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Preface

The pursuit of "One Country Two Systems” (henceforth 1C

2S]) is unprecedented in the history of mankind. Over the past
two decades, we have made headway under the auspices of
1C2S, but at the same time, encountered many challenges.
The implementation of 1C2S requires unyielding exploration
and the persistence of stakeholders. To ensure its full imple-
mentation, the first critical step is to review and evaluate its
accomplishments and shortfalls since the handover of Hong
Kong 20 years ago.

At the 20th Anniversary of Hong Kong SAR, Path of Democ-
racy decided to conduct one such objective evaluation. We
administered a public opinion survey on 1C2S, and developed
an index for it. The index draws data from the survey as well
as international indices that compare Hong Kong with other
countries and territories in relation to human rights, freedom
and democracy.

Our 1C2S survey covers ten different dimensions of imple-
mentation, including freedom of speech, judiciary indepen-
dence, legislative independence and high degree of autonomy.
We also asked for views on controversial issues, for example:
whether or not they would like the consultation on Article 23
to go ahead; whether or not misalignments around 1C2S could
be resolved through negotiations. The aim was to reflect pub-
lic views on the implementation of 1C2S in a comprehensive
manner.
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We looked to global studies carried out by overseas insti-
tutions and incorporated their evaluation of Hong Kong into
ours. Specifically, we considered how Hong Kong was rated
for democratic development, economic freedom and personal
freedom (which would encompass human rights, rule of law,
freedom of speech, freedom of association amongst other
aspects). The final index score provides an aggregate evalua-
tion of 1C2S implementation, based on both local public opin-
ion and global perceptions.

This study is our first attempt at deriving a 1C2S Index. Going
forward, we will refine our data collection and index construc-
tion methodologies. The public survey will be carried out once
every six months to calibrate the 1C2S Index for the reference
of the public and policy makers.

One of the policy propositions we have been advocating is to
establish a committee to review the implementation of 1C2S.
The committee would include representatives from the Cen-
tral Government, Hong Kong SAR Government and civil soci-
ety, report to the public and make recommendations on im-
provement on a regular basis. The development of the 1C2S
Index is the first step towards this. We look forward to re-
ceiving your feedback and working together with stakeholders
from all sectors to fully and accurately implement the grand
concept of 1C2S.

Path of Democracy
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“One Country Two Systems” Overview:
Public Survey and Index Construction

In light of the approaching 20th anniversary of the handover,
Path of Democracy has conducted a public survey and devel-
oped an index, which seeks to calibrate the current state of
1C2S, for anyone who is interested in the progress of 1C2S.
The index’s data sources from two components: firstly, we
commissioned a telephone survey on 1C2S carried out by
Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies of the Chinese
University of Hong Kong, and secondly, comparative analysis
of Hong Kong with reference to international indices that track
aggregate freedom and democracy levels.

The telephone survey is representative of citizens’ general ap-
praisal of 1C2S. Whilst mass opinion can be subjective and
may hence lack objective foundations, public perception none-
theless has crucial referential value for policy makers, given
the important role played by the public in the political process.
On the other hand, international indices which track over a
hundred countries and regions whilst they do not specifically
track 1C2S, they nonetheless serve as an equally important
point of reference, given that the preservation of Hong Kong’s
freedom and democracy constitutes a core component of
1C2S. We consider that these indices do provide an informa-
tive and reliable source of reference as they are constructed
in accordance with highly objective standards.

The index compiled from the telephone survey is 4.84 (on a
scale of 0 to 10], and the index compiled from international
indices that track Hong Kong's freedom and democracy is 8.19
(Figure 1). The 1C2S Index is the average of the above 2 indices
or 6.52 (See Part IV of this report for details of the compila-
tion methodology). The score given by the Hong Kong public is
much lower than that of international think tanks for reasons
that will be explained in detail in Part IV.
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“One Country Two System” Index

RPESH
Score from survey 4.84
B ES EH S BEED 8.19
Score from international indices :
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Fig. 1: "One Country Two System” Index
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This study is an initial attempt to construct the 1C2S Index. We will seek to further refine our data col-
lection and index construction, and carry out a public survey every 6 months in order to update the 1C2S
Index for the reference of the public and relevant policy makers.

“One Country Two Systems” Overview: Public Survey and Index Construction
[—Em&] R RRAESREHES
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1. 1 —@mul ErRA
1C2S Public Survey

1.1 The research surveyed the public’'s assessment of ten
items (e.g. freedom of speech, judiciary independence, leg-
islative independence etc.), with the average score being 4.84
(out of a total of 10). The public has a relatively low rating of
1C2S - a cause for concern for policy makers.

1.2 In terms of self-identification, 55.9% of the public and

55.0% of the Pan-democrats strongly identify as both "Hong
Kongers' and ‘Chinese’. There is a significant positive cor-
relation between the two identities - in otherwords, the more
strongly one is identified with 'Hong Konger’, the more strong-
ly one is identified with 'Chinese’; the converse also holds.
This is a favourable condition for the implementation of 1C2S.

1.3 Young adults (18 to 29 years old) identify less strongly as
Chinese; this is a warning sign.

1.4 The public remains deeply divided over whether the
current government ought to initiate public consultation for
Article 23 legislation. The absence of consensus should be a
cause for concern to policy makers.

1.5 When conflicts arise in 1C2S, 55.4% of the public believes
that the Central Government and Hong Kong are equally re-
sponsible, which reflects the need for both parties to recon-
sider their own obligations and positions.
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International Assessments of Hong Kong’s Freedom and Democracy

2.1 Hong Kong ranks very highly across the international
‘Personal Freedom Index’ and 'Economic Freedom Index’ de-
veloped by the Cato and Fraser Institutes. In the 2014 rankings
(the latest available], Hong Kong's Economic Freedom Index
Score is 9.03, placing it 1st in the world. Its Personal Freedom
Index is 9.08 — which places it above developed countries/ter-
ritories across East Asia, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea,
and Singapore; this is testament to Hong Kong’s preservation
of high levels of human rights and personal freedoms under
1C2S.

2.2 The 'Personal Freedom Index’ is composed of items that
include human rights, rule of law, freedom of speech, and
freedom of assembly and association etc. These are values
that are universally championed, as well as the core values of
Hong Kong. Hong Kong excels in all these items.

2.3 Hong Kong's 2016 'Democracy Index’ score (calibrated by
the Economist Intelligence Unit] is 6.42, which places it be-
neath Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea, but ahead of Singa-
pore.

2.4 Recent years have seen anincrease in Hong Kong's scores
and rankings in both ‘Individual Freedom Index” and ‘Democ-
racy Index’, illustrating that Hong Kong's human rights condi-
tions, freedom, and democracy have made positive improve-
ments, and that Hong Kong has not become ‘mainlandized’.
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Constructing the 1C2S Index

3.1 From the survey data on the public's evaluation of on
1C2S, we compile the index with 3 different methods, namely,
simple average (average of the scores on the 10 items), prin-
cipal component analysis, and factor analysis. The compiled
indices are respectively 4.84, 4.83, and 4.82.

As the results of the 3 methods are very close, we adopted
the simplest and most commonly used method, that of simple
average to compile our index, and the score is 4.84.

3.2 This study calculates the 'Freedom and Democracy’ In-
dex for Hong Kong as the average of 3 components, namely,
the 'Economic Freedom Index’, 'Personal Freedom Index’, and
‘Democracy Index’ obtained from international indices, and
the score is 8.19.

3.3 This study further combined scores derived from the
public survey (adopting the simple average approach] and the
‘Freedom and Democracy’ Index calculated above, and as-
signing equal weighting to both, calculates the score for Hong
Kong under the 1C2S Index to be 6.52.

31 ERRFPHERHE [ —EWmH ] 6Y
B - APIFRA BB FHe] (+E@1R
BoH8F) [EDDIT] K& TE
Foir] Z@PARERNES  BR+DE
T IRIRIB4.84 ~ 483482 - BR=T&H
NRFIEHBR T DL APIENRE
SROISA - RICABEFHE (+E18
DHEOVFLE) R/ [ —Emb ] B8
SnRmass -

b 0D 188

d

32 RHARK [EEsdhiEs] ~ TEA
BmEH] &k TREEH] =E@REHH
[BBEREEH] (ZEREEEEE)
C BRNENHB819 -

33 M RE—LBOUERBITERBIOY
BHRREEREBETE RGN BBRE
BH] - MENNIREMBS - BUIRSBIM
[—EImFiEs] - SRNENR6.52 -

I. SUMMARY OF RESULTS
MABRER



) i g ) < B
! i 3 ! : N ;
' - " = - - ® ~
™ E O ™ U o | Cl LI il | ol L - L | O g ; T L B
s o 2 B , = = F5- ¥ E F?
S Ll SR = i == I = | - = i o ! = = - = 3
— a1 [ —] e B —f. =
- = = = ~ - = = = -
L o t £ = o E B i O [ [ 0] i | Ly X G Ly
8l [ 0 I al n o O ol B) - [ s, I (] L AT
= = _ et ] — == — 3 = - 3] — — L=
-
S e S A S o
u - ﬂ _ | O | .
4 4 | = el S
- - - — m .ﬂ ) 1 T S Lt

{—
!
'
[ 1/
g —= R
I
%,
i
&L‘“
[}
. i e
e
|
=1
. s p——
|
P e
-
-

|

|

|

|
j———

=




I [—EmH] BRNEERS

1C2S Overview: Telephone Survey

In order to fully gauge the public’'s assessment of 1C2S, we
recently commissioned the Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacif-
ic Studies of the Chinese University of Hong Kong to conduct
a relevant telephone survey. 1,002 individuals were randomly
sampled, all aged 18 or above; all of them spoke either Can-
tonese or Mandarin (the sampling error is +3.1% within a 95%
confidence level); the response rate was 36.8%: the research
satisfies statistical and scientific standards. For a more ex-
tensive report on the survey results, please see the Appendix.

