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Table 130 Comparative Dissatisfaction with party performance

Dissatisfied Sept 2004 Dissatisfied Mar 2006 Dissatisfied May 2007
DAB 79 55 44
FTU 62 37 32
LP 49 47 43
DP 48 68 54
CTU 34 39 32
Civic 24 31 35
Frontier 47 52 55
ADPL 28 37 36
LSD - - 75

Dissatisfaction is down for the Democratic Party and CTU, up for the Civic Party and
Frontier, and extremely high for the newly formed League of Social Democrats in its initial
showing on the charts.
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Table 131 Comparative performance
Party Difference +/ Difference +/ Difference +/ Difference +/
Sept 2004 Nov 2005 Mar 2006 May 2007

DAB -58 -16 -10 +12
FTU -24 +28 +26 +36
LP +2 -2 +6 +14
DP +4 -18 -36 -8
CTU +32 +36 +22 +36
Civic +52 +46 +38 +30
Frontier | +6 -8 -4 -10
ADPL | +44 +42 +26 +28
LSD - - - -50
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Tables 132-135 show satisfaction with the four major parties by Legco election district.

ASSOCIATION Table 132 Satisfaction with Democratic Party by Legco district

Dissatisfied | 62 56 46 54 49 54
Satisfied 38 44 54 46 51 46
total 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 9216  with 4 df p=10.0559

ASSOCIATION Table 133 Satisfaction with DAB by Legco district

Dissatisfied | 54 32 38 40 43 44
Satisfied 46 68 62 61 57 56
total 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 13.17  with 4 df p=10.0105
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ASSOCIATION Table 134 Satisfaction with Liberal Party by Legco district

Dissatisfied | 47 33 34 42 52 44
Satisfied 53 67 66 59 48 57

| total 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 10.89  with 4 df p=10.0278

FINDING: While the three major parties above show a significant association between
those who are satisfied or dissatisfied with their performance and the Legco districts, the
Civic Party shows no such association, presenting roughly equal satisfaction/dissatisfaction
levels in all districts.

ASSOCIATION Table 135 Satisfaction with Civic Party by Legco district

Dissatisfied | 37 39 32 30 36 35
Satisfied 63 62 68 70 64 65
total 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 2200 with 4 df p=10.6990

Table 136 shows that distribution of those satisfied and dissatisfied with the parties by Legco
district differs from those who see which party represents or protects their interests best.

ASSOCIATION Table 136 Distribution of respondents to Which party represents

interests best bi Lesco district

DAB 18 26 18 17 12 17
DP 19 20 15 18 18 18
LpP 5 9 13 11 14 10
Civic |18 14 14 15 16 16
None |25 14 21 16 23 21
DK 16 17 20 23 18 19
total 100 100 100 100 100 100

table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 27.79  with 20 df p=0.1143

Table 137 takes the same query and shows the distribution of those who say which respective
party represents their interest best by their distribution among the districts. For example, all
parties but the Liberal party show they have a plurality of such respondents on Hong Kong
Island. The Liberal Party finds its largest plurality in the New Territories East district.
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ASSOCIATION Table 137 Legco district distribution of Which party represents
interests best

DAB DP LP CIVIC NONE DK total
HKI 30 30 14 33 34 23 28
KW 13 9 8 7 6 8 8
KE 19 15 22 15 17 18 17
NTW 22 22 23 20 16 27 21
NTE 17 25 34 24 27 24.1 25
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 27.79  with 20 df p=0.1143

There is clearly a strengthening of party orientation in Hong Kong over the first 10 years of
the SAR. The final section of the report focuses on the perceptions of the four major parties,
comparing those perceptions in March 2006 with those of May 2007.

C. Perceptions of the 4 largest parties

Party stance vis-a-vis the government has clarified from March 2006.

Table 138 Mar 2006 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Government

More anti Government Don’t Know

More pro-Government

DAB |8 69 23
LP 11 51 38
DP 70 7 23
CP 40 13 47

Table 139 May 2007 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Government

More anti Government Don’t Know

More pro-Government

DAB 8 72 19
LP 12 64 24
DP 71 9 21
CP 50 15 35
00+
an - D Don't Know
80 , More pro-Government
703
3 . More anti-Government
603
503
403
303
203
103
0 3
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While the stance of the Civic Party on democracy has strengthened from March 2006, shortly
after it was established under that name, the other party results appear little changed from the
earlier survey.

Table 140 Mar 2006 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Democracy

Opposes Democracy Supports Democracy Don’t Know
DAB | 36 37 27
LP 17 48 35
DP 8 73 19
CP 6 62 32

Table 141 May 2007 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Democracy

Opposes Democracy Supports Democracy Don’t Know
DAB 32 37 31
LP 22 46 32
DP 8 75 17
CP 7 68 25
100+
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Ve S L
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Table 142 is a somewhat changed scale from March 2006. Rather than anti-business, the
question is more oriented toward testing the perspective argued by the League of Social
Democrats that the business sector elites and the grassroots who favor increased government
spending on welfare and social areas are in competition over resources and power.

