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c= VI

Executive Summary

Background

1. The Family Council (“the Council”) is an advisory body set up by the
Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (“the
Government”) in December 2007 to promote a culture of loving families in the
community. The Council actively promotes the family core values of “Love
and Care”, “Respect and Responsibility”, and “Communication and Harmony”.

2. With a view to collecting updated and empirically based information on families
in Hong Kong, the Council has been engaging research organisations to conduct
family surveys. The aims of the Family Survey are to track the changes in and
the development of Hong Kong families under seven themes: the importance of
family, parenthood, family functioning, satisfaction with family life, work-
family balance, availability of social support networks, and awareness of and
participation in family-related programmes .

3. In 2020, the Council commissioned a research team to conduct a “Consolidation
of Findings of Family Surveys Conducted since 2011” (“the Consolidation
Exercise”). The objective of the Consolidation Exercise was to conduct a
comprehensive and critical review on the results and data of the four Family
Surveys conducted in 2011, 2013, 2015 and 2017 in order to provide clear and
practical recommendations on how future Family Surveys should be positioned
and conducted. With reference to the recommendations of the Consolidation
Exercise, the Council decided to carry out a Family Survey in 2021 comprising
both a general survey and a thematic survey, with the theme being “Preventing
and Resolving Family Disputes”. This Survey Report presents the findings of
the General Survey (“the Survey”) of the Family Survey 2021 while the findings
of the Thematic Survey of the Family Survey 2021 will be presented in a
separate report.
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Objectives

4.

The primary purpose of the General Survey was to collect relevant information
and data on the existing circumstances of families in Hong Kong, with the
following objectives:

(a) to ascertain the attitudes of respondents toward family in terms of (i)
importance of family, (ii) parenthood, (iii) family functioning, (iv)
satisfaction with family life, (v) work-family balance, (vi) availability of
social support networks, and (vii) awareness of and participation in
family-related programmes;

(b) to formulate indices on various family-related dimensions and compare
with other similar surveys in other cities for benchmarking purposes;

(c) to conduct a trend analysis, having regard to the survey results of
previous rounds of the Family Survey, and identify patterns of changes
related to families;

(d)  to provide observations on policy implications; and

(e) to provide research contributions.

Methodology

5.

A mixed method including a Questionnaire Survey and Qualitative Study was
adopted. The target respondents of the Survey were persons aged 15 or above
residing in Hong Kong (excluding foreign domestic helpers) at the time of
enumeration and able to speak Cantonese/Putonghua or read Chinese/English.

The fieldwork of the Questionnaire Survey was conducted from 22 November
2021 to 1 May 2022. Before conducting the interviews, invitation letters with
QR codes were sent to the sampled respondents. The respondents could either
scan the QR code and self-administer the questionnaire through the survey
platform or contact the hotline to arrange a telephone or face-to-face interview.
For those respondents who did not respond by the deadline, arrangements were
made for interviewers to visit them and invite them to participate in the Survey.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the household visits were suspended from 17
January 2022 to 1 May 2022. A total of 3,650 quarters was sampled, and after
excluding 568 invalid cases, 3,082 cases were found to be valid. A total of2,010
interviews were successfully enumerated, giving a response rate of 65.2%.

The Qualitative Study discussions were conducted from 13 July 2022 to 1
September 2022. Six focus group discussions with 49 participants were
conducted. Ten stakeholder interviews with 16 participants were conducted.
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Survey Results

8. After reviewing the results of the Survey, trend analyses covering the results
collected from the five Family Surveys (2011, 2013, 2015, 2017 and 2021) and
in-depth analyses, some phenomena are identified.

(a) Changing of family structure

In recent years, there has been an increasing tendency toward marriage
postponement or non-marriage in both genders, and the standardised
percentages of married men and women dropped continuously from 1991
to 2020%. Moreover, a decreasing trend on number of births was observed
from 95,500 in 2011 to 43,000 in 2020. This decline has been attributed
to women pursuing higher studies, late marriages, higher proportion of
people who prefer singlehood, an increasing participation by women in
the labour force, concern of health risks during COVID-19 pandemic,
etc.

From 2011 to 2021, an increasing trend was observed in regard to
attitudes toward singlehood, cohabitation and divorce. More people are
choosing to embrace their singlehood, resulting in lower levels of
motivation to get married and have children. Concepts of marriage and
family are changing. Singlehood is altering our ideas of marriages and
affects the family structure in the society in long run.

(b) Deterioration in family functioning, family life and communication
among family members

Family functioning refers to the frequency of normal family routines,
effectiveness of family communication and problem solving, family
cohesiveness and family harmony.

From 2011 to 2021, though respondents exhibited mutual support and
love among family members and parents exercised fewer controlling acts
on their children, the communication between family members worsened
and the conflicts with family members existed. Hence, the perceived
overall family functioning weakened across the years.

Furthermore, from 2011 to 2021, respondents were generally satisfied
with family life and relationships between family members and inter-
generations. However, the decreasing trends were observed.
Respondents reported talking about personal issues less frequently with
their parents, spouse/partner, family members, and inter-generations.

In sum, the perceived family functioning, satisfaction with family life,
satisfaction with the relationships with family members, and frequency
of talking about the personal concerns with family members had
gradually deteriorated over time.

(c) Difficulties and stress in balancing work and family

In Family Survey 2021, respondents encountered difficulties and stress
12



in balancing work and family in general. Though their attitudes toward
work-family balance had improved in 2021, their level of satisfaction
with amount of time spent at work and with family had decreased as
compared from 2011 to 2021. In addition, respondents who had children
under the age of 18 indicated poorer work-family balance, more
difficulty and stress in achieving work-family balance, and lower level
of satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family.

The dual-career family lifestyle is becoming more common in our society
and has created a unique set of challenges, including work-family
imbalance, family role conflicts, and parental stress.

(d) Challenges of parenthood

In Family Survey 2021, among parent respondents with children under
the age of 18, about one quarter were in clinically significant levels of
stress that needed additional follow up, nearly two-thirds encountered
somewhat difficult and very difficult in parenting, and over two-thirds
were somewhat stressful and very stressful in parenting. Besides, those
who were divorced/widowed (i.e. single parents) indicated higher level
of difficulty in parenting and higher level of parental stress, resulting
from poorer interaction between parent and child.

(e) Deterioration in mental health

At the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic from late-March to mid-
April 2020, one in seven respondents had anxiety symptoms (15.8%) and
depressive symptoms (14.8%).* In Family Survey 2021, nearly one in
four (24.5%) of the respondents indicated that they had anxiety
symptoms and about one in five (20.5%) of respondents expressed that
they had depression symptoms. With reference to the two representative
large-scale population surveys and adoption of the same instrument, the
results showed that the proportions of respondents with anxiety and
symptoms increased significantly from late 2021 to early 2022 which the
fifth wave of COVID-19 pandemic has reached the peak during the
fieldwork period.

Correlational analyses between key indices were compiled with the control of
age, gender and educational attainment of the respondents.
(a) Family functioning

Better family functioning was correlated with more satisfaction with
family life, better social support, more frequent participation in family
activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and mental health,
and more life satisfaction.

(b) Quality of life

Better quality of life in terms of higher levels of happiness, better
physical health, and more life satisfaction were correlated with more
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satisfaction with family life, better social support, and more frequent
participation in family activities.

(c) Anxiety and depression

Lower levels of anxiety and depression were correlated with more
satisfaction with family life, better social support, and more frequent
participation in family activities.

