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Executive Summary

The report presents results of a public opinion survey on environmentd attitudes of Hong Kong
resdents commissioned by the nontprofit think tank Civic Exchange, funded by Rockefdler
Brothers Fund and conducted by the Hong Kong Trangtion Project. The random telephone
survey, conducted 27 September to 5 October 2001, represents responses from 964 Hong Kong
residents aged 18 and above who were members of the household contacted! Most Hong
Kongers desire government to meke many environmenta issues atop or medium priority. Many
express agreat ded of concern about environmentd issues. Mogt are dissstisfied with
government’ s effortsto clean up the environment. Mog are willing to support gregter law
enforcement and higher finesto protect the environment. Many are willing to purchase more
environmentaly friendly vehides or take public trangport if service convenience and conditions
areimproved. A growing proportion buy organic products, and a surprisng proportion have
participated in various environmentaly reaed activities Mo prefer ether the public
themselves, independent environmenta experts or green groups as those to whom the
government should lisen on environmentd issues. Results show astrong correlation between
educationd level and environmentd priorities, particularly among younger cohorts and those
who use the Internet. Given these trends, environmental issues are sure to grow in importance as
Hong Kong moves further into the 21% century.

Introduction

Hong Kong has meade two trangtions since 1982 when negotiations sarted for the return to
Chinese sovereignty in 1997. As China opened up during the 1980s and early 1990sthe
indudtrid sector decamped for the mainland in search of lower land and labor costs. Hong
Kong' s sarvices sector, especidly finance, tourism, media and education, expanded dramaticaly
asfactory jobs moved out. Hong Kongers, who had been notorioudy neglectful of
environmenta qudity in their * borrowed place on borrowed time,” have dramaticaly changed
ther views. Once jobs and housing were seen as far more important than environmenta issues.
Today, abetter environment is seen as foundationd to a better economy, particularly by younger,
more educated age graups. Consequently, despite a severe economic downturn, nearly onein
five Hong Kongers report making adonation to an environmental group in the past year.
Environmentaiam has arived in post-colonid Hong Kong. The SAR is home, not waydation.

1. Priority assessments and degrees of concern

The quegtionnaire commenced with two questions requesting responsesto alig of environmenta
issues. Thefirg asked respondents to rank each issue in terms of priority the government should
as3gn, from making it a“ top priority” to consdering it “Not a problem.”  The second bank of
issues requested respondents to indicate their level of concern in terms of the effect on ther
persond hedth or wel-being, from conddering it to affect them “agreat ded” to “ none’.
Tables 1 and 2 present responses in ranked order (highest to lowest) of government priority and
degree of persond concern.? In Table 1, six issues garnered aranking of top priority from a
magjority of respondents®

! Resident domestic helpers excluded. For demogragphic & methodologica details seeend. Quedtionnaire attached.
2To see questionsin order asked respondents, see the survey instrument in the Appendix.

3on only two issues did permanent residents show variance from non-permanents resdents. Thesewerelittering
and environmentd hygiene (0.1 significance levd which is consdered very wesk) in the neighborhood and coadtline
reclamation (0.03 stronger significance). Both are more“locdized” concernsthan other issues.
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Table1l How high apriority should the gover nment make the following in Hong Kong?
Top Medium Low | Nota Don' t

priority problem Know
Pegticidesin vegetables/uninspected food smuggling 69 5 4 5
Contaminated seafood 63 18 7 6 6
Outdoor air pollution 62 23 4 5 5
Drinking water pollution 62 19 6 9 4
Littering & hygienein the neighborhood 52 28 7 9 4
Overpopulation & crowding 52 26 8 7 8
Loss& degradation of green areasin HK 47 33 7 7 5
L ack of landfill space 45 28 10 4 12
Seawater pollution 45 34 8 7 6
Illegal tradein endangered wildlife & plants 43 28 11 9 10
Growing shortageof fresh water in region 43 24 7 17 8
Noise pollution 42 36 9 9 5
Global warming 41 24 10 9 16
Genetically modified food 30 35 9 10 16
Coadtlinereclamation 28 37 14 10 11
Indoor air pallution 28 36 9 19 7
Mainland’ senvironmental problems 19 29 13 24 15
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The second question asked the degree of persona concern arespondent had about these issues.
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Table 2 How much concern do you have about the effects of the following on your personal
health or well-being?
Great Some | Little None | Don't ‘

dedl Know
Drinking water pollution 56 30 8 4 1
Pesticidesin vegetables & uninspected food smuggling 58 29 13 2 3
Outdoor air pollution 49 38 9 2 2
Littering and environmental hygiene 48 36 11 3 3
Contaminated seafood 46 34 13 4 2
Overpopulation and crowding 43 34 13 6 4
Indoor air pollution 42 39 12 4 2
L ossand degradation of green areasin HK 36 42 15 4 4
Seawater pollution 36 38 18 5 2
Noise pollution 35 43 16 5 2
Global warming 29 35 17 7 12
Genetically modified food 28 34 20 8 10
L ack of landfill space 25 35 25 9 7
Coastlinereclamation 21 38 26 9 6
Mainland’ senvironmental problems 15 31 25 20 10
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Only aminority expressed concern about the mainland’ s environmental problems even though
environmenta conditions acrass the border impact on Hong Kong' swater and drinking water
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qudities, outdoor ar qudlity, contaminated seafood, pesticides in the food, and globa warming.
Connections between “locd” issues and the mainland’ s problems and its contributions to these
problems obvioudy have not been made by many. The high leve of “don’ t know” responsesto
globa warming, geneticaly modified food and the mainland’ s environmenta problems indicate
ggnificant numbers of Hong Kongers admit knowing little about these issues. Only two of

fifteen items triggered a great dedl of concern among amgjority. However, 14 of 15 issues show
majorities who have ether agrest dedl or some cancern, with 86% (collgpsed or merged top two
categories) for example, showing moderate to high levels of concern about drinking water
pollution and 87% moderate to high concern about outdoor ar pallution. The relationship of
degrees of concern with assessments of desired government priority shows that drinking water
pollution and pesticides in food dicit mgorities who consder they should be government
priorities and who aso have agreet dedl of concern about the effect on their persond hedth and
wdl-being. Agan, themainland’ s environmenta problems ranked lowest in terms of worry
about effect on respondent’ s persond hedth or well-baeng. Thisissue, dong with globd
warming and geneticaly modified food triggered the highest levels of don’ t krows.

Table 3 comparesthe rank in terms of government priority with the rank of persona concern.
The sacond column (labdled “ Rank 1”) shows ranking of government priority of 17 itemswhile
the third column (Rank 2) shows thet first rank of priority for each item againg the degree of
persond concern listed in order of those expressng a‘ great ded’ of concern. For example, in
the third column, the firgt persond concern is the number 4 rank in “top priority” while the
second issue in order of persona concerns was number 1 in “top priority.” Third isthe same,
while the fourth concern was 5" in priority and the sixth concern was 2" in priority, and so on.

Table3 Rank of government priority compared to rank of personal concern

Government priority Rank 1 Rank 2 Per sonal concern
Pegticidesin vegetables/uninspected food 1 4 Drinking water pollution
smuggling
Contaminated seafood 2 1 Pesticidesin vegetables &

uninspected food smuggling

Outdoor air pollution

Littering and environmental hygiene
Contaminated seafood
Overpopulation and crowding

Indoor air pollution

L ossand degradation of green areas

Outdoor air pollution 3
Drinking water pollution 4
Littering & hygienein theneighbor hood 5
Overpopulation & crowding 6
Loss& degradation of green areasin HK 7
Lack of landfill space 8

}—‘CDNU'IQJ
(o)}

in HK
Sea water pollution 9 9 Sea water pollution
*|llegal tradein endangered wildlife & plants 10 12 Noise pollution
*Growing shortage of fresh water in region 11 13 Global warming
Noise pallution 12 14 Genetically modified food
Global warming 13 8 L ack of landfill space
Genetically modified food 14 15 Coagtlinereclamation
Coastlinereclamation 15 17 Mainland’ senvironmental problems
Indoor air pollution 16
Mainland’ senvironmental problens 17

*|ssues not asked asitems of persond concern

Themainland’ senvironmenta problemsrank lagt in both ligs. Indoor ar pollution moves from
16 out of 17 in terms of opinion of level of government priority to 7" of 15 in terms of persond

concern. Lack of landfill space movesfrom 8" of 17 in government priority to 13" of 15, well
down theligt of persond concerns from about hafway in terms of priority. Otherwise, the two
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rankings assume afairly srong degree of conastency in terms of assessments of priority and in
terms of highest degree of persona concern.

Demographic characterigtics such as gender, age and educationd attainment often affect
responses. In the case of Hong Kong, a dominantly Chinese society nearly cut off from the
mainland between 1950 and 1980 except for one way immigrants, birth in Hong Kong or the
mainland takes on amore significant role than dsewhere* The resuiitsin Table 4 show thét the
24% of respondents to the survey born in mainland China tend to expect government to have
higher prioritiesfor mogt environmenta issues than the 76% born in Hong Kong and esewhere,
The mainland born accord 11 of 17 issueswith higher priority for government than Hong Kong
born.> Issues not given higher priorities tend to be issues which show asignificantly higher level
of don’ t knows among mainland born, such as globa warming and geneticaly modified food.
Others, such as contaminated seafood and seawater pollution are of less concern for those born
deeper inland who have diets and lifestyles not as ocean oriented asthe locdly born. One
possible explanaion of why those who were born on the mainland are less concerned about
drinking water than locdly born could be thet they believe Hong Kong' s drinking water qudity
is much better than the mainland’ sdrinking weter. The digtribution of resultsin terms of less
priority being put on these issues by mainland born seemslogicdly explainable and not the result
of chance. Hence, the pattern of generaly higher priority put forward by mainiand born likely
indicates that the mainland born in genera seem to expect government to be more active than the
locdly born.

Table4 Top Prioritiesfor government accor ding to birthplace
Top priority born Top priority Significance*

HK/elsawhere bornin China
Pegticidesin vegetables/uninspected food smuggling = 0.0005
Contaminated seafood 63 60 = 0.0001
Outdoor air pollution 61 65 =0.0019
Drinking water pollution 64 56 0 0.0001
Littering & hygienein the neighborhood 51 55 = 0.0001
Overpopulation & crowding 51 55 =0.0032
Loss& degradation of green areasin HK 46 52 = 0.0009
L ack of landfill space 46 44 0 0.0001
Seawater pollution 46 45 =0.0190
Illegal trade in endangered wildlife & plants 42 44 =0.0011
Growing shortageof fresh water in region 42 46 =0.0013
Noise pollution 41 45 0J 0.0001
Global warming 42 37 00 0.0001
Genetically modified food 31 28 [ 0.0001
Coastlinereclamation 27 34 = 0.0008
Indoor air pollution 27 34 =0.0014
Mainland’ senvironmental problems 19 20 =0.0002

*Significance Is a measure of the strength of association between varigbles, in this case birthplace and priority for the government.
The numbers given measure the likelihood the distribution of responses could be the result of chance. The lower the number—
the closer it approaches zero-the greater the likelihood that the variables are associated and the lower the likelihood that the
pattern of responsesis due to random chance.