Table 142 Mar 2006 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Grassroots and Business

Anti-business Pro-business Don’t Know
DAB 25 42 33
LP 7 68 25
DP 53 16 31
CP 30 20 50
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Table 143 May 2007 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
Grassroots and Business

Pro-grassroots Pro-business Don’t Know
DAB |41 29 31
LP 10 72 18
DP 64 12 24
| CP 49 17 34
1005
80 ] b= <1 Pro-business
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The change of scale shows that when the DAB is put in that light, respondents change
assessment from considering it more pro- than anti business, to considering it more pro-
grassroots than pro-business. The Democratic Party also shows strengthening of its profile as
does the Civic Party.

Tables 144 and 145 show that the DAB and Liberal Party have improved their image as
effective in solving problems. The Democrats and Civic party also show smaller scale
improvements in this assessment.

Table 144 Mar 2006 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward

effectiveness solving problems
Less effective solving More effective Don’t Know
problems solving problems
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Table 145 May 2007 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
effectiveness solving problems

Less effective solving More effective Don’t Know
problems solving problems
DAB |24 45 31
LP 25 47 28
DP 45 33 20
CP 31 38 31
100 S
0 ] |:| Don't Know
80 — More effective
3 [y E
” 1 e ?:fjlj’::l- ] | - Less effective solving problems
god__[ra o ]|
1 F [ i
503 A —
W 7
a0 P [
1 | s
] :.:;.-}.-_:-_ -, "'-"'.:::A
30 . Voo o ; :
20
103
ﬂ J

2
-]
o
2

cP

Tables 146 and 147 pose the bottom line question of the image respondents have of a party’s
orientation; toward solving their problems or toward gaining and exercising power.
Respondents show some shift in considering the Liberal Party as having become more
interested in political power since March 2006 while assessments of the Democratic Party
and the Civic Party being interested in solving respondents problems have risen. In 2006 the
pro-government DAB contested closely with the Democratic Party and the Civic Party on this
measure; clearly by May 2007 the two pro-democracy parties have been successful in
changing their image toward service instead of power. Nevertheless, large sections of all
respondents across all these image issues remain unclear in their image of the parties.

Table 146 Mar 2006 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward
power & problems

More interested in political More interested in solving your Don’t Know
power problems

DAB (49 27 24

LP 50 17 32

DP 46 28 26

CP 34 27 39

121



Table 147 May 2007 What is your image of Big Four parties by: Attitude toward

power & problems
More interested in political More interested in solving your Don’t Know
power problems

] D Don't Know

—— — @ More interesied in solving your problems
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The final sets of tables assess respondents views on each party’s stance on democracy by
responses to the question on which party best represents or protects respondent’s interests.
Table 148 shows those who believe the DAB best protects their interests also tend to more
highly rate the DAB as supporting democracy while considering the Democratic Party and
Civic Party as opposing democracy.

ASSOCIATION Table 148 What is your image of the DAB toward democracy by
Which party represents your interests best

Opposes Democracy 11 45 29 65 31 17 33
Supports Democracy | 65 35 44 24 32 24 37
Don’t Know 24 19 27 11 38 59 31
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 187.7  with 10 df p <0.0001

This pattern appears also when respondents assess the Democratic Party, with those seeing
the DP and Civic Party as best protecting their interests rating the two parties far higher than
proponents of the DAB.

ASSOCIATION Table 149 What is your image of the Democratic Party toward
democracy by Which party represents your interests best

Opposes Democracy 19 2 14 4 9 5 8
Supports Democracy | 68 96 76 90 71 53 75
Don’t Know 13 2 10 6 20 42 17

| total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 1429  with 10 df p<0.0001
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Liberal party respondents are somewhat less polarized than the DAB and DP proponents;
nevertheless they clearly see the Liberal Party as more pro-democracy than respondents who
see other parties best protecting their interests. Also, clearly, the DAB and Liberals share
support vis-a-vis the proponents of the Democratic Party and the Civic Party.

ASSOCIATION Table 150 What is your image of the Liberal Party toward democracy
by Which party represents your interests best

Opposes Democracy 18 30 8 44 19 10 22
Supports Democracy | 65 47 75 35 43 30 47
Don’t Know 17 24 18 21 38 60 31
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 144.7  with 10 df p<0.0001

The Civic Party receives some of the least polarized responses, with most respondents noting
that the Civic party supports democracy, by whoever’s definition.

