of information on environmental issues and in their levels 
of trust for those sources.  The issue remaining in this part of the report is which sector, if 
any, actually knows the facts better than the others.  This is the real test of epistemology, not 
how you know something but whether what you think you know tests out against reality. 
 
 
4.  Basis of knowledge:  Tested against fact 
 
The real test of epistemology is not how you know something but whether what you think 
you know tests out against reality.  Research into the sources of Hong Kong air pollution 
focuses on a number of major components, which all affect public health, especially the 
respiratory system. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) causes symptoms like scratchy eyes. Nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), when combined with particulates (PM10 and fine particles PM2.5), can be 
seen as brownish smog. NOx when combined with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in 
the presence of sunlight produce ozone (O3) and is also a prime constituent of smog. The 
smaller the particle (such as PM2.5) the more damaging it is to health because they can 
penetrate deep into the cardiovascular system.   
 
The respondents noted in the following order the various emitting sources’ contribution to 
Hong Kong’s air pollution problem: 
 
Table 34: In terms of local air pollution, how would you rank these 5 sources, from 
greatest contributor as number 1 to least as number 5? 
 % Ranked  

as 1 
% Ranked  
as 2 

% Ranked  
as 3 

% Ranked  
as 4 

% Ranked  
as 5 

Electrical power 
generation 

23 1 34 24 17 

Shipping traffic & 
boats 

14 5 33 33 15 

Buses 22 11 20 20 26 
Private cars 27 23 9 15 24 
Construction and 
factories 

12 59 3 8 17 

 
 
Overall, respondents ranked private cars as biggest contributor to air pollution, but not by 
much over electrical power generation and buses.  No single factor was ranked first by a 
majority; indeed, cars barely got the votes of a fourth of the respondents, followed closely by 
power generation and buses.  Factories came a clear second for most, and this was the only 
majority that agreed on the ranking for a source of air pollution.  Electrical power and 
shipping virtually tied in third place while shipping clearly pipped others as fourth with 
exactly the same percentage putting it fourth as had put it third (thus two thirds agree on 
putting shipping third or fourth).  Buses and cars came close as last in rank of sources of air 
pollution.  So cars came in first and almost tied for last. However, as can be seen in Part V, 
drivers of private cars rate electrical power much higher and private cars much lower as 
contributors to air pollution.  There is clearly no agreement on the facts of air pollution.  
However, air pollution is measurable, definable, and mappable.  It takes effort and expertise 
and funding, but neither epistemologically nor in terms of funding is nailing down the facts 
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on air pollution anywhere close to the difficulties inherent in particle physics or to the costs 
of moon shots. 
 
The Hong Kong public apparently does not know that power generation produces the largest 
quantity of emissions, though it may not be producing the air pollutants most damaging to 
public health.  The public also seems generally unaware of port-related emissions from ships 
– which burn highly toxic bunker fuels – as well as barges and tug boats acting in concert 
with heavy trucks moving containers and goods as the result of Hong Kong being a major 
shipping port.  Yet this source may be the worst if measured in terms of impact on health.  
Certainly locality makes a difference in how air pollution sources are assessed. Those who 
live or spend time near the container terminals or highways and busy roads are more exposed 
to port-logistics related emissions. Others farther removed from these sources do not see 
them and may have little direct contact with ports or shipping and so not think of the 
relationship between them and pollution.   
 
The government either directly or through commissioned research by experts is responsible 
to investigate and determine the main sources of air pollution, and then to propose policies to 
deal with reducing them.  The public clearly needs better educating on these major sources 
and, as Part IV shows, what government is doing about them.  For example, the government 
took steps earlier to lessen sulfur dioxide and has taken further steps toward lowering power 
generation-related pollution that will begin to have effect later in 2009.   
 
But part of the problem in addressing air pollution also appears in the public sector’s own 
views and knowledge.  Respondents from the public sector differed substantially on the 
question of the top contributor to air pollution, whether measured in terms of overall volume 
of pollution or very likely, the greatest contributor to ill health locally: 
 
In terms of local air pollution, how would you rank these 5 sources, from greatest 
contributor as number 1 to least as number 5? 
 
Table 35:  Percentage of each sector responding with #1 rating on: 
 Power generation  Shipping traffic & boats 
Public 18 10 
Private 25 14 
Non-work 22 14 
 
 
Clearly the public sector had the lowest percentage of responses citing either power 
generation or shipping related traffic and boats while the private and non-work sectors split 
the honors for having the most respondents giving what appear to be the worst offenders 
according to your measure of choice.  A disappointingly low percentage overall and from the 
sectors was able to accurately identify top contributors to air pollution either measured by 
volume of pollutants, as listed earlier, or by health effects.  But they do identify who they are 
most dissatisfied with among the media, experts, government officials, business and so on 
when it comes to addressing air pollution.  Who gets the most blame?  For that answer, turn 
to Part IV of this report. 
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Who 
are You Going to Call? 

 
 

Who have Hong Kong people tried to talk to in seeking solutions to air pollution? How 
satisfied are they with the results? Who should the government listen to most? 

 
 
 
 
 
Part IV of this report on the Air Quality survey examines respondents’ avenues of complaint 
and satisfaction with actions taken on air quality.  If one wonders why everyone they know 
complains about air pollution, but the media, officials, and Legco members never seem to 
take it seriously, Table 1 below provides the answer:  Civil servants hear little complaint 
from the public, so perhaps they conclude it must not be a problem of concern.  But are 
people really satisfied with the efforts of the media, parties, government departments and 
officials to address Hong Kong’s air pollution problems?   
 
 
 
1.  Complaints about air pollution 
  
Table 1 shows that while the vast majority of people discuss air pollution with friends, fellow 
workers and family, the further up the scale of decision-making one goes the less often they 
complain or discuss the problem.  Of all levels of government the District Councils are the 
first stop for residents.  The fewest contact the media.   
 
 
Table 1: How frequently if ever have you complained about or discussed air pollution 
with:  (Ranked by “Never” responses) 

 Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never 
Media -- 2 3 95 
Chief Executive other officials -- 2 5 93 
Legco members -- 1 5 93 
MAC, Homeowners Assoc 1 4 4 91 
Dist Council members 1 5 5 89 
Friends & fellow workers 14 43 9 34 
Family 16 38 12 34 
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Frequency of complaints to: 

 
 
 
Intriguingly, public sector workers show little difference in the pattern above except in two 
aspects.  First, they complain more to their families than other sectors. 
 
Table 2:  Complained to/discussed with family, by sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 14 17 16 16 
Occasionally 43 37 37 38 
Seldom 20 10 12 12 
Never 23 36 35 35 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  11.50 with 6 df  p = 0.0741     
 
 
Second, they complain more to government officials about air pollution, but only seldom. 
 
Table 3:  Complained to/discussed with Chief Executive or other government officials 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Frequently 1 0 -- -- 
Occasionally 0 2 1 2 
Seldom 12 4 6 5 
Never 87 95 92 93 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  18.13 with 6 df   p = 0.0059   
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Propensity to complain or discuss air pollution varies in certain categories by occupation.  On 
complaining to the Chief Executive or other government officials, to LegCo or to MACs or 
Home Owners Associations occupation makes no difference.  Complaining to media, District 
Councils and friends and family it does, as the tables below indicate. 
 