Those born in Chinatypicaly show about twice the proportion of don’ t know responses asthose
born in Hong Kong, as Table 5 shows. Thisismainly afunction of age and education, asthe

4 See Demographics section a end of briefing for detalls.
5 Chance donewould see one group which dlotted higher priority about equaly split, say with 7to0 9 issues
aooorded higher priority levels by one or the other group (for a9 to 8 split).
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Chinaborn tend to be both older and less educated than the locally born. The measures of
asociaion shown above reflect the overdl pattern of distribution, such as appearsin Table 5,

and not just the relationship between birthplace and top priority responses. Thus part of the
srength of association asindicated in Table 4 is comprised of the typica tendency of manland

born respondents to answer don’ t know more often than localy born respondents.

Table5 Priority of outdoor air pollution by birthplace
HK/dsewhere

Top priority
Medium
Low

Not aproblem
Don’ t know

total 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 1707  with 4 df p=0.0019

In terms of comparative levels of concern between Hong Kong born and China born, only 3 of
15 issues show that birthplace makes a Sgnificant difference in response patterns. These are
globa warming, in which 31% of Hong Kong born versus 23% of mainland born express a great
dedl of concern. Only 8% of Hong Kong born responded don’ t know while 23% of mainland
born expressed uncertainty about the issue. The second issue was contaminantsin seefood
where 48% Hong Kong born said they had a* great ded” of concern about the effect on thelr
persond hedth and well-being versus 39% of mainland born The third was geneticaly
modified food, with 29% of Hong Kong born concerned a greet dedl versus 24% of mainland
born. The overdl concluson about the effect of birthplace on priorities and concernsisthat on
mogt issues, birthplace little affects levels of concern about the effects of environmentd issues
on persond hedth and well-being. But, on priorities for the government, those born on the
mainland conggtently expect the government to put issues & a higher leve of priority.

2. Effectsof foreign experience and cultural identity on prioritiesand concerns

Living outside Hong Kong for one year or more has effects on response patterns® Some 15% of
the respondents reported living in US, UK, Audrdia, Canadaand so on for &t leest ayear. (see
Table 11 in Demographics). Asthe second most densdaly populated place on earth, behind
nearby Macau, there isacommon belief localy that expatriates —people originating outsde
Hong Kong-have much higher senstivitiesto living in the confined spaces of Hong Kong than
locds While Table 6 lends margind support to this belief, a very high proportion of locdswho
have never lived outsde Hong Kong aso rate overpopulation and crowding as atop or medium
priority for the government. On just seven issues out of seventeen oversess experience hasan
effect, though the differences can be very amdl, as with coadtline reclamation and drinking water
pollution. The differences are even less between those with experience abroad and those without
when it comes to concern about effects on their persond health and well-bang.
Table6 Effect of experienceliving abroad (Taop priority + medium priority)
Experience Noexperience Averageof all Significance
living abroad abroad

Overpopulation & crowding
Lack of landfill space 82 73 74 =0.0017

% Forthe purposss of this andysis, that excludes long term residence on the mainland.
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Outdoor ar pollution 92 84 85 =0.0273
Illlegd trade in endangered gpecies 78 70 71 =0.0392
Lossé& degradation of green areas of HK 87 79 80 =0.0643
Drinking water pollution 86 81 82 =0.0174
Coadline redamation 69 66 66 = 0.0686

Pro-environmentalism is the effect of education and experience. The sated aim of green groups
and the Environmenta Protection Department to raise environmenta avareness Sgnifiesan
understanding that education and activities to enhance the development of atitudes which
promote environmentally-aware behavior are effective in changing people stitudes. Smilarly,
sf-dassfication in terms of sdf-identity, whether by class, “ greenness’ or palitica ideology,
can often explain more in terms of behavior and attitude than demographic variables like age or
gender. Thisisdearly the casein terms of whet could be cdled “ Culturd 1dentity.” We asked
“which of the following categories best describesyou?” Table 7 shows the results.

Table7 Which of thefollowing categories best describesyou? N=964
Count %

Count of permanent residents

Expatriate 34 4 30
Chinese mainland migrant 52 5 39
Mainland professiona working in HK 8 1 5

Grew upin HK; returned to HK within past 7 years 29 3 28
Hong Konger 820 85 817
Other 21 2 21

When results arefiltered for those who have permanent resdency, i.e,, those who were bornin
Hong Kong or lived in Hong Kong for saven years or longer and who have gppliedto be
permanent residents; the difference between attitudina affinity and “ objective’ demographic
description becomes gpparent. For example, 3 of the 820 who origindly classfy themsdves as
Hong Kongers don’ t have permanent resdency. All but 13 of the 52 mainland migrants are
permanent resdents, as are 5 of the 8 mainland professonadsworking in Hong Kong. The
“other” grouping was dl born in Hong Kong but consder themsdves neither Hong Kongers,
returnees, nor expatriates.” Saf-definition hasmore effect then legd status.

Differencesin culturd identity show up in awide array of both the priority responses and the
persond concern responses. |n each category below, the first column represents those who
assign the issue top priority whilethe second column is the combined top plus medium priority.
Thisiswhere differences emerge. For example, no culturd identity group differs much in terms
of proportions which assign top priority to pesticidesin vegetebles However, in combined
priority, only 75% of mainlanders give the issue high priority versus 89% of expat/returnees, a
ggnificant difference. The difference is even more dramatic on contaminated seefood, the
number one priority for the greatest mgority of expat/returnees. While 75% of expat/returnees
put thisissue as atop priority, only 45% of manlanders agree, and while 91% of expa/returnees

! Satidicdly, any given category of avariable should have aminimum of 50 casesin order to providemorerdiable
results. (For example, the category with only 5 cases could easily show none or dl giving one response, and each
person represents a 20% block in percentage terms)  The expatriates and those who grew up in Hong Kong and
returned (returness) are very dikein terms of responses, while both categories of mainlanders seem to react much
the same. For the purposes of andydi's, the Expats/Returnees (63) are grouped together, as are the mainlanders (60).
“Others’ hasbeen dropped.
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make it ahigh priority (top and medium combined), just 67% of mainlanders do. Hong Kongers
fal about in the middle on thisissue

Table8 Comparative priorities by cultural identity
Expat/Returnee Hong Konger Mainlander

Top Top/ Top Top Average of all

priority Medium  Priority Priority (e
Pedticidesin vegetables 68 89 69 87 67 75 69
Contaminated seefood 75 91 63 81 45 67 63
Drinking water pollution 62 92 63 81 50 65 62
Littering & hygiene 57 84 51 80 50 68 52
Seawater pallution 56 84 46 80 37 75 46
Lack of landfill space 41 79 47 75 30 55 45
lllegd tredein 44 79 43 71 47 67 43
endangered species
Noise pollution 43 78 42 79 8S 62 42
Globd warming 5l 71 41 66 8S 52 41
Indoor ar pollution 19 63 28 65 38 60 28

Expat/returnees and Hong Kongers seem to rank issues more closaly together than do
mainlanders and Hong Kongers. Ten of 17 issues show didtinctly different response petterns.
Seven issues, outdoor ar pollution, loss and degradetion of green areas, overpopulation and
crowding, coadtline reclamation, geneticdly modified food, shortage of fresh water in the region
and mainland environmenta problems showed no sgnificant differencesin reponses.

Table9 Differencesin comparative priorities by cultural identity

Top priority Expat/returnees Top priority Hong Kongers Top priority Manlanders
Top Top Issue Top
priority priority priority

Contaminated seafood 75 Pesticidesin vegetables | 69 Pesticidesin vegetables 67

Pesticidesin vegetables | 68 Contaminated seafood 63 Drinking water pollution 50

Drinking water 62 Drinking water 63 Littering & hygiene 50

pollution pollution

Littering & hygiene 57 Littering & hygiene 51 Illegal tradein 47

endangered species

Seawater pallution 56 Lack of landfill space a7 Contaminated seafood 45

Global warming 51 Seawater pallution 46 Indoor air pollution 38

Illegal tradein 44 Illegal tradein 43 Seawater pollution 37

endanger ed species endangered species

Noise pollution 43 ‘Noise pollution 42 Noise pollution 35

L ack of landfill space 41 Global warming 41 Global warming 85

Indoor air pollution 19 Indoor air pollution 28 L ack of landfill space 30

In terms of concern about effects on persond hedth and wdl-being, 9 of 15 issuesreveded
ggnificant differences due to culturd identification.

Table 10 Compar ative concerns by cultural identity

Expat/Returnee Hong Konger Mainlander
Gresat Great/ Great Great/ Great Great/ Averageall

Cedl Some dedl Some dedl Some (Great deal)

Pedticidesin vegetables
Outdoor ar pollution 56 89 50 88 43 80 50
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Littering & hygiene 51 81 48 84 40 72 48
Contaminated seafood 65 89 45 80 30 63 46
Indoor ar pollution 43 82 43 83 35 67 43
Globd warming 37 76 29 65 18 48 29
Genetically modified food 40 73 27 62 27 58 28
Lack of landfill space 24 59 26 61 13 35 25
Coadlline redamdion 18 67 22 59 17 45 21

On six issues, hoise pollution, drinking weter pollution, seaweter pollution, loss and degradation
of green areas, overpopulation and crowding, and the mainland’ s environmenta problems there
were no significant differencesin degree of concern.® Concerns certainly affect behaviors, but
just as certainly behaviors affect concerns. This can dearly be seen with the contaminated
seefood issue, for example. Expats and returnees tend far more often than any other group to est
fresh seefood every day, while amgority of mainlanders say they never egt sesfood. Hencethe
divergencein priority and degree of concern dearly semsfrom behaviord patterns

Table11 How often do you eat fresh seafood?

Expat/Returnee Hong Konger Average of all
Nearly every day 5 1 0 1
Once or twice awesk 22 8 8 9
Once or twiceamonth 24 22 12 22
A few timesayear 22 31 25 30
Never 27 38 55 39
- Chi-square = 3264  with 8 df p 17 0.0001

60+

50
] |:| Hong Konger
40—: |:| Mainlander

30

20

10

ol

A few times a year

Never

Nearly every day F

Once or twice a month

Once or twice a week

3. Differences of prioritiesand concern by gender and age group

Gender differences show up in priority rates only for pesticides in vegetables and uningpected
meat smuggling, with 72% of women rating this atop priority versus 66% of men, andin

geneticaly modified food, with 34% of women caling for government to make it atop priority
versus 26% of men. Women may congder these a higher priority snce they are the dominant

8 seTae2for degree of concern for theseissues.
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food procurers and preparers While men and women differ little on mogt issues as a priority for
government, when it comes to concerns about effects on hedlth, men and women differ
congderably on anumber of issues The firg figure in each column isfor those with agreat dedl
of concern while the second figure is for those who fed no concern about the issue.

Table12 Concernsby Gender

Men No Women

concern \[o]
concern

Drinking water pollution 48 6 64 8

Contaminated seefood 40 3 52 2 13
Pedticidesin vegetables'uninspected food 48 4 58 2 12

Littering & hygienein neighborhood 43 4 52 2 11
Overpopulation & crowding 39 7 48 5 11

Indoor air pollution 39 6 46 8 10
Geneicaly modified foods 24 10 31 9 8

Seawater pollution 33 3 39 2 7

Coadd reclameation 21 12 22 7 6
*Combines the differences befween exfremes of assessments, subfracting no concern from great deal among men and then

women, then computing the difference. For ex. 48 —6 = 42 for men; 64 -3 = 61 for women. 6142 = 19, the “ gap”

70+
] . Men great deal
60
. I:' Women great deal
50
404
304
204
104
0 -
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The gender gap column gives asense of how widdly divergent men and women differ on these
issuesin ther depth of concern. Age differences, however, show the greatest gaps of dll
demographic variables, with younger cohorts usudly raing issues as ahigher priority for
government than other age groups. Age dso playsalargerolein the educationd differences

which affect “ don’ t know” responses.
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Table 13 Yearsof schooling by Age groups

Yearsof schoadling

None 0 0 - 3 11 12 40 4
Primary 1-6 0 0 4 18 25 26 31 12
F1-F2 0 1 3 4 4 4 3 3
F-3 13 8 15 17 16 12 11 14
F4/F-5 graduate 35 37 35 30 22 18 6 30
F6 17 1 1 2 2 8 3 3
F-7 graduate’ TC 23 15 10 6 7 6 3 10
graduate/T™ yr Assoc.