Rating Scales:

The survey employed 1to 7 as the rating scale used in the data
collection process, with 4 as the median; this scale is com-
monly adopted for most psychological assessments. During
the actual surveying process, this scale was used instead of a
0 to 10 scale, for the latter is deemed too finely graduated and
cumbersome for respondents to choose from. For statistical
analysis, we continue to employ the 1 to 7 scale. However, to
better conform with existing indices - which tend to be ex-
pressed on a 0 to 10 scale (with 5 as the median) - we con-
verted the results into the 0 to 10 scale for index compilation.
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Summary of Key Survey Findings:

1 mEH [—E@mbl] §ReTEE (FEQ1-7 -~ Q9-11)
Citizens’ Assessment of 1C2S’s Current State (Survey Questions 1-7, Questions 9-11)

AP EIREBRIMRYE [—BEmb)] ErtsHE  BREE - - +EKRE P  BREREEDHBESD - XNH
BEEMHY - 25HEM (6.36) ~ A\ (6.72) ~ IABI (663) - REFHAAZAMFTE (628) &

MAREN EVERBFERRES - 5ABESENNEESS - [ENNFRETEENFTREY (1.94)  BE
B (457)  REBHIRRE (445) - 2047EHELBER [—BWH] 4.44) - WL TESBRBER (4.40) - 4

REFBLFHERAMLFB(.04) - RAHREEABESHFERRHEE - +BRENTHHR484 -

MR [—BWH ) FHRE - AREATEN -

We surveyed the public’s assessments of ten specific items concerning 1C2S; see Figure 2 for detailed
results. Amongst the ten items, four items scored higher than 5; from the highest to the lowest, they are:
freedom of speech (6.36), judicial independence (5.72), legislative independence (5.53), and the absence
of mainland interference with original ways of life (5.28) - these results suggest that the public hold rel-
atively positive opinions with respect to the above four items.



mERE [—EBmbl ] BRNEE (10 2RRD)
The Public’s Assessments of 1C2S’s Current State (on a Scale of 1-10)

1.06 SHEH

A high degree of freedom os speech 6.36 (999)

2. Q2 SIAEBIL

An independent judiciary 5.72 (984)

3.Q2 IABIL

An independent legistature 5.53 (973)

4. Q5 EFHRAZ NI E

The original ways of life have remained unchanged 5.28 (987)

5.Q1 BRBTRIZTHNEH

A high degree of autonomy in the executive branch
6.Q9 AUNEE [BABHE - BE8B]

The successful implementation of

“Self Governance, High Autonomy”principles

7. Q7 B EEE REMHER
The gradual implementation of insititutional
democratization process

8. QIO WEEEE [—EMH] BN
The full implementation of 1C2S in the future
9. Q4 BERABBHAZ A G TR

Internal affairs of the HKSAR have been free from the
interverence of the Mainland governments

10. Q11 BEHTHRBRAMRS B TBEHE /L
Resolving differences between Hong Kong and the
Mainland via dialouge and negotiation

T

Average

4.94.(990)

4.57 (988)

4.45 (950

4.44.(970)

4.40(976)

4.04 (969)

4.84.(897)

o
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B mRY [—EmH ] BResHE G BRRRBE YRS
Fig. 2: The Public’s Assessments of 1C2S’s Current State (Note: Valid sample sizes are bracketed)
II. 1C2S OVERVIEW: TELEPHONE SURVEY
[—@Emd ] HErNBERS
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On the other hand, six items score beneath 5: they are, from the highest to lowest, autonomy to handle
internal administrative affairs (4.94), high degree of autonomy (4.57), progress in democratization (4.45),
comprehensive implementation of 1C2S prior to 2047 (4.44), the absence of Mainland interference in
Hong Kong's domestic affairs (4.40), and the ability for the Mainland and Hong Kong to resolve differenc-
es via dialogue and negotiation (4.04). The results suggest that the public holds relatively negative views
with respect to these six items. The average across the ten items is 4.84, indicating that the public does
not give a high rating to 1C2S, a fact which policy makers ought to be aware.

The range of the ratings is relatively restricted (the lowest rating is 4.04; the highest, 6.36), most plausi-
bly because the public generally hold a ‘holistic rating” on 1C2S, such that regardless of the specific item
surveyed, the answers are nevertheless shaped by their "holistic ratings’, such that the range across
their answers for each specific item is relatively small.



2 HESBARDEANSHZA (AME Q13-14)

Citizens’ Self-ldentification as Hong Kongers and as Chinese (Survey Questions 13-14)

We respectively surveyed whether citizens self-identified as
‘Hong Kongers”and ‘Chinese’; see Table 1 for detailed results.

On the whole, the public self-identified strongly as "Hong
Kongers’, with an average of 5.65 on the 1 to 7 scale (and
therefore 7.75 on the 0 to 10 scale]. The public also self-iden-
tified reasonably strongly as ‘Chinese’, with an average of 4.96
on the 1 to 7 scale, and 6.60 on the 0 to 10 scale.

T HRUSBARPBEANSHRE (BYIHAK : 979)
Table 1: Public’s identification as "Hong Konger” and ‘Chinese’ (Valid Sample Size: 979)

PN RBEHRESHRE BB AL &
[PEIAL 95D BREE— -

HRE [EEA] SNNREES A1 D
27 DHUREEE - FHR5667  BEMN
DEIODBIRE - FHDRR7.769 - ™
RE [PEIA] SHORENS - MDET
PHRRESE - FHNR496D - FEL O
DNEI0PHRE - FHDRR6.607 °

BisEE B8 55 (1-7) 5 (1-10)
No. Question Average Rating Average Rating
Q.13 MOR1 DR [FEBRE] NRE [FEER 567 775
@) - HR IHESBEAI RESH @ REZRE
R21ETD  IRSEEZ DR ? ]
“On ascale of 1to 7, with 1 denoting ‘Disagree
strongly” and 7 ‘Agree strongly’, to what extent
do you agree with the statement ‘| self-identify
as a Hong Konger?™”
Q.14 MOR1DAE [FEBRE] - 7DRF [FEBR 567 775

BJ - HR THEPBAI RESH - REERE
R1ETD  IRSEEZ DR ? ]

“On a scale of 1to 7, with 1 denoting ‘Disagree
strongly” and 7 ‘Agree strongly’, to what extent
do you agree with the statement 'l self-identify
as Chinese?"”

Il 1C2S OVERVIEW: TELEPHONE SURVEY
[—Em& ] BRNBBTRSA
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HRY IEBAL M [PEA] ORERECIAREME (scatter plot) g - B=80&#RE [SBEA ] BIRER
B @uRE [PEHA] NRARE - RI1E7TDHORE  4DRPUH - ANDKRPERD - 2E=EIRHIRTS -
BRANKRERRSHRE - RRADUWARBRRRLE - B=FmE [FBA] M [PEAJ BIHRNE (AMEFFRSH7
) PR BABRZSHMER - HBE171A - (ERE17.5% °

B=FERmAENEEHRLAKADECZSBEANPHAANLES D - 8 [SEA] X [PEA] MiEgSnH
BERIRE (BR4D) WAEBE47A - (5H8155.9% - BB [PEA L RNELD [EH] - NEFKRG [P
AL D TEEA] Mi@gSHA2 [EREE] RGN - SERBOHREBEITRLD [EB AL K [PEIA] MiE
S S2EE [—EmMH] BNERIRE -

TOMIEHIBEBEDPRNFSE - hPIREMMBFRER (E18mEIEF) - hEHBEREMER (R/NRERHR)
TORESB RS NEUEHE » @RI - PEIINETIR (HBERTERROAED - RBE23%) - thPIREED
ROKRZH -

The extent to which the public self-identify with the categories of 'Hong Konger” and ‘Chinese’ can be
denoted by a scatter plot. The x-axis in Figure 3 constitutes the strength of self-identification as a Hong
Konger; the y-axis, self-identification as Chinese.

On the 1 to 7 scale, the median is 4, which indicates a moderate level of identification; (4,4) is the Origin
of Figure 3. Ratings that are higher than 4 indicate relatively strong identification; ratings that are lower
than 4 indicate relatively weak identification. Fig. 1 suggests that a plurality of citizens identify strongly as
both Hong Kongers and Chinese, with 171 individuals selecting 7 for both categories (17.5% of the total].
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Citizens’ Self-ldentification
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MEREESBANSHRE Self Identification as Hong Konger

B= mRYSBAKPBEANSDREEMHE (BRERA : 979)
Fig. 3: Scatter Plot for Citizens’ Self-Identification (Valid Sample Size: 979)

Il 1C2S OVERVIEW: TELEPHONE SURVEY
[—Em& ] BRNBBTRSA
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Table 2: Attributes of Citizens who Self-Identify Strongly as Hong Kongers and Chinese (Valid Sample Size:547)

FR HaerE Betan

Age % Education Level % Political Orientation %

18-29 13.0 MEBSLAT 15.1 R 15.7
Primary or Below Pro-Establishment

30-39 13.6 b 121 PENRREBUSIRD 62.0
Secondary 1-3 Moderate and / or Apolitical

40-49 19.1 ki 31.2 REIR 20.0
Secondary 4-6 Pan-Democrat

50-59 23.6 FEIREU 11.9 REER 20.0
Diploma or Equivalent Localist / Self-determin-

ist

60-69 17.4 ABRE 23.3
Bachelor's or Equivalent

70+ 13.2 Al 6.4

Graduate




Statistical analysis yields the observation that there exists
a significant positive correlation between identification as a
Hong Konger and identification as Chinese, suggesting that
the more strongly one identifies with Hong Kong, the more
strongly one also identifies with China. The converse also
holds. The rank correlation coefficient is 0.132, suggesting
that the correlation is statistically very significant at a confi-
dence level of 99.9% (see Figure 4). The finding that the two
identities as "Hong Konger” and “Chinese” are mutually rein-
forcing again provides a strong basis for the implementation
of 1C2S.

RETNIMBIRHRE [SBAL M0 [PEH
Al NARLB2IRPEEMRE - BIR G
[EBAl 8O00NMRTHALD [ PR
Al BN R2TR  MENERE
152 (rank correlation coefficient) 2
0132  MEBENAFRETMRS L+ DHBE - =
F)99.9% MERBKYF (BB - &%
AL 0 TPEAL BIREBEHIBAK - Eth
BEE [—EHmMb] 0BERIRHE

mREASBARDEANS N RRZERIOEIFRE
Citizens’ Self-identification: Rank Correlation

S

High

fit fit

Low v Low

LEiRIBRIZR SN (Coefficient) =0.132
HIREARST (t-statistic) = 4.17
pfE (p value) < 0.01

L ot

<

B0 : HRESBANRDPEANSDRCOFRIBEIFEE (BRIFAR : 979A)
Fig. 4: Rank Correlation of Citizens’ Self-ldentification (Valid Sample Size: 979)
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Survey Design: Comparison with Other Public Surveys

The University of Hong Kong (HKU), and the Chinese Universi-
ty of Hong Kong (CUHK]) have the following three well-known
programmes that track the self-identification of the Hong
Kong public with longitudinal surveys:

i. The HKU Public Opinion Programme has surveyed the
self-identification of the Hong Kong public since 1997;

ii. The CUHK Centre for Communication and Public Opinion
Survey has carried out similar surveys since 1996;

iii. The Centre for Social and Political Development Studies,
Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, CUHK has
conducted similar surveys since 1998.

The results of these three studies have been widely quoted by
scholars and the press in Hong Kong.

In the past, the first two studies have classified the
public’s self-identification into four categories, namely ‘Hong
Konger’, "Hong Kong Chinese’, 'Chinese Hong Konger’ and

BRAZNEBPYAREEUAN N =ENE
BIR S 1% £¥ 5 ) 58 B 8 2 F & A B UL o

35 :

BBABERRNFTE - 819975
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EFAOFMERBESBLHRNSHRE
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‘Chinese’, while the third study has classified the public’'s
lf-identification into two categories, namely ‘Hong Konger’
and ‘Chinese’. Such classifications implicitly put the "Hong
Konger” and ‘Chinese’ identities as mutually exclusive, imply-
ing that the more strongly one identifies as 'Hong Konger’,
the less strongly one identifies as ‘Chinese’. Our research and
analysis suggests that in reality, the contrary holds. Many cit-
izens identify strongly as both "Hong Kongers’ and "Chinese’
- to ask that citizens choose one amongst the four categories
(or one amongst the two categories) above can easily lead to
bias.
Besides possible bias, the above questionnaire designs do
not allow researchers to answer the following two important
questions on identity raised in this study:

i. What is the proportion of the public that strongly (or
relatively strongly] identifies themselves as both "Hong
Konger and ‘Chinese’?

ii. Istheidentification with ‘"Hong Konger” and with ‘Chinese’
correlated?

Over recent years, HKU’s Public Opinion Programme has
also acknowledged the fact that bias is likely to occur when
requesting interviewees to select one amongst the four cate-
gories above. Indeed, in its news release at the end of 2016,
the programme admits that: “the concepts of "Hongkongers”,
“Hongkongers in China”, "“Chinese” and “Chinese in Hong
Kong” may overlap with each other, and making a one-in-four
choice may not reflect the actual strengths of one’s ethnic
identities”.

