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Objectives

The primary purpose of the Family Survey 2011 (the Survey) is to gather
relevant information and data on the existing situation of families in Hong Kong. Main
areas of concern are:-

(a) to assess the existing concept of family among the public in the following
areas:
(i) importance of family; and
(i1) satisfaction of family life;
(b) to ascertain whether the respondents are aware of any family-related
promotion from the Government and/or other organizations;
(c) to conduct correlation analysis between (a) and (b);
(d) to construct relevant indices on item (a) with breakdown by districts; and
(e) to make recommendations based on the results of the Survey for the

promotion of family core values among members of the public.

Research Methodology

2. Both qualitative and quantitative methods were adopted in the study, including
focus group discussions and a territory-wide household survey. Prior to the Survey,
literature research was also conducted with a view to gathering more relevant
information in Hong Kong and other countries. Experience in other countries as well
as views gathered from the focus group discussions provided the theoretical framework
on design of the questionnaire for the territory-wide household survey which was
conducted through face-to-face interviews. A representative sample of 2,000 persons
aged 15 or above was successfully enumerated during the period from June to August

2011, with a response rate of 66%.

Demographic Characteristics

3. The target respondents of this household survey were Hong Kong residents
aged 15 or above (excluding foreign domestic helpers). Among the 2,000 respondents,
10



46% were males (57% were either married or co-habiting) and 54% were females (54%
were either married or co-habiting), with age distribution as follows: 15-34 (31%), 35-54
(39%) and 55 or above (30%).

4. On educational level, 21% of them had attained post-secondary education or
above. 55% of the respondents attained secondary educational level, and 24% had
primary or below education. Concerning employment status, 50% of the respondents
were employed. 43% were economically inactive such as retirees, homemakers or

students, and another 6% were neither at work nor at school.

Importance of Family

5. During the interview, a number of questions covering the following
dimensions were asked to ascertain their attitudes on importance of family:

a) traditional family values;

b) importance of core values;

c) ideal family;

d) living with parents;

e)  marriage and having child;

f) involvement of grand-parents in family matters;

g)  singlehood;

h) cohabitation; and

1) divorce.

6. Results of the Survey indicated that most of the traditional family values were
still prevalent, though not very strong. Besides, most people still considered that
Jamily core values (including love, care, respect, responsible, filial piety, tolerance,
communication and harmony) are important. 90% rated their importance as high or
very high, indicating that most people considered these family core values very

important in maintaining a harmonious family.

7. Attitudes towards ideal family varied. 62% of the respondent agreed that “a
nuclear family is more ideal than a childless couple”. At the same time, 50% also agreed
that “a 3-generation extended family (i.e. three generations live together within a
household) is more ideal than a nuclear family” and 43% also expressed that “a childless

couple can also be an ideal family”.
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8. Regarding the attitudes towards living with parents, 69% of the respondents
were willing to live with parents and 85% agreed to support their parents’ living even
though they did not live with them. Amongst all age groups, younger people (aged
15-34) showed more readiness to live with parents and support their parents’ living even

though they did not live with them.

9. Most respondents agreed that marriage is a necessary step in life. 66% and
59% of the respondents agreed that “marriage is a necessary step in life” and “child
bearing is important in marriage” respectively. It is also interesting to note that male
respondents who were divorced/separated had the highest proportion who agreed that
“marriage is a necessary step in life” (84%). Even though 66% of the respondents
agreed that marriage is a necessary step in life, attitudes towards cohabitation varied.
40% accepted “cohabitation without intention of getting married”, while 36% disagreed.
At the same time, 41% accepted “cohabitation before marriage”, while another 31%
disagreed. Besides, results of the Survey also indicated that younger people aged

15-34 were more likely to accept cohabitation.

10. Regarding singlehood, attitudes of respondents also varied. 40% accepted
the view that “being single and not having any plan to get married”, while 35%
disagreed and 25% remained neutral. At the same time, 47% of the respondents did
not accept a woman to give birth to a child if she had no intention of getting married,
and only 28% agreed. Results of the Survey also indicated that younger people aged
15-54 were more likely to accept singlehood (46%) and “woman to give birth to a child

if she has no intention of getting married” (33%).

11. Concerning the attitudes on divorce, results of the Survey indicated that
majority of the respondents accepted “divorce being the best solution for a married
couple who could not live together harmoniously provided that they do not have
children” (57%), only 18% disagreed. Besides, 48% of the respondents accepted

marrying a divorced person, while 15% did not accept.

12. On involving grandparents in family matters, most respondents valued the
contribution and help of grandparents. 59% agreed that “many parents today
appreciated the help that grandparents give” and “with so many working mothers,

families needed grandparents to help more”.
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Parenthood

13. Concerning parenthood, a number of questions covering the following
dimensions were asked:

a) attitudes towards parenthood;

b)  impact on having and raising children;

c) intention to have children;

d) role models; and

e)  parenting method.

14. Raising children was stressful. 62% of the parents agreed that they often
found the stress of raising their children overwhelming, indicating that most were not
confident of their ability in both raising children and handling the associated stress.
Majority of the parents were willing to spend time with their children, especially those
middle-aged parents (94%). However, views on raising their children by
grandparents were diversified. We have solicited views of the respondents as to
whether their parents render assistance in taking care of their grandchildren. Views

were diversified (44% agreed, whereas 34% disagreed).

15. 51% of those non-parents aged 35-54 had no intention to have children in
the future. The major reasons were (a) “I am too old” (31%) and (b) “I do not have a

partner/not married” (32%).

16. Most parents agreed to set role models for their children. Majority of the
parents agreed to set good examples to their children (88%), to admit fault when doing
wrong (83%), to explain to their children when they do something wrong (80%) and to
set a good example to children so that they would respect and take care of their

grandparents (79%).

17. Parenting methods were on the whole gentle. Parents with children aged 18
or below indicated that they used non-physical approaches (i.e., a verbal reprimand,
withdrawal of privileges, sending the child to his or her room and a “time out”) much
more frequently than “spanking” when disciplining their children. In fact, 68% reported
that they never spanked their children and only 28% had spanked their children.
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Family Functioning

18. Family functioning comprises two components: family interaction and
parenting. To assess the family functioning in Hong Kong, the Chinese Family
Assessment Instrument (CFAI)' was adopted in this Survey. It is a 33-item instrument
which can be classified in the following five dimensions to assess family functioning: (1)
Mutuality, (2) Communication and Cohesiveness, (3) Conflict and Harmony, (4)

Parental Concern, and (5) Parental Control.

19. Result of the Survey indicated that families functioned very well in general
(79%). Respondents considered that (a) there was mutual trust and concern among
family members, (b) a very good parent-child relationship was maintained and (c) parent
showed concern about their children. In addition, respondents also considered that they

(d) communicated quite well and their families were cohesive in general.

Satisfaction with Family Life

20. Concerning satisfaction with family life, questions focusing on the following
main areas were asked:

a) satisfaction with family life;

b)  satisfaction with the relationship of family members;

c)  time spent with family members;

d) communication with family members; and

e)  the perception of home.

21. On the whole, respondents were quite satisfied with their family life. 81%

of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with their family life.

22. Besides, relationship with family members was fairly close in general. 84%
of the respondents considered their relationship close (fairly close and very close) with
their fathers and 89% with their mothers. 95% had close relationship with their
partners and 90% with their children. Nevertheless, the Survey results showed that
time spent with parents was limited. 40% of respondents talked to their parents for
less than 30 minutes a week and 23% had not talked to their fathers and 19% had not

1 “Psychometric Properties of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument in Chinese Adolescents in

Hong Kong” by Andrew M.H. Siu and Daniel T.L. Shek, 2005
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talked to their mothers at all in the week prior to enumeration. When compared with
communication with parents, partners communicated with each other more frequently,
with only 8% did not speak to each other; 30% talked to each other for more than 4
hours, 11% for 2 to 4 hours, 14% for 1 to 2 hours, and 26% for less than half hour a
week. 32% chatted with their children for less than 30 minutes a week and 21% did

not talk to each other at all.

23. In general, home was considered comfortable and a place where family
members loved to stay. 58% of respondents frequently perceived their home as “‘a
place where he/she felt safe and loved”; for another 37% sometimes. 55% and 40%
frequently and sometimes considered their home “a place where each one trying to love

each other” respectively.

Balancing Work and Family

24, Work-life balance continues to remain a challenge in Hong Kong. One
quarter of those at work found it difficult to strike a balance between work and family
in view of competing priorities. 25% of the respondents who were currently at work
shared the views that “I want to spend more time with my family but am afraid that it
would have negative impact on career advancement” and “I often felt guilty about the

amount of time I spent at work and not with my family”.

25. Nearly half of those at work reported stress in balancing work and family.
On the whole, 45% of the respondents who were currently at work reported that the need
of striking a balance of work and family caused them a great deal of stress or some
stress. For those at work, 49% of the middle-aged people and 53% of the male
respondents who were married or cohabiting were more likely to have stress in

balancing work and family.
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Social Support Network

26. Social support network refers to a social structure which made up of
individuals such as family members, friends and peers or organizations. Views on social
support network were asked to collect opinions on:

a)  help seeking behavior; and

b)  availability of assistance from social support network.

217. Majority of the respondents indicated that they would seek help or advice
Jrom their “close friends” and “spouses” when they encountered difficulties. When
financial problems were encountered, 55% of the respondents would seek help from
spouse, 28% from parents, 28% from close friends and 24% from brothers/sisters.
When emotional problems were encountered, 54% and 53% of the respondents sought

help from spouse and close friends respectively.

28. When problems encountered, family members were helpful and supportive.
The respondents considered their family members were supportive when they were sick
(72%), when they wanted to share the happiness with their family members (67%),
when they needed to make an important decision (64%), when they had financial

problems (59%) and when they were depressed and upset (54%).

Awareness and Participation of Family-related Programmes

29. Information on the level of awareness and the reasons for not participating in

family-related activities/programmes was also collected in the Survey.

30. Half of the respondents were not aware of any family-related promotional
activities or programmes organized by the Government and/or other non-government
organizations (NGOs). 50% of the respondents were not aware of such programmes
and 40% had heard of such programmes but had not participated. Only 8% had

participated in programmes organized by the government or NGOs.

31. Survey results show that those who had participated in such programmes rated
the importance of all traditional family values as high. Likewise, those who were not
aware of these programmes gave a lower importance rating for all core values. Similar

pattern was also observed for rating on “satisfaction with family life”.
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Analysis from a district perspective

32. The Survey also attempted to provide quantitative information on existing
situation of families in Hong Kong at district level in the following dimension:

a)  importance of family;

b) parenthood;

c¢)  family functioning and satisfaction with family life;

d)  balancing work and family;

e)  social support network; and

f) awareness of family-related programmes.

Detailed analysis is set out in Chapter 11.

Recommendations

Work-Life Balance

It is recommended that necessary steps should be taken to promote

Jamily-friendly policy amongst employers on a continuous basis

33. Nearly half of those at work reported stress in balancing work and family life
indicating that work life balance is still an issue in Hong Kong. Long working hours
and heavy workload bring immense stress. With a view to creating a more conducive
environment to work-life balance, proactive steps should be taken to encourage
employers to develop flexible employment practices, flexible working environment and
conditions for employees, etc. This will lead to a win-win situation in which both the

employers and employees will benefit.
Strengthen Parent Education

It is recommended that proactive steps should be taken to strengthen parent

education

34. 62% of parents found the stress of raising their children overwhelming,
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indicating that most were not confident of their ability in both raising children and
handling the associated stress. This notwithstanding, they were, at the same time,
prepared to set role models for their children and shoulder responsibility of teaching
their children the right values. To this end, promotion of parent education will be
effective as preventive and intervention strategies. It is also desirable to encourage
more communications between parents and their children, through more frequent

discussions, help seeking, sharing or participation in the family activities.

Promotion of family-related programmes/activities

It is recommended that action should be taken to promote the family-related

activities or programmes through different channels to general public

35. Awareness of family-related activities/programmes organized by both the
Government and NGOs by members of the public was relatively low. Survey findings
showed that those who had participated in such activities had a higher rating on the
importance of all traditional core values and were more likely to be satisfied with their
family life. To this end, the Government and the NGOs alike should promote and

organize more family-related programmes.
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1.1 Background

1.1.1 The Family Council, set up in December 2007, is an advisory body to the
Government. It provides a high-level platform for examining family-related policies and
promoting a culture of loving families in the community. The Family Council is also
actively promoting family core values including Love and Care (ZHilfF(5), Respect
and Responsibility (F{THi£E), and Communication and Harmony (38 ELF1Z8).

1.1.2 To gather relevant information and data on the existing situation of families in
Hong Kong, Policy 21 Ltd was engaged to conduct the “Family Survey 2011 (The
Survey).

1.2 Objectives

1.2.1 Objectives of the Survey are:
(f) to assess family attitude in the following areas:
(i11)importance of family; and
(iv)satisfaction of family life;
(g) to ascertain whether members of the public are aware of any
family-related promotion by the Government and/or other organizations;
(h) to conduct correlation analysis between (a) and (b);
(1) to construct relevant indices on item (a) with breakdown by districts; and
(j) to make recommendations based on the results of the Survey for the

promotion of family core values among members of the public.
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2.1 Method of Data Collection

2.1.1 This Survey collected both qualitative and quantitative data. While
quantitative data were collected through a household survey, qualitative information was
collected through focus group discussions and interviews. Prior to conducting the
Survey, literature research to gather more relevant information in Hong Kong and other
countries was also conducted. Information collected through overseas research and
views obtained through focus group discussions provided the basis for the design of the

questionnaire and household survey.

2.1.2 A pilot survey was conducted to pre-test the operation of the household survey.
Based on feedback of the pilot survey, the questionnaire was further enhanced. It is
composed of two components: the “Household Questionnaire” (household
characteristics and demographic characteristics of individual household members)
(Annex 1), and the “Personal Questionnaire” (personal views on existing situation of

families in Hong Kong) (Annex 2).

2.1.3 Four sessions of focus group discussions were organised in March and April
2011, with two research staff acting as facilitators. Participants in the focus group
discussions were drawn from different age-sex and socio-economic groups.
Information obtained from the focus group discussions had facilitated the design of the
questionnaire for the household survey and permit an insight into views of general

public covered in the study.