University 1% -3 13 9 = = 2 4 3 3
year

University graduate 0 26 30 17 11 12 0 20
Masters/Ph.D. Degree 0 3 2 2 0 0 0 2
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N=918

Chi-square = 3984  with 54 df p O 0.0001

The chart below excludes the 18-19 age group. Those 20-29 il in universty have been
reclassified as univeraty graduates (nearly al who enter university graduate in Hong Kong,
unlike other countries). These amendments are made to remove those dill in Form 6 or 7 or
universty and thusto show more dearly the corrdation between age and educationd atainment.

Chart of Table 13 Educational attainment by age group’

100 == |
90 % st é . Masters/Ph.D. Dearee
=
80 o ﬁ‘ University graduate
70
a?"g Eji;i;ﬁ University 1st -3rd year
60
50 % % EI F-7 graduate/TC graduate/1st yr Assoc.
40 E %] 6
30
20 I:' F4/F-5 graduate
]
0 T R T T [
., -
2029 30-39 4049 50-59 60-69 7087 F1-F2

I:I Primary 1-6
EI None

The Age/Educetion corrdation gppears predominantly in the results of how high apriority the
government should make environmentd issues. Congdently acrass mogt issues, younger, higher
educated respondents call for government to meke environmenta issues ahigher priority. Only
afew issues like outdoor air pollution and pedticides in vegetables, show across age groups a
mgority for government to make them atop priority.

o Rounding may add up to more than 100 percent in acolumn.
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Table 14 How high a priority should government make: Globa Warming

Top priority 56 41 45 39 39 36 32 42
Medium 31 32 24 21 23 9 19 24
Naspadem |6 |6 s |8 |o |1 |u |8
Don’ t know 2 9 10 21 26 36 32 16
gj‘e contents. Percej'-w(t)gf Columnlgcc))ta N= 92150 2 s s 10 s 10
Chi-square = 7739  with 24 df p O 0.0001
100 3

90_; HE . Don't know
80—5 ",_._-:_:' o Not a problem
707 : A o

607 N L] HOW

50—§ % e P Medium

407 f el [ iori
) e
W
g1

OE A | ﬁ | "'..':: | '...'::E T é T "..':: T "'-.':

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

Table 14A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Global Warming
18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87 total

Greet ded 29 26 31 27 28 30 32 28
Some 48 46 34 35 31 25 16 36
Little 19 14 21 18 17 11 16 18
None 2 10 8 6 5 8 5 7
Don' t know 2 4 7 14 19 26 30 12
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:. Percent of Column Totd N= 925

Chi-square = 67.77  with 24 df p O 0.0001

Asthe chart of Table 14A shows, degrees of concern and correlation with age/education gppear
clearly when the highest and next highest degrees of concern are combined.

Chart of Table 14A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Global Warming

Civic Exchange 2001 Environmental Survey



80

0
18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

Table 15 How high a priority should government make: |llegal tradein endangered
wildlife & plants

ORI 52 46 40 42 44 42 38 43
Medium 29 30 28 31 26 15 19 28
Low 10 13 15 9 7 11 5 11
Not a problem 8 6 8 8 11 17 11 9
Don'’ t know 0 5 9 10 12 15 27 10
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:. Percent of Column Totad N= 925
Chi-square = 4456  with 24 df p=0.0066
90

P N W b 00 O N @©

0

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

The asociation of age with prioritiesis less pronounced, as the chart of Table 15 shows, but
thereis gill astrong generd corrdation. This gopearsin many, but not dl, of thetables.

Table 16: How high a priority should government make: Shortage of fresh water in region

Top priority 52 41 44 38 51 43 43 43
Medium 35 30 26 24 17 15 16 25
Low 8 7 7 6 5 4 5 6
Not aproblem 4 12 16 23 18 26 19 18
Don'’ t know 0 10 7 8 9 11 16 8
totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 4029  with 24 df p=0.0199
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Table17: How high a priority should government make: Mainland’ senvironmental
problems

Top priority 35 17 18 17 21 25 27 19
Medium 29 40 33 27 23 11 8 29
Low 21 16 14 12 10 8 3 13
Not aproblem 15 19 23 27 30 23 24 24
Don' t know 0 9 12 17 17 34 38 15
tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 86.37  with 24 df p O 0.0001

One of the exceptions 1o the correlation between younger age and higher priority and concern

levelsis that of concern for the effect of the mainland’ s environmental problems.  This may be
due to more elderly being born in China and having ancestral ties with their villages and hence
being more aware of the effects of environmenta problems on their family members. It may
aso be due to historicd memory of the effect of drought, floods and other environmental

dissgers.

Table17A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Mainland’ senvironmental
problems

30-39 5059

Some 33 29 30 33 20 40 22 30
Little 33 30 29 23 22 9 19 26
None 25 26 21 17 18 15 14 20
Don' t know 0 5 6 12 17 19 24 10
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 65.71  with 24 df p O 0.0001
60

. ] |:| Some
50_; m— . Great deal
404 [
30
20
10

o

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

Anissue where older cohorts depart from their usud pattern of lower priority and concern levels
isthat of coastline reclamation. Y ounger groups put the issue much higher as a priority, with
teens a 88% and twenties a 67% versus those in their 60s at 49% and 70 and above a 55%
(combined top and medium priority). But when it comes to concern about the effects of coagtd
reclamation on their persond health and well-being, older cohorts report significantly higher
degrees of concern, with the highest degree of concern risng with age. Thisagain may be dueto
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higorical experience, with the disruptions of reclamation and rebuilding, which may aso trigger
urban renewa and hence displacement of the elderly from their accusomed neighborhoods.

Table 18: How high a priority should government make: Coastlinereclamation

Top priority 38 21 23 28 40 36 41 28
Medium 50 46 42 37 29 13 14 37
Low 8 12 15 14 14 15 8 14
Not a problem 2 10 13 12 7 9 8 10
Don' t know 2 11 8 10 11 26 30 11
tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N= 925

Chi-square = 7700  with 24 df p0O0.0001

90

80 |:| Medium
70 . Top priority

60

50
40

30

20
10

0
18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

Table 18A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Coastline reclamation

30-39 5059

Greet ded 13 14 21 21 31 32 35 21
Some 33 35 36 44 33 34 24 37
Little 35 31 32 23 16 11 22 26
None 19 17 7 7 8 8 5 9
Don’ t know 0 3 4 5 12 15 14 6
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents.  Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 8392 with 24 df pO0.0001
70+

] — @ —— [ I:I Some
60—:

] ] . Great deal
50 —
40
30—5
20
10

o4

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87
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Priorities of and concern about genetically modified foods aso shows an exceptiond paitern,
with those giving both top priority and agreat dedl of concern about GMO' s effects on ther
persond hedlth and well-being risng with age, with 50 and above dl higher. Thismay bea
function of education lowering, rather than rasing anxieties.

Table19: How high a priority should government make: Genetically modified foods

Top priority 21 22 31 27 45 40 35 30
Medium 54 42 39 35 26 9 14 35
Low 6 14 10 9 6 9 0 9
Not aproblem 15 14 11 9 6 4 8 10
Don’ t know 4 9 9 19 18 38 43 15
totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 1131  with 24 df pO0.0001
80
1 |:| Medium

70 —
60 — . Top priority
50
40
30
20
10

0

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87
Table19A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Genetically modified foods

30-39 5059

Great ded 21 19 28 30 33 36 22 27
Some 29 36 39 36 31 28 22 34
Little 31 26 21 19 17 11 16 20
None 19 18 6 5 5 4 5 8
Don' t know 0 4 7 10 14 21 35 10
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents; Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 1009  with 24 df p O 0.0001
70+

. 1 |:| Some
60

. — . Great deal
50—:
40—5
30—5
20—5
104

04

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87
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Concern about pesticides in vegetables and uningpected food smuggling ssemsto affect dl age
groups about the same, except for thosein their 60s.

Table20: How high a priority should government make: Pesticidesin vegetables &
uningpected food smuggling

Top priority 67 71 69 70 75 55 68 69
Medium 23 19 20 17 12 13 3 17
Low 4 2 5 6 4 8 8 5
Not aproblem 6 4 3 2 3 11 5 4
Don' t know 0 4 4 6 6 13 16 6
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
tablecontents:  Percent of Column Total N= 925

Chi-square = 4559  with 24 df p=0.0050
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70 . Top priority
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Table 20A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Pesticidesin vegetables &
uninspected food smuggling

5059

Greet ded 50 46 53 55 66 51 49 53
Some 27 31 30 30 22 28 22 29
Little 19 17 14 11 9 4 22 13
Nore 4 3 2 2 0 6 3 2
Don' t know 0 2 1 2 4 11 5 3
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

table contents: Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 4627  with 24 df p=0.0041
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80 |:| Some
70 . Great deal
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While youth put a higher priority on overpopulation and crowding then eders (typica for most
issues when top priority and medium priorities are combined), the pattern shifts dramaticaly as
far as concern for itsill effectsgoes. A far higher proportion of those in their 70s and above
make overpopulation and crowding atop priority than other groups. Table 21 A showsthat
concern for theill effects of overpopulation and crowding rises steeply up to the 50s.

Table21: How high a priority should government make: Overpopulation & crowding

Top priority

100 100
table contents.  Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 4670  with 24 df p=0.0036
90

8 I:I Medium

P N W D OO N

0
18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-87

Table 21A How much concern . . . about the effect of: Overpopulation & crowding

Grest ded 25 32 43 45 59 51 49 43
Some 38 39 35 37 26 21 27 34
Little 25 17 15 9 6 9 16 13
None 13 10 5 5 5 8 3 6
Don' t know 0 2 3 4 5 11 5 4
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: cent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 6144  with 24 df p0O0.0001
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8 |:| Some
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Table22: How high a priority should government make: Loss & degradation of green areas

Top priority 60 47 47 44 52 49 41 48
Medium 27 39 37 32 28 17 27 33
Low 10 6 8 8 7 6 8 7
Not aproblem 2 4 5 9 9 17 8 7
Don' t know 0 4 3 8 5 11 16 6
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 4777  with 24 df p=0.0027

90

8 |:| Medium
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Loss and degradation of green areas in Hong Kong aso tends to concern age groups cons stently
except for those in their 70s and up.

Table22A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Loss & degradation of
green areas

5059
Grest ded 35 30 37 35 48 36 27 36
Some 42 45 44 42 37 38 32 42
Little 19 19 13 18 8 8 22 15
None 2 3 4 3 3 6 8 4
Don' t know 2 3 2 2 5 13 11 4
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 4730  with 24 df p=0.0031
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Table 23: How high a priority should government make: Littering & neighborhood hygiene

Top priority 48 50 53 52 60 43 49 52
Medium 40 34 30 26 18 17 19 28
Low 6 6 6 8 10 11 5 7
Not aproblem 6 6 8 10 10 19 11 9
Don' t know 0 3 3 5 3 9 16 4
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Totd N= 925

Chi-square = 4614  with 24 df p=0.0043
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Despite Table 23 and 24, teens don'’ t seem to take littering quite as serioudy astheir priority
seting might indicate. See section 5 part 5 beow for more on littering.