Since June 2007, the Public Opinion Programme has incor-
porated separate questions that seek to identify specifically
the strengths of citizens’ identification with "Hong Konger’
and ‘Chinese’, using methods that are similar to those adopt-
ed by this study. However, the other two surveys have yet to
carry out a similar revision - there is thus apparent room for
improvement. Lastly, while the HKU Programme has added
separate questions on identity since 2007, but it was not until
July 7, 2017 that a researcher in CUHK published analyses
based on the collected data, showing that the two identities
are not opposed to each other. The results are very similar to
ours.

Al (DRHUEBRSHEHDHRERE)
ME=RFRBUALHRNSDREDHM
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Self-identification of Pan-democrats and Young Adults (18-29 years old)

We compared the two subsamples of Pan-democrats and
young adults (18-29 years old], and their relative identifica-
tions with "Hong Konger” and ‘Chinese’, as per Table 3. On a
scale of 1 to 7, the average strength of identification as ‘Chi-
nese amongst Pan-democrats is 4.45, which is - despite being
lower than the overall sample average of 4.96 - nonetheless
higher than the median of 4. 115 out of the 208 Pan-democrats
(55.3%) surveyed. In other words, over half of supporters of
Pan-democrats identify strongly with both "Hong Kongers' and
‘Chinese’.

Young adults identify relatively strongly as Hong Kongers, with

an average identification of 3.96 for identification as "‘Chinese’,

AP BERERALTREDF (18-295)

MEFHRE [§EA] K TPEAL B
SHRE BRIEX=-RIZTDHR
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BlRE—HRIRMEERE [EBAL K
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which is slightly lower than the median of 4. Moreover, among
young adults, the identification as 'Hong Konger' is negative-
ly correlated with the identification as ‘Chinese’, though this
relationship is not statistically significant. The weaker extent
to which young adults identify as ‘Chinese’ is a cause for con-
cern for the implementation of 1C2S that demands the reflec-
tion of policy makers. Young Adults’ identification as Chinese
appears to be deeply polarized - 42.9% (75 persons] identify
relatively strongly as Chinese (above 4); 38.9% (68]) identify
relatively weakly (below 4], with the remaining 18.3% identi-
fying moderately so. On the whole, slightly more young adults
identify relatively strongly as Chinese than those who do not.

*®= RERESDFE (18-295%) 95 DRE
Table 3: Self-identification of Pan-democrats and Young Adults (18-29 years old)

[PEA L] SHREFINNR3.96 - MR
ADBIPIE - HEHN - MRETDITEEIR - B
FEH [EBAL R TPEAL WREBIR
&8k - |RBERETHRT LUWARS -
BLFERSNAGEH  28E [—&
ME BIESR - RRBERERR - BLF
B [PEA] BIRERESMIBY - 42.9% 69
BOE (758) 8 [PHAl BRIRO

(B 4 1) > 389% BEDVEF (68A)
8 [PEA] ORENER (R’RR 4 D)

BRINBY 183% (32A) RERERPE

(4n) - EBLEZP B [PEHAI B

BEmOABDBALERRREEBZS -

R

4
=

2 (979A)
Total (979)

PR (1-7) 579 (1-10) PR (1-7)
Raw Rating Converted Rating Raw Rating

RFIx (208A)
Pan-democrats (208)

545 (1-10)
Converted Rating Raw Rating Converted Rating

BLFE (176A0)
Young Adults (175)
TN A7 FH A0

HEBANSHIRGE 5.65 7.75 5.85
Self-identification
as Hong Konger

HPRANSHRGE 496 6.60 A
Self-identification
as Chinese

8.08 5.85 8.09

5.75 3.96 4.96
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Attitudes towards Article 23 (Survey Question 8)

On the scale of 1 to 7, the raw rating on the extent to which
the government ought to initiate consultative process for Arti-
cle 23 legislation is 3.84, as per Figure 5. Opinions are clear-
ly divided, with 16.1% of those interviewed selecting 1 ("Very
unnecessary”’], and 15.5% opting for 7 ("Very necessary”). The
reason for such polarization plausibly is due to the fact that
considerable proportion of the public is strongly opposed to
having Article 23 legislated at all, and hence is opposed to
any consultation, whilst those in favour hold that - given the
inevitability of Article 23’s legislation under the Basic Law, it
is conditionally better to have at least some consultation, as
opposed to none. As compared with moderates or indepen-
dents, Pro-establishment voters are more inclined towards
“Very necessary”, whilst Pan-democrats and Localist/Self-
determinists are more inclined towards “Very unnecessary”.

RIZTDHRE  SBHRESBHNAZ
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Amongstsamplesthatexplicitlystatetheirpoliticalstance,53.9%
of those who answered “Very unnecessary” were moderates,
whilst 60% of those who answered “Very necessary” were also
moderates - constituting roughly the same proportion of both
extremes. With regards to public consultation on Article 23
legislation, moderates - as with the wider Hong Kong public -
remain deeply divided; in view of this, policy makers ought to
exercise caution in approaching this subject.

8T = IR %S0T

8 o B BEBEXRPBUSEROBIGRKR - £
B IFRERR] BHNMHRP - 639% 2
PRI (B83A) - ERB [FBEHRE
BHNHERP - 60% HBPEIR (93A)
CMEBLZERMBE - B+ =1RIA
HNBEIE - PEREEEHR-HABH
o ORRBBR/NNES -

Attitudes towards Article 23 Public Consultation

BRE / Wrskoh
Don’t Know / Indetermine
59 (5.9%)

7
155 (15.5%)

6
93 19.3%)

5
107 (10.7%)

4
131 (13.1%)

Bh  BWET T+ IRIDABEARNTD (BRURAK © 1001A)
Fig. 5: Attitudes towards Article 23 Public Consultation (Valid Sample Size: 1001)
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Whose Responsibility Is It When Conflicts Arise between Hong Kong and the Mainland?

(Survey Question 16)

6 smFENSEEDRNSE? (9EQ16)

ONE COUNTRY, TWO SYSTEMS” INDEX [ — B M #l | #5 %
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When asked to allocate blame between Central Government
and Hong Kong when conflicts arise in the implementation of
1C2S, majority of the public selected "Equally Responsible”
(54.4% of the total), as per Figure 6.

Most Pro-establishment supporters held that the responsi-
bility primarily lay with Hong Kong (60.2%), whilst nearly half
of Pan-democrats and Localist/ Self-determinists believe that
the responsibility lay mostly with Mainland China (46.8%).
Amongst moderates and independents, 65.8% held that both
parties were equally responsible, whilst the numbers of indi-
viduals who held that the responsibility lay with the Mainland
or Hong Kong were roughly comparable (respectively 18.3%
and 15.9%). The results suggest that both the Central Govern-
ment and Hong Kong ought to reflect on its own responsibility
for deadlocks and conflicts between the two.

HIRFBENEE

BINESE [—EBmE ] ek - 8N
WRESBHIRTER  SEBEBNPRAE
BORZDRERE [—¥¥]  658#
54.4% - ERREITN

REZHRTRARTENSTBRSEE -
B60.2% - A—AE @ T—¥RERMAL
ERRRRPENSEBR A - 546.8%
o PRNRFMEVSIEDNHRD - AR
FREE [—¥¥] 565.8%  MRRTE
NETEZEBR R NE RS BHA 808
Z DRB18.3%K15.9% » RIPREE
BEOBREREESSNET -

Responsibility for Conflict between Hong Kong and the Mainland

545 (54.5%) 33 (3.3%)

113 (11.3%)
209 (29%)
41 (4.1%)

545 (54.5%)

B/ - BIRPBENSE (BRIRAK © 1001A)

REDHEARH 209 (29%)
FEE R A 33 (3.3%)
UBX0IE / F ¥ 545 (54.5%)
REDHEHE 113 (11.3%)
STEREE 41 (4.1%)

—M 545 (54%)

Figure 6: Responsibility for Conflict between Hong Kong and the Mainland (Valid Sample Size: 1001)
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Emigration and Confidence in 1C2S (Survey Questions 17-18)

136 of the surveyed (13.7%) expressed that they had plans to
emigrate within the upcoming five years; 88 of them claimed
that this was due to their lack of confidence in 1C2S - 64.7%
of the total population of prospective emigrants. 46 amongst
the 136 were moderates; 29 were Pan-democrats, and 9 were
Localist/Self-determinists (Figure 7).

Past studies have suggested that surveys often inaccurate-
ly amplify the number of individuals who seek to emigrate,
for only a fraction of those who express interest in emigrat-
ing eventually do so in reality - as such, caution should be
exercised in interpreting the findings, though they still pro-
vide valuable reference of the degree and extent of concern.
Amongst the moderates, those who confess to having plans
to emigrate due to their lack of confidence in 1C2S may do so

B1368MR (13.7%) A RRAFBERR
SEINETE - BSPCBABBZRRE [—
BmF] RZBEL - (EBEBRRSTENHR
mHHe47% (RBL) - BARYE [—&
MEll RZEAMBTEIRREIING - B
RDAN (46 N) BIRPEIR  29AER=E
& - OABRLIERIK °

REFEBENFNBER  ERBPEBWBER
BAH  AREBEEBROAH TR
LR - NEBRBUGERDE—EHN2S
EEE - PERBEE [—EMH ] Rz
BSLMmstEBR - —HEJE2HPREL
2ERANR - A—HhBAJEEZRR [8



due to - on one hand - their disillusionment towards the Cen-
tral Government and the Pro-establishment, but also - on the
other - disillusionment towards the perceived instability insti-
gated by the "Yellow Ribbons”; the latter may cause disaffec-
tion amongst the moderates due to the perceived damage of
radical politics on the rule of law and Hong Kong's economy.

Neither of the possibilities above could be ruled out. We can-
not ascertain why exactly moderates seek to emigrate due to
their lack of confidence in 1C2S, but the results of this ques-
tion most certainly is a cause for concern for policy makers.

kA FB RIS
Citizens’Emigration Plans
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48 (4.8%)
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=1 3
ﬁ;’;ﬂn Self-determinists
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Others
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Figure 7: Citizens Emigration Plans (Valid Sample Size: 994)
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Freedom and democracy are core components of 1C2S; giv-
en the inevitable subjectivity in public polls, there exists im-
portant referential value in the highly objective international
indices. We employ two ranking methods that are commonly
adopted internationally - they are, respectively, the Human
Freedom Index developed by the Cato and Fraser Institutes,
and the Democracy Index published by the Economist Intelli-
gence Unit.

As Hong Kong is highly developed, and - given that highly de-
veloped territories tend to have comparatively higher Freedom
and Democracy Indices as compared with developing regions
- we have selected certain neighbouring developed countries
and regions (namely, Japan, South Korea, Singapore, and Tai-
wan) as the benchmarks for comparison and assessment of
Hong Kong's performance. We have also compared the In-
dices across the Mainland and Hong Kong, so as to identify
whether Hong Kong has become increasingly ‘mainlandized’
under 1C2S.
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Economic Freedom Index, Personal Freedom Index, and Democracy Index (Table 4)

Hong Kong has traditionally occupied a leading position on the
Economic Freedom Index ranking (scoring 9.03 in 2014]). This
comes as no surprise, given that Hong Kong has consistent-
ly been recognized as the freest economy in the world. What
does come as a surprise, however, is that Hong Kong also ex-
cels on the front of the Personal Freedom Index, scoring 9.08
and ranked 19th in the world - ahead of Taiwan, Japan, South
Korea, and Singapore. Individual freedoms encompass human
rights, the rule of law, freedom of speech, the right to assem-
ble and associate etc. - they are both universal values, as well
as Hong Kong's core values. Hong Kong's stellar performance
on the Personal Freedom Index suggests that Hong Kong is
indeed capable of defending its core values under 1C2S.

