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Executive Summary 
 

Respondents report high degrees of dissatisfaction when asked generally about issues 
in Hong Kong but report lower levels of dissatisfaction with aspects of their personal 
lives.  This may indicate that general attitudes toward life in Hong Kong color other 
assessments, rather than there are specific aspects or policies affecting attitudes toward 
life in Hong Kong.  In other words, a general attitude may be affecting, rather than being 
affected by, specific aspects or issues.  There are two ways to address this problem, try 
to change the general attitude, or focus on improving specific issues or aspects among 
interested and affected groups, and use their satisfaction to move the needle on general 
attitudes.  This report appears to offer more hope for the success of the latter tactic than 
the former.  Thus more detailed attention to specific aspects of wellbeing offers more 
useful insights than conclusions based on generalized results. 
 
General attitudes toward life in Hong Kong are so bad that barely more than half of 
respondents would stay in Hong Kong if they could freely choose to live somewhere 
else. 

Table 1 If you could freely choose to live anywhere in the world, would you 
 

Group Count % 

Stay in Hong Kong 833 55 

Move away 635 42 

Don't Know 40 3 
 

Majorities of those under age 40 say they would move away from Hong Kong if they 
could. Those under age 30 make up nearly a third of those who would move (32%) 
while those over 60 make up only 5% of those wanting to move.  A majority of those 
with vocational/technical and associate degree want to move (53%).  University 
educated break evenly between staying or moving while post-graduates break 60-40 
toward staying.  Two thirds of all those wanting to move have post-secondary education 
while barely half, 52% of those wanting to stay, are educated to the same extent.  A clear 
majority of students want to move if they could; 57% would move and 43% stay.  About 
half in the technical and associate professionals and clerk/secretary fields want to leave 
while slightly less than half among managers and administrators, professionals and the 
unemployed would leave if they could. 
 
That those in their 30s have more earning the highest incomes per month and also have 
the largest concentration of higher education attainment, yet also have 52% who say 
they would leave Hong Kong if they could, indicates that income making opportunity 
alone is not enough to sustain their commitment to Hong Kong.  The loss of so many 
under age 40 would also hit support for aged parents hard, unless those who want to 
leave would continue to contribute from abroad.  The profile of those who want to 
leave, compared with income distributions by age, indicates a potentially severe 
economic and social problem if a significant proportion of those who would like to move 
if they could act on their inclinations. 
 
A strong majority of respondents (70%) see Hong Kong as becoming worse or much 
worse since they started living there.  While more under age 30 think Hong Kong has 
become a worse place to live, those in their 30s and 40s show the highest levels of 
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"much worse" responses, with about one in four of those age groups saying Hong Kong 
has become a much worse place to live since they started living in Hong Kong.  
Majorities of all age groups hold it has become worse.  Propensity to believe Hong Kong 
has become a worse place to live increases with total household income up to the 
$30,000-49,999 per month level, then drops slightly.  However, the highest level of 
income, $50,000 per month and up, has the largest proportion of those who believe 
Hong Kong has become "much worse" as a place to live since they started to live there. 
 
Two thirds view Hong Kong as not so good or no good at all as a place for children to 
grow up.  There is also a strong association between those who think that Hong Kong is 
not a good place to raise children and those who think Hong Kong has become worse as 
a place to live overall. A somewhat weaker association exists between those who think 
that Hong Kong is not a good place for retirees to live, and those who think Hong Kong 
has worsened overall. However, in both cases, the associations show enough to indicate 
that there are policy issues related both to retirees and children that affect assessments 
of how good or bad a place Hong Kong is to live.  However, those who are at or near 
retirement show higher proportions believing Hong Kong is a good place for retirees 
than younger respondents do.   
 
Despite the rather negative results above, the survey found that asking for respondents 
to rank their life from worst possible to best possible shows considerably larger 
numbers ranking their lives above the 5 neutral point on the scale, with 60% scoring 
their lives 6 or higher on the scale.  Also, belief Hong Kong is not good for retirees may 
be anxiety about retirement or the future when the younger generations reach 
retirement, but it does not reflect current viewpoint of the majority of today's retirees.   
 
Mirroring the gap between general and personal dissatisfaction, a strong majority are 
worried about poverty in Hong Kong (68% very worried or worried), but only 48% are 
worried or very worried about being able to provide for themselves and their family's 
daily needs.  This gap between personal worry levels versus more generalized and 
greater worry about "poverty in Hong Kong" may be more related to concern for 
perceived social effects of poverty on societal stability than for the effects of poverty on 
respondents personally. This large difference between social concerns and personal 
concerns bears careful assessment.  For example, the domain showing the highest level 
of satisfaction is public safety and crime control , so concerns for social stability do not 
seem related to crime and public safety, per se.  That 59% are satisfied with their life in 
general should be noted and weighed against the very pessimistic views about Hong 
Kong becoming a better or worse place to live.   
 
Policy initiatives need to be based on actual proportions of persons needing or wanting 
those initiatives that they are most concerned about, pursued due to actual felt needs 
rather than general public sentiment about what government should do to address the 
supposed problems of others. While worry about providing for family needs is 
associated with dissatisfaction with life, clearly such worry does not drive all 
dissatisfaction with life in general in Hong Kong.  There are clearly other variables than 
economic worry which more fully explain levels of dissatisfaction with life in general.  
Thus a focus by government on economic policy alone would affect satisfaction with life, 
but not as much as might be expected or hoped.  Those better off are more dissatisfied 
with government than those worried about meeting family needs.  Younger cohorts 
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have decidedly more pessimistic views about their lives than older groups, so the real 
division appears to be along the lines of those with higher education being more 
positive about their personal lives, even though those with higher education tend to say 
life in Hong Kong has gotten worse since they started living in Hong Kong. 
What is curious about these responses is that 60% of respondents rank their lives above 
the neutral score of 5, tending toward the best possible life for them.  This contrasts 
greatly with the general tendency for most to say life in Hong Kong has become worse 
since they started living there.  Even more curious is that nearly the same proportion, 
57%, think life will be tending toward the best possible for them 5 years from now, 
belying or at least contradicting some of the very negative results discussed above 
about moving away if they could and how life has gotten worse in Hong Kong.  These results may reflect people’s reactions to the general mood or what they think is the 
general mood, rather than their own personal assessments of their actual situations.  
 
The survey found the following ranking of domains in terms of priority for government: 

Table 2 Out of your care a lot about choices, what is the number 1 issue that the 

government should address? 
 

Group Count % 

Quality and cost of housing in general? 504 33 

Education? 243 16 

Quality of government 239 16 

Medical care in general? 225 15 

Public safety and crime control? 97 6 

Work and business opportunities? 68 5 

Environmental protection? 63 4 

Transport and utilities in general? 40 3 

Community and belonging 16 1 

Recreation and personal time? 13 1 

 
 

Housing was named by far the biggest priority for the government, chosen by a third of 
respondents. Within that domain, the cost and the size of housing were identified as the 
two main areas of dissatisfaction. However, it is striking that even among those who 
chose housing as the biggest priority for government, well under a majority were 
dissatisfied with any given aspect of their own housing.  The main areas of 
dissatisfaction for the 33% of respondents who wanted government to prioritize this 
area for policy action are overall housing costs (37% dissatisfied) and size of their home 
(33% dissatisfied).1  .  In other words, a third of the one third who want housing made a 
priority by government are dissatisfied with the size of their home, or about 11% of the 
whole survey sample.  In the case of the largest aspect of dissatisfaction, cost, about 
12% of the whole survey sample are dissatisfied.  In terms of age groups, those most 
dissatisfied with housing costs tend to be those in their 40s and 60s.  Those under 30 
are least dissatisfied with this aspect.  Among those who want housing prioritized, 
spending above around 20% of household income on housing appears to raise 
dissatisfaction levels significantly. Of the 312 persons out of 1508 in the whole survey 

                                                        
1 Please note all percentages in each domain section refer to percentage of those who wanted that 

domain prioritized, unless otherwise noted.  See the N or number reference to be clear. 
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who said they spend 40% or more of their household income on housing, of which 116 
chose housing as the number one priority for government. At 37% this is slightly higher 
than the average (33%).  Still, the remaining 196 persons wanted other domains 
prioritized.  Addressing the cost of housing alone will not reduce pressure on 
government to act in most of the domains listed above. 

Introduction to the Comparative Wellbeing Project 
We live in an age of cities.  During this past decade, for the first time in human existence, 
more human beings live in urban than rural areas. In all previous eras more humans 
lived on the land than in cities.  But today, more people earn their living not in direct 
contact with the land than ever.  Occupations of extractive industries such as mining or 
extractive related industries such as steel making from ore and land dependent 
occupations such as farming make up less of the workforce than in any previous era.   
 
Cities have increasingly become concentrations of populations which have far more 
interaction with populations living in cities elsewhere, often in other countries, than 
ever before.  The cosmopolitan nature of most urban populations distinguishes city folk 
from rural inhabitants, and reference points of comparison and competition among city 
people often varies widely from the reference points of their country brethren.  What 
drives support or opposition for policy among urban inhabitants is not the same as that 
which drives support or opposition among non-urban inhabitants.  Nor does population 
size of a city alone determine such dynamics.  Cities cannot be studied just in isolation 
or considered just as national agglomerations of populations indistinguishable from the 
other inhabitants of the nation.  Today the soft power of communication and commerce, 
largely conducted city to city, not nation to nation, dominates.  The phenomenon of 
world cities recognizes that competition between urban agglomerations has risen above 
the national level of urban rivalry.  Today citizens of New York or Hong Kong are nearly 
as familiar with London, Paris, Beijing, Singapore, Tokyo and Sydney as they are with 
their own cities, or cities within their own nations.  Business, family and personal ties 
abound amongst these urban populations so much so that national identities have 
become almost secondary to urban identity, and personal networks spanning 
continents have taken on greater significance than ties to the rural hinterlands of these 
cities.   
 
Yet in this age of cities, city level analysis of policy making and implementation, and 
particularly the components and characteristics of these populations and how they 
think about policy priorities, are less common than they should be.  Cities, however, 
have far more in common in terms of policy challenges than states do.  City comparisons 
could be a far more effective means of targeting aid and comparing effective policy 
making and implementation than national level comparisons.  With more in common 
amongst themselves, city officials should be, and have been found to be, more open to 
city to city comparisons and exchanges of experiences with policy than at the national 
level.2  Hence, this study uses city or urban regions as its unit of analysis.   

                                                        
2 The "sister city" practice during the cold war era of partnering cities in Russia and the US, for 
example, led to real trust building.  The city to city process attempted to match cities of broadly 
similar size and characteristics, and worked extremely well in laying a basis for local 
populations to support national policies of tension reduction and international cooperation.  
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Most studies of comparative wellbeing focus on cross-national comparisons or 
comparisons of particular sub-populations (women, minorities).  National comparisons 
are particularly problematic since developmental, cultural, economic and social 
characteristics and related policy priorities can vary widely within nations.  To take an 
"average" of all such aspects and compare them with the "average" of other states to 
determine comparative wellbeing may be less than optimal, especially to policy making 
and implementing officials of the regions and sub-units of such states which may or may 
not see the same priorities and needs for action on a policy set at the national level, 
based on international comparisons.   
 
Healthcare outcomes in the United States, for example, fare relatively poorly when 
compared to other nations, particularly in cost terms.  But these outcomes vary widely 
from state to state within the United States, and are greatly affected by state level policy 
priorities and implementation.  Differences in healthcare between cities and rural 
regions are particularly acute in the US, as is the case even more so in many nations 
such as China which also have expansive rural regions with relatively poor distribution 
of services.  In the case of Hong Kong or Singapore, which are regional cities (all urban) 
the rural-urban differences do not apply at all.   
 
The Human Development Index (HDI) is extremely useful to set international aid 
priorities for aid between states.  It is useful in comparing sub-populations within states 
to the national average and international average.  The HDI is not necessarily an 
effective tool to use as a policy making guide, particularly at the level of cities.  It helps 
little in determining why policies that worked in one city get a different outcome or 
different public reception in another.  Cities also do not always have readily available 
data allowing comparisons among cities, even though cities are the more comparable 
units.  This survey series is an attempt to open up new areas of research for more 
effective means of measuring and changing policy priorities and practices at the urban 
level, the level that dominates our era. 
 

The potential and significance of these surveys 

The intent of these surveys is to explore public perceptions among urban populations 
that may conduce to successful policy or explain why policy that worked elsewhere or 
was met elsewhere with public support does not work as successfully or receive as 
strong public support as in a seemingly comparable city.  The comparative report and 
the separately reported city focused surveys may be used as a tool of understanding, 
but it can also be used as a tool of guidance as to when one urban area is "ready" to 
proceed with policies that worked in another city.  The single city in depth reports lay 
out felt priorities and concerns in detail.  The single city reports provide guidance to 
government, business and third sector entities (non-profits and social services entities 
such as universities and welfare agencies working closely with government and 
business) in a single city.  The single city reports also present opportunities to build 
instruments able to provide clearer, useful policy guidance of concern to local officials.  

                                                                                                                                                                            
These involved exchanges of officials, leaders, business people and youth who had more in 
common from the start to compare their shared experiences living in cities with more in 
common. 
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This may be done by tracking changes over time in public priorities and perceptions as 
policies are made, implemented, and change facts on the ground.   
 
The demographic characteristics of such populations may be compared and may be 
useful for such timing of policies.  For example, it may be possible over time for these 
surveys to indicate that major public transport works gain or lose public support 
depending on their effects on other aspects of wellbeing, such as improved business and 
work opportunities or negative impacts on the environment and effects on health, or it 
may be that successful projects require a percentage of the population to be at a 
common ratio above the poverty level.  A city dominated by middle income groups 
would likely support different policies, or give different levels of support to the same 
policies, as that of a city dominated by extremes of distribution.  This latter result is only 
visible in comparative as well as longitudinal studies.  This study is longitudinal not in 
the sense that it repeats a survey of the same persons over a number of years, but in the 
sense that it repeats a survey of the same populations (or populations inhabiting the 
same city areas) over a number of years.  Our "panel" is a panel of Asian cities, followed 
over a number of years, with the intent to study changes within the populations and 
compare those with changes in other populations surveyed at the same times.  That is, a 
random sample based on the newest census data will be interviewed each time, and the 
results compared with the previous census based random sample in that city.  The 
changes tracked are not changes in the same persons, as in a traditional panel study, but 
changes in the same cities. The results will also be compared both over time in the same 
city and cross-sectionally, at the same time, both in terms of social and demographic 
groups within each survey, and compared with similar groups with similar 
characteristics in other cities via surveys taken at the same time (and over time) in 
those other cities.   
 
We are seeking to establish whether or not certain characteristics and/or attitudes 
conduce to better policy outcomes. Comparative study may, indeed, provide a shortcut 
to adopting policies that super-charge development and competitiveness of one city by 
showing that other cities with similar characteristics at a similar level of development 
were able to achieve successful outcomes of particular policies, and that such policies 
resulted in desired outcomes (such as growth, or reduction in unrest, or changes in city 
characteristics such as transitioning from logistics dominated economies to information 
dominated economies).  This is similar to studies comparing, for example, the process of 
industrialization between nations.  Clearly nations industrializing later learned from the 
experiences of nations which industrialized earlier.  The process of development was 
speeded up, for example in cases such as UK, which took 125 years to industrialize 
versus China which took just 25 years because its leaders studied previous national 
examples of industrialization in order to learn from them.  Some mistakes were able to 
be avoided.  And some inevitable social changes which proved extremely disruptive in 
earlier processes were able to be ameliorated.  In effect, this is a long term comparative 
study of city development in Asia, with the objective of determining what, and how, 
cities can best learn from each other how to enhance positive development and avoid 
negative experiences as they progress. 
 
Combining comparative city surveys and long term surveys of the same as well as other 
cities could make learning from the experiences, mistakes and successes of others as 
well as tracking policy changes and successes and failures locally far more effective 
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tools of policy making and implementation.  Clearly, investment can be made more 
efficient and disruptions and waste minimized by systematic comparative studies.  
National development has seen transitions which took some nations more than a 
century to achieve (UK to industrialize, for example) were shortened dramatically by 
nations which took the experiences of others as policy models to guide their own 
change (China's industrialization, for example).  The same approach, in a more 
systematic, scientifically executed manner should assist the dominating feature of our 
time, cities, to do the same.  Of course, when more than half the world's population lives 
in cities, enabling city governments to more effectively learn from each other is a means 
of more efficiently improving the lives of the majority of human beings and more 
efficiently employing our resources toward that objective. 
 
In order to permit comparative as well as very detailed analysis, the questionnaire uses 
a filtering process (described below in Methodology) to assess the relative rank of 
wellbeing domain issues in each city and among the cities.  It compares demographic 
profiles in detail and thus each report has a full demographic analysis of the 
respondents.  Successful policy making and implementation should see changes in felt 
priorities over time, just as failures would see current non-issues rise in concern, 
signaling an area or areas that may have been neglected.  Changes in demographic 
composition should also have effects on policy priorities. We also expect priorities of 
wellbeing to shift over time, based on such classic studies as Maslow's hierarchy of 
needs or the world values survey, which show both a cultural and developmental aspect 
of shifts in values and hence policy priorities.  This should happen as distributions of 
income and education and other opportunities change.  Cities which are transitioning 
from primarily regional to national and particularly international urban areas 
(becoming "world cities") should see cultural as well as developmental values shifts as 
local populations change characteristics.  These surveys look at such population 
compositions and takes particular efforts to gather that data, data not always a priority 
for other studies or for city officials in the cities concerned, but certainly of effect on 
those cities.  These surveys, just like the HDI studies, gain value as they are repeated 
and other urban areas are added to the surveys. 
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Glossary, Abbreviations and Notes 

CSR   Corporate Social Responsibility (Usually programs by firms  
   oriented toward increasing goodwill toward the firm in the  
   community.  May involve firm expenditures and volunteers.) 
Domestic (FDH) Foreign Domestic Helper.  Work visa holders normally not  
   permitted to establish residency rights or take jobs outside  
   domestic service 
Mainlander  Those in Hong Kong under the Admission Scheme for Mainland 
   talents and professionals, one way (family reunification) permit 
   and those in Hong Kong for less than 7 years. 
NGO   Non-governmental Organization 
Non-PR  Those without residency rights 
Numbers  All numbers are percentages unless otherwise noted 
PR   Permanent resident (Hong Kong term for residency rights).  Only 
   persons ordinarily present for seven years may apply. 
Residency rights Visa holders of most types who reside in Singapore may earn the 
   right to land/live in Singapore after a set term of residency.  Only 
   citizens of Singapore may vote.  In Hong Kong, Permanent  
   Residents as well as those born in Hong Kong may vote. 
NOTES 

All numbers are percentages unless otherwise noted.   
All numbers are rounded off to the nearest whole number, unless otherwise indicated.  
-- indicates response cases are less than .5; 0 indicates no responses for that response 
category. 
N = number of responses.  No listing of N means whole sample has been polled, or that 
the domain area number of cases has been previously indicated.  Each domain indicates 
the percentage of the whole who chose that domain to prioritize. 
 
Rounding to the nearest whole number is recommended practice for all statistical 
reports in which the statistical range of error for the sample size at the 95% confidence 
interval is greater than 1 point +/-, according the World Association of Public Opinion 
Researchers and American Association of Public Opinion Research guidelines.   
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 1.  Aims and methods of the survey and report: 
 
The aims of the survey are: 
 A.  To examine attitudes toward wellbeing among all residents of Hong Kong 
who live year-round in the city for at least one year.   
 B. To compare views on wellbeing 
 C. To determine which groups preferred what domains of wellbeing to be 
prioritized for government action, and what those groups demographic characteristics 
are, as long as the domain choice group was sufficiently large enough for demographic 
characteristics to show significant deviations from the overall sample characteristics. 
 
The permanent resident sample was collected via random calling to households to 
identify any persons in the household who qualify. Quotas were imposed based on 
census data for age groups between 18-39 or 40-65 for these groups.  Also quotas based 
on census data for gender distribution in these two age blocks was used for permanent 
residents.  This was to insure a representative sample of genders and to avoid either an 
older or younger than representative sample compared to census data.  Census methods 
and data are internationally reported, international standard data that aims to count all 
residing within jurisdictions.  Census data are also normal means of government 
planning and policy making, so the attitudes determined by the survey are readily able 
to be extrapolated to indicate relative proportions of the population with similar 
characteristics, needs and attitudes.  The languages used in this survey were English, 
Mandarin Chinese, Cantonese, depending on the preference of the person interviewed. 
 