Target respondents Students Employed Homemakers Retired
Age group 15-24 15-59 25 or above 55 or above
Date conducted 31 March 2011 31 March 2011 1 April 2011 1 April 2011
No. of participants 8 7 7 9
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2.14 A total of 3,500 living quarters (LQs) were randomly sampled from the frame

of quarters.”

were successfully enumerated, representing a response rate of 66%.

enumeration results are shown in the table below:

Total no. of living quarters (LQs) sampled
No. of invalid LQs excluded
No. of eligible sample

Total no. of effective sampled LQs
No. of LQs refused to be interviewed
No. of non-contact LQs
No. of LQs successfully enumerated

No. of respondents successfully interviewed

2 A two-stage stratified sample design was adopted. The frame of living quarters (LQs) maintained by
Census & Statistics Department (C&SD) was first stratified by geographical area and type of quarter. In

3,500
450
3,050

3,050
436
614
2,000

2,000

100.0
12.9
87.1

100.0
14.3
20.1
65.6

A total of 2,000 quarters (with eligible respondents aged 15 or above)
Sample size and

the second stage, a household member aged 15 or above in the household sampled was randomly selected
for interview. The selection method was based on “Last birthday method”.
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2.2 Statistical Analyses

2.2.1 Survey results were weighted (i.e. grossed-up) to infer the population in Hong
Kong.? On the basis of the ratio between the data collected from the survey and the data
on the 2011 mid-year population released by the Census & Statistics Department, the
population aged 15 or above were estimated using ratio estimation method. The survey
data were adjusted proportionally to account for gender, age, and location of residence
of the population. The resulted estimation of population aged 15 or above reconciled
with the mid-year population in 2011 (i.e. 6,270,500 for those aged 15 and over). The
estimated number of households was 2,225,600.

222 Descriptive statistics were used to summarize findings of the Survey. This
report focused on (a) the holistic picture of existing situation of families in Hong Kong,
and (b) its associations with critical social demographic variables such as sex, age,

marital status and district, where appropriate.

223 Attention is drawn to the fact that some figures might not add up to total or
100% due to rounding. Likewise, summation of percentages might exceed 100% since
more than one answer(s) might be selected for some questions. In most cases, “agree”
included ‘“‘agree” and “strongly agree” and “disagree” included “disagree” and “‘strongly
disagree”, unless otherwise specified. The same manner applied to “satisfy” and

“dissatisfy”.

224 With an effective sample size of 2,000 at simple random sampling for the
2011 Survey, the precision level of the estimates was within the range of +2.2

percentage points at 95% confidence level.

3 The grossed-up population aged 15 or above reconciled with the mid-year population in 2011 (i.e.
6,270,500 for those aged 15 and over). The grossed-up number of households was 2,225,600.
22



Chapter 3 | Demographic Characteristics

3.1 Household Characteristics

3.1.1 Information on the household characteristics, including household size, tenure

accommodation and household income was collected.

Household Size

3.1.2 Small households predominated: 27% were 3-person households, 23% were
2-person and 4-person households. Households with one person and with 5 or more

persons accounted for 14% and 12% respectively.

Chart 3: Household size (%)

60% -
40% -
23% 27% 23%
20% | 14% i i 12%
wo | | | e
1 2 3 4 5+

Tenure of Accommodation
3.1.3 67% of the households were sole tenants and 31% were owner-occupiers.

Only 1% of the households shared living quarters with other households, i.e. they were

either main tenants, sub-tenants or co-tenants.

Chart 4: Tenure of accommodation (%)

Owner-occupier :I_ 31%
Sole tenant 67%
Co-tenant/Main tenant/Sub-tenant | 1%
Others | 0%
Refuse to answer | 1%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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Type of quarters

3.14 55% of the households were living in private residential flats or subsidized

sale flats while 45% were living in public rental housing flats.
Chart 5: Type of quarters (%)

|

Public rental housing flats

Private residential flats & Subsidized
sale flats

54.6%

T =T T T

-20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 40.0%

60.0%

Monthly Household Income

3.1.5 25% of the households had an average monthly household income® of
$10,000 to $19,999, 19% had monthly household income below $10,000, 14% had
monthly household income of $20,000 to $29,999 and 10% had monthly household

income at $30,000 or more a month. The Survey results also indicated that 12% of the

households had no income at all (e.g. the retired couples). It is worth noting that 22%

of the respondents refused to provide household income information.

high refusal rate, care should be taken in interpreting the findings on income.

Chart 6: Average monthly household income (%)

1

No income 12%
$5,000 or below 7%
$5,000 - $9,999 11%

$10,000 - $14,999 14%
$15,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $29,999

$30,000 or above

Refused to answer — 22%

0% 20%

40%

In view of the

4 Monthly household income refers to the total cash income (including earnings from all jobs and other
cash incomes and not including CSSA or other assistance) received in the month before enumeration by

all members of the household.
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3.2  Demographic Characteristics

3.2.1 Information on the demographic characteristics of individual household
members including sex, age, marital status, educational attainment, economic activity
status, occupation, average working hours per week and length of residence in Hong
Kong was collected. An analysis of their socio-economic characteristics is set out in
the following paragraphs.

Age and Sex

322 54% of the respondents were female and 46% were male. 31% were between
the age of 15 and 34, 39% aged 35-54 and the remaining 30% were aged 55 or above.

Chart 7: Age group (%)

15-34

40%
H Female
35-54 38% Mal

[~

39% ae
All

55 or above
0% 20% 40% 60%
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Length of Residence in Hong Kong

323 94% of the respondents lived in Hong Kong for more than 7 years and 5% of

them were new arrivals who have lived in Hong Kong for less than 7 years.

Chart 8: Length of residence in Hong Kong (%)

Less than 7 years

91%
96%
94%

More than 7 years

M Female
H Male
1Al

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Refuse to answer
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Marital Status

324 55% of the respondents were either married or cohabiting and 31% were not
yet married. Divorced/separated and widowed constituted the remaining 14%. It was
also noticeable that the number of female respondents who were either divorced or

separated was nearly four times more than that of male respondents.

Chart 9: Marital status (%)

27.5%
Never-married 35.4%
31.1%
54.1%
Married/Cohabiting 57.0%
55.4%
) H Female

Divorced/Separated

i Male

All

Widowed

Refuse to answer

0% 20% 40% 60%
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Educational Level

325

21% of them had post-secondary education or above, 55% of the respondents

attained secondary educational level and 24% had primary education or below. The

educational level of male respondents was higher than that of female respondents in

general.

Chart 10: Educational level (%)

Post-secondary education or above

Primary or lower education

55.6%
54.7%
55.2%

Secondary educational level

¥ Female

206% 7] Male
All
0.3%
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Economic Activity Status

3.2.6 50% of the respondents were employed. 43% were economically inactive,
such as retired, home-makers or students, and another 6% were neither at work nor at

school.

3.2.7 62% of the male respondents were employed, and less than 1% was
home-makers. Regarding the female respondents, 40% of them were employed, 54%
were economically inactive who were homemakers (32%), retired (13%) or students

(9%). Another 5% were neither at work nor at school.

Chart 11: Economic activity status (%)

|
Employee 62%
Student
Homemaker
H Female
) M Male

Retiree ALl
Neither at work nor at school
Refuse to answer

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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Occupation

3.2.8 Of the employed persons, 20% of the male respondents and 35% of the female
respondents were service and shop sales workers. 23% of the male respondents and
15% of the female respondents were managers and administrator/professionals, 14% of
the male respondents and 30% of female respondents were clerks. Survey results
showed that females worked fewer hours per week than males. On average, the male
respondents worked 48.6 hours, while the female respondents worked 44.6 hours a

week.

Chart 12: Distribution of employed persons by occupation (%)

Managers and administrators/ professionals

Associate professionals

30.4%
Clerk 13.8%
21.0%

34.6%
Service workers and shop sales workers

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers

H Female
H Male
HAl

Craft and related workers

Plant and machine operators and assemblers

Elementary occupations

Refuse to Answer

0% 20% 40%

5 Elementary occupations — including street vendors; domestic helpers and cleaners; messengers; private
security guards; watchmen; freight handlers; lift operators; construction labourers; hand packers;

agricultural and fishery labourers.
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Monthly Personal Income

3.2.9 On the whole, 40% of the respondents had no monthly personal income®
Monthly personal income of male respondents was higher than that of the female
respondents. Overall, 21% of the respondents earned $10,000 or less, 20% earned
$10,000 to $19,999. Only 2% of the respondents earned $35,000 or above. This
notwithstanding, care should be taken in interpreting the figures as 11% of the

respondents refused to provide information on monthly personal income.

Chart 13: Monthly personal income distribution (%)

49%
No income

$5,000 or below

$5,000 - $9,999

$10,000 - $14,999

$15,000 - $19,999
H Female

H Male

$20,000 - $24,999 HAl

$25,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - $34,999

$35,000 or above

Refused to answer

0% 20% 40% 60%

6 Personal income included earnings from employment and other cash income such as rent, dividend,
cash gift received and other capital gains.
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4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Family is the basic unit of a community, while individual is the basic element
within this unit. Thus, behaviour and attitudes of individuals towards family affect
harmonious relationship among family members, which in turn may lead to many social

problems, and affect harmony of the community.

4.1.2 Family attitudes refer to attitudes of individuals towards a wide range of
family issues, including the role of men and women, cohabitation, marriage, divorce,
parenthood, childlessness, premarital and extramarital sex, as well as childbearing.’
Questions covering the following dimensions were asked to ascertain their family

attitudes:

a)  traditional family values;

b)  importance of core values;

c) ideal family;

d)  living with parents;

e)  marriage and having child;

f) involvement of grandparents in family issues;
g)  singlehood;

h) cohabitation; and

1) divorce.

7 Excerpt of “Trend in family attitudes and values in Hong Kong” by Professor Nelson Chow and Dr
Terry Lum, University of Hong Kong, August 2008.
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4.2  Attitudes towards Traditional Family Values

42.1  Most traditional family values were still quite prevalent, but not strong.
For various traditional views about family (including having son to continue family
name, having a son is better than having a daughter, consult parents for major decisions
etc), the percentage of those agreed/strongly agreed ranged from 41% to 55%, with the
exception on “having a son is better than having a daughter”. Only 16% of the
respondents showed agreement.

Chart 14a: Attitudes towards traditional family values (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 14a)

Having son to continue family name 27.7
Having a son is better than having a daughter 35.8
Consult parents for major decision 26.2
Family disgrace should be kept within the family 28.6
Work hard to bring honor to the family 33.8

Seek elder’s help to resolve family conflict M

Difficult to live with Mother-in-law even it is nice
to meet up

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

i Agree / Strongly Agree 4 Neutral i Disagree / Strongly Disagree

4.2.2 Analysed by age group, older people aged 55 or above were more likely to
agree with the traditional family values, such as “family disgrace should be kept within
the family” (61%), “having son to continue family name” (54%).
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Table 14b: Agreement on attitudes towards traditional family values by age group
(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 14b)
15-34  35-54 55 or above |

Having son to continue family name 42.3 41.9 54.0
Having a son is better than having a daughter 12.5 14.5 20.3
Consult parents for major decision 53.7 48.9 49.7
Family disgrace should be kept within the family 49.0 54.7 61.3
Work hard to bring honor to the family 433 37.7 48.3
Seek elder’s help to resolve family conflict 44.7 374 42.7
Difficult to live with Mother-in-law even it is nice to meetup  44.7 58.4 53.0
4223 Analysed by marital status, male respondents who were divorced/separated

were more likely to agree that “family disgrace should be kept within the family” (75%),
“having son to continue family name” (67%) and ‘“having son is better than having a
daughter” (40%).

Table 14c: Agreement on attitudes towards traditional family values by marital
status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 14c)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married without separated
with child
child

M F M F M

Having son to continue family name 433 384 353 309 563 432 67.0 53.0 43.7 458

Having a son is better than having a
183 10.8 164 154 175 138 404 202 46 119
daughter

Consult parents for major decision 47.1 57.1 36.6 494 493 533 526 525 51.5 435

Family disgrace should be kept
520 47.0 57.6 502 62.0 542 748 57.6 647 479
within the family

Work hard to bring honor to the
- 475 414 434 27.1 447 392 480 51.8 39.1 382
amily

Seek elder’s help to resolve family
flict 438 448 375 414 404 38.8 495 419 432 36.0
conflic

Difficult to live with Mother-in-law
449 443 579 624 554 552 464 563 63.6 57.0

even it is nice to meet up
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4.3  Importance of Family Core Values

4.3.1 Most respondents still considered that family core values as important.
Respondents were asked to rate importance of family core values (including Love, Care,
Respect, Responsibility, Filial piety, Tolerance, Communication and Harmony). For
these family core values, nearly 90% of the respondents rated their importance as “High”
(40%) or “Very high” (50%), indicating that most people considered these family core

values very important in maintaining a harmonious family.

Chart 15a: Importance of family core values (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 15a)

Love 91%

Care 91%

Respect 92%

Responsibility 89%

Filial piety 89%

Tolerance 84%

|

Communication 88%

Harmony 89%

0

N

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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432 Analysed by age group, consensus was found in all age groups. Most people

across different age groups agreed that these family core values were highly important to

family.
Table 15b: Importance of family core values by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 15b)

| 15-34 35-54 S5 or above
Love 92.7 91.6 88.9
Care 89.8 92.0 91.1
Respect 91.8 91.8 90.7
Responsibility 89.1 89.6 88.6
Filial piety 89.7 88.7 87.4
Tolerance 84.1 84.2 84.2
Communication 88.9 87.4 86.5
Harmony 89.4 88.9 88.6
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433 Analysed by marital status, the percentage of widowed male respondents who
rate the importance of all family core values as “Low” or “Very low” were relatively

higher than that of all the other respondents.

Table 15¢: Importance of family core values by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 15¢)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed
married without separated

with child
child

High .
Love
Low 0.1 04 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.8 52 1.5 10.0 0.0
C High 89.6 863 947 941 905 945 86.0 933 84.6 94.8
are
Low 03 04 00 0.0 0.2 20 73 09 114 0.0
High 91.1 89.1 88.1 97.1 908 943 88.0 93.8 854 91.6
Respect
Low 0.1 04 0.0 0.0 0.2 20 52 04 100 0.0
. High 87.5 87.0 86.0 89.6 89.1 924 799 915 87.1 92.1
Responsibility
Low 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.9 52 1.0 89 0.8
. High 883 89.8 81.0 835 887 915 79.1 893 849 90.2
Filial piety
Low 01 04 0.0 0.9 0.6 1.7 52 04 104 0.0
High 837 833 83.6 876 828 86.1 799 862 754 89.0
Tolerance
Low 07 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 2.7 5.2 1.0 136 23
L. High 86.7 89.5 80.5 882 867 892 829 892 805 934
Communication
Low 06 04 1.7 1.8 0.9 20 70 1.0 121 2.1
High 89.5 89.2 826 926 88.6 89.0 88.6 92.1 829 933
Harmony
Low 03 04 00 1.8 0.4 1.8 52 1.0 10.0 0.0
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4.4  Attitudes towards Ideal Family

4.4.1 Attitudes towards ideal family varied. 62% of the respondents agreed that
“a nuclear family® is more ideal than a childless couple”. However, 43% of the

respondents also expressed that “a childless couple can also be an ideal family”.