‘Human Freedom Index’: The Human Freedom Index aggre-
gates both the Economic and Personal Freedom Indices by
assigning equal weighting to both. Given Hong Kong's leading
positions on both indices, Hong Kong currently tops the Hu-
man Freedom Index in the world.

‘Democracy Index': The ‘Democracy Index” measures the ex-
tent of democracy across all regimes globally - on a scale of
0 to 10, with the categories respectively being ‘Perfectly Dem-
ocratic’ (8-10); "Partially Democratic’ (6-7.9), 'Mixed Regime’
(4-5.9), and "Autocratic’ (0-3.9]). Japan and the ‘Four Dragons
of Asia” (Hong Kong included) were ranked as "Partially Dem-
ocratic” in the 2016 Democracy Index. Hong Kong was ranked
68th, with the score of 6.42; whilst Hong Kong fell behind
Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea in the ranking, it remained
ahead of Singapore (70th) and Mainland China (136th). Giv-
en the absence of universal suffrage for the Chief Executive,
Hong Kong's comparatively poorer performance on this front
is unsurprising.
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Table 4: International Indices of Hong Kong and Neighbouring Countries and Territories

ABBIEE (2014)
Human Development Index
RIF1E2 (2014) RT 58 (2016)
- Democracy Index Democracy Index
[ =] sz BAS8 ({25l
Economic Freedom Personal Freedom Aggregate

e 9.03 (1] 9.08 (19) 9.06 (1] 6.46 (66) 6.42 (68)
Hong Kong
PRI 6.45 (114) 4.81 (148) 5.63 (141) 3.00 (144) 3.14 (136)
Mainland China
B7R 7.42 (41) 8.67 (32) 8.04 (32) 8.08 (20) 7.99 (20)
Japan
e 7.40 (42) 8.57 (34) 7.98 (35) 8.06 (21) 7.92 (24)
South Korea
03K 8.71 (2) 7.01(77) 8.71 (2) 6.03 (75) 6.38 (70)
Singapore
88 7.65 (24) 8.71 (31) 8.18 (26} 7.65 (35) 7.79 (33)
Taiwan

1 BRARHES - NE -

Note 1: Rankings are bracketed.

32 [ABRBdEH] 0 [EABH] & [EESH] MEFRIHABTBEMIR  FEER10EEREDE -
Note 2: The ‘Individual Freedom’ and ‘Economic Freedom’ sub-categories each contains a few dozens of individual items, for the assessment
of 159 countries and territories around the world.

53 [REBH] AWK - BERERFESHEIL - BNEF - B2 8 » BIsXIIAREN - sHEERN167ERREE -
Note 3: The ‘Democracy Index” assesses 167 countries and territories around the world on the basis of five items: electoral procedural justice
and plurality, governance, political participation, political culture, and civic freedom.

514 1 20145 [ NRBBIEH] M2016F L M - BREMETF -
Note 4: The 2014 "Human Freedom Index’ was published in 2016.
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The Composition of the ‘Personal Freedom Index’

The ‘Individual Freedom Index’ is composed of 7 sub-items:
they are respectively, rule of law, security, freedom of move-
ment, freedom of religion, freedom of association and assem-
bly, freedom of speech, and equality of marital rights - all key
components of human rights and individual freedom. For the
scores and ranking, see Table 5.

Hong Kong excels with respect to the rule of law and the free-
dom of association and assembly - respectively ranking 14th
and 24th in the world with the scores of 7.8 and 9.8. In terms
of rule of law, Hong Kong places slightly beneath Singapore,
but is ahead of South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. In terms of
freedom of association and assembly, Hong Kong ranks above
Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, and Singapore. Hong Kong is
mediocre in terms of freedom of speech, ranking 51st with the
score of 8.2 - behind Japan and Taiwan, but ahead of South
Korea and Singapore. Aggregating all 7 individual items, Hong
Kong tops the Personal Freedom Index.
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Table 5: International Indices of Hong Kong and Neighbouring Countries and Territories

fBABBEH (2014)

Personal Freedom Index

s} RE BIEsH RHBB wrahE2ed SmBe0 ISR B MR R
Rule of Law Security Freedom Freedom Freedom of Freedom Equality of
of Movement of Religion Association of Speech Marital Rights

and Assembly

&% 7.8(14)  9.3(42)  10.01(1) 10.0 (1) 9.8 (24) 8.2 (51) 10.0 (1)
Hong Kong

PEIRIH 44(91)  7.3(116)  3.3(140)  2.5(127) 1.70132)  645(114) 6.7 (97)
Mainland China

B 75(19)  9.7(26) 100(1)  6.3(92) 8.5(61) 7.42 (41) 10.0 (1)
Japan

ZE 7.7016) 9.4 (37)  8.3(72) 7.5 (63) 8.8 (55) 7.40 (42) 10.0 (1)
South Korea

R0 8.0(10)  9.4(39)  6.7(94)  5.0(105) 2.7 (129) 5.6 (135) 6.7 97)
Singapore

82 7.0(27)  9.4(40)  10.0(1)  8.8(37) 9.4 (36) 8.9 (35) 10.0 (1)
Taiwan

Il INTERNATIONAL FREEDOM AND DEMOCRACY INDICES
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Trends across All Indices for Hong Kong (Table 6)

Hong Kong's Economic Freedom Index score decreased from
the 9.17 in 2008 to 9.03 in 2014, and yet remains 1st on the
international ranking. It has made noticeable improvements
in terms of the Personal Freedom Index, climbing from 8.87 in
2008 to 9.08 in 2014 (from 26th to 19th]). The Human Develop-
ment Index score has been on an upward trajectory, increas-
ing slightly from 9.02 in 2008 to 9.06 in 2014 - enshrining its
globally leading position.

Over the past decade, Hong Kong has made some progress
in its democratization, with its Democracy Index score rising
from 5.85in 2008 to 6.42 in 2016, and position increasing from
the 84th to the 68th overall.

Whilst the Mainland and Hong Kong belong to the same coun-
try, there exist substantial differences between the two sys-
tems across all indices pertaining to freedom and democra-
cy, suggesting that 1C2S can indeed adequately defend Hong
Kong's freedom and democracy. Additionally, the increase in
Hong Kong's ‘Individual Freedom Index Score” and 'Democ-
racy Index Score’ over recent years suggests that Hong Kong
has not become ‘mainlandized’.

B [EBESMhE%] B20085F699.17
D INKE201459.037 - BHSHERFER
E— - [BAEDBEH] NOBOFEM
N=E 0 B2008F098.870 L HE2014F
§99.087 - HFEBB26M EFHEH19(T -
[ANEBRBBBH] EEOY - B2008FH)
9.02D T E£2014FH99.067 » IRBRES
e

BERO+E  BRNREE—ERR - T
REHBH] #32008F895.85 LT+ E20165F
896.429) + HESEISEBAN IR FH 2 5E68(T -

Wi REB RO E—E - o] EMiEHE
THEEHEDMRENEREREE
KB NE - 58 [—EMH | 8850
EESHENBSORE - IH - BEN 6
AEBEH] R ITREEH] HEEHEL
Tt ROAEERE [ AR -
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Table 6: Hong Kong's Scores and Positions in International Indices

AEBEBEH (2014)

Human Development Index

REHBH (2014)

Democracy Index

KYS]EE) BABHB Al
Economic Freedom Personal Freedom Aggregate
2008 9.17 (1) 8.87 (2¢6) 9.02 (1) 5.85 (84)
2010 8.96 (1) 8.90 (26) 8.93 (1) 5.92 (81)
2011 8.92 (1) 9.14(18) 9.03 (1) 5.92 (80)
2012 8.98 (1] 9.09 (18) 9.04 (1) 6.42 (63)
2013 8.97 (1) 9.01 (20) 8.99 (1) 6.42 (65)
2014 9.03 (1) 9.08 (19) 9.06 (1) 6.46 (66)
2015 - - - 6.50 (67
2016 - - - 6.42 (68)
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Comparisons between International Indices and Survey Results

Both our survey and the international indices have unique fea-
tures; whilst their findings are certainly different, there none-
theless exist certain similarities across the two of them. Two
commonalities are particularly striking: first, both the Hong
Kong public and the international indices rate Hong Kong's
rule of law and freedom of speech components relatively
highly; secondly, both rate Hong Kong’'s the progress of de-
mocratization as relatively low.

As to differences, international indices tend to have higher
holistic ratings for Hong Kong as a whole, as compared to
the generally lower scores in the public survey. This may be
explained by the aggregative and universal nature of interna-
tional indices: their measurements encompass a large num-
ber of developing countries and territories, and given Hong
Kong’'s highly developed status, its relative placing in com-
parison against these developing states is high. Furthermore,
given the Hong Kong public’s relatively high expectations of
1C2S, the public may be more demanding in their assessment
in the public survey. Their starting point is a system with a
sophisticated legal system that enshrines both rule of law
and personal freedoms, and gradual democratization that

B HRHPINRBSERRE - #RK
HEH  BRENBROBEBRIZE - M
BRNKEMS @ F— ERBFP - &
MREAENRSHEBNINES » £H
BRISHNEDTR - B ERAP - &
BHRHRERRNFOEM - HEERE
HHBDIMEF -

ERNNEZE - BB SBOIEESN
NS NERBPSZIRBEHF1HE)
BRI - ORISR EIRABIR
B2 BEPRSKRERRPEIRMILE - M
BRPEREDRZY)  ABEEERL
b BRI ER R e —ENKF - FREAS D
SENBSHERE - 30 WEHRLE
P [—EMm | BRSIRE - FIOADRE
ERF LB TFHRBREHNTD - FEED
WRIDBEMANZSEEINASES - |
FIE L REN - PRUATH R B IEAGE
NESEBBTEARNEBBLBNRES



had already been in progress prior to the handover. These in
turn subsequently induced greater expectations amongst the
public with respect to self-governance and human rights en-
shrined by the Basic Law. To sum up, assessing Hong Kong's
freedoms and democratization require consideration of both
the subjective assessments of the public, as well as relatively
objective international indices.come ‘Mainlandised’.

BHHE - FA - BFESENESDHINR
THE BEEDRNEHIE  TE2
SR BEHHEIRIEE -
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Constructing the 1C2S Index




Constructing the 1C2S Index requires the collection of a sub-

stantial volume of data and detailed analysis; this study is
merely the first step in constructing the index. As aforemen-
tioned, whilst the public’s assessment of 1C2S and interna-
tional assessments of Hong Kong's democracy and freedoms
most certainly diverge, both measurements remain valuable
points for reference. As such, we synthesize both assess-
ments in constructing a more comprehensive 1C2S Index.

wmE [ —EmE ] B8 FEREKREE
KR ET BN - R AR 2R E @15
HHB—4 o WAIPrZ  SEHRYE [—
BIm )] BT EREBRIT R EEESES
BRENTEHERANELE  BMEELE
E2NSEEE - 2UARMRSMET
BREHNERHZEN [—EMH ] B -




1 X3ANI .SWILSAS OML 'AYLNNOJ 3NO.

BEf %W e

1 wrmsEEnEs
Constructing Index from Public Survey

The 1C2S Public Survey recorded the public’'s assessments of ten different items under 1C2S; based on

the scores of these ten items, we adopted the following three methods in constructing the 1C2S Index

(see Table 7 for the results):

- Adopting the Simple Average
- Adopting Principal Component Analysis
- Adopting Factor Analysis

[—Emf ] BORRAHM B AGIREHEHERE [—BEMFI] 095HE - BEREHBEIRE8ETD - APIRA =i

PHmEHBH (BREEL)

- DA (+EIEENHMNFLY) REIIEE
- A TEMDDIF]  (Principal Component Analysis) #&HI15 88
- DA TRF9Mr] (Factor Analysis) #R$II5EX

T RERBIDHHFIN [—EMHI ] 1528 (BRUHAK : 897 A)
Table 7: 1C2S Index Constructed from Public Survey ( (Valid Sample Size: 897)

Score (1-7) Converted Score (0-10)
PNGE RSk ¢l 3.91 4.84
Adopting Simple Average
CA TERD DT 4R 3.90 4.83
Adopting Principal Component Analysis
LA TRF21T ] 4R 3.89 482

Adopting Factor Analysis

The results of all three methods are highly similar, largely due
to the clustered nature of the public’s assessments of the ten
items (cf. the distributions of the ten items are highly correlat-
ed), which causes the core components or sub-items across
all three methods to be highly similar.