Table 23A How much concern . . . about the effect of: Littering & neighborhood hygiene

Greet dedl 44 39 49 47 58 49 46 47
Some 42 42 36 39 25 30 22 36
Little 13 12 10 10 10 11 19 11
Nore 2 5 3 3 3 2 8 3
Don'’ t know 0 2 2 2 5 8 5 3
Totdl 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

~ table contents.  Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 3330 with 24 df p=0.0980
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Civic Exchange 2001 Environmental Survey

25



Theissue of lack of landfill gpacefitsthetypical pattern in terms of priority with younger groups
rating it ahigher priority than older groups, but concerns about its effect on health and well-
being tend to rise with age as Table 24A shows.

Table 24: How high a priority should government make: Lack of landfill space

Top priority 60 11 46 44 50 42 35 45
Medium 17 38 33 25 24 23 22 29
Low 13 12 11 8 10 9 5 10
Not a problem 2 1 4 6 5 2 5 4
Don' t know 8 7 7 18 12 25 32 13
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 6210  with 24 df p O 0.0001
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Table 24A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Lack of landfill space
1819  20-29 30-39 4049 | 5059 R 70-87 total

Great ded 17 21 24 23 34 25 35 24
Some 35 37 32 38 31 34 16 34
Little 35 24 30 25 19 13 19 25
None 10 14 10 7 7 8 14 10
Don' t know 2 5 4 7 9 21 16 7
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Totd N=925

Chi-square = 5621  with 24 df p=0.0002
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Y ounger groups want contaminated seafood made a higher government priority, but older groups
are more concerned about the effects on thelr hedth.

Table 25: How high a priority should government make: Contaminated seafood

Top priority 60 67 67 59 60 55 49 62
Medium 29 22 19 16 13 15 14 18

tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total N= 925

Chi-square = 6328  with 24 df p O 0.0001
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Table 25A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Contaminated seafood
50-59

Great ded 33 37 47 49 51 51 39 45
Sme 46 39 33 34 31 28 27 34
Little 19 18 15 10 12 4 14 14
None 2 4 3 5 3 11 8 4
Don' t know 0 2 1 2 4 6 14 2
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

~ table contents. Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 5354  with 24 df p=0.0005
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Table 26: How high a priority should government make: Sea water pollution

Top priority 52 50 44 43 48 40 49 45
Medium 29 37 37 37 25 23 19 34
Low 13 6 9 7 11 8 8 8
Not aproblem 4 5 6 8 10 15 8 7
Don' t know 2 3 4 5 8 15 16 6
totdl 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
tablecontents  Percent of Column Totd N=925

Chi-square = 4355 with 24 df p=0.0086

Table 26A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Sea water pollution

30-39
Grest ded 35 30 34 38 46 32 35 36
Some 31 39 38 43 31 36 32 38
Little 27 23 22 15 14 11 14 19
None 6 7 4 3 5 9 11 5
Don' t know 0 1 2 1 5 11 8 3
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 5261  with 24 df p=0.0007

Pollution of drinking water ranks number one as a concern for people, and number four asa
priority. Up to age 60, nearly two out three rank it asatop priority. Only among thosein their
60s doesit fal to gain amgority putting it astop priority.

Table 27: How high a priority should government make: Drinking water pollution

Top priority 65 63 63 59 68 47 51 61
Medium 21 21 21 18 16 15 8 19
Low 10 6 5 7 6 2 5 6
Not aproblem 4 6 7 12 8 26 19 10
Don’ t know 0 4 4 4 3 9 16 4
totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

table contents:Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 5717  with 24 df p=0.0002
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Table 27A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Drinking water pollution

Great ded 48 49 59 55 67 55 38 56
Sme 38 38 27 32 23 17 38 30
Little 15 7 10 8 5 9 11 8
None 0 5 3 4 5 13 8 5
Don' t know 0 1 1 1 1 6 5 2
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N= 925
Chi-square = 4781  with 24 df p=0.0027
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Priority preferences on noise pollution aso run contrary to the dominant pattern, with top priority
on noise risng with age.

Table 28: How high a priority should government make: Noise pollution

Top priority 31 30 45 42 51 43 49 42
Medium 48 47 38 34 27 21 24 36
Low 15 11 9 7 10 8 8 9
Not aproblem 6 7 6 13 9 15 8 9
Don' t know 0 6 3 4 4 13 11 5
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

table contents. Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 5641  with 24 df p=0.0002
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Concern with the effects on hedth of noise dso rises with age, hitting a pesk of 90% of thosein
their 50s being concerned a greet ded and to some extent.

Table28A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Noise pollution
30-39 50-59

Greet ded 29 24 35 35 53 36 32 35
Some 40 44 43 47 27 45 41 42
Little 25 26 16 13 12 8 11 16
None 6 7 4 4 7 6 8 5
Don' t know 0 0 1 2 1 6 8 2
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents.  Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 6356  with 24 df p O 0.0001
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Top and medium priority on indoor ar pollution follows the usud pettern of being higher anong
younger groups, but older groups, which perhaps spend more time indoors, place a much higher
top priority on thisissue

Table29: How high a priority should government make: Indoor air pollution

Top priority 19 24 29 25 35 32 46 28
Medium 58 46 41 30 30 17 14 36
Low 6 11 11 8 11 9 0 9
Not a problem 13 15 14 28 16 28 27 19
Don' t know 4 5 6 8 9 13 14 7
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents:.  Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 69.88  with 24 df p O 0.0001

Table 29A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Indoor air pollution
30-39 50-59

Grest ded 29 32 47 39 54 57 38 42
Some 35 45 39 43 33 23 35 39
Little 31 17 10 12 7 4 14 12
None 4 5 3 5 2 9 5 4
Don' t know 0 1 1 2 4 8 8 2
Tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 7442  with 24 df p O 0.0001
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Thereis no Sgnificant difference by age/education in government priority on outdoor ar
pollution. However, there were Sgnificant differencesin degree of concern amnong age groups,
with older age groups showing sgnificantly higher degrees of concern about the effects of
pollution on their persond hedth and well-being.

Table 30: How high a priority should government make: Outdoor air pollution

Top priority 69 60 61 57 68 68 65 61
Medium 21 29 25 23 18 15 16 24
Low 4 4 5 4 5 2 0 4
Not aprodem 4 4 4 9 5 6 3 5
Don' t know 2 4 6 6 5 9 16 6
tota 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N=925

Chi-square = 3230 with 24 df p=0.1198

Because the survey undersampled those 60 and up, concerns about the ill- effects of ar pollution
must be consdered even higher than indicated in the survey results.

Table 30A How much concern do you have about the effect of: Outdoor air pollution
30-39 50-59

Grest dedl 38 43 55 44 59 55 59 50
Some 42 37 37 45 31 26 27 38
Little 17 16 7 9 7 8 3 9
Nore 2 3 1 1 2 4 5 2
Don'’ t know 2 1 1 1 2 8 5 2
Totd 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

table contents:. Percent of Column Totad N= 925
Chi-square = 5740 with 24 df p=0.0001
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While concern for ar pollution at the greet dedl and some level gppears about evenly across age
levels, there is some congderable variance among the 18 Didricts of Hong Kong. Fird, Table
3lindicatesthe overdl digtribution of the respondents by digtrict while Table 32 shows
digribution of concernlevds. Table 32 results andyzed on the page following.
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Table 31 Digtribution of respondents by Digtrict

Count %
1. Southern Digtrict 31 4
2. Centrd and Western Didtrict 24 3
3. Wan Chal Didrrict 26 3
4. Eagtern Didtrict 90 10
5. YauTamMong Didrict 25 3
6. Sham Shui Po Didrict 41 5
7. Kowloon City Didtrict 64 7
8. Wong Ta Sin Didtrict 61 7
9. Kwun Tong Digtrict 75 9
10. Sa Kung Didtrict 40 5
11. ShaTin Digtrict 91 10
12. North Digtrict Digtrict 55 6
13. Ta PoDigtrict 37 4
14. Yuen Long Didrict 38 4
15. Tuen Mun Digtrict 62 7
16. Tsuen Wen Didrict 39 5
17. Kwa Tsing Didtrict 56 6
18. Idands Didtrict 13 1
N=2868

Table32 Concern for effectsof outdoor air pollution by Digtrict

Great dedl Some Little None DK total
1 Southem Didrict 48 39 10 0 3 100
2 Centrd and Western Didrrict 63 33 0 0 4 100
3 Wean Cha Digtrict 54 35 8 0 4 100
4 Eadern Didtrict 50 29 18 2 1 100
5 YauTam Mong Didtrict 68 20 8 0 4 100
6 Sham Shui Po Didrict 46 44 10 0 0 100
7 Kowloon City Didtrict 67 27 6 0 0 100
8 Wong Ta Sin Didrict 46 38 13 2 2 100
9 Kwun Tong Didtrict 47 40 11 0 3 100
10 Sa Kung Disrict 48 48 5 0 0 100
11 ShaTin Didrict 39 48 11 2 0 100
12 North Digtrict District 55 29 13 4 0 100
13 Ta PoDidrict 51 35 11 0 3 100
14 Yuen Long Didtrict 47 47 3 0 3 100
15 Tuen Mun District 48 32 13 5 2 100
16 Tsuen Wen District 33 56 8 0 3 100
17 Kwa Tsing Digrrict 52 39 2 7 0 100
18 Idands District 62 23 8 8 0 100
Totd average 50 37 10 2 1 100
table contents: Percent of Row Total Chi-square = 84.39 with 68 di p=0.0865

The arrowed line with the arrowheed to the right in the chart below shows the overdl average of
“great ded” of concern responses while the line with the arrowhead on the left shows the average

of “some’ concern responses. Those didtricts with response levels above average are Centrd and

Wegtern, Wan Cha, Yau Tam Mong, Kowloon City, North Didtrict, Kwa Tdng, and Idands.

Those didricts which have above average levels of combined sore and greet dedl are shown on
the chart below, with the arrowed line indicating the average leve of high to medium concern.
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4. Effectsof environmental education and participation on prioritiesand concerns

Age and education levels affect levels of priority and concern, but those educated more recently
(those in teens and twenties now) show much higher leves of priority and concern than those
educated to acomparable leve, but older. Thisis most pronounced with issues such as globa
warming, as Table 33 and Table 34 show. Hence the question of what effect various forms of
education on environmentd issues has is an important one to explore. Given the sums spent on
environmenta education by the government, what participation rates do we see and what effect
does this have on attitudes? This section explores these questions.

Table 33 Education by What priority should the government make: Global Warming?