4.4.2 At the same time, 50% of the respondents agreed that “a 3-generation
extended family (i.e. three generations live together within a household) is more ideal
than a nuclear family”. Only 32% agreed that “a single parent family can also be an
ideal family”.

Chart 16a: Attitudes towards ideal family (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 16a)

A nuclear family is more ideal than a childless

22.7
couple

A 3-generation extended family is more ideal

than a nuclear family 31.9

A childless couple can be an ideal family 28.5

A single parent family can also be an ideal 27
family

0% 20%  40% 60% 80%  100%

M Agree / Strongly Agree  “Neutral & Disagree / Strongly Disagree

4.4.3 Analysed by age group, older people aged 55 or above were more likely to
agree that “nuclear family is more ideal than a childless couple” (70%) and “a
3-generation extended family is more ideal than a nuclear family” (61%). On the other
hand, younger people aged 15-34 were more likely to agree that “a childless family can
be an ideal family” (51%) and “a single parent family can also be an ideal family” (41%)

when compared with other age group.

8 A nuclear family is (i) a couple and all of their children who has never been married; or (ii) a single
parent (father or mother) and all of his / her children who has never been married.
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Table 16b: Agreement on attitudes towards ideal family by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 16b)

(Agree / Strongly agree) 15-34 35-54 55 or above
A nuclear family is more ideal than a childless
53.1 61.8 70.1
couple
A 3-generation extended family is more ideal
429 46.2 61.0

than a nuclear family
A childless couple can be an ideal family 50.8 46.3 30.5

A single parent family can also be an ideal

) 41.0 332 21.2
family

444 Analysed by marital status, male respondents who were divorced/separated
were more likely to agree that “a nuclear family is more ideal than a childless couple”

(85%) and “a 3-generation extended family is more ideal than a nuclear family” (66%).

Table 16c: Agreement on attitudes towards ideal family by marital status and
gender (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 16¢)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting - Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married without separated

with child
child

A nuclear family is more ideal
495 485 56.7 325 688 732 847 675 67.7 558
than a childless couple

A 3-generation extended family
is more ideal than a nuclear 422 438 324 309 551 559 655 61.5 418 455
family

A childless couple can be an
523 583 58.0 62.8 355 342 20.1 259 444 472
ideal family

A single parent family can also
40.8 46.5 25.1 339 238 257 203 227 47.0 504

be an ideal family
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4.5  Attitudes towards Living with Parents

4.5.1 Majority of the respondents were willing to live with their parents and

support their living even though they did not live with them.

69% of

the

respondents were willing to live with their parents and 85% agreed to support their

parents’ living even though they did not live with them. 73% agreed “to live with their

adult children”. At the same time, only 43% of the respondents agreed that “newly-wed

couple should live away from their parents”.

Chart 17a: Attitudes towards living with parents (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 17a)

Willing to live with parents

10.7

19.9

I will support my parents for their living
even though I do not live with them

Willing to live with my adult children

Newly-wed couple should live away from

their parents S

12.9

5
19.8

1.3

.5

0% 20% 40% 60%

80%  100%

M Agree / Strongly Agree I Neutral Disagree / Strongly Disagree
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45.2 Similar views were held by the respondents across all age groups. However,
younger people aged 15-34 were more likely to be willing to live with their parents
(74%) than those in the older age groups. Majority of the respondents were willing to
support their parents’ living even though they did not live with them, especially the
younger people aged 15-34 (90% of them sharing such a view).

Table 17b: Agreement on attitudes towards living with parents by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 17b)

1534 3554  SSorabove |
Willing to live with parents 74.4 66.7 66.0
I will support my parents for their living even
PP P s 89.5 86.3 79.0
I do not live with them
Willing to live with adult children 73.5 77.3 67.8
Newly-wed couple living away from their
39.5 433 46.0
parents
453 Analysed by marital status, female respondents who were never married were

more likely to be willing to live with their parents (80%) and support their parents’
living even though they did not live with them (90%).

Table 17c: Agreement on attitudes towards living with parents by marital status

and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 17¢)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting - Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married without separated

with child

M F M F M

Willing to live with parents 71.8 79.8 664 60.7 67.1 67.0 60.2 60.8 62.7 66.8

child

I will support my parents for
their living even I do not live 86.3 904 827 876 824 88.7 735 735 748 851

with them

Willing to live with adult
69.6 719 539 709 780 809 669 655 51.7 69.7
children

Newly-wed couple living away
) 40.2 385 444 450 423 482 553 38.0 36.0 465
from their parents
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4.6  Attitudes towards Marriage and Having Child

4.6.1 Most people agreed that marriage is a necessary step in life. 66% and
59% of the respondents agreed that “marriage is a necessary step in life” and “child
bearing is important in marriage” respectively. 44% of the respondents also agreed that
“my whole life without having a child is empty”. Higher proportion of respondents (41%)

agreed that married people are usually happier than those who have not married.

Chart 18a: Attitudes towards marriage and having child (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 18a)

Marriage is a necessary step in life 18.1

Married people are usually happier than

people who have not yet married 3.4

My whole life without having a child is
empty

28.4

Child bearing is important in marriage 22.4

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H Agree / Strongly Agree M Neutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree

4.6.2 Older people aged 55 or above and those who were divorced/separated were
more likely to agree that “marriage is a necessary step in life” (71% and 79%), “child
bearing is important in marriage” (69%), “life without having a child is empty” (59%)
and “married people are usually happier than people who have not yet married” (49%
and 44%).
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Table 18b: Agreement on attitudes towards marriage and having child by age

group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 18b)
1534 3554 55orabove

Marriage is a necessary step in life 64.9 63.0 70.9
Married people are usually happier than people who
have notI;/etprllarI*ied o o 327 104 e
Life without having a child is empty 31.6 41.4 59.2
Child bearing is important in marriage 49.8 59.0 69.0

Table 18c: Agreement on attitudes towards marriage and having child by marital

status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 18c)
Married/

Married/

Never

married

Marriage is a necessary step in

cohabiting

without
child

M F

cohabiting
with child

M F

Divorced/

separated

M

Widowed

- 57.6 524 510 582 756 728 84.1 743 67.6 572
ife
Married people are usually
happier than people who have 33.0 255 46.6 350 47.8 48.6 425 46.2 30.8 294
not yet married
Life without having a child is

294 241 279 278 533 554 592 592 402 534
empty
Child bearing is important in

48.8 40.2 505 398 705 695 728 643 614 573

marriage
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4.7  Attitudes towards Involvement of Grandparents in
Family Matters

4.7.1 Most people valued the contribution and help of grandparents. 59%
of the respondents agreed that “many parents today appreciated the help that
grandparents give” and “with so many working mothers, families needed grandparents
to help more”. At the same time, 51% of the respondents also agreed that “people
today valued the roles played by grandparents in family life”. 43% agreed that
“grandparents should be closely involved in deciding how their grand-children are

brought up”.

Chart 19a: Attitudes towards involvement of grandparents in family matters (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 19a)

I
Many parents today appreciate the help that

grandparents give

30.9

People today valued the roles played by

grandparents in family life Sl

In most families, grandparents should be
closely involved in deciding how their 39.9 H

grandchildren are brought up

With so many working mothers, families

need grandparents to help more and more 30

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

i Agree / Strongly Agree  “Neutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree

4.7.2 In general, older people aged 55 or above and those married/cohabiting with
child were more likely to agree that “with so many working mothers, families need
grandparents to help more” (65% and 64%) and “many parents today appreciate the help
that grandparents give” (62% and 63%).
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Table 19b: Agreement on attitudes towards involvement of grandparents in family
matters by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 19b)

15-34 35-54 55 or above
Many parents today appreciate the help that
P ) yapp P 59.2 55.9 61.6
grandparents give
People today place enough value on the part
P P ] g ] P 535 46.2 54.3
grandparents play in family life
In most families, grandparents should be closely
involved in deciding how their grandchildren are 42.6 39.1 48.0
brought up
With so many working mothers, families need
54.9 58.1 64.8
grandparents to help more and more

Table 19¢: Agreement on attitudes towards involvement of grandparents in family

matters by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 19¢)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting - Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married without separated

with child
child

Many parents today appreciate
) 574 573 397 457 657 59.8 569 60.6 527 583
the help that grandparents give

People today place enough
value on the part grandparents 49.6 49.8 345 48.7 533 545 405 544 475 44
play in family life

In most families, grandparents
should be closely involved in

394 429 284 341 477 422 333 54 425 472
deciding how their

grandchildren are brought up

With so many working mothers,
families need grandparents to 526 549 541 533 639 648 51.6 629 543 521

help more and more

45



4.8  Attitudes towards Singlehood

4.8.1 Attitudes towards singlehood varied. 40% of the respondents accepted
the view of “being single and not having any plan to get married”. At the same time,
only 28% o the respondents found it acceptable for a woman to give birth to a child if

she had no intention of getting married.

Chart 20a: Attitudes towards singlehood (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 20a)

T accept myself as being single and not
having any plans of getting married

It is acceptable for a woman to give birth to
a child if she has no intention of getting
married

0% 20%  40% 60% 80%  100%
M Agree / Strongly Agree M Neutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree

4.8.2 Analysed by age group, younger people aged 15-34 were more likely to agree
that “being single and not having any plan to get married” (46%) and “woman to give
birth to a child if she has no intention of getting married” (33%).

Table 20b: Agreement on attitudes towards singlehood by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 20b)

15-34 35-54 55 or above
I accept myself as being single and not havin
prY 858 s 45.7 43 29.3
any plans of getting married
It is acceptable for a woman to give birth to a
325 31.2 20.6

child if she has no intention of getting married
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483 Analysed by marital status, male respondents who were widowed were more
likely to accept themselves as “being single and not having any plan to get married”
(68%) and that for “a woman to give birth to a child if she had no plan to get married”
(56%).

Table 20c: Agreement on attitudes towards singlehood by marital status and
gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 20c)

Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting - Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married without separated

with child
child

I accept myself as being single

and not having any plans of 50.8 60.6 312 451 314 27.1 31.7 281 67.8 62.1

getting married

It is acceptable for a woman to

give birth to a child if she has 322 365 27.1 281 255 228 221 19.0 557 465

no intention of getting married
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4.9 Attitudes towards Cohabitation

49.1 Attitudes towards cohabitation varied. Results of the Survey show that
40% of the respondents accepted “cohabitation without intention of getting married”.
41% accepted that “cohabitation before marriage is a good idea”.

Chart 21a: Attitudes towards cohabiting (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 21a)

“Cohabitation
before marriage”
is a good idea

23.7

“Cohabitation
without the
intention of

getting married”
is acceptable to...

26.9

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Agree / Strongly Agree M Neutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree

492 Even though quite a high proportion of the respondents accepted ‘“cohabitation
without intention of getting married” and “cohabitation before marriage is a good idea”,
at the same time, 36% showed disagreement to “cohabitation without intention of
getting married” and 31% disagreed that “cohabitation before marriage” is a good idea.
(Annex 3 — Table 20a)

49.3 Analysed by age group, younger people aged 15-34 were more likely to accept
“cohabitation without intention of getting married” (49%) and ‘“‘cohabitation before
marriage” (50%). On the other hand, older people (50% of respondents aged 55 or
above) showed disagreement to “cohabitation without the intention of getting married”.

Table 21b: Agreement on attitudes towards cohabitation by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 21b)

“Cohabitation without the intention of getting
49.4 42.4 25.8
married” is acceptable to me

“Cohabitation before marriage” is a good idea 49.5 42.5 30.3
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4.9.4 Irrespective of age groups, male respondents were more likely to accept

“cohabitation without the intention of getting married” and ‘“cohabitation before

marriage”. Likewise, respondents (male and female alike) who were divorced/separated

had the smallest proportion of accepting cohabitation.

Table 21c: Agreement on attitudes towards cohabitation by marital status and

gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 21c)
Married/

Never cohabiting

Married/
cohabiting
with child

married without
child

“Cohabitation without the
intention of getting married” is ~ 57.7 43.6 51.8 46.7 334 324

acceptable to me

Divorced/
Widowed

separated

309 163 624 422

“Cohabitation before marriage”
545 46.3 533 48.1 352 348

is a good idea

444 238 555 365
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4.10 Attitudes towards Divorce

4.10.1 Majority of respondents accepted “divorce being the best solution for a
married couple who cannot live together harmoniously provided that they do not have
children” (57%). However, there was no consensus when the couple already had
children. Only 31% of the respondents indicated agreement on “divorce is usually the
best solution for a married couple who cannot live together harmoniously even though
they already have children”. At the same time, 48% accepted marrying a divorced

person. 47% agreed that divorce affected women more than men.

Chart 22a: Attitudes towards divorce (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 22a)

Divorce is usually the best solution for a

married couple who cannot live together

harmoniously provided that they do not
have children

Divorce is usually the best solution for a

married couple who cannot live together

harmoniously even though they already
have children

Divorce affects woman more than man 31.2

It is acceptable for me to marry a divorced
person

355
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50



4.10.2 Compared with other age groups, middle-aged respondents (35 — 54) were
more likely to support divorce as the best solution for a couple who could not get along
well with each other if the couple had no child (61%) and they were also likely to accept

marrying a divorced person (53%).

Divorce is usually the best solution for a married

couple who cannot live together harmoniously 54.6 60.8 53.8
provided that they do not have children

Divorce is usually the best solution for a married

couple who cannot live together harmoniously even 28.9 329 30.8
though they already have children

Divorce affects woman more than man 49.9 46 45.2

It is acceptable for me to marry a divorced person 49.7 534 38.1
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4.10.3  Analysed by marital status, widowed respondents were more likely to agree
that “divorce is usually the best solution for a married couple who cannot get along well
with each other if the couple had no child (82%) or with child (62%)”. Likewise, they
were more likely to accept marrying a divorced person. It is also worth noting that,
only 30% of female respondents who were divorced/separated accepted themselves

marrying a divorced person.

