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Press Release on December 27, 2024

HKPORI releases results of year-end reviews and forecast survey
along with rankings of people’s most familiar political figures

Abstract

The Hong Kong Public Opinion Research Institute (HKPORI) successfully interviewed 669 Hong
Kong residents in early November, by means of a random telephone survey conducted by real
interviewers, while the testing of online survey conducted via random SMS invitation is still in
progress. This release focuses on the telephone survey sample only (i.e., excluding the SMS online
sample). Although the sample size has been reduced, the research and analysis method are consistent
with previous surveys and thus the results are suitable for direct comparison.

Results from the telephone survey show that net satisfaction with Hong Kong’s development in the
past year stands at negative 20 percentage point, representing an 8-percentage-point drop from last
year. Looking ahead, the net optimism toward Hong Kong’s development next year stands at
negative 4 percentage points, which has also dropped compared to last year. At the individual level,
net happiness value in the year past stands at positive 25 percentage points, which has increased from
last year. As for personal development in the coming year, net optimism stands at positive 24
percentage points, slightly dropped compared to last year. All abovementioned changes are within the
margin of error. As for people’s New Year wishes, 33% were related to personal matters, 32% were
society-related and registered a record low since 2012. Besides, 19% were world peace-related,
which has significantly increased by 9 percentage points compared to last year and registered a
historical high since 1992. Meanwhile, highly similar to last year, 10% said they did not have New
Year wishes.

As of the latest rankings of people’s most familiar political figures, our survey shows that the 10
most frequently named political figures were John Lee, Carrie Lam, Leung Chun-ying, Donald Tsang,
Tung Chee-hwa, Regina Ip, Chris Tang, Paul Chan, Anson Chan and Henry Tang, followed by Starry
Lee, Martin Lee, John Tsang, Leung Kwok-hung, Jasper Tsang, Alice Mak, Kevin Yeung, Rita Fan,
Eric Chan, and Michael Tien, who rank from the eleventh to twentieth. Among them, the naming
percentages for John Lee registered a historical high, whereas that of Leung Chun-ying and Anson
Chan have registered a record high since 2017 and 2019 respectively. Meanwhile, the naming
percentages for Jasper Tsang and Starry Lee have registered record lows since 1997 and 2019
respectively. It is worth mentioning that Kevin Yeung, the former Secretary for Culture, Sports and
Tourism, re-entered the top 50 after August 2020 and leaps to the 17th place in this survey.

Compared to a year ago, 8 political figures remain on the top 10 list. Jasper Tsang and Martin Lee
have fallen out of top 10 and are replaced by Anson Chan and Henry Tang. Based on the results of
the past 10 surveys, Carrie Lam continued to occupy the no.1 overall rank, followed by Leung
Chun-ying, Tung Chee-hwa and Donald Tsang.

The effective response rate of the survey is 46.6%. The maximum sampling error of percentages is
+/-5%, that of net values is +/-10% and that of ratings is +/-0.1 at 95% confidence level.



Contact Information

Date of survey

Survey method

Target population
Sample size!!)
Effective response rate

Sampling error!?!

Weighting method

4-7/11/2024 (for telephone survey)

(1) Random landline telephone survey
(2) Random mobile telephone survey
(3) Online survey by random SMS invitation

Cantonese-speaking Hong Kong residents aged 18 or above
669 (for telephone survey, including 335 landline, 334 mobile)
46.6% (for telephone survey)

Sampling error of percentages not more than +/-5%, that of net values not more
than +/-10% and that of ratings not more than +/-0.1 at 95% conf. level (for
telephone survey)

Rim-weighted according to figures provided by the Census and Statistics
Department. The gender-age distribution of the Hong Kong population came from
“Mid-year population by Sex and Age group” (2023 mid-year), while the
educational attainment (highest level attended) distribution and economic activity
status distribution came from ‘“Women and Men in Hong Kong - Key Statistics”
(2023 Edition).

[1] This figure is the total sample size of the survey. Some questions may only involve a subsample, the size of which
can be found in the tables below.

[2] All error figures in this release are calculated at 95% confidence level. “95% confidence level” means that if we
were to repeat a certain survey 100 times with different random samples, we would expect 95 times having the
population parameter within the respective error margins calculated. Because of sampling errors, when quoting
percentages, journalists should refrain from reporting decimal places, whereas one decimal place can be used when

quoting rating figures.