Top 37
priority
Medium | 7 21 |22 (20 |24 |26 |31 21 27 20 24
Low 5 10 11 |8 12 |4 10 7 11 33 10
Not a 7 6 11 13 |6 7 6 25 11 0 9

problem
DK 47 27 |26 |21 15 |0 10 4 8 7 16

total 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 100 | 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 1003  with 36 df p O 0.0001
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Those with a Form Six education show sgnificantly higher support for meking globd warming a
top priority. Table 34 showsthat those who currently dassfy themsdlves as sudents (71 out of
the sample of 964) give globa warming higher top and medium priority over nonsudents, while
Educators (teachers, principals, lecturers, 26 out of 964) give even higher ratings.*°

10 For ratings by occupation, see below.
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Table 34 How high a priority should the government make: Global Warming
Non-students ver sus Students and ver sus Educator s

Non-students Educators
Top priority 41 47 54
Medium 23 31 31
Low 11 8 4
Not a problem 8 11 7
Don' t Know 17 3 4
tota 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Tota
Chi-square = 1168  with 4 df p=0.0199
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Top priority Medium

But not dl forms of education are forma, and education both forma and by experience continue
inavaiety of formsthroughout life. This seems espedidly true of environmenta education and
experience, as Table 35 shows.

Table 35 Haveyou participated in any of thefollowing or ganized environmentally-r elated
activitiesin the last two years? (Y es responses only)
%Yes Activity

55 Wasterecycling project

19 Vidt to naturereservesuch asMai Po or Kadoorie Farm
12 Visit toorganic farm

11 Clean up activitieslike beach cleaning or litter collection
8 Environmental talk, meeting or conference

8 Treeor mangrove planting

7 Environmental protection carnival or fair

4 Entered green competition (art, photo, , €tc)

3 Visit to environmental facility likerefuse station

2 Environmental training activity

1 Environmentally oriented campingtrip

03 Pr o-environment demonstration (eg Clean Air march)

Table 36 showsthe rdaionship, if any, between the activitiesliged in Table 35 and the top
priority put by participants or non participants. Waste recycling participation shows a condstent,
abet sometimes wesk relationship with nearly every priority issue. Some issues show

combined top and medium priorities Snce the relationship strength depends on differences a this
leve than jugt in top priority done. Participation in some events on some issues, such as
drinking water pollution and pesticides in vegetables seemsto lower the percentages of top
priority over the percentage of top priority given by non-participants.
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Table 36 Effect of various education/experience on priorities, by issue

Outdoor air pollution

Activity

Fair

Non-participant

Top priority

Participant
Top priority

Camping 62 75 62
Treeplanting 61 65 62
Conference 61 67 62
Indoor air pollution Clean up 27 34 28
Treeplanting 28 18 28
Fair 28 33 28
Conference 28 32 28
Drinking water pollution Training activity 62 52 62
Conference 62 57 62
Green competition 62 49 62
Organicfarm visit 63 56 62
Fair 61 71 62
Treeplanting 62 55 62
Clean up 63 55 62
Seawater pollution Wasterecycling 43 a7 46
Fair 45 51 46
Contaminated seafood Wasterecycling 61 64 63
Fair 61 79 63
Treeplanting 63 58 63
Beach clean up 64 52 63
Lack of landfill space Conference 45 50 45
Wasterecycling 43 47 45
Beach clean up 45 50 45
Loss& degradation of green areas Training activity 438 39 a7
Green competition 47 54 47
Overpopulation & crowding Training activity 52 44 52
Conference 51 57 52
Environmental 51 63 52
facility visit
Pesticidesin vegetables Conference 70 62 69
Green competition 70 56 69
Beach clean up 70 61 69
Genetically modified food Conference 31 25 30
Green competition 31 15 30
Environmental 31 20 30
facility visit
Coastal reclamation Environmental 29 43 28
facility visit
(top and medium combined) Wasterecycling 62 70 66
(top and medium combined) Fair 65 76 65
(top and medium combined) Treeplanting 64 77 65
Mainland environmental problenms Conference 18 28 19
(top and medium combined) Treeplanting 47 64 48
Beach clean up 18 24 19
Fresh water shortage Treeplanting 43 50 43
Illegal tradein endanger ed species Conference 42 53 43
Global warming Conference 41 46 41
Wasterecycling 37 45 41
Treeplanting 40 49 41
(top and medium combined) Beach clean up 64 73 65

*Only activities showing Sgnificant association shown
5. Effectsof occupation on environmental prioritiesand concerns
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Arguably, occupation condtitutes one of the mogt influentia factorsin terms of experience over a
lifetime. It often determines, and at the least influences, one s persond interests. While
environmenta attitudes and occupation do not necessarily coincide, they more often than not
coincidethan conflict if thereis any rdationship & dl. Even those who work in the home,
“housewives’ for want of abetter term, show stronger associations than many other job
categories with issues such as peticides in food.  So occupation does not necessarily mean paid
occupdtion. 1t meansthe category regarding work within which you spend the most time (such
asretired). This section examines the assocdiation of occupation with environmenta issues.

The key below assigns a number which gppearsin Table 37 to indicate that occupationd
category. Agriculture and Fishery workers, craft workers and those who work in dementary
occupations (like rock and sand quarry work) are combined both for amilarity of their work and
to make up sufficient numbersto dlow some meesure of rdiahility.

That there are large digparities between the priority assgned by different occupations become
immediately gpparent. And thet there are often large differences between assgnments of top
priority as a government issue and the percentage expressing agreat ded of concern about the
persond effects on their health and well-being becomes abundantly dear. For example, while
81% of agriculture & fisheries, craft and dementary sector workers want pesticides in vegetables
and uningpected meat Smuggling put as atop government priority, only 51% express a greet ded
of concern about the persond effects of pesticides on themsdves. These differences between
priority they wish the government to take and the degree of concern they fed persondly may
account for some of the contradictions between survey reports and the level of complaintsand
persond contacts on an issue.

Key to Table 37 occupation categories

KEY Occupation category Count %
1 Managers& admin 89 9
2 Professionals 74 8
3 Assoc. Professionals 40 4
4 Clerks/Secretaries 104 11
5 Service & shop sales 88 9
6* Agriculture& fish 8 1
™ Craft workers 28 3
8 Plant & machine operators 77 8
i Elementary occupations 36 4
10 Housawife 166 17
11 Retired 78 8
12 Unemployed 32 3
13 Student 71 7
14 Teachers 26 3
15 Other 32 3

*6-7-9 combined categories
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Table37 “Top Priority” on environmental issues by occupation (in overall rank order)
compared to“ Great Deal” of concern by occupation™

Issue 1 2 3 4 5 679 8 100 |11 12 13 14 |15 tod
Pesticides/vegetables 71 [61 |75 |71 |65 |8l 62 [/ |63 |69 [62 [73 | 69 |69
Great deal 58 50 50 52 59 51 8y 59 53 63 42 42 72 53
Contaminated seefood 62 [B3 |75 |64 |61 |71 58 [67/ |53 [B50 [62 [73 | 63 | 62
Great deal 44 42 58 42 46 50 36 51 45 47 38 31 63 45
Outdoor ar pallution 57 |54 |58 |58 |50 |68 62 |65 |71 |47 [68 [73 | 69 |61
Great deal 55 57 50 47 42 42 53 49 58 41 42 54 50 49
Drinking water 63 |51 |68 |62 |58 |72 64 [68 |49 |50 [63 [62 | 66 |62
pollution

Great deal 63 51 58 53 56 54 55 63 50 53 50 46 56 56
Littering & hygiene 48 |41 |65 |48 |49 |61 47 |57 |49 |59 |45 [58 | 66 |52
Great deal 46 50 58 47 49 50 40 50 46 47 39 55 59 47
Overpopulation 45 |42 |65 |53 |51 |4 55 [59 |5 |47 [37 [65 |53 |51
Great deal 39 34 43 44 41 39 46 49 53 53 25 39 59 43
Laoss& degradation of 48 |3 |50 |47 |49 |58 47 |46 | 42 |47 |47 |58 | 47 | 47
green aressin HK

Great deal 37 35 40 33 40 43 23 37 33 50 34 15 41 36
Lack of landfill space 42 |32 |5 |39 |47 |46 47 |49 |40 |50 |51 [62 |44 |45
Great deal 20 19 28 23 24 31 21 26 27 41 14 23 41 24
Seawater pollution 45 |30 [ 60 |41 |49 |49 44 |50 |46 |47 |47 |50 |31 |45
Great deal 34 24 35 39 36 40 42 36 37 38 31 42 34 36
lllegd tradein 37 [35 |40 [48 |39 |46 51 [46 |36 [38 [48 [42 |41 |43
endangered goecies”

fresh water shortage* P |30 |48 |49 |36 |60 48 |43 |4 |38 |39 |54 |47 |48
Noise pollution P [37 |50 [39 |40 |56 B [48 |47 |41 [30 [31 |41 |42
Great deal 34 39 35 65 31 33 36 38 39 47 23 31 38 35
Globd warming 48 |28 | 3H |43 |39 |46 4 |41 |3H |41 |47 |4 | A |4
Great deal 36 23 43 28 26 25 22 28 33 34 23 23 44 29
Genetically modified 27 |27 |30 |30 |28 |42 26 [38 |3 [3B |14 [27 |28 |31
food

Great deal 27 31 28 29 30 29 21 31 28 31 20 19 31 28
Coadlineredamation 26 (28 |3H |26 |24 |39 25 [28 |39 |25 [ [31 |2 |29
Great deal 17 16 33 24 18 25 16 22 27 34 10 12 38 21
Indoor ar pollution 28 [27r |23 |24 |25 |18 H [V |4 [2 |23 [23 |5 |28
Great deal 47 45 38 36 42 38 40 48 49 44 32 39 50 42
Manland 15 [12 |15 |15 [18 [ 26 7 (20 (23 [2 (2 (19 [ 19 |19
environment problems

Great deal 14 12 13 14 10 18 13 17 21 25 7 12 25 15

*Concern for effect on persond hedlth not asked on theseissues

On9of 17 issuesthose in professona occupations gave the lowest percentage of “ top priority”
responses. The unemployed ranked lowest in two issues, sudents in three and retirees, the other

category and agriculture and fisheries, craft and dementary took one each. Thus professonds,
by far, demanded the leadt action on environmental issues from government.

Table 38 compares the number of issues which each occupationa category came in above, below,

or the same asthe overdl sample average, fird in terms of priorities assgned, then in terms of
concarnsfdt. Professondsfal beow the averagein prioritiesin dl 17 issues while agriculture

1 Thetop line of each issue gives the percentage of that occupation assigning thet issue a*top priority” for

government. Thelast column on the right indicates the average of “top priority” percentages given on theissue by

dl respondents. The sacond linein each issue areg, in smdler, itdicized type, indicates the percentage of thet

occupaionindicating a“ great dedl”  of concern about the persond effects on their hedlth and wellbeing of theissue
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& fisheries, craft and dementary occupations asks for an above average top priority in 15 of 17
issues, followed closdy by housewives giving above averagein 13 of 17 categories, and below
averagein only 2 categories.

Table 38 Number of issuesranked abovelbelow or same as aver age of top priority, by
occupation
Government Top Priority  Great deal of concern

Occupation category Aboe | Below | Same  Aboe | Bdow | Same
Managers& admin 4 10 g 6 9 0
Professionals 0 17 0 4 11 0
Assoc. Professionals 10 6 1 8 4 3
Clerks/Secretaries 6 9 2 4 9 2
Service & shop sales 4 12 1 5 6 4
Agr & fish/craft/dementary 15 2 0 8 7 0
Plant & machine operators 8 8 1 5 10 0
Housawife 13 2 2 12 1 2
Retired 8 9 0 3 9 3
Unemployed 5 9 & 12 2 1
Student 7 8 2 0 15 0
Teachers 11 4 2 2 13 0
Other 6 8 3 13 1 1

Chart of Table38 Taop priority by occupation
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Students on most issues show a*“ great dedl” of concern below average, with below average
concernin al 15, followed by teecherswho fdl below averagein 13. The“other” category,
which incdludes many part timers and sma| sales jobs (like hawkers) and short term contract
workers, showed above average concern in 13 issues and below on only one, with housewives
close behind with 12 above, 1 below and the unemployed with 12 above and 2 below.