Table 4:  Complained to/discussed with media, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Frequently 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 -- 
Occasionally 1 2 2 8 0 1 1 2 1 2 
Seldom 4 2 3 5 1 4 3 3 7 3 
Never 93 96 96 87 98 96 97 95 92 95 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  41.14 with 24 df  p = 0.0161     
 
 
Table 5: Complained to/discussed with District Council member, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Frequently 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 
Occasionally 5 2 3 10 2 6 13 7 2 5 
Seldom 8 3 5 5 4 4 6 5 10 5 
Never 85 94 91 86 93 91 81 88 87 89 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  38.53 with 24 df  p = 0.0306     
 
 
Table 6:  Complained to/discussed with friends & co-workers, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Frequently 19 18 14 3 12 18 12 14 8 14 
Occasionally 45 44 40 39 33 52 39 46 41 43 
Seldom 7 9 10 16 8 4 6 8 19 9 
Never 29 29 37 42 47 26 43 32 33 34 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  51.29 with 24 df  p = 0.0010     
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Table 7:  Complained to/discussed with Family, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Frequently 22 15 16 13 11 20 15 15 9 16 
Occasionally 42 45 38 39 23 47 27 32 35 38 
Seldom 10 13 12 21 8 8 10 12 22 12 
Never 27 28 34 27 58 25 47 41 35 34 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  68.61 with 24 df   p ≤ 0.0001  
    
So why don’t folks complain to the media, government officials and Legco members?  The 
key thing is that 74% say they have complained to family, friends, District Councilors, Legco 
members, or government officials.  But 26% have not complained to anyone about air 
pollution.  So why do about one in four people not complain to anyone about air pollution?  
Only one fourth of that 26%, or 6 to 7% of all respondents, say that pollution is no problem 
so they don’t complain.  Far more, 61% or about 15% of all respondents, say they don’t think 
complaining will do any good. 
 
The following questions were asked of the 26% who have NOT complained on any aspect. 
 
 
Table 8:  If you HAVE NOT complained about air pollution, which of the following 
reasons best explains your decision?  Yes or no to any that apply 2008 
% Reason 
61 Don’t think it would do any good 
50 Don’t know who to complain to 
25 Pollution doesn’t affect me 
 
 
The 2001 Environmental survey showed that feelings that complaints would do no good and 
the proportion unaffected by pollution has remained about the same into 2008, while those 
who “don’t know” who to complain to has decreased somewhat from 2001 levels, but only 
modestly. 
 
 
Table 9:  If you HAVE NOT complained about air pollution, which of the following 
reasons best explains your decision?  Yes or no to any that apply 2001 
% Reason 
62 Don’t think it would do any good 
58 Don’t know who to complain to 
24 Pollution doesn’t affect me 
 
 
A further breakdown of the 26% of respondents in the 2008 survey who are non-complainers 
finds they are more male than female, at 29% of men versus 24% of women.  Educationally 
the more education a person has the more likely they are to complain.  Non-complainers 
make up 36% of primary six or less educated and only 20% of postgrads or 22% of university 
grads.  By income the lowest income level has 37% non-complainers while the highest level 
has just 19% who say nothing to anyone about air pollution complaints.  Occupationally non-
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complainers make up 35% of retirees, 39% of blue collar workers in trades, agriculture and 
fisheries and primary employments, but only one in five in administration or professional 
fields.  There is no difference by age group.  And while only 14% of the public sector are 
non-complainers, about 27-28% of the other two groups, the private sector and non-working 
sector, are silent on air pollution. 
 
Of the 74% who have complained on one or more aspect, most cite health reasons. 
 
 
Table 10:  If you HAVE complained about air pollution, which of the following reasons 
best explains your decision?  Yes or no to any that apply 

 Pollution affects  
my health 

Pollution affects  
business 

Pollution affects  
family health 

Other 

% Yes 72 10 63 10 
 
The next table takes the non-complainer minority, the complainers from the table above who 
cited health effects on themselves or their families, and breaks down their responses to the 
question on how seriously they have considered leaving Hong Kong due to air pollution.  The 
results show clearly that as people feel the personal and family effects of air pollution, the 
propensity to leave goes up.  While one in five overall are considering leaving due to air 
pollution, the proportion is about one in four among the three out of four who complain to 
family, friends, media and government officials.  These complainers are also more highly 
educated, more highly paid, and more likely to be in business or the professions. 
 
 
Table 11: How seriously have you considered moving from Hong Kong due to air 
pollution? 
 Non-Complainers  

(26%) 
Pollution affects  
my health 

Pollution affects  
family health 

Average of all 

Planning to move 2 2 3 2 
Seriously 
considering 

2 7 8 6 

Possibly 
considering 

6 14 16 12 

Not considering 90 76 73 80 
 

 
 
This is one of those cases where the vast majority (76% who complain) thinks that “everyone 
knows” there’s a problem and otherwise assumes since “everyone” knows and feels the same 
about it, then the decision makers are not acting because they cannot or will not do anything 
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about it.  This is very likely why so few complain to decision makers or to the media, yet at 
the same time, as seen below, levels of dissatisfaction with these groups over inaction on air 
pollution rises. 
 
As seen in Part I of this report, where 2% of respondents report they are planning to move 
and 6% more seriously considering it, families suffering most from air pollution rather than 
complain to authorities, quietly take their own steps to cope or to prepare to depart.   The 8% 
of the population planning or seriously considering leaving, if representative of the 
population, equals some 560,000 people, which amounts to more than marched on 1 July 
2003 or emigrated from Hong Kong prior to 1997.  Another 12% say they are possibly 
considering leaving because of air pollution.  (See Part I)  That is up to 20%, some 1.4 
million people, who already are thinking about leaving Hong Kong because of air pollution, 
despite family, cultural and economic ties.  This matches or exceeds the proportion who 
considered leaving Hong Kong before its reunification with China in 1997.   
 
People also obviously talk about it with family and friends overseas, and so more and more 
potential hirees who have ties to Hong Kong take their family and friends complaints to heart 
and turn down offered jobs here.  Looking back on pre-1997, when headlines almost daily 
covered the brain drain from Hong Kong as a danger to our very survival, the potential of air 
pollution to cause even more of our skilled to depart and fewer high quality brains to arrive 
remains as shrouded in secrecy and silence as our buildings are so often shrouded in smog.  
Meanwhile, the people at the top of government, in Legco and the media plough on largely 
unaware of the size of the problem or the depth and breadth of the issue, until as in July 2003 
some dramatic event makes it obvious.  As seen in Part I of this report, air pollution is a 
hidden health epidemic.  It is sparking a growing epidemic of departure or consideration of 
departure as well.  As with any epidemic, nipping it in the bud is crucial, because once it has 
passed a critical mass it spreads like wildfire.  And then it is too late to prevent damage.   
 
 
2.  Efforts to address air pollution:  satisfaction  
 
Comparison of how satisfied or dissatisfied respondents are with the efforts of various sectors 
to address air pollution or improve the environment shows, by the large reduction in “don’t 
know” responses, that over the past seven years, a much larger portion of people have 
become aware of the issue and the actions, or inactions, of the groups concerned.   
 
The data also shows that various groups have clearly taken more actions on these issues and 
publicized their endeavors.  For example, in 2001 when asked about satisfaction with the 
efforts of community groups, churches, and social welfare groups to improve the 
environment, 37% responded with don’t know.  That question in 2008 saw don’t know’s cut 
to 12% of respondents.  In 2001 a quarter of respondents answered “don’t know” on  
government officials’ efforts.  In 2008 that is only 7%.  People have also become both more 
aware of green groups and more approving of their efforts.  While 69% were satisfied with 
green groups efforts to improve the environment in 2001, 79% approved of green groups’ 
efforts to address air pollution problems in 2008. 
 
While knowledge and attention to environmentally-related issues such as air pollution grew 
across the board, so did dissatisfaction with the groups having the most power to do 
something effective about it.  In 2001 55% were dissatisfied with the efforts of top 
government officials on the issue.  In 2008, dissatisfaction rose by 50%, to 77%.  In 2001 
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only 49% expressed dissatisfaction with business community efforts on the environment.  In 
2008 69% felt the same.   Political parties have done no better.  In 2001 just 47% were 
dissatisfied with their efforts to address the environment.  In 2008 62% were dissatisfied.   
 
 
How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the efforts of the following to address air 
pollution problems?  2008 
 

 
 
The levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction have changed considerably since 2001.  In 2001 
knowledge levels were lower also. 
 