Table 22¢: Agreement on attitudes towards divorce by marital status and gender
(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 22¢)

Married/
Married/
Never cohabiting Divorced/

cohabiting Widowed

married without separated

with child
child

Divorce is usually the best solution

for a married couple who cannot

live together harmoniously 544 59.7 470 646 56.8 545 394 51.7 862
provided that they do not have

children

76.8

Divorce is usually the best solution
for a married couple who cannot
314 32,6 232 334 271 291 327 261 654

live together harmoniously even

though they already have children

58.2

Divorce affects woman more than

433 473 48 56 4177 54 396 449 315

man

50.6

It is acceptable for me to marry a
53.6 49.1 48 558 443 459 43 295 76

divorced person

61.6
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5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 Parenting is the process of promoting and supporting the physical, emotional,
social and intellectual development of a child from infancy to adulthood. Different
parenting style has different impact on children. The questions from the Canadian
family survey9 are adopted in our focus group discussions and public survey. Main
areas of concern are:

a)  attitudes towards parenthood;

b)  impact on having and raising children;

c) role models; and

d)  parenting method

5.1.2 There is no single or definitive model of parenting. What may be right for
one child may not be suitable for another. = Parenting strategies also play a significant
role in a child’s development. Information on parenting, including the types of
approaches adopted in disciplining children such as a verbal reprimand, withdrawing
privileges, sending the child to his/her room and a “time out” and spanking, was

gathered in the Survey.

5.13 It 1s worth noting that family size decreased in recent years. More and more
couples indicated no intention to have children. Views on the likelihood of having
children for those non-parents and the reasons were solicited from the respondents in the

Survey.

9 Canadian Attitudes on the Family: The Complete Report 2002, Focus on the Family Canada

Association
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5.2 Attitudes towards Parenthood

5.2.1 Raising children was stressful for some parents. 62% of the parents'
agreed that they often found the stress of raising their children overwhelming, indicating
that most were not confident of their ability in both raising children and handling the
associated stress. At the same time, 87% of the parents indicated that they would be
willing to spend time with their children and 55% considered that their relationship with
their partner got better after they had children. It is also interesting to note that there
was only 13% of them agreed that their relationship with their children had gotten worse

when they grew up and 21% agreed that they often felt inadequate as a parent.

Chart 23a: Attitudes towards parenthood (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 23a)

I often find the stress of raising my

children overwhelming L

I often feel inadequate as a parent 24.9

I would be willing to spend time with my
children

My relationship with my partner has

gotten better since we had children Sl

My relationship with my children has

gotten worse when they grow up 252
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10 Questions in the section 5.2 -5.3 were asked to the respondents who had children (parents). Total

number of respondents for those who have children = 939
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5.2.2 Analysed by age group, middle-aged parents (35-54) were more likely to agree
that they often found the stress of raising their children overwhelming (64%). The
majority of the parents were willing to spend time with their children, especially the
middle-aged parents (94%).

I often find the stress of raising my children

) 53.0 64.0 60.8
overwhelming
I often feel inadequate as a parent 22.7 22.2 194
I would be willing to spend time with my
88.5 93.7 79.9
children
My relationship with my partner has gotten
Y P yP £ 54.5 52.8 56.6
better since we had children
My relationship with my children has gotten
9.3 11.4 15.8

worse when they grow up
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523 Male respondents who were never married were more likely to agree that they
often found the stress of raising children overwhelming (88%). For those respondents
who were widowed, the male respondents (31%) and the female respondents (37%)
were more likely to consider that they often felt inadequate as a parent. An interesting
observation was also made. All female respondents, irrespective of marital status, were

more willing than the male counterparts to spare time with their children.

Table 23c: Agreement on attitudes towards parenthood by marital status and

gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 23c)
Married/

Never- Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

Strongly Agree / Agree married separated
( S gree) : : with phild : = :

F
I often find the stress of raising my

children overwhelming

I often feel inadequate as a parent 25.3 19.9 18.0 20.9 16.7 233  30.6 369

I would be willing to spend time with
78.9 89.8 85.6 91.3 60.9 85.6 82.1 85.1
my children

My relationship with my partner has
74.3 100.0 58.5 56.6 56.3 504 265 275
gotten better since we had children

My relationship with my children
44.7 11.0 14.3 10.5 6.3 124 241 216

has gotten worse when they grow up
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5.3  Impact of Raising Children

5.3.1 The views on raising their children by grandparents were diversified.

We have solicited views of the respondents as to whether their parents rendered

assistance in taking care of their children (44% agreed, whereas 34% disagreed). On the

other hand, 66% of the parents agreed that “I would be willing to raise my grandchildren

in future” and “having children was better for me personally than I thought it would be”

(64%). 1t is also interesting to note that only 13% of the respondents would prefer not

to have children if they had to do over again.

Chart 24a: Impact on having and raising children (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 24a)

Having children was better for me personally
than I thought it would be

My parents help me to raise my children

If I had to do over again, I would prefer not
to have children

I would be willing to raise my grandchild in
future

234

0% 20%  40%  60%
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5.3.2 Analysed by age group, there was no significant difference of views on raising
children across different age and sex groups. In general, older parents aged 55 or
above were more likely to agree that they would be willing to raise their grandchild in
future (69%).

Table 24b: Agreement on impact on having and raising children by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 24b)

Having children was better for me personally

67.4 62.3 64.9
than I thought it would be
My parents help me to raise my children 47.1 44.6 42.0
If I had to do over again, I would prefer not to

14.9 12.5 12.4
have children
I would be willing to raise my grandchild in

59.2 65.9 68.6
future

5.3.3 Analysed by marital status, for both male and female respondents who were

widowed, divorced/separated, they were more likely to agree that if they had to do over

again, they would prefer not having children, as compared to other groups.

Table 24c: Agreement on impact on having and raising children by marital status

and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 24¢)

Married/
Never- Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married separated
with child

Having children was better for
me personally than I thought it 743 299 663 66.5 46.2 590 61.0 49.0

would be

My parents help me to raise my
65.7 37.0 479 426 22.7 38.6 329 46.2
children

If I had to do over again, I
would prefer not to have 9.5 11.0 9.4 12.7 10.8 146 317 243

children

I would be willing to raise my
37.5 470 723 648 389 614 S51.1 727

grandchild in future
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5.4 Intention to have children

5.4.1 Attitude towards non-parent respondents on their intention to have children
in the future varied. 58% of the non-parent respondents'' indicated that they were
very likely or somewhat likely to have children in the future. At the same time, 29% of
the non-parent respondents indicated that they were not very likely or not at all likely to
have children in the future.

Chart 25a: Intention to have children in the future (%)

60%
All
H Male

41.9% H Female
40%
18.9% 18.4%
20% 18.2% 18.0%
0%
Not at all likely ~ Not very likely =~ Somewhat likely Very likely Refuse to answer

11 Questions in the section 5.4 were asked to the respondents who had no children (non-parents). Number

of respondents for those who without children = 1061
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54.2
children in the future.
intention to have children in the future.

Nearly half of those non-parents aged 35-54 had no intention to have
51% of those non-parent respondents aged 35-54 had no
It is noticeable that younger people aged 15-34

and those never married were very likely or somewhat likely to have children in the

future (76% and 62%).

between male (60%) and female (56%) was quite significant.

Table 25b: Intention to have children in the future by age group (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 25b)

15-34 35-54 55 or above |
Not at all likely 22 15.7 60.6
Not very likely 9.7 34.9 24.4
Somewhat likely 50.2 28.8 25
Very likely 25.8 6.6 0.0

Table 25¢: Intention to have children in the future by marital status and gender

Besides, it is noteworthy that the difference in attitudes

(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 25¢)
Married/
Never Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed
married separated
without child
Not at all likely 7.0 94 15.0 21.4 669 409 264 659
Not very likely 18.4 15.3 19.1 21.1 169 233 340 34.1
Somewhat likely 44.1 439 37.6 18.8 0.0 21.0 259 0.0
Very likely 19.9 17.7 16.7 21.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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543 Major reasons for non-parent respondents for not having children were (a) “I
am too old” (31%), (b) “I do not have a partner/not married” (32%).

Table 26: Reasons for non-parents not to have children in the future (%)

All ‘ Male ‘ Female ‘

I do not have a partner/Not married 32.0 32.8 31.2
We are too old 30.5 33.3 27.6
I do not want any/Do not like children 16.9 14.9 19.1
Wanted simply to enjoy life and experience more of it 10.8 11 10.7
Would not have time/Too busy 9.1 8.4 9.7
Wanted to be financially stable 8.8 9.1 8.4
Wanted to have house first 5.1 5 5.2
My spouse/partner was not ready 2.6 4.2 0.9
Wanted to get established in career 2.4 2.9 1.8
Wanted to but were unable to conceive 1.9 1 3
No one to take care the children 0.9 1.7 0
Others 6.4 5.2 7.7
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5.5 Role models

5.5.1 Most parents agreed to set role models for their children. Majority of
the parents'” agreed to set good examples to their children (88%), to admit fault when

doing wrong (83%), to explain to their children when they do something wrong (80%)

and to set good examples to children so that they would respect and care take of their

grandparents (79%).

Chart 27a: Attitudes towards role models (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 27a)

1.2

I admit fault when I am wrong or have
mistakes

I would explain to my children when they
do something wrong

I set good examples to my children so that
they would respect and care for their
grandparents

e eeodevmple formy ehiden _2'

3.2

12.2

23
16.5

16.8

0% 20%  40% 60% 80%

i Agree / Strongly Agree W Neutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree

100%

12 Questions in the section 5.5 were asked to the respondents who had children (parents).
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5.5.2 Consensus of views was found in all groups, irrespective of age, gender and
marital status. Most of the parents agreed to set good examples, to admit wrong, to tell
them when they did something wrong and to set good examples to children so that they

would respect and take care of their grandparents.

Table 27b: Agreement on attitudes towards role models by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 27b)
15-34 35-54 55 or above |

I set good examples for my children 87.1 92.7 83.9
I admit when I am wrong or have mistakes 88.0 85.8 78.8
I would explain to my children when they do something wrong 79.0 82.7 76.2

I set a good example to my children so that they would respect

and care for their grandparents

Table 27c: Agreement on attitudes towards role models by marital status and
gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 27¢)
Married/

Never- Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

married separated
with child

I set good examples for my children 76.8 65.2 89.9 89.2 69.2 86.7 853 903

I admit when I am wrong or have

mistakes

I would explain to my children
i 78.9 100.0 80.9 79.8 57.2 81.3 747 76.0
when they do something wrong

I set a good example to my
children so that they would respect 40.4 100.0 80.0 81.3 64.9 787 64.0 74.6

and care for their grandparents
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553 85% of the parents considered that parents were the most suitable persons to

teach their children the right values. 62% and 25% believed that teachers in schools

and their grandparents shouldered such duty respectively. This notwithstanding, only

13% of the respondents shared the view that the government played a role in imparting

right values to their children.

Their parents 85.4
Their grandparents 245
Maids in the home 2.9
Their teachers in schools 61.8
Their friends 28.9
Religious communities 18.9
The mass media 244
Governmental efforts 134
Others 0.8

Note: Respondents were allowed to give more than one choice.

86.5
27.3
33
62.5
24.5
17.5
24.2
14.1
0.6

84.6
224
2.7
61.2
32.1
19.8
24.5

13.0
0.9
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5.6  Parenting Method

5.6.1 Parenting methods were on the whole gentle. Parents with children
aged 18 or below'" indicated that they used non-physical approaches (i.e., a verbal
reprimand, withdrawal of privileges, sending the child to his or her room and a “time
out”) much more frequently than “spanking” when disciplining their children. In fact,
68% reported that they never spanked their children and 28% had spanked their children
either frequently (1%), occasionally (6%), and rarely (21%). For non-physical
approaches, 88% adopted verbal reprimand either frequently (16%), occasionally (49%)
and rarely (24%).

Chart 29a: Parenting method (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 29a)

16%

witdawing pvises | 20 | oon (S

3%

Sending the child to his/her $7% M 4%
room
reimeont | e | o (S

1%
Spanking 68% I 21% - 4%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

l4Never MSeldom ™ Qccasionally ™Frequently ™ Refuse to answer

13 Questions in the section 5.6 were asked to the respondents who had children aged 18 or below.
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5.6.2 Analysed by age group, older parents aged 55 or above (33%) expressed that
they had used physical approaches (i.e. spanking) when disciplining their children, as
compared with those aged 35-54 (29%) and those aged 15-34 (21%).

Table 29b: Frequently employed parenting method by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 29b)

| 15 -34 35-54 55 or above |
A verbal reprimand 18.1 | 15.1 | 15.1
Withdrawing privileges 8.9 6.5 3.9
Sending the child to his/her room 5.8 2 2.6
A “time out” 14.4 5.8 6.5
Spanking 34 0.8 0

5.6.3 Analysed by marital status, more widowed parents (36%) indicated that they
had used physical approaches (i.e. spanking) when disciplining their children, as
compared with those were divorced/separated (29%), those were married or cohabiting
(28%) and those were never married (28%).

Table 29¢: Frequently employed parenting method by marital status and gender
(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 29¢)

Married /
Never Divorced /
cohabiting Widowed

married separated
with child

A verbal reprimand 0.0 157 14.5 17.0 0.0 4.6 00 242
Withdrawing privileges 645 00 7.6 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3
Sending the child to his/her room 0.0 0.0 2.8 2.7 0.0 4.6 0.0 2.7
A “time out” 00 0.0 7.9 7.8 0.0 5.7 0.0 5.6
Spanking 00 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0
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6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 Family functioning comprises two components: family interaction, and
parenting. The Chinese Family Assessment Instrument (CFAI) was adopted in this
Survey to assess family functioning.14 The CFAI is a 33-item instrument which can be
classified into the following five dimensions to assess family functioning: (1) Mutuality,
(2) Communication and Cohesiveness, (3) Conflict and Harmony, (4) Parental Concern,

and (5) Parental Control. Classification of these 33 items is shown in table below.

Mutuality Communication

Family members support each other
Family members love each other
Family members care each other
Mutual consideration

Family members understand each other
Family members get along well

Good family relationship

Family members tolerate each other
Family members forebear each other

Family members talk to each other
Arranging family activities

Family members are cohesive

Family members enjoy getting together
Not much barrier among family members
Parents know children’s need

Parents understand children’s mind
Parents often talk to children

Parents share children’s concern

Family members accommodate each other

Family members trust each other Conflict
Children are filial No mutual concern
Much friction among family members

Control Frequent fighting among family members
Not much quarrel among family members
Lack of harmony among family members
Poor marital relationship of parent

Parents scold and beat children
Parents force children to do things
Parental control too harsh

Concern
Parents do not concern their children
Parents love their children
Parents take care of their children

14 “Psychometric Properties of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument in Chinese Adolescents in

Hong Kong” by Andrew M.H. Siu and Daniel T.L. Shek, 2005
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6.2 The Chinese Family Assessment Instrument (CFAI)

6.2.1 Ratings were expressed in a Likert scale of 5, with “1” denoting “does not fit
our family” and “5” denoting “very fit our family”. Mean scores are computed for the
five classifications by aggregating ratings of these 33 items. A lower total score on the

subscales indicated a higher level of dysfunction in family functioning.