(d) Work-family balance

Among those respondents who were economically active, better work-
family balance was correlated with more satisfaction with family life,
better social support, more frequent participation in family activities,
higher levels of happiness, better physical and mental health, and more
life satisfaction.

(e) Interaction between parent and child

Among those parents with children under 18, better interaction between
parent and child was correlated with more satisfaction with family life,
better social support, more frequent participation in family activities,
higher levels of happiness, better physical and mental health, and more
life satisfaction.

(f) Level of difficulty and stress in parenting

Among those parents with children under 18, less difficulty and stress in
parenting were correlated with more satisfaction with family life, better
social support, more frequent participation in family activities, higher
levels of happiness, better physical and mental health, and more life
satisfaction.

Three research areas were identified and regression analyses were performed to
examine the associations between the dependent variables and explanatory
variables. The regression models were found to be significant with good fits.

(a) Contributing factors for dysfunctional interaction between parent and
child

Parent respondents with children under the age of 18 who had higher
level of parental stress, whose partners did not adopt positive parenting,
who perceived worse overall family functioning and less satisfaction
with relationships with children, and who had a higher level of anxiety
had poorer parent-child interactions.

(b) Factors affecting the level of happiness

Subjective happiness was associated with a higher level of satisfaction
with family life, better perceived physical health, better social support,
less conflict among family members, and lower levels of anxiety and
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depression.

(c) Associations between family relationships and life satisfaction

Higher levels of life satisfaction were associated with higher levels of
satisfaction with family life, higher levels of satisfaction with the
relationships with family members, more frequent use of modern
technology to communicate with family members, better perceived
physical health, better social support, less harsh parenting behaviour, and
lower levels of anxiety and depression.

Recommendations
11. Based on the identified phenomena, the following recommendations are
proposed:

(a) Create positive family dynamics — to convey messages on mutual social
support, sharing of family roles and responsibilities, and caring each
other with love and respect.

(b)  Promote responsible and happy parenthood — to build up positive
parenting approaches, to share parenting responsibilities, to have
reasonable expectations on children’s development, to have emotional
awareness on dealing with parenting stress, to find some “me-time” for
enjoying own life, and to find own purpose and meaning of parenthood.

(¢) Promote work-family balance — to promote family-friendly employment
practices (FFEPs) in different companies and institutions, especially the
SMEs.

(d) Enhance family education — to conduct more family-oriented
programmes with team-building activities in order to create more family
moments by walking through some meaningful tasks, guide family
members to explore their own family dynamics, and help family
members learn how to get along with each other.

(e) Promote mental health — to educate the public about the signs and
symptoms of distress, to raise awareness and promote self-care, to
destigmatise mental health concerns, to facilitate effective prevention
and treatment strategies and to help people access mental health services.

(f)  Recommend the ways to improve future family surveys — to monitor the
changes over time in people’s attitudes and behaviour related to family
issues.
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1.1

1.2

&

Introduction

Section 1

Background

The Family Council (“the Council”) is an advisory body set up by the
Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (“the
Government”) in December 2007 to promote a culture of loving families in the
community. The work of the Council includes advocating cherishing the
family and promoting family core values as a main driver for social harmony,
advising Government bureaus and departments (B/Ds) on the application of
family perspectives in the policy formulation process, and conducting studies
and surveys to foster a better understanding of the issues relating to the family.

With a view to collecting updated and empirically based information on
families in Hong Kong, the Council has been engaging research organisations
to conduct family surveys. The aims of the Family Survey are to track the
changes in and the development of Hong Kong families under seven themes:
the importance of family, parenthood, family functioning, satisfaction with
family life, work-family balance, availability of social support networks, and

awareness of and participation in family-related programmes”’.
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1.3

Details of the previous four Family Surveys are summarised below.

To keep track of the changes in and the development of

Objectives Hong Kong families
Personal interview household survey

Data collection method Started to adopt the computer-assisted personal
interview (CAPI) method in 2017

Survey design Cross-sectional survey

Target respondents Individuals aged 15 or above

Sampling method Two-stage stratified random sampling

Frequency Biennial basis

Years 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017

Effective sample size 2,000 in 2011, 2013, and 2015; 3,000 in 2017

Response rate From 66% (2011) to 57% (2017)

1.4 The findings of the Family Surveys have provided useful information to

1.6

facilitate the tracking of changes in Hong Kong families, the challenges they
face, and the support they require. The findings and recommendations of these
surveys were shared with the relevant B/Ds to facilitate their formulation of
policies and strategies to support and strengthen families.

In 2020, the Council commissioned a research team to conduct a
“Consolidation of Findings of Family Surveys Conducted since 2011 (“the
Consolidation Exercise”). The research team conducted a comprehensive and
critical review of the results and data of the first four Family Surveys (2011,
2013, 2015, and 2017) to ascertain the attitudes of respondents on various
aspects of the family over the years; presented more in-depth comparisons and
analyses of the data collected from the Family Surveys; identified and
articulated the trends, observations, findings, and recommendations; and
provided clear and practical recommendations on how future Family Surveys
should be positioned and conducted. The Consolidation Exercise was
completed in March 2021 '°.

The research team recommended the way forward for conducting future Family
Surveys, including the research method, research design, survey design, data
collection method, target respondents, sampling method, frequency of
conducting the surveys, sample size, response rate, etc. Among other things, it
was recommended that in each round of future Family Surveys, on top of a
general survey to cover basic questions in order to collect up-to-date and
empirically based information on the existing circumstances of families in
Hong Kong, a thematic survey should be conducted separately to gather in-
depth data on specific topics selected according to the social and economic
situations at the time, where appropriate.
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1.7 With reference to the recommendations of the Consolidation Exercise, the
Council decided to carry out a Family Survey in 2021 comprising both a
general survey and a thematic survey, with the theme being “Preventing and
Resolving Family Disputes”.

1.8 The details of the Family Survey 2021 are summarised below.

Research method Mixed method Mixed method

Quantitative views

Multimodal approach:

O  Face-to-face interviews with smartphone-assisted

Data collection personal interviewing (SAPI) and/or tablet-assisted

method personal interviewing (TAPI) by interviewers

O  Self-completion with computer-assisted web
interviewing (CAWI) by respondents

Survey design Population trend survey Cross-sectional survey

Target respondents | Individuals aged 15 or above

Sampling method Two-stage stratified random sampling

Year 2021

Effective sample size | 2,000 respondents 1,000 respondents
Response rate Over 65% Over 65%

Qualitative views

Focus group O  6-8 focus group discussions with participants from
discussions / In- different backgrounds
depth interviews O  6-8 in-depth interviews with relevant stakeholders

1.9 Given their different objectives, themes, and sample size, the survey reports of
the General Survey and the Thematic Survey are presented by separate reports.
This Survey Report presents the findings of the General Survey (“the Survey”)
of the Family Survey 2021 while the findings of the Thematic Survey of the
Family Survey 2021 are presented in a separate report.
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2.1

Objectives

The primary purpose of the General Survey was to collect relevant information
and data on the existing circumstances of families in Hong Kong, with the
following objectives:

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)
(e)

to ascertain the attitudes of respondents toward family in terms of:
(1) importance of family,

(i1) parenthood,

(i11) family functioning,

(iv) satisfaction with family life,

(v) work-family balance,

(vi) availability of social support networks, and

(vil) awareness of and participation in family-related programmes;

to formulate indices on various family-related dimensions and compare
with other similar surveys in other cities for benchmarking purposes;

to conduct a trend analysis, having regard to the survey results of
previous rounds of the Family Survey, and identify patterns of changes
related to families;

to provide observations on policy implications; and

to provide research contributions.
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3.