This 2015 comparative report and the in depth individual city reports from Hong Kong, 
Singapore and Shanghai are the first full surveys conducted using an instrument pilot 
tested in 2013-14 in five cities in Asia.  The pilot tests in Hong Kong, Chengdu, Delhi, 
Manila and Penang were designed to rigorously test the survey instrument's ability to 
measure wellbeing meaningfully in extremely different cultures and languages.  The 
pilot tests also tested a new approach to comparative studies by using the "best 
available means" of ensuring random administration of each survey in each city.  Thus a 
uniform method of randomizing (such as street intercepts, or only land line phone calls, 
or only mobile phone calls) which has been used in other comparative studies was not 
adopted in these surveys.   
 
Exploratory Data Analysis (EDA) approach has been taken with analysis of the 
statistical data.  Visual data analysis has been used to examine results and associations.  
Association is not proof of causation, but causation does not exist without association.  
Correlation has been tested and shown when significant. 
 
All responses are tested against demographic variables for significant association.  
Significant association is measured normally by chi-square, with the measure being 
indicated as p ≤ .  or greater, up to p ≤ .   The nearer to 0 for chi-square, the less 
the likelihood that the measurement of distribution of responses is due to random 
chance.  The total survey of 1508 has a statistical range of error of 2.5 points +/- at the 
95% confidence interval.  That is, 95 times out of 100, a sample of this size will produce 
results within 2.5 points plus or minus of a survey of the whole population.  We are 
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using census data to set quotas for gender and age grouping above and below age 40, so 
those parameters may decrease the normal range of error, if the census data which is of 
the whole population is considered exhaustive and accurate.  Quality of census data 
does vary from nation to nation and from time to time, but it is the best available means 
to determine ways to achieve the most effective administration of a survey so that all 
members of a targeted population have an equal chance of being contacted. 
 
Standard range of error for this survey at the 95% confidence interval (95 times out of 
100 times of testing the statistic falls within this range) is 2.5 points +/- for the whole 
sample of 1508 for the population of Hong Kong. Range of error for subsamples 
(respondents to each of the 10 domains vary in size and are thus subsamples of the 
whole survey) increases as the number of cases decreases. 
 
Association is a measure of likelihood that the pattern of responses is due to pure 
chance.  The nearer the measure is to 0.0, the less likely it is that the responses are due 
to chance.  The confidence interval is normally measured to the 95% range.  Association 
is not causation.  But if there is no statistical association at all, any relationship between 
variables can normally be ruled out.  Some associations were further tested for 
correlation.  Correlation measures the effect one variable has on another and will be 
indicated in the text. 
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2. Demographic Profile of Respondents
3
 

If the reader wishes to understand the characteristics of those who responded to the 
survey, this section provides details.  Out of the 1508 total cases interviewed by phone 
in Hong Kong, 1493 are permanent residents. Cases (each interview is a case) are 
concatenated to number at least 50 in a category, preferably more, when examining 
statistical association and correlation.  Having too few cases in a category distorts 
statistical results to the point they become meaningless or worse, misleading.  The 
number of cases of non-PR holders is too small to analyze further.   
 
Table 1 shows the breakdown of Non-PR cases.  Permanent residency requires birth in 
Hong Kong or residency for 7 years and application for the status to the government of 
Hong Kong.  PR holders and those born in Hong Kong may vote. 

Table 1 Type of Visa or Entry Permit 
 

Group Count % 

General employment visa for professionals/non-Mainland China 1 0.07 

Foreign Domestic Helper 1 0.07 

One-way permit (mainland family reunion) 8 0.5 

Quality Migrant Admission Scheme  1 0.07 

Right to land permit 1 0.07 

Other 2 0.13 

Refuse to say 1 0.07 

Permanent Residents 1493 99 
 

Table 2  Gender  (Quota set by census)
4
 

 

Group Count % 

Male 686 46 

Female 822 54 

Table 3  Age Group (CR)   
 

Group Count % 

18-29 336 22 

30-39 309 20 

40-49 339 22 

50-59 369 24 

60-65 155 10 

                                                        
3 Unless otherwise specified, all numbers refer to percentages and are rounded to the nearest whole 

number following WAPOR and AAPOR guidelines. 
4 The gender balance is slightly more female-heavy for a sample consisting almost completely of 
permanent residents, as the quota was based on overall population statistics including FDHs.   In spite of 
widespread landline penetration the survey managed to get a richer and more educated segment of the 
population while undersampling non-PRs. FDHs may not feel at liberty to answer a survey while in their 
employer’s home, but they are only % of the population, so too small to justify a street intercept section 
as in Singapore or Shanghai. 
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The 42% below age forty and the 58% above age forty are set by census quota. 

Table 4  Non-adult Children  
 

Number of children Count % 

0 1016 68 

1 290 19 

2 175 12 

3-4 23 1 

 
Very few had between 3 and 4 children, so those 23 cases will be collapsed with those 
having 2 children for analysis.  Hong Kong has one of the lowest birthrates in the world. 

Table 5 Married or not (ALL) 
 

Group Count % 

Married 937 62 

Not married 565 37 

Refuse 6 -- 
*Refuse responses dropped from analysis 
 

Those with a primary or less education level are roughly half the number of those with 
post-graduate education.  A majority of Hong Kongers have post-secondary education of 
one kind or another. 

Table 6 What level of education did you finish?  (ALL)
5
 

 

Group Count % 

Primary or less 79 5 

Secondary 565 38 

Vocational, technical or Associate degree 175 12 

University degree 527 35 

Post-graduate 160 11 

Refuse to say 2 -- 

 
No one below age 29 has less than a primary education, meaning Hong Kong has 
attained universal primary education level of all residents in the upcoming generation.  
In contrast, one in five (21%) of those 60-65 have a primary or less education level, but 
this drops considerably for those in their 50s and even more for those in their 40s.  
Conversely, university education leaps from 12% among 60+ to 60% among 18-29. 
 
 
 

                                                        
5 For 2011 census data educational attainment by level completed, ages 20-64:  
Primary or less 22.1%; Secondary 42.4%; Vocational, technical or associate degree 16.3%; University 
degree 14.2%; Postgraduate 5.1%  Our sample has more university and post-graduate respondents than 
the census shows, but the census data is 5 years out of date and there has also been strong growth in 
educated classes proportions as the much less educated older generation dies off. 
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Table 7 What level of Education did you finish?   
 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 Total 

Primary or less 0 1 3 8 21 5 

Secondary 18 28 45 50 54 38 

Vocational, technical or Associate degree 16 12 12 9 8 12 

University degree 60 42 28 23 12 35 

Post-graduate 7 17 13 10 5 11 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  322.9 with 16 df p ≤ .   
    

 
The question on occupation is when the survey sample can be compared with data 
tracked and frequently updated by the Hong Kong government.   

Table 8 What is your main occupation?  (Survey) 
 

Group Count % 

Managers & Administrators 157 10 

Professionals 199 13 

Artists & performers 1 0 

Technicians, associate professionals 146 10 

Clerks & secretaries 208 14 

Service & shop 148 10 

Agriculture & fisheries 4 0 

Craft 43 3 

Plant & machine operators 33 2 

Elementary occupations 29 2 

Armed forces 1 0 

Homemaker 160 11 

Retired 119 8 

Unemployed 44 3 

Student 161 11 

Other (including part time) 0 0 

Refuse to say 55 4 
*Technically, Hong Kong has no armed forces.  Hong Kong people may join the PLA but are not required to be drafted 
into service. 
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To begin comparison, still further recoding will be needed since our survey includes 
students, retirees and others not in the workforce.  All aspects regarding the workforce 
are closely tracked in Hong Kong.6 

Table 9 Occupation Recoded (Survey) 
 

Group Count % 

Managers & Administrators 157 11 

Professionals 199 14 

Artists, craft, machine workers, other 111 8 

Technicians, associate professionals 146 10 

Clerks & secretaries 208 14 

Service & shop 148 10 

Homemaker 160 11 

Retired 119 8 

Unemployed 44 3 

Student 161 11 
*Refuse dropped 
 

The total population of Hong Kong as of end of 2015 is reported as 7,324,300.  As of end 
of the fourth quarter of 2015 (the time of the administration of this survey) the 
workforce totaled 3,803,900.7  Table 10 shows the breakdown of major occupational 
groups according to Hong Kong government data.   

Table 10  Workforce Occupation (Hong Kong Government) 
 

Group Thousands % 

Manager & Admin 427.2 11.2 

Professionals 296.3 7.8 

Assoc Prof & Tech 716.1 18.8 

Clerical  Support  Workers 592.2 15.6 

Service & Sales 626.8 16.4 

Craft, Trade 253.5 6.7 

Plant & Machine operators 177.1 4.6 

Elementary, others 777.7 20.4 

 Total 3803.9 100 

 

                                                        
6 See Hong Kong Monthly Digest of Statistics for example.  The Census and Statistics Department also 

conducts a by-census between the 10 year comprehensive census and issues frequent special studies on 
various aspects social and economic, for example, of women, youth, minorities and so on. 
7 http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hkstat/sub/sp200.jsp?productCode=D5250003  



 22 

 
 

In order to compare the results of the survey with Hong Kong government data, those 
who are students, unemployed, retired, and homemakers have to be dropped from 
Table 9 above (shown in Table 11 below).8   
 
 

Group Thousands % 

Manager & Admin 427.2 11.2 

Professionals 296.3 7.8 

Assoc Prof & Tech 716.1 18.8 

Clerical  Support  Workers 592.2 15.6 

Service & Sales 626.8 16.4 

Craft, Trade 253.5 6.7 

Plant & Machine operators 177.1 4.6 

Elementary, others 777.7 20.4 

 Total 3803.9 100 

 

  

                                                        
8 Note 3.14 (p. 10) from December 2015 Quarterly Report of Employment and Vacancy Statistics: 

"Occupation refers to the kind of work, nature of duties and main tasks to be performed for a specific job. The 

classification used basically follows the major groups of the International Standard Classification of 

Occupations 1988 (ISCO-88) with local adaptation for Hong Kong.  Starting from March 2012, figures are 

compiled based on the new classification which is modelled on the ISCO 2008 (ISCO-08). As the changes 

between these two classifications at the top level are relatively minor, figures compiled based on the new and 

old classifications are broadly comparable."  http://www.statistics.gov.hk/pub/B10500032015QQ04B0100.pdf  

The unemployment rate as of end of December 2015 was reported as 3.3%.  See 

http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/hkstat/sub/sp200.jsp?subjectID=200&tableID=010&ID=0&productType=8  The 

survey found 4.3% unemployed. 
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Table 11 Workforce Occupation (Survey) 
 

Group Count % 

Manager & Admin 157 16.2 

Professionals 199 20.5 

Assoc Prof & Tech 146 15 

Clerical  Support  Workers 208 21.4 

Service & Sales 148 15.3 

Craft, Trade 44 4.5 

Plant & Machine operators 33 3.4 

Elementary, others 34 3.5 

 Total 969 100 
 
 

 
 
 

The chart of Table 10 is directly compared below to the equivalent chart of the survey 
occupational data.  As the chart comparisons show, the survey oversamples managers 
and administrators and professionals, while significantly undersampling the elementary 
occupations.  
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Chart of Occupation, Hong Kong Government 

 

Chart of Occupation, Hong Kong Survey 
 

 

Table 12  Occupation BY Age group (All categories) 
 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Managers & Administrators 5 15 16 12 3 11 

Professionals 13 23 17 9 4 14 

Artists, craft, machine workers, other 3 6 7 13 11 8 

Technicians, associate professionals 8 14 11 10 6 10 

Clerks & secretaries 11 22 20 11 3 14 

Service & shop 11 7 12 12 7 10 

Homemaker 1 9 12 18 16 11 

Retired 0 1 1 10 50 8 

Unemployed 3 2 3 4 1 3 

Student 45 1 2 1 0 11 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  1032 with 36 df p ≤ .      
*Elementary occupations recoded with artists, craft, others in order to provide sufficient cases to analyze 



 25 

 
    

Table 13 Occupation BY Gender  
 

 Male  Female total 
Managers & Administrators 61 39 100 
Professionals 60 40 100 
Artists, craft, machine workers, other 79 21 100 
Technicians, associate professionals 48 52 100 
Clerks & secretaries 27 73 100 
Service & shop 51 49 100 
Homemaker 2 98 100 
Retired 47 53 100 
Unemployed 57 43 100 
Student 40 60 100 
Total 45 55 100 
table contents: Percent of Row Total 

Chi-square =  242.0 with 9 df p ≤ .      

Managers and administrators, professionals, artists, craft, machine workers and 
elementary occupations are dominantly male while clerks and secretaries as well as 
students are dominated by females. 
 

Religious affiliation in the Hong Kong survey respondents is shown in Table 14.   

Table 14  What is your religion, if any?  
 

Group Count % 

None 1042 69 

Catholic 71 5 

Protestant 264 18 

Buddhist 90 6 

Taoist 3 -- 

Ancestor worship 17 1 

Muslim 5 -- 

Refuse 13 1 
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Table 15 Religion, recoded for analysis 

 

Group Count % 

None 1042 69 

Catholic 71 5 

Protestant 264 18 

Buddhist 90 6 

All others 28 2 
 

 

 
 
There appears to be an association between religious groups and employment 
categories.  Catholics have a heavier grouping of managers and administrators than the 
average while protestants have more professionals than other religious groups.  This 
also appears to be more a matter of age and education for some of the groups and 
explains why they tend to be found in more blue collar or managerial employment, as 
the case may be.  

Table 16  Occupation BY Religion  

 

 None Cath Prot Bud All others total 

M&A 11 22 10 6 7 11 

Pro 12 13 20 13 11 14 

Crft,mch 9 4 2 9 22 8 

Tech 10 7 14 3 0 10 

Sec 15 12 14 13 11 14 

Service 11 6 8 13 15 10 

Home 11 10 9 19 11 11 

Ret 7 13 7 17 15 8 

Unemp 3 4 3 6 0 3 

Stud 12 6 14 2 7 11 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  92.57 with 36 df p ≤ .      
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Key: Occupation 
M&A Managers & Administrators 

Pro Professionals 

Crft,mch Artists, craft, machine workers, elementary, other 

Tech Technicians, associate professionals 

Sec Clerks & secretaries 

Service Service & shop 

Home Homemaker 

Ret Retired 

Unemp Unemployed 

Stud Student 

Table 17  Education BY Religion  
 

 None Cath Prot Bud 
Other 

total 

Primary or less 5 3 3 16 14 5 

Secondary 39 27 28 52 54 38 

Vocational, technical or Associate degree 12 13 10 7 11 12 

University degree 36 39 40 19 11 35 

Post-graduate 8 18 19 7 11 11 

Total 100 
100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total  
Chi-square =  90.50 with 16 df p ≤ .      
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Hong Kong, like many countries, finds those who are younger also tending to be less 
religious than older age groups.   

Table 18 Religion BY Age group  
 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

None 76 73 67 66 64 70 

Catholic 2 3 7 5 6 5 

Protestant 19 16 18 20 11 18 

Buddhist 2 6 6 7 13 6 

All other 2 2 1 1 6 2 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  59.63 with 16 df p ≤ .   
    

 

Table 19  If you have more than one home, please answer based on the place where you 

live for the most days of the month.  Do you and your household members own your 

home, rent it, or live there rent free?  
 

Group Count % 

Own 981 65 

Rent 448 30 

Rent free 55 4 

Don't Know/Refuse 24 2 
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Asked of those who responded "own" above: 

Table 20 Was you home purchased on the private market, or through a government 

subsidized ownership scheme? 
 

Group Count % 

Private 701 46 

Gov subsidized  270 18 

Refuse 10 1 

Non-owners 527 35 
 

Asked of those who responded "rent" above. 

Table 21 Do you rent from a private landlord, the government or another source? 
 

Group Count % 

Private landlord 160 11 

Government 281 19 

Refuse 2 -- 

Other source 5 -- 

Owners +rent free 1060 70 

 
Asked of those who responded "rent-free" in Table 19 above. 

Table 22 Is your housing provided by any of the following: 
 

Group Count % 

An employer 3 -- 

A relative or friend 39 3 

The government 9 1 

Refuse 4 -- 

All other types 1453 96 
 

Table 23 shows the complete breakdown of housing by the various categories above.  
The fully private sector funded houses 57% of the population while government 
subsidized ownership and rental affects 37%.  Employer provided housing in Hong 
Kong appears negligible. 

Table 23 Housing Type Recombined 

 

Housing type Count % 

Private ownership 701 46 

Private rental 160 11 

Government-subsidized ownership 270 18 

Government-subsidized rental 281 19 

Employer-provided housing 12 1 

Other 5 -- 

Don’t know/Refuse 79 5 

Total 1508 100 
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Table 24 In order to compare different cities in Asia, we need to ask you if you have 

certain items at home.  In your home do you have:     

 

Group Yes No Refuse 

An internet connection, either residential or mobile 96 4 -- 

Your own electricity connection to the grid 99 1 -- 

A tap water supply for your household's sole use 98 2 -- 

If no to sole use:  A shared tap water supply 79 7 14 

A flush toilet for your household's sole use 99 1 -- 

If no to sole use: A shared flush toilet  # 75 13 12 
#N = 16 cases (2 reported a public flush toilet near their residence; 2 a non-flushing toilet) 
*Skip this question if interviewee completed the Transport and Utilities Domain (40 
respondents or 3% of sample chose Transport and Utilities--see below). 

Table 25 To best guess, about what percentage of your household's income do you spend 

on housing, including mortgage or rent, maintenance, management fees, and utilities? 

 

Percentage Count % 

0-10 256 17 

10-20 350 23 

20-40 444 29 

40-60 224 15 

Over 60 88 6 

Don't Know/Refuse 146 10 

Table 26 Do you have any parents, children, brothers, sisters or a spouse living overseas 

right now?   

 

Group Count % 

Yes 368 24 

No 1132 75 

Refuse 8 1 

Table 27 How many people usually live together in your house, including yourself? 

 

Number of persons living together Count % 

1 56 4 

2 196 13 

3 429 29 

4 515 35 

5 175 12 

6 92 6 

7 21 1 

8 4 -- 

9 1 -- 

 
The average number of persons living together is 3.6 persons, with a median of 4 
persons.  Standard deviation is 1.25. 
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Table 28 Out of all the people living in your house, how many are NOT your family 

members, spouse or partner? 

 

Number of persons living together NOT related Count % 

0 1224 82 

1 241 16 

2 21 1 

3 5 -- 

4 5 -- 
 

Table 29 Do you contribute part of your personal income to your parents or parents in 

law?  

 

Group Count % 

Yes 943 63 

No 527 35 

Refuse 38 3 

 

Table 30 In your best guess, about what percentage of your personal income do you 

contribute to your parents or parents in law? 

 

Group Count % 

None 570 38 

Less than 30% 492 33 

20-40% 281 19 

40-60% 86 6 

Over 60% 27 2 

Don't Know/Refuse 52 3 

 
Respondents were asked: "In order for us to analyze each city according to income 
groups, we need to know your rough household income.  What is your approximate 
monthly household income from wages, salaries, tips or commissions?"  
 
Summary of household earned income: 
1508 total cases of which 127 are missing (refuse to answer or Don't Know) 
Mean  3.58 
Median 4 
StdDev 1.32139 
Range  4 
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Table 31 What is your approximate monthly household income from wages, salaries, tips 

or commissions? 

 

Group Count % 

Below 9,999 116 8 

10,000-19,999 216 14 

20,000-29,999 268 18 

30,000-49,999* 308 20 

50,000+ 473 31 

Refuse 127 8 

 
 
Respondents were then asked: "How much income does your household receive each 
month from other sources, such as business profits, rents, interest, investments, 
government benefits or contributions from relatives?"   
 
Summary of unearned household income: 
Total Cases 1508 of 170 are missing (refuse to answer or Don't Know) 
Mean 1.4 
Median 1 
StdDev 1.04161 
Range 4 
 

Table 32 How much income does your household receive each month from other sources, 

such as business profits, rents, interest, investments, government benefits or 

contributions from relatives? 

 

Group Count % 

Below 9,999 1080 72 

10,000-19,999 106 7 

20,000-29,999 51 3 

30,000-49,999* 32 2 

50,000+ 69 5 

Refuse 170 11 

 
 
Summary of Total Household income: 
1508 total cases of which 203 are missing (refuse to answer or Don't Know) 
Mean 3.8 
Median 4 
MidRange 3 
StdDev 1.27265 
Range 4 
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Table 33 Total Household income, added up by interviewer (all sources) 

 

Group Count % 

Below 9,999 74 5 

10,000-19,999 192 13 

20,000-29,999 233 15 

30,000-49,999* 284 19 

50,000+ 522 35 

Refuse 203 13 

 
The contribution of unearned income to total household incomes raises the top category 
by 4 percentage points and lessens the lowest category by 3 percentage points (nearly 
cutting it in half). 
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3. Summary Report: Core Questions 
This section shows only the initial responses to all questions asked of all respondents, 
with no cross-tabulations with demographic data.  Unless otherwise noted, these are 
results for all respondents. 