ASSOCIATION Table 151 What is your image of the Civic Party toward democracy
by Which party represents your interests best

Opposes Democracy 16 6 10 6 4 1 7
Supports Democracy | 66 77 71 91 64 44 68
Don’t Know 18 17 19 3 32 55 25
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 135.8  with 10 df p<0.0001

Conclusion: The parties have strengthened their images and gained agreement that they are
acting to protect and advance respondent’s interests. Clearly as well, the parties have risen in
effectiveness and clarified their profiles in many areas. These surveys show that preparations
for the elections of November 2007 and September 2008 and party reorganization and
repositioning towards the government and towards selected issues have strengthened their
profiles in respondent’s minds and improved their images. There are still large portions of
the potential electorate, however, who have yet to form clear views on the parties’ stances
particularly on issues such as the environment, retirees and even on the economy.
Nevertheless, looking back over the first ten years of the SAR, political parties have become
part of the landscape. They are no longer optional accouterments to the executive and
clearly, they will not fade away from official neglect or even official opposition. Party
members have worked hard to develop their organizations, and they have now begun to
assume the role of political institutions within the system of governance.

123



November 2006 Survey Demographics:

FC: 364 Functional Constituency registered voter respondents
Random: 706 Randomly sampled respondents
Birthplace: FC Random
Hong Kong 321 86 512 73
Mainland China | 43 11 173 25
Other 10 3 21 3
Gender: FC Random
Count | % Count | %
Male 204 55 340 48
Female | 170 45 366 52

Age FC Random
Count % Count %

18-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-89

2
29
92
142
64
19
11

1
8
26
40
18
5
3

43
929
123
200
131
65
31

6
14
18
29
19
9
4

Comparative Age Pyramid, FC and Random
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Children: FC

Count
Married, no children 33
1 child 74
2 children 121
3-7 children 32
Total % with children
Not married/no children | 101

Random
% Count %
9 45 6
20 142 20
34 191 27
9 100 14
63 61
28 222 32

*Reclassified into Married no children, married with children, and not married no children.

Education: FC Random
Count | % Count %

None 2 0.5 22 3
Primary 1 1 0.3 7 1
Primary 2 0 0 3 0.4
Primary 3 0 0 7 1
Primary 4 0 0 3 0.4
Primary 5 0 0 8 1
Primary 6 2 0.5 46 6.5
Form 1 3 1 12 2
Form 2 1 0.3 11 1.6
Form 3 10 3 71 10
Form 4/Tech Institute 1% year 1 0.3 17 2.4
Form 5/Tech Institute graduate 30 8 181 26
Form 6 Tech Institute F5 1styr | 3 1 21 3
Form 7 Tech college grad/US 1 | 24 6.4 63 9
University st year/US 2 2 0.5 13 2
University 2™ year/US 3 3 1 22 3
University graduate 234 63 171 24
Masters/PhD. 58 15.5 26 4
Education Reclassified FC Random

Count % Count %
0-6 5 1 96 14
F1-F4 14 4 111 16
F5 30 8 181 26
F6-Univ2/US3 32 9 119 17
Univ grad 234 63 171 24
MA/PhD 58 16 26 4
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Chart: Comparative Educational Attainment
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**Significantly over-represented in FCs proportionately to the workforce/population

TSignificantly under-represented in FCs

Other tends to be dominated by self-employed owners/entrepreneurs and consultants

Occupation Reclassified: FC Random
Count % Count %

Manager/administrators
Professionals

Assoc Professionals/Educ.
Service workers

Manual workers
Non-workforce

99
128
78
24
9
23

27
35
22
6
2
6

100
68
51
135
70
263

15
10
7

20
10
38

*Teachers grouped with associate professionals. Other with Manager/admin. Clerks & secretaries grouped as

service workers. All others as manual workers. Housewives, Retirees, Students, Unemployed as Non-

workforce.
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Workforce sector: FC Random

Civil service 86 24 54 8

Privatized public 42 11 29 4

Private sector 197 54 339 49

Non-Profit Organization 18 5 12 2

Non-workforce 23 6 263 38

Living quarters: FC Random
Villa/Bungalow 11 3 9 1
Private residential block (Own) 258 69 308 44
Private residential block (rent) 28 7 47 7
Gov. Home Ownership Scheme (subsidized) 39 10 110 16
Public Housing Block 25 7 195 28
Modern Village House 5 1 18 3
Traditional Village House 1 0.3 10 1
Temporary housing 1 0.1
Employer provided 5 1 7 1
Living quarters Reclassified: FC Random
Villa/village houses 17 5 37 5
Private residential block (Own) 258 69 308 44
Private residential block/employer provided (rent) | 33 9 54 8
Gov. Home Ownership Scheme (subsidized) 39 10 110 16
Public Housing Block 25 7 195 28