—RAREHIIEHRBR+DEE - RE
ETRYTERENIE+EER (+
BRENNMSEERE) H EUREER
PN EBRFREGMEIREEL+nER -



RESFHE (HEEBRHMNTN) FHliES
Adopting the simple Average (of the Ten ltems)

This is the most common method employed in constructing
indices - its strength lies in its parsimony and accessibility; its
weakness is that it assigns equal weighting to all items [(i.e. it
assumes equal importance for all items).

A [ERBIR] RS2
Adopting Principal Component Analysis

Principal component analysis is a statistical method that
processes and simplifies data; it is the standard scientific
method employed in constructing indices. Through statistical
analysis, it extracts the data set's principal components and
identify their weights in a way that best explains the variations
across the data; its flaw lies in the complex calculations in-
volved, which render the method inaccessible to laypersons.
After complex calculations, we have found that there is negli-
gible difference between results arrived at by using the aver-
age approach, and the results acquired via principal compo-
nent analysis.

A TEF5ir] REHIIEE
Adopting Factor Analysis

Factor Analysis extracts common factors from the data, and
shares a similar methodology with Principal Component Anal-
ysis. Its strength lies in its ability to identify hidden and repre-
sentative factors amongst the many variables, and group vari-
ables of a similar nature into a common factor, which reduces
the total number of variables. Its weakness is that its com-
plex calculations are difficult to navigate for laypersons. After
complex calculations, we have found that there is negligible
difference between the results arrived at by using the average
approach, and the results acquired using Factor Analysis.

Given the similarity of the results from all three methods, we
adopted the simplest and most commonly used method - i.e.
the average of the ten items - in constructing the 1C2S Index.

EERHNBHREZRNNZE  BRED
ENRBTRHPE  RUESREMBEREH
552 (MmBEEENEENS) -

EMD D2 — @ DMl BUIRBVER S
By BUAR S RS VIR ETS
% BRI EBHERETREDRE -
NSBHIRONEZM DR fINEE - B
BB BEIROAIBGSE - 1M BRI
BTN RBISSHTE+DEE - M
TATMEHNAEG - CBEEESHEE -
PMBERBENEIEANHDE+BERENE
—EIREE+nEE  BUSTENESR
RIXRMBEFTHRNDIERERDA -

DIM2EHBEPRERNAEEFH
etmE  RIWEEMDDITEAM -
AEREINEZRESPHBRE
NEEAXRENEF  SEERENE
EFAN—BRF HmMBP>EENH
B BRBEISHABETNEE  INMTANEH
UBEB - KBEEFRE  HPMFR
HENETZ2RFR+ERENES — @
BEB+NELR  EUFENBRA
REBBEFHHENDERBEADA -

AR=-LOAGBHNBEHBER+DE
CHMENRBEBSBRO DA
BIREEsEFHH (+@RE D HK
)RS T —BEMH ] 58
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2 RERHRREHSENTEENNGE [anREEY]

Constructing Hong Kong’s ‘Freedom and Democracy Index’ from International Indices

This index has three components:

i) 'Economic Freedom Index’, ii] ‘Personal Freedom Index’,
and iii) 'Democracy Index’, with equal weight assigned to all
three. As the 2017 index has yet to be published, we can only
use the 2014 indices. Taking the average of the three indices,
the score of Hong Kong's 'Freedom and Democracy Index’ is
8.19(Table 8).

=)\ BEN [EBRE] B

Table 8: Hong Kong's ‘Freedom and Democracy Index’

It HBE =@M

D MEShEs] i) [BASBEH]

i) [REBE] - —@EBDHRERS -
WR2017FRRSF DB ARET - APIR
BEPRFE20145E 8046 81 - DAt S RNV E 38
[BBREEH] FnR819 (BER/) -

F1aBEB D (EEB%)
Sub-Item Scores [Equal Weighting Assigned)

Fi53

EYS]Es BAB®B

Average

REHBH

Economic Freedom Personal Freedom Democracy Index

9.03 (2014) 9.08 (2014) 6.46 (2014) 8.19




3 setRIERDREHRTEN [—@m5] 5y

The 1C2S Index Based on Aggregating Citizen Assessments and International Assessments

Hong Kong's 'Freedom and Democracy Index is compiled
from 2014 data. We do not have 2017 data as international
indices are only available with long time-lags. However, the
relevant indices are relatively stable from 2008 to 2014, as can
be seen from Table 6. In the absence of more updated data, we
can only use 2014 data as a proxy for current data.

The 1C2S Index has two components: i} the Index construct-
ed from public survey and ii] the Freedom and Democra-
cy Index constructed from international assessments, with
equal weighting assigned to both categories. Assigning equal
weighting attaches equal importance to both local public
opinion and objective data derived from cross-country com-
parisons. The average of the two scores is 6.51 (Table 9).

x=N o T—EmE ] 5%
Table 9: 1C2S Index

[EBREHEH] RE2014FHNEK -
WREIRRIEESEENNEZE - HFPRE
2017FHER - ANBPRERTTIUEE - i
2008F 220145  BIREBEH S BT D
BEAK - EREROPEROER T -
PRI CAR2014FBI5F P R F2017F 89

[—EImBIEs] BMEMEMSEND @ LR

P EBRHOIBE RBBEFHER) K
(DEERRETBREFINSE [BHRE
BH] - MEPNREMBS - RILHR
Oy [—EMHIEE] TN Re.62 (BF
n) e

FIREBD (BE8FH)
Sub-Item Scores [Equal Weighting Assigned)
15993
Average
RA#SD [EBRE] BHED
Score based Freedom and
on Public Survey Democracy Index
4.84 8.19 6.92

This study is an initial attempt to construct the 1C2S Index.
We will seek to further refine our data collection and index
construction, and carry out a public survey every 6 months in
order to update the 1C2S Index for the reference of the public
and relevant policy makers.

MR BwD [—BEMFIIEEH ] WS E
o HPIGE - TS ERTERF B
B BFFET—RRBRES T
—EIMHIEH ] HUEERRRESE -
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HEBH
2017%568238%6438 (6% L665150E10851567))

TS -
EBPNAEES B AMATEBRHESHRE

S
18R« BEZHERS ROLEEEBENEERER

RERE :
PAEBRS i BN EBs5sh R E A7 (Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing, CATI)
HTERRETIF - CARERKIBIRD TUEHRI 71,0025 185k DA #8 B 55 X
BWEBNMER (ESNEEKTN @ #XRER L 3.1%)
QEXR 36.8% ' {IEMEMNFEIRIE

EUEN0IE -
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AEER ABRERL R )

(5 - AT ATBESBENERIE]

[Fupl8 rhERY I—EmH] HSESBEERER - WR1HAE FEBOR] - E7HAFX FFBEER] @ k6
EERN NEBFOHREREBERE? ] [Q1Z2Q700URF D HEHEAK]

Q1 [OfziE SEETISESR  8TERRE BiTHSK - (MEERSIR? 1277 (RSRESHIR? ]

$B8 Ep-ed BHMESH RMWENL
1. 19 GERBER) 83 8.3 8.3 8.3
2. 24 116 11.6 11.6 19.9
3 3% 192 19.2 19.2 391
4. 449 220 220 220 61.0
5. 5% 200 20.0 200 81.0
6. 69 97 9.7 9.7 90.6
7. 79 (GEBE®E) 82 8.2 8.2 98.8
88. IBRB/ W 12 1.2 1.2 100.0
w5t 1002 100.0 100.0
B 1002 BRIEIER O 943 (mean) : 397 ; B (SD)) © 1.661

5 SHETNS - 188 IBRIB/ FHE] ORARAREER - TE -



Q2 [OfEiE SBEERISDEIRIZE - MEERZR?21E7H > REPESHIR? |

A8 AL BHEAL RAEENL
1. 159 GEBBRER) 62 6.2 6.2 6.2
2. 2% 58 5.8 58 12.0
3 3% 155 15.4 15.4 274
4. 4% 214 21.3 21.3 48.7
5 5% 217 217 217 704
6. 649 166 16.5 16.5 86.9
7.7 GEBER) 112 11.2 11.2 98.1
88. IBRB/ WF#H 19 19 19 100.0
wast 1002 100.0 100.0

ERR 1002 BREIRR O 95 (mean) © 4.44 ; KBS (SD) 1,642
Q3 [DfFzig SBERFRISDEUIMIZE - REZERSR?21E7H > SRESHIR? |

$B8K [=3lad BHEAL RSN
1. 19 GERBER) 70 7.0 7.0 7.0
2. 2% 79 7.9 7.9 14.9
3 3% 145 145 145 204
4. 49 222 222 222 51.6
5 5% 191 191 191 70.6
6. 649 168 16.8 16.8 87.4
7. 79 GEBER) 98 9.8 9.8 97.2
88. IBXDE/ 1F#sH 28 28 2.8 100.0

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRIEAR 1002 BREIR O T4993 (mean) : 3.64 5 B (SD) : 1678
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Q4 [ORzE KEABSHKILEESIDRIIBPIE MEMEHIRTE - (REERSR21ZE75H >

REREERIR? ]

$AB BNt sRES RAEENH
1. 19 GEBBRR) 167 16.6 16.6 16.6
2. 249 122 12.2 122 28.8
3 3% 186 18.5 185 473
4. 44 157 16.7 16.7 63.0
5 5% 163 16.3 16.3 793
6. 69 125 125 125 91.8
7. 7% (GEs@E®E) 56 5.6 5.6 97.5
88. IBRB/ [P 25 25 25 100.0

w5t 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 1002 BRERRA O

F199) (mean) : 4.44 ; ZHEZ= (SD.) © 1.642

Q5 [OfFziE SBARBHEFHNGEESE WHSZE - (REERSR21E7H > RSERESHIR? ]

B [=Fh\ed BRENt REENt
1. 19 GERBRAR) 111 11.1 111 111
2. 29 111 111 11.1 221
3 39 142 14.2 14.2 36.3
4. 49 145 145 145 50.8
5 59 187 187 18.7 69.5
6. 69 199 19.9 19.9 89.3
7. 79 GERER) 92 9.2 9.2 98.5
88. IBX0E/ 17#sH 156 15 15 100.0

et 1002 100.0 100.0

GiiRR 1002 BRERR 0 95 (mean) © 417 5 KRS (SD.) : 1.848



Q6 [OfEiE SBEEFESHEM - MEERTR?21E7D > RSRESHIR? ]

A8 AL BHEAL RAEENL
1. 19D GFRBER) 53 5.3 53 53
2. 29 57 5.7 57 111
3. 39 118 116 116 228
4. 49 147 14.6 14.6 37.4
5 5% 219 218 21.8 59.3
6. 69 227 22.7 227 81.9
7. 7% GEBER) 178 17.8 17.8 99.7
88. BXNB/ WFsksH 3 0.3 0.3 100.0
wast 1002 100.0 100.0
ERIER 1002 RIEIER O F499) (mean) © 4.82 5 [EHESE (SD) : 1.703