6.2.2 For the dimensions of “Mutuality”, “Communication” and “Concern”, higher
mean value implied more mutual concern of family members, better relationship and
better communication within the family. For the dimensions of “Control” and “Conflict”,
lower mean value implied that the family has conflict such as fighting and quarrelling

sometimes or even frequently, and parents’ control on children is tight within the family.

6.2.3 The results showed that the mean scores of “Mutuality” and “Concern” were
at 4.1 implying that respondents in general considered there was mutual trust and
concern among family members and most of the families maintained a very good
parent-child relationship. The mean score of “Communication” was at 3.7 implying
that in general the respondents communicated quite well and their families were

cohesive, and parents understood their children’s need and thinking.

6.24 The results showed that the mean scores of “Conflict” and “Control” were at
4.0 implying that the families were quite harmonious, without much conflict between

family members. Besides, parents did not exercise tight control on their children.

Chart 31a: Mean scores of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 31a)
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6.2.5 Tables below showed the analysis by age group as well as marital status.

Table 31b: Mean scores of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument by age

group
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 31b)
Overall 15 -34 REY: | 55 or above ‘

Mutuality 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.0
Communication 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.6
Concern 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1
Conflict 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Control 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.1

Table 31c: Mean scores of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument by marital

status and gender
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 31c¢)

Married/
Married/
Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting
married without separated
with child
child
Mutuality 39 4.1 4 41 42 42 39 39 35 39
Communication 35 37 36 36 39 39 34 35 33 36
Concern 4 4.1 3.8 4 42 42 4 41 39 4
Conflict 3.9 4 4 41 4.1 4 39 39 36 36
Control 4 4 3.8 4 4 4 4 4 4 3.9
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6.3  Family Functioning

6.3.1 At the same time, comments were collected from respondents on the
functioning of their families. Survey results indicated that most families functioned
very well. 79% of the respondents considered that their family functioned very well
together. Only 3% of the respondents indicated that their family did not function very
well together at all and they needed help.

Chart 32a: Family functioning (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 32a)

100%
79%
80%
60%
40%
18%
20% 3
0%
Does not function Neutral Functions very well
well together at all together
and we really need
help

6.3.2 Analysed by age group, older people aged 55 or above were more likely to
report that their family did not function well together at all and they really needed help
(4%).

Table 32b: Family functioning by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 32b)

My family 1534 35-54

Functions very well together 79.3 81 75.6
Neutral 18.1 16.3 19.6

Does not function well together at all
2.1 2.2 4.4

and we really need help
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6.3.3 Analysed by marital status, female respondents who were widowed, divorced
or separated were more likely to report that their family did not function well together at

all and they really needed help (7%).

Table 32c¢: Family functioning by marital status and gender (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 32¢)

Married/
Married/
Never cohabiting - Divorced/
My family cohabiting Widowed
married without separated
with child
child
F \Y | F \Y | F \Y | F
Functions very well together 70.7 79.8 84.6 787 844 851 698 702 519 64.3
Neutral 244 174 144 187 145 125 27.1 204 438 27.7

Does not function well together at
45 19 10 08 1.1 23 31 80 43 170

all and we really need help
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7.1 Introduction

7.1.1 The following questions about satisfaction with family life of the respondents
were asked:

a) relationship with family members;

b) dependence of the family members; and

c) satisfaction with family life.

7.1.2 Communications between members of the households were also crucial to
harmonious family relationships. Information on time spent and communication with
family members (such as talking about personal concern, seeking advice, feeling proud
of family members, having dinner with family members and participation in family

activities) were collected.
7.1.3 Furthermore, satisfaction with family life depends largely on how people feel

about their homes, whether it gives every family member a shelter. Information on how

home was perceived by respondents was collected in the Survey.
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7.2 Satisfaction with Family Life

Satisfaction with the relationship with family members

7.2.1 On the whole, respondents were quite satisfied with the relationship
with their family members and their family life. Respondents were asked to rate
their satisfaction over their relationship with each of their family members. Ratings were
expressed in a Likert scale of 5, with “1” denoting “very dissatisfied” and “5” denoting
“very satisfied”. A mean rating of 4 or above implied that the respondent was satisfied
or very satisfied with the particular family member, whereas mean score below 3 did

not.

7.2.2 On the whole, respondents were quite satisfied with the relationship with their
family members. The overall mean score was 4.1 for partner, 4.1 for children, 4.0 for
mother, 3.9 for father, 3.9 for grandson and 3.5 to 3.6 for grandparents.

Chart 33a: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with family members
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 33a)
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7.2.3 Analysed by age, the mean score of satisfaction with parents were slightly
below 4 across all age group. It is interesting to note that for the younger respondents
aged 15 — 34, the mean score of satisfaction with their children (4.2) and their partners
(4.2) was relatively high indicating that they were most satisfied with the relationship
with their children and partner.

Table 33b: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with family members

by age group
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 33b)
55 or ‘
Total 15-34 35-54
above
Child 4.05 4.21 4.12 3.95
Father 3.87 3.87 3.87 3.88
Mother 3.97 4.01 3.93 4.00
Partner 4.08 4.17 4.09 4.04
Grandfather 3.49 3.47 3.50 4.00
Grandmother 3.61 3.62 3.46 4.03
Grandfather-in-law 3.60 3.64 3.40 3.75
Grandmother-in-law 3.63 3.63 3.62 3.79
Grandson 3.88 - 4.16 3.87
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7.2.4 It is worth to note that for the married/cohabiting female without child, the

mean score of satisfaction with their partners was as high as 4.2 and the mean score with

their parents was 4.1.

Table 33c: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with family members

by marital status and gender

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 33c)
Married/

Never

married

cohabiting

without
child

Married/
cohabiting
with child

Divorced/

separated

Widowed

Child - - - - 4.02 416 383 3.89 390 3.87
Father 368 392 413 404 386 391 4.00 394 410 391
Mother 388 4.04 415 416 393 399 4.00 374 370 3.96
Partner - - 425 423 409 4.07 - - 379  2.50
Grandfather 343 347 278 350 385 353 - - - 3.61
Grandmother 356 3.65 353 323 377 3.8 - - - 3.26
Grandfather-in-law ~ 3.60 3.63 4.00 341 376 3.55 - - - 3.37
Grandmother-in-law  3.65 3.56 3.84 348 382 361 3.00 4.00 - 3.55
Grandson 3.59 4.00 - - 393 391 380 379 435 3.62
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Satisfaction with family life

7.2.5 In Hong Kong, 81% of the respondents were satisfied with their family life.
When making comparison with similar statistics found in other countries', it was found
that the proportion of respondents in Hong Kong that were satisfied with their family life
were comparable to some of the Asian countries like, South Korea (86%), China (85%),

and Japan (85%).

Chart 34a: Satisfaction with family life worldwide (%)
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15 The Pew Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project: conducted in 2009



7.2.6 81% of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with their family life,
both males and females alike. Only 3% were not satisfied with their family life.

Chart 34b: Satisfaction with family life (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 34b)
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7.2.7 Analysed by age, sex, marital status and educational attainment, consensus
was found in all groups. Majority of the respondents were satisfied with their family life.

Table 34c: Satisfaction with family life by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 34c¢)

15-34 35-54 55 or above
Satisfied 80.6 81.8 78.7
Dissatisfied 3.5 2.3 4.1

Table 34d: Satisfaction with family life by marital status and gender (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 34d)
Married/

Never cohabiting
married without

Married/ Divorced/

cohabiting ted Widowed
with chilg ~ S°PArate

child

Satisfied 747 803 847 874 851 859 735 665 585 70.0
Dissatisfied 48 32 39 06 19 19 16 84 53 69
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Table 34e: Satisfaction with family life by educational attainment and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 34e)

Primary or lower Secondary Post-secondary
education educational level  education or above
M F M F \Y | F
Satisfied 70.4 78.1 83.4 82.0 83.4 87.7
Dissatisfied 4.9 4.7 2.6 3.6 3.3 0.0
7.2.8 Analysed by occupations, managers and administrators (92%) were most

satisfied with their family life, while the skilled agricultural and fishery workers (58%)
were least satisfied with their family life.

Table 34f: Satisfaction with family life by occupations (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 34f)

Satisfied Average Dissatisfied ‘
Managers and administrators 92.1 5.9 2.0
Professionals 84.2 15.8 0.0
Associate professionals 84.2 15.8 0.0
Clerk 87.0 10.9 2.2
Service workers and shop sales workers 76.9 18.3 4.8
Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 57.8 42.2 0.0
Craft and related workers 81.3 16.9 1.8
Plant and machine operators and assemblers 86.1 12.7 1.2
Elementary occupations 81.8 14.7 3.5
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Dependence of family members

7.2.9 According to the Survey results, most of family members were dependent on
each other. 78% of the respondents indicated that their family members were
dependent on each other.

Table 35a: Dependence of family members by gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 35a)

: All Male  Female
Dependent 78.3 75.4 80.8
Neutral 17.4 19.4 15.8
Independent 4.2 53 34

7.2.10  Analysed by age, sex and marital status, older people aged 55 or above as well

as male widowers expressed that their family members were independent (7% and 16%).

Table 35b: Dependence of family members by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 35b)

15-34 35-54 55 or above
Dependent 71.1 81 73.8
Neutral 19.6 14.6 184
Independent 2.8 3.5 6.7

Table 35c: Dependence of family members by marital status and gender (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 35¢)

Married/
Married/
Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed
married without separated
with child
child
Dependent 64.8 789 853 784 835 851 649 693 524 70.0
Neutral 272 165 147 17.1 122 12.1 319 21.7 304 234
Independent 73 31 00 19 40 25 31 74 158 56
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Relationship with Family Members

7.2.11 Relationships with family members was fairly close in general.
Respondents were asked to rate their relationship with family members and express their
ratings in a Likert scale of 4, with “1” denoting “we are not close at all” and *“4”

denoting “we are very close”.

7.2.12  Relationships with members was fairly close in general. 84% of the
respondents considered their relationship close (fairly close and very close) with their
fathers and 89% with their mothers. 95% had close relationship with their partners (of
which 52% were very close), and 90% with their children (of which 43% were very
close).

Chart 36a: Relationship with family members (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 36a)
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7.2.13  Analysed by age group, most of the youngest respondents aged 15-34 and the
eldest age 55 or above had a close relationship with their partners. The middle-aged
between 35-54 had a closer relationship with their children than their partners. Besides,
it was also noted that divorced/separated male respondents had a close relationship with

their parents.

Table 36b: Relationship with family members by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 36b)

15-34 3554 S55orabove |
Father | Not close | 16.4 | 14.8 | 29.8
Close 83.6 85.2 70.2
Mother Not close 8.9 12.5 17.3
Close 91.1 87.5 82.7
Partner Not close 0.5 5.5 54
Close 99.5 94.5 94.6
Children Not close 3.7 3.2 134
Close 96.3 96.8 86.6

Table 36¢: Relationship with family members by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 36¢)
Married/ Married/

Never Divorced/
cohabiting cohabiting Widowed

married separated
without child  with child

Fath Not close 21.7 16.2 12.1 139 134 13.1 0.0 16.3 42.5 11.6
ather
Close 78.3 83.8 87.9 86.1 86.6 869 1000 83.7 57.5 88.4
Not close 13.1 8.6 12.7 39 113 96 0.0 16.5 44 4 14.8
Mother
Close 86.9 91.4 87.3 96.1 88.7 904 100.0 83.5 55.6 85.2
Not close - - 2.3 5.3 2.1 6.0 - - 43.1 90.4
Partner
Close - - 97.7 947 979 94.0 - - 56.9 9.6
Not close = = = = 6.3 44 247 17.0 15.0 15.7
Children
Close = = = = 937 956 753 83.0 85.0 84.3
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7.3 Time Spent with Family Members

7.3.1 Time spent with parents was limited. 40% of respondents talked to their
parents for less than 30 minutes a week. 23% had not talked to their fathers, while
19% had not talked to their mothers at all in the week prior to enumeration. Partners
communicated with each other more frequently, with only 8% did not speak to each
other; 30% talked to each other for more than 4 hours, 11% for 2 to 4 hours, 14% for 1
to 2 hours, and 26% for less than half hour a week.

7.3.2 32% chatted with their children for less than 30 minutes a week and 21% did
not talk to each other at all. On the other hand, 19% talked to their children for more
than 4 hours.

0 22.8 19.1 8.4 20.5
< 30 minutes 40.1 38.8 25.5 32.0
31 — 60 minutes 8.2 8.9 11.2 10.4
1 hour to < 2 hours 11.1 114 14.1 10.6
2 hours to < 4 hours 6.2 8.9 10.7 75
= 4 hours 11.6 12.8 30.1 19.0
Overall 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

7.3.3 Analysed by age group, older people aged 55 or above older were less likely
to talk with their parents, 77% and 75% of them talked to their father and mother for less

than 30 minutes a week or did not talk at all respectively.

16 One child is selected randomly.
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Table 37b: Time spent in talking with family members by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 37b)

| 15 -34 35- 54 55 or above
Father < 30 mins 56 70.5 77.2
31 — 60 mins 9.1 7.1 7.4
> 1 hour 34.9 22.4 15.5
Mother < 30 mins 44.5 68.5 74.6
31 — 60 mins 10.7 7.7 5.8
> 1 hour 44.9 23.8 19.6
Partner < 30 mins 25.8 32.3 39.6
31 — 60 mins 13.8 10.4 11.5
> 1 hour 60.3 57.3 48.9
Child < 30 mins 59.3 46.8 56.5
31 — 60 mins 4.7 9 12.7
> 1 hour 35.9 44.2 30.8
7.3.4 Analysed by marital status, respondents who were married or cohabiting with

child were less likely to talk to their parents. 69% of them talked to their father and

mother for less than 30 minutes a week or did not talk at all.

Table 37c: Time spent in talking with family members by marital status and

gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 37¢)
Married/ Married/

Never Divorced/
cohabiting cohabiting
married separated
without child  with child
Y F M \Y |
< 30 mins 60.7 540 620 598 684 702 0.0 322 70.0 803
Father 31 — 60 mins 6.4 8.1 6.3 6.0 7.1 11.7 1000 5.8 224 3.0
> 1 hour 329 379 317 342 246 18.1 0.0 62.1 7.6 16.6
< 30 mins 524 383 695 530 686 679 100.0 50.5 837 61.5
Mother 31 - 60 mins  12.2 6.2 5.5 7.8 7.5 9.5 0.0 11.5 9.9 10.8
> 1 hour 354 555 250 392 239 226 0.0 38.1 64 27.6
< 30 mins - - 266 263 360 343 - - 43.1 100.0
Partner 31 — 60 mins - - 169 127 115 104 - - 0.0 0.0
> 1 hour - - 565 61.0 525 553 - - 56.9 0.0
< 30 mins - - - - 56.8 47.0 829 541 547 447
Children 31 — 60 mins - - - - 9.2 11.3 2.7 150 2.0 4.5
> 1 hour - - - - 340 417 144 309 434  50.8
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7.4 Communication with Family Members
7.4.1 Respondents were asked to rate the frequency of communication with family
members and involvement in family functions. Rating on frequency was expressed in a

Likert scale of 4, with “1” denoting “almost never” and “4” denoting “frequently”.