 
How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the efforts of the following to improve the 
environment?  2001 
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Table 12:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the efforts of the following to 
address air pollution problems?  2008 

 Very  
satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very  
Dissatisfied 

Don’t know 

Top Gov Officials -- 16 57 20 7 
Business -- 19 56 13 11 
Gov Depts 1 27 55 12 6 
Political parties 1 26 53 9 10 
Media 1 47 41 3 8 
Community groups 1 49 36 2 12 
Think tanks & academics 4 55 26 1 14 
Green groups 6 73 15 1 5 
 
 
Table 13:  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the efforts of the following to 
improve the environment?  2001 
 Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 
Don’t 
know 

Top government officials -- 18 43 12 26 
Government departments -- 36 41 7 15 
Business community -- 21 43 6 30 
Political parties 1 27 39 8 27 
Housing authority/manager 1 38 34 5 22 
Media 1 46 28 3 22 
Community groups/churches/social 
welfare groups 

1 38 23 2 37 

Green groups 6 63 13 2 17 
 
In sum, as the chart below shows clearly, the closer to government and the business-
dominated establishment and media one gets, the higher the levels of dissatisfaction.  The 
satisfaction line from group to group charts what would be considered a rather strong 
regression between government and government-dominating entities such as business and 
parties through the least related to government, or even critical of government - green groups 
and academics 
 
 
Collapsed chart of 2008:  satisfaction with efforts of: 
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Table 14: Collapsed categories 2008:  Satisfaction with efforts of: 
 

 
 
So who should the government listen to when it makes environmental policies? 
 
 
 
3.  Efforts to address air pollution:  Who should the government listen to? 
 
The assumption here is that government officials listen to someone other than their own 
employees.  While business clearly dominates the councils of government, as even a short 
perusal of the membership of its hundreds of advisory bodies and boards demonstrates, 
business is decisively not the body the people want heeded on air pollution.  As Table 17 
shows, not even administrators and managers or professionals want government to listen to 
business executives.  Interestingly, sentiment that public opinion should be heeded has halved 
since 2001, from 31% to 14% in 2008.  Belief that independent environmental experts and 
green groups should be topping the list for government to heed has grown from an anaemic 
majority of 52% combined in 2001 to a considerable two thirds of 67% combined in 2008. 
 
If there is an environmental problem in Hong Kong, which is the MOST appropriate 
group that the government should listen to?   
 

 

 Satisfied Dissatisfied 
Green groups 83 17 
Think tanks & academics 69 31 
Community groups 57 43 
Media 52 48 
Political parties 31 69 
Gov Depts 29 71 
Business 22 78 
Top Gov Officials 17 83 
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Table 15: If there is an environmental problem in Hong Kong, which is the MOST 
appropriate group that the government should listen to?  2008 
% Group 
38 Environmental experts (independent) 
29 Green groups & other pressure groups 
14 Public opinion 
10 Think tanks & academics 
3 Directly elected LegCo members 
1 Functional constituency LegCo members 
0 Political parties 
5 Don’t know 
 
 
Table 16: If there is an environmental problem in Hong Kong, which is the MOST 
appropriate group that the government should listen to?  2001  
% Group 
31 Public opinion 
28 Green groups & other pressure groups 
24 Environmental experts  
3 Government hired consultants 
2 Directly elected Legco members 
1 Functional constituency Legco members 
1 Political parties 
9 Don’t know 
 
 
Table 17: Which is the MOST appropriate group that the government should listen to, 
by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

1 1 1 3 0 5 4 5 2 2 3 
2 39 39 43 42 34 38 35 37 35 38 
3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 -- 
5 11 16 14 8 16 19 14 14 9 14 
6 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 2 0 1 
7 28 26 32 39 25 24 26 29 40 29 
8 20 16 5 3 6 9 4 10 13 10 
9 1 2 3 6 15 6 14 7 1 5 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square = 109.3 with 56 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
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KEY to Table 17 
KEY Group 
1 Directly elected Legco member 
2 Environmental experts 
3 Business executives 
4 Political parties 
5 Public opinion 
6 Functional constituency Legco members 
7 Green groups 
8 Think tanks & academic researchers 
9 Don’t know 
 
 
The public has come to believe that environmental experts should be heeded more than 
public opinion.  This may be, as Part III of this report showed, because so many are so 
uncertain about just what is causing their problems or which causes of air pollution are worse 
than others.  They have decisively expressed dissatisfaction with the efforts so far of top 
government officials, parties, and business to solve these problems, so much so that most 
now complain only to friends and family and up to a fifth are considering leaving.  Clearly 
Hong Kong people feel the problems of air pollution.  Clearly they want solutions.  Where 
are those solutions, and where are the leaders who will take on the difficult but vital task of  
forging the necessary will to move forward? 
 
Part V of this report looks at how much people are willing to help themselves by focusing on 
drivers, who can choose when and what they drive.  We also compare the attitudes of those 
who are smokers or have smokers in their homes.  Does smoking or being around smokers 
lessen or increase concerns about air pollution?   
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SELF-HELP ON  
AIR POLLUTION  

 
How drivers and smokers react 

 
Everyone grants power plant and polluting industries owners have their special pleadings 
and perspectives on air pollution.  But what of large groups in society who also have 
special interests affected by air pollution? 
 
Part V of the Air Quality survey report looks at two large, easily identifiable groups with a 
special relationship to air pollution, smokers and drivers.  Both, arguably, contribute to the 
problem more than others.  Both have identifiable interests and biases distinct from the large 
majority when it comes to air pollution.  But do they also have distinctive views from 
everyone else? 
 
 
1.  Smokers  
 
In Hong Kong three out of four respondents say that no one smokes in their family.  We 
reclassify the respondents into two groups, those who have someone (including themselves) 
smoking at home and those who do not.  There is, surprisingly, no difference in responses by 
gender, but there is by birthplace, with those born in mainland China reporting more home 
smokers than Hong Kong born, and both reporting smoking considerably more than those 
born elsewhere. 
 
Table 1:  Do you or any members of your family smoke at home? 
Group % 
Never 74 
Sometimes 9 
Often 2 
Frequently 15 
 
 
Table 2: Smoking, by birthplace 
 Hong Kong China mainland Elsewhere Total 
Smokers 25 30 8 26 
Non-smokers 75 70 92 74 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  8.143 with 2 df  p = 0.0171     
 
Smokers also are more heavily present among service and sales workers, blue-collar 
occupations, housewives, and disturbingly for the future, among students. 
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Table 3:  Smoking, by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Smokers 17 19 22 37 41 30 19 24 39 26 
Non-
smokers 

83 81 78 63 59 70 81 76 71 74 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  37.24 with 8 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Smokers also tend to be of lower educational level, though as the table above and the 
education table below shows, that may be in the process of changing. 
 
 
Table 4:  Smoking, by education 
 0-

P6 
7-8-9 
F1-F3 

10-11 
F4-F5 

12-13 
F6-F7 

14-15-16 
University 

17-18 post-
grad 

Total 

Smokers 34 37 28 32 18 9 26 
Non-
smokers 

66 63 72 68 82 91 74 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  32.08 with 5 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
Those in their teens and twenties show by far the highest level of smoking in the home. 
 
 
Table 5: Smoking, by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Smokers 38 28 23 22 21 26 
Non-smokers 62 72 77 78 79 74 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  20.17 with 4 df  p = 0.0005     
 
 
Table 6:  Smoking, by religious affiliation 
 None Christian Buddhist 

Taoist 
Ancestor 
Worship 

Total 

Smokers 26 18 33 34 26 
Non-
smokers 

74 82 67 66 74 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  12.45 with 3 df  p = 0.0060     
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Table 7:  Smoking, by income 
 0-

9,999 
10,000-
19,999 

20,000-
29,999 

30,000-
39,999 

40,000-
49,999 

50,000-
69,999* 

70,000+ Total 

Smokers 25 32 28 28 23 14 11 25 
Non-
smokers 

75 68 72 72 77 86 89 75 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  22.06 with 6 df  p = 0.0012     
 
 
In terms of the effects of household smoking on attitudes, as might be expected, smokers are 
less concerned about the effects of air pollution on their health, and they are somewhat less 
worried about the loss of green space in Hong Kong or about reclamation.   
 
 
Table 8: How much concern about the effect of air pollution on your health, by smoking 
 Smoker Non-smoker Total 
Great deal 47 56 54 
Some 40 37 37 
Little/None/Don’t know 13 7 9 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  10.99 with 2 df  p = 0.0041     
 
 
They differ little from everyone else in environmental activities but they do differ in terms of 
which information sources they trust. 
 