*temporary housing dropped

Religion: FC Random
Count | % Count %

None 202 54 367 52
Catholic 39 10 37 5
Protestant 88 24 107 15
Buddhist/Taoist 15 4 609 10
Ancestor/Chinese Folk belief | 25 7 124 18
Other 5 1 2 0.3
Reclassified Religion: FC Random
None 202 54 367 52
Christian 127 34 144 20
Asian traditional 45 12 195 28
Right of abode: FC Random

ROA abroad 91 25 74 11

No 277 75 628 89
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APPROX MONTHLY FAMILY INCOME* FC
Count

None
Under $5000
$5,000-9,999

$10,000-14,999
$15,000-19,999
$20,000-24,999
$25,000-29,999
$30,000-34,999
$35,000-39,999
$40,000-49,999
$50,000-59,999
$60,000-69,999
$70,000-79,999
$80,000-89,999
$90,000-99,999
100,000 and up

3
3
6
9
8
19
17
25
15
43
51
17
17
20
46
55

%

QUUE D RINUNINWN ==

13
16

Random
Count
31
22
55
80
82
88
40
66
21
45
51
12
11
11
3
20

%o
5
3
9
13
13
14

MR NXIWE R

0.5
3

*5% in FC and 10% in Random refused to give an income. These have been excluded in the table above.

**Note change in increments from 5,000 to 10,000 at this point.

FC Mean $51,000
FC Median $50,000-59,999
Random Mean  $23,500
Random Median $20,000-24,999

Chart: Income distribution compared, FC and Random samples
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INCOME REGROUPED* FC Random

Count % Count %
Less than $19,999 29 8 270 42
$20,000-29,999** 36 10 128 20
$30,000-39,999 40 11 87 14
$40,000-49,999 43 12 45 7
$50,000-59,999 51 14 51 8
$60,000-89,999*** | 54 15 34 5
$90,000+ 101 29 23 4

*Regrouped to regularize size of income groupings as much as possible to increase accuracy of analysis when
this variable is tested against others.

**Note change to increments of 10,000

***Note change in increment to 30,000
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April 2007 Survey Demographics

Gender

Group Count %
Male 433 49
Female | 456 51
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Age Groups

18-19 | 42 5
20-29 | 126 14
30-39 | 149 17
40-49 | 262 30
50-59 | 165 19
60-69 | 82 9
70-86 | 46 5
Count &72 Mean 43.37
MidRange 52 StdDev 14.5

Education Total Cases

Group

None

Primary 1

Primary 2

Primary 3

Primary 4

Primary 5

Primary 6

Form 1

Form 2

Form 3

Form 4/Tech Institute 1% year
Form 5/Tech Institute graduate
Form 6 Tech Institute F5 1st yr
Form 7 Tech college grad/US 1
University st year/US 2
University 2™ year/US 3
University graduate

Masters

Ph.D

Median 44
Range 68
878
Count %
35 4
7 1
1 0.1
7 0.8
4 0.5
5 0.6
44 5.
12 1
16 2
85 10
14 2
227 26
26 3
79 9
15 2
13 1
256 29
29 3
3 0.3

Education Reclassified

Count %
0-6 103 12
F1-F4 127 14
F5 227 26
F6-Univ2/US3 133 15
Univ grad 256 29
MA/PhD 32 4
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QOccupation
Group Count %

Manager/Admin 122 14
Professionals 83 9
Assoc/cert professionals 34 4
Clerks/Secretaries 110 12
Service/sales/police/fire 66 7
Skilled agri & fisheries 2 0.2
Craft & performers 17 2
Plant & machine operators 33 4
Elementary occupations 41 5
Housewives 103 12
Retired 120 13
Unemployed 37 4
Student 72 8
Teachers/principals incl univ | 31 3
Other 7 1

Occupation Reclassified:

Group Count %
Manager/administrators 129 15
Professionals 83 9

Assoc Professionals/Educ. 65 7

Service workers 176 20
Manual workers 93 11
Non-workforce 332 38

*Teachers grouped with associate professionals. Other with Manager/admin. Clerks & secretaries grouped as
service workers. All others as manual workers. Housewives, Retirees, Students, Unemployed as Non-
workforce.

Work Sector

Public 110 12
Private 439 50
Non-workforce 332 38

Non-profit workers, civil servants and privatized public workers combined. Non-workforce includes students,
retirees, housewives, and unemployed.