Organisation of the Report

The Survey results are provided in the Final Report of General Survey:

=

2

Section I  Introduction
provides background and objectives of the Survey

Section I Methodology

details the methodology of the Survey including the sampling,
procedures of data collection and data analysis of the Questionnaire
Survey and Qualitative Study, the enumerations results and
limitations

Section III Survey Results

presents the key results of the Questionnaire Survey, views
collected from in-depth discussions, in-depth analyses of the
research areas, and views collected from stakeholder interviews

Section IV Conclusion and Recommendations
summarises the results and provides recommendations
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Methodology
Section 11

4. Questionnaire Survey
Coverage and Target Respondents

4.1 The Survey covered the land-based non-institutional population''of Hong
Kong. Inmates of institutions, people living on board vessels, and foreign
domestic helpers were excluded from the Survey.

4.2 The target respondents of the Survey were persons aged 15 or above residing
in Hong Kong (excluding foreign domestic helpers) at the time of enumeration
and able to speak Cantonese/Putonghua or read Chinese/English.

Sampling Design

4.3 A sample list was obtained from the Census & Statistics Department (C&SD).
The list is based on the frame of quarters maintained by the C&SD, which
includes the Register of Quarters and the Register of Segments. This is the
most up-to-date, complete, and authoritative sampling frame available in Hong
Kong at the time when the Survey was conducted.

4.4 A two-stage stratified sample design was adopted for the Survey. In the first
stage, a list of quarters was randomly sampled by geographical area, type of
quarters, etc. In the second stage, a household member aged 15 or above
(excluding foreign domestic helpers) in the households sampled was randomly
selected for the interview by adopting the last birthday method. Where there
were more than one household in the sampled quarter, one household was
randomly sampled.

Procedures

4.5 Prior to the main survey, a pilot survey was conducted to field test the survey
platform and the questionnaire design. Findings and feedback from the pilot
survey were documented and fully considered in finalising the questionnaire
and survey platform.

27



4.6

The figure below summarises the procedures of the Questionnaire Survey.

(@)

Preparation Works
Formulate a Survey Plan
Set an enquiry hotline for arranging appointments and enquiries from respondents
Set up data collection team

(@)

Pilot Test
Pilot-test the questionnaires and the procedures of the data collection method
Conduct 30 General Survey interviews
Finalise the questionnaire for the General Survey

\

N

Survey
Conduct briefing sessions with interviewers to ensure that they understand the
question items and the fieldwork procedures
Send invitation letters with QR codes for the online questionnaire to the sampled
households to explain the purposes of the Survey and reassure the respondents
that the data collected would be kept strictly confidential
Arrange self-completion of the questionnaires by the target respondents through
the online survey platform
Visit households that have not yet provided information after deadline (visits to be
made by the trained interviewers), and conduct interviews with the sampled
respondents
Monitor the fieldwork progress and survey results through online real-time
monitoring system
Provide supervision and advice to the interviewers during the fieldwork period
Make efforts to protect confidentiality of data collected /

(@)
O
(@)

Quality Assurance
Provide on-site support to the interviewers
Conduct independent quality checks
Data cleaning and validation

Provide quantitative views

on the family-related topics
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Questionnaire

4.7 Based on the proposed themes of the Consolidation Exercise, the General
Survey questionnaire consisted of nine parts. The first part included 12
question items related to household and personal characteristics. The other
eight parts included eight themes with 35 dimensions and a total of 120
question items.

Theme 1 Family Structure consisted of 9 question items with three
constructed indices to explore respondents’ attitudes toward
singlehood, cohabitation and divorce, and current family structure.

Theme 2  Parenthood consisted of 24 question items with one constructed
index to assess parenting stress, parenting methods, respondents’
intention to have children, and respondents’ desire to have more
children.

Theme 3 Family Functioning consisted of 36 question items with one
constructed index to identify family functioning, relationships,
and conflicts.

Theme 4 Satisfaction with Family Life consisted of 5 question items to
examine respondents’ satisfaction with family life, and the
relationships and communication among family members and
between generations.

Theme 5 Work-Family Balance consisted of 11 questions with one
constructed index to explore respondents’ attitudes toward work-
family balance, the level of difficulty and stress in achieving
work-family balance, satisfaction with work life, and current
flexible working arrangements.

Theme 6 Social Support Network consisted of 14 question items with one
constructed index to assess respondents’ level of perceived social
support from family, friends, and others and their awareness of
and participation in family-related programmes.

Theme 7  Family Hierarchy consisted of 7 question items to explore
household roles, household decision-making, and the extent of
respondents’ participation in household activities.

Theme 8 Quality of Life consisted of 14 question items with three
constructed indices to evaluate respondents’ physical health,
mental health, level of happiness, and life satisfaction.
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4.8

On the basis of the results of the trend and in-depth analyses, ongoing data
collection in future Family Surveys could help to refine and finalise the

framework, through

which a better interpretation of findings and a more

comprehensive understanding of trends can be attained.

Figure 4.1 Themes and Dimensions of the General Survey

Parenting stress
Intention to have children
Parenting methods

Quality of Life

Subjective happiness
Physical and mental health
Life satisfaction

Quality Control

4.9

4.10

Attitudes Household role
Difficulty and stress Attitudes Houschold decision-making
Work life satisfaction Household Composition Household participation

Family-friendly Practices

Social support network ) 7 }
Awareness and participation in Family life satisfaction
family-related programmes Relationship and communication

Family functioning and assessment
Family conflicts

To ensure that the data collected from the Survey were credible, quality control
measures were implemented. During the data collection, on-site supervision
was provided to the interviewers. A quality-checking exercise of 15% of the
completed cases (by means of random sampling), 15% of the invalid cases, and
3% of the non-contact cases was successfully conducted to countercheck the
accuracy and quality of the data collected. After the data collection, the
collected data were validated, and within-record inconsistency and other out-
of-range errors were detected.

Questionnaires could only pass the quality check if they met the following

criteria:

(a) Respondents confirmed that they had been interviewed by our

interviewers in
survey form by

proper interview settings or had completed the online
themselves.

(b) The answers of five question items, especially the demographic
background items, were matched with the collected data.
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Data Analysis

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

To ensure the representativeness of the findings, the survey results were
weighted to infer the target population in Hong Kong. On the basis of the ratio
between the survey data and the data of the 2021 Population Census released
by the C&SD, the survey data were adjusted proportionally to account for the
gender, age group, and residence location of the respondents. The resulting
estimation of total population aged 15 or above (excluding foreign domestic
helpers) was reconciled with the population in 2021 (i.e. 6,284,200 for those
aged 15 and over). The weighted percentages and mean scores are presented
in this report unless otherwise specified.

Descriptive statistics were used to summarise the findings of the Survey to
provide a holistic picture of the attitudes and views among the target
respondents. More specifically, the adopted data analysis procedure was as
follows:

(a) produce a summary for each question, expressed in terms of percentage
distribution or mean scores;

(b) produce cross-tabulations of the dimensions of each theme by
demographics of respondents and other aspects, where appropriate;

(¢) construct key indices for various family-related dimensions and compare
with survey results of previous rounds of the Family Survey and identify
patterns of changes related to families.

Attention is drawn to the fact that some figures may not add up to a total of
100% due to rounding. Likewise, summations of percentages may exceed
100% since the selection of more than one answer was allowed for some
questions. In most cases, “agree” in the text included the “agree” and “strongly
agree” responses presented in the tables and charts. By the same token,
“disagree” included “disagree” and “strongly disagree” unless otherwise
specified. The same applies to “satisfied” and “dissatisfied”.