Q7 [OfFxiE  SERRERFER  EFEERBEBAGENERE  BFRHEDESE - (RBERTR 2 1E75 >

Ree%snNR? |

SB8 ot BEREAL RMWENL
1. 19 GERBER) 131 13.1 131 13.0
2. 2% 135 13.5 135 26.5
3 39 204 204 204 46.8
4. 49 165 16.5 16.5 63.1
5. 5% 151 15.1 15.1 78.1
6. 6% 98 9.8 9.8 87.9
7. 79 GEBER) 68 6.8 6.8 947
88. IBRB/ WFeH 53 5.3 53 100.0

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRIFK 1002 BB 0 4993 (mean) © 444 ; (BXEZE (SD) © 1.642
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Q8 [(RARBEAZETEERMENAMRBARZE2IIRRETHEMR ? MR12RE MFEEEAR] - FETHRE
THEHEARB] 1E7H > RBRESNIR? |

5881 TNt BHEN B =P
1. 19 GEB#EEAR) 161 16.1 16.1 16.1
2. 2% 130 13.0 13.0 29.1
3 3% 165 16.5 16.5 455
4. 4% 131 131 131 58.6
5 5% 107 10.7 107 69.3
6. 649 93 9.3 9.3 78.6
7.7 GEREAZR) 155 156.5 156.5 941
88. IBRB/ [P 59 5.9 59 100.0

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 1002 BB O T1943 (mean) : 3.84 5 B (SD) : 2.058

Q9 [EBBOREE_1+F  RERE  RARESE MNBAGE - SEBIE] BENINE? UR1 3 1RE [FEIEM
Il - ZE7THRRER [FEEIN] - 1E77 > REBRESNRE? )

5388 AL BHENL B =P
1. 15 GEBBAIN 118 11.8 11.8 11.8
2. 2% 123 12.3 12.3 24.1
3 3% 187 186 187 42.8
4. 49 231 23.1 231 65.9
5 5% 178 17.7 17.7 83.6
6. 649 97 9.7 9.7 934
7. 749 (GEBAIN 54 5.4 54 98.8
88. BXB/ ik 12 12 1.2 100.0
99. #B/BOE 1 0.1 R1E
st 1002 100.0 100.0

B 1001 BRIEMRR 1 F99 (mean) © 3.74 ; 1R¥EE (SD.) : 1.663



Q10 [{REFEAEBOEBIGRE (B12047F81) E20
ETR  IREIRESHIR? ]

AL MEEHEND]

=)
B8

r—&Emll k2 0R12RE rFEEREN] - E7H

5B8 ot BRBEAL RMWENL
1. 19 GEBTEN 146 146 146 146
2. 2% 136 13.6 136 282
3 3% 177 17.7 177 459
4. 49 196 195 196 65.6
5. 5% 146 14.5 146 80.0
6. 69 92 9.2 9.2 89.2
7. 79 GERBRBN 77 7.7 7.7 96.9
88. BRI/ WP 31 3.1 3.1 100.0
99. #BBOE 2 0.2 R1E

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 1000 BREIRAR 2

1993 (mean) © 3.66 ; 1R¥EZE (SD.)  1.798

Q11 [HREARISEHINGTFGE - MiholZBHFHRESUARR - (REEAGOR ? IR13RE MEED
Bl - ZFTARE [FERBIL]

ETR  RERESH ? |

$AB BNt ERESL RAEEHNH
1. 19 GEBHEN) 141 141 141 141
2. 249 174 17.3 17.3 314
3. 3% 238 23.7 237 55.2
4. 443 157 16.7 16.7 709
5. 5% 124 124 124 833
6. 69 78 7.8 7.8 911
7.7 GERBRLN 57 5.7 5.7 96.8
88. IBRB/ WFe# 32 32 32 100.0
99. #bBOE 1 0.1 R1E

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 1001 BRERAR 1

F194) (mean) : 343 ; 1@%E2= (SD.) : 1.711
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Q12 [WR1HBIRE [FEFHERE]
E75 > (RERESHR? |

» BTRNRE [EEBRE]

 RERACH (GBRERKIE) BRERMIE 21

5a 8K Ed BHENH RIEGHH
1. 19 GEBBERE) 78 7.7 7.8 7.8
2. 2% 124 123 124 20.1
3 3% 275 274 275 476
4. 4% 230 23.0 230 70.6
5 5% 187 187 18.7 89.3
6. 649 74 74 7.4 96.7
7. 79 GEBRB) 30 30 3.0 99.6
88. BXNEB/ WFsksH 4 0.4 0.4 100.0
99. #BOE 1 0.1 0.1

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 1001 BRI 1 4953 (mean) : 367 ; IBEE (SD) : 1.454

Q13 [MRIARE MFEFEERR]

1275 IRERESNIR? |

TR TEERR

R THRESBAL RESR - (REEREIR ?

SEBN AL BHEAL RAEENL
1. 1% (GEBBRE) 21 2.1 2.1 2.1
2. 2% 10 1.0 10 31
3 3% 38 38 38 6.9
4. 49 90 9.0 9.0 15.9
5 5% 235 234 235 39.4
6. 649 2589 2589 2589 65.2
7. 79 GEBRE) 330 33.0 33.1 98.3
88. IBXNB/ WFsksH 17 17 1.7 100.0
99. #B#BOE 3 0.3 RE

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRRAR 999 TRE/AR 3 P95 (mean) @ 6.65 ; R#EZE (SD.) 1 1.369



Q14 TR BRE [FEREERR]
1E75 > (RBIFES IR |

P THARER MEERE]

C HIR THREPEA] RESA - (REERRIRE ?

5a 8K == BHENH RIEGNHH
1. 19 GFRBRE) 59 59 5.9 7.8
2. 2% 52 5.2 53 20.1
3 39 102 102 103 476
4. 4% 139 139 13.9 70.6
5 5% 208 20.7 20.8 89.3
6. 69 143 143 143 96.7
7.7 GERRE) 285 28.5 28.6 99.6
88. BRI/ WF#H 9 09 0.9 100.0
99. #B#BOE 4 04 7=}

mst 1002 100.0 100.0
BRRA 997 TRIEIRAT 4 T (mean) : 4.98 ; IR (SD.) : 1.814

Q15 [REEERESADARSE @ REERLSESLZAClHZNMEER ? DR13AE MFEZEEL] -
THARE TEEERN] 1ETS > RSREEHR? ]

SAB ELaid BHENL KMEBEAL
1. 1% GEBIBIEN) 104 10.4 104 104
2. 29 78 78 7.8 182
3 39 120 120 12.0 30.2
4. 49 154 15.4 15.4 456
5 5% 181 18.0 180 63.6
6. 69 156 156 15.6 79.3
7.7 GEBELN 189 18.8 189 98.1
88. BXNB/ WF¥ksH 19 19 1.9 100.0
99. #B#BOE 1 0.1 7N(E]

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 1001 BRERER 1 F499) (mean) © 4.48 ; [EHESE (SD) © 1.929
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Q16 [OERAN - ERE [—EmH] ESBRAMBIRIEDTG - BERE - MARE-—HBESEAMIR ? FER2

Falh ~ RERFEAM ~ —FF - RPRESE > EERR2ESBIR? ]

588N [=Ead BHENL B =P
1. ERERMD 33 33 33 33
2. REBDHEAMD 209 20.9 20.9 24.1
3 ¥ 545 54.4 54.5 78.6
4. KBHPESHE 113 11.3 11.3 89.9
5. TRESH 4 4.1 4/ 94.0
8. BRI/ WF#H 60 6.0 6.0 100.0
9. ®BBOB 1 0.1 TRiE
st 1002 100.0 100.0
BHIEAR 1001 BREIR 1
Q17 [fRFFRAFEGEMMASBBRIGIHITEIR? ]
B8N AL BHEAL RIEENL
1. B8 [ErBQ18] 136 13.5 135 13.6
2. |18 [BrRQ19] 850 84.8 84.8 99.0
3. 0BXB/ s (PkRIQ19] 10 1.0 1.0 100.0
4. BBOE [BRIQ19] 4 0.4 ThE
5. N@EA (BBR) [PrIa19] 2 02 TRiE
wast 1002 100.0 100.0

BUImAR 996 BRIEHRA 6



Q18 [WEITEBRIEN  HEEAREEFERRE —BmH) GE0R? IR 13RE MEHEE) - 7TAREX I8
HER] 1ZE78 > R2R%sn 7] [HERNEBRIBIMIENZHE]
5a 8N == BHENH RIEGHH

119 (FBYHERD) 14 14 104 104
2. 2% 14 14 10.1 20.5
3 39 7 0.7 5.1 257
4. 4% 14 14 10.0 35.7
5. 5% 22 22 16.1 51.8
6. 69 13 1.3 9.9 61.8
7.7 (BEER) 52 52 38.2 100.0
0. N 866 86.5 ThE

st 1002 100.0 100.0
ERIR 136 BRERER 866 T495) (mean) : 4.94 ; IEXEZE (SD) : 2131
Q19 [BRREBGSEMES - RBEECHEAUNTZBEZER? | [FEdH1-6]

SABN At EMENL RAIEENL

1. 28l 100 100 101 101
2. RER 210 21.0 211 31.1
3. RLIR 35 35 35 346
4. BRI 27 27 28 374
5. B 157 16.7 15.7 531
6. MAOIHUEHED 426 425 426 957
11. it - IR 8 0.8 0.8 96.5
12, Efth © BRARLIR 2 02 0.2 96.7
88. IBX0E/ WF#sE 33 33 3.3 100.0
99. HBOB 4 0.4 &

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BT 998 TR 4

APPENDIX
B 8%



1 X3ANI .SWILSAS OML 'AYLNNOJ 3NO.

BEf %W e

[GENDER] S3h 1Rl
2L [Shalad BYENtt ENE=pand
1. 3 475 47.5 47.5 47.5
2. ¥ 526 52.5 52.5 100.0
st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 1002 ERIEIRRA O
[AGE] [fREERUATIZMELRMARIR? | [Hik1-6]
BR8N [Shalad BYENtt ENE=pand
1. 18mZE295% 176 176 17.6 176
2. 305 =393 165 16.4 16.4 34.0
3. 40 =505 177 17.7 17.7 51.7
4. B0 ES95 208 20.7 20.7 724
5. 60T E695 148 14.8 14.8 87.2
6. 703X LA L 128 12.8 128 100.0
B 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 1002 BRERIR 0



[EDU] [EBHREREERIIER? |

A8 AL BHEAL RAEENL
1. INEBZAT 133 133 134 134
2. Hlp (p—FEPp=) 119 118 11.9 25.3
3. BP (POEDL/ FERD) 296 29.6 29.7 55.1
4. F B 118 1.7 11.8 66.8

(BIEUR/ BI21L/ IVES)
5. RE&{y 273 27.2 27.4 94.2
6. tHRR (BIFEL/ H1L%) 57 5.7 58 100.0
9. ®BOB 6 06 TRfE

st 1002 100.0 100.0
ERR 996 BB 6
[BIRTH] [fRHFZ2EHHIR ? ESB - PERAM > EEEIDSIR? |

5a8n == BHENH RIEGHH

1. BB 665 66.4 66.4 66.8
2. hEAH 305 305 30.5 975
3. Hfthith7s (5E68) 25 25 25 100.0
9. ®BOB 6 06 &

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 996 BRERR 6
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[BIRTH_OTH] [fEHfiZE MR ? iESiE - PEAM - ERHMER? | [HbhER]