Attitudes toward Life in Hong Kong  

 
Barely over half would stay in Hong Kong if they could freely choose to live somewhere 
else. 

Table 1 If you could freely choose to live anywhere in the world, would you 

 

Group Count % 

Stay in Hong Kong 833 55 

Move away 635 42 

Don't Know 40 3 

 

Table 2 Where would you move to? 

 

Group Count % 

Australia 107 7 

Canada 64 4 

China mainland 21 1 

Don't know 53 4 

European countries 92 6 

Japan 49 3 

New Zealand 19 1 

No particular place 17 1 

Non-China Asian 20 1 

Singapore 27 2 

Taiwan 72 5 

UK 49 3 

USA 45 3 

Will not leave HK 873 58 
N=   Alphabetical order  

 

Table 3 Since you started living in Hong Kong, overall, has it become a better or worse 

place to live? 

 

Group Count % 

Much better 36 2 

Better 78 5 

Same 329 22 

Worse 704 47 

Much worse 352 23 

Don't Know 9 1 
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A strong majority of respondents (70%) see Hong Kong as becoming worse or much 
worse since they started living there. 

Table 4 In your view, is Hong Kong a good place for children to grow up or not? 

 

Group Count % 

Very good 20 1 

Good 467 31 

Not so good 783 52 

No good at all 215 14 

Don't Know 23 2 

 
Two thirds (66%) view Hong Kong as not so good or no good at all as a place for 
children to grow up. 

Table 4, Recoded* 

 

Group Count % 

Good 497 33 

Not good 998 67 
*Don't Know responses removed, categories Very good and good amalgamated, not so good and no good 
at all combined 

 
More see Hong Kong as a good place for retirees (38%) than for raising children (33%). 
 

Table 5 In your view, is Hong Kong a good place for retirees to live or not? 

 

Group Count % 

Very good 36 2 

Good 536 36 

Not so good 689 46 

No good at all 229 15 

Don't Know 18 1 

 

Table 5 Recoded 

 

Group Count % 

Good 572 38 

Not good 918 62 
Don't Know responses removed 
 
 

Despite the rather negative results above, Table 6 asking for respondents to rank their 
life from worst possible to best possible shows considerably larger numbers ranking 
their lives above the 5 neutral point on the scale, with 60% scoring their lives 6 or 
higher on the scale.  The average score Gallup, which asks similar life rating questions 
globally, got for Hong Kong was 5.458.  The life rating here is somewhat higher at 5.844, 
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probably because our sample skews wealthy and more educated. The score in this 
report puts Hong Kong in 56th place in the Gallup global life rankings, between Russia 
and Poland. However the Hong Kong rating here is par for the course for East Asia in the 
Gallup data. Although for these countries, rural areas are included. So by Asian 
standards, Hong Kong appears to have average/slightly below average life ratings.  Yet 
attitudes as indicated by other questions are far more negative than comparable 
responses from Singapore and Shanghai.  (See the comparative report on the Civic 
Exchange website.)   
 

Table 6 On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 representing the worst possible life for you and 10 

representing the best possible life for you, what score would you give to your life as a 

whole? 

 

Group Count % 

0 worst possible 13 1 

1 11 1 

2 21 1 

3 95 6 

4 135 9 

5 333 22 

6 318 21 

7 357 24 

8 176 12 

9 22 1 

10 best possible 24 2 

 

 
 
But only 57% think their lives will be tending toward the higher end of the scale of six 
or more, five years from now.  The 18% who score their lives at 4 or lower on the scale 
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in Table 6 rises to 23% in Table 7.  So there seems to be a belief that things will get 
worse rather than better in the coming 5 years. 

Table 7 Using the same scale, how do you see your life 5 years from now?  Please score. 

 

Group Count % 

0 worst possible 18 1 

1 16 1 

2 41 3 

3 124 8 

4 144 10 

5 291 20 

6 262 18 

7 305 21 

8 199 14 

9 33 2 

10 best possible 29 2 

 
A strong majority are worried about poverty in Hong Kong (68% very worried or 
worried), but only 48% are worried or very worried about being able to provide for 
themselves and their family's daily needs.  This gap between personal worry levels 
versus more generalized and greater worry about poverty in Hong Kong may be more 
related to concern for social effects of poverty on societal stability than for the effects of 
poverty on respondents personally. This large difference between social concerns and 
personal concerns bears careful assessment.  For example, Table 10 shows the highest 
level of satisfaction is with public safety and crime control, so concerns for social 
stability do not seem related to crime and public safety, per se.  This survey was 
designed to separate sentiments of satisfaction and personal concern, in order to 
improve policy making that responds to specific personal concerns rather than general 
views about what may or may not be affecting the behavior of others.  That 59% are 
satisfied with their life in general (Table 10) should be noted and weighed against the 
very pessimistic views about Hong Kong becoming a better or worse place to live shown 
above.  Policy initiatives need to based on actual proportions of persons needing or 
wanting those initiatives that they are most concerned about, pursued due to actual felt 
needs rather than general public sentiment about what government should do to 
address the supposed problems of others.  Tables 14 to 16 begin this process of gaining 
a better focus on those personal concerns people want government to act on. 

Table 8 How worried are you about poverty in Hong Kong? 

 

Group Count % 

Very worried 262 17 

Worried 769 51 

Not so worried 408 27 

Not worried at all 63 4 

Don't Know  6 -- 
*See below for analysis by economic and demographic variables 
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Table 9 How worried are you about being able to provide for you and your family's daily 

needs? 

 

Group Count % 

Very worried 184 12 

Worried 549 36 

Not so worried 656 44 

Not worried at all 115 8 

Don't Know  4 -- 

Table 10 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with:  (Ranked by Very Satisfied & Satisfied) 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Public safety and crime 

control? 

16 69 12 2 1 

Transport and utilities in 

general? 

9 64 23 3 1 

Medical care in general? 8 63 25 3 1 

Recreation and personal 

time? 

5 59 30 5 1 

Work and business 

opportunities? 

3 57 33 5 2 

Your life in general? 2 57 37 3 1 

Community and belonging? 2 52 38 6 2 

Environmental protection? 1 36 48 13 1 

Education? 3 33 46 18 1 

Quality of government 2 25 43 30 1 

Quality and cost of housing in 

general? 

1 26 45 27 1 
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There is an association between those who are worried about providing for the daily 
needs of their families and satisfaction with life in general.  The more worried people 
are about providing for their families the greater their dissatisfaction with life in 
general (see chart next page).   Among the very worried about providing for their family 
needs (far left column in the chart) dissatisfaction with life reaches 61%.  However, a 
significant proportion of those who are not worried at all about providing for their 
family needs are still dissatisfied with life in general (19%),.  So while worry about 
providing for family needs is associated with dissatisfaction with life, clearly such worry 
does not drive all dissatisfaction with life in general in Hong Kong (Spearman's Rank 
correlation of worry about family needs with satisfaction with life is -.242, meaning that 
increases in worry explains about 24% of decreases in satisfaction with life).  There are 
clearly other variables than economic worry which more fully explain levels of 
dissatisfaction with life in general.  Thus a focus by government on economic policy 
alone would affect satisfaction with life, but not as much as might be expected or hoped. 

Table 11 Worry about providing for daily needs BY Satisfaction with Life in general  

 

 Very worried Worried Not so worried Not worried at all total 

Very satisfied 2 2 1 6 2 

Satisfied 37 51 67 75 58 

Dissatisfied 51 45 30 19 37 

Very dissatisfied 10 2 2 0 3 

total 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  124.5 with 9 df p ≤ .     
  
 

 
   

Worry about providing for daily needs also correlates with only about 24% of 
dissatisfaction with quality and cost of housing (-.241 Spearman Rank correlation).   
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Table 12 Worry about providing for daily needs BY Satisfaction with quality and cost of housing 

 

 Very worried Worried Not so worried Not worried at all total 

Very satisfied 1 1 1 4 1 

Satisfied 15 19 33 44 27 

Dissatisfied 37 49 45 33 45 

Very dissatisfied 48 31 21 19 28 

total 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  109.8 with 9 df p ≤ .      
 
  

 
And again, while the association with worry about providing for family needs and 
satisfaction with the quality and cost of housing is associated, a large proportion of 
those who are not worried or little worried are dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the 
cost and quality of housing.  So addressing worry about providing for one's family does 
not necessarily increase satisfaction with various aspects of government service and 
action such as housing.  Table 13 shows somewhat less correlation between worry 
about providing for family needs and satisfaction with quality of government. 
Addressing the areas of greatest concern and priority (Table 16 below) should have 
greater effect on satisfaction with life in general than a general policy addressing 
poverty.  Addressing those various policy aspects should also affect worry about 
providing for one's family needs since that worry for providing for needs may be worry 
about needs other than just food and shelter (for example, medical care, better housing, 
education). 
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Table 13 Worry about providing for daily needs BY Satisfaction with Quality of 

government 
 

 Very worried Worried Not so worried Not worried at all total 

Very satisfied 1 1 2 3 2 

Satisfied 19 20 28 40 25 

Dissatisfied 34 48 44 32 44 

Very dissatisfied 46 31 25 26 30 

total 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  97.18 with 9 df  p ≤ .      

 

 
 

While 4 of these areas or domains showed satisfaction below the majority or 50% mark 
(see Table 10 above) none of the domains scored under 70% caring a lot and some 
about them.  Most scored around 90% with only two significantly less than 90%, 
community and belonging and recreation and personal time. 

Table 14 I'm going to read out 10 issues again, but this time I want you to tell me how 

much you personally care about each issue: How much do you personally care about: 
 

 A 

lot 

Some Not 

much 

Not at 

all 

Don't 

Know  

Quality and cost of housing in 

general? 

40 52 8 1 -- 

Medical care in general? 31 60 8 -- 0 

Education? 32 55 11 1 -- 

Quality of government 31 56 12 1 -- 

Public safety and crime control? 27 63 9 1 -- 

Work and business opportunities? 23 66 12 1 -- 

Environmental protection? 20 64 15 1 -- 

Transport and utilities in general? 18 66 14 1 -- 

Recreation and personal time? 10 66 22 1 -- 

Community and belonging 9 61 28 2 -- 

*RANKED by Care a lot + Care Some 
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In the chart above, all 10 domains (or "issues" to respondents) are mapped in terms of 
satisfaction versus personal concern about each domain.  Satisfaction clearly exceeds 
concern in terms of combined "care a lot" and "care" on all issues but public safety and 
crime control, though the gap is small on the issues of transport and utilities, medical 
care, community and belonging and recreation and personal time.   In the chart below, 
all 10 domains are mapped in terms of the highest level of satisfaction versus the 
highest level of caring about the issue/domain.  The largest gap between highest 
satisfaction and greatest concern is Housing, with Quality of government coming in 
second.  Education is the third largest gap.  The graph shows the "unconscious" ranking 

0

20

40

60

80

100

Public safety and crime
control

Education

Quality of government

Environmental
protection

Transport and utilities

Medical care

Community and
belonging

Recreation and personal
time

Work and business
opportunities

Housing

Satisfaction vs. Care About Domains 

% Satisfied & V. Satisfied % Care & Care a lot



 43 

of domains by the size of the gap between those areas of greatest concern and highest 
satisfaction. 

 
Table 15 asks people to consciously rank the issues/domains they care about the most.  
Quality and cost of housing is clearly the top issue of concern, followed by quality of 
government, medical care and education.  Other domains drop well down the list.  
Public safety and crime control and transport and utilities, domains with the highest 
satisfaction ratings in Table 10, rank well down the list in Table 15.  Medical care, the 
third highest area of satisfaction, and second highest in caring about in Table 14, ranks 
third highest as the issue respondents cared about most.  Housing and quality of 
government, areas of lowest satisfaction, ranked highest as the issue cared about most. 
 

The interviewer reads out ONLY the issues respondents said they cared "a lot" about in 
the question above.  If the respondent did not care a lot about any issue, then those they 
said they cared "some" about were read.  If there were no issues they responded "some" 
then those they said "not much" were read.  (Chart next page) 
 

Table 15 You said you cared (a lot) about (insert issues).  Which issue did you care about 

the most?  I will repeat your choices (interviewer read out choices) 
 

Group Count % 

Quality and cost of housing in general? 
331 22 

Quality of government 
288 19 

Medical care in general? 248 16 

Education? 224 15 

Public safety and crime control? 142 9 

Work and business opportunities? 127 8 

Environmental protection? 68 5 

Recreation and personal time? 32 2 

Transport and utilities in general? 31 2 

Community and belonging 17 1 
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Table 16 gives the priority domains respondents want for government action.  In this 
case, the issue/domain of greatest dissatisfaction, cost and quality of housing, also is the 
top issue, by far, that respondents want the government to prioritize for action.  But 
quality of government, which tied housing for a combined low level of satisfied and very 
satisfied of 27% (Table 10) and which was second highest as the issue cared about the 
most (Table 15) drops to a close third, behind education, as the issue for government to 
prioritize.  Medical care, the third highest in satisfaction, winds up very close in priority 
to quality of government as a domain for priority action by government. The public may 
not necessarily put that domain of highest dissatisfaction above another domain in 
terms of wanting government to act on it.  Determining which domain has most public 
support for action is not a simple matter of pinpointing greatest concerns or highest 
dissatisfaction.  The balance of the report will seek out the various demographic 
characteristics of those who want a particular domain prioritized as a domain for 
government policy action.  Their characteristics will help pinpoint effective 
communication strategies as government considers the balance of resources and 
personnel available to maintain high satisfaction in areas it has clearly succeeded in 
(such as public safety and crime control and transport and utilities) while addressing 
domains where satisfaction is lower.  In the case of medical care, satisfaction is high, but 
clearly a significant proportion want medical care prioritized for action.  Who these 
people are and what they want done will help government better focus efforts that 
already have broad satisfaction with much of the population, but appear not to be 
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addressing or sufficiently addressing a significant proportion of the population who put 
medical care at a high priority. 
 

Table 16 Out of your care a lot about choices, what is the number 1 issue that the 

government should address? 

 

Group Count % 

Quality and cost of housing in general? 504 33 

Education? 243 16 

Quality of government 239 16 

Medical care in general? 225 15 

Public safety and crime control? 97 6 

Work and business opportunities? 68 5 

Environmental protection? 63 4 

Transport and utilities in general? 40 3 

Community and belonging 16 1 

Recreation and personal time? 13 1 
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4. Analysis of Selected Core Questions by Demographic Variables 
 
Only those variables showing significant association in the cross-tabulations will be 
shown.   

Table 1 If you could freely choose to live anywhere in the world, would you  

 

Group Count % 

Stay 866 55 

Move away 635 42 

Don't Know  40 3 
N= 1508 
 

Don't Know responses in Table 1 removed for analysis.  In Table 2, majorities of those 
under age 40 say they would move away from Hong Kong if they could (60% and 52% 
respectively).  With Don't Know removed, they make up 43% of the table. Those under 
age 30 make up nearly a third of those who would move (32%) while those over 60 
make up only 5% of those wanting to move, though about one in five of those over age 
60 say they too want to move. 

Table 2 Stay or Move BY Age group
9
  

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Age groups Of all to Stay 16 17 23 30 14 100 

Age groups Of all to Move 32 25 21 17 5 100 

Total 23 21 22 24 10 100 

Stay(of age group) 40 48 59 69 79 57 

Move (of age group) 60 52 42 31 21 43 

 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  103.3 with 4 df p ≤ .      

 

                                                        
9 Read these tables toward the sum of 100.  That is, the top half of the table is read across, as part of the 

row, while the bottom half of the table is read down, as part of the column.  This top half gives you the 
breakdown of all those wanting to move, for example, and what portion of those wanting to move fall in a 
given age group.  The bottom half says of those in an age group, what % want to stay or move. 
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A majority of those with vocational/technical and associate degree want to move 
(53%).  University educated break evenly between staying or moving while post-
graduates break 60-40 toward staying.  Two thirds of all those wanting to move have 
post-secondary education while barely half, 52% of those wanting to stay are educated 
to the same extent. 

Table 3 Stay or Move BY Education level  

 

 Primary or 

less 

Secondary Voc/Tech or 

Assoc 

University Post-

grad 

total 

Of all to Stay 7 41 10 31 11 100 

Of all to Move 2 33 14 41 10 100 

total 5 37 12 35 10 100 

Stay(of Educ) 78 62 47 50 60 57 

Move (of Educ 

level) 
22 38 53 50 40 43 

 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  35.73 with 4 df p ≤ .     
  

 
 
   

A clear majority of students want to move if they could, 57% would move and 43% stay.  
About half in the technical and associate professionals and clerk/secretary fields want 
to leave while slightly less than half among managers and administrators, professionals 
and the unemployed would leave if they could. 
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Table 4 Stay or Move BY Occupation  

 

 M&A Pro Crft Tech Sec Service Home Ret Un Stud total 

Of all to Stay 10 13 10 9 13 11 13 11 3 8 100 

Of all to Move 12 15 6 12 17 9 8 5 3 15 100 

Total By Occupation 11 
14 

8 10 14 10 11 8 3 11 100 

Stay(Occup) 53 53 69 50 50 60 69 75 53 43 57 

Move (of each Occup) 47 47 31 50 51 
40 

31 25 48 57 43 

Total of each 

Occupation 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents: Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  55.37 with 9 df  p ≤ .    
   

Key: Occupation 
M&A Managers & Administrators 

Pro Professionals 

Crft Artists, craft, machine workers, elementary, other 

Tech Technicians, associate professionals 

Sec Clerks & secretaries 

Service Service & shop 

Home Homemaker 

Ret Retired 

Un Unemployed 

Stud Student 

 

 
 
Of males, 68% contribute to their parents while 61% of women do the same.  While 
58% of those under 30 say they contribute part of their salaries to parents, 83% of 
those in their 30s do so.  After that peak of contributions in their 30s, contributions tend 
to drop, but nearly a third in their 60s are contributing to their parents.  Hong Kong has 
one of the longest lived populations in the world, and clearly the burden of caring for 
the aged falls even on many of those who at age 60 and up are into retirement.  
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However, the burden of caring for parents does not have any apparent effect on wanting 
to stay or move out of Hong Kong.  That is, while a strong majority of students want to 
leave, it does not seem associated with how much they contribute to parental care, 
though the burden does appear heaviest among the ages most apt to leave. 

Table 5  Contribute to parents by Age   

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Contribute 58 83 72 60 32 64 

Do Not Contribute 42 17 28 40 68 36 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  128.0 with 4 df  p ≤ .      

 

The burden of caring for the aged clearly hits those in their 30s hardest though 20 
somethings also show high proportions contributing 20% and more of incomes to  
parents.  The 30s are the typical age local youth tend to marry and start families, and 
often early 30s are in some sort of post-graduate program as well as starting careers.  
Hong Kong has very low reproduction rates, and perhaps this helps explain why.  

Table 6 Size of Contribution to parents BY Age  

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

None 26 10 17 27 19 100 

Of all <20% 20 0 40 40 0 100 

Of all 20-40% 10 23 30 31 5 100 

Of all 40-60% 35 31 21 9 3 100 

Of all 60%+ 30 19 26 19 7 100 

Of all Don't Know 
4 33 21 35 8 100 

Of Total Sample 22 21 23 25 10 100 

Those contributing None 43 19 29 42 70 38 

Those contributing <20% 15 37 44 42 17 33 

Contributing 20-40% 29 29 18 7 6 19 

Contributing 40-60% 10 9 4 3 3 6 

Contributing 60%+ 2 2 2 1 1 2 

Don't Know 1 6 3 5 3 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:   Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  272.1 with 24 df p ≤ .      
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Table 7 shows the middle and upper income bands showing higher tendencies to want 
to move out of Hong Kong.  The middle income band of $30,000 to 49,999 per month 
shows the highest tendency to want to move.  Table 7 shows household earned income 
while Table 8 shows household total income from all sources. 

Table 7  Stay or Move BY Monthly Household Earned Income  

 
 Below  

9999 

10000-

19999 

2000-

29999 

30000-

49999 

50000+ Refuse total 

Of all to Stay 9 15 19 18 31 8 100 
Of all to Move 5 13 17 24 32 8 100 
Total of each income 

level in survey 
8 14 18 21 31 8 100 

Stay(of Income level) 71 60 60 49 55 57 57 
Move (of Income 

level) 
30 41 40 51 45 43 43 

Total by (Income 

level) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  17.67 with 5 df p = 0.0034     
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In the case of total household income from all sources, the upper bands show higher 
levels of wanting to leave than lower bands.  Upper bands also, of course, show more 
income from, for example, investments, rents and profits from business than lower 
bands. 