6. Issuesin Depth

While occupation strongly affects attitudes toward the environment in most cases (those who
work outdoors and whose livelihoods are affected by the environment such as agriculture and
fisheries workers give an above average top priority rank to environmenta concernsfar more
than professiondss, who tend to work mainly in air-conditioned offices, as shown in Table 38),
government spends cong derable sums on environmental fairs and activities and makes media
dlocate time for environmenta awareness advertisng, in an attempt to change behavior. The
guestionsin this section are an atempt to explore motivations behind behavior. It isimportant to
understand why people act asthey do in order to better target medialeducation campaigns.

1. Waste Reduction

More than 9 in 10 respondents have heard of the government’ s“ use less plagtic bags’ campagn,
with 94% responding yes, 5% no and 1% don’ t know. Table 39 shows that the campaign has had
some effect on assessments of plastic bags as an environmenta problem.

Table 39 How big of an environmental problem do you think plastic bagsarein HK?

Not so serious 5 4 4
Somewhat serious 33 24 24
Serious 22 25 25
Very serious 35 46 45
Don’ t know 5 2 2
total 100 100 100
table contents; Percent of Column Totd

Chi-square = 7816  with 4 df p=0.0985

And the campaign has a0 affected pladtic bag use among those who have heard about the
campagn.

Table 40 When shopping in supermarketsor at wet markets do you:

Always accept aplagtic bag 22 10 11
Often accept aplagtic bag 21 17 17
Sometimes accept aplastic bag 50 63 62
Never accept—aways bring your own 3 9 9
Don’ t know/don’ t shop 3 1 1
total 100 100 100
"~ table contents. Percent of Column Total
Chi-square = 1423  with 4 df p=0.0066

Those who accept plagtic bags (90%- -excluding those who never acoept and those who don’ t
know or don’ t shop above) explained why they accept the bags.
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Table41 How many of the following conditions affect your accepting of plastic bags?
(Yesresponsesonly) N=867
Condition

82 M or e convenient

76 Usebagsfor other things (such aswaste disposal)
65 Often forget to bring your own bag

25 Don’ t think about it

Themain problem for lessening demand for pladtic bagsisthat while they might have heard of
the“ use less plagtic bags’ campaign, they forget to bring their own bag, or, as onein four
admitted, they don’ t think about it. However, the campaign does seem to affect people s
willingnessto bring their own bag if stores charge for plagtic bags. If the government were to

put asmal tax on plagtic bags, collected at the stores, and separated from the purchase totd asa
separate item, it might do more to reduce the plastic bag disposa problem.

Table42 If sorescharged for plastic bags, would you bring your own?

Yes 67 78 78

No 26 13 13
Don’ t Know 7 9 9

tota 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 7832  with 2 df p=0.0199

2. Drinking Water

The sifety of drinking water isamgor concern, despite government reassurances drinking water
issafeand dean. It isthe number one persond concern in terms of percentage indicating a
“greet dedl” of concern about its effect on their persond hedth and well-being (56%). Drinking
water ranks fourth in priority issues. The concern about water safety is undergdandable since
government itself recommends boiling weter to diminate threet of cholera. Boiling does' t
remove heavy metds, however.

Table43 What kind of water do you normally drink at home?

Tap water 27 3
Boiled tap water 835 87
Filtered water 70 7
Bottled water 30 3
Stream or well water 1 -
Don' t Know 1

Table44 If you do not drink regular tap water, which of the following reasons explain
your deciSon? (Yesresponsssonly)
Yes Reason

83 Concerned about bacteria

75 Concer ned about heavy metals

73 Concerned about chemicalsin the water

73 Concerned about maintenance of water tanksby your building
41 Concerned about pesticides

41 Don' t liketasteor odor of water

3 Toavoid paying water rates
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3. Seafood

As an oceantsurrounded city with origins as a fishing port, one might expect Hong Kongersto be
heavy seefood egters. But goparently thisis not the case, with 68% reporting they rarely or never
edt seafood.

Table45 How often do you eat fresh seafood? (Yesresponses only)

Nearly every day
Onceor twice aweek
Onceor twiceamonth
A few timesa year
Never

8BRer

Of thetwo-thirds who do not eat seafood or rardly eet it, most cite concerns about contamination
asthe main cause of their not eating seefood. Only between about 1 in 10 are dlergic, and about
1in5don’ t like seefood.

Table46 If you do not eat fresh seafood or rarely eat seafood, which of the following
reasons explain your decision? (Yesresponsesonly)

75 Concerned about sawage-contaminated fish
61 Concerned about heavy metalsand chemicals
21 Concerned about dwindling fish stocks

17 Don’ t like seafood

15 Too expensive
12 Aller gic to seafood

4. Organic Food

Many people appear unaware of organic food, and nearly haf rardly or never buy organic foods
even if they do know about it. The main reasons seem rdaed more to availability and
information about its benefits.

Table47 How often do you buy organic food, that is, food grown without pesticides or
artificial chemicals?

Don’ t Know (never check) 399 41
Every timel buy food 22 3

Most times | buy food 98 10
Rardy 331 34
Never 114 12

Table48 If you DO NOT buy organic food products, which of the following reasons
explain your deciSon? (asked of Rarely and Never categories of Table 47, Y esresponses only)

72 Difficult toobtain

62 Don’ t know enough about or ganic food
43 Too expensve

23 Don’ t trust organic labels

22 Don’ t believeit isbetter for health
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Table49 If you DO BUY organic food, which of the following reasons explains your
decision? (asked of Every time and Most times category of Table 47, Y es responses only)

84 Believeit isbetter for health

73 Bdieveit isbetter for children’ shealth
71 Organic farming benefitswildlife

48 Tastes better

44 Don’ t careabout the cost

33 Organicfood isfashionable

5. Littering

One of the continuing issues in Hong Kong concerns the amount of money and manpower spent
cleaning up after litterers. Some obsarvers have even argued that Hong Kong atitudes toward
littering have falen well behind mainland cvic education on this matter. When asked: “Have

you heard of the government’ s Clean Hong Kong campaign?’  only 3% replied they had not. So
theissue is not amatter of information. Thase who say they had heard of the campaign show

that it makes them more dert to the problem of littering, as Table 50 shows.

Table50 How often have you seen peoplelittering on the streets of Hong Kong?

Daly 10 36 35
Severd timesaweek 29 21 21
Few timesamonth 6 14 13
Sddom or never 39 21 22
Never paid attn to littering 16 8 8
tota 100 100 100
talde contents. Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 1449  with 4 df p=0.0059

That athird seelittering daily is remarkable, and raises the question of whether there are better
waysto enforce littering laws or whether sufficient staffing has beendlocated to sop littering.

On the dreets of Hong Kong people natice littering more often than when they go to country
parks. Those who never pad atention to littering rises from 8% in the city to 23% in the

country parks.

Table51 How often have you seen peoplelittering in the country parks, for ex., at beaches,

barbeque and picnic areas?
Not heard

Every time 6 17 16
Mogt times 13 16 16
Sometimes 23 32 32
Never 29 12 12
Never paid attn to littering 29 23 23
tota 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 1051  with 4 df p=0.0326

Asto why peoplelitter 0 much in Hong Kong, respondents gave the following reasons, with a
mgority acknowledging thet littering is* normd” in Hong Kong society.
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Table52 How many of the following conditions affect why people litter? (Yesresponsesonly)
% Reason

Littering isnormal/common in HK society

Litter binsnot availableor inconveniently located
Policedon’ t enforcelawsagainst littering

Areaalready very dirty. Morelitter makesno difference
It" sgovernment’ sjob to clean up

Litter binsall full

Litter decaysnaturally sonoharmin littering

OBNBEBSB

Asto what steps people support, while education and advertisng command near unanimous
support, not far behind—supported by nine out of ten—eome sronger enforcement of littering
laws and even making litterers dean up as punishment. As Table 52 showed, thereisa
widespread perception that police do not enforce anti-litter laws.

Table53 Would you support or oppose the following stepsto cut down on litter?

Educate children againgt littering 99 1 0
Moretv and radio ads againg littering 93 6 1
Stronger enforcement of littering laws 92 6 2
Make litterers clean up as punishment 88 10 2
Incresse finesfor littering 83 15 2
Place more trash binson streets & in parks 81 18 1
More deaning by government 78 20 2

A surprising large proportion of people admitted frankly thet they littered, but just ahandful -5
out of nearly a thousand—admitted to frequent littering.

Table 54 How often have you dropped litter?

Group Count %
Never 651 68
Rardy 232 24
Occagondly 64 7
Frequently 5 1
Don’ t know 12 1

Gender makes a huge difference, if nat in littering, a least in honesty of reporting aboout it.

Table55 Frequency of littering by gender

Never littered 54 80 68
Rardly littered 33 16 24
Occasondly/frequently 13 4 8
total 100 100 100
table contents. Percent of Column Totd

Chi-square = 79.17  with 2 df p O 0.0001

And on thisissue, younger age groups are ether learning the bad habits of their eders and being
even more brazen in therr littering, or dse they are jus more honest in reporting their behavior
than older groups. Fewer than haf of teenagers report never littering while about three out of
four of those 30 and up ether never litter, or refuse to honestly admit it. Thisisoneissue which
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needs action, action most people would accept according to Table 53, and which people seem to
admit is a bad habit semming from lax enforcement, not lack of information.

Table56 Frequency of littering by age groups

50-59
Never 44 53 70 73 75 74 73 68
Rardy 52 30 24 20 18 19 19 24
Occadondly/frequently 4 17 6 7 7 8 8 8
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table confents. Percent of Column Total N=925
Chi-square = 5282  with 12 df p 0 0.0001

Table57 Frequency of littering by occupation

Occupation category Never  Rarely = Occasional/ total
Frequently

Manegers& admin 75 20 5 100
Professionds 69 25 6 100
Assoc. Professonds 65 24 11 100
Clerkd'Secretaries 74 19 7 100
Savice& shopsdes 60 29 11 100
Agr & fihvorat/dementary 50 32 18 100
Plant & machine operators 55 34 11 100
Housewife 81 16 3 100
Retired 73 14 13 100
Unemployed 59 31 10 100
Sudent 49 45 6 100
Teachers 79 17 4 100
Other 65 23 13 100
total 68 24 8 100
table contents.  Percent of Row Total
Chi-square = 6686  with 24 df p O 0.0001
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6. Transportation and pollution

The rdaionship between increasad driving of cars and vans with higher levels of ar pollution

has been long established. The vast mgority of Hong Kongers do not drive, 83% in this survey,
but those who do — 12% for persond reasons and 5% for business reasons—eontribute more than
their shareto ar pollution. This section examines factors affecting driving versus public

trangportation.

Table58 If you drivefor personal reasons, how often to you driveyour car or van?
Frequency

36 Daily

23 Sever al times a week
24 Onceor twice aweek
16 Few timesamonth

67 26 7 Difficulty in finding parking

60 29 11 More convenient & comfortable publictransport
alternative

58 34 8 Traffic congestion

43 45 12 Higher parking costs

37 51 12 Higher fud costs

When asked: *“Would you congder taking public transport ingteed of driving?” 49% answered
yes, 23% no, 14% maybe, while 15% gave various circumstances which might affect their choice
of public trangport, induding the factorsin Table 59 as wel as whether they move house, lose a
job or change jobs, etc.