Work Sector Age groups (reclassified for correlation tests)

Civil servant Privatized public Private Non workforce total

18-19 0 0 1 11 5
20-39 41 52 38 20 32
40-59 56 46 56 39 49
60+ 3 3 30 15
total 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 174.8  with 9 df p<0.0001
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Approximate monthly family income

Grou Count %
None 40 5
<5,000 34 4

5,000-9,999 79 10
10,000-14,999 | 99 13
15,000-19,999 | 85 11
20,000-24,999 | 97 12
25,000-29,999 | 52 7

30,000-34,999 | 83 11
35,000-39,999 | 28 4

40,000-49,999* | 50 6
50,000-59,999 | 52 7
60,000-69,999 | 19 2
70,000-79,999 | 10 1
80,000-80,999 |9 1
90,000-99,999 | 8 1
100,000+ 40 5
*Note increment change

Count 785 Mean 6.8 (scale 1-16 or $0 income to $100,000+, see table) Approx $24,000
Median $20,000-$24,999

Income regrouped:
Group Count | %

$0-9,999 153 19
$10,000-19,999 184 23
$20,000-29,999** 149 19
$30,000-39,999 111 14
$40,000-49,999 50 6
$50,000-59,999 52 7
$60,000-89,999*** | 38 5
$90,000+ 48 6

*Regrouped to regularize size of income groupings as much as possible to increase accuracy of analysis when
this variable is tested against others.
***Note change in increment to 30,000

Income reclassified to “class” groups

Poorest $0-19,000 337 43
Lower middle $20,000-39,999 | 260 33
Upper middle $40,000-79,999 131 17
Richest $80,000+ 57 7
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Are you currently registered to vote in the Geographic or Functional Constituency

elections?

Count %
Geographic only 478 54
Functional only 38 4
Both 93 11
Not registered to vote 267 30
Don’t know 13 2
Total 889 100

Recoded responses Total Cases 876 (used for crosstabs)

Geographic only | 478 55
Functional 131 15
Not registered 267 30

Correlation Income regroup

Poorest 0-19,999 337 43

Lower middle | 20,000-39,000 | 260 33

Upper middle 40,000-79,999 | 131 17
| Richest 80,000+ 57 7

Living quarters Reclassified:

Group

Villa/village houses 48 5
Private residential block (Own) 342 39
Private residential block/employer provided (rent) | 79 9
Gov. Home Ownership Scheme (subsidized) 150 17
Public Housing Block 260 30

*temporary housing dropped

Religion (reclassified)

%
None 450 51
Christian 198 22

Buddhist/Taoist | 76 9
| Ancestor worship | 162 18 |
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Patriot/Non-patriot demographics

Patriotism by Birthplace

HK born China born Other | total

Non-patriots | 82 66 81 78
Patriots 18 34 19 22
total 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 25.08  with 2 df p<0.0001

Patriotism by Age groups

18-19  20-29

Non-patriots | 88 87 87 82 75 63 41 78
Patriots 12 14 13 18 26 37 59 22
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 64.31  with 6 df p<0.0001

Patriotism by Occupation
Managers & Professionals | Assoc  Service Manual Non

workforce/
retirees
Non- 75 79 86 86 82 72 78
patriots
Patriots | 25 21 14 14 18 28 22
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 17.57  with 5 df p=10.0035

Patriotism by Work Sector

Public Private Non workforce

Non-patriots | 82 82 72 78
Patriots 18 18 28 22
total 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 10.49  with 2 df p=10.0053

Patriotism by Religion

Christian Buddhist/Taoist Ancestor

Non-patriots | 80 82 74 72 78
Patriots 20 18 26 28 22
total 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 7.021  with 3 dfp=0.0712
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Patriotism by Education

Primary 6 Form Form 5 F6, Tech Univ Post
or less 1-Form graduate  school graduate graduate
4 some Univ

Non- 67 71 82 84 80 91 79
patriots
Patriots | 33 29 18 16 20 9 21
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 18.98  with 5 df p=0.0019

May 2007 Survey Demographics

Male 383 48
Female | 417 52

Age

Group  Count | %
18-19 39 5.000
20-29 118 15.128
30-39 156 20.000
40-49 208 26.667
50-59 156 20.000
60-69 68 8.718
70-92 35 4.487
Birthplace

Hong Kong 568 71
China 197 25
Other 34 4

Marital status

Never married 250 31

Married 530 66

Widowed 4 0.5
Divorced/separated | 15 2
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Children

Group Count | %

0 56 7

1 169 21

2 215 27

3 72 9

4 21 3

5 4 0.5

6 1 0.1

7 2 0.2

8 1 0.1

11 1 0.1

Not married/no children | 250 32
Education

Grou Count | %
None 28 4
Primary 1 3 0.3
Primary 2 3 0.3
Primary 3 6 0.7
Primary 4 4 0.5
Primary 5 5 0.6
Primary 6 46 6
Form 1 6 0.7
Form 2 18 2
Form 3 62 8
Form 4/Tech Institute 1% year 15 2
Form 5/Tech Institute graduate 228 29
Form 6 Tech Institute F5 1styr | 19 2
Form 7 Tech college grad/US 1 | 71 9
University 1st year/US 2 9 1
University 2" year/US 3 12 2
University graduate 226 28
Masters 32 4
Ph.D 2 0.2
Median F5 graduate