Table 8  Stay or Move BY Monthly Household Total Income  

 

 Below  

9999 

10000-

19999 

2000-

29999 

30000-

49999 

50000+ total 

Of all to Stay 7 16 19 19 38 100 

Of all to Move 3 14 16 26 42 100 

Total of each income 

level in survey 

6 15 18 22 40 100 

Stay(of Income level) 75 60 62 50 54 57 

Move (of Income level) 25 40 38 51 46 43 

Total by (Income level) 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  19.92 with 4 df  p = 0.0005     
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Only about 8% of those interviewed declined to state an income or income range.  Each 
age group comprises about a fifth to a fourth of the sample except for those 60-65 which 
make up 10%.  Earned income, as might be expected, is lowest among the oldest cohort, 
with 41% saying they have earned household income of less than $9,999 per month 
falling in the 60-65 range.  The same age range makes up just 4% of those making 
$50,000 and up. Those in their 30s, rather than those in their 50s as might be expected, 
appear to hold more earning over $50,000 per month (40% of those in their 30s earn 
that much).  Only 14% of the age 60-65 say they earn $50,000 a month or more.  That 
those in their 30s have more earning the highest incomes per month and also have the 
largest concentration of higher education attainment, yet also have 52% who say they 
would leave Hong Kong if they could (See Table 2), indicates that income making 
opportunity alone is not enough to sustain their commitment to Hong Kong.  The loss of 
so many under age 40 would also hit support for aged parents hard, unless those who 
want to leave would continue to contribute from abroad.  The profile of those who want 
to leave, compared with income distributions by age, indicates a potentially severe 
economic and social problem. 
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Table 9  Household Earned Income BY Age  
 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Of all incomes Below 9,999 13 7 13 26 41 100 

Of all incomes 10,000-19,999 25 14 21 26 14 100 

Of all incomes 20,000-29,999 25 19 24 23 9 100 

Of all incomes 30,000-49,999 29 23 25 17 6 100 

Of all incomes 50,000+ 19 26 24 26 4 100 

Of all who Refuse to say 17 19 18 35 10 100 

Total 22 21 23 25 10 100 

Of age group Below 9,999 4 3 4 8 31 8 

Of age group 10,000-19,999 16 10 14 15 19 14 

Of age group 20,000-29,999 20 17 19 17 15 18 

Of age group 30,000-49,999 26 23 22 14 13 20 

Of age group 50,000+ 27 40 34 33 14 31 

Refuse 7 8 7 12 8 8 

 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Row Total 
Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  191.5 with 20 df p ≤ .      
 

People tend more to tolerate adverse circumstances if there is a sense that, while things 
are bad, they are improving.  On the other hand, if there is a felt sense that things are 
getting worse over time, the desire to leave may not only grow in proportion among the 
population; it may also push desire into plan and action for those most willing and able 
to do so.  This makes the results seen in Table 10 (and following) particularly important. 

Table 10  Since you started living in Hong Kong, overall, has it become a better or worse 

place to live? 
 

Group Count % 

Much better 36 2 

Better 78 5 

About the same 329 22 

Worse 704 47 

Much worse 352 23 

Don't Know  9 1 
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In Table 11 we remove the Don't Know responses (9 cases) and consolidate the much 
better and better responses due to low numbers.  Because there are so many worse and 
much worse responses, those are kept separated. 

Table 11  Since you started living in Hong Kong, overall, has it become a better or worse 

place to live? (Recoded) 

 

Group Count % 

Better 114 8 

Same 329 22 

Worse 704 47 

Much worse 352 23 
Don't Know responses removed 

 
While more under age 30 think Hong Kong has become a worse place to live (combining 
worse and much worse responses), those in their 30s and 40s show the highest levels of 
"much worse" responses, with about one in four of those age groups saying Hong Kong 
has become a much worse place to live since they started living in Hong Kong.  
Majorities of all age groups hold it has become worse. 

Table 12 Hong Kong better or worse place to live BY Age 

 

 
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Better 3 6 6 13 12 8 

Same 18 18 23 26 27 22 

Worse 57 49 44 40 47 47 

Much worse 22 28 27 21 14 24 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  59.20 with 12 df  p ≤ .     
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More males tend to think Hong Kong has become a better place to live than females, by 
10% of males versus 5% of females.  Both genders tend to about agree proportionately 
on things getting worse or much worse. 

Table 13  Hong Kong better or worse place to live BY Gender  

 

 Male Female total 

Better 10 5 8 

Same 20 23 22 

Worse 46 48 47 

Much worse 24 23 24 

total 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 

Chi-square =  14.84 with 3 df p = 0.0020     
  
Those with post secondary education tend to say Hong Kong has become a worse place 
to live, but those with associate degrees and vocational/technical training show the 
largest proportion saying life in Hong Kong has become much worse. 

Table 14  Hong Kong better or worse place to live BY Education 

 

 
Primary or less 

Secondary Voc/Tech or Assoc University Post-grad total 

Better 18 8 6 6 10 8 

Same 27 27 22 17 17 22 

Worse 42 43 43 52 49 47 

Much worse 13 22 29 25 24 23 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  45.27 with 12 df  p ≤ .    
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Professional and associate professional/technical occupations show the highest levels 
of worse and much worse assessments, followed by manager and administrators.  
Students show the third highest levels of worse and much worse combined, but fall well 
behind 6 other occupations in the proportion saying life in Hong Kong has become 
much worse since they started living in Hong Kong.  

Table 15  Hong Kong better or worse place to live BY Occupation 

 

 
M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Better 10 7 12 4 3 12 8 10 2 6 7 

Same 16 14 30 17 26 26 28 30 23 17 22 

Worse 49 46 41 49 46 48 38 43 50 61 47 

Much 

worse 

26 33 18 30 24 14 25 17 25 16 23 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  76.65 with 27 df  p ≤ .     
  

 
 

The propensity to believe Hong Kong has become a worse place to live increases with 
total household income up to the $30,000-49,999 per month level, then drops slightly.  
However, the highest level of income, $50,000 per month and up, has the largest 
proportion of those who believe Hong Kong has become "much worse" as a place to live 
since they started to live there.  (Chart next page.) 

Table 16  Hong Kong better or worse place to live BY Total Household income 
 

 Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

Better 11 6 10 6 7 7 

Same 31 32 23 15 20 22 

Worse 35 42 50 54 46 47 

Much 

worse 

23 21 17 24 28 24 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
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Chi-square =  40.57 with 12 df  p ≤ .      

  
 
While protestants have overall the highest level of worse and much worse, Catholics 
have the highest levels of believing Hong Kong has become a "much worse" place to live. 
 
There is a weak to moderate correlation between a good place for children and Hong 
Kong has become a better place to live in (or not good for children and worse place to 
live; .331 in Spearman Rank Correlation).  Table 17 shows those who think Hong Kong 
has become a worse place to live since they started living there are mostly united on 
whether it is a good place for children to grow up in, with only 25% of those who say it 
is a worse place to live saying it is good for children to grow up in, and just 6% of those 
who say Hong Kong has become much worse thinking it is a good place for children to 
grow up.   

Table 17 Better/worse place to live BY is Hong Kong a good place for children to grow up 

 

 Better place to 

live 

Same Worse Much worse place 

to live 

total 

Good for children 78 63 25 6 33 

Not so good 20 35 65 56 53 

Not good for children 

at all 

2 3 10 38 14 

total 100 100 100  100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  494.4 with 6 df p ≤ .      
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Correlation is weaker between those who think Hong Kong is a good place for retirees 
and a better place to live (or vice versa) than the same question with Hong Kong as a 
place for children to grow up, with a Spearman Rank correlation of .259.  While 60% of 
those who think Hong Kong is a better or same place to live now as any time since they 
started living there agree it is good for retirees, that proportion who think it is a good 
place for retirees drops to just 15% among those who think Hong Kong has become a 
much worse place to live.  But conversely, only 4% respectively of those who say Hong 
Kong is better or the same say it is not good at all for retirees, though the combined total 
of not good and not good at all is 40% even among those who say Hong Kong is better or 
the same.   
 
While feelings are not quite as strongly correlated between the question on retirees and 
Hong Kong being a better or worse place to live as it is between Hong Kong as a good or 
bad place to raise children and being a better or worse place to live, both questions 
show enough strength of association to indicate that there are policy issues related both 
to retirees and children that affect assessments of how good or bad a place Hong Kong is 
to live.  However, as Table 19 shows, those who are in or near retirement show higher 
proportions believing Hong Kong is a good place for retirees than those for lower ages.  
This my indicate that general attitudes toward life in Hong Kong color other 
assessments rather than specific aspects or policies affecting attitudes toward life in 
Hong Kong.  In other words, a general attitude may be affecting, rather than being 
affected by, specific aspects or issues.   
 
There are two ways to address this problem, try to change to general attitude, or focus 
on improving specific issues or aspects among interested and affected groups, and use 
their satisfaction to move the needle on general attitudes. 
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Table 18 Better or worse place to live BY is Hong Kong a good place for retirees to live  

 

 Better place to 

live 

Same Worse Much worse place 

to live 

total 

Good for retirees 60 60 36 15 38 

Not good  36 36 51 50 46 

Not good at all for 

retirees 

4 4 12 35 15 

total 100 100 100  100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  246.3 with 6 df p ≤ .      

 
Those who are in retirement age (60-65) show a majority believing Hong Kong is a good 
place for retirees. 

Table 19 Hong Kong good/not good place for retirees BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Good for retirees 29 36 34 46 56 38 

Not good  54 45 50 41 36 46 

Not good at all for retirees 17 19 16 13 8 15 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  50.23 with 8 df  p ≤ .    
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Those who are in retirement age (60-65) show a majority believing Hong Kong is a good 
place for retirees. 

Table 19 Hong Kong good/not good place for retirees BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Good for retirees 29 36 34 46 56 38 

Not good  54 45 50 41 36 46 

Not good at all for retirees 17 19 16 13 8 15 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  50.23 with 8 df  p ≤ .    
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However, retirees, when separated out as a variable to themselves, seem not to regard 
life in Hong Kong as worse for them in disproportionate numbers, nor do they seem to 
regard Hong Kong as a not good place to live for retirees, despite what younger folks 
think.  Indeed, the retired show the highest level of those believing Hong Kong is a good 
place for retirees.  This belief Hong Kong is not good for retirees may be anxiety about 
retirement or the future when the younger generations reach retirement, but it does not 
reflect current viewpoint of the majority of today's retirees.   

Table 20 Hong Kong Good/not good place for retirees BY Occupation 

 
 M&Adm Pro Other Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Good for retirees 38 33 38 28 38 37 50 59 45 28 38 

Not good  47 44 48 54 49 47 41 33 38 57 47 

Not good at all 

for retirees 

15 23 14 19 13 16 9 8 17 15 15 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  58.51 with 18 df p ≤ .     
  

 
 
 

Table 21 shows that as household income from all sources rises, belief that Hong Kong 
is not good for retirees grows, up until the highest level of income is reached when the 
belief lessens marginally.  (Chart next page.) 

 Table 21 Hong Kong Good/not good place for retirees BY Total Household Income 

 

 Below 

9,999 
10,000-

19,999 
20,000-

29,999 
30,000-

49,999 
50,000+ total 

Good for retirees 53 47 37 29 36 37 

Not good  37 40 47 51 47 47 

Not good at all for 

retirees 

10 13 15 20 17 16 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
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Chi-square =  26.10 with 8 df  p = 0.0010     

 
 
Follow up questions to the questions above asked respondents first, "on a scale of 0 to 
10, with 0 representing the worst possible life for you and 10 representing the best 
possible life for you, what score would you give your life as a whole?" (Q1.6 below in 
Appendix.)  The second follow up question was "using the same scale, how do you see 
your life 5 years from now? (Q1.7 below in Appendix.) 
 
These questions should be correlated.  That is, if you think your life is best or worst 
now, you will likely see things as best or worst 5 years from now, if you are a pessimist 
or optimist, respectively.  And most people tend to be optimists or pessimists in their 
nature.  The correlation is a strong .806 between the two questions.  What is curious 
about these responses and which supports the discussion below Table 18 above is that 
60% of respondents rank their lives above the neutral score of 5, tending toward the 
best possible life for them.  This contrasts greatly with the general tendency for most to 
say life in Hong Kong has become worse since they started living there.  Even more 
curious is that nearly the same proportion, 57%, think life will be tending toward the 
best possible for them 5 years from now, belying or at least contradicting some of the 
very negative results discussed above about moving away if they could and how life has 
gotten worse in Hong Kong.  That many people may be reacting to a general mood or 
reflecting what they think is a general mood rather than reflecting their own personal 
assessments of their actual situations may be borne out in these results. 
 

Table 22 Regrouped Responses to:  On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 representing the worst 

possible life for you and 10 representing the best possible life for you, what score would 

you give your life as a whole?   

 

Group % 

0-4  worst possible 18 

5 Neutral 22 

6-10 best possible 60 
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Summary of Score for life as a whole 
Count 1505 
Mean 5.8 
Median 6 
StdDev 1.71306 
Range 10 
 

Table 23 shows a similar pattern for the future assessment question.  However, it is true 
that scores are somewhat lower, increasing the lowest scores by 5 points from Table 23 
(18 up to 23%) and dropping the highest scores of 6-10 down from 60% to 57%. 

Table 23 Regrouped Responses to: Using the same scale, how do you see your life 5 years 

from now?  

 

Group % 

0-4 worst possible 23 

5 Neutral 20 

6-10 best possible 57 

 
 
Summary of Score for life 5 years from now 
Count 1462 
Mean 5.7 
Median 6 
StdDev 1.93098 
Range 10 
 
Frequency breakdown of  1.6 
No Selector   
1508 total cases of which 3 are missing  
 
Total Cases 1505 
Number of Categories 5 
 
Group Count % 
0-2 45 2.990 
3-4 230 15.282 
5 333 22.126 
6-7-8 851 56.545 
9-10 46 3.056 
 
The difference may not be significant enough to forecast that results from a survey five 
years from now will show a drop in life quality ratings, but these differences do show 
that expectations about the future are more uncertain for enough people for 
government to be watchful and aware of such concerns about future quality of life. This 
expectation of deterioration may be tied into that much more widespread belief that 
Hong Kong is not a good place for retirees.   
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In terms of scoring their lives from 0 as worst possible to 10 as best possible (and 
recoding the scores to make analysis possible, as indicated), more men than women 
lean toward worse and neutral (44% combined versus 37%).   

Table 24 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Gender 
 

 Male Female total 

0-4  worst possible 22 15 18 

5 Neutral 22 22 22 

6-10 best possible 56 63 60 

total 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 

Chi-square =  12.14 with 2 df p = 0.0023     

 
Those with Associate degrees and vocational/technical education are decidedly more 
pessimistic about their lives than other groups.  University and post-graduates show 
clearly higher scores of 6-10, toward the best possible lives.  This is a contrast to 
university educated being more negative about life in Hong Kong becoming worse 
(Table 14 above, which shows university educated having the greatest proportion of 
worse and much worse assessments). 

Table 25 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Education 

 

 Primary or 

less 

Secondary Voc/Tech or 

Assoc 

University Post-

grad 

Total 

0-4  worst 

possible 

13 18 24 19 14 18 

5 Neutral 31 25 22 19 17 22 

6-10 best 

possible 

56 57 54 62 69 60 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  20.83 with 8 df p = 0.0076  
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Younger cohorts have decidedly more pessimistic views about their lives than older 
groups, so the real division appears to be along the lines of those with higher education 
being more positive about their personal lives, even though those with higher education 
tend to say life in Hong Kong has gotten worse since they started living in Hong Kong. 

Table 26 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

0-4  worst possible 23 20 20 13 14 18 

5 Neutral 22 25 17 24 25 22 

6-10 best possible 56 55 63 63 61 60 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  23.71 with 8 df  p = 0.0026  
    

 
 
Managers and administrators show by far the greatest proportion scoring their lives in 
the 6-10 range while, understandably, the unemployed show by far the lowest 
proportion in that same score range.  Craft workers, elementary, and other blue collar 
workers (all under Crft) show only half score their lives in the 6-10 range, but clerical, 
associate professional and technical and professional occupations also score lower than 
other groups.  Despite perceptions that huge numbers of students are unhappy, they 
show higher proportions in the 6-10 range than many other occupational groups. 

Table 27 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Occupation 

 
 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

0-4  worst possible 
13 24 24 23 17 18 11 13 34 17 18 

5 Neutral 
15 18 27 21 29 21 25 23 27 21 22 

6-10 best possible 
71 59 50 56 54 61 64 65 39 62 60 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  45.54 with 18 df p = 0.0003     
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Money does appear to buy happiness, at least for the largest proportion as compared to 
other income groups, with fully two thirds of the highest band scoring their lives 
between 6-10 versus less than half of those in the $10,000-19,999 per month total 
household income group.  

Table 28 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Total Household Income 

 

 Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

0-4  worst 

possible 

20 21 20 19 15 18 

5 Neutral 30 32 22 23 19 23 

6-10 best 

possible 

50 46 57 58 66 59 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  27.67 with 8 df p = 0.0005     
 
 

When asked:  "Using the same scale, how do you see your life 5 years from now?"  
respondents showed no division by age group.  An age division might be expected, with 
youth usually more optimistic about the future than the aged.  But this is not the case in 
Hong Kong.  Nor does marriage make a difference though in many localities married 
people do tend to be more optimistic about their lives and the future than unmarried 
people.  There is a gender difference, but it is very weak, with men slightly more 
pessimistic about their lives five years from now than women.  Even having children has 
no effect on views of life 5 years from now. 
 
As above, higher income tends to increase optimism about the future than lower  
income groups. 

Table 29 Worst Best Life Score 5 Years From Now BY Income 

 

 Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

0-4  worst possible 32 29 25 25 20 24 

5 Neutral 24 27 22 17 18 20 

6-10 best possible 44 44 53 58 62 56 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  24.05 with 8 df p = 0.0022     
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Occupationally, associate professionals/technicians, professionals, retirees and 
particularly the unemployed are more pessimistic about the future.  But professionals 
show higher proportions with scores in the 6-10 or optimistic range for the future, 
second highest behind the most optimistic managers and administrators.  Since 
professionals score high both in pessimism and optimism about the future, it would be 
worthwhile to have more research to determine whether some professional categories 
are more pessimistic than other professions.  

Table 30 Worst Best Life Score 5 Years From Now BY Occupation 

 

 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

0-4  worst 

possible 

19 27 24 27 24 24 16 30 43 17 23 

5 Neutral 14 13 30 16 23 22 27 14 17 26 20 

6-10 best 

possible 

68 61 46 57 53 55 57 56 41 57 57 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  51.26 with 18 df p ≤ .      
 

Retirees also seem to regard the future with significantly more pessimism than they do 
their present lives.  While 13% in Table 27 score their current lives between 0-4 
(worst), 30% think 5 years from now their lives will be in that worse range of 0-4.  
Managers and administrators also show a significant uptick in 0-4 scores, rising from 
13% in Table 27 to 19% in Table 30.  Table 31 shows that scores for life 5 years from 
now by educational attainment shift markedly from those same educational category 
scores for life now.  Compare the chart for Table 31 with that of Table 25.  A majority 
and near majority of all educational groups under university level score life 5 years 
from now negatively or neutral (5).  University and post-graduate educated are more 
optimistic about the future than the present. 
  



 68 

Table 31 Worst Best Life Score 5 Years From Now BY Education 

 

 Primary or less Secondary Voc/Tech or Assoc University Post-grad total 

0-4 21 25 28 23 17 23 

5 34 23 22 17 11 20 

6-10 45 52 51 60 73 57 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents: Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  36.95 with 8 df p ≤ .   
  

   
 

Chart of Table 25 Worst-Best Life Scale Score BY Education 
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5. Analysis of Domains, in Rank Order of Government Action 
 

In terms of domains respondents want government to prioritize, the clear choice by far 
is quality and cost of housing.  The education, quality of government and medical care 
all tie for second place.  Forming another block well below those coming second are the 
issues of public safety, work and business opportunities, environmental protection and 
transport. The final two domains are far below others. 

Out of your "care a lot about" choices, what is the number 1 issue that the government 

should address? 