For the analyses, appropriate statistical tests were conducted depending on the
nature of the variables. To identify any trends and conduct in-depth
comparisons, different statistical methods, including partial correlation tests,
chi-square tests, t-tests, ANOVA tests, and a general linear model (GLM), were
used according to the data fields and the fulfilment of the assumptions. For
example, a GLM was used to determine the differences in mean scores across
years, controlling for the gender, age, marital status, and economic activity
status of the respondents. With the results of the GLM, trends across the five
surveys could be identified after controlling for the demographics of the
respondents. A monotonic upward (downward) trend meant that the variable
consistently increased (decreased) over time.
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4.15

4.16

4.17

For the constructed indices, Cronbach’s alphas were compiled to assess the
consistency of the results across question items. A satisfactory Cronbach’s
alpha would be one larger than 0.7 2.

Regarding the in-depth analyses, three research areas were identified to explore
the correlations between the respondents’ attitudes toward the family and their
backgrounds (e.g. age, sex, educational attainment, marital status, household
size, etc.). Correlation analysis, multiple regression, and logistic regression
models were performed to assess the associations of all explanatory variables
with the dependent variable.

In these analyses, p-values were calculated in order to evaluate the statistical
significance of the results; a p-value of less than .05 (p <.05) was statistically
significant, or p-values of less than .05 (ps < .05) were statistically significant.
Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS version 26.0 (IBM SPSS Inc.,
Chicago, IL, USA).
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5. Qualitative Study

Target Participants

5.1 The target participants of the focus group discussions were persons aged 15 or
above who were residing in Hong Kong at the time of enumeration (excluding
foreign domestic helpers) and who had completed the Questionnaire Survey.
In addition, 10 in-depth interviews with relevant stakeholders were conducted
to collect qualitative views related to social services.

Sampling Design

5.2 For focus group discussions, it is desirable to ensure that the participants cover
a sufficiently wide cross-section of views. A total of six focus group
discussions, including two with young people, two with parents (with parental
stress, or encountered problems in caring for their children), one with parents
(encountered problems in balancing work and family), and one with
grandparents, were conducted.

Young people
O  Both genders
O Aged 15-29 2 groups

O  Students, employees / self-employed persons,
and unemployed persons

Parents (with parental stress or encountered

problems in caring for their children)

O  Both genders

O With one or more children aged below 18 2 groups
O  Employees / self-employed persons,
homemakers, and unemployed persons
Parents (encountered problems in balancing
work and family)
O  Both genders
1 group

O  With one or more children aged below 18

O  Employees / self-employed persons covering
different occupations

Grandparents

O  Both genders

O  With one or more grandchildren

O  Encountered communication problems with 1 group
family members

O  Employees / self-employed persons,
homemakers, and retired persons
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5.3 For the stakeholder interviews, 10 in-depth interviews including
representatives of social welfare organisations, scholars, and representatives of
parental or family support groups were conducted.

Procedures

5.4 Conducting focus group discussions or in-depth interviews is very different

from administering questionnaire surveys. The aim of a discussion is not to
seek definitive responses from individual participants following the sequence
dictated by the interviewer based on a predesigned structured questionnaire;
rather, the role of the moderator in a discussion is to encourage participants’
responses to a topic and to elicit their thinking, attitudes, and ideas on the
issue'®. Each focus group discussion in the Qualitative Study was conducted
in about one and a half hours while each stakeholder interview was conducted
in about one hour. Supermarket coupons were provided to the participants of
the focus group discussions as an incentive. The figure below summarises the
procedures of the Qualitative Study.

Preparation Works
Review preliminary results of the Questionnaire Survey
Design discussion guidelines
Draw up a list of participants

Focus Group Discussions / Stakeholder Interviews
Recruit participants from the Questionnaire Survey for the focus group discussions
Invite relevant stakeholders to the interviews
Proceed with a list of issues to be raised by moderators during the discussions
Adopt Zoom conference mode
Provide appropriate assistance to those who are not capable of setting up the device

\_ J
( )
Quality Assurance

Recruit participants from different backgrounds
Carefully draw up the guidelines for the in-depth interview discussions
Use experienced moderators to host the discussions
\ J

Provide qualitative views

on the family-related topics
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Discussion Topics

5.5 The focus group discussion topics are listed below.

Young people

Attitudes toward marriage and singlehood

Motivation to have children and rationales

Anticipated lifestyle and family composition in future

Methods of communication among family members

Relationship with parents

Difficulties encountered in communications with family

members, and any methods used to tackle them

O  Attitudes toward living with parents

O  Academic and career prospects

Parents (with parental stress or encountered problems in

caring for their children)

O  Desire to have more children

O  Problems in caring for their children and issues related to

parenthood

Any methods to tackle the problems and their effectiveness

Forms of parental stress encountered and reasons

Stress-coping strategies and their effectiveness

Relationship with child(ren)

Difficulties encountered in communications with child(ren) and

other family members, and any methods used to tackle them

Parents (encountered work-family balance problems)

O  Desire to have more children

O  Time spent on work and family

O  The work-family balance situation and factors affecting the
balance

O  Current coping strategies for work-family balance and their
effectiveness

O  Relationship with child(ren)

O  Difficulties encountered in communications with child(ren) and
other family members, and any methods used to tackle them

Grandparents

O  Attitudes toward tri-parenting

Grandparent roles and degree of involvement in parenting

Time spent with child(ren) and grandchild(ren)

Relationship with child(ren) and grandchild(ren)

Impacts of modern technologies on communication with family

members

Difficulties encountered in communications with family

members, and any methods used to tackle them

O O OO O0O0

O O O O O

O O O O

(@)
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5.6 The topics of stakeholder interviews are listed below.

Stakeholders
. ' O Overall family situations and challenges
(] D N A . . .
g ;?; O  Views on family education
i o O  Factors promoting family harmony
Quality Assurance

5.7 A number of measures were put in place to ensure that the information gathered
from the discussions was credible:

O Attempts were made to recruit participants from different backgrounds
and with diverse views on the themes.

O The materials and guidelines used for the focus group discussions and in-
depth interviews were carefully drawn up after reviewing the findings
collected from the Questionnaire Survey.

O The moderators of the discussions were experienced researchers who had
ample experience of conducting qualitative interviews.

Data Analysis

5.8 A special team of indoor staff, who had many years of experience conducting
research, were responsible for analysing the views collected from the focus
group discussions and in-depth interviews. After the discussions were
completed, the views collected were organised, coded, and connected with the
findings of the Questionnaire Survey. Direct quotes or excerpts from the
discussions were also presented to provide the basis for qualitative views.

36



6. Enumeration Results

Questionnaire Survey

6.1 The fieldwork of the Questionnaire Survey was conducted from 22 November
2021 to 1 May 2022. Before conducting the interviews, invitation letters with
QR codes were sent to the sampled respondents. The respondents could either
scan the QR code and self-administer the questionnaire through the survey
platform or contact the hotline to arrange a telephone or face-to-face interview.
For those respondents who did not respond by the deadline, arrangements were
made for interviewers to visit them and invite them to participate in the Survey.

6.2 A total of 3,650 quarters was sampled, and after excluding 568 invalid cases,
3,082 cases were found to be valid. A total of 2,010 interviews were
successfully enumerated, giving a response rate of 65.2%.