Table 9: How much do you trust environmental information from:  community 
organizations 
 Smoker Non-smoker Total 
Great deal 9 13 12 
Some 44 48 47 
Little 29 22 24 
None 6 5 6 
Don’t know 11 12 12 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  7.827 with 4 df  p = 0.0981     
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Table 10: How much do you trust environmental information from:  workplace 
 Smoker Non-smoker Total 
Great deal 5 8 7 
Some 23 31 29 
Little 33 27 29 
None 16 11 12 
Don’t know 23 23 23 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  12.65 with 4 df  p = 0.0131 
     
Smokers also differ significantly from non-smokers on the frequency that they complain 
about air pollution to family and friends.  Unsurprisingly, they complain much less often.   
 
Table 11: How frequently have you complained about air pollution with:  friends 
 Smoker Non-smoker Total 
Frequently 11 15 14 
Occasionally 38 45 43 
Seldom 11 8 9 
Never 40 32 34 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  10.72 with 3 df  p = 0.0133     
 
 
Table 12: How frequently have you complained about air pollution with:  family 
 Smoker Non-smoker Total 
Frequently 13 17 16 
Occasionally 33 40 38 
Seldom 14 12 12 
Never 40 32 34 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  8.849 with 3 df  p = 0.0314     
 
 
Whether anti-smoking campaigns strengthen anti-air pollution efforts is an open question, but 
they appear plausibly related.  If so, the steep rise of smoking being reported in the homes of 
students and the youngest cohorts should be of concern to anyone interested in public health 
or environmentalism. 
 
 
2.  Drivers 
 
About 13% of Hong Kong people drive for personal reasons, with most of them being males 
and born in Hong Kong. 
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Table 13:  Do you drive a car or van? 
Group % 
Yes, for personal reasons 13 
Yes, as part of my job 3 
No 84 
 
 
Table 14: Do you drive a car or van, by birthplace 
 Hong Kong China mainland Elsewhere Total 
Drivers 18 9 11 16 
Non-drivers 82 91 89 84 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  12.16 with 2 df  p = 0.0023  
    
Table 15: Do you drive a car or van, by sex 
 Male Female Total 
Drivers 26 8 16 
Non-drivers 74 92 84 
Total 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  58.99 with 1 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Wan Chai, Kowloon City, Yuen Long, and Tai Po show higher proportions of drivers than 
elsewhere.  All four regions tend to be less well served by mass transit than most other areas 
in Hong Kong. 
 
 
Table 16: Do you drive? by district 
 Drivers Non-drivers Total 
Central & Western 11 89 100 
Wan Chai 32 68 100 
Eastern 16 84 100 
Southern 15 85 100 
Yau Tsim Mong 8 92 100 
Sham Shui Po 16 84 100 
Kowloon City 25 75 100 
Wong Tai Sin 9 91 100 
Kwun Tong 12 88 100 
Tsuen Wan 17 83 100 
Tuen Mun 16 84 100 
Yuen Long 26 74 100 
Kwai Tsing 10 90 100 
Islands 5 95 100 
North 19 81 100 
Tai Po 28 72 100 
Shatin 14 86 100 
Sai Kung 16 84 100 
Total 16 84 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  25.94 with 17 df  p = 0.0756     
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Those in their 30s and 50s, generally of higher education tend more frequently to be driving 
for personal reasons. 
 
 
Table 17:  Do you drive? by age group 
 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-90 Total 
Drivers 8 22 16 19 11 16 
Non-drivers 92 78 84 81 89 84 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  17.28 with 4 df  p = 0.0017     
 
 
Table 18:  Do you drive? by education 
 0-

P6 
7-8-9 F1-
F3 

10-11 F4-
F5 

12-13 F6-
F7 

14-15-16 
University 

17-18 
post-grad 

Total 

Drivers 8 10 9 14 26 18 16 
Nondrivers 92 90 91 86 74 82 84 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  45.78 with 5 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Drivers are also much more common among managers and administrators and among 
professionals than other groups. 
 
 
Table 19:  Do you drive? by occupation 
 Manager 

Admin 
Prof 
Assoc 
Prof 

Clerk/ 
Sec 

Service 
& sales 

Ag/Craft 
&Mach 

House-
wives 

Retiree Unemployed 
& other 

student Total 

Drivers 39 23 6 13 21 6 13 22 2 16 
Nondrivers 61 77 94 87 79 94 87 78 98 84 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  97.88 with 8 df   p ≤ 0.0001     
 
 
As also might be expected, the non-work sector has a much smaller proportion of drivers than 
among the public or private sectors, and those two sectors have equal proportions who drive. 
 
 
Table 20: Do you drive?  by work sector 
 Public Private Non-work Total 
Drivers 22 22 7 16 

Non-drivers 78 78 93 84 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  40.14 with 2 df  p ≤ 0.0001     
 
Driving also tends to rise by income level, with those making $70,000 per month and up 
much more likely to be personal drivers. 
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Table 21: Do you drive, by income 
 0-

9,999 
10,000-
19,999 

20,000-
29,999 

30,000-
39,999 

40,000-
49,999 

50,000-
69,999* 

70,000+ Total 

Drivers 6 7 11 18 27 26 37 15 
Non-
drivers 

94 93 89 82 73 74 63 85 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Table contents:  percentage of column Total 
Chi-square =  68.89 with 6 df  p ≤ 0.0001  
    
Despite the rise in concern with air pollution between 2001 and 2008, and the clear increase 
in familiarity with the issues involved shown by the consistent drop in “don’t know” 
responses on nearly all questions asked, the two surveys show that respondents in 2008 are 
much less likely to seriously consider buying a hybrid, electric or other form of 
environmentally friendly vehicle than the respondents in 2001.  In 2008 only 22% said they 
would very seriously consider such a purchase versus 35% in 2001. 
 
 
Table 22: How seriously would you consider buying a hybrid car, an electric car, or 
other form of more environmentally-friendly vehicle next time you buy?  2008 
% Group 
17 Not seriously at all 
23 Somewhat seriously 
22 Very seriously 
35 Depends on competitive price &running costs 
2 Don’t know 
 
 
Table 23: How seriously would you consider buying a hybrid car, an electric car, or 
other form of more environmentally-friendly vehicle next time you buy?  2001 
% Group 
9 Not seriously at all 
16 Somewhat seriously 
35 Very seriously 
28 Depends on competitive price &running costs 
12 Don’t know 
 
Not costs but size of contribution to lowering air pollution is the top factor. 
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Table 24: How might these factors affect your decision to buy environmentally friendly 
cars? 
 Great  

deal 
Some Little None Don’t  

know 
Cost to buy over standard car 42 30 15 12 1 
Cost to maintain over standard car 45 28 14 10 4 
Cost/convenience of maintenance, fuel, plug-ins 39 35 12 12 2 
Performance (speed, handling) 20 28 35 16 2 
Size of contribution to lowering air pollution 48 32 14 5 2 
Difference in fuel costs over standard car 45 28 11 14 2 
Gov bought your old, less environmentally friendly car 31 30 22 15 2 
 
Barely a majority are aware of the current government subsidy for environmentally friendly 
vehicles, and the overwhelming majority of those who do know about it reject it as too small 
to consider in their purchase plans.  But nearly half, 45%, had not even heard of the subsidy.  
Clearly, the government is saying too little and offering too little, and perhaps the cars are 
costing too much and make so relatively little improvement that many drivers no longer 
seriously consider purchasing an environmentally friendly car. 
 
 
Table 25: Are you aware of current government subsidy for environmentally friendly 
vehicles? 
Group % 
Yes, but too small to consider 43 
Yes, amount is sufficient to consider 12 
No 45 
 
There is evidence that car drivers do not think their vehicles contribute as much to air 
pollution as non-drivers suppose they do.  While 30% of non-drivers rank cars as number 
one, effectively making it a clear number one choice of a plurality of non-drivers, only 19% 
of drivers rank cars as the number one contributor to air pollution, putting it third behind 
electrical power generation and buses.  In this case as in so many, where you sit (mass transit 
or personal car) largely affects where you stand on an issue. 
 