 

Group Count % 

Quality and cost of housing in general? 504 33 

Education? 243 16 

Quality of government 239 16 

Medical care in general? 225 15 

Public safety and crime control? 97 6 

Work and business opportunities? 68 5 

Environmental protection? 63 4 

Transport and utilities in general? 40 3 

Community and belonging 16 1 

Recreation and personal time? 13 1 
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1. Quality and cost of housing in general? Priority of 33% of all Surveyed 
 

Housing is the number one issue getting the most prioritization of all other  domains for 
all occupations except retirees among Hong Kongers.  Retirees put medical care above 
housing, with a third of retirees preferring cost and quality of medical care to come first 
for government over 22% of retirees wanting housing prioritized.  More women want 
housing made a government priority than men, by 29% of men versus 35% of women.  
Neither income nor all other variables but three, age, occupation and housing situation, 
showed any significant association with housing as the top domain.  For age, see Table 
2, but 40% of those renting versus 28% of those owning wanted cost and quality of 
housing made the top priority.  Slightly over the average, 35%, of those in rent-free 
quarters also want housing made first priority.  By occupation, retirees, homemakers 
and managers and administrators scored housing below the 33% average of the whole 
sample.  Clerks, associate professionals and technical staff and students prioritized 
housing above the sample average. 
 

Table 1  Housing top priority for government action BY Occupation 

 
 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Other issues 71 67 69 62 59 65 72 78 68 63 67 
Housing top issue 29 33 31 38 41 35 28 22 32 37 33 
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  19.30 with 9 df p = 0.0228     

 
Housing as the top domain varies directly with age up to those 50+.   

Table 2  Housing top priority for government action BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 Total 

Other issues 57 63 70 77 77 68 

Housing top issue 43 37 30 23 23 32 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  42.55 with 4 df  p ≤ .   
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Respondents who wanted housing prioritized were asked: 
 
"If you have more than one home, please answer based on the place where you live for 
most days of the month:" 

Table 3  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 

 
 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Your housing situation in 

general 

8 65 21 6 1 

The convenience of your 

home's location 

16 69 12 2 -- 

The size of your home 7 59 28 5 1 

The quality and comfort of 

your home 

9 64 23 4 -- 

Your overall housing costs 6 55 29 8 1 

The neighborhood 

environment where you 

live 

7 72 19 2 0 

N = 504 
 

 
 

While cost and size are the two main areas of dissatisfaction, it is still striking that well 
under a majority of those wanting housing prioritized are dissatisfied with any given 
aspect named above.  The main areas of dissatisfaction for the 33% of respondents who 
wanted government to prioritize this area of personal concern for policy action are 
overall housing costs (37% dissatisfied) and size of their home (33% dissatisfied).10  .  
In other words, a third of the one third who want housing made a priority by 
government are dissatisfied with the size of their home, or about 11% of the whole 
survey sample.  In the case of the largest aspect of dissatisfaction, cost, it's about 12% of 
the whole survey sample dissatisfied. 

                                                        
10 Please note all percentages in each domain section refer to percentage of those who wanted 
that domain prioritized, unless otherwise noted.  See the N or number reference to be clear. 
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In terms of age groups, those most dissatisfied with housing costs tend to be those in 
their 40s and 60s.  Those under 30 are least dissatisfied with this aspect. 

Table 4 Satisfaction with housing costs BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Very satisfied 6 3 6 9 3 6 

Satisfied 61 57 48 57 46 55 

Dissatisfied 25 28 33 26 46 29 

Very dissatisfied 6 12 13 3 5 8 

Don't Know 2 0 0 5 0 1 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  30.34 with 16 df p = 0.0163  
N= 504    
 

 
 
No occupation except the unemployed and students shows significant variation from 
the average level of dissatisfaction (37%).  Students and unemployed are the most 
satisfied with housing costs.  Service workers are somewhat more dissatisfied than 
other occupations, by a small margin (48% versus 37% average).  Chart next page. 

Table 5 Satisfaction with housing costs BY Occupation 

 
 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Very satisfied 13 9 3 5 1 6 7 0 0 5 5 

Satisfied 51 48 56 58 59 46 51 58 93 64 56 

Dissatisfied 22 34 29 22 29 42 38 35 0 20 29 

Very dissatisfied 13 9 6 11 11 6 4 4 7 7 8 

Don't Know 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 4 0 3 1 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square = 49.53 with 36 df p = 0.0661     
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Dissatisfaction with cost of housing rises directly with proportion of income spent on 
housing until the 60% of income and more is reached (a very small proportion of the 
whole sample).  The numbers and percentages of the whole sample of 1508 and their 
spending by proportion of household income are reproduced in Table 7 for comparison. 

Table 6 Satisfaction with housing costs BY Percentage of income on housing 

 

 None <20% 20-40% 40-60% 60%+ DK total 

Very satisfied 13 8 5 0 3 4 6 

Satisfied 72 67 47 39 52 59 55 

Dissatisfied 13 21 35 43 33 30 29 

Very dissatisfied 3 3 11 17 12 4 8 

Don't Know 0 1 3 1 0 2 1 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N = 504 
Chi-square =  63.62 with 20 df  p ≤ .    
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Table 7  In your best guess, about what percentage of your household's income do you 

spend on housing, including mortgage or rent, management fees, and utilities? 
 

Group Count % 
 

Number responding in Table 6 above 

0-10% 256 17  29 

10-20% 350 23  279 

20-40% 444 29  147 

40-60% 224 15  42 

60%+ 88 6  7 

Don't Know/Refuse 146 10  Total # in Table 6: 504 

N= 1508  
 

As may be seen above, 312 persons out of 1508 in the whole survey said they spend 
40% or more of their household income on housing, of which 116 chose housing as the 
number one priority for government. At 37% this is slightly higher than the average 
(33%).  For those who do want housing prioritized, cost above about 20% of household 
income taken by housing appears to raise dissatisfaction levels significantly.  However, 
there is only a weak association with household income and dissatisfaction or 
satisfaction on this aspect of cost of housing.  Intensity of dissatisfaction (very 
dissatisfied) appears higher in higher income groups. 

Table 8 Satisfaction with housing costs BY Total household income 
 

 
Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

Very satisfied 7 3 4 4 9 6 

Satisfied 47 59 63 56 53 56 

Dissatisfied 47 31 24 27 28 28 

Very 

dissatisfied 

0 6 6 13 10 9 

Don't Know 0 1 4 0 0 1 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total  N= 504 
Chi-square =  22.77 with 16 df  p=0.1201 Very weak association   
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Table 9  In the coming 12 months, how likely are you to move house? 

 

Group Count % 

Very likely 20 4 

Likely 64 13 

Unlikely 128 25 

Definitely not 289 57 

Don't Know 3 1 

 
Asked of those responding likely or very likely above: 

Table 10 What type of housing are you planning to move to? 

 

Group Count % 

Privately rented housing 30 36 

Private owner occupied housing 41 49 

Public rental housing 5 6 

Public subsidized ownership housing 4 5 

Employer provided 2 2 

Don't Know  1 1 
N = 84 

 
Asked of those replying with all other responses in Table 9 (unlikely, etc): 

Table 11 In the coming 12 months, are you planning to make any repairs, renovations, or 

alterations to your current home or not? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 60 14 

No 360 86 
N = 420 

 
Asked of all respondents on housing: 

Table 12  If it were completely up to you, would you prefer to stay where you're living 

now or move? 

 

Group Count % 

Stay 287 57 

Move 211 42 

Don't Know  6 1 

 
Table 13 shows that satisfaction with housing in general appears associated with desire 
to move or not.  Spearman Rank Correlation is .370 between the two questions, but that 
only 15% of those very satisfied with their general housing situation want to move if 
they could while 79% of those dissatisfied want to move may indicate that moving or 
changing housing situations in Hong Kong is more of an issue than other factors such as 
cost, size and the neighborhood. 
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Table 13 Stay or Move BY Satisfaction with housing situation in general 

 

 Very satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Don't Know  total 

Stay 85 66 25 21 100 57 

Move 15 32 75 79 0 42 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  91.40 with 8 df  p ≤ .      

 
Asked of respondents who want to move: 

Table 14 What is the main reason you want to move? 

 

Group Count % 

Bigger/better quality house 88 42 

Better quality neighborhood 24 11 

Investment reasons 1 -- 

Change of scenery 1 -- 

Access to better services (such as school district) 2 1 

Other aspiration 6 3 

Leaving small size/poor quality housing 32 15 

Housing costs too high 8 4 

Undesirable physical environment (such as noise) 11 5 

Undesirable social environment (such as crime) 1 -- 

Increase in family size 3 1 

New household formation (getting married) 7 3 

Retirement 1 -- 

Children going to school 1 -- 

Move closer to work 5 2 

Leaving the city 1 -- 

Other 18 9 
N = 211 

 
Quality or size of the house or neighborhood quality motivated most (68%).  Noise was 
significant for 5%.  Cost only motivated 4% to want to move.  Clearly the main issue is 
not cost, per se, but quality and size of the unit, and perhaps difficulty of actually moving 
house. 
 
 
The average number of bedrooms is just over 2.   
 
Count 502 
Mean 2.3 
Median 2 
MidRange 3 
StdDev 0.857171 
Range 6 
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Table 15 How many bedrooms are there in your home? 

 

Number of bedrooms: Count % 

0 14 3 

1 38 8 

2 248 49 

3 182 36 

4 9 2 

5 9 2 

6 2 -- 

Total 502  

 
The average number of other rooms besides bedrooms is nearly 3. 
 
Count 502 
Mean 2.85458 
Median 3 
MidRange 4 
StdDev 1.09652 
Range 8 

Table 16 How many other rooms are there, including all rooms except for bathrooms, 

passageways, closets and balconies? 

 

Number of rooms Count % 

0 7 1 

1 28 6 

2 153 6 

3 204 41 

4 77 15 

5 21 4 

6 11 2 

8 1 -- 

 
 Table 17 shows a clear majority rank property prices as very important for government 
to address.  While all the issues are very important or important to strong majorities, 
Table 18 asks them to rank one of the issues as top.  A majority of respondents when 
asked to rank the issues in Table 17 place the highest importance for government action 
on property prices (54% very important).  Building more public housing and speeding 
up construction permits rank second and third.  As Table 18 shows, when asked to rank 
all five issues, property prices was by far number one in priority.  Improving quality 
ranked very far down the list with only 5% of respondents choosing to prioritize that. 
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Table 17 How important should the following housing issues be for the government to 

address 

 

 Very 

important 

Important Not so 

important 

Not 

important at 

all 

Don't 

Know  

Property prices 68 31 1 0 -- 

Building more 

public housing 

46 46 6 1 1 

Improving the 

quality of housing 

39 56 5 -- 1 

Protecting tenant's 

rights 

30 60 8 1 1 

Speeding up 

construction 

permits 

33 58 8 0 1 

Table 18 In your view, which is the most important housing issue for the government to 

address? 

 

Group Count % 

Property prices 274 54 
Building more public housing 122 24 
Speeding up construction permits 63 13 
Improving the quality of housing 25 5 
Protecting tenant's rights 20 4 

 

 



 79 

2. Education?  Priority of 16% of all Surveyed   
 

Given that education is a strong emphasis not just of Hong Kong residents but also of 
the government and has been for decades, that 16% still felt it needed to be top priority 
indicates that there may be problems or issues surrounding education, unlike other 
areas of undoubted priority and government action such as transport and utilities, 
which garnered only 3% of responses (40 out of 1508 respondents) as a priority.  
Clearly government performance with transport and utilities satisfies the vast majority 
of respondents.  Lower response rates for issues tend to indicate these areas are felt by 
respondents either as having been addressed so effectively as not to need priority 
(problem solved), or as being of such personal concern or outside government action as 
to be issues government cannot effectively address (such as recreation and personal 
time, which came dead last with only 1% of respondents siting it as their preferred area 
of top government priority). 
 
As might be expected, married people with children dominate this group of 
respondents.  Only 11% of unmarried people prioritize education versus 20% of 
married respondents.  Ages between 30 and 49 show 20% of such respondents want 
education made first priority for government while all other age groups average 13% 
prioritizing education.  Only 11% of those with no non-adult aged children at home 
prioritize education, and the priority rises directly with number of such children. 
 

Table 1 Prioritize Education BY Number of Non-adult children at home 

 

Number of non-adult children 0 1 2 3 or 4 total 
Prioritize other  89 76 74 52 84 
Prioritize education 11 24 26 48 16 

total 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  60.71 with 4 df  p ≤ .    
   

 
 
Education is a significantly higher priority for the unemployed (32%) and managers and 
administrators (23%).  But only 9% of retirees want it prioritized.  As Hong Kong's 
population ages rapidly in the coming decades, education may struggle to stay a 
priority.  Clearly those most concerned with business and jobs tend more to prioritize it. 
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Table 2 Prioritize Education BY Occupation 

 
 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Prioritize other  77 83 87 86 85 86 84 91 68 85 84 

Prioritize 

education 
23 17 13 14 15 14 16 9 32 16 16 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  20.15 with 9 df p = 0.0170     

 
Education tends to be more of a priority for those at the bottom and top of the income 
scale.  

Table 3  Prioritize Education BY Total Household Income 

 
 Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

Prioritize other 

issues 
80 87 89 82 81 83 

Prioritize 

education 
20 14 11 18 19 17 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  9.368 with 4 df  p = 0.0525     

 
About 15% of the 243 respondents who want education prioritized are currently going 
to school or taking courses themselves (2% of the total sample of 1508).  As Table 4 
shows, a much higher percentage of respondents wanting education prioritized (30%) 
have adults in the household going to school now.  A majority, 57%, report there are 
school aged children or younger in their household.  

Table 4  Aside from you, are there any adults in your household currently going to school 

or taking courses for a degree, diploma or vocational qualifications? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 68 28 

No 175 72 

 
A large proportion, 47%, say they intend to pursue further education. 

Table 5  Do you intend to pursue additional education or vocational training in future? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 114 47 

No 125 51 

Don't Know  4 2 

 
With 28% saying there is more than one adult intending further education, 47% 
reporting they themselves want to pursue further education, and 57% with school age 
or younger children in their household, one could designate those who want education 
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prioritized as heavy users of education of all types (basic, further and technical) and at 
all levels. 

Table 6 Aside from you, are there any adults in your household who intend to pursue 

further education or vocational training in future? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 81 33 

No 155 64 

Don't Know  7 3 

 
The highest level of dissatisfaction is with the quality of education.  But majorities are 
dissatisfied with quality, cost and opportunities for children in primary and secondary 
school.  A majority are satisfied with educational opportunity for adults. 

Table 7  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Educational opportunities 

for children, including 

primary and secondary 

school 

4 42 39 15 -- 

Educational opportunities 

for adults, including 

university, professional and 

vocational training 

4 56 33 4 3 

The cost of education 3 44 40 13 1 

The quality of education 1 30 50 17 3 
N = 243 
 

 
 
Majorities do not think education for children does a good job preparing children to 
take exams (53% not so well and not well at all), or preparing them to get a good job 
(67% not so well and not well at all) or for life in general (62% combined not so well 
and not well at all).  The main area of dissatisfaction relates to getting a good job, but 
the domain of work and business opportunities only got 68 respondents out of 1508 
wanting that domain as a government priority.  It may be that in Hong Kong with its 
famed laissez faire economy that getting a good job is not seen as a responsibility of 
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government, but that preparing children to compete to get good jobs is.  In this case, the 
majority of respondents prioritizing education feel rather strongly that quality of 
education in preparing their children to get good jobs is lacking, and it seems focused on 
the primary and secondary schools. 

Table 8 How well does the education that children in Hong Kong receive nowadays 

prepare them: 

 

 Very 

well 

Fairly 

well 

Not so 

well 

Not well at 

all 

Don't 

Know  

For taking state/local 

exams 

4 38 40 13 5 

For getting a good job 1 25 51 16 6 

For life in general 1 33 48 14 4 
N = 243 

 
Clearly the results in Table 9 are an indictment of both local and national education with 
only 17% combined preferring their children to study in the city of Hong Kong or the 
Hong Kong area (ie, China).  Eight in 10 would prefer their children to study overseas.  
This has been a long standing preference of Hong Kong parents, but the tables above 
appear to indicate it is an issue of the quality of local education. 

Table 9  If you, your child, or grandchild were given the opportunity to study anywhere, 

what would you prefer: 

 

Group Count % 

Study in Hong Kong city 38 16 

Study in Hong Kong  area 3 1 

Study overseas 194 80 

Don't Know  8 3 

 

3.  Quality of government?  Priority of 16% of all Surveyed  
 

Those who own property rather than rent tended to choose the domain of quality of 
government (19% of owners versus 12% of renters, 16% average).  Catholics and 
protestants also tended to choose this domain as a priority for government action above 
other groups, particularly Buddhists.  Catholics by 21%, protestants by 18% wanted this 
aspect prioritized versus only 6% of Buddhists.  Those with no religion and all other 
religions varied insignificantly from the 16% average.  Age showed no association 
though those not married tended marginally to chose this domain over those who were 
married.  Education and occupation also showed association.  Those with higher 
education, as Table 1 shows, tended much more to choose this issue than those with 
only primary or secondary education (again, surprisingly age did not show an 
association). 
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Table 1 Make Quality of Government priority BY Education 

 

 Primary or 

less 

Secondary Voc/Tech or 

Assoc 

University Post-

grad 

total 

Prioritize other 

issues 

90 88 79 81 81 84 

Prioritize 

government 

9 12 21 19 19 16 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  18.06 with 4 df  p = 0.0012   
   

 
 
The government gets good performance marks for delivering basic services, setting 
reasonable tax rates and collecting taxes fairly and reasonably.  All show majorities 
satisfied with government performance.  Processing paperwork efficiently shows mixed 
results, with 43% satisfied versus 49% dissatisfied, so there may be departments that 
are more efficient than others pulling up the marks while some departments and 
processes could be improved. 
 
The number one area of dissatisfaction both in overall dissatisfaction and in intensity of 
dissatisfaction is with the government's performance in the category of listening to 
resident's views.  A majority of the 239 respondents who chose this domain as a priority 
a very dissatisfied (59%) while another third (33%) are dissatisfied, forming a 
combined total of 92% dissatisfied.  The second highest level of combined 
dissatisfaction is with carrying out decisions.  Overall, the highest levels of 
dissatisfaction relate to decision making, with high majority levels of dissatisfaction 
found in receiving and resolving complains, listening to views, making decisions 
transparently, carrying out its decisions, and resolving conflicts between citizens.  There 
are also majorities of dissatisfaction with maintaining peace and public safety, giving 
out fair and trustworthy information, and reducing corruption.  Enforcing the law fairly 
and equally also sees very high levels of intense dissatisfaction, with 38% very 
dissatisfied and 40% dissatisfied, for more than three out of four dissatisfied with this 
aspect.  Clearly the aftermath of the Occupy Central events of 2015 continues to echo.  
Economically, promoting fair competition also sees two thirds dissatisfied.  All of these 
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results are quite in contrast with results from Singapore, an example of governance 
often cited in Hong Kong (see Singapore Wellbeing Report in this series).  It would be a 
useful exercise, since both Hong Kong and Singapore were formerly UK colonies, for 
those concerned with quality of governance and social stability to look carefully and 
closely at the Singapore system of representation and election. 

Table 2 In Hong Kong in general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the 

government's performance in: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Receiving and resolving 

complaints 

-- 14 49 34 3 

Listening to resident's views -- 6 33 59 1 

Resolving conflicts between 

citizens 

-- 9 40 48 3 

Processing paperwork such as 

licenses and permits quickly and 

efficiently 

1 42 28 21 8 

Delivering basic services such as 

garbage collection or fire services 

6 73 13 5 3 

Carrying out its decisions and 

policies 

0 7 43 48 2 

Maintaining peace and public 

safety 

1 34 41 22 2 

Giving out accurate and 

trustworthy information 

1 38 42 18 2 

Reducing corruption 2 36 37 23 2 

Making decisions transparently 0 13 41 44 1 

Enforcing the law fairly and 

equally 

-- 21 40 38 1 

Promoting fair competition 0 29 46 21 4 

Setting reasonable tax rates 1 68 22 5 4 

Collecting taxes fairly and 

reasonably 

1 66 26 5 2 

N = 239 
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Table 3  In general, how much say do Hong Kong residents have in the decisions that affect 

them: 

 

Group Count % 

A lot 8 3 

Some 51 21 

Not much 102 43 

None at all 77 32 

Don’t Know  1 -- 

 

 
 

Table 4  Did you hear anything about the Legislative Council election that took place in 

2012? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 230 96 

No 7 3 

Don't Know  2 1 

 
Of those answering yes above: 

Table 5 Did you vote in that election or not? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 152 66 

No 74 32 

Did not have the right to vote in that election 4 2 
N = 230 

 
Of those answering yes in Table 5: 
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Table 6 How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the fairness and cleanness of the most 

recent legislative election? 