Table 6.1 Enumeration Results of the Questionnaire Survey

Quarters sampled 3650
Valid cases 3082
Successfully completed cases 2010 65.2%
(i) Self-completed 1028
(ii) Telephone interviews 138
(iii) Face-to-face interviews 844
Cases not completed due to refusal by
household concerned, household concerned 1072 34.8%
could not be contacted, etc.
Invalid cases 568
Incomplete address 376 66.2%
Vacant 192 33.8%

6.3 With an effective sample size of 2,010, based on simple random sampling for
the Survey, the precision level of the estimates was within the range of plus or
minus 2.19 percentage points at the 95% confidence level.

6.4 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the household visits were suspended from 17
January 2022 to 1 May 2022. Comparisons were made between the profiles of
the demographic characteristics of the respondents before and after the
suspension, and no significant differences were observed.
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Qualitative Study

6.5 The Qualitative Study discussions were conducted from 13 July 2022 to 1
September 2022. Of the 300 respondents who agreed to participate in the focus
group discussions, 140 were selected and sent invitations to attend the
discussions. Six focus group discussions with 49 participants were conducted.
10 stakeholder interviews with 16 participants were conducted.

Table 6.2 Enumeration Results of the Qualitative Study

Focus Group Discussions
Young people 2 18
Parents (with parental stress or encountered ) 15
problems in caring for their children)
Parents (encountered problems in work-
! 1 8
family balance)
Grandparents 1 8
Stakeholder Interviews
Representatives of social welfare 4 7
organisations
Scholars and researchers 3 3
Representatives of parental or family 3 6
support groups
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7.1

7.2

Survey Limitations

Although the results of the Survey are believed to be as accurate as practically
possible through the implementation of thorough data validation and
processing procedures, there may still be sampling errors and non-sampling
errors. Readers should bear in mind the limitations and the attempts to alleviate
their impact:

Data accuracy: A retrospective cross-sectional approach was adopted,
and the results are considered to be exploratory ones. Retrospective study
relies on the one’s memories of experiences and feelings, which may vary
in accuracy. To minimise the errors, the Survey adopted a detailed
interview approach, and all the respondents were carefully informed of all
the question items before providing their comments.

Could not measure attitudes and behavioural changes: Changes in the
respondents’ attitudes and behaviours could not be measured in a cross-
sectional questionnaire survey.

Qualitative views could not be generalised to represent the wider
population: Given the limited number of participants for the focus group
discussions, the qualitative views could not be generalised to represent the
wider population. Nevertheless, the qualitative views collected from the
focus group discussions provided valuable insights to explore in-depth
views and feedback from the general public.

There are several limitations to the trend analyses that should be noted:

Non-explainable trends: Each trend suggested many lines of enquiry.
Combining several trends and considering the questions raised by each
can generate a more holistic picture. However, some large fluctuations
across years or trends were inexplicable. This may be an empirical issue
due to data handling issues or resulting from different interpretations by
the respondents in different years and a lack of explanatory factors. The
possible factors for the emergence of this phenomenon were not explained
comprehensively on the basis of the data obtained.

Inconsistent views collected: Given the comprehensive scope of the
Survey, respondents might have been overloaded by the long
questionnaire design, resulting in inconsistent views, particularly in the
2017 Survey, as reported in the Consolidation Exercise.
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1S Survey Results
Section I11

8. Profiles of Respondents of the Questionnaire
Survey

Household Characteristics

8.1 Information on household characteristics, including household size, type of
housing, tenure accommodation, mortgage or rent as a proportion of average
total monthly household income, saleable area of current accommodation, and
household income, was collected.

Household Size

8.2 Small households predominated: 27.8% were two-person households, 30.1%
were three-person households, and 22.3% were four-person households.
13.1% of the households were one-person households, and 6.8% were
households with five or more persons.

Chart 8.1 Household size

5 or more
persons I-person
6.8% 13.1%
4-person
22.3%
2-person
27.8%
3-person
30.1%
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Type of Housing and Tenure of Accommodation

8.3 53.8% of the households were living in private residential housing (including
0.2% in Government or private quarters and 0.3% in cubicle apartments or roof
or subdivided units), 37.1% in public housing and 9.1% in subsidised housing.

Chart 8.2 Type of housing

Private housing - 53.8%
Public housing - 37.1%

Subsidised housing I 9.1%

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

8.4 57.6% of the households were owner-occupiers, including 35.7% had already
completed paying for their mortgage and 21.9% were currently repaying their
mortgage. 40.2% of the households were sole tenants. The remaining 2.2% of
the households were classified as others, including 1.9% living in rent-free
flats, and 0.3% shared living quarters with other households, that is, they were
either main tenants, subtenants, or co-tenants.

Chart 8.3 Tenure of accommodation

Self-owned (already

0
completed mortgage payment) 35.7%
Self-owned (repaying o

mortgage payment) 21 9 A)

Sole tenant - 40.2%

Others | 220,

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Mortgage or Rent as a Proportion of Average Total Monthly Household
Income

8.5 For those 21.9% of households that were currently repaying their mortgage,
mortgage payment as a proportion of average total monthly household income
was estimated. Among these households, mortgage payment as a proportion
of average total monthly household income was as follows: for 27.7%, the
proportion ranged from 30% to 39%; for 26.8%, it ranged from 20% to 29%;
for 19.6%, it was less than 20%; for 13.7%, it ranged from 40% to 49%; and
for 12.2%, it was 50% or more. The median proportion was 30.0%, and the
average proportion was 29.2%.

8.6 For those 40.4% of the households that were tenants, rent as a proportion of
average total monthly household income was estimated. Among these
households, rent as a proportion of average total monthly household income
was as follows: for 52.4%, the proportion was less than 20%; for 26.3%, it
ranged from 20% to 29%; for 10.8%, it ranged from 30% to 39%; for 7.8%, it
was 50% or more; and for 2.7%, it ranged from 40% to 49%. The median
proportion was 15.0%, and the average proportion was 20.4%.

Chart 8.4 Proportion of mortgage or rent to the average total monthly household income

Mortgage to household income  Rent to household income
<20% [ 19.6% FE : (?/;4
20%-29% [ 26.8% B 2&3
30%-39% [ 27.7% i 18(’)8
20%-49% [ 13.7% | 2.7%
>=50% [ 12.2% P 7.8%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Saleable Area of Current Accommodation

8.7 Households were asked to provide details of the saleable area of their current
accommodation. About one quarter (25.1%) of the households were living in
an area of 300 to 399 square feet, 22.4% in 400 to 499 square feet, 14.4% in
500 to 599 square feet, 12.1% in 200 to 299 square feet, 8.3% in 100 to 199
square feet, and 7.5% in 600 to 699 square feet. About one in ten households
were living in a saleable area of 700 square feet or above. A small proportion
of the households (0.1%) were living in a saleable area of less than 100 square

feet.

8.8 The median saleable area was about 450 square feet per household, and the

median per capita saleable area was about 150 square feet.

Chart 8.5 Saleable area of the current accommodation

Below 100 square feet | (.1%
100-199 square feet . 8.3%
200-299 square feet [ 12.1%
300-399 square feet [ 25.1%
400-499 square feet [ 22.4%
500-599 square feet [ 14.4%
600-699 square feet I 7.5%

700 square feet or above . 10.1%
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Monthly Household Income

8.9

8.10

8.11

Monthly household income refers to the total cash income (including earnings
from all jobs and other cash incomes but not including Comprehensive Social
Security Assistance (CSSA) or other assistance) received in the month before
enumeration by all members of the household. According to the 2021
Population Census (C&SD), the median monthly domestic household income
was HK$27,650.