 
Table 26: Driving and air pollution assessments 
 D% as 

 1 
ND% as 
 1 

D% as 
 2 

ND% as 
 2 

D% as 
 3 

ND% as 
 3 

D% as 
 4 

ND% as 
 4 

D% as 
 5 

ND% as 
 5 

Electrical 
power 
generation 

32 22 0 1 34 35 18 25 17 18 

Shipping 
traffic & 
boats 

11 14 8 4 32 33 33 33 17 15 

Buses 24 22 10 11 24 19 24 19 19 29 
Private cars 19 30 24 24 7 10 20 14 30 23 
Construction 
and factories 

15 12 58 61 4 3 6 8 18 16 

*D  = the 13% of respondents who drive cars for personal reasons 
ND = the 84% of non-driver respondents plus 3% who work as drivers 
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3. The Bottom Line 
 
This report supports the findings of a range of other public health and air science research 
that our air pollution carries real and considerable health and economic impacts for Hong 
Kong’s economy and society. With “don't know” responses dramatically down from 2001, 
this report demonstrates that every sector of the public is increasingly aware of and 
concerned about air pollution. At the same time the rise in awareness of pollution issues and 
the corresponding rise in dissatisfaction with traditional trusted parties – Government, 
legislators, business and the media –clearly indicates that the public’s expectations of these 
groups to act is not being met.  In repeated surveys Hong Kongers have consistently proven 
themselves to be pragmatic and value their time too much to waste it. The very low levels of 
communication with the groups named strongly suggests that to do so may be considered a 
waste of time. This combination of rising concerns, identified impacts and failing 
communications is clearly not healthy.  
 
Given the lack of urgency by the Administration in addressing the issue, and the feeling that 
these concerns are not being heard, it is hardly surprising that a considerable proportion are 
considering taking the only action which will deliver genuine protection from Hong Kong’s 
current levels of pollution, and that, disturbingly, is to leave Hong Kong. This becomes even 
more worrying when one considers that the most affluent and best qualified are most actively 
considering departure. Their skills and tax dollars play an important role in supporting both 
the economy and our broader society.  
 
By identifying and examining such trends, this report will serve to inform key stakeholders of 
the views of the public, (and, the data show clearly, the public sector is no exception in terms 
of either knowing more, or being less confused, or preferring experts to establish the facts)  
and to point towards issues and immediate actions that key stakeholders might consider in 
order to address the issue of the public health impacts of air pollution, and to rebuild the trust 
between the public and major stakeholders. We need to realize the depth of misperception, 
misinformation, and  special pleading on this issue. 
 
There is a clear need for a thorough study of the comprehensive costs of pollution (this 
survey is only a first attempt to show some of the hidden costs in air cleaners, air 
conditioners, restricted activities, and opportunity costs in terms of not getting most desirable 
hires).  There is other research, such as on shipping-related pollution, that also provides initial 
estimates of health damage and costs to the public purse that have been overlooked or 
underestimated.  This research needs to be collated, elaborated and updated where needed, 
and summarized by kinds and totals of damages and costs.  But there is not just loss and cost 
involved in air pollution.  Research in California shows money spent on pollution abatement 
is more than returned by an array of benefits from health to more efficient production.  Best 
effect from our local expenditures on air pollution abatement is not necessarily the lowest 
outlay for off the shelf solutions.  For example, what we can do with our relatively low 
personnel costs and idle capacity just across the border in terms of manufacturing what might 
be needed is very different from circumstances elsewhere.  We may have opportunities to 
take actions that would have not just cost effects to our budgets and benefits to health alone; 
we may be able to identify opportunities to address pollution abatement strategies and 
technologies which would have a widespread application at considerable cost advantage to 
Hong Kong businesses.  We are clearly moving into the era of global action on a number of 
related fronts, global warming, pollution abatement, and alternative fuel sources.  Hong Kong 
is already clearly behind many other states and entities, including the motherland, in 
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addressing both these challenges and these opportunities.  In the present economic climate, in 
which governments globally are adopting Keynesian demand-side pump priming to spur 
economic recovery, we should see our air pollution problems and the coincidence of a global 
economic downturn as an opportunity to take bold, public-private partnership action that both 
solves more than one pressing problem and opens up future new opportunities for 
sustainable, as well as profitable, growth.  We should not, and need not, let pollution shorten 
our vision as well as our healthy lives.  We need to consider opportunities as well as 
opportunity costs. 
 
Simply addressing tonnages of pollutants released or reduced fails to address the felt impacts, 
particularly the health and lifestyle impacts. Indeed, the smallest particulates appear to be 
doing the most damage to health, but on the charts of pollutants their “contribution” to air 
pollution as a whole appears miniscule, and thus they are neglected.  Indeed, Hong Kong’s 
Environmental Protection Department has no mandate at all to include or even estimate 
health costs of pollution, much less set standards by impact on health.  But people do not 
react to technical summations; they react to felt symptoms, and this survey amply 
demonstrates that a significant proportion of our population increasingly suffers from air 
pollutants. There is real need for comprehensive research and action by an interdisciplinary 
and multi-disciplinary team cutting across bureaus and departments to measure the impact of 
air pollution on our health and to set health standards into regulatory legislation.  It cannot be 
just a government study, nor a private sector study:  both sectors need to work together in 
good faith for the greater good of our community to compile the data needed to make tough, 
but vital, decisions. 
 
There is also a clear and obvious need for experts to make their knowledge more widely 
known – and tools such as the Hedley Environmental Index will play a critical role (See Part 
IV)  .  When people – local and expatriate - are considering leaving or refusing to come to 
Hong Kong because of air pollution, our competitiveness as a knowledge-based, globally 
engaged economy must begin to suffer. The key to rebuilding trust for the traditional “trusted 
parties” appears to lie in putting the knowledge of environmental and health experts into 
practice. Serendipitously, the Administration’s current review of the air strategy and air 
quality objectives appears to provide the perfect opportunity.  This report shows the public 
will surely welcome any actions that provide relief—and condemn inaction and delays that 
compound the damage they feel and see happening to themselves and their families. 
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Demographics and The Instrument 
 
 
Group Count % 
Hong Kong 747 73 
Mainland China 235 23 
Elsewhere 36 4 
 
 
District (Council districts) 
Group Count % 
Central & Western 71 7 
Wan Chai 22 2 
Eastern 142 14 
Southern 66 7 
Yau Tsim Mong 40 4 
Sham Shui Po 44 4 
Kowloon City 50 5 
Wong Tai Sin 47 5 
Kwun Tong 81 8 
Tsuen Wan 36 4 
Tuen Mun 62 6 
Yuen Long 54 5 
Kwai Tsing 61 6 
Islands 22 2 
North 37 4 
Tai Po 43 4 
Shatin 98 10 
Sai Kung 37 4 
 
Legco Constituencies 
Group Count % 
HK Island 301 30 
Kowloon West 134 13 
Kowloon East 128 13 
New Territories West 235 23 
New Territories East 215 21 
 
Sex 
Group Count % 
Male 424 42 
Female 596 58 
 
AGE 
  
Mean 43 
Median 43 
MidRange 54 
StdDev 14 
Range 72 
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Age Groups 
Group Count % 
18-29 192 19 
30-39 178 18 
40-49 293 30 
50-59 195 20 
60-90 133 13 
 
Marital status 
Group Count % 
Unmarried 324 32 
Married 681 67 
Widowed 3 -- 
Divorced 10 -- 
 
Number of Children  
Group Count % 
0 420 42 
1 196 19 
2 277 27 
3 87 9 
4 16 2 
5 7 -- 
6 3 -- 
8 2 -- 
13 1 -- 
 
Years of Education 
Group Count % 
0 21 2 
Primary 1 3 -- 
Primary 2 3 -- 
Primary 3 1 -- 
Primary 4 3 -- 
Primary 5 5 -- 
Primary 6 67 7 
Form 1- 7 years 11 1 
Form 2- 8 years 13 1 
Form 3- 9 years 81 8 
Form 4/Tech 1(Form 3)-10 years 13 1 
Form 5/Tech 1 (Form3) Grad- 11 years 280 27 
Form 6/Tech 1 (Form 5) – 12 years 31 3 
Form 7/Tech 1 Grad/Tech College Grad – 13 years 108 11 
University first year –14 years 16 2 
University second year – 15 years 14 1 
University graduate – 16 years 300 29 
Masters Degree  38 4 
Ph.D.  6 -- 
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Education Recoded 
Group Count % 
0-Primary 6 103 10 
F1-F3 105 10 
F4-F5 293 29 
F6-F7 139 14 
University 330 33 
Post-grad 44 4 
 