 

Group Count % 

Very satisfied 2 1 

Satisfied 83 36 

Dissatisfied 100 43 

Very dissatisfied 34 15 

Don't Know 11 5 

 
 A majority of respondents were dissatisfied with the fairness and cleanness of the 2012 
Legislative Council elections, and a very strong majority, 82%, said the elections made 
not much or no difference to Hong Kong society. 

Table 7 In your view, how much difference did the most recent election make in the 

society you live in? 

 

Group Count % 

A big difference 1 -- 

Some difference 34 15 

Not much difference 125 54 

No difference at all 64 28 

Don't Know  6 3 

 
The 16% of respondents who chose quality of government as their choice of domain for 
the government to prioritize appear to be very active citizens.  Nearly a fourth have 
contacted a government official or politician in the previous year about an issue or 
problem, one in five participated in a public consultation or town hall, nearly half signed 
a petition and almost a third say they have participated in a boycott.  The connection 
between Table 7 above and Table 8 below is that when formal representative 
mechanisms such as elections and legislative bodies do not work well, people tend to 
develop alternative means of trying to express themselves.  Clearly many Hong Kong 
people are not satisfied with the present system and are participating in many non-
formal means of affecting government such as boycotts. 

Table 8 In the past 12 months, have you: 

 

 Yes No Refuse to 

say 

Contacted a government official or politician about an issue or 

problem of any kind 

23 77  

Participated in a public consultation or town hall meeting 19 81  

Signed a petition in person or online 48 52 -- 

Participated in a boycott 30 69 1 
N = 239 

 
There appears to be widespread belief that ordinary people use personal connections to 
get better service from a government department (34% common and very common) as 
well as belief that high level officials give special favors to friends and relatives (46%).  
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The level of belief that high level officials take bribes in return for special favors is high 
also (41%), but Hong Kong has also recently seen a former Chief Secretary for 
Administration jailed for bribe taking and a former Chief Executive investigated for 
accepting favors.  Majorities still believe that ordinary people are less apt to be engaging 
in corruption than officials. 

Table 9  In your view, how common are the following types of corruption in Hong Kong: 

 

 Very 

common 

Common Rare Very 

rare 

Don't 

Know  

Ordinary people using personal connections to 

get better service from a government 

department 

6 28 51 11 3 

Ordinary people paying bribes to get better 

service from a government department 

2 14 56 23 5 

Ordinary people paying bribes to avoid a ticket 

or fine 

1 7 51 35 6 

High level officials giving special favors to 

their friends or relatives 

9 37 34 8 12 

High level officials taking bribes in return for 

special favors 

8 33 40 8 10 

N = 239 

Table 10 If an ordinary person encountered an official who demanded a bribe for service, 

what do you think would happen if he refused to pay?  He/She would: 

 

Group Count % 

Still receive satisfactory service 32 13 

Receive bad or delayed service 107 45 

Be denied service 46 19 

Be harassed 26 11 

Don't Know/Refuse to say 28 12 
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4.  Medical Care:  Priority of 15% of All Surveyed 

 
The 225 people who wanted medical care made a priority by government show a clear 
age related pattern.  Only 6% of those under 30 wanted this domain as the top priority, 
but 27% of those 60-65 want medical care in first place.  Since there is a clear increase 
of proportion of the respondents by age, it is reasonable to extrapolate that for those 
over 65, an increasing proportion of Hong Kong's population going into the future since 
Hong Kong has a rapidly aging population, the proportion wanting medical care as the 
top priority will be even larger. 

Table 1 Prioritize Medical Care BY Age 

 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 Total 
Prioritize other domains 94 92 87 75 73 85 
Prioritize Medical Care 6 8 13 25 27 15 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N = 225 
Chi-square =  81.89 with 4 df  p ≤ .      
 

 
 
Certain occupations characterized by age and physical demands appear more interested 
in medical care than others.  Students and the unemployed (who are concerned with 
other things) tend to have smaller than average proportions wanting medical care 
prioritized.  Retirees show the largest proportion (33%).  Blue collar craft, elementary, 
plant and machine workers (under Crft in the table) who are in physically demanding 
trades also show higher concerns with medical care.  

Table 2 Prioritize Medical Care BY Occupation 

 

 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Prioritize 

other domains 

92 88 75 92 82 86 78 67 98 93 85 

Prioritize 

Medical Care 

8 12 25 8 18 14 23 33 2 7 15 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total N = 225 
Chi-square =  72.79 with 9 df  p ≤ .      
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Since retirees tend to have the lowest total household incomes it is no surprise that the 
lowest category of total household income also has the highest proportion wanting 
medical care as the top priority for government (28%).  But putting medical care as the 
top priority appears to consistently diminish as household income rises.  This implies 
that there may be a cost factor related to this domain.  However, Table 4 shows that 
only about a third are dissatisfied with the availability of affordable medical care, and 
that third show no statistical relationship with age or income (or any other variable).  
There is a small rise in dissatisfaction among higher income levels (38% versus 34% 
average) and decidedly lower levels in the poorest category (19% dissatisfied among 
those getting less than $9,999 per month total household income from all sources). 

Table 3 Prioritize Medical Care BY Total Household Income 

 

 
Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

Prioritize other 

domains 

72 80 85 86 88 85 

Prioritize Medical 

Care 

28 20 15 14 12 15 

total 
100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total  N = 225 
Chi-square =  18.82 with 4 df  p = 0.0009    
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Table 4 Thinking broadly about medical care in Hong Kong, how satisfied or dissatisfied 

are you with:   

 
Group Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The availability of 

affordable medical care 

4 60 30 4 1 

How fast and easy it is to 

see a doctor, in general 

6 50 36 7 -- 

The general quality of 

medical care 

5 69 23 3 -- 

 

Those who responded to medical care as and issue of personal concern which is their 
top priority for government action show very large proportions who have visited a 
government or private hospital or clinic in the previous 12 months. 

Table 5  In the last 12 months, have you gone to any of the following places for a medical 

exam or treatment in Hong Kong?   

 

 Yes No 

A government hospital 65 35 

A private hospital or clinic 74 26 

A traditional doctor or healer 42 58 

A hospital emergency room 29 71 

A pharmacy after self-diagnosis 45 55 

Any other type of medical facility 32 68 

 
Hong Kong is not a large geographically.  It also has a significant, well run public 
transport net.  Nevertheless, 21% of respondents reported it taking more than an hour 
for them to travel to the clinic or hospital.  Further, 38% reported waiting one hour or 
more (9% waiting over 3 hours) before they saw a doctor or nurse.  However, as Table 8 
shows, only 10% were dissatisfied with their waiting time. 

Table 6 Thinking back to your most recent medical visit, how many minutes or hours did it 

take you to travel to the clinic or hospital?   

 

Group Count % 

Less than 1 hour 160 76 

1-3 hours 45 21 

Over 3 hours 5 2 
N = 210 (Some from Table 5 did not use medical facilities in prior 12 months) 

Table 7 While at the clinic or hospital, how many minutes or hours did you wait to see a 

doctor or nurse? 

 

Group Count % 

Less than 1 hour 132 63 

1-3 hours 60 29 

Over 3 hours 18 9 
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There is a high degree of satisfaction with communication, caring attitudes of doctors, 
quality of treatment.  But waiting times, cost of drugs, and cost of treatment generated 
signficant levels of dissatisfaction.   

Table 8  During that same medical visit, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Your travel time 16 70 11 2 -- 

Your waiting time 11 62 23 4 0 

Caring attitude of doctors 

or nurses 

18 72 7 1 2 

The ability of the staff to 

communicate in your 

language or dialect 

17 79 3 0 -- 

The quality of the 

treatment you received 

10 83 6 -- -- 

The cost of your treatment, 

not including drugs 

11 70 15 1 2 

The cost of any drugs or 

medications you were 

prescribed 

8 72 13 -- 6 

The effectiveness of any 

drugs or medications you 

were prescribed 

7 80 10 -- 3 

N = 225 

Table 9 Was there any time in the last 12 months when, in your opinion, you needed to 

see a doctor but weren't able to do so? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 33 16 

No 177 84 

 

Table 10  What was your main reason for not seeing a doctor at that time? (Of YES 

respondents to Table 9 above) 

 

Group Count % 

Too expensive 0 0 

Too far away 1 3 

Waiting times too long 5 15 

Couldn't find the time 12 36 

Wanted to see if problem would get better on its own 7 21 

Other reason 8 24 
N = 33 
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Self-rated Health 

 

About a third of Hong Kong residents who wanted medical care made the top priority 
rated their overall state of health as good or very good, regardless of most other 
demographic differences.  However, as Table 12 shows, total household income and 
education (Table 13) showed significant association (as did, weakly, age except for 
those under age 40 who showed significantly higher levels of good and very good health 
than other age groups). 

Table 11 How would you describe your overall state of health these days? 

 

Group Count % 

Very good 5 2 

Good 79 35 

Fair 119 53 

Poor 18 8 

Very poor 4 2 

  
Except for those in the 20,000-29,999 per month total income range, there appears a 
fairly good relation between increased income and a better reported state of health.  
Age alone does not appear able to account for this relationship, and the relationship 
between higher income and better health is widely reported for other countries as well. 

Table 12 State of health BY Total Household Income 

 

 Below 

9,999 

10,000-

19,999 

20,000-

29,999 

30,000-

49,999 

50,000+ total 

Very 

good/good 

24 32 17 46 56 39 

Fair 57 53 74 46 37 51 

Poor/Very poor 19 16 9 8 8 11 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total  N= 225 
Chi-square =  21.00 with 8 df  p = 0.0071   
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As Table 13 shows, except for those in the vocational or technical level of education, 
there is a tendency for levels of health to increase with education levels, and again, this 
is also widely seen in other countries.  However, other domains of this report show 
aspects of those domains related fairly frequently with vocational or associate degree 
holders, who appear to be under some stress.  

Table 13 State of health BY Education 
 

 Primary or 

less 

Secondary Voc/Tech or 

Assoc 

University Post-

grad 

total 

Very 

good/good 

29 39 18 43 44 37 

Fair 58 52 47 53 56 53 

Poor/Very 

poor 

13 9 35 4 0 10 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  17.67 with 8 df  p = 0.0238   
   

 
 
In terms of mental stress, one in four report high to very high levels.  However, as Table 
15 shows, stress varies sharply by age group, with those under age 30 showing the 
greatest proportion of "very high" stress reported.  Those over 60 show the overall 
lowest proportion of very high or high levels.  About a third of those in those 30s and 
40s report high and very high levels.  Table 16 shows students with the highest stress 
levels. 

Table 14 How would you describe your overall level of mental stress these days? 
 

Group Count % 

Very high 14 6 

High 44 20 

Moderate 123 55 

Low  28 12 

None 16 7 
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Table 15 Mental Stress BY Age 

 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 total 

Very high/high 53 35 34 24 5 26 

Moderate 47 50 48 58 61 55 

Low/Very low 0 15 18 18 35 20 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  25.26 with 8 df  p = 0.0014    
  

 
 

Table 16 Mental Stress BY Occupation 

 

 M&Adm Pro Crft Tech Clerk Service Home Ret UnEm Stu total 

Very high/high 23 35 32 33 35 14 25 8 0 55 26 

Moderate 69 52 54 50 51 71 58 44 0 46 54 

Low/Very low 8 13 14 17 14 14 17 49 100 0 20 

total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

table contents:  Percent of Column Total 
Chi-square =  40.73 with 18 df  p = 0.0017 
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Note on domains with prioritization at less than 10% of sample 

As sample sizes get smaller, range of error at the 95% confidence interval rises.  Subsamples of a larger sample, 
which is what each of these domain analysis is, below about 100 cases have a range of error greater than +/-10 
points and therefore no further analyses of significant correlation with demographic factors can be reliably 
made.  The first section below has 97 cases for example.  So, to illustrate the problem of low number of cases, in 
Table 1, when 8 percent of respondents who want this area made a priority indicate fear of walking around at 
night, that represents 8 people out of 1508 surveyed, or 0.05% of the full sample who both want public safety 
prioritized and who are dissatisfied with some aspect of that domain.  That over 92% either don't regard public 
safety as an issue needing priority or, if they do, are satisfied with government's performance in that area, 
helps prioritize the allocation of resources in greater alignment to public perceptions.  Each domain thus has to 
be put in the larger context to get a better idea of the scope of the issue.   

 However, each domain often has a department or multiple departments of government concerned with those 
areas, and thus even those domains with small case numbers merit attention from departments concerned 
with those areas.  This means, for example, while most people do not regard crime and public security a 
priority, there are those who do.  Why they do may matter at to allocation of resources within the department, 
even if the conclusion is made that the department needs to better communicate its success in crime control. 
Further, some areas such as transport or education of necessity demand significant resources simply to 
maintain present standards.  Sometimes it takes greatly increased expenditures to make only marginal 
improvements.  But at other times a slight reallocation of resources can deliver greatly improved results.  The 
results for each domain may be taken as tools to assist in public relations about needs and perceptions, or as 
indicators where some reallocation of allocated resources can be made to improve services, or as indicators 
that greater resources are needed to be allocated to that domain.  The latter is particularly of concern to be 
determined in high response domains such as the housing domain.  High numbers of responses in a domain 
does not necessarily mean greater allocation of resources in general will improve results.  It means there are 
clearly issues within that domain that need concentrated attention and often, further research. 

 The whole design of the survey was not to obtain large samples on each domain, but to test all 10 domains 
across Asia and across time (via repeated surveys) to determine which domains gathered the largest numbers 
for priority at that time and place, and which dropped off the radar, as it were, with too few cases to analyze 
further. Those domains that have low numbers of respondents wanting the government to prioritize those 
areas for action either are in areas in which the vast majority see no problems or in which the vast majority 
have yet to recognize as being a problem.  This is not to say that government should neglect the areas with 
smaller numbers of respondents.  If a government is proposing major expenditures and projects in areas in 
which respondents have little interest to see government act with priority, it can set up a conflict between 
government and the populace over allocation of resources.  These survey results can, then, show that 
government needs to do a better job of explaining why such projects need priority (such as addressing the 
needs of minority groups or clearing slum areas for renewal) and why those projects deserve more public 
support.  Or it may lead to reconsideration of the amount of resources committed.   

 Additionally, areas with low priority in the mind of the public but high expenditure from government can leave 
such projects not as well supervised as they need to be by the public and usually, also by the media, which 
tends both to follow and lead public interest levels.  This opens the door for corruption to take place 
unobserved.  High profile projects, well explained and publicized and with demonstrated support from the 
public, on the other hand, would be less prone to corruption precisely because the public are monitoring and 
interested in the projects.  It may be that a combination of public and private sector firms and interest groups 
in such cases could better provide the required means of supervision and quality control since affected firms 
and groups would be more interested in the outcomes of such projects.   

These results can also provide guidance to CSR projects, both in terms of identifying needs that are not or 
cannot be met by government expenditure alone, but which either have larger or smaller perceived public 
need.  For example, in this report environmental protection is a low profile, low response domain.  Yet to 
interested firms, NGOs and activists, environmental protection is a much higher priority.  These groups, 
according to the results from Singapore in 2015, will have to work harder to make their case to the general 
public if their area of interest demands large allocations of resources to achieve needed outcomes. 
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5.  Public safety and crime control?  Priority of 6% of all Surveyed  
 

On this issue, 97 respondents out of 1508 wanted it as the top government priority.  The 
respondents wanting to prioritize public safety tended to be over the age of 40.  No 
other variable showed an association.   Most respondents (92%) feel very safe or safe. 
Most respondents (92%) feel very safe or safe walking in the neighborhoods alone at 
nightNo one feels not safe at all walking alone at night.  Clearly for most people in Hong 
Kong, they feel safe even alone at night.  However, the 8% who feel not so safe at night 
alone are also less certain about being alone on foot in the daytime.  Less than 9% (9 out 
of 97) do not feel safe even in daytime in some places.  But Hong Kong appears to be a 
very safe city to most, night or day.  
 

Table 1 How safe do you feel walking around alone at night in your neighborhood? 

 

Group Count % 

Very safe 34 35 

Safe 55 57 

Not so safe 8 8 

Not safe at all 0 0 
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Table 2 How much of Hong Kong would you feel comfortable visiting by yourself on foot 

during the daytime? 

 

Group Count % 

Everywhere 21 22 

Most places 66 68 

Some places 9 9 

Not many places 0 0 

Nowhere 0 0 

 
The issue most of the 6% who want this issue made the government priority is violent 
crime, with 23% most worried about this.  But scams and deception seem to be the 
issue most worried about by the majority of these 97 respondents, with 71% very 
worried and worried about it. 

Table 3 How worried are you  about the following types of crime in Hong Kong: 

 

 Very 

worried 

Worried Not so 

worried 

Not worried 

at all 

Don't 

Know  

Violent crime 23 33 35 9 0 

Petty theft such as purse 

snatching or pick pocketing 

13 33 49 4 0 

Scams and deception 20 51 27 3 0 

Sexual assault 14 33 42 10 0 

Financial and corporate crime 6 40 44 8 1 

Gangs and organized crime 16 33 42 7 1 

Illegal prostitution 3 26 60 9 2 

Illegal drug use 8 44 41 5 1 

N = 97 

 
Despite violent crime being such a concern for 23% (and which causes a majority of 
56% to be either very worried or worried), only 9% of the 97 respondents who wanted 
this aspect made a priority have ever been mugged or assaulted in Hong Kong, and none 
during the preceding year.  However, 23% have had money or property stolen from 
them or a household member at some time in the past. 

Table 4 Experience of crime in Hong Kong  

 

 Yes No Refuse to 

say 

In the past 12 months, have you been assaulted or mugged 

in Hong Kong 
0 100  

Have you ever been mugged or assaulted in Hong Kong  9 91  

In the past 12 months have you had money or property 

stolen from you or another household member in Hong 

Kong  

8 92  

Have you ever had money or property stolen from you or 

another household member in Hong Kong  
23 74 3 

N = 97 
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The highest level of satisfaction is with police performance maintaining peace and 
public safety where respondents live (84% satisfied, with 26% very satisfied).  The 
highest level of dissatisfaction is with the court system, with 29% dissatisfied.  
However, a majority of respondents still believe the court system applies the law fairly 
(69% very satisfied and satisfied combined).  That governance (see domain 3 above) 
and the courts appear less satisfactory to large sections of the public may indicate that 
the public do not blame police or policing, per se, for disturbances in public order such 
as Occupy Central.  

Table 5 In the area where you live, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Police performance maintaining 

peace & public safety 

26 58 11 3 2 

Police performance responding 

to emergency calls 

18 64 10 0 8 

Police performance investigating 

crimes 

15 62 14 0 8 

Court system in applying the law 

fairly and equally in Hong Kong 
16 53 22 7 2 

N= 97 

Table 6 In the past 12 months, have you called or gone to the police to: 

 

 Yes No Refuse to say 

Make a complaint 14 86  

Seek help 15 85  

Report a crime 8 92  
N= 97 

 

Table 7 If yes to any in Table 7, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you  

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

With the police's response to 

your complaint, report or 

request 

19 62 14 0 5 

N= 21 

6. Work and business opportunities?  Priority of 5% of all Surveyed 

 
About 5% (68 respondents) chose work and business opportunities as the primary area 
of personal concern they wanted the government to prioritize for action.  Clearly this 
domain attracted disproportionately those who are unemployed or out of the workforce 
(19% or the 68 respondents are not doing any paid work currently).  Hong Kong's 
unemployment rate at the time of the survey was about 3%. 
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Employment status and satisfaction 

Table 1 Are you currently employed or doing any paid work? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 55 81 

No 13 19 

 
For those currently employed (answered Yes above): 

Table 2  Which of these categories best describes your work during the last 7 days?  If you 

have more than one job, answer for your main job 

 

Group Count % 

Working as an employee 42 76 

Short contract or temporary work 6 11 

Self-employed 5 9 

Working for family business 2 4 

 
Of the 5 persons who are self-employed, all reported that they have regular employees 
(that is they are small business people).  Most of the respondents have not actively 
searched for a job during the previous 4 weeks (11 persons yes, 57 replied no). 

Table 3  Did you actively search or apply for a job during the last four weeks? 

 

Group Count % 

Yes 11 16 

No 57 83 

 
The main source of complaint appears to be opportunities to improve skills or 
qualifications (46% dissatisfied) and number of hours worked (30% dissatisfied).   