Gt [=Fa\ed BRENH B3 = e
11. Efth : J2PT 4 0.3 13.9 10.1
12. Efth : B8 2 0.2 7.5 31.1
21. Efb : EDf2 9 09 34.4 34.6
22. Efth : iR 3 0.3 11.9 374
23. Efth - F0 1 0.1 42 531
24, Hfth : ARG 3 0.3 1.4 95.7
31. Hfth : pEX 1 0.1 48 96.5
32. Hth : =6 1 0.1 36 96.7
99. Hfth : BIBEE 2 0.2 8.4 100.0
0. A#@#fA 977 97.5 SE}
st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 25 BRERR 977
[WORK] [{RBFIREEFHERALIR? ]
$888 [=Fh\ed BRENt REENt
1. & [{ERIEMPLOY] 581 58.0 58.4 58.4
2. 0BfR [PKRINONWORK] 414 413 416 100.0
9. #BBOZ [PRIHOUSE] 7 0.7 E
st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRI 9956 BB 7



[EMPLOY] [IHRIZIES - BE - EFEBRALIR? ] [MERMERSZHE]

BREN Bt BYENtt EE(=Falud

1. R/ 2R 471 47.0 814 814

2. &=+ 39 3.9 6.8 88.2

3. BfeAL 68 6.8 11.8 100.0
9. BELB 3 03 ER{E
0. A& 421 42.0 R1E
st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRIRR 678 BB 424

[NONWORK] [ HHRZEIRRS « B ~ §% > BEFE2ER? ] [HBRIFFERSZHE]

SABN At BHEAL RAEENL
1. FIBRE 123 122 29.7 29.7
2. &M 191 19.0 46.1 75.8
3. R[5/ EHRTIIE/ K% 30 29 7.1 82.9
4. B 70 6.9 16.8 99.7
5. Hfth 1 0.1 0.3 100.0
9. ®BBOB 1 0.1 TRfE
0. Ni@MA 588 58.7 R1E

st 1002 100.0 100.0

BRIRR 413 BRERR 689
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[HOUSE] [ fiRf&k R (X IRE fi (RS I ZFBIRIR ? RAZW - EELABEIR?

$A% [Epaed BEREH SMEH

1. EAEBER 258 258 26.2 26.2
2. fAFFARRE 127 12.6 129 39.1
3. BERBRE 140 14.0 14.2 53.3
4. BBRMARE 458 457 465 99.8
5 Hfth (FIELES) 2 0.2 0.2 100.0
9. BBOB 17 1.7 BR1E

st 1002 100.0 100.0
BRI 985 BRI 17
WREN : BRAEEIENIENA
BT RAEHBRPERMSBAODMNES BN - SREETOITIGEELANE  (weighting) FRIE - NERFERIL

TEBUTRSTIR A HH2016F F D185 A £ M BIIRF
BREDMHEAOCKSTBV DI HIERE - DAERBES IR N FER D HIEF2016FFP (FUFRIN

B0 - BRAERIERINWOT ¢

G

i (FOBRINEREEE LFOHs) RETE - iSRS DR1EH
BRERL) AO

818 % “ % e S 7
(A) ®) (©) ©) (A+C) B+D)
1. 18 ZE29m 8.79 8.77 719 9.28 1.22253129 0.94504310
2. B0BE395% 7.67 8.77 549 7.78 1.39708561 112724936
3. 40 &E507m% 7.90 9.77 8.78 8.98 0.89977221 1.08797327
4. 50BK &E595% 9.98 10.74 10.98 11.28 0.90892532 0.95212766
5. 60 ZEBIR 7.34 747 8.68 9.28 0.84562212 0.80495690
6. 70m3XLAL 5.78 7.02 5.69 6.69 1.03398927 1.04932735
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Path of Democracy
Survey on the Implementation of
“One Country, Two Systems” in Hong Kong

(First Round in 2017)

23 May - 3 June 2017
This survey is commissioned by Path of Democracy and conducted by the
Telephone Survey Research Laboratory, Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies,
Chinese University of Hong Kong

(The copyright of this survey rests with Path of Democracy. Permission is required to use excerpts and reproduce copies.)
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SURVEY OVERVIEW AND
SAMPLING METHOD

Date:
23 May - 3 June, 2017 (6:15 pm - 10:15 pm]

Polling Agency:
Telephone Survey Research Laboratory, Hong Kong Institute of
Asia-Pacific Studies, Chinese University of Hong Kong

Target Respondents:
Hong Kong Citizens aged 18 or above speaking Cantonese or
Mandarin with a landline telephone

Survey Method:

Random sampling was adopted using CATI [Computer-Assisted Telephone
Interview) system. 1,002 respondents aged 18 or above speaking Cantonese or
Mandarin were interviewed. Sampling error is within +3.1% at 95% confidence

level and the response rate is 36.8%.

Weighting:

To better represent the distribution of the Hong Kong population, all data
were weighted by the proportion of gender and age of people aged 18 or above
(excluding foreign domestic helpers] according to the mid-year population for

2016 released by the Census and Statistics Department. The figures in this

survey may not add up due to rounding errors and weighting.



Survey Results (Frequency and Percentage Distribution)

(Note: All data were weighted for analysis]

“We would like to know how the public understands ‘one country, two systems’ in Hong Kong. On a
scale where 1 indicates “strongly disagree” and 7 indicates “strongly agree”, to what extent do you
agree with the following descriptions of Hong Kong after the handover?” (The sequence of Q1 to Q7 will
be randomly displayed)

Q1 “After the handover, Hong Kong has been able to practice a high degree of autonomy, and has
been able to handle its own internal administrative affairs. To what extent would you agree?
From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

i o
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 83 8.3 8.3 8.3
2. 2 116 11.6 11.6 19.9
3. 3 192 19.2 19.2 39.1
I 220 22.0 22.0 61.0
5.5 200 20.0 20.0 81.0
6. 6 97 9.7 9.7 90.6
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 82 8.2 8.2 98.8
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 12 1.2 1.2 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid sample: 1002 Invalid Sample: 0 Mean : 3.97 ; S.D. : 1.661

Note: When calculating the mean, samples responded  “88. Don't know / Difficult to say”  are excluded, the same below.

APPENDIX
B 8%
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Q2 “After the handover, Hong Kong has been able to maintain independent judiciary powers.
To what extent would you agree? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage percor (28 umulatve
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 62 6.2 6.2 6.2
2. 2 58 5.8 5.8 12.0
3.3 155 15.4 15.4 27.4
A 214 21.3 21.3 48.7
5 0 217 21.7 21.7 70.4
6. 6 166 16.5 16.5 86.9
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 112 11.2 11.2 98.1
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 19 1.9 1.9 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean : 4.44 ; S.D.:1.642

Q3 “After the handover, Hong Kong has been able to maintain independent legislative powers.
To what extent would you agree? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage percertold Gamutatee
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 70 7.0 7.0 7.0
2. 2 79 7.9 7.9 14.9
3.3 145 14.5 14.5 29.4
A 222 22.2 22.2 51.6
5. 0 191 19.1 19.1 70.6
6. 6 168 16.8 16.8 87.4
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 98 9.8 9.8 97.2
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 28 2.8 2.8 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean:4.32 ; S.D.:1.678



Q4 “After the handover, the internal affairs of Hong Kong have not been interfered with by the central
and local governments of China. To what extent would you agree?
From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage percenaud Gumutative
1. 1 (Strongly disagree] 167 16.6 16.6 16.6
2. 2 122 12.2 12.2 28.8
3.3 186 18.5 18.5 47.3
b 4 157 15.7 15.7 63.0
5 5 163 16.3 16.3 79.3
6. 6 125 12.5 12.5 91.8
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 56 5.6 5.6 97.5
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 25 2.5 2.5 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean :3.64 ; S.D.:1.817

Q5 “After the handover, the way of life of the Hong Kong people has not been affected by mainland
China. To what extent would you agree? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage percertold Gamutate
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 111 11.1 11.1 11.1
2. 2 M 11.0 11.0 22.1
3.3 142 14.2 14.2 36.3
4. 4 145 14.5 14.5 50.8
5 0 187 18.7 18.7 69.5
6. 6 199 19.9 19.9 89.3
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 92 9.2 9.2 98.5
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 15 1.5 1.5 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean : 4.17 ; S.D.:1.848

APPENDIX
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Q6 “After the handover, Hong Kong continues to enjoy the freedom of speech.
To what extent would you agree? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

e B
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 53 5.3 5.3 5.3
2. 2 57 5.7 5.7 11.1
3.3 118 1.7 11.7 22.8
4 4 147 14.6 14.6 37.4
5. 5 219 21.8 21.8 59.3
6. 6 227 22.7 22.7 81.9
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 178 17.8 17.8 99.7
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 3 0.3 0.3 100.0
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean : 4.82 ; S.D.:1.703

Q7 “After the handover, the development of Hong Kong’s democratic system has been progressively
implemented, following the provision of the Basic Law.
To what extent would you agree? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage Percentage Sereeniage
1. 1 (Strongly disagree) 131 13.0 13.0 13.0
2.2 135 13.5 13.5 26.5
3.3 204 20.4 20.4 46.8
A 163 16.3 16.3 63.1
5.5 151 15.1 15.1 78.1
6. 6 98 9.8 9.8 87.9
7. 7 (Strongly agree) 68 6.8 6.8 94.7
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 53 5.3 5.3 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean :3.67 ; S.D.:1.770



Q8 “Do you think the government should launch a public consultation for the enactment of Article 23
within the next term? If 1 indicates ‘very unnecessary’ and 7 indicates ‘very necessary’ ,
what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage percorl2L8 umulatve
1. 1 [Very unnecessary) 161 16.1 16.1 16.1
2. 2 130 13.0 13.0 291
3.3 165 16.5 16.5 45.5
4. 4 131 13.1 13.1 58.6
5.5 107 10.7 10.7 69.3
6. 6 93 9.3 9.3 78.6
7. 7 (Very necessary) 155 15.5 15.5 94.1
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 59 5.9 5.9 100.0

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0 Mean : 4.82 ; S.D.:2.058

Q9 “Twenty years after the handover, how successful has been the practice of ‘Hong Kong people
administering Hong Kong with a high degree of autonomy’? If 1 indicates ‘very unsuccessful’
and 7 indicates ‘very successful’, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage Percentage Ferteniaye
1. 1 (Very unsuccessful] 118 11.8 11.8 11.8
2. 2 123 12.3 12.3 24.1
3.3 187 18.6 18.6 42.8
4 231 23.1 23.1 65.9
5 5 178 17.7 17.7 83.6
6. 6 97 9.7 9.7 93.4
7. 7 [Very successful) 54 5.4 5.4 98.8
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 12 1.2 1.2 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1001 Omitted Samples 1 Mean :3.74 ; S.D.:1.663 ﬂ
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Q10 “How confident are you in the full implementation of ‘one country, two systems’ in Hong Kong in
the future (before 2047)? If 1 indicates ‘very unconfident’ and 7 indicates ‘very confident’, what
score will you give?”

e St
1. 1 (Very unconfident) 146 14.6 14.6 14.6
2. 2 136 13.6 13.6 28.2
3. 3 177 17.7 17.7 45.9
4 4 196 19.5 19.6 65.5
5 5 146 14.5 14.6 80.0
6. 6 92 9.2 9.2 89.2
7. 7 [Very confident] 77 7.7 7.7 96.9
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 31 3.1 3.1 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 2 0.2 Omitted

Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1000 Omitted Samples 2 Mean :3.66 ; S.D.:1.798