Year-end Reviews and Forecast

Herewith are the figures for 2024 review and 2025 forecast, compared with similar figures obtained

in recent years:

Date of survey 0-14/12/21 | 5-9/12/22 |8-16/12/23 | 4-7/11/249 | Latest
change

Sample size 589-651 513-514 501 340-343 -

Response rate 58.0% 60.2% 52.2% 46.6% -

Latest findings Finding Finding Finding Finding & -

error

Satisfied ngh HK’s development in the 26%05] 30% 35% 344/-5% 1%
year past'¥

Dissatisfied w1t[£1] HK’s development in 5204151 50% 46% $44/-5% +894/5
the year past

Net satisfaction rate -26%"! -20% -11% -20+/-10% -8%

Mean valuet*! 2.5B1 2.6 2.7 2.6+/-0.1 -0.1

Expected HK’s development to be 40%05) 579,151 40%! 39+/-5% -1%
better next year

Expected HK’s development to be 2904[5] 28% 40%15) 434/-5% +3%
worse next year

Net optimism 12%0! 28%"! 0%"! -4+/-10% -4%




Date of survey 9-14/12/21 | 5-9/12/22 |8-16/12/23 | 4-7/11/24" Latest
change
Sample size 589-651 513-514 501 340-343 -
Response rate 58.0% 60.2% 52.2% 46.6% -
Latest findings Finding Finding Finding Finding & -
error
Re;ggf sttt[i]wm vere happy in the 20% | 36%E | 44%0 | S4ess% | +10%
Respondent[i]who were unhappy in the 40%5] 36% 30%l5! 204/-5% _
year past
Net happiness value -10%! 0% 14%3! 25+/-10% +11%
Mean value!*! 2.801 2.9 3.15 3.24/-0.1 +0.1
Expected personal development to 4204151 5104151 47% 484/-5% 1%
become better next year
Expected personal development to 15951 15% 22045] 244/-5% 2%
become worse next year
Net optimism 26%"! 36%"! 25%! 24+/-9% -1%
New Year wishes: Personal matters (e.g.
health, career, stu.dles, Wealth, family, 22% 20% 389415 334/-5% 6%
love, marriage, friendship and other
personal issues)
New Year wishes: Society-related (e.g.
economic related, people’s livelihood, 40%"! 49%0! 35%" 32+/-5% -3%
political related and others)
New Year wishes: World peace-related 6% 12%"! 10% 19+/-4% +9%"!
No special wish 18%"! 9%/ 11% 10+/-3% -1%

[3] Various figures are based only on samples from the telephone surveys but not those from the SMS online survey.

[4] Collapsed from a S5-point scale. The mean value is calculated by quantifying all individual responses into 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
marks according to their degree of positive level, where 1 is the lowest and 5 the highest, and then calculate the
sample mean.

[5] Based on figures from two surveys, the change is statistically significant prima facie at 95% confidence level.
However, statistically significant changes may not be useful or meaningful, and different weighting methods can
produce different results.

Our latest year-end survey shows that 34% were satisfied with Hong Kong’s development in the year
past, 54% were dissatisfied, giving a net satisfaction of negative 20 percentage points. The mean
score is 2.6, meaning between “quite dissatisfied” and ‘“half-half” in general. The overall appraisal
has decreased by 8 percentage points over the past year, but this change is within the margin of error.
Looking ahead, 39% expected Hong Kong’s overall development next year would be better than this
year, while 43% said it would be worse, giving a net optimism of negative 4 percentage points,
which has dropped by 4 percentage points compared to last year, but the change is within the margin
of error.

At the individual level, 54% said they lived a happy life in the year past, and 29% said they were not
happy, giving a net happiness value of positive 25 percentage points, which has increased by 11
percentage points from last year and registered a record high since 2018, but the change is within the
margin of error. The mean score is 3.2, meaning close to “half-half” in general. As for personal
development, 48% believed they would be better in the coming year, whereas 24% thought they
would be getting worse, giving a net optimism of positive 24 percentage points, which slightly
dropped by 1 percentage point from last year.

As for people’s New Year wishes, 33% were related to personal matters, 32% were society-related
and registered a record low since 2012. Besides, 19% were world peace-related, which significantly



increased by 9 percentage points and registered a historical high since 1992. Meanwhile, 10% said
they did not have New Year wishes, which was highly similar to the figure last year.

People’s Most Familiar Political Figures

In the survey on people’s most familiar political figures, respondents could name, unprompted, up to
10 Hong Kong political figures currently alive whom they knew best. Results of the top 20 figures in
the latest survey are summarized below!S!:

Date of survey 20-26/8/21 21-24/2/22 5-9/12/22 8-16/12/23 4-7/11/24""
Sample size 633 587 513 501 342
Response rate 52.9% 49.7% 60.2% 52.2% 46.6%
Latest findings % Rank % Rank % Rank % Rank % Rank
John Lee 14% 7 21% 5 48% 1 50% 1 53+/-5% 1
Carrie Lam 59% 1 66% 1 39% 2 32% 2 33+/-5% 2
Leung Chun-ying 24% 3 23% 4 26% 3 23% 5 30+/-5% 3
Donald Tsang 18% 5 17% 7 21% 6 23% 6 27+/-5% 4
Tung Chee-hwa 24% 2 21% 6 24% 4 24% 3 24+/-5% 5
Regina Ip 17% 6 24% 3 22% 5 24% 4 17+/-4% 6
Chris Tang 11% 9 13% 8 15% 7 12% 8 14+/-4% 7
Paul Chan 18% 4 29% 2 12% 8 13% 7 13+/-4% 8
Anson Chan 9% 13 5% 18 7% 14 7% 12 | I13+-4% 9
Henry Tang 7% 14 11% 10 6% 17 6% 14 8+/-3% 10
Starry Lee 10% 10 9% 11 9% 10 8% 11 8+/-3% 11
Martin Lee 12% 8 6% 13 8% 12 8% 10 8+/-3% 12
John Tsang 6% 18 5% 19 7% 13 6% 15 6+/-3% 13
Leung Kwok-hung 7% 15 5% 21 4% 23 4% 20 5+/-2% 14
Jasper Tsang 10% 11 7% 12 6% 16 9% 9 5+/-2% 15
Alice Mak 1% - 5% 15 4% 22 2% 25 5+/-2% 16
Kevin Yeung 2% -- 1% -- <1% -- 1% -- 5+/-2% 17
Rita Fan 3% 32 2% 32 8% 11 3% 24 5+/-2% 18
Eric Chan -- -- -- -- 3% 27 5% 17 4+/-2% 19
Michael Tien 5% 20 6% 14 5% 18 7% 13 3+/-2% 20