Table60 How serioudy would you consder buying a hybrid car, an dectric car, or other
form of more environmentally-friendly vehicle next time you buy?

Not serioudy at all
Somewhat seriously

Very seriously

Depends on competitive price & running costs
Don’ t know

Trangportation in Hong Kong has recently generated another kind of pollution as of late
involving the often loud broadcagting of ads and programs on in-bustelevisons. Wefirg asked
Table 61 questions to find out who took these buses, and then how they regarded what has been
described in |etters to the editor as “ noise pollution.”

Table61 How often do you take a franchised buswhen traveling?

41 Daily
25 Sever al times a week
11 Several timesa month

19 Rarely
4 Never
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Table 62 Do yau likeor not likethetv programsbeng shown on franchised buslines?

4 Greatly didike

18 Dislike

37 Neutral

30 Like

2 Greatly like
9 Don’ t know

While 22% indicated didike for the programs on the buses, 26% labded them noise pollution,
indicating that many of the neutrals and don’ t knowsin Table 62 may oppose the programs on
noise grounds done. And while 32% like the programs, 65% did not consder them noise
pollution, SO many of the neutrds and don’ t knowsin Table 62 seem willing to tolerate the

programs. However, that toleration differs widely among age groups, as Table 63 shows.

Table 63 Do you consider thesetv programs noise pollution by age groups
20-29  30-39

Yes 10 21 26 30 38 19 11 26
No 85 74 68 60 51 66 60 65
Don’ t Know 4 6 7 10 11 15 30 9
total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
table contents: Percent of Column Total N= 925

Chi-square = 5332  with 12 df p O 0.0001
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7. Household chemicals

When asked: “ Areyou aware or not aware that many household chemicals such as bleach, drain
cleaner, cockroach/maosquito Sorays are damaging to the environment?” 72% replied in the
afirmative, 18% were unaware and 10% did not know about the issue. But knowing about
environmentaly dameging products and habits may be one thing; willingnessto pay for
environmentally friendly products becomes the true bottom line,

7. Willingnessto pay for environmental products
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Nearly haf (44%) dways or sometimes purchase environmentaly friendly products.

Table 64 Do you ever purchase productswhich arelabeled environmentally friendly (eg.
mercury-free batteries, cloth shopping bags, etc.? (N=94)

Group Count %
Always purchase when posshle 148 15
Somdimes 278 29
Rardy 110 11
Never 168 17
Don'’ t know 260 27

The dominant reason is to hdp improve the environment.

Table65 Which of the following reasons contributesto your decison TO BUY
environmentally friendly products? (asked of dways and sometimes respondentsin Teble 64)

Want to do my bit for the environment

Toset exampletochildren

Trendy to be pro-environment

Better quality of environmentally friendly products
Peer pressureto buy environmental products

CHRLBR

And for those who don’ t buy environmentaly friendly products, Table 66 shows their reasons.

Table66 Which of the following contributesto your decison NOT to buy environmentally
friendly products? (asked of rarely and never respondentsin Table 64)

Environmentally friendly productshard to find
Not awar e of such products

Cheaper cost of regular products
Environmental effects of productsnot a concern
Poor quality of environmentally friendly products

Those aware of the environmenta damage of household products (Section 7 or part 5 above),
show grester propendty to buy environmentaly friendly products.

Table 67 Effect of awar eness on propendty to purchase environmentally friendly products
Not aware Don’ t know

Always purchase 17 13 6 15
Sometimes 32 24 18 29
Rardy 12 12 6 11
Never 16 21 19 17
Don' t know 23 29 51 27
tota 100 100 100 100
~ table contents. Percent of Column Tota
Chi-square = 4388  with 8 df p O 0.0001

Granted, Table 67 shows that many who are aware of the environmentaly damaging effects of

many of the products they purchase dill rarely or never purchase environmentaly friendly
products. Neverthdess, Table 67 dso demondrates that awareness affects behavior Sgnificantly
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for many. Hence, the next section exami nes the information sources people use aswell asthose
they trugt for environmenta information.

8. Information sour ces and environmental issues

Hong Kong people buy and read more newspapers per thousand than any other entity. The
Economist Pocket World in Figures 2000 reports that Hong Kong newspapers sell 800 copies
per thousand of population, well above the next highest entity, Norway, a 593 per thousand, and
far abovethe UK at 332 and the US at 212 per thousand. Two thirds of respondents indicated
they read a newspaper dally, 26% severd times aweek, and only 7% said they never read the
paper. Since 138% report reading various newspapers, aslisted in Table 68 (they are dlowed to
indicate up to 3 papersin regponse), this means that many of the 90% of the population who reed

newspapers read more than one newspaper.

Table 68: Of those who read newspapersdaily or several times a week--newspaper sread
(up to three selections alowed so does not sum to 100)
% Newspaper

Oriental Daily

AppleDaily

Mingpao Daily

The Sun

Sing Tao Daily

South China Morning Post

Singpao

Hong Kong Economic Times

Hong Kong Economic Jour nal

Hong Kong Daily News

China Daily, Tai Kung Pao, Wen We Pao
Hong KongiMail

a‘
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On many issues, such aslittering in the neighborhood, newspaper reading makeslittle difference
in regponses. These are opinions which can be confidently formed based on one€ sown
observations, not newspaper reporting. However, other issues such as geneticaly modified

foods and drinking water pollution are affected by reading anewspaper. Table 69 is presented as
an example. Lessthan 50% who never read a newspaper want to give drinking water pollution a
top priority, while 62% of daily readers and 66% of frequert readers assgn it top priority.

Table69 Priority on drinking water pollution by reading of a daily newspaper
Several timesiwk

Top priority 62 66 49 62
Medium 19 16 20 19
Low 7 5 6 6
Not aproblem 9 9 12 9
Don' t know 3 5 13 4
tota 100 100 100 100
table contents:  Percent of Column Total

Chi-square = 2045  with 8 df p=0.0088

Radio ligening and tdevidon viewing seem to have little conastent effect on environmentd
priorities and no effect on concerns.  98% report they weatch or lisen for an average of 10.5
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hours per wesk. However, Internet usage does have an effect on priority setting for the
government, and 50% report using the Internet.

Table 70 Hoursof Internet use

0 425 47
14 185 20
510 172 19
11-20 76 8
21-100 54 6

N=912 (52 did not know about Tnternet use and were dropped)

The percentage wanting a higher priority (top/medium priorities combined) tendsto rise with
Internet use, until use rises above 20 hoursaweek. Thisis perhaps because a lower leves of
use the Internet is more an informeation and communication source, while above 20 hours aweek
one finds hackers and compulsive ICQ usarsrather than information seekers. Neverthdess, even
the hackerstend to give ahigher priority than the average, in most cases, than nonusers.

Table 71 Top/Medium priority by hoursof Internet use

- Chi-square
Pesticidesin vegetables 84 | 89 | 88 90 89 87 0.0032
Contaminated seefood 75 | 85 | 84 90 83 81 0.0005
Outdoor ar pollution 83 |89 |86 92 78 85 0.09%4
Drinking water pollution 73 | 85 | 88 86 85 80 0.0006
Littering & hygienein the neighborhood 77 | 82 | 82 84 76 80 0.0056
Overpopulaion & crowding 74 | 718 | 82 80 74 77 0.0423
Loss & degradation of green areasinHK 77 | 87 | 85 82 78 80 0.0352
Lack of landfill space 68 | 82 | 78 79 72 74 [0 0.0001
Seawater pollution 74 |81 | 85 86 78 79 0.0017
lllegd tredein endangered wildlife & plants 68 | 74 | 73 62 69 71 [0 0.0001
Growing shortage of fresh water in region 63 [ 70 | 71 76 70 67 0.0003
Noise pollution 77 | 80 | 81 80 74 78 J 0.0001
Globd warming 59 |71 | 70 79 67 66 [0 0.0001
Genetically modified food 62 | 72 | 69 70 56 66 [0 0.0001
Coadlineredamation 59 |73 | 70 74 69 66 [0 0.0001
Indoor ar pollution 61 | 70 | 69 67 63 66 0.0012
Mainland’ senvironmenta problems 47 |45 | 52 55 50 49 0 0.0001

While there is a corrd ation between education and prioritization, it is not consgtent, and not in

very many ingances frong. It is certainly not as strong as the corrdation between Internet use

and priorities, asin Table 71 above. The Chart below of Table 71 shows how priorities of

Internet users dmost dway's exceed those of nonrusers. “Hackers’™ or those with 21 or more
hours per week (one respondent reported 100 hours per week of Internet use) have been removed
from the chart to darify the tendency, but comparison of hackers priority totalswith nonusers

ill maintains the generd tendency. AsHong Kong becomes more educated, and as use of the
Internet Spreads and grows as younger cohorts age, priorities on environmenta issues will
continueto rise.
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Chart of Table71 Top/Medium priority use by hoursof Internet use

Table 72 Internet usage by educational attainment

x O
—o— 1lto4
—A— 51t010
—— 11to20

Yearsof schoadling 21-100

None 100 |0 0 0 0 100
Primary 1-6 92 5 2 1 0 100
F1-F2 92 4 4 0 0 100
F3 75 12 5 2 5 100
F4/F5 graduate 41 27 19 8 5 100
F6 44 4 32 16 4 100
F-7 graduate/ TC graduate/1 ™ yr Assoc. 20 34 33 8 4 100
University 15 -39 yeer 25 7 25 29 14 100
University graduate 15 28 31 15 11 100
MastersPh.D. Degree 0 7 47 20 27 100
totel 47 20 19 8 6 100
table contents. Percent of Row Tota

Chi-square = 3708 with 36 df p 0 0.0001
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Chart of Table 72 Internet use by educational attainment
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While Internet use ssems to have srong effect on priority setting on environmentd issues, it is

not the main source of information for such issues.

Table 73 Which sourcesdo you useto obtain information on environmental issues?

Source

tv

newspaper

radio

School/university

Green groups

GoV' t reports & info
Internet

Gov' t departments
Community organizetions
Workplace

Environmental resources center
Neghbors & friends

Frequently
32

19
12

8

P WWwho o~

Sometimes
43
45
35
20
30
26
16
21
17
15
12
12

Seldom
19
25
32
19
22
30
20
24
27
21
21
35

Never
4
8
17
43
36
33
51
43
46
53
52
46

)
A

o

U‘ISCXJ\IGJ&OCDO‘II—‘-&OON
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Chart of Table 73 Information sourcesfor environmental issues
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Trugt in these information sources, however, is quite different from where most information

comes from, as Table 74 shows.