Occupation 
Group Count % 
Managers & Administrators  135 13 
Professionals 86 8 
Associate professionals 39 4 
Clerk/Secretary 155 15 
Service, sales, police & fire 62 6 
Agricultural & fisheries 2 -- 
Craft workers, performers 12 1 
Plant, machine operators 34 3 
Elementary occupations 35 3 
Housewife 162 16 
Retired 117 11 
Unemployed 31 3 
Student 92 9 
Educators 30 3 
Other 3 -- 
No answer 25 2 
 
 
Occupation recoded 
Group Count % 
Manager/Admin 135 13 
Prof & Assoc Prof 155 15 
Clerk/Secretary 155 15 
Service & sales 62 6 
Ag/Craft/Mach/Elementary 83 8 
Housewives 162 16 
Retirees 117 11 
Unemployed & other 59 6 
Students 92 9 
 
 
Work Sector 
Sector Count % 
Civil Service 69 11 
Privatized Public 28 5 
Private 501 82 
Non-profit 14 2 
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Work Sector recoded 
Sector Count % 
Public 111 18 
Private 501 82 
 
 
Religion 
Group Count % 
None 623 61 
Catholic 45 4 
Protestant 157 15 
Buddhist 77 8 
Taoist 8 -- 
Ancestor worship 107 10 
Other 3 -- 
 
 
Religion recoded 
Group Count % 
None 623 61 
Christian 202 20 
Buddhist/Taoist 85 8 
Ancestor worship 107 11 
 
 
Do you or any members of your family smoke at home? 
Group Count % 
Never 755 74 
Sometimes 95 9 
Often 20 2 
Frequently  148 16 
 
 
Smoke at home recoded 
Group Count % 
Non-smokers 755 74 
Light-Medium 115 11 
Heavy smokers 148 15 
 
 
Type of Living Quarters 
Group Count % 
Villa/Village house 56 6 
Private owner 420 42 
Private rental 86 9 
Home Ownership scheme 166 17 
Public housing block 272 27 
 
 
Do you have experience of living outside Hong Kong for 1 year or more? 



 85 

Group Count % 
Yes 212 21 
No 807 79 
 
 
Experience living in which country? 
Group Count % 
UK 23 2 
US 24 2 
Australia 18 2 
Canada 40 4 
N Zealand 4 -- 
Singapore 1 -- 
PRC 63 6 
Taiwan 6 -- 
Macau 2 -- 
Other 29 3 
None 808 79 
 
 
Besides Hong Kong, do you have right of abode in another country? 
Group Count % 
Yes 100 10 
No 914 90 
 
 
 
Approximate monthly family income 
Group Count % 
None 55 5 
Under 5,000 24 2 
5,000-9,999 66 6 
10,000-14,999 111 11 
15,000-19,999 96 9 
20,000-24,999 106 10 
25,000-29,999 64 6 
30,000-34,999 84 8 
35,000-39,999 29 3 
40,000-49,999* 74 7 
50,000-59,999 54 5 
60,000-69,999 27 3 
70,000-79,999 18 2 
80,000-89,999 12 1 
90,000-99,999 7 -- 
100,000 + 46 5 
Refuse 147 14 
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Income recoded 
Group Count % 
0-9,999 145 14 
10,000-19,999 207 20 
20,000-29,999 170 17 
30,000-39,999 113 11 
40,000-49,999 74 7 
50,000-69,999* 81 8 
70,000+ 83 8 
Refuse to answer 147 14 
 
 
 
Survey Methods 
 

Those surveyed in September-October 2008 numbered 996 permanent residents and 24 residents 
without permanent residency rights aged 18 and above.  Interviews were conducted by telephone in 
Cantonese, Mandarin, English, Hakka and Fujianese.  Respondents were selected by random 
generation of final 4 digits of number dialed after random selection of initial exchange digits (first 
four digits) from latest directories.  After determining number of people resident at the number aged 
18 and up, respondent chosen to interview was made by use of Kish table in which final digit of 
number dialed and Total number resident in the household embedded in a matrix of randomly 
generated possibilities.  The Kish table used appears at the beginning of the questionnaire, attached 
below.  At the 95% confidence interval, range of error is +/- 3.1 percentage points (i.e. 95 times out 
of a hundred the results of a random sample of this size will fall within this range). 
 
Phone calls were made from 6 pm to 10:30-10:45 pm over weeknights, and from 2 pm to 
10:30 pm on Saturday and Sunday, with scheduled callbacks for those who requested such.  
Up to 5 attempts were made per number or until a respondent was identified, nature of the 
number determined (fax, answer machines, business numbers discarded), or interview was 
refused.  Completion rate of interviews once a respondent has been identified (in other words, 
we have attempted to reach the specific person indicated by the Kish table at a particular 
number) was 65% (1,564 respondents identified/1020 interviews completed). 

 
 

Survey Preparation and Administration:  The Hong Kong Transition Project 
 

Briefing written by:  Michael E. DeGolyer, additional comments and edits by Christine Loh, 
Simon Ng, Alexis Lau, Bill Barron. 
Survey Questionnaire design:  Michael DeGolyer, Christine Loh, Y.Y. Yip, Cheung Pui Ki, 
Andrew Lawson, Mike Kilburn 
Survey Administration:  Cheung Pui Ki 
Statistical analysis:  Michael E. DeGolyer 
 
Survey Instruments 
 
English and Chinese versions of the questionnaires used are below. 
 
For inquiries:  Contact Civic Exchange 
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Civic Exchange Environmental Survey  
September - October 2008 

 
PRE-SCREEN 

 
 Hello, is it the telephone number ______________ ? 
 (If NO, RE-DIAL the phone number) 
 
 Is it a residence? 
 (If YES, mark down the last digit of the phone number on paper) 
 (If NO, end the interview) 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Interviewer:  Make sure the person on the phone is not a child. 
 
I'm calling from Hong Kong Baptist University.  We're conducting a survey for a Hong Kong 
Jockey Club funded study on air pollution.   
 
Our computer has randomly selected your number and there is no way to trace any of your 
comments back to you.  The information that you provide is very IMPORTANT in helping to 
improve our understanding of Hong Kong. 
 
May I ask you some questions? 
  1 Yes 
  2 No  (ask for a reason) 
 

SCREENING 
SAMPLE SELECTION 

 
S1. Are you a resident and a member of the household for which the telephone line is registered? 
 Interviewer:  IF NOT, SAY 'May I talk to a resident from the household?' 
 
  1 The person on the phone is the right person 
  2 The right person comes to the phone (repeat introduction) 
  3 Fail to contact the right person (schedule a callback) 
 
 S2. We need to be sure that we give every adult a chance to be interviewed for this study, please 
tell me how many members are LIVING in your household is over 18 years of age 
 
   Number:  _____________ 
 (END the interview if no qualified adult.) 
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S3. Interviewer:  IF MORE THAN ONE MEMBER, check with the random table. 
According to our random table, the person I would like to interview with is the nth oldest of your 
household: 
 
No. of people in the  
household                         The last digit of the telephone number  
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 
3 3 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 3 
4 1 4 2 3 3 2 1 4 2 4 
5 5 2 1 1 3 2 4 3 5 4 
6 1 6 2 6 4 5 3 2 4 5 
7 2 3 5 5 7 4 6 6 1 7 
8 7 2 3 4 8 6 5 7 8 1 
9 6 7 4 2 1 9 8 5 3 9 
10 4 5 8 7 9 3 2 1 6 10 

 
S4. Please ask the nth ranking person in the household (in terms of age) to come to the phone. 
 