Table 4  How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Your current job or work 

in general 

13 64 18 5 0 

The stability of your job or 

work 

27 58 15 0 0 

Your current wages or 

earnings 

7 62 25 5 0 

The number of hours you 

work each week 

15 55 25 5 0 

The number of rest days 

you can take per year 

11 65 24 0 0 

Opportunities to improve 

your skills or 

qualifications 

11 40 42 4 4 
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N = 55 (Those currently employed) 

Table 5 In your view, how suitable is your current job for your skills and qualifications? 

 

Group Count % 

Very suitable 9 16 

Suitable 33 60 

Not so suitable 9 16 

Not suitable at all 4 7 

Table 6 In a typical week, not counting time for meals or commuting, how many hours do 

you work? 

 

Hours worked Count % 

10 3 6 

14 1 2 

32 1 2 

35 1 2 

40 16 30 

42 1 2 

44 1 2 

45 10 19 

48 2 4 

50 7 13 

55 2 4 

60 3 6 

63 1 2 

65 2 4 

70 1 2 

72 2 4 
*Gray under 40 hours; blue over 40 hours per week 
A 40 hour workweek is the current international standard. 

Asked of those who worked 30 hours or less:  Do you want to work more than 30 hours 
a week?  About one out of four answered yes (25%) while 75% answered no. 

Economic Optimism 
 

The highest levels of dissatisfaction among this group of respondents who want to make 
work and business opportunity the top priority for government action are found on the 
issue of whether Hong Kong is a place to find a good job.  A majority (53%) are 
dissatisfied about Hong Kong as a place to find a good job.  A third of those who 
highlighted work and business opportunity as their personal concern they wanted 
government to prioritize are dissatisfied with Hong Kong as a place to make a living 
(32%), and possibly more with Hong Kong as a place to do business (37%). 
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Table 7 Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with Hong Kong: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

As a place to make a 

living 

6 62 28 4 0 

As a place to find a 

good job 

3 41 47 6 3 

As a place to do 

business 

9 46 34 3 9 

N = 68  

 
Asked only of those who are employees or contract workers: 

Table 8 In your view, how likely are you to receive a promotion or find a better job in the 

next five years? 

 

Group Count % 

Very likely 6 13 

Likely 19 40 

No so likely 19 40 

Not likely at all 4 8 

N = 48 
 
Asked only of those who are self-employed or working in family business: 

Table 9 In your view, how likely is your business or family business to expand in the next 

five years? 

 

Group Count % 

Very likely 1 14 

Likely 1 14 

No so likely 4 71 
N = 7 

 
 
Table 10 shows that most respondents on this issue tend to think their children's 
opportunities will be better or about the same as theirs. 

Table 10 Do you think that your children's opportunities to succeed will be better, about 

the same or worse than the opportunities you have? 

 

Group Count % 

Better than 20 29 

About same 24 35 

Worse than 17 25 

Don't Know/Not applicable 7 10 

N = 68 
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Table 1 shows a high degree of big or some effect on success ascribed to working hard 
(88%), having talent or intelligence (89%) and education (91% combined) with second 
highest "big effect" assessment of 60%.  Personal connections, however, topped all 
other aspects in having a big effect (75%) and with 19% at some effect, for a combined 
total of 94% personal connections outweighed all other factors for effect.  Parent's 
wealth was not far behind in effect on success according to respondents, with 53 and 32 
percent respectively assigning big or some effect to those aspects as factors affecting 
success.  About equally to parent's wealth on effect was working hard (56% big effect, 
32% some effect). Of note is that sexual orientation is seen as not much or no effect by a 
majority. 

Table 11 In your view, how much do the following factors affect a person's chances of 

succeeding in Hong Kong? 

 

 Big 

effect 

Some 

effect 

Not much 

effect 

No 

effect 

Don't 

Know  

Working hard 56 32 9 1 1 

Intelligence or talent 46 43 9 1 1 

Education 60 31 6 3 0 

A person's language or 

mother tongue 

26 37 31 4 1 

Personal connections 75 19 3 3 0 

Parent's wealth 53 32 10 3 1 

Gender 4 19 41 35 0 

Ethnicity or race 15 34 31 19 1 

Place of family origin 10 26 38 25 0 

Disability 59 31 1 6 0 

Sexual orientation 34 13 35 16 1 
N = 68 

 

7.  Environmental protection? Priority of 4% of all surveyed 

Natural Environment 
 

As Table 1 in this section shows, the major issue concerning the natural environment is 
dissatisfaction with air pollution and then river/sea water pollution.  In the past air 
pollution has been the number one area of dissatisfaction, and that shows up again here 
in that air pollution clearly has the highest level of "very dissatisfied" respondents, at 
38% and a combined dissatisfaction rate of 89% (see earlier Civic Exchange reports on 
air pollution in Hong Kong, all available online from the Civic Exchange website).  River, 
lake and sea water pollution ranks second at 77% combined.  The availability of parks 
and green spaces may concern a majority (56% combined, but the range of error is 
about 9 points plus or minus at this sample size). 
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Table 1 In Hong Kong as a whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Air pollution 3 8 51 38 0 

Water pollution in rivers 

lakes or the sea 

2 19 63 14 2 

The availability of clean 

water 

10 52 32 6 0 

The availability of good 

quality parks and green 

spaces 

5 40 43 13 0 

The protection of places of 

natural beauty such as 

forests, hillsides, lakes or 

wetlands 

6 48 35 10 2 

N= 63 

Urban Environment 
 

The greatest area of satisfaction in the urban environment is with availability of 
amenities (81%), quality of pavements (78%), and cleanliness of streets (75%).  Waste 
collection clearly sees significant dissatisfaction (69% dissatisfied with recyclable waste 
collection and 62% with ordinary waste collection). 

Table 2 In the neighborhood or area where you live, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you 

with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cleanliness of the streets 5 70 22 2 2 

Quality of 

pavements/sidewalks/footpaths 

8 70 17 5 0 

Accessibility for the disabled 10 43 37 8 3 

The amount of noise 6 49 37 6 2 

The collection of recyclable 

waste 

3 29 48 21 0 

The collection of ordinary 

household waste 

2 37 48 14 0 

The availability of good quality 

parks and open green spaces 

3 51 33 10 3 

The availability of amenities 

within walking distance of your 

home, such as shops, restaurants, 

libraries, public transport stops 

14 67 14 5 0 

N= 63 
 

42 people from the 63 respondents to this issue could remember any natural disasters 
in Hong Kong during the past 5 years, for example from typhoons, flooding, 
earthquakes, landslides.  All areas show majority satisfaction. 
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Table 3 Please think about any natural disasters that have occurred in Hong Kong during 

the past 5 years, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with:* 

 
 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The way the government 

handled the disaster 

2 67 29 2 0 

The help provided by 

government to affected 

people 

2 62 24 5 7 

Government's post-disaster 

repair work 

2 67 21 2 7 

Government's preparations 

for future natural disasters 

5 62 29 2 2 

N=42 

Table 4 How much do you know about climate change or global warming 

 

Group Count % 

Great deal 7 11 

Know something 33 52 

Know a little bit 21 33 

Never heard of it 1 2 

Don't Know  1 2 

Table 5 How worried are you about climate change or global warming 
 

Group Count % 

Very worried 26 43 

Worried 24 39 

Not so worried 11 18 

Not worried at all 0 0 

N= 61  

Table 6 What is the most important environmental issue for the government of Hong 

Kong to address 
 

Group Count % 

Air pollution 17 27 

Water pollution 3 5 

Drinking water quality 6 10 

Parks and green space 1 2 

Nature preservation/biodiversity 7 11 

Waste/recycling 11 17 

Quality of pedestrian environment 1 2 

Urban planning & development 11 17 

Climate change 5 8 

Natural disasters 1 2 
N= 63 
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8.  Transport and utilities in general?  Priority of 3% of all surveyed 

Table 1 In your neighborhood or the area where you live, how satisfied or dissatisfied are 

you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The water supply 28 68 5 0 0 

The electricity 33 63 3 0 0 

The sewerage system 8 60 20 0 13 

Household waste 

disposal 

15 60 23 3 0 

Telephone and internet 

service 

10 65 18 8 0 

The transportation 

system 

28 68 5 0 0 

N = 40 

Table 2 In order to compare different Asian cities, we need to ask you if you have certain 

items at home.  If you have more than one home, please answer based on the place 

where you live for most days of the month.  In your home do you have: 
 

 Yes No 

A landline telephone 98 2 

A mobile phone 98 2 

A residential internet connection, such as dial-up or broadband 95 5 

A mobile internet connection 90 10 

Your own electricity connection to the grid 98 2 

A tap water supply for your household's sole use 98 2 

If No to above, a shared tap water supply 100  

A flush toilet for your household's sole use 98 2 

If No to above, A shared flush toilet 100  
N = 40 

In Table 3 the first issue mentioned is the one counted.  This gives a better idea of 
perhaps the first issue in respondent's concerns.  In Table 4 and the following tables, 
since each person named the top two issues of concern, the number of respondents is 
more than the number reflected in this table.   

Table 3  Which two out of the following issues do you care about the most? (only first 

reply counted here) 

 

Group Count % 

Water supply 14 35 

Electricity 15 38 

Sewerage system 9 23 

Household waste disposal 11 28 

Telephone and internet service 20 50 

Transport system 11 28 
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Each of the issues above are explored in more detail with those persons prioritizing 
them as top issues of personal concern.  The issues are taken in the order of the table 
above. 

Water supply as top concern (14 respondents) 

Table 4 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you  with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cost of your tap water 29 36 21 7 7 

The regularity of your tap 

water 

36 57 7 0 0 

The cleanliness of your tap 

water 

7 71 21 0 0 

The maintenance of pipes and 

water tanks in your building 

or neighborhood 

0 79 14 0 7 

N= 14 

 
Two people had their water shut off 2-3 times in the preceding 4 weeks, 6 had one shut 
off and 6 had none.  All were satisfied with the amount of time it took to restore the 
water supply. 

Table 5 Does you tap water come from city water mains or a private well or spring? 

 

Group Count % 

Water mains 11 79 

Private spring/well 1 7 

Don't Know  2 14 

 
Of the 14 respondents on this issue, only 2 buy bottled water to use at home. 
 

Electricity as top concern (15 respondents) 

Table 6 In your neighborhood or area you live, satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cost of electricity 14 19 57 0 0 

The regularity of electricity 35 65 0 0 0 

The safety of the wiring in 

and around your home 

21 57 7 0 14 

The maintenance of the 

electrical grid 

14 57 14 0 14 

N = 14 
 

None reported electrical interruptions.  One used a community generator and 1 other 
forms of electricity. 
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Sewerage system as top concern (9 respondents) 
 

Four out of 9 respondents who put sewerage service as a top concern reported that in 
the previous 3 months they had experienced a bad smell from storm drains. One had an 
experience of contaminated drinking water. 

Household waste disposal as top concern (11 respondents) 

Table 7 In your neighborhood or area you live, satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cleaning of streets or 

public areas 

0 63 27 9 0 

The collection of 

recyclable waste 

0 36 27 36 0 

The collection of ordinary 

household waste 

0 45 36 18 0 

N= 11 

Telephone and internet service as top concern (20 respondents) 

Table 8 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cost of your mobile 

phone service 

9 55 27 9 0 

Your mobile network's 

coverage 

0 55 36 9 0 

The reliability of your 

mobile connection 

0 63 18 18 0 

Your provider's customer 

service 

0 55 36 1 0 

How easy it is to change 

service providers 

0 45 27 9 18 

N= 11 

Table 9 Is your mobile internet a wi-fi connection from a router, or is it 3G/4G connection? 
 

Group Count % 

Wi-fi 1 10 

3G/4G 2 20 

Both 7 70 
N= 10 
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Table 10 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The reliability of your 

3G/4G mobile internet 

connection 

0 56 44 0 0 

The speed of your mobile 

internet connection 

0 78 22 0 0 

N= 9 

Table 11 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cost of your landline 

telephone service 

0 55 36 0 9 

The reliability of your 

landline telephone service 

9 82 9 0 0 

Your provider's customer 

service 

0 73 27 0 0 

How easy it is to change 

service providers 

0 45 36 0 18 

N= 11 

Transport system as top concern (11 respondents) 

Table 12 On a typical day this week, how many hours or minutes did you spend travelling 

to work? 
 

Group Count % 

Less than 30 minutes 2 15 

30 minutes to 1 hour 6 46 

1-2 hours 3 23 

2-3 hours 2 15 

NA   
N= 13 

Table 13 On a typical day this week, what modes of transport did you use during the 

longest part of your journey to work? 
 

Group Count % 

Private car 1 5 

Van, truck or utility vehicle 1 5 

Metro rail 8 40 

Bus 8 40 

Tram 1 5 

Walking 1 5 
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Table 14 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Road safety in general 0 75 20 5 0 

Road maintenance 0 50 50 0 0 

Cost of public transport 0 20 40 40 0 

Frequency of public transport 0 55 30 15 0 

Maintenance on public 

transport 

0 70 20 5 5 

Comfort on public transport 5 65 30 0 0 

Personal safety on public 

transport 

5 90 5 0 0 

Ease of switching transport 

modes 

0 70 15 10 5 

Convenience of riding a 

bicycle 

0 35 35 5 25 

Pedestrian road crossings 15 70 10 5 0 

Quality of 

pavements/sidewalks and 

other pedestrian facilities 

10 75 15 0 0 

N= 20 

Table 15 How would you rate traffic congestion in Hong Kong? 
 

Group Count % 

Very severe 4 20 

Severe 10 50 

Not so severe 6 30 

Not severe at all   

N = 20 
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9.  Community and belonging Priority of 1% of all surveyed 
 

Total of 16 respondents to this domain.  All figures are counts (cases). 

Table 1  Please tell me how much each of the following statements reflects your view: 
 

 Completely Somewhat Not 

much 

Not at 

all 

Don't 

Know  

I belong in Hong Kong  8 5 3   

I belong in my neighborhood or 

district 

8 5 2 1  

Most people in Hong Kong can be 

trusted 

6 8 2   

Most people in my neighborhood 

can be trusted 

7 7 2   

Table 2 If you moved to 
 

 A 

lot 

Some Not 

much 

Not 

at all 

Don't 

Know  

Another city, how much would you miss Hong 

Kong  

9 4 3   

If you moved to another part of Hong Kong, 

how much would you miss your old 

neighborhood or district 

6 6 4   

Table 3 How often do you usually chat with or spend time socially with your neighbors? 
 

Group Count 

Every day 4 

Weekly 4 

Several times a month 4 

Once a month 4 

Table 4 How often do you usually 
 

 Every 

day 

Weekly Several 

times a 

month 

Once a 

month 

At least 

once a 

year 

Never Don't 

Know  

Get together socially in person 

with friends 

2 5 4 3 2   

Get together in person with 

family or relatives you don't 

live with 

2 5 4 3 2   

Communicate with your 

friends by phone or online 

10 3 2 1    

Communicate with family or 

relatives you don't live with 

5 9 2     
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Table 5 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the amount of time you spend with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Neighbors 1 13 2   

Friends 9 7    

Family or relatives you 

don't live with 

4 12    

Table 6 In the past 4 weeks, have you done any of these activities: 

 

 Yes No Refuse to 

say 

Done volunteer work for an organization, for example a 

charity, social service group, place of worship or school 

3 13  

Gone to meetings of any type of association, organization or 

club, whether formal or informal 

4 12  

Gone to any religious gatherings 5 11  

Spent time helping someone who is not a family member, 

such as doing chores for an elderly neighbor 

6 10  

Helped a stranger or someone you didn't know 9 7  

Donated money to an organization 11 5  

In the past 12 months, attended a festival or celebration in 

your community 

11 5  

Table 7  How important are the following things to you 

 
 Very 

important 

Important Not so 

important 

Not 

important 

at all 

Don't 

Know  

Religious faith in your 

personal life 

2 3 8 3  

Cultural traditions in 

your personal life 

4 8 4   

Preserving heritage 

buildings and districts in 

Hong Kong 

2 11 3   

Preserving cultural 

traditions such as food, 

festivals, music, crafts 

and languages 

3 12 1   

Table 8 How satisfied are you with the government's performance in preserving: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

Heritage buildings and 

districts in Hong Kong  

 6 6 1  

Cultural traditions  11 3 1  
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Table 9 How freely do you feel you are able to  

 
 Very 

freely 

Freely Not so 

freely 

Not freely at 

all 

Don't 

Know  

Practice your religion in 

Hong Kong 

4 1    

N= 5  Asked only of those who designated religion as very important or important in Table 7 

10.  Recreation and personal time? Priority of 1% of all surveyed 
 

All numbers are cases. 

Table 1 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 

 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The cost of recreational 

activities in Hong Kong  

 6 6  1 

The variety of recreational 

activities in Hong Kong  

3 4 5  1 

Parks and open green 

spaces in Hong Kong  

1 10 2   

Public sports or exercise 

facilities 

 7 6   

Cultural attractions  6 7   

Places to eat like 

restaurants and food stalls 

1 9 3   

Places for shopping 1 9 2 1  

N= 13 

 
Most respondents in this section are currently employed or doing paid work (10 versus 
3 who are not). 
 

Table 2 Of those employed, in a typical week, not counting time for meals and 

commuting, how many hours do you work?  
 

Hours worked per week Count 

35 1 

39 1 

40 1 

44 1 

45 3 

48 1 

60 1 

72 1 

*Gray, under 40 hours, blue, over 40 hours per week. 
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Table 3 Of those employed, how many rest days do you get in a week? 
 

Rest days per week Count 

1 2 

2 8 
 

Table 4 Of those employed, on a typical work day, how many hours of leisure time do you 

have, not counting time spent doing housework or caring for others? 
 

Hours of personal leisure per day Count 

1 1 

2 2 

4 1 

5 1 

6 1 

9 1 

12 1 

24 1 

Table 5 How many hours of personal leisure to yourself on a typical non-working day? 
 

Hours of personal leisure per day Count  

0 1  

1 2  

2 1  

2.5 1  

3 2  

3.5 1  

5 2  
 

Table 6 How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with: 
 

 Very 

satisfied 

Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 

Know  

The number of hours you 

spend working each week 

1 4 3 2  

The amount of time for 

resting and relaxing 

1 5 7   

The amount of time for you 

to pursue your hobbies or 

interests 

 7 6   

The amount of time you 

spend with family members 

who you live with 

1 7 4 1  

The amount of time you 

spend with family members 

who you do not live with 

 7 4 2  

The amount of time you 

spend with friends 

 7 3 3  
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Table 7 How often do you usually: 
 

 Every 

day 

Weekly Several 

times a 

month 

Once a 

month 

At least 

once a 

year 

Never Don't 

Know  

Get together socially in person 

with friends 

 1 3 3 6   

Get together in person with 

family or relatives you don't 

live with 

23 1 2 3 5   

Communicate with your 

friends by phone or online 

6 3 2 1 1   

Communicate with family 

members you don't live with 

4 3 3  3   

 

Table 8 How much do you support or oppose the following policies: 
 

 Strongly 

support 

Support Oppose Strongly 

oppose 

Don't 

Know  

A mandatory standard 40 hour 

work week 

6 5 1  1 

A limit on amount of overtime 

hours allowed 

5 5 2 1  

At least 1 mandatory rest day 

per week 

8 4 1   

Increasing the number of days 

of paid annual leave 

8 4   1 
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Appendix One:  Methodology 
 

First wave, 2015 – Shanghai, Singapore and Hong Kong 
 

Survey administration period 

The first full wave of the survey was carried out between September 2015 and January 2016 

in Hong Kong, Shanghai and Singapore.  
 

Singapore: 17 September to 11 November 2015 
 

Shanghai: 17 September to 5 November 2015 
 

Hong Kong: 23 October to January 6 2016 

 

Sample size 

A sample size of 1,500 respondents was surveyed in each city. The total sample has a 

statstical range of error of 2.5 points +/- at the 95% confidence interval. A somewhat larger 

sample size than the typical poll (usually 1,000 respondents) was chosen due to the 

branching structure of the survey. This was intended to ensure large enough domain 

subsamples for meaningful analysis. 

 

Survey mode 

This su e  tested a e  app oa h to o pa ati e studies  usi g the est a aila le 
mea s  of e su i g a do  ad i ist atio  of the su e  i  ea h it . Due to la ge a iatio s 
in telephone penetration, housing arrangements and social norms in the 3 Asian cities 

surveyed and the 5 cities which participated in the pilot study (see below), a uniform survey 

mode would not have produced a representative sample in all cities.  

For example, the residential fixed line penetration rate in Hong Kong is 100.38%
11

 (i.e. 

100.38 telephones per 100 households, and in Singapore, it is 99%.
12

 Randomised telephone 

surveys were therefore deemed most appropriate for those cities. However, in Delhi, 

household landline telephone penetration rates were only 5.1% in 2011 (the most recent 

available figures), and while 85.6% of households possessed a mobile phone,
13

 calling 

mobile phones within a specific geographical area was not feasible because mobile phone 

numbers in India are not based on area codes. Therefore in the Delhi pilot test, door-to-

door survey based on randomised routes were deemed the most appropriate method. 