Mean Fé6

Education Reclassified

Count Y%
0-6 95 12
F1-F4 101 13
F5 228 29
F6-Univ2/US3 111 14
Univ grad 226 28
MA/PhD 34 4

Occupation
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Group Count %

Manager/Admin 99 13
Professionals 51 7
Assoc/cert professionals 24 3
Clerks/Secretaries 104 14
Service/sales/police/fire 50 7
Skilled agri & fisheries 0

Craft & performers 15 2
Plant & machine operators 53 7
Elementary occupations 27 4
Housewives 103 13
Retired 105 14
Unemployed 32 4
Student 70 9
Teachers/principals incl univ | 23 3
Other 7 1

QOccupation Reclassified:

Group Count %
Manager/administrators 99 13
Professionals 51 7

Assoc Professionals/Educ. 47 6

Service workers 154 20
Manual workers 95 13
Non-workforce* 310 41

*Teachers grouped with associate professionals. Other with Manager/admin. Clerks & secretaries grouped as
service workers. All others as manual workers. Housewives, Retirees, Students, Unemployed as Non-
workforce.

Work Sector
Civil servants 50 6
Privatized Public 21 3
Private Sector 392 49
Non-profits 18 2

| Non-workforce 311 39
Work Sector Recoded
Public 71 9
Private 410 52
Non-workforce 311 39
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Type of living quarters
Group Count %

Villa 12 2
Private residential (own) 347 43
Private residential (rent) 62 8
Home Ownership Scheme | 116 15
Public Housing 211 26
Village house (modern) 18 2
Traditional village house 12 2
Temporary housing 2 0.25
Employer provided qtrs 6 1
Other 14 2

Living Quarters recoded

Village house/Villa 42 5
Private residential (own) 347 44
Private residential (rent) 68 9
Home Ownership Scheme | 116 15
Public Housing 211 27
Religion

Group Count | %

None 434 54
Catholic 46 6
Protestant 119 15
Buddhist 55 7

Taoist 1 0.1
Ancestor Worship | 141 18

Other 4 1

Religion recode

None 434 54
Christian 165 21
Buddhist/Taoist 56 7

Ancestor Worship | 141 18

Lived outside Hong Kong 1 year or more

Yes 181 23

No 619 77
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Approximate Family Income per month
Group Count %

None 40 5
<5,000 16 2
5,000-9,999 66 8
10,000-14,999 84 11
15,000-19,999 109 14
20,000-24,999 83 10
25,000-29,999 40 5
30,000-34,999 64 8
35,000-39,999 22 3
40,000-49,999* 52 7
50,000-59,999 43 5
60,000-69,999 14 2
70,000-79,999 9 1
80,000-80,999 5 1
90,000-99,999 4 1
100,000+ 32 4
Refuse to answer 117 15

Mean  $23,500 (6.7 on a scale of 0-16 in the table above)
Median $20,000-24,999

Income regrouped:

Group Count | %
$0-9,999 122 18
$10,000-19,999 193 28
$20,000-29,999** 123 18
$30,000-39,999 86 13
$40,000-49,999 52 8
$50,000-59,999 43 6
$60,000-89,999*** 28 4
$90,000+ 36 5

*Regrouped to regularize size of income groupings as much as possible to increase accuracy of analysis when
this variable is tested against others.
***Note change in increment to 30,000

Income Correlation “class” recoded

Poorest $0-19,000 315 46
Lower middle $20,000-39,999 | 209 31
Upper middle $40,000-79,999 118 17
Richest $80,000+ 41 6
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District Council Residenc
Group Count %

Central & Western | 42 5
Wan Chai** 25 3
Eastern 102 13
Southern 53 7
Yau Tsim Mong 29 4
Sham Shui Po 38 5
Kowloon City 46 6
Wong Tai Sin** 39 5
Kwun Tong 54 7
Tsuen Wan 20 3
Tuen Mun** 45 6
Yuen Long 57 7
Kwai Tsing 33 4
Islands 19 2
North 45 6
Tai Po 48 6
Shatin 61 8
Sai Kung** 41 5

** Reformed districts

Reformed/Non-reformed districts

Non-reformed districts 650 81
Reformed districts 150 19

Hong Kong Island | 222 28
Kowloon West 67 8
Kowloon East 139 17
NT West 174 22
| NT East 195 24

Districts by Birthplace of respondents
YTM SSP Kow

table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 44.65 with 34 df p=0.1045
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KEY