Among the households, 26.8% had a monthly household income of $25,000 or
below and 48.0% had a monthly household income of $25,000 or above. The
survey results also indicated that 11.1% of the households had no income at all
(e.g. the retired couples). The median monthly household income was $27,500.

It is worth noting that 14.2% of the respondents refused to provide household
income information. In view of the refusal rate, care should be taken in
interpreting the findings on income.

Chart 8.6 Monthly household income

No income [ 11.1%
Below $5,000 F 2.1%
$5,000 - $9,999 W 4.2%
$10,000 - $14,999 I 6.6%
$15,000 - $19,999 I 5.8%
$20,000 - $24,999 I 8.1%
$25,000 - $29,999 I 6.6%
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$40,000 - $49,999 Y 11.3%
$50,000 - $59,999 W 7.9%
$60,000 - $79,999 I 5.5%
$80,000 - $99,999 W 2.8%
$100,000 - $119,999 | 1.4%
$120,000 or above B 2.8%
Refuse to answer [ 14.2%
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Demographic Characteristics

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

Gender and Age Group

8.13  52.8% of'the respondents were female and 47.2% were male. 21.5% were aged
between 15 and 34, 35.2% were aged between 35 and 54, and 43.3% were aged
55 or above.

Chart 8.7 Age group by gender

mAll
F 21.5% ® Male
15t0 34 219% Female
21.1%
35.2%
35to 54 35.5%
34.9%
43.3%
55 or above 42.6%
44.0%
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Educational Attainment

8.14  Over half (52.9%) of the respondents had attained a secondary level of
education, a diploma, a certificate, or an associate degree. About one quarter
(24.3%) had a university or above level of education (e.g. a bachelor’s degree,
a master’s degree, or a post-doctoral degree). About 22.8% had attained a
primary level of education or below.

Chart 8.8 Educational attainment by gender

mAll
. ) 22.8% ® Male
Primary education 18.1%
or lower 0 Female
27.0%
Secondary education, _ 52.9%
Diploma, Certificate - 55.7%
or Associate Degree 50.4%
24.3%
University or above 26.2%
22.6%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Marital Status

8.15  Over half (58.9%) of the respondents were either married or cohabiting. 28.4%
were never married. The remaining 12.6% were either divorced (or separated)
or widowed. It was noticeable that the number of divorced or widowed female
respondents was about three times that of male respondents.

Chart 8.9 Marital status by gender
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28.4% E Male
Never married 28.4% r Female

B 28.5%

58.9%
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Length of Residence in Hong Kong

8.16  95.9% of the respondents had lived in Hong Kong for more than 7 years, and
4.1% of them were new arrivals who had lived in Hong Kong for less than 7
years.

Chart 8.10  Length of Residence by gender
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Economic Activity Status and Working Arrangements

8.17  Over half (56.6%) of the respondents were employed persons. About 37.4%
were economically inactive (e.g. retirees, homemakers, or students), and
another 6.0% were neither at work nor at school.

8.18  Among the male respondents, 61.9% were employed, 26.0% were retirees,
5.8% were students, 5.7% were neither at work nor at school, and only 0.5%
were homemakers. Among the female respondents, 51.8% were employed,
19.8% were retirees, 17.4% were homemakers, 4.8% were students, and 6.3%
were neither at work nor at school.

Chart 8.11  Economic Activity Status by gender

— 56.6%
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8.19  Of'the 56.6% of respondents who were employed, over half (54.4%) worked 5
days per week, 30.2% worked 6 days or more per week, 8.2% worked 5.5 days
per week, and 7.2% worked less than 5 days per week. The average number
of working days per week was 5.2 (5.3 for male respondents and 5.2 for female
respondents).

Chart 8.12 Working Days per week by gender
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8.20  Of those 56.6% employed person, about 48.2% worked 44 hours or below per
week, 38.8% worked from 45 to 54 hours per week, and 13.0% worked 55
hours or above per week. The average number of working hours per week was
44.7 hours (46.0 hours for male respondents and 43.3 hours for female
respondents).

Chart 8.13 Working hours per week by gender
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13.0%
55 hours or above 15.5%
10.4%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Monthly Personal Income

8.21  Monthly personal income refers to earnings from employment and other cash
income, such as rent, dividends, cash gifts received, and other capital gains.

8.22  29.3% of the respondents had a monthly personal income of $20,000 or above,
and 22.4% had a monthly personal income under $20,000. The survey results
also indicated that 43.4% of the respondents had no income at all as they were
economically inactive.

8.23  Among those who were economically active, the median monthly income was
$22,500 ($22,500 for male respondents and $17,500 for female respondents).

Chart 8.14  Monthly personal income by gender

mAll

. P 43.4% = Male
No income 38.1%
48.2% Female
22.4%
Below $20,000 20.0%

24.5%

29.3%
$20,000 or above 36.3%

22.9%

B 4.90%
Refuse to answer [ 5.60%

4.30%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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9. Profiles of Participants of the Qualitative
Study

Young People Groups

9.1 Two young people focus groups, one for youths aged 15 to 18 and one for
young people aged 19 to 29, were conducted. The nine participants in Young
People Group I were aged 15 to 18 students, and had never been married. The
participants in Young People Group II included four men and five women aged
between 19 and 29; the group consisted of two students, five full-time
employees, one part-time employee, and one homemaker. Regarding marital
status, six participants had never married and three were married, and two had
children. Table 9.1 presents the profiles of the young participants

Table 9.1 Profiles of the young participants

Young People Group I
Youth 1 15 M Student Never married N
Youth 2 15 M Student Never married N
Youth 3 16 M Student Never married N
Youth 4 16 M Student Never married N
Youth 5 17 M Student Never married N
Youth 6 16 F Student Never married N
Youth 7 16 F Student Never married N
Youth 8 16 F Student Never married N
Youth 9 18 F Student Never married N
Young People Group I1
Youth 10 19 M Student Never married N
Youth 11 24 M Full-time employee Married N
Youth 12 25 M Full-time employee | Never married N
Youth 13 29 M Full-time employee | Never married N
Youth 14 19 F Student Never married N
Youth 15 27 F Homemaker Married Y
Youth 16 27 F Part-time employee | Never married N
Youth 17 29 F Full-time employee Married Y
Youth 18 29 F Full-time employee | Never married N

* Ethnic minority
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Parent Groups

9.2 Three parent focus groups were conducted. The participants in Parent Group I
and Parent Group II reported parental stress or encountering problems in caring
for their children. The participants in Parent Group III encountered problems
in balancing work and family. Table 9.2 presents the profiles of the parent
participants.

Table 9.2 Profiles of the parent participants

Parent Group I
Parent 1 38 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 2 38 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 3 49 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 4 26 F Full-time employee Never married N
Parent 5 30 F Homemaker Married Y
Parent 6 37 F Homemaker Married N
Parent 7 38 F Full-time employee Married N
Parent 8 39 F Full-time employee Divorced N

Parent Group II
Parent 9 30 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 10 35 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 11 42 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 12 36 F Homemaker Married N
Parent 13 36 F Full-time employee Married Y
Parent 14 37 F Part-time employee Divorced N
Parent 15 46 F Homemaker Married N

Parent Group III
Parent 16 34 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 17 35 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 18 41 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 19 42 M Full-time employee Married N
Parent 20 28 F Full-time employee Married Y
Parent 21 32 F Self-employed person Married N
Parent 22 39 F Part-time employee Married N
Parent 23 44 F Part-time employee Married N
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Grandparent Group

9.3 One grandparent focus group was conducted. The participants in Grandparent
Group included two men and six women ranging in age from 56 to 72; three
were homemakers, four were retired, and one was a full-time employee.
Regarding marital status, seven were married and one was divorced. Table 9.3
presents the profiles of the grandparent participants.