Q11 “When conflicts between mainland China and Hong Kong arise, how confident are you that the
conflicts can be resolved through consultation and dialogue? If 1 indicates ‘very unconfident’
and 7 indicates ‘very confident’, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage Percentage Sereeniage
1. 1 (Very unconfident) 141 14.1 14.1 14.1
2. 2 174 17.3 17.3 31.4
3.3 238 23.7 23.7 55.2
4L 4 157 15.7 15.7 70.9
5.5 124 12.4 12.4 83.3
6. 6 78 7.8 7.8 91.1
7. 7 (Very confident] 57 5.7 5.7 96.8
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 32 3.2 3.2 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1001 Omitted Samples 1 Mean :3.43 ; S.D.:1.711



Q12 “If 1 indicates ‘very unfamiliar’ and 7 indicates ‘very familiar’, how familiar are you with the
Basic Law? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequeney Percentage Percertoid Gumulative
1. 1 [Very unfamiliar) 78 7.7 7.8 7.8
2. 2 124 12.3 12.4 20.1
3.3 275 27.4 27.5 47.6
4. 4 230 23.0 23.0 70.6
5.5 187 18.7 18.7 89.3
6. 6 T4 7.4 7.4 96.7
7. 7 [Very familiar) 30 3.0 3.0 99.6
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 4 0.4 0.4 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1001 Omitted Samples 1 Mean :3.67 ; S.D.:1.454

Q13 “If 1 indicates ‘extremely weak’ and 7 indicates ‘extremely strong’, how strongly do you identify
yourself as a Hong Konger? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequency Percentage Percentage Sereeniage
1. 1 [Extremely weak]) 21 2.1 2.1 2.1
2. 2 10 1.0 1.0 3.1
3.3 38 3.8 3.8 6.9
4. 4 90 9.0 9.0 15.9
5.5 235 23.4 23.5 39.4
6. 6 258 25.8 25.8 65.2
7. 7 [Extremely strong] 330 33.0 33.1 98.3
88. Don't know / Difficult to say 17 1.7 1.7 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 3 0.3 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 999 Omitted Samples 3 Mean :5.65 ; S.D.:1.369
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Q14 “If 1 indicates ‘extremely weak’ and 7 indicates ‘extremely strong’, how strongly do you identify
yourself as a Chinese? From 1 to 7, what score will you give?”

Frequeney Percentage percertid Gumulative
1. 1 (Extremely weak]) 59 5.9 5.9 5.9
2. 2 52 5.2 5.3 11.2
3.3 102 10.2 10.3 21.4
4L 4 139 13.9 13.9 35.4
5. 5 208 20.7 20.8 56.2
6. 6 143 14.3 14.3 70.6
7. 7 [Extremely strong] 285 28.5 28.6 99.1
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 9 0.9 0.9 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 4 0.4 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 997 Omitted Samples 4 Mean:4.98 ; S.D.:1.814

Q15 “There are more and more mainlanders in Hong Kong, to what extent would you worry about the
loss of Hong Kong’s core values? If 1 indicates ‘very unworried’ and 7 indicates ‘very worried’,
what score will you give?

Frequency Percentage Percentage Sereeniage
1. 1 (Very unworried) 104 10.4 10.4 10.4
2. 2 78 7.8 7.8 18.2
3.3 120 12.0 12.0 30.2
4L 4 154 15.4 15.4 45.6
5.5 181 18.0 18.0 63.6
6. 6 156 15.6 15.6 79.3
7. 7 [Very worried) 189 18.8 18.8 98.1
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 19 1.9 1.9 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 1001 Omitted Samples 1 Mean : 4.48 ; S.D.:1.929



Q16 “After the handover, the implementation of ‘one country, two systems’ has led to conflicts
between Hong Kong and mainland China. Generally speaking, which side bears the greater
responsibility? Is it totally mainland China’s, mostly mainland China’s, mostly Hong Kong’s
or totally Hong Kong’s?”

Frequency percentage percertand Gumulative
1. Totally mainland China's 33 3.3 3.3 3.3
2. Mostly mainland China’s 209 20.9 20.9 241
3. Half-half 545 54.4 54.4 78.6
4. Mostly Hong Kong's 113 11.3 11.3 89.9
5. Totally Hong Kong's 41 4.1 4.1 94.0
8. Don't know / Difficult to say 60 6.0 6.0 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1001 Omitted Samples 1 Mean : 4.48 ; S.D.:1.929

Q17 “Do you have any plans to emigrate from Hong Kong in the next five years?”

Frequency Percentage percentias Gumutative

1. Yes [continue to Q18) 136 13.5 13.6 13.6
2. No (Skip to Q19) 850 84.8 85.3 99.0
8. Don't know / Difficult to say 10 1.0 1.0 100.0

(Skip to Q19)
9. Refuse to answer 4 0.4 Omitted

(Skip to Q19)
0. Not applicable (already 2 0.2 Omitted

emigrated, skip to Q19)

Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 996 Omitted Samples 6
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Q18 “If you have emigration plans, to what degree are they related to your lack of confidence in
‘one country, two systems’? If 1 indicates ‘absolutely unrelated’ and 7 indicates ‘absolutely
related’, what score will you give?” (Only respondents who have emigration plans are asked)

Frequency Percentage Percentage Sercenage
1. 1 (Absolutely unrelated) 14 1.4 10.4 10.4
2. 2 14 1.4 10.1 20.5
3. 3 7 0.7 5.1 25.7
A 14 1.4 10.0 35.7
5 5 22 2.2 16.1 51.8
6 6 13 1.3 9.9 61.8
7. 7 [Absolutely related) 52 5.2 38.2 100.0
0. Not applicable 866 86.5 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 136 Omitted Samples 866 Mean : 4.94 ; S.D.:2.131

Q19 “When asked about your political inclination, which political camp do you incline to identify
yourself with?” (read options 1-6)

Frequeney Percentage Percerioid .
1. Pro-establishment 100 10.0 10.1 10.1
2. Pro-democracy 210 21.0 21.1 31.1
3. Localist 35 3.5 3.5 34.6
4. Self-determination 27 2.7 2.8 37.4
5. Centrist 157 15.7 15.7 53.1
6. No political inclination 426 42.5 42.6 95.7
11. Others: Non-establishment 8 0.8 0.8 96.5
12. Others: Localist, 2 0.2 0.2 96.7
self/determination
88. Don’t know / Difficult to say 33 3.3 3.3 100.0
99. Refuse to answer 4 0.4 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 998 Omitted Samples 4



[GENDER] Gender of respondents

Frequency percentage percentans Sumutate
1. Male 475 47.5 475 475
2. Female 526 52.5 52.5 100.0
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0
[AGE] “Which age group does you belong to?” (read options 1-6)
Frequency Percentage percentans Sumutate
1. 18-29 176 17.6 17.6 17.6
2. 30-39 165 16.4 16.4 34.0
3. 40-49 177 17.7 17.7 51.7
4. 50-59 208 20.7 20.7 72.4
5. 60-69 148 14.8 14.8 87.2
6. 70 or above 128 12.8 12.8 100.0
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 1002 Omitted Samples 0
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[EDU] “What is your educational attainment?”

Frequency Percentage Percentade Farcaniags

1. Primary or below 133 13.3 13.4 13.4
2. Secondary (F.1 - F.3) 119 11.8 11.9 25.3
3. Secondary (F.4 - F.7) 296 29.6 29.7 55.1
4. Non-degree tertiary 118 11.7 11.8 66.8

(including diplomas,

associate degrees, IVE, etc]
5. Bachelor's degree 273 27.2 27.4 94.2
6. Postgraduate degree 57 5.7 58 100.0

(including master’s and

doctoral degree)
9. Refuse to answer 6 0.6 Omitted

Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 996 Omitted Samples 6

[BIRTH] “Where is your place of birth? Is it Hong Kong, mainland China or other places?”

Frequeney Percentage percertid Gumulatve

1. Hong Kong 665 66.4 66.8 66.8

2. Mainland China 305 30.5 30.7 97.5

3. Other places [please state] 25 2.5 2.5 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 6 0.6 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 996 Omitted Samples 6



[ BIRTH_OTH] “Where is your place of birth? Is it Hong Kong, mainland China or other places?”

Frequency percentage percentnd Gumutatie

11. Others: Macau 4 0.3 13.9 13.9
12. Others: Taiwan 2 0.2 7.5 21.3
21. Others: Indonesia 9 0.9 34.4 55.7
22. Others: Vietnam 3 0.3 11.9 67.6
23. Others: Singapore 1 0.1 4.2 71.8
24. Others: Malaysia 3 0.3 1.4 83.2
31. Others: Canada 1 0.1 4.8 88.0
32. Others: USA 1 0.1 3.6 91.6
99. Others: Refuse to answer 2 0.2 8.4 100.0
0. Not applicable 997 97.5 Omitted

Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 25 Omitted Samples 977
[WORK] “Are you currently employed?”

Frequency percentage percentnd Gumutatie

1. Yes [continue to EMPLOY) 581 58.0 58.4 58.4
2. No [skip to NONWORK)] 414 41.3 41.6 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 7 0.7 Omitted

(skip to HOUSE]

Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 995 Omitted Samples 7
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[EMPLOY] “Are you an employee, employer or self-employed person?"

(Only respondents who are employed are asked)

Frequency percentage percentans Sumuatve
1. Employee 471 47.0 81.4 81.4
2. Employer 39 3.9 6.8 88.2
3. Self-employed person 68 6.8 11.8 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 3 3 Omitted
0. Not applicable 421 42.0 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0
Valid Samples 578 Omitted Samples 424
[NONWORK] “Are you a homemaker, retired person, job seeker or student?”
(Only respondents who are unemployed are asked)
Frequency Percentage Percentage Sercenage
1. Homemaker 123 12.2 29.7 29.7
2. Retired person 191 19.0 46.1 75.8
3. Job seeker 30 2.9 7.1 82.9
4. Student 70 6.9 16.8 99.7
5. Others 1 0.1 0.3 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 1 0.1 Omitted
0. Not applicable 588 58.7 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 413 Omitted Samples 589



[HOUSE] “Do you rent or own your residence? Is it a public or private housing unit?”

Frequency Percentage Percentage Serceniags

1. Renta flat in public housing 258 25.8 26.2 26.2

2. Rent a private flat 127 12.6 12.9 39.1

3. Own a flat in public housing 140 14.0 14.2 53.3

4. Own a private flat 458 45.7 46.5 99.8

5. Others (e.g. staff quarters) 2 0.2 0.2 100.0
9. Refuse to answer 17 1.7 Omitted
Total 1002 100.0 100.0

Valid Samples 985

Omitted Samples 6

Explanatory Notes on Weighting

All data were weighted to better represent the distribution of the Hong Kong population. The weighting
factors were adjusted by the proportion of gender and age of people aged 18 or above [excluding foreign
domestic helpers] according to the mid-year population for 2016 statistics released by the Census and

Statistics Department. The weight factors are as below.

Mid-year Population Population Distribution Weighting Factors
Distribution for 2016 (excluding of Survey (%)
foreign domestic helpers] (%)
Age Group
Male Female Male Female Male Female
(A) (B) (C) (D) (A=C) (B=D)
1. 18-29 8.79 8.77 7.19 9.28 1.22253129 0.94504310
2. 30-39 7.67 8.77 5.49 7.78 1.39708561 1.12724936
3. 40-50 7.90 9.77 8.78 8.98 0.89977221 1.08797327
4. 50-59 9.98 10.74 10.98 11.28 0.90892532 0.95212766
5. 60-69 7.34 7.47 8.68 9.28 0.84562212 0.80495690
6. 70 or above 5.78 7.02 5.59 6.69 1.03398927 1.04932735
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