7.4.2 Talk _about personal concern - Overall, talking about personal concern to

partner was frequent (47% frequently and 33% sometimes, while only 6% almost never
talked to partner about personal concern). 22% of the respondents talked frequently and
35% sometimes to their mothers about personal concern. The corresponding
percentages were 17% and 34% respectively for talking to fathers. 58% talked about

personal concern to their child sometimes or frequently.

Almost never 14.1 12.7 5.8 16.2
Not often 35.1 30.1 14.4 26.2
Sometimes 34.0 35.1 33.2 34.4
Frequently 16.8 22.2 46.6 23.1

7.4.3 Seeking advice from family member - Similar pattern was observed in respect

of seeking advice. Most respondents sought advice from their fathers (53%), mothers

(56%) sometimes or frequently.

Almost never 12.5 11.0 4.6 16.1
Not often 34.4 33.5 12.4 26.5
Sometimes 35.7 35.2 40.1 35.8
Frequently 17.3 20.3 429 21.7
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7.4.4 Feeling proud of family member — Majority of the respondents were proud of

their parents (64% father, 69% mother). Amongst them, 26% were frequently proud of
their father and 28% proud of their mothers. 90% of respondents were proud of their

partners (37% frequently).

Table 40: Feeling proud of family member (%)

Personal Concern Father Mother Partner  Children
Almost never 11.7 8.1 7.1 7.4
Not often 243 23.3 15.1 14.4
Sometimes 38.5 40.7 41.7 42.1
Frequently 25.5 27.8 36.1 36.1
7.4.5 Having dinner with family members — Majority of the respondents had dinner

sometimes or frequently with their partners (97%), children (80%), and parents (68%).
Survey results also showed that 83% of the respondents frequently had dinner with their

partners, 56% frequently with children and over one-third with parents.

Table 41: Having dinner with family member (%)

Personal Concern Father Mother Partner  Children
Almost never 4.7 3.1 0.9 2.1
Not often 29.0 28.1 5.7 18.0
Sometimes 31.9 30.3 10.5 23.6
Frequently 34.4 38.5 83.0 56.3
7.4.6 Participation _in_family activities - Similarly, respondents participated with

their closest family members (partners, children and parents) in family activities
sometimes, but not frequently. A higher proportion participated in family activities with

children and partners more frequently.

Table 42: Participate in family activities (%)

Personal Concern Father Mother Partner  Children
Almost never 8.7 7.0 2.5 4.3
Not often 37.1 36.7 17.5 26.7
Sometimes 36.5 35.6 27.7 31.8
Frequently 17.6 20.7 52.4 37.1
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7.5  Perception of Home

7.5.1 In general, home was considered to be comfortable where family
members loved to stay. Satisfaction with family life depends largely on how people
felt about their homes, whether it gave every family member a shelter. Information on

how home was perceived by respondents was collected in the Survey.

7.5.2 58% of respondents frequently perceived their home as “a place where he/she
feel safe and loved”. 55% frequently considered their home “a place where each one
trying to love each other”. 35% felt that their home was “comfortable although they
are not a close, loving family”.

Chart 43a: The perception of home (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 43a)
2.7
Where I usually feel uncomfortable and 474 '1 6
would rather be elsewhere : ’
Where I feel comfortable, although we are
not a close, loving family —_—

Where sometimes I feel loved and other @
times I do not 3.9

Where each one of us trying to love each ﬁ 28
other :

Where I feel safe and loved ﬁ 39

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Frequently ™ Not often/ sometimes @ Almost never M Refuse to answer
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7.5.3 Analysed by age group, consensus was found in all groups. Majority of the

respondents felt their home safe and loved, or “trying to love each other”.

Table 43b: The perception of home by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 43b)

| Home feel 15-34 35-54 55 or above

Where I usually feel uncomfortable and would rather

2.7 1.5 4.2
be elsewhere
Where I feel comfortable, although we are not a close,

36.4 34.2 35.3
loving family
Where sometimes I feel loved and other times I do not 16.8 14.5 18.1
Where each one of us trying to love each other 55.9 57 51.7
Where I feel safe and loved 59.4 57.9 54.9

7.5.4 Nearly all married/cohabiting respondents, with or without children, felt that
their home “a place where everyone loves each other” and where “he/she feels safe and
loved”. Such feeling was comparatively not so strong for the widowed and the
divorced/separated. The never-married men (61%) and women (52%) sometimes felt
their home uncomfortable and would rather be elsewhere.

Table 43c: The perception of home by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 43c¢)

Married/
Married/

Never | cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting

Home feel married | without separated

with child
child

M F

Where I usually feel uncomfortable
24 36 09 07 34 19 15 54 24 22
and would rather be elsewhere

Where I feel comfortable, although
29 369 40.5 40.1 35.1 403 255 31.4 16.6 323
we are not a close, loving family

Where sometimes I feel loved and
109 15 185 167 16 21.6 14.8 153 10 134
other times I do not

Where each one of us trying to love
46.7 527 609 59.7 60.1 619 35.8 449 342 53.1
each other

Where I feel safe and loved 473 58.7 65.1 59.6 612 64.7 422 495 37.5 488
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8.1 Introduction

8.1.1 Nowadays in Hong Kong, it is getting more and more stressful to strike for
work-life balance. We attempt to gather information on views and attitudes regarding
balancing work and family. The questions were adopted from the Canadian family

survey'’.

8.1.2 Stress is prevalent in today’s workplace. Spending too much time working or
being forced to deal with excessive amount of work may cause a great deal of stress.
Therefore, we will also gather information on (a) the level of stress resulting from
efforts to meet competing demands of work and family as well as (b) satisfaction with

the amount of time spent at work with family.

17 Canadian Attitudes on the Family: The Complete Report 2002, Focus on the Family Canada

Association
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8.2 View on Balancing Work and Family

8.2.1 One quarter of those at work found it difficult to strike a balance
between work and family in view of competing priorities. It was worth noting
that 25% of the respondents at work shared the views that “I want to spend more time
with my family but am afraid that it had negative impact on advancement at work™ and
“I often felt guilty about the amount of time I spent at work and not with my family”.
Furthermore, 31% agreed that “I want to work more but am afraid that it would affect
my family life”. On the other hand, 57% of them indicated that reducing the number of
hours they spent at work was simply not an option in balancing work and family. And

42% agreed that “At this stage of my career, my job is my first priority”.

Chart 44a: Views on balancing work and family (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 44a)

Reducing the number of hours I spend at work is

. . 22.1
simply not an option

I often feel guilty about the amount of time I

spend at work and not with my family 22
I want to spend more time with my family, but am
afraid it would hurt my chances for advancement 24.9
at work
I want to work more, but am afraid it would hurt 285

my family life

At this stage of my career, my job has to be my

first priority 201

I enjoy going to work because it gets me away

from my family U

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Agree / Strongly Agree  MNeutral M Disagree / Strongly Disagree
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8.2.2 Across all age groups, quite a high proportion of respondents found it difficult

to reduce the number of hours spent at work; and a relatively lower proportion of

respondents enjoyed going to work in order to get away from their family.

Reducing the number of hours I spend at work is simply not an
option

I often feel guilty about the amount of time I spend at work and
not with my family

I want to spend more time with my family, but am afraid that it
had negative impact on my chances for advancement at work

I want to work more, but am afraid that it would affect my family
life

At this stage of my career, my job is my first priority

I enjoy going to work because it gets me away from my family

56.3

29.9

28.2

31.7

43.1
12.6

58.8

27.1

245

32.9

42.8
9.4

52.4

14.5

13.2

21

35.3
9.2
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8.2.3 Over 30% of those at work and married or cohabiting (with or without child)
were more likely to agree with the view that “I want to work more but am afraid that it

would affect my family life”.

Table 44c: Agreement on views on balancing work and family by marital status
and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 44c)
Married/
Married/

Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed

Statements married  without separated

with child
child

Reducing the number of hours I spend at work
o . 585 55.8 52.1 54.1 61.7 53 100 43.7 63.2 58.1
is simply not an option

I often feel guilty about the amount of time I
] ) 254 26.7 20.1 338 298 244 0 113 309 27
spend at work and not with my family

I want to spend more time with my family, but
am afraid that it had negative impact on my 22 27 27.6 164 257 267 0 69 165 275

chances for advancement at work

I want to work more, but am afraid that it
25.8 28.8 339 329 36 34 0 161 93 316
would affect my family life

At this stage of my career, my job is my first
o 623 47.8 52 354 38.7 189 46.9 384 264 33.6
priority

I enjoy going to work because it gets me away
148 119 139 191 7.1 57 0 179 86 62

from my family

91



8.3 Stress and time spent at work and family

8.3.1 Nearly half of those at work reported stress in balancing work and
Jamily. On the whole, 45% of the respondents who were currently at work reported that
balancing the competing demands of work and family caused them a great deal of stress

or some stress. 34% did not have very much stress and 19% did not have stress at all.

Chart 45a: Stress in balancing work and family (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 45a)

A great deal of stress F 5%

Some stress _ 39%

Not very much stress 34%

No stress at all 19%

Refuse to answer 2%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8.3.2 When compared with other age groups, middle-aged respondents had the
highest proportion of respondents who were more likely to have stress in balancing the
demands of work and family. Similar observations were also made for respondents who

were married/cohabiting (with or without child).

Table 45b: Stress in balancing work and family by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 45b)

15-34 35-54 55 or above
A great deal of stress/some stress 44.4 48.5 30.7
Not very much stress/no stress at all 51.9 50 66.8
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Table 45¢c: Stress in balancing work and family by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 45¢)
Married/ Married/

Never Divorced/
cohabiting cohabiting Widowed

married separated
without child  with child

M F M F M F M

A great deal of

358 403 527 357 533 492 269 335 174 456
stress/some stress

Not very much
624 552 447 643 462 475 73.1 665 802 46.8

stress/no stress at all

8.3.3 Notwithstanding the fact that quite a number of respondents reported stress in
balancing the competing demands of work and family, 62% of the respondents who
were currently at work were satisfied with the amount of time spent at work and with

family. Only 8% were not satisfied.

Table 46: Satisfaction with time spent at work and family (%)
All Male Female

Dissatisfied 7.7 7.1 8.6
Average 27.7 29.5 25.3
Satisfied 61.6 61.6 61.5
Refuse to answer 3.0 1.8 4.5
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9.1 Introduction

9.1.1 A social support network refers to a social structure which is made up of
individuals such as family members, friends and peers or organizations. A strong social
support network can be critical in helping one through the stress of tough times. In this
Chapter, we will focus on the “help seeking” behaviors of respondents when they
encountered financial and emotional problems, and the persons whom they would

approach for assistance or advice.

9.1.2 In addition, information on the helpfulness or the strength of support from
their family members in six scenarios, namely (i) When you are sick (ii) When you need
to make an important decision (iii) When you are depressed and upset (iv) When you are
unemployed and cannot get a job (v) When you have financial problems (vi) When you

want to share your happiness with your family members was gathered in the Survey.
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9.2 Help Seeking Behavior

9.2.1 People indicated that they would seek help or advice from their “close
friends” and “spouses” when they encountered difficulties. When financial
problems were encountered, over 63% of the female respondents would seek help from
spouse, 28% from parents, 25% from brothers/sisters and 24% from close friends. For
the male respondents, 46% of them would seek help from spouse, 28% from parents and
close friends. Male respondents were more likely to seek help from banks (12%) than

the female respondents.

9.2.2 When emotional problems were encountered, 54% and 53% of the
respondents sought help from spouse and close friends respectively. 23% sought help
from brothers/sisters and 22% from children. Less than 4% sought help from social

services organizations (3%) or government departments (1%).

Spouse (for those married) 54.8 46.2 62.5 53.7 55.6 51.9
Close friends 28.3 33.3 24.1 53.3 55.3 51.6
Parents 27.7 27.9 27.6 18.6 16.2 20.6
Brothers/ sisters 24.2 22.7 254 234 17.5 28.5

Children (for those having children) 233 17.7 27.1 21.9 148 268

Banks 8.0 12.3 43 0.0 0.0 0.0
Government departments 4.3 4.4 4.2 0.8 0.6 0.9
Social services organisations 3.7 4.0 34 3.1 3.1 3.1
Relatives 29 3.0 2.7 2.0 1.3 25
Grand children 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.5
Old neighbour 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3
Current neighbours 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.5
Others 5.0 5.6 4.5 52 59 4.5

Note: Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer.
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9.2.3 The top 5 most supportive/helpful parties identified by the respondents were

parents, brothers/sisters, spouse, children and close friends.

62% of younger

respondents aged 15 — 34 considered their parents most supportive. 55% of older

respondents aged 55 or above considered their children most supportive, and 44% aged

35 — 54 considered their spouse most helpful when they face financial problems.

Financial problems

Parents

Brothers/ sisters

Spouse (for those married)
Children (for those having children)
Close friends

Emotional problems

Parents

Brothers/ sisters

Spouse (for those married)
Children (for those having children)

Close friends

61.5
28.9
19.4

42.3

40.8
29.9
17
2.5
72.4

18.6
28.6
44
10.2
29.4

13
25.6
40.5
14.5
54.4

13.3
26.3
54.9
12.1

24
13.7
314
41.8
31.6
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924 81% of the married or cohabiting without child considered their spouse most
supportive. For those who were never-married, 55% of the male respondents and 60% of
the female respondents chose their parents as the most supportive person. For those who
were divorced/separated, 68% of the male respondents and female respondents

considered their children most supportive especially in solving financial problems.

Table 47c: Top 5 most helpful/supportive parties by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 47¢)

Married/
Married/
Never cohabiting Divorced/
cohabiting Widowed
Top 5 parties Married without separated
with child
child
Financial problems
Parents 545 600 29.8 352 109 146 36 21 93 218
Brothers/ sisters 273 348 194 303 206 220 87 113 265 309
Spouse (for those married) 22 1.0 63.1 80.6 434 595 29 00 00 1.2
Children (for those having children) 0.0 250 0.0 0.0 16.1 224 682 67.6 123 235
Close friends 48.0 389 344 227 252 189 6.6 120 20.2 239
Emotional problems
Parents 323 419 171 253 59 132 36 13 55 14.1
Brothers/ sisters 21.7 347 105 430 16.1 262 9.6 142 183 305
Spouse (for those married) 26 14 608 68.1 546 494 29 00 00 1.2
Children (for those having children) 00 250 0.0 00 134 235 498 524 19.1 274
Close friends 77.1 699 574 470 415 482 358 29.7 423 449
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9.3  Availability of Assistance

9.3.1 When problems encountered, family members were helpful and
supportive. The respondents considered their family members supportive (slightly
supportive or very supportive) when they were sick (72%), when they wanted to share
the happiness with their family members (67%), when they needed to make an important
decision (64%), when they had financial problems (59%) and when they were depressed
and upset (54%).