  1 This is the right person 
  2 The right person comes to the phone (repeat introduction) 
  3 Fail to locate the right person (schedule a callback) 
  4 Fail to contact the right person (schedule a callback) 
 
S5. The interview is divided in two parts and it will take approximately 10 minutes to complete.  
Would you prefer to be interviewed now or scheduled for a more suitable time? 
 
 1 Accepted 
 2 Scheduled for a more suitable time (schedule a callback) 

3 Refused (ask for a reason) 
____________________________________________________________________ 

Interviewer: ASK the main reason for not accepting the interview now. 
 
  1 Too busy (schedule a callback) 
  2 No opinion/knowledge on the topic 
  3 Not interested/Don't care 
  4 Don't want to be bothered/ Too busy (No call back) 
  5 Suspicious about the motive behind the survey 
  6 Fed up with telephone surveys 
  7 Language problem 
  8 Health problem 
  9 No reason given 
Schedule a Callback 
 I can call back later. When will be the best time for me to callback? 
 Interviewer:  Ask the day and time to call again and the person to be contacted. 
   RECORD the information on the callback sheet first. 
 
Q1. Sir/ Madam, Are you a Permanent Resident of Hong Kong? 
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  1. Yes   
2. No     

 
Q1a.  Were you born in Hong Kong? 
  
1. Born in Hong Kong   Go to Q2 
2. Born in China           
3. Born in else where    
4. Refuse to answer   Go to Q2 
 
Q1b. How long have you been living in Hong Kong?  _______ year【99=Refuse to ans】 
 
Q2.  In which of the 18 Districts do you live in?  【If unsure/Don’t know, what is the nearest 

MTR, KCR, light rail station to your home? 】 
 
1 Central and Western   11 Tuen Mun  
2 Wan Chai                    12 Yuen Long 
3 Eastern                        13 Kwai Tsing 
4 Southern                      14 Islands 
5 Yau Tsim Mong 15 North 
6 Sham Shui Po 16 Tai Po 
7 Kowloon City 17 Shatin 
8 Wong Tai Sin  18 Sai Kung    
9 Kwun Tong 19 Refuse to answer 
10 Tsuen Wan   
 
Placing air pollution in context: 
 
Q3.  How much concern do you have about the effect of the following on your personal 

health or wellbeing: 
 Great deal Some Little None Don’t 

know 
a. Air pollution  1 2 3 4 5 
b. Noise pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Drinking water pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Sea & beach water pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Contaminants in seafood 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Redevelopment, major 
construction projects 

1 2 3 4 5 

g. Loss and degradation of green 
areas in HK 

1 2 3 4 5 

h.  Overpopulation & crowding 1 2 3 4 5 
i. Unsafe food 1 2 3 4 5 
j.  Pollution from oceangoing ships 
(air pollution and/or oil spills) 

1 2 3 4 5 

k. Reclamation of the coastline 1 2 3 4 5 
l. Mainland China’s environmental 
problems 

1 2 3 4 5 

m. Global warming 1 2 3 4 5 
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Q4.  How high a priority should the government make the following in HK? 
 Top priority Medium Low Not a 

problem 
Don’t 
know 

a. Air pollution  1 2 3 4 5 
b. Noise pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Drinking water pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Sea & beach water pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Contaminants in seafood 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Redevelopment, major 
construction projects 

1 2 3 4 5 

g. Loss and degradation of green 
areas in HK 

1 2 3 4 5 

h.  Overpopulation & crowding 1 2 3 4 5 
i. Unsafe food 1 2 3 4 5 
j.  Pollution from ocean going 
vessels (air pollution and/or oil 
spills) 

1 2 3 4 5 

k. Reclamation of the coastline 1 2 3 4 5 
l. Mainland China’s environmental 
problems 

     

m. Global warming 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q5.  How would you rate HK’s air pollution compared to: 
 

a.  10 years ago in Hong Kong 
b.  Currently in Beijing 
c.  Currently in Shanghai 
d.  Currently in Guangzhou 

 
Much better Somewhat 

better 
Same Somewhat 

worse 
Much worse NA/Don’t 

know 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Q6.  Have you traveled/lived outside China/Hong Kong within previous 2 years? 
 

1 Yes 
2 No   Go to Q8 
 

Q7. How would you rate HK’s air pollution compared to: 
 

a. New York or Toronto 
b. London 
c. Tokyo 

 
Much better Somewhat 

better 
Same Somewhat 

worse 
Much worse NA/Don’t 

know 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Actions taken relating to air pollution: 
Personal: 
 
Q8.  Have you or any members of your family had any of the following respiratory related 
issues: 
 
a.  Asthma 
b.  Persistent difficulty in breathing, shortness of breath or sore chests after outdoor activity 
c.  Stinging, burning or itching eyes  
d.  Coughing or choking 
 

Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never NA/Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q9.  Have you or any members of your family done the following during high air pollution: 
 
1.  Stay indoors and limited outdoor activity 
2.  Use air conditioner and keep windows closed 
3.  Use air cleaner(s) 
4.  Use throat lozenges, aspirin, cough medicine, Chinese medicine to relieve symptoms 
5.  Use face masks 
6.  Gone to a park or country park for fresher air 
7.  Missed work or school with breathing difficulties, coughing or feeling ill 
8.  Gone to a clinic for medicine for breathing problems or eye problems 
9.  Gone to a hospital with breathing or other air pollution related problems 
10. Other, please specify: ___________ 
 

Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never  NA/Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Governmental, business and community: 
 

Q10. How frequently if ever have you complained about or discussed air pollution with: 
 

a.  Chief Executive or other government officials 
b.  Legco members 
c.  District Council members 
d.  Media 
e.  Neighborhood groups, MAC, homeowners association 
f.  Friends and fellow workers 
g.  Family 

 
 

Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never  
 To Q12 

NA/Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q11. If you HAVE complained about air pollution which of the following reasons best 
explains your decision?  Yes or no to any that apply. 

 
1 Air pollution affects my health 
2 Air pollution affects my business activities 
3 Air pollution affects my family’s health 
4 Other reasons, please specify: __________ 

 
Q12.If you have NOT complained about air pollution which of the following reasons best 

explains your decision?   【Yes or No to any that apply】 
 

1 Air pollution doesn’t affect/bother me 
2 Don’t know who to complain to 
3 Don’t think it would do any good 
4 Other reasons, please specify: __________ 

Q13.  How seriously have you considered moving from Hong Kong due to air pollution? 
 

1. Am planning to move  
2. Seriously considering  
3. Possibly considering  
4. Not considering   
5. Don’t know 

 

Q14.  What percentage of HK’s air pollution would you suppose comes from: 
 【ask for number, to add up to 100】 
 
a.  local sources  _____________ 
b.  mainland China  _____________ 
 
Q15.  In terms of local air pollution, how would you rank these five sources, from greatest 
contributor as number 1 to least as number 5:  【6=Don’t know】 
 
___ Electrical power generation 
___ Shipping traffic & boats  
___ Buses    
___ Private cars  
___ Construction, factories and industry   
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Environmental participation and information 
 
Q16. Have you participated in any of the following organized environmentally-related 
activities in the last 2 years?    【Yes/No to all that apply】 

 
1 Visit to nature reserve such as Mai Po, Lions Nature Education Centre or 

Kadoorie Farm 
2 Donated to an environmental group  
3 Clean up activities like beach clean up or litter collection 
4 Tree or mangrove planting  
5 Entered green competition (art, photo, essay or recycling, etc) 
6 Environmental talk, meeting or conference 
7 Joined an environmental group 
8 Contacted officials or media about environmental issues 
9 Pro-environment demonstration, e.g. Clean Air marches, etc 

 
Q17. Which of the following sources do you use to obtain information on environmental 

issues?  
 

a. TV or Radio 
b. Newspapers  
c. School or university 
d. Neighbours or friends 
e. Government reports and information leaflets 
f. Green groups 
g. Community organizations 
h. Workplace 
i. Internet/websites 
j. Government departments 
k. Environmental resources centres 

 
Frequently Occasionally Seldom Never Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Q18. How much do you trust environmental information from the following? 
 

a. TV or Radio 
b. Newspapers  
c. School or university 
d. Neighbours or friends 
e. Government reports and information leaflets 
f. Green groups 
g. Community organizations 
h. Workplace 
i. Internet/websites 
j. Government departments 
k. Environmental resources centres 

 
Great deal Some Little None Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q19. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the efforts of the following to address air 

pollution problems? 
 

a. Political parties 
b. Government departments 
c. Top government officials 
d. Green groups 
e. Business community 
f. Community groups such as churches, social welfare organisations etc 
g. Media 
h. Think Tanks/Academic researchers 

 
Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

Dissatisfied 
Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q20.  How many hours a week do you listen to or watch any news & current affairs programs 

on the radio and TV?   
 