Manila was in a similar situation. Door-to-door interviews would not have been effective in 

Hong Kong as it would have have omitted residents of large private residential complexes 

due to strict security measures.  

                                                        
11 Office of Communications the Authority, (KSAR Government , Key Communications Statistics , 
http://www.ofca.gov.hk/en/media_focus/data_statistics/key_stat/, (accessed 13 August 2015).  
12 InfoComm Development Authority of Singapore, Government of Singapore , Statistics on 
Telecomm Services for 2014 (Jan - Jun   http://www.ida.gov.sg/Tech-Scene-News/Facts-and-
Figures/Telecommunications/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services-for-2014-
Jan-Jun (accessed 12 August 2015).  
13 Office of the Registrar General & Census Commissioner, Government of )ndia, , Percentage of 
Households to Total Households by Amenities and Assets – NCT of Delhi , 
http://www.censusindia.gov.in/2011census/hlo/Houselisting-housing-PCA.html (accessed 20 May 
2016).   

http://www.ofca.gov.hk/en/media_focus/data_statistics/key_stat/
http://www.ida.gov.sg/Tech-Scene-News/Facts-and-Figures/Telecommunications/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services-for-2014-Jan-Jun
http://www.ida.gov.sg/Tech-Scene-News/Facts-and-Figures/Telecommunications/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services-for-2014-Jan-Jun
http://www.ida.gov.sg/Tech-Scene-News/Facts-and-Figures/Telecommunications/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services/Statistics-on-Telecom-Services-for-2014-Jan-Jun
http://www.censusindia.gov.in/2011census/hlo/Houselisting-housing-PCA.html
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In Shanghai the official household landline penetration rate was 90.9% in 2014,
14

 but this 

figure must have been lower in reality as the reported statistics only included registered 

eside t households a d ot the floati g populatio  hi h akes up % of “ha ghai’s 
population. The mobile phone penetration rate is much higher, at 135.7 mobile phone 

subscriptions per 100 residents (including the floating population). Mobile phones can be 

isolated by area code in Shanghai. Therefore, randomised telephone survey including 

mobile phones was deemed the most suitable survey mode for Shanghai.   

 

Surveying migrant workers 

Some of the cities where the pilot study and the full survey were conducted had known 

large populations of migrant workers, defined as migrants who are denied full residency or 

citizenship rights and benefits. They are usually (but not always) employed in low-wage 

service, manufacturing and elementary occupations. Although viewed as transients and 

frequently accorded a low priority by policymakers, they make up a large proportion of the 

workforce in many Asian cities, and their lack of integration or mistreatment can become a 

problem of social stability.  

 

As the scope of the Asian Cities Wellbeing Indicators is to track the views of all urban 

denizens and not only those with residency or citizenship rights, the eligible population was 

defined to be all adults who had lived in the city full time for 1 year or more. Special 

arrangements were made to survey migrant workers in cities with large known populations 

They are often omitted from political or market research surveys due to their perceived lack 

of political or economic significance. They are also difficult to survey by traditional methods 

because of their lack of access to landline telephones or their residence in employer-

provided dormitory housing.  

 

Although migrant workers usually have mobile phones, they are unlikely participate in 

telephone surveys perhaps due to long working hours or restrictive working conditions. This 

was found to be the case in Shanghai. Out of 873 telephone respondents, only 51 were 

without Shanghai household registrations.  

 

Therefore migrant workers were interverviewed through street-intercept using computer 

assisted personal interviewing (CAPI). Interviewers were stationed at randomly chosen 

urban locations and approached every third person to cross a virtual line. Between 20 and 

50 interviews were collected at each location.  The  location of the intercept interviews are 

listed: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
14 http://www.stats-sh.gov.cn/tjnj/nje14.htm?d1=2014tjnje/E1517.htm. Shanghai data for household 

landlines was derived by dividing the number of installed household telephone lines by the number of registered household. This excludes the floating population .  

http://www.stats-sh.gov.cn/tjnj/nje14.htm?d1=2014tjnje/E1517.htm
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Shanghai street intercept locations Singapore street intercept locations 

Huangpu District (Note: including Nanshi 

District and Luwan District) 

Gelyang 

Xuhui District Kallang 

Changning District Jurong Point 

Jingan District Jurong East 

Putuo District Lucky Plaza 

Zhabei District Chinatown 

Hongkou District Little India 

Yangpu District Golden Mile 

Minhang District Tekka Mall 

Baoshan District  

Jiading District  

Pudong New District (Including Nanhui 

District) 

 

 

Quotas were set for migrant workers based on the best available official government data. 

The quota for migrants in Shanghai was set at 43% for the adult population aged 18-65 

based on the 2010 census. In Singapore, the quota was estimated at 20% of the adult 

population based on 2014 data from the Ministry of Manpower and the National Population 

and Talent Division.
15

 The quota was limited to foreign workers on temporary visas for 

u skilled  o k, i.e. Wo k Pe its as this g oup as thought to ha e the ost p o le ati  
access to telephones.  

 

Although Hong Kong has a population of foreign domestic helpers, they were not separately 

surveyed as they make up about 4% of the general population. In a sample of 1,500 

respondents, this would yield a subsample of 60 respondents, barely large enough for 

meaningful analysis. It was considered too cost-ineffective to conduct a separate CAPI 

survey for such a small subsample.  

 

Sampling method 

Respondents aged 18-65 were targeted. As the NGO partners and the fieldwork company 

advised that standard within-household respondent randomisation techniques were 

infeasible, respondent selection was done through convenience sampling within age and 

gender quotas.  

 

                                                        
15 National Population and Talent Division, Prime Minister’s Office; Singapore Department of Statistics, 
Ministry of Home Affairs and Immigration and Checkpoints Authority, Government of Singapore, (2014),  Population in brief , September , http://www.nptd.gov.sg/portals/0/news/population-in-
brief-2014.pdf (accessed 23 May 2016). Also see Ministry of Manpower, Government of Singapore (2014), Foreign workforce numbers , http://www.mom.gov.sg/documents-and-
publications/foreign-workforce-numbers  (accessed 1 September 2015). Precise figures for the 

foreign population aged 18-65 were not available as there is no age breakdown available for foreigners 
living in Singapore. An assumption was made that half of foreigners in Singapore on dependant visas 

were minors.  
 

http://www.nptd.gov.sg/portals/0/news/population-in-brief-2014.pdf
http://www.nptd.gov.sg/portals/0/news/population-in-brief-2014.pdf
http://www.mom.gov.sg/documents-and-publications/foreign-workforce-numbers
http://www.mom.gov.sg/documents-and-publications/foreign-workforce-numbers
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Kish tables, which require potential respondents to diclose the number of household 

members were too intrusive, given widespread concern about telephone scams in Hong 

Kong and Mainland China. It was also too costly for door-to-door surveys if household 

members not currently at home were included and interviewers were required to revisit 

homes. 

 

The e t i thda  o  ost e e t i thda  ethod f e ue tl  p odu es distortions due 

to respondent satisficing – people’s te de  ot to seek out the household e e  ith 
the appropriate birthday and simply handing the telephone to the most available household 

member. In Hong Kong, this is usually results in an oversampling of women.
16

 Additionally, 

the next birthday method would not be feasible in countrie ssuch as India where older and 

less educated residents often do not know their own birthdays. The Troldahl-Carter method 

a d its de i ati es ( oldest/ ou gest a  o  o a ) is widely used in North America and 

Europe where household sizes are generally small,
17

 however it is ineffective for 

multigenerational households, where adults in middle age ranges will always be skipped.  

 

Stratified sampling for age and gender based on the most recently available census data was 

found to be the most feasible option. Interlocking quotas for gender and age groups 18-39 

and 40-65 were based on the most recent available census data in each city. While the 

quality of census data varies from country to country, it is the best available, adheres to 

internationally reported standards, and used as the basis for policymaking. Non-interlocking 

quotas for decadal age bands were also set.  

 

Languages 

During the pilot testing phase, the questionnaire was translated into seven Asian languages 

and dialects, including Mainland Chinese Putonghua, Malay Mandarin, Cantonese, Tagalog, 

Hindi, Bahasa Malay and Tamil. As part of the review process, the intitial translations were 

back-translated into English in order to ensure that the meaning was not misinterpreted. 

NGO partners in the other four pilot cities reviewed and finalised the translations.  

During the first survey wave, Cantonese, English and Putonghua were used in Hong Kong, 

Putonghua in Shanghai, and Malay Mandarin, English, Hindi and Tagalog were used in 

Singapore.  

 

Geographical coverage 

All of Hong Kong and Singapore, which are respectively a special administrative region and a 

city-state, were included in the survey. For the Shanghai survey, the boundaries were 

effectively determined by the telephone area code for Shanghai municipality, which 

oi ides ith “ha ghai’s ad i ist ati e ou da ies.  
 

As “ha ghai is o e of Chi a’s iggest a d ost hea il  u banised cities – only one of its 

dist i ts is lassified as u al , i ludi g the e ti e a ea ode as a epta le. Ho e e , if 
the survey is expanded to other Chinese cities, many of which include considerable rural 

                                                        
16 DeGolyer, M. (2012). Personal communication, 10 August 2012.  
17 Gaziano, C. , Comparative analysis of within-household respondent selection techniques , Public 

Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 69, No. 1, Spring 2005, pp. 124–15 
http://www.irss.unc.edu/content/pdf/S2%20GazianoPOQ2005.pdf (accessed 23 May 2016). 

http://www.irss.unc.edu/content/pdf/S2%20GazianoPOQ2005.pdf
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territory within their administrative boundaries, district-based screening will be needed to 

limit survey coverage to urbanised areas.  

If the Asian Urban-Wellbeing Indicators survey is carried out in cities like Manila which span 

many administrative units, the survey will need to cover those units which comprise the 

it ’s uilt-up metropolitan area.  

 

Limitations 

While efforts were made to obtain the most representative samples in the cities surveyed, 

there were some significant limitations in the sampling due to cost and time constraints.  

- It was not possible to include residents over age 65 due to the additional man hours 

needed to administer surveys with elderly respondents, who in most Asian cities are 

also significantly less educated. It is often the case that elderly respondents in Asia, 

especially women, take more time to answer multiple choice survey format, are less 

willing to speak with strangers especially to intervieweres of the opposite sex, and 

are less willing to give an opinion. It is hoped that in future survey waves, more 

resources will be available so that older respondents can be included.  

- Due to high costs in Singapore, there were limitations on the number of languages 

that were used. A major shortcoming was that Malay was not used in the telephone 

survey, limiting ethnically Malay respondents to those able to understand English. 

Additionally, there were insufficient resources to provide additional translations in 

languages such as Vietnamese, Burmese and Thai, as significant numbers of migrant 

workers also come from these countries.  

- While street intercept is the most feasible way of reaching migrant workers, it still 

has some limitations. Due to long travel times it was not cost-effective to send 

interviewers to distant exurban locations. As a result, the sample pool is biased 

towards migrants working or living close to the city center or in the inner suburbs. 

The sample may be biased towards certain occupations, such as service workers, 

who are more likely to be encountered in such locations. Factory workers who live 

and work in outer industrial districts and who work long hours were less likely to be 

interviewed. 

- As noted above, mobile phones were included in Shanghai as official landline 

penetration rates were misleading as many households refused to answer or did not 

have a phone plugged in to their landlines. While reported landline penetration rates 

in Hong Kong and Singapore are still high enough to justify landline telephone 

surveys, they are declining. The use of landlines there may have contributed towards 

the oversampling of more educated and highly skilled respondents. These cities are 

reaching the tipping point where including mobile phones outweighs the 

disadvantage of more dropped calls and lower response rates.  

-  

Contact, Response and Completion rates 
 

Hong Kong: CATI (landline) 

Eligible Respondents:  All adult (18-65) contacts who live in the metro year round for more 

than one year.  After the age and gender quotas were filled, only those who match one of 

the open criteria are considered eligible. 
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CATI: 

Total number of persons contacted:   30118 

Number determined to be eligible:  2279 

Number who agreed to be surveyed:  1617 

Partially completed survey:   109 

Completed survey:    1508 

 

Contact Rate:  71% 

Completion Rate: 93% 

 

Shanghai:  CATI (landline and mobile) and by street intercept 

Eligible Respondents:  All adult (18-65) contacts who live in the metro year round for more 

than one year.  After the age and gender quotas were filled, only those who match one of 

the open criteria are considered eligible. 

CATI: 

Total number of persons contacted:   88195 

Number determined to be eligible:  12256 

Number who agreed to be surveyed:  3256 

Partially completed survey:   2344 

Completed survey:    912 

 

Contact Rate:  26.5% 

Completion Rate: 28% 

 

Street Intercept: 

Eligible Respondents:  Migrant worker who has lived in the metro for at least one year 

 

Total Number approached:   9675 

Number determined to be eligible:  1233 

Number who agreed to be surveyed:  769 

Partially completed survey:   169 

Completed survey:    600 

 

Contact Rate:  62% 

Completion Rate: 78% 

 

Singapore: CATI (landline) and by Computer Aided Personal Interviewing (CAPI) 

Eligible Respondents:  All adult (18-65) contacts who live in the metro year round for more 

than one year.  After the age and gender quotas were filled, only those who match one of 

the open criteria are considered eligible. 

CATI: 

Total number of persons contacted:   13080 

Number determined to be eligible:  5921 

Number who agreed to be surveyed:  4943 

Partially completed survey:   3743 

Completed survey:    1200 
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Contact Rate:  83.%% 

Completion Rate: 24% 

 

CAPI: 

Eligible Respondents:  Migrant worker who has lived in the metro for at least one year 

 

Total Number approached:   774 

Number determined to be eligible:  471 

Number who agreed to be surveyed:  351 

Partially completed survey:   51 

Completed survey:    300 

 

Contact Rate:  74.5% 

Completion Rate: 85% 

 

 

Background on Design of the Asian Cities Wellbeing Indicators 
The Asian Cities Wellbeing Indicators is a public opinion poll that is intended to be carried 

out every 3-5 years. It explores espo de ts’ life satisfa tio , pe eptio s of life i  thei  
cities, and their satisfaction with and priorities among 10 policy domains: Housing, 

education, medical care, environmental protection, transport and utilities, work and 

business opportunities, community and belonging, recreation and personal time, public 

safety and crime control, and quality of government. 

 

 The survey methodology was developed in 2012-13 through a pilot test and focus group 

process in five participating cities, Chengdu, Delhi, Hong Kong, Manila and Penang. This 

enabled the survey methodology to be rigorously critiqued and tested in Asian cities with 

different languages, cultures, and stages of economic development.  

 

Cultural Relevance and Local Applicability 

In order to ensure the relevance and applicability of the survey across different Asian 

countries and cultures, Civic Exchange developed the questionnaire in collaboration with 

NGOs from four other Asian cities in addition to Hong Kong: Chengdu, Penang, Manila and 

Delhi.  

 

The survey was developed by Civic Exchange in close consultation with NGOs from five Asian 

cities in order to ensure the cultural sensitivity and relevance of the questions. Domain 

selection and naming, terminology, question wording were discussed.   

The collaborating organisations in city held a focus group composed of NGO representatives 

in order to obtain feedback on an early survey draft in English. Following revisions, the 

survey was translated into local languages and dialects. Back-translation was used to ensure 

quality. Pilot tests were then conducted with 100 randomly selected respondents in each 

city. 
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This collaborative approach was valuable as most international surveys are developed in a 

western context and later translated into other languages. This may result in culturally 

inappropriate question.  

For example, the Gallup World Poll asks whether respondents have confidence in various 

institutions. This question format may not work as well with East Asian respondents due to 

a higher propensity for certain kinds of socially desirable responding.
18

 In collectivist 

societies, respondents tend to give answers which make them appear more cooperative or 

pro-social. Question phrasings that might encourage such response styles were avoided in 

favour of more neutral phrasings such as Ho  satisfied o  dissatisfied a e ou ith X”, and 

Ho  u h do the follo i g state e ts efle t ou  ie s?   
 

Survey structure 

The Asian Urban-Wellbeing Indicators survey is structured so that all respondents answer a 

set of core questions about perceptions of life in their city and their overall level of concern 

and satisfaction with ten domains: housing, education, medical care, environmental 

protection, transport and utilities, work and business opportunities, community and 

belonging, recreation and personal time, public safety and crime control, and quality of 

government. Respondents are then branched off into separate domains based on which 

domain they think the government should prioritise. After answering a set of domain-

specific questions, all respondents answer the same set of demographic questions. The 

a hi g st u tu e e a les the su e  to p o e o e deepl  i to eside ts’ ie s i  the 
areas they are concerned about while keeping the overall length of the survey to 20 minutes 

or less. The questionnaire contains over 160 questions in total but respondents will on 

average answer about 45 of them.  

The Asian Urban-Wellbeing Indicators survey is designed to compare domain importance 

and domain satisfaction. Respondents a e asked Ho  u h do ou a e a out [ a e of 
domain? – A lot, so e, ot u h, o  ot at all? , a d Ho  satisfied o  dissatisfied a e ou 
with [name of domain?] – Ve  satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, o  e  dissatisfied?  Gaps 
between concern and satisfaction levels can be used to highlight underperforming areas.  

 

Figu e 1: The uestionnai e’s an hing st u tu e 

                                                        
18 Lalwani, A. K., Shavitt, S, and Johnson, T. , What )s the Relation Between Cultural Orientation and Socially Desirable Responding?  Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, Vol. 90, No. 1, 165–178, DOI: 10.1037/0022-3514.90.1.165.  
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The questionnaire also asks respondents to select the domain which they want to see the 

government address the most, producing a priority ranking of domains for the city, which 

can be tracked over time as the survey is repeated and as conditions in a city change.  

While many social surveys ask about domain satisfaction, relatively few ask about domain 

importance. The dataset will be useful for further academic explorations into the 

relationship between domain importance, satisfaction, and overall life satisfaction. For 

example, Tiefenbach and Kohlbacher found that domain satisfaction does not produce 

equal impact on life satisfaction for everyone; it is moderated by the importance people 

assign to the domain, and the effects are different for different domains.
19

  

 

To easu e o e all life satisfa tio , the uestio ai e uses a odified e sio  of Ca t il’s 
ladder as this is the question used in the Gallup World Poll, which gives the broadest basis 

for international comparison with existing country-level data.
20

 O  a s ale of  to , ith  
representing the worst possible life for you and 10 representing the best possible life for 

you, what s o e ould ou gi e to life as a hole?  A follo -up uestio , Usi g the sa e 
s ale, ho  do ou see ou  life  ea s f o  o ?  is also asked. 
 

The question modified from the original wording of the question, which asks respondents to 

visualise the 0-10 scale as steps on a ladder, and is usually administered in person by Gallup 

with the help of visual aids. During focus group testing simulating telephone interviews, 

some respondents found question too wordy and confusing in the absence of visual aids.  

The modified Cantril Ladder question will enable researchers to analyse the relationship 

between overall life satisfaction, perceptions of liveability, and domain satisfaction. This 

could inform policymakers about the relative impact of different domains on eside ts’ 
happiness.  

 
 

Survey Analysis, Administration and Design 
All Figures are in percentages unless otherwise stated.  All figures are rounded to the nearest whole 
number following public opinion guidelines of the WAPOR (World Association for Public Opinion 
Research) and the AAPOR (American Association of Public Opinion Research).  See: 
http://www.aapor.org/Best_Practices1.htm    
 
Analysis and writing of this report: Michael E. DeGolyer, Professor (ret.) Hong Kong Baptist  
     University, Government & International Studies Department 
Project Manager:   Carine Lai 
Survey Design: Carine Lai and Yanyan Yip of Civic Exchange in consultation 

with Michael E. Degolyer. Clean Air Asia Philippines, India 
Focus, Penang Institute, Zhang Junzuo and Raymond Sun also 
contributed comments and suggestions.    

Survey Administration Centre for the Advancement of Social Sciences Research (CASR) 
     Faculty of Social Sciences, Hong Kong Baptist University 
 

                                                        
19 Tiefenbach, T. & Kohlbacher, F , )ndividual differences in the relationship between domain satisfaction and happiness: The moderating role of domain importance , Personality and )ndividual 
Differences, vol. 86, November 2015, pp.82-87. 
20 Gallup , Understanding (ow Gallup Uses the Cantril Scale , 
http://www.gallup.com/poll/122453/understanding-gallup-uses-cantril-scale.aspx (accessed 23 May 
2016).  
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