Central & Western | CW
Wan Chai** EC
Eastern East
Southern S
Yau Tsim Mong YTM
Sham Shui Po SSP
Kowloon City Kow
Wong Tai Sin** WTS
Kwun Tong KT
Tsuen Wan T™W
Tuen Mun** ™
Yuen Long YL
Kwai Tsing KT
Islands Is
North N
Tai Po TP
Shatin Sha
Sai Kung** SK
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Report written by: Michael E. DeGolyer

Survey administration and Chinese translation: P.K. Cheung

At the 95% confidence level, range of error is plus or minus 3 points for surveys 900-1,000 respondents and 4
points for those 600-800. Completion rates for the surveys range from 28% to 32% of those contacted by
telephone. Since the project uses a Kish table to randomly identify the correspondents desired and then
schedules a callback if that specific respondent is not at home, the completion rate tends to be lower but the
randomization of responses (needed for accurate statistics) tends to be higher than surveys which interview
readily available respondents using the next birthday method. Older respondents with this method tend to use
traditional Chinese calendar where all “birthdays” are celebrated on the second day of the lunar new year, thus
degrading randomization dependent on this method (in lunar calendar using societies in Asia). Respondents are
interviewed in Cantonese, Mandarin, English, Hakka and other languages or dialects as they prefer and as
interviewers with the language skills needed are available. Other surveys referred to above are Hong Kong
Transition Project surveys. The details of those surveys and reports of same may be found on the Hong Kong
Transition Project website at http://www.hkbu.edu.hk/~hktp

The number of respondents in the HKTP surveys:

N= Nov 91 902
Feb 93 615 Aug 93 609
Feb 94 636 Aug 94 640
Feb 95 647 Aug 95 645
Feb 96 627 July 96 928 Dec 96 326
Feb 97 546 June 97 1,129
Jan 98 700 April 98 852 June 98 625 July 98 647 Oct98 811
Apr 99 838 July 99 815 Nov 99 813
Apr 00 704 Aug 00 625; Aug 00 1059 Oct 00 721 Nov 00 801
Apr 01 830 June 01 808 Jul (media ) 831 Jul (party) 1029 Nov 01 759
Apr 02 751 Aug 02 721 Nov 02 814
Mar 03 790 June 03 776 Nov 03 836 Dec 03 709
Apr 04 809 May 04 833 June 04* 680 July 04 * 955 July 04* 695 Aug 04* 781
Sept 04* Nov 04 773 Dec 04 800 Dec FC** 405 (365)
May 05 829 May FC**376 July 05 810 Nov 05 859
Mar 06 805 Apr 06 807 July 06 1,106  Nov 06 706 Nov 06 FC** 374
Apr 07 889 May 07 800

*permanent residents, registered voters only (part of a special 2004 election series)
**Functional constituency registered voters (voters in September 2004 Legco election)
1Not all surveys are referred to in trend series.

TAll Figures are in percentages unless otherwise stated. The Hong Kong Transition Project is funded via a
competitive grant from the Research Grants Council of the University Grants Committee of the Hong Kong
Government (HKBU 2168/04H) and is a participating research project with the David C. Lam Institute of East-
West Studies. None of the institutions mentioned above is responsible for any of the views expressed herein.
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APPENDIX

Optimism
SatLife
SatGov
SatSar-PRC

SatCE
SatCGov
SatCGovSar

SatPresHu

How do you feel currently about HK s future prospects as a part of China?

Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: your current life in Hong Kong?

Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the general performance of the SAR government?
Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the performance of the SARGov dealing with
China?

Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the general performance of CE Donald Tsang?
Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the performance of the PRCGov in ruling China?
Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the performance of the PRCGov dealing with
HKSAR?

Are you currently satisfied/dissatisfied with: the general performance of China’s President Hu
Jintao?

CORRELATION TABLE 5¢ Age with Optimism and Satisfaction, 18-19 year olds

Optimism
SatLife
SatGov
SatSar-PRC
SatCE
SatCGov
SatCGovSar
SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife SatGov SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov SatCGovSar SatPresHu
1.000

-0.438 1.000

-0.669 0.270 | 1.000

-0.421 0.344 | 0.472 1.000

-0.594 0.314 | 0.466 0.474 1.000

. 0.155 | 0.078 0.155 -0.230 | 1.000

. -0.050 | 0.058 0.101 0.208 | -0.291 1.000

0.451 0.186 | 0.154 0.135 0.157 | 0.059 0.390 1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 5d Age with Optimism and Satisfaction, Early Career 20-39

Optimism
SatLife
SatGov
SatSar-PRC
SatCE
SatCGov
SatCGovSar
SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife | SatGov SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov SatCGovSar SatPresHu
1.000