Chart 48a: Availability of assistance (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 48a)

| 0.9
1.4
When you need to make an important
decision
1.6
When you are depressed and upset
9.9
When you are unemployed and cannot get a
job
34
When you have financial problems
. . ]
When you want to share your happiness with
your family members
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
i Not helpful / Not supportive ¥ Helpful / Supportive i Refuse to answer
9.3.2 On the other hand, some respondents considered their family members not

helpful or supportive when they needed to make an important decision (34%), when they

had financial problems (37%) and when they were depressed and upset (44%).
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9.33 Analysed by age group and marital status, consensus was found in all groups.
Most of the respondents considered their family members supportive and helpful.

Table 48b: Availability of assistance by age group (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 48b)

Problems 15-34 35-54 55 or above

When you are sick 81.4
When you need to make an important decision 85.3 86.1 79.5
When you are depressed and upset 80.7 79.1 74.4
When you are unemployed and cannot get a job 70.1 65.5 57
When you have financial problems 83.6 78.2 74.1
When you want to share your happiness with

your family members 87.9 878 71

Table 48c: Availability of assistance by marital status and gender (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 48¢)

Married/ Married/
Never Divorced/
cohabiting cohabiting

Problems without
married with child separated
child

When you are sick 829 88 897 95 90.6 924 69 732 66.7 79.6

When you need to make an important
o 75 81.8 855 914 88.6 91.8 757 72.1 68 71.1
decision

When you are depressed and upset 71.8 773 727 849 83.8 873 62.8 60.6 412 714

When you are unemployed and cannot

) 552 70.8 69.2 804 69.2 69.1 354 458 453 49
get a job
When you have financial problems 719 80.8 77 889 794 87 71 669 583 64

When you want to share your happiness

75.8 86.4 82.7 91.7 89.5 929 689 724 60.1 83.3

with your family members
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10.1 Introduction

10.1.1 The Government and quite a number of non-government organizations (NGOs)
organised family-related activities/programmes from time to time. However, majority of
the respondents indicated that they were not aware of any family-related promotional
activities or programmes organized by the Government and/or other organisations. Apart
from gathering information on the level of awareness, reasons for not participating in

family-related activities/programmes was also collected in the Survey.

10.1.2  In addition, the correlations between the level of awareness of any
family-related promotion of the Government and / or other organizations and the
existing concept of family among the public in two areas, namely importance of family

and satisfaction with family life were also examined in this Chapter.

100



10.2 Awareness of Family-related Programmes

10.2.1  Half of the respondents were not aware of any family-related
promotional activities or programmes organized by the Government and/or
other NGOs. 50% of the respondents were not aware of such programmes and 40%
had heard of such programmes but had not participated. Only 8% participated in

programmes organized by government and/or NGOs.

10.2.2  46% of the respondents who had not participated in those family-related
programmes indicated that the reason for not participating was mainly due to “no time”
or “too troublesome” (i.e. too many procedures). Another major reason was that the

respondents were not interested in such programmes (38%).

Participated in the activities/ programmes 78 6.6 89

I have heard about such activities/ programmes but did

not participate 39.7 41.8 37.9
Reasons:
Not interested 376 40.5 34.9
No chance to get in/Don’t know ways to get in 8.2 7.0 9.4
No time/Too many procedures 455 45.] 45.8
Others 5.7 5.3 6.0
Refuse to answer 37 2.7 3.9

Not aware of those activities/ programmes 49 8 49 1 50.4

Refuse to answer 2.7 2.5 2.8
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10.2.3  Across all age groups, participation rate of those family-related programmes
was relatively low (from 4.1% to 10.5%). Relatively speaking, middle-aged

respondents were the most active.

10.2.4  Amongst all age groups, the younger respondents aged 15-34 had the lowest
level of awareness.  More than half of the respondents from this group were not aware

of these activities.

Participated in the activities / programmes 4.1 10.5 8.2
I have heard about such activities/ programmes

. o 36.7 43.4 37.9
but did not participate
Not aware of those activities/ programmes 55.5 43.7 51.9
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10.2.5  59% of male respondents who were divorced/ separated were not aware of
family-related programmes. 55% of male respondents who were married without child
had heard of such programmes but did not participated. Participation rate of
family-related programme was higher for those who were married and with child (10%
of males and 12% of females). However, the participation rate for those married and

without child was very low.

Table 49c: Awareness of family-related activities by marital status and gender (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 49¢)

Married/ Married/
Never Divorced/
cohabiting cohabiting Widowed

married separated
without child  with child

Participated in the activities
40 0.0 1.3 102 124 62 81 73 147

/ programmes

I have heard about such
activities / programmes but  37.4 36.5 55.1 46.2 444 390 33.6 314 279 396

did not participate

Not aware of those
550 56.1 449 487 442 469 587 549 552 44.7

activities / programmes
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10.3 Family-related Programmes and Family Core Values

10.3.1  Statistics depicted that participation in family-related programmes organized
by government or NGOs correlated positively with traditional family core values.
Those who had participated in such programmes had a higher rating on the importance
of all traditional core values. Those who were not aware of family-related programmes
gave a lower importance rating for all core values, as compared to those who had
participated in such programmes and those who had heard of such programmes but had

not participated.

Table 50: Family-related promotion from the Government and/or other

organisations by importance of family (%)

Participated in the family-related activities/programmes

: Participated Heard about such
Family Degree of in the - Not aware of those
activities / activities/programmes

core value importance activities/programmes
programmes but did not participate
High 97.7 91.8 90.2
Love Average 1.5 7.9 7.3
Low 0.0 0.1 1.7
High 96.1 91.8 90.7
Care Average 3.5 7.8 7.1
Low 0.0 0.2 1.6
High 96.1 92.0 91.3
Respect Average 3.5 7.5 6.8
Low 0.0 0.1 1.5
High 93.7 90.5 88.4
Responsibility Average 5.9 8.7 9.4
Low 0.0 0.1 1.6
High 96.6 89.7 87.5
Filial piety Average 2.9 10.0 10.4
Low 0.0 0.1 1.6
High 87.9 86.1 82.7
Tolerance Average 11.6 12.6 14.3
Low 0.0 0.8 2.5
High 92.6 88.6 87.0
Communication  Average 7.0 10.6 10.7
Low 0.0 0.6 2.0
High 93.8 89.9 88.5
Harmony Average 5.8 9.8 8.8
Low 0.0 0.0 1.8
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10.3.2  Correlating participation in family-related programmes and satisfaction with
family life, a similar pattern was also observed. For those who had participated, they
were more likely to be satisfied with their family life. At the same time, for those who

were not aware of such programmes, they were also least satisfied.

Table 51: Family-related promotion by Government and/or other organizations by
satisfaction of family life (%)

Participated in the family-related activities/programmes

Satisfaction with
I have heard about such

family life :;i:rgcctiilifa;:ie:s i/n activities/programmes Not aware of those
programmes but did not participate activities/programmes
Satisfied 84.7 84.7 77.6
Average 12.8 12.2 17.6
Dissatisfied 2.5 24 4.0
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11.1 Introduction

11.1.1  This Chapter provides quantitative information on existing situation of
families in Hong Kong at district level in the following dimensions:

(1) importance of family;

) parenthood;

3) family functioning;

@ satisfaction with family life;

4) balancing work and family;

(6) social support network; and

7 awareness of family-related programmes.

11.1.2  To ascertain the attitude of the public on the importance of family, we have
asked the respondents on a wide range of family issues (Chapter 4 refers). In terms of
district analysis, no significant variation was observed on such issues, including
traditional family values, family core values, form of ideal family, willingness to live
with their parents and support their parents’ living, family involvement of grandparents
in family matters, singlehood, cohabitation and divorce. However, some interesting
observations were made concerning (a) traditional view on having son to continue
family name, (b) importance of core values, (c¢) newly-wed couple should live away
from their parents, (d) attitudes towards marriage and (e) having child and cohabitation

without intention of getting married. Details of which are set out in Chapter 11.2.

11.1.3  On parenthood, we also attempted to analyse stress of parents of raising their
children at district level. Irrespective of districts, it is worth noting that majority of the
parents often found it stressful of raising their children. Further district analysis will be

covered in Chapter 11.3.

11.1.4  In general, most families functioned very well across all districts. Details of

the district analysis are at Chapter 11.4
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11.1.5 Concerning satisfaction with family life, respondents across districts were
quite satisfied with the relationships with their family members. Analysis at district

level is at Chapter 11.5.

11.1.6  On work-life balance, nearly half of those at work reported stress in balancing
work and family irrespective of district. The stress faced at work and their time spent at
work and with their family at district level would be covered in Chapter 11.6. Last but
not the least, we will also present on the availability of assistance and level of awareness

of family-related programmes by districts.
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11.2 Importance of Family

Importance of Core Values

11.2.1  Most people still considered family core values as important. This
Statement is true across districts. Majority of the respondents across different
districts expressed that these family core values (including Love, Care, Respect,

Responsibility, Filial Piety, Tolerance, Communication and Harmony) were important to

family.
Chart 52: Importance of core values (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 52)
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Traditional family values

11.2.2 In Hong Kong, most traditional views about family were still quite
prevalent, but not strong (Chapter 4.2 refers). No obvious differences at district level
were observed regarding their attitudes on “Having a son is better than having a
daughter”, “Consult parents for major decisions”, “Family disgrace should be kept
within the family”, “Work hard to bring honour to the family”, “Seek elder’s help to
resolve family conflict” and “Difficult to live with mother-in-law even though it is nice
to meet up”. However, there were some significant variation at district level on the
attitude towards ‘“Having son to continue family name”. It was noted that respondents
living in Tsuen Wan (76%), Central & Western (61%), Sham Shui Po (57%), Yau Tsim
Mong (56%), Sai Kung (55%) and Kwun Tong (54%) agreed more with the statement

“Having son to continue family name” than other districts. 18

Son to continue Family Name
[ ]B3%-357%

35.7% - 49.8%
I 5% - 75.8%

- SHAM SHUI PC
e - YAU TSIM MON

o »
CENTRAL

¢ L ISLANDS

Agr t to the st having son to continue family name

6,200 3,100 0 6,200 Meters

18 Mapping and visualization method are used in this Chapter: Natural breaks (Jenks) is adopted such
that classes are based on natural grouping inherent in the data. Break points are identified by picking the
classes breaks that best group similar values and maximize the differences between classes.
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Attitudes towards living with parents

11.2.3  Analysis at district level indicated that attitudes towards ideal family are in
line with the general findings (Chapter 4.5 refers). However, it was interesting to note
that respondents living in Kwai Tsing (86%), Eastern (67%), Wong Tai Sin (60%),
Kowloon City (58%) and Islands (57%) tended to agree more with the statement that

“newly-wed couple should live away from their parents” than other districts.

Chart 54: Agreement to the statement “Newly-wed couple living away from their

parents” (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 54)
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Attitudes towards Marriage and Having Child

11.2.4  TIrrespective of districts, majority of the respondents agreed that “marriage is a
necessary step in life” and “child bearing is important in marriage”. At the same time,
the Survey also noted that a very high proportion of respondents living in Kowloon City
agreed that “married people are usually happier than who have not yet married” (68%)

and “life without having a child is empty” (61%) when compared with other districts.

Chart 55a: Agreement to the statement “Marriage is a necessary step in life”” (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 55)
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Chart 55b: Agreement to the statement ‘“Child bearing is important in marriage”
(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 55)
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Chart 55c¢: Agreement to the statement ‘“Married people are usually happier than
people who have not yet married” (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 55)
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Chart 55d: Agreement to the statement ‘“Life without having a child is empty”’
(%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 55)
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Attitudes towards Cohabitation

11.2.5 Analysis at district level indicated that attitudes towards cohabitation are in
line with the general findings (Chapter 4.9 refers). Analysed by districts, it is noted
that in Sai Kung (52%), Eastern (51%), Yuen Long (50%), Islands (49%), Southern
(46%), Tsuen Wan (45%), Kwai Tsing (44%) and Central & Western (43%) had the
largest proportion of respondents who agreed “‘cohabitation without intention of getting

married”.

Chart 56: Agreement to the statement “Cohabitation without the intention of
getting married” (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 56)
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11.3 Parenthood
Attitudes towards Parenthood

11.3.1  Territory-wide Survey showed that 62% of the respondents found the stress of
raising their children overwhelming (Chapter 5.2 refers). Analysis at district level
indicated that attitudes of the respondents towards stress of raising their children,
willingness to spend time with their children and etc were in line with the general
findings. This notwithstanding, it was worth noting that a higher proportion of
respondents living in Kwai Tsing (82%), Shatin (75%), Kwun Tong (74%), Wong Tai
Sin (70%), Southern (70%) and Yau Tsim Mong (68%) tended to “find the stress of

raising children overwhelming”.

Stress

33.8% - 45.1%
[ 451%-67.0%
B 67.0% - 81.8%

N

7 i
, sk 24 g
YUEN LONG TAIPO j 3«-{\ ) s
Agr to the st. , Toften find the stress of raising my children overwhelming 6200 3100 o 6200 Meters

116



Intention to have children

11.3.2  On the attitudes towards intention to have children, territory-wide Survey
showed that 29% of the respondents (without children) were not very likely or not at all
likely to have children in the future (Chapter 5.4 refers). This notwithstanding, it was
interesting to note that respondents living in Yau Tsim Mong (57%), Islands (41%),
Southern (40%) and Yuen Long (37%) showed a higher proportion of respondents who
were not very likely or not at all likely to have children in the future.

Chart 58: Intention to have children in the future among the respondents without

children (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 58)
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Parenting Method

11.3.3  Territory-wide Survey indicated that parenting methods were on the whole
gentle. Parents with children aged 18 or below used verbal reprimand much more
frequently when disciplining their children (Chapter 5.6 refers). Analysed by districts,
those parents with children aged 18 or below in Tuen Mun (47.8%), Yuen Long (28.2%),
Kwai Tsing (25.0%) and Yau Tsim Mong (23.9%) adopted a verbal reprimand approach
much more frequently when disciplining their children.
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11.4 Family Functioning

The Chinese Family Assessment Instrument (CFAI)

11.4.1  Mutuality - The territory-wide Survey showed that the mean score of
“Mutuality” was at 4.1. The respondents in general considered that there was mutual
trust and understanding among family members, and everyone in the family loved and
accommodated each other. District level analysis indicated that the mean score in

Kowloon City, Eastern, Southern and Kwai Tsing was at 3.8.