Table 9.3 Profiles of the grandparent participants

Grandparent Group

Grandparent 1 68 M Retiree Married
Grandparent 2 68 M Retiree Married
Grandparent 3 52 F Full-time employee Married
Grandparent 4 56 F Homemaker Married
Grandparent 5 58 F Homemaker Divorced
Grandparent 6 61 F Retiree Married
Grandparent 7 65 F Homemaker Married
Grandparent 8 72 F Retiree Married
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Stakeholder Interviews

9.4 10 in-depth interviews were conducted with three groups of stakeholders,
namely, representatives of social welfare organisations, scholars, and
representatives of parental or family support groups. Specifically, four in-depth
interviews with seven representatives of social welfare organisations, three in-
depth interviews with three scholars, and three in-depth interviews with six
representatives of parental or family support groups were conducted.

Table 9.4 List of stakeholders

Stakeholder 1
Stakeholder 2
Stakeholder 3
Stakeholder 4
Stakeholder 5
Stakeholder 6
Stakeholder 7
Scholars
Stakeholder 8
Stakeholder 9
Stakeholder 10

Stakeholder 11
Stakeholder 12
Stakeholder 13
Stakeholder 14
Stakeholder 15
Stakeholder 16

Social welfare organisations

Representative of social welfare organisation A
Representative of social welfare organisation A
Representative of social welfare organisation A
Representative of social welfare organisation B
Representative of social welfare organisation B
Representative of social welfare organisation C
Representative of social welfare organisation D

Representative of university E
Representative of university F
Representative of university G

Parental or family support groups

Representative of parental or family support groups H
Representative of parental or family support groups H
Representative of parental or family support groups H
Representative of parental or family support groups H
Representative of parental or family support groups I
Representative of parental or family support groups J
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10.

Theme 1 — Family Structure

Overview

10.1

10.2

10.3

Research on family structure has burgeoned over the past few decades. Family
structure experiences, including family roles and routines, caring for children,
parenting, family instability, and family cohesion, are linked to an individual’s
development '*. Household composition refers to the information on each
household member’s relationship to the head of household and the
identification of relationships among members of the household. The three
main categories of household composition are nuclear family households,
relative households, and other households!®.

Family attitudes refer to the attitudes of individuals toward a wide range of
family issues, including the role of men and women, cohabitation, marriage,
divorce, parenthood, and childbearing'®. Three dimensions, with a total of eight
question items, were adopted to ascertain respondents’ attitudes toward
singlehood, cohabitation, and divorce. Reliability analyses (presented as o)
were compiled to construct the indices for trend and in-depth analyses. The
alphas of three indices were larger than 0.7, indicating a satisfactory level of
reliability and internal consistency.

Table 10.1 presents the dimensions and details of family structure.

Table 10.1 Dimensions of Theme 1 - Family Structure

Theme Dimensions Year MO O o IGtes S
20112013 (2015(2017 | 2021 | items construct?|item?
1A Househch)lhd i i i i 1 i i
composition
B Attltudes toward ) ~ 0.7 i
singlehood
Attitudes toward
1C cohabitation 2 >0.7 )
D Attltudes toward 4 ~ 0.7 i
divorce
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Household Composition

10.4

10.5

10.6

About three quarters (75.3%) of the respondents lived in nuclear family
households, comprising various combinations of households, including
households composed of a couple and unmarried children (i.e. a household
comprised of a couple and their unmarried child(ren) without any other related
persons) (33.3%), a lone parent and unmarried children (i.e. a household
comprised of a father or mother and their unmarried child(ren) without any
other related persons) (25.7%), and a couple (i.e. a household comprised of a
married couple without any other related persons) (16.3%).

About 15.0% of the respondents were classified as other households, including
one-person households (13.1%) and non-relative households (i.e. a household
comprised of unrelated persons) (1.9%).

About one in ten (9.6%) of the respondents were classified as living in relative
households, including households comprised of a couple, at least one of their
parents, and their unmarried children (i.e. a household comprising a couple, at
least one of their parents (including the parent(s) of the wife and/or husband)
and their unmarried children without any other related persons) (4.1%);
households with other relationship combinations (i.e. a household comprising
a group of related persons but not being classified in the above categories)
(3.6%); and households comprised of a couple and at least one of their parents
(i.e. ahousehold comprising a couple and at least one of their parents (including
the parent(s) of the wife and/or husband) without any other related persons)
(1.9%).

Chart 10.2  Major categories of household composition

Relative
households
9.6%
Other Nucluear
households family
15.0% households

75.3%
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Table 10.3 Detailed breakdowns of household composition

Major categories % Sub-total %
Composed of couple 16.3%

Nuclear family | Composed of couple and 0 0
households unmarried children 33.3% 75.3%
Compqsed of lone parent and 2579,

unmarried children
Composed of couple and 1 99,
at least one of their parents e
Relative Composed of couple, at least one
of their parents and their 4.1% 9.6%
households . .
unmarried children
Composed of other 3.6%
relationship combinations e
One-person household 13.1%
Other 15.0%
households e
Non-relative household 1.9%
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Attitudes toward Singlehood

10.7  The index regarding attitudes toward singlehood consisted of two question
items. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the two
question items using a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

10.8  In 2021, 40.3% of the respondents accepted the view of “being single and not
having any plan to get married”, whereas one in five respondents disagreed. At
the same time, 30.1% of the respondents found it acceptable for a woman to
give birth to a child if she had no intention of getting married, whereas 30.4%
disagreed. About two fifths of the respondents did not provide their views.

Chart 10.4  Attitudes toward singlehood in 2021

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

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

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

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
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10.9

10.10

An index of attitudes toward singlehood was compiled. A higher score
indicated more positive views on singlehood. The scores by key demographics,
namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity status, were
also compiled and analysed.

The mean score of attitudes toward singlehood was 3.09 out of 5. Compared
with the other demographic groups, respondents in the following groups had
significantly less positive attitudes toward singlehood: aged 55 or above (2.97),
married/cohabiting (2.95), and economically inactive (2.97) (ps < .05).
Without doubt, the respondents who had never been married demonstrated
more positive views toward singlehood (3.36 out of 5). There was no
significant gender difference.

Chart 10.5  Attitudes toward singlehood by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 3.0
Gender Male o 3.10
3.09
Female .
3.19
Age 15-24
Group' 3.24
25-34
3.17
35-54
2.97
55 or above
. . 3.36
Marital Never married o
Status' 2.95
Married/cohabiting ®
. . 3.14
Divorced/widowed ®
Economic Active 318
Status! 2.97
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Strongly
disagree Mean score agree

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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10.11  The mean score of attitudes toward singlehood grew steadily from 2.89 in 2011
t0 3.09 in 2021. A mild increasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by
demographics, though no monotonic trend was observed, significant
differences were found in some mean scores across the years.
Chart 10.6  Attitudes toward singlehood across years
4.0
3.5
3.04 3.07 3.01 3.09
} b . .
2.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 290 3.07 3.11 3.03 3.10 <.001
Female 2.88 3.02 3.04 3.01 3.09| <.001
Age 15-24 3.01 322 3.11 3.07 3.19 071
Group 25-34 3.08 3.14 3.17 3.14 3.24 .166
35-54 293 3.12 313 3.09 3.17| <.001
55 or above 266 281 293 286 297 | <.001
Marital | Never married 317 329 332 326 3.36 .001
Status Married/cohabiting 272 291 289 286 2095 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 292 3.03 3.15 3.03 3.14 <.001
Economic| Economically active 295 3.09 3.14 3.12 3.18 | <.001
Status Economically inactive 2.82 3.00 3.00 290 297 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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Attitudes toward Cohabitation

10.12 The index regarding attitudes toward cohabitation consisted of two question
items. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the two
question items using a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

10.13 In 2021, 37.9% of the respondents accepted “cohabitation without the intention
of getting married”, whereas about 22.9% disagreed. At the same time, 39.8%
of the respondents agreed that it was a good idea to cohabitate before getting
married, whereas 16.2% disagreed. About two fifths of the respondents did not
provide their views.