  _______________  Hours  【 99 = Don’t Know】 
 
Q21. How many hours per week, if any, do you access the Internet? 
 
  _______________  Hours  【 99 = Don’t Know】 
 
Q22. Do you drive a car or van? 
 

1. Yes, Drive for personal reasons  
2. Yes, Drive as part of my job    Go to Q26 
3. No        Go to Q26 
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Q23.  How seriously would you consider buying a hybrid car, an electric car, or other form of 
more environmentally friendly vehicle next time you buy? 

 
1 Not seriously at all 
2 Somewhat seriously 
3 Very seriously 
4 Depends on competitive price or lower running costs 
5 Don’t know 

 
Q24.  How might these factors affect your decision to buy environmentally friendly cars? 
 
 a.  Cost to buy over standard car 
 b.  Cost to maintain over standard car 
 c.  Cost/convenient location of maintenance, fuel or plugins for electric 
 d.  Performance ability (speed, handling) 
 e.  Size of contribution to lower air pollution 
 f.  Difference in fuel costs over standard car 
 g.  Government bought your older, less environmentally friendly cars 
 

Great deal Some Little None Don’t know 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Q25.  Are you aware of current government subsidy for environmentally friendly vehicles? 
 

1. Yes, but amount is too small to consider 
2. Yes, amount is sufficient to consider purchase 
3. No  

 
Q26. If there is an environmental problem such as air pollution in Hong Kong, which is the 
MOST appropriate group that the government should listen to? 

 【READ LIST from 1 to 8】 
 
  1 Directly elected Legco members 
  2 Environmental experts 
  3 Business executives 
  4 Political Parties  
  5 Public opinion 

6 Functional constituency Legco members 
7 Green groups and other pressure groups 
8 Think Tanks/Academic researchers 

  9 Don't know 
 
We need some basic demographic information from you so we can scientifically analyze your 
responses.  Your answers will not in any way compromise your anonymity. 
 
Q27. (Interviewer's Judgment) Sex of the respondent 
 

 1 Male 
  2 Female 
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Q28. How old are you ?  
 
  _____________  【111=no ans or refuse to ans】 
 
Q29. What is your marital status?    
 
  1 Never married   Go to Q31 
  2 Married (excepted widowed/divorced/separated) 
  3 Widowed 
  4 Divorced /Separated 
  5 (Other,  please specify:  ______________ )    
 
Q30. How many children do you have, if any?  
  

 Number:  _________ 【0=None, 99=Don’t know】 
 
Q31. What is your educational standard ?  What year of schooling did you finish? 
 
 0.  Below primary  (Record year, Example:  Form 2, Primary 4) 
 1 - 6.  Primary 1 thru 6 
 7.  F1  
 8.  F2 
 9.  F3 
 10. F4 / TI (Form 3) 1st Year 
 11. F5 /  TI (Form 3) Graduate 
 12. F6 / TI (Form 5) 1st Year 
 13. F7 / TI (Form 7)  Graduate / TC Graduate / US University Freshman 
 14. University 1st Year / Sophomore 
 15. University 2nd Year / Junior 
 16. University Graduate 
 17. Master Degree 
 18. PhD. Degree 
 99. Refuse to answer 
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Q32. What is your occupation?  What is the job nature? 
 
  1 Managers and administrators (EO or above level Civil Servant,  
                                        and Inspector and above  levels disciplinary unit official) 
  2 Professionals (If teachers, press 14) 
  3 Associate professionals (Include assist to Certified Professionals) 
  4 Clerks (Include Secretary) 
  5          Service workers and shop sales workers (Include Police Officer,               
             firefighter, etc.) 
  6 Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 
  7 Craft and related workers (Include performers) 
  8 Plant and machine operators and assemblers 
  9 Elementary occupations 
  10 Housewife    Go to Q35 
  11 Retired    Go to Q35 
  12 Unemployed   Go to Q35 
  13 Student   Go to Q35 
  14        Education Sector (teachers n primary, secondary, tertiary level and  
            Principals ) 
  15 Other, please specify:  ______________ 
  16  Refuse to answer  
 
 

Q33a.  Have you heard co-workers say they might leave Hong Kong due to air pollution 
related health problems? 

 
Never One time Several times Frequently Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q33b.  Do you know of occasions when you company has tried to hire someone and they 

turned down the job due to Hong Kong’s air pollution problems? 
 

Never One time Several times Frequently Don’t know 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Q34. Do you work for the private sector or for the Government? 
 

  1.  Civil servant 
  2. Privatized Public facilities (Housing Authority/Hospital   
                 Authority, Airport Authority) 
  3. Private sector 
  4. Non-profit organization 
  5. Refuse to answer 
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Q35. What is your religion, if any (include ancestor worship and Chinese Folk Belief) ? 
 
  1 None 
  2 Catholic 
  3 Protestant 
  4 Buddhist 
  5 Taoist 
  6 Ancestor worship / Chinese Folk Belief 

7.        Other, please specify:  ______________  
 
Q36.  Do you or any members of your family smoke at home? 
 

1 Never 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often 
4 Frequently 
5 Don’t know 

 
Q37. What is the type of your living quarters? 
 
  1 Villa/Bungalow   
  2 Private residential block (own)      
  3 Private residential block (rent)      
  4 Government Home Ownership Scheme block 
  5 Government public housing block 
  6 Modern village house 
  7 Simple stone structure / traditional village house 
  8 Temporary housing / hut 

9 Quarter provided by Employer- 【IF The employer is Private          
       Enterprise - press 1】 
  10 Other, please specify:  ______________  
 
Q38. Do you have experience living outside Hong Kong for 1 year or more? 
  

 1. Yes 
  2. No     Go to Q39 
  3. Refuse    Go to Q39 
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Q38a. Which country? 
 
  1 UK 
  2 US 
  3. Australian  
  4. Canada 
  5. New Zealand 
  6. Singapore 
  7. Mainland China 
  8. Taiwan 
  9. Macao 
  10. Other, please specify:  ______________ 
  11. Refuse to answer 
 
Q38b. For How long did you live abroad? 
  

 _______________ Year  【99=Don’t know】 
   
Q39. Besides Hong Kong, Do you have the right of abode in another country? 
  

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don’t know / Refuse to answer 

 
Q40.  What is your approximate monthly family income? 
 
1 None     10 $ 40,000 – 49,999 
2 Less than $ 5,000 11 $ 50,000 – 59,999 
3 $ 5,000 – 9,999 12 $ 60,000 – 69,999 
4 $ 10,000 – 14,999 13 $ 70,000 – 79,999 
5 $ 15,000 – 19,999 14 $ 80,000 – 89,999 
6 $ 20,000 – 24,999 15 $ 90,000 –99,999 
7 $ 25,000 – 29,999 16 $100,000 and up 
8 $ 30,000 – 34,999 17 Refuse to answer 
9 $ 35,000 – 39,999   
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INVITE  
Would you be willing to participate in a research study of public opinion on air pollution 
cleanup costs and benefits?  The study would bring together representatives of the two voting 
groups to discuss issues and options for the future on a Saturday afternoon in November.  The 
venue will be at Hong Kong Baptist University of Kowloon Tong. 
 
1 Yes 
2 No   Thank you 
 
IF YES, may we call you to see if you are able and willing to participate on the date set?  
How may we contact you best (email, mobile, fax)? ______________ 
Would you like a code name or do you have a preferred name for us to use to ask for you? 
_____________________ 
 
 
We have completed the interview. If you would like a copy of the report on the survey, 

or if you have any other questions, please call Miss Cheung Pui Ki at 3411-5640.   
Thank you very much for your cooperation.  Bye Bye. 
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