-0.349 1.000

-0.492 0.391 | 1.000

-0.457 0.256 | 0.647 1.000

-0.350 0.164 | 0.461 0.465 1.000

-0.241 0.060 | 0.322 0.353 0.281 | 1.000

-0.207 0.082 | 0.381 0.386 0.396 | 0.514 1.000

-0.070 0.070 | 0.207 0.181 0.318 | 0.316 0.398 1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 5¢ Age with Optimism and Satisfaction, Later Career 40-59

Optimism
SatLife
SatGov
SatSar-PRC
SatCE
SatCGov
SatCGovSar
SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife | SatGov SatSar-PRC SatCGov = SatCGovSar = SatPresHu
1.000

-0.595 1.000

-0.544 0.588 | 1.000

-0.424 0.500 | 0.573 1.000

-0.514 0.421 | 0.621 0.600 1.000

-0.395 0.305 | 0.364 0.404 0.376 | 1.000

-0.519 0.397 | 0.465 0.549 0.497 | 0.562 1.000

-0.410 0.249 | 0.242 0.345 0.378 | 0.500 0.548 1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 5f Age with Optimism and Satisfaction, Retirement Age 60+

Optimism
SatLife
SatGov
SatSar-PRC
SatCE
SatCGov
SatCGovSar
SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife SatGov @ SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov SatCGovSar SatPresHu
1.000

-0.542 1.000

-0.669 0.649 | 1.000

-0.643 0.514 | 0.634 | 1.000

-0.553 0.503 | 0.694 | 0.603 1.000

-0.346 0.294 | 0.440 | 0.463 0.437 | 1.000

-0.459 0.432 | 0.546 | 0.601 0.520 | 0.706 1.000

-0.256 0.262 | 0.392 | 0.329 0.464 | 0.566 0.503 1.000
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CORRELATION TABLE 34a Poorest: Income with Optimism and Satisfaction, $0-

19,000 per month family income

Optimism Satlife | SatGov SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov
Optimism 1.000
SatLife -0.621 1.000
SatGov -0.676 0.625 | 1.000
SatSar-PRC | -0.521 0.556 | 0.619 1.000
SatCE -0.588 0475 | 0.612 0.585 1.000
SatCGov -0.472 0.327 | 0.388 0.419 0.355 | 1.000
SatCGovSar | -0.528 0.398 | 0.489 0.529 0.524 | 0.608
SatPresHu -0.372 0.242 | 0.356 0.352 0415 | 0.524

SatCGovSar

1.000
0.511

SatPresHu

1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 34b Lower middle: Income with Optimism and Satisfaction,

$20,000-39,999 per month family income

SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife | SatGov SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov
Optimism 1.000
SatLife -0.348 1.000
SatGov -0.407 0.487 | 1.000
SatSar-PRC | -0.423 0.405 | 0.598 1.000
SatCE -0.440 0.264 | 0.477 0.475 1.000
SatCGov -0.185 0.257 | 0.358 0.340 0.320 | 1.000
SatCGovSar | -0.349 0.230 | 0.379 0.416 0.362 | 0.459
SatPresHu -0.217 0.106 | 0.206 0.245 0.397 | 0.393

SatCGovSar

1.000
0.513

1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 34c Upper Middle Income with Optimism and Satisfaction,

$40,000-79,999 per month family income
Optimism Satlife | SatGov SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov

Optimism 1.000

SatLife -0.491 1.000

SatGov -0.540 0.631 | 1.000

SatSar-PRC | -0.399 0.347 | 0.567 1.000

SatCE -0.259 0.375 | 0.604 0.542 1.000
SatCGov -0.252 0.173 | 0.394 0.354 0.407 | 1.000
SatCGovSar | -0.333 0.333 | 0.539 0.466 0.476 | 0.592
SatPresHu -0.221 0.292 | 0.356 0.294 0.271 | 0.419

SatCGovSar

1.000
0.535

SatPresHu

1.000

CORRELATION TABLE 34d Richest: Income with Optimism and Satisfaction,

$80,000+ per month family income

SatCGovSar

SatPresHu

Optimism Satlife SatGov = SatSar-PRC | SatCE | SatCGov
Optimism 1.000
SatLife -0.475 1.000
SatGov -0.263 0.226 | 1.000
SatSar-PRC | -0.416 0.038 | 0.585 1.000
SatCE -0.317 -0.032 | 0.576 0.697 1.000
SatCGov -0.397 0.008 | 0.287 0.372 0.292 | 1.000
SatCGovSar | -0.223 -0.085 | 0.447 0.549 0.412 | 0.571
SatPresHu -0.474 0.176 | 0.074 0.174 0.220 | 0.494

1.000
0.163

1.000
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