[6] If the rounded figures are the same, numbers after the decimal point will be considered. For each survey, those who
ranked beyond the 50th would be considered not on the list.
[7] Various figures are based only on samples from the telephone surveys but not those from the SMS online survey.

Survey results show that the 10 most frequently named political figures were John Lee, Carrie Lam,
Leung Chun-ying, Donald Tsang, Tung Chee-hwa, Regina Ip, Chris Tang, Paul Chan, Anson Chan
and Henry Tang, followed by Starry Lee, Martin Lee, John Tsang, Leung Kwok-hung, Jasper Tsang,
Alice Mak, Kevin Yeung, Rita Fan, Eric Chan, and Michael Tien, who rank from the eleventh to
twentieth. Among them, the naming percentages for John Lee registered a historical high, whereas
that of Leung Chun-ying and Anson Chan have registered a record high since 2017 and 2019
respectively. Meanwhile, the naming percentages for Jasper Tsang and Starry Lee have registered
record lows since 1997 and 2019 respectively. It is worth mentioning that Kevin Yeung, the former
Secretary for Culture, Sports and Tourism, re-entered the top 50 after August 2020 and leaps to the
17th place in this survey.



The purpose of the “people’s most familiar political figures” survey is to show the changing political
ecology by studying the ups and downs of people’s familiarity with these figures over time.
Compared to a year ago, regardless of their popularity figures, 8 political figures remain on the top
10 list. Jasper Tsang and Martin Lee have fallen out of top 10 and are replaced by Anson Chan and
Henry Tang.

It should be noted, however, that our ranking of “people’s most familiar political figures” is based on
our surveys which requested respondents to name local political figures without prompting. This
kind of familiarity measurement is not the same as prompted ratings. In other words, those high on
the list may not be the most supported figures, while those lower may have a different ranking if we
use a prompting method. However, those who scored best in unprompted surveys are no doubt the
most well-known political figures in Hong Kong.

Herewith are the results of the past 10 surveys on “people’s most familiar political figures” spanning
over about five years:

Overall 18-20/9/18—=8-16/12/23 29/1-8/2/19—4-7/11/24®!
rank Political figures Average rank 0 Political figures Average rank 9
across 10 surveys!”! across 10 surveys”!

1 Carrie Lam 1.2 Carrie Lam 1.3
2 Leung Chun-ying 3.5 Leung Chun-ying 35
3 Tung Chee-hwa 3.7 Tung Chee-hwa 3.8
4 Donald Tsang 4.8 Donald Tsang 5.0
5 Regina Ip 5.4 Regina Ip 5.2
6 Martin Lee 8.7 Paul Chan 8.5
7 Paul Chan 8.9 Martin Lee 9.3
8 Jasper Tsang 11.7 Starry Lee 11.5
9 Starry Lee 12.5019 Anson Chan 12.0
10 Anson Chan 12.511 Jasper Tsang 12.5
11 John Tsang 14.7 John Tsang 15.1
12 Leung Kwok-hung 14.9 Leung Kwok-hung 15.8
13 Henry Tang 17.3 Henry Tang 16.6
14 Joshua Wong 18.4 Joshua Wong 18.0
15 Matthew Cheung 20.8 John Lee 19.9
16 Michael Tien 21.5 Chris Tang 21.6
17 Tam Yiu-chung 24.6 Michael Tien 22.4
18 John Lee 24.8 Matthew Cheung 24.3
19 Alvin Yeung 25.0 Tam Yiu-chung 24.8
20 Chris Tang 259 Junius Ho 25.7

[8] Various figures are based only on samples from the telephone surveys but not those from the SMS online survey.
[9] For each survey, those who ranked beyond the 50th and those not on the list are counted as 50th in our calculation of

average ranks.
[10] The average ranks for 10 surveys are identical.

Based on the results of the past 10 surveys, Carrie Lam continued to occupy the no.l overall rank,
followed by Leung Chun-ying, Tung Chee-hwa and Donald Tsang, same as last year too, whilst
Regina Ip, Paul Chan, Martin Lee, Starry Lee, Anson Chan and Jasper Tsang occupied the 5th to 10th
ranks overall.
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Press Events Forecast for January 2025 (Tentative)

» January 9 (Thursday) at 15:00, press conference: Introduction of HKPORI’s New Website and
Columnists
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