Table 74 How much do you trugt environmental infor mation from the following?
Some

Source

Green groups
School/university
Environmental resources center
Gov' t reports & info

tv

newspaper

radio

Community organizetions
Gov' t departments
Workplace

Internet

Neghbors & friends

[Z27))
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Workplace

Gresat deal

26
19
19
16
15
11
11
11
11
5

5

2

[

Environmental resources

[

Neighbors & friends

a4
37
39
a4
59
54
52
43
41
30
30
30

Sometime

. Freauentl

Little
=

8
7
12
17
23
16
14
15
20
17
26

None

(=Y
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34
33
24

11
19

29

38
42
34
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Chart of Table 74 Trug in sources of environmental infor mation
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9. Environmental issuesand satisfaction with gover nment

About 7% or 69 of 964 respondents reported complaining about pollution to representatives or
adminigration officers sometimein the past three years. These “ complainants’ show a
heightened sengtivity to environmenta issues in terms of concern about persond effects, but do
not seem to demand government to put a higher priority on these sameissues. Thismay be
related to ther experience with making these complants, with 61% of complanants versus 46%
of non-complanants dissatisfied with government department’ s effortsto improvethe
environment and 70% of complanants dissatisfied with top government officiads efforts versus
54% for nontcomplainants. They areless unhgppy with politica parties, by 53% disstisfied
with party efforts versus 46% of non-complanants dissatisfied with environmentd efforts by
politica parties.
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Table 75 How frequently if ever have you complained about pollution to government
officials, Legco membersor Digrict Council membersin the past 3 years?

Never 885 92
Once 24 2
Sevad times 38 4
Many times 7 1
1

Don' t Know 10

That only 7% say they have complained to officias about pollution in the past three years might
be surprising, given the high levels of concern thet earlier parts of this report detailed. The
reasons why so many did not complain had nothing to do with satisfaction with efforts by the
government on pollution, nor with satisfaction with the current conditions of these environmenta

concerns, nor with pollution not affecting the respondent enough to trigger complaint. AsTable
77 shows, nearly two thirds don’ t think complaining to government officers or representatives
would do any good, and over hdf don’ t know who to complain to.

Table 76 Reasonsto complain about pollution to officials

74 Pollution affects my health
71 Pollution affectsmy family’ shealth
| 17 Pollution affects my business

Table 77 Reasons why people don’ t complain to officials

62 Don’ t think it would do any good

58 Don’ t know who to complain to
24 Pollution doesn’ t affect me

In Table 78 respondents answering “ once, severd and many times’ in Table 75 have been
regrouped as Complainants. Those answering “never” in Table 75 as Non-complainants.

Table 78 Pallution complainants ver sus non-complainants on degr ees of concer n*
Complainant  Complainant  Non-complainant | Non-complainant
Great deal +  Grest deal Great deal +

Globd warming

Coadd redamation 33 71 20 58 .0544
GM foods 39 70 27 62 .0742
Overpopulation 60 79 42 77 .0219
Noise pollution 61 80 33 78 [0.0001
Indoor ar pollution 60 87 41 82 .0333
Outdoor air pollution 66 86 48 88 .0162

* Other issues show no Sgnificant differences between groups

Table 79 bdow showsthe highest levels of dissatisfaction with government officids and
government departments, followed dosdly by the business community and political parties.
Green groups and the media garner the highest levels of satisfaction with ther efforts
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Table 79 How satisfied or dissatisfied areyou with the efforts of the following to impr ove
the environment?

Very satisfied  Satisfied Dissatisfied | Very DK
dissatisfied

Top government officids - 18 43 12 26
Government departments - 36 41 7 15
Business community - 21 43 6 30
Politicd parties 1 27 39 8 27
Housing authority/maneger 1 38 34 5 22
Media 1 46 28 3 22
Community groups/churches/'socid 1 38 23 2 37
wefare groups

Green groups 6 63 13 2 17
100

E

. Very dissatisfied

90

80
70

60
50
40
30
20

10
0 T T T

Business community
Political parties |
Media |

Green groups

Top government officials
Government departments
Housing authority/manager |

Community groups/churches/social welfare groups |

But as Table 80 shows, aplurdity of the public wish the government would ligen to their views
on environmenta concerns, with public interest NGOs and independent environmental experts
far preferred over hired government consultants and Legeo and party members.
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Table80 If thereisan environmental problem in Hong Kong, which isthe MOST
appropriate group that the government should listen to?

31 Public opinion

28 Green groups & other pressuregroups
24 Environmental experts (independent)

3 Government hired consultants

2 Directly elected legco members

1 Functional constituency legco members
1 Political parties

9 Don’ t know

3577

88| Public opinion

I Green groups & other pressure groups

[ ]
Environmental experts (independent)
F
Government hired consultants

I:I Directly elected legco members

Iml Functional constituency legco members
[ . .

Political parties

. Dot know

A surprisingly large proportion of Hong Kong people have put their money where their concerns
ae. Nearly oneinfive, 19%, say they gave a donation to an environmenta group during the last
12 months. Even whentimes are hard, and these are some of the toughest Hong Kong has seen
in ageneration or more, Hong Kongers know there is no future unless they protect the
environment.

In sum, most Hong Kongers desire the government to make many environmental issues atop or
medium priority. Many expressagreat ded of concern about environmentd issues. Mogt are
disstidfied with government’ s effortsto dean up the environment. Mo are willing to support
gregter law enforcement and higher fines to protect the environment. Many are willing to
purchase more environmentaly friendly vehides or take public trangport if service convenience
and conditions areimproved. A growing proportion seem to be buying organic products, and a
urprisngly proportion have participated in various environmentaly related activities But & the
end of the day, Hong Kong' s environmentally concerned people seem to be very much an army
in search of agenerd.
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10. Demogr aphic profile of survey respondents

For survey methods see bdow. Some tables in this demographic profile of respondents indlude
comparison with March 2001 census “ Summary Results’ (currently available).  These census
results are given so respondents can be compared with the whole community. The telephone
survey was focused on those aged 18 and above who are members of a household (excludes
domestic workers). While 99% of Hong Kongers have & least one land line telephone (about
80% have maobile phones as wdll), those who do not are poor. Elderly residents tend to be poor,
live in shared premises with one common phone or one controlled by management, and have
lower education levels dl factors which affect indusion in the telephone survey. These dlder,
poorer residents are underrepresented in the results, as maey be seenin Table 4 below.

1. Areyou a Permanent Resdent of Hong Kong?

Group Count %
Yes 940 98
No 24 2

2. Wereyou born in Hong Kong?

All surveyed Permanent residents
HK 679 70 HK 678 72
China 245 25 China 227 24
Elsawhere 39 4 Elsawhere 35 4

- N=963 N=940

*Birthplace /Hong K ong Census.

Hong Kong China Elsawhere
59.7 325 7.8

*Indudesdl agesand dl persons normdly resdent in Hong Kong. The tdephone survey exduded dl below age 18
and exduded domedtic worke's.

3. Sex

Group Count )

Mde 461 48 49
Femde 503 52 51

4. Age (for census compar ative pur poses)

1824 134 14 12
2534 215 23 21
3544 295 32 26
4554 162 18 18
55-64 61 7 ©

65+ 58 6 12

~N=025*HK census figures adjusied fo those aged 18 and above

The survey over-represents those 18-44 and under-represents those 55 and above. Thisis
common in random sample teephone surveysin Hong Kong. Maogt of the 65+ are women with
very low education levels Snce compulsory education for mae and femae was not required until
1971 and took severd yearsto phasein. The 2001 census median (includes dl ages) is 36.
Median age of the sampleis 39. The age table used in crosstabsis cdculated according to
decades (those in thar teens, those in thelr twenties, thirties, etc.). Thisis common sociologica
practice and fadilitates life cyde comparisons. Universty sudents normdly matriculatein loca
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universties between 19 and 25. Mogt enter the job market between ages 18 to 23. Ageof first
marriage averages from 27 to 29, depending on gender. Fird births for married women isin
ther thirties. Norma Hong Kong retirement age is 60. Andysis by decades rather than by
cenaus divisons makes more sense in the Hong Kong context and is closer to group age-

experience norms.

5. Age (for sociological analysis purposes) N=925

Group Count %
1819 48 5
2029 161 17
30-39 272 29
40-49 249 27
50-59 105 11
60-69 53 6
7087 37 4

6. Marital Status N=957

Not maried 310 3z |32

Married 628 6€ | 59

Widowed 10 1|6

Divorced/separated | 9 13

7. Educational Attainment  N=964

Yearsof schodling Count %
Nore 43 5
Primary 1-6 109 11
F1-F2 27 3
F3 130 14
F4/F-5 graduate 287 30
F-6 27 3
F-7 graduateTC graduate/1 * yr Assoc. 93 10
University 18 -39 year 28 3
Universty graduate 194 20
MagtersPh.D. Degree 15 2

8. Occupation N=94

Group Count )
Manegers& admin 89 9
Professonds 74 8
Assoc. Professonds 40 4
Clerkd'Secretaries 104 11
Savice& shop aes 88 9
Agiculture & fish 8 1
Craft workers 28 3
Plant & machine operators 77 8
Elementary occupations 36 4
Housewife 166 17
Retired 78 8
Unemployed 32 3
Sudent 71 7
Teechers 26 3
Other 32 3
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9. Employed (by sector)  N=603

Civil servant 81 13
Privatized public 17 3
Private sector 489 81
Nortprofit 16 3

- 61% of the sample are employed in full time gainful employment.

10 Rdigiousaffiliation N=9%4

Group Count )
Nore 540 56
Catholic 45 5
Protestant 120 12
Buddhist 77 8
Teoist 2 --
Ancestor worship 169 18
Other 11 1

11 Experienceliving outsde HK 1year or more N=211

Group Count %
UK 22 10
us 25 12
Augt 14 7
Can 27 13
NZ 1 --
Sngapore 3 1
PRC 80 38
Tawan 5 2
Maceo 6 3
Other 28 13
Survey Methods

Those surveyed in September 2001 numbered 940 permanent residents and 24 residents without
permanent residency rights aged 18 and up. Interviews were conducted by telephonein
Cantonese, Mandarin, English, Hakka and Fujianese. Respondents were sdected by random
generation of find 4 digits of number dided after random sdection of initid exchange digits

(firg four digits) from latest directories. After determining number of people resdent  the
number aged 18 and up, respondent chosen to interview was made by use of Kish tablein which
find digit of number dided and totd number resdent in the household embedded in a matrix of
randomly generated possibilities. The Kish table below isthe table used.
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No. of peoplein the

household Thelag digit of the telephone number

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 O
11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 |11 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1 2
3 |3 2 2 1 2 2 3 1 1 3
4 (1 4 2 3 3 2 1 4 2 4
5 |5 2 1 1 3 2 4 3 5 4
6 (1 6 2 6 4 5 3 2 4 5
7 |12 3 5 5 7 4 6 6 1 7
8 |+ 2 3 4 8 6 5 7 8 1
9 (6 7 4 2 1 9 8 5 3 9
1014 5 8 7 9 3 2 1 o6 10

Phone cals were made from 6 pm to 10:30-10:45 pm over weeknights, and from 2 pm to 10:30

pm on Saturday and Sunday, with scheduled callbacks for those who requested such. Upto 5
attempts were made per number or until a respondent was identified, nature of the number
determined (fax, answer machines, business numbers discarded), or interview was refused.
Completion rate of interviews once a respondent has been identified (in other words, we have
attempted to reach the specific person indicated by the Kish table at a particular number) was
25% (3,791 respondents identified/964 interviews compl eted).

Survey Preparation and Adminigtration

Brigfingwritten by: Miched E. DeGolyer

Survey Quedionnaire: Lisa Hopkinson, Michad DeGolyer, Sharon Chan Edmigton, Cheung Pui
ki, Chrigine Loh

Survey Adminigration: Cheung Pui ki

Saidicd andyss Miched E. DeGolyer

Survey Ingtruments

English and Chinese versons of the questionnaires used are atached in the Appendix.
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