11.4.2 Concern — The territory-wide Survey showed that the mean score of “Concern”
was at 4.1.  Most families maintained a very good parent-child relationship, and parent
showed concern about their children. District level analysis showed that the mean

scores in Eastern were at 3.7 and Kwoloon City at 3.6 respectively.

11.4.3  Communication - The territory-wide Survey showed that the mean score of

“Communication” was at 3.7, demonstrating that in general the respondents
communicated quite well and their families were cohesive, and parents understood their
children’s need and thinking. District level analysis indicated that the mean scores in

Kwai Tsing were at 3.4 and Southern at 3.3 respectively.

11.4.4  Conflict - The territory-wide Survey showed that the mean score of “Conflict”
was at 4.0, implying that most families were quite harmonious, without much conflict
between family members. However, district level analysis indicated that the mean
scores in Eastern (at 3.6), Wong Tai Sin (at 3.6) and Kwoloon City (at 3.5) were lower

than that of the general mean score.

11.4.5  Control - The territory-wide Survey showed that the mean score of “Control”
was at 4.0, indicating that most parents did not exercise tight control on their children.
However, district level analysis indicated that the mean scores in Wong Tai Sin (at 3.7),
Kwoloon City (at 3.6) and Eastern (at 3.6) were lower than that of the general mean

score at 4.0.
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Table 60: Mean scores of the Chinese Family Assessment Instrument by district

District Concern Communication Conflict Control
Kowloon City 3.8 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.6
Tai Po 4.2 43 3.7 4.2 4.3
Central & Western 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.3 4.2
Yuen Long 3.9 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.8
Tuen Mun 4.1 4.2 3.8 4.0 3.9
North 4.1 4.1 3.6 4.0 3.9
Sai Kung 4.1 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.1
Sha Tin 4.2 43 3.9 4.1 4.2
Eastern 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6
Yau Tsim Mong 4.0 4.0 3.7 4.0 3.8
Southern 3.8 3.9 33 3.8 3.9
Tsuen Wan 4.2 4.1 3.8 4.4 4.3
Sham Shui Po 4.0 4.2 3.7 4.1 4.0
Wong Tai Sin 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.7
Kwai Tsing 3.8 4.1 34 3.8 4.0
Islands 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.8
Wan Chai 4.4 4.6 3.9 4.4 4.4
Kwun Tong 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.5
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Family functioning

11.4.6  Territory-wide Survey indicated that family functioned quite well together
(Chapter 6.3 refers). District level analysis also generated similar result (Chart 60a),
with the exception of Shatin and North.

Chart 61a: Family functioning - Functions well by district (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 61)
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11.4.7  Similarly, the Survey indicated that North and Sai Kung had a highest

proportion of respondents who reported their family does not function well together.

Chart 61b: Family functioning - Does not function well at all and we really need

help by district (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 61)
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11.5 Satisfaction with Family Life

Satisfaction with the relationship with family members

11.5.1 Like the territory-wide Survey, respondents were quite satisfied with the

relationship with their family members across all the districts.

Chart 62a: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with father
by district
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 62)
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Chart 62b: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with mother
by district
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 62)
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Chart 62c: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with partner
by district
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 62)
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Chart 62d: Mean scores of satisfaction with the relationship with child by district
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 62)
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Satisfaction with Family Life

11.5.2  According to the territory-wide Survey, 81% of the respondents indicated that

they were satisfied or very satisfied with their family life (Chapter 7.2.5 refers).
District level analysis also illustrated that majority of the districts had quite a high
proportion of respondents who were satisfied or very satisfied with their family life.
Only Tai Po (77%), North (76%), Sai Kung (76%) and Yuen Long (75%) which had a
relatively lower proportion of respondents who were satisfied or very satisfied with their

family life.

Chart 63a: Satisfaction with family life by district (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 63)
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11.5.3  Territory-wide Survey also indicated that only 3% of the respondents who
were very dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their family life (Chapter 7.2.5 refers).
District level analysis also illustrated that majority of the districts had only a small
proportion of respondents who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their family
life. Only Kowloon City (6%), Sham Shui Po (6%), Yuen Long (5%) and Wanchai
(5%) had a relatively higher proportion of respondents who indicated that they were

very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their family life.
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Dependence of family members

11.5.4  According to the territory-wide Survey, 78% of the respondents indicated that
their family members were dependent on each others (Chapter 7.2.7 refers). District
level analysis also showed that majority of the districts had quite a high proportion of
respondents indicating their family members were dependent on each other. Only
Kwoloon City (73%), Yau Tsim Wong (73%), Sham Shui Po (72%), Sai Kung (70%)
and North (68%) had a relatively lower proportion of respondents who indicated that
their family members were dependent on each other.
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11.5.5

At the same time, it was also interesting to note that there was a higher

proportion of respondents in North (10%), Sham Shui Po (7%), Wanchai (6%) and Yau

Tsim Mong (6%) who indicated that their family members were independent.

YUEN LONG

TUEN MUN

ISLANDS

Agreement to the statement, dependence of family members

6,100 3,050

Independence of family members
[ Jo5%-25%

[ 25%-59%

B 59% - 10.3%

=
5 ‘\\

[

0 6,100 Moters

130



Time Spent with Family Members

11.5.6  Territory-wide Survey showed that time spent with parents was limited
(Chapter 7.3 refers). 40% of the respondents talked to their parents less than 30
minutes a week. District level analysis also generated similar findings. Quite a
significant proportion of respondents in Southern (95%) and Kwai Tsing (94%) talked to

their parents for less than 30 minutes a week or not at all.

Chart 65a: Time spent in talking with father by district (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 65)
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Chart 65b: Time spent in talking with mother by district (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 65)
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11.6 Balancing Work and Family

Stress and time spent at work and family

11.6.1  Territory-wide Survey indicated that 43% of respondents who were currently
at work reported that balancing the competing demands of work and family caused then
a great deal of stress (Chapter 8.2 refers). District level analysis also generated similar
results. Only Kowloon City (72%), Kwun Tong (59%), Wan Chai (58%) and Central
& Western (56%) had a higher proportion of respondents who reported that balancing

the demands of work and family caused them a great deal of stress or some stress.

Stress level
23.8%- 34.8%
D 48%-521%
B 52 1%-717%
:
el
wesz"ggbs
s
7
A - SAIKUNG Ty -
; B R ¥ i)a 3N
/7 = 27 sHAMSHUI PG B o kj;}
‘ VAU TSIM MONGE e
e
7 -
o
Agreement to the statement, a great deal of stress/some stress 6200 3100 0 6200 Meters
I

133



11.6.2  Territory-wide Survey also covered the satisfaction with the amount of time
spent at work and family (Chapter 8.3 refers). The Survey results indicated that 8% of
the respondents were dissatisfied. District level analysis showed that majority of the
districts had less than 8% of the respondents who were dissatisfied, with the exception
of North (13%), Yuen Long (13%), Wan Chai (12%), Central & Western (12%), Tsuen
Wan (12%), Tuen Mun (11%), Sham Shui Po (10%) and Kwun Tong (10%). These
seven districts had a relatively higher proportion of respondents who were dissatisfied

with the level of time spent at work and with family.

Chart 67: Dissatisfaction with time spent at work and family by district (%)
(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 67)
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11.7  Social Support Network
Availability of assistance

11.7.1  Similar to the results of the territory-wide Survey, district level analysis
indicated that most of the respondents, across different districts, considered that their

family members were supportive and helpful.

Table 68: Availability of assistance by district (%)

When you want
When you When you When you are When
When to share your
Helpful (%) need to make are unemployed you have

you are . . happiness with
an important  depressed and cannot financial
sick your family
decision and upset get a job problems

members

Kowloon City 72.1 72.9 73.0 70.3 68.9 73.9
Tai Po 92.3 84.3 85.2 56.8 82.9 87.6
Central & Western 82.0 80.4 80.7 62.6 77.9 83.5
Yuen Long 90.0 80.8 77.5 63.7 79.4 92.2
Tuen Mun 84.1 85.6 75.0 57.9 76.8 90.0
North 93.6 87.8 84.3 81.0 82.8 91.0
Sai Kung 91.6 96.3 84.9 71.3 83.3 91.3
Sha Tin 94.8 923 90.2 78.9 89.7 94.2
Eastern 79.9 72.6 62.8 54.9 72.1 74.1
Yau Tsim Mong 92.7 91.1 77.5 61.9 77.8 91.7
Southern 90.3 78.3 65.8 38.0 76.7 76.1
Tsuen Wan 89.9 81.7 76.9 66.3 82.1 86.9
Sham Shui Po 93.3 90.8 83.1 64.1 73.6 87.1
Wong Tai Sin 85.4 83.4 80.9 77.9 80.4 84.8
Kwai Tsing 90.6 85.1 75.0 72.3 83.3 84.9
Islands 80.2 78.9 72.3 54.5 68.7 76.2
Wan Chai 75.7 76.9 74.4 70.7 73.5 71.6
Kwun Tong 90.5 89.5 87.8 47.4 86.0 89.5
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11.8 Awareness of Family-related Programmes

11.8.1

Across all the districts,
programmes/activities was relatively low (from 0% to 16%).

the participation rate in the family-related
Participation rate was the

highest in Sha Tin (16%), Tai Po (15%), Central & Western (13%) and Sai Kung (12%).
Awareness was also low. Nine districts had more than half of the respondents who
were not aware of any family-related programmes/activities organised by the
Government and /or NGOs. Kwai Tsing (70%), Islands (63%), Wong Tai Sin (62%),
Eastern (62%) and Southern (62%) had the highest proportion.

Chart 69a: Participation in family-related activities by district (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 69)
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Chart 69b: Awareness of family-related activities by district (%)

(Detailed table is at Annex 3, Table 69)
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12.1 Family is the basic building block of society and is traditionally used to denote
a unit of several adults living together with at least one child. The society has changed
significantly in recent decades so that the family structure and family values have
undergone tremendous change. In this report, the actual behaviour and perception
towards family, including attitudes and values, are illustrated. The report also focuses on
attitudes towards a wide range of family issues, including marriage, divorce,

childlessness, cohabitation, singlehood and traditional views.

Importance of family

12.2 Results of the household survey indicated that most of the traditional core
values (such as having son to continue family name, family disgrace should be kept
within the family and etc.) were still prevalent, though not very strong. Besides, the
general value of filial piety such as willing to live with parents and supporting their
parents’ living was still prevalent. In addition, more people valued the contribution and

help of grandparents.

12.3 Most people still hold fast to family core values (including Love, Care,
Respect, Responsibility, Filial piety, Tolerance, Communication and Harmony) and
rated them as important. On the other hand, traditionally held attitudes towards marriage
and having child continued to be widely accepted. Besides, divorce was more acceptable
and no more a stigma nowadays. However, attitudes towards singlehood and

cohabitation were quite diverse.

Parenthood

124 Raising children was stressful for some parents. Besides, most parents agreed
to set role models for their children and to shoulder the responsibility of teaching their
children the right values. Parenting methods were on the whole gentle. Parents with
children aged 18 or below indicated that they used non-physical approaches (i.e., a
verbal reprimand, withdrawal of privileges, sending the child to his or her room and a

“time out’”) much more frequently than “spanking” when disciplining their children.
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12.5 Nearly half of those aged 35-54 who had no child had no intention to have
children in the future. The major reasons for those not having children were “we are too
old” (31%) and “I do not have a partner/not married” (32%).

Family functioning

12.6 Most of families functioned very well. 79% of the respondents considered
that their family functioned very well together. The respondents in general considered
there was mutual trust and concern among family members and most of the families
maintained a very good parent-child relationship, and parent showed concern about their
children. In addition, the respondents communicated quite well and their families were

cohesive, and parents understood their children’s need and thinking.

Satisfaction with family life

12.7 On the whole, respondents were quite satisfied with the relationship with their
family members and their family life. The overall mean score was 4.1 for partner, 4.1 for
children, 4.0 for mother and 3.9 for father in a scale of 5. Besides, 81% of the

respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with their family life.

12.8 In general, home was comfortable and a place where family members loved to
stay. 58% of respondents frequently perceived their home as “a place where he/she
feel safe and loved”; for another 37%, sometimes. 55% and 40% frequently and
sometimes considered their home “a place where each one trying to love each other”

respectively.

Balancing work and family

12.9 One quarter of those at work were worried about striking a balance between
work and family. On the other hand, generally, 60% of those at work were satisfied with
their work/life balance.

Social support network

12.10  People indicated that they would seek help or advice from their “close friends”
and “spouses” when they encountered difficulties. When problems encountered, family

members were helpful and supportive.

Awareness of family-related programmes
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12.11 Half of respondents were not aware of any family-related promotional
activities or programmes organized by the Government and/or other organisations. Only
8% of respondents participated in such programmes. Furthermore, participation in
family-related programmes organized by government or social services organizations
correlated positively with traditional family core values and satisfaction with family life.

Recommendations
Work-Life Balance

It is recommended that necessary steps should be taken to promote
Jamily-friendly policy among employers on a continuous basis

12.12  Nearly half of those at work reported stress in balancing work and family life
indicating that imbalance between work and family life is common among Hong Kong
people. Long working hours and heavy workload bring immense stress. For instance,
employers should be encouraged to develop flexible employment practices, flexible
working environment and conditions for employee, so that employees can attain work
life balance. This would lead to increased work productivity which in turn would
enhance the competitive power of the company. Furthermore, relieving the stress faced
by people may allow family members to contribute more of their time and energy to

perform important role in the family.
Strengthen Parent Education

It is recommended that steps should be taken to strengthen the education of
Jamily life and personal development for parents and children.

12.13 62% parents found the stress of raising their children overwhelming,
indicating that most were not confident of their ability in both raising children and
handling the associated stress. On the other hand, they were prepared to set role models
for their children and shoulder the responsibility of teaching their children the right
values. To this end, promotion of parent education will be effective as a preventive and
intervention strategies, including child development, child care and effective discipline
techniques. It is also desirable to encourage more communications between parents and
their children, through more frequent discussions, help seeking, sharing or participation

in the family activities.
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Promotion of family-related activities

It is recommended that action should be taken to promote the family-related
activities or programmes through different channels.

12.14  The awareness of family-related activities organized by both the Government
and NGOs was relatively low. The Survey findings show that those who had participated
in such activities had a higher rating on the importance of all traditional core values and

were more likely to be satisfied with their family life.
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