Chart 10.7  Attitudes toward cohabitation in 2021

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

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

“Cohabitation before marriage” is a good idea

Agree

Neutral
Disagree
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10.14  An index of attitudes toward cohabitation was compiled. A higher score
indicated more positive views on cohabitation.

10.15 The mean score of attitudes toward cohabitation was 3.22 out of 5. Compared
with the other demographic groups, respondents in the following groups had
significantly less positive attitudes toward cohabitation: aged 55 or above
(2.96), married/cohabiting (3.13), divorced/widowed (3.08), and economically
inactive (3.05) (ps < .05). On the other hand, respondents in the following
groups had more positive views on singlehood: aged 25 to 34 (3.61), aged 15
to 24 (3.42), and never been married (3.45). There was no significant gender

Attitudes toward cohabitation by key demographics in 2021

difference.
Chart 10.8
All Respondents
Gender Male
Female
Age 15-24
Group!
25-34
35-54
55 or above
Marital Never married
Status! . N
Married/cohabiting
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active
Status!
Inactive

3.22

3.27

[
3.17
@
3.42

3.61
3.33

2.96

’ 3.13
. 3.08
3.35
3.05
1 2 3 4
Strongly
disagree Mean score

5
Strongly
agree

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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10.16 The mean score of attitudes toward cohabitation grew from 3.03 in 2011 to
3.22 in 2021. An increasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by
demographics, a monotonic increasing trend was observed among the female
respondents (p <.001).

Chart 10.9  Attitudes toward cohabitation across years
4.00
3.50
3.18 3.15 3.18 3.22
3.03
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 3.16 330 324 330 3.27 <.001
Female? 293 3.07 3.08 3.08 3.17 | <.001
Age 15-24 323 326 333 330 342 .050
groups 25-34 333 336 335 335 3.6l <.001
(years) 35-54 3.06 329 320 327 333 <.001
55 or above 274 290 292 297 296 | <001
Marital | Never married 331 334 337 334 345 .001
status Married/cohabiting 291 3.12 3.04 3.12 3.13 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 2.89 3.05 3.04 3.04 3.08 .003
Economic| Economically active 3.15 330 326 330 335| <001
status Economically inactive 291 3.06 3.06 3.05 3.05 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N°*2 A monotonic increasing trend.
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Attitudes toward Divorce

10.17 The index regarding attitudes toward divorce consisted of four question items.
Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the four question
items using a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree).

10.18 In 2021, over half (57.2%) of the respondents agreed that divorce was usually
the best solution for a married couple who could not live together harmoniously,
provided that they did not have children, whereas about one in ten (11.2%)
disagreed. For the same situation but where children were involved, about one
third (33.6%) agreed and 21.2% disagreed. 42.4% agreed that divorce affected
the woman more than the man, whereas 17.6% disagreed. 44.2% accepted
marrying a divorced person, whereas 10.2% did not.

Chart 10.10  Attitudes toward divorce in 2021

Divorce is usually the best solution for a married couple who cannot
live together harmoniously provided that they do not have children

Agree
Neutral

Disagree

Divorce is usually the best solution for a married couple who cannot

live together harmoniously even though they already have children
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Divorce affects woman more than man

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

It is acceptable for me to marry a divorced person

Agree
Neutral

Disagree
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10.19  An index of attitudes toward divorce was compiled. A higher score indicated

more positive views on divorce.

10.20 The mean score of attitudes toward divorce was 3.34 out of 5. Compared with
the other demographic groups, the female respondents (3.40) and those who
were economically active (3.37) had significantly more positive views on
divorce (ps < .05). No statistically significant difference was found between

marital status groups.

Chart 10.11  Attitudes toward divorce by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents

Gender! Male

Female

Age 15-24
Group!

25-34

35-54

55 or above

Marital Never married
Status

Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Economic Active
Status!

Inactive

1
Strongly
disagree

3.34

3.27

3.40
@

3.24

3.40
3.36

3.32

3.36
3.33

3.36

3.37
3.30

3

Mean score

5
Strongly
agree

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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10.21

The mean score of attitudes toward divorce fluctuated between 3.20 and 3.34

across the years, and the score reached its highest (3.34) in 2021. An increasing
trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics
of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by demographics, though significant
differences were found in some mean scores across the years, no particular
trend was observed.

Chart 10.12  Attitudes toward divorce across years

4.00
3300325 3.27 3.27 3.20 334
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 323 324 329 3.17 3.27 <.001
Female 327 330 325 323 340 | <.001l
Age 15-24 323 3.11 320 3.18 3.24 110
groups 25-34 327 328 327 3.19 3.40 .001
(years) 35-54 328 336 331 323 336 | <.001
55 or above 321 322 324 319 3.32 <.001
Marital | Never married 329 321 329 320 3.36 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 321 329 323 3.19 333 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 332 333 334 327 3.36 .109
Economic| Economically active 326 329 331 324 337 | <001
status Economically inactive 324 325 323 3.17 3.30 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Anticipated Future Family Structure

10.22

10.23

10.24

10.25

10.26

The results of the Questionnaire Survey show that the family structure in Hong
Kong today is mainly composed of nuclear families. 18 participants aged 15 to
29 participated in the focus group discussions to express their views on their
anticipated future ideal family structure and living patterns.

Most of the participants indicated that the ideal is to live in a family structure
consisting of a husband and a wife. If there are children in the future, they will
live in a family structure consisting of a husband, a wife, and children. Most
of the participants indicated that they did not wish to live with their own or
their partner’s parents. The main factors to consider were the economic
situation, the relationship between the husband and wife, and in-law conflicts.

Taking the economic situation as an example, most of the participants
commented that the property prices in Hong Kong were too expensive and that
it was difficult to cope with the property prices of larger flats. In addition,
because of the small unit space, if there was only a couple and children to
accommodate, each person could have a more comfortable living space and
their own private space, which could avoid conflicts caused by a lack of space.
Hence, in general, people would prefer living with their spouse/partner and
their children, not with their parents.

In terms of getting along with each other, the participants shared that it took
time to accommodate lifestyles when a couple started to live together. If one
chose to live with parents-in-law, it would be more difficult to adapt or more
conflicts would occur.

The participants expressed that parental interference in their children’s lives
and conflicts between children and parents would be caused by the different
views and ideas of the two generations. Living together would always lead to
various problems (e.g. problems concerning house decoration, living habits,
etc.) which might induce conflicts among family members. Parents might also
interfere in the actions or thoughts of their children: for example, urging their
married children to have children, handling conflicts between their married
children and child(ren)-in-law. Because of the inherent concept of age
superiority in East Asian society, even if there were conflicts between parents
and their children, the children would not be allowed to point out the mistakes
of their parents. In addition, living with parents reduces an individual’s life
enjoyment with their spouse/partner. It is believed that parents and children
should have their own way of life and should not choose to live together after
the latter have grown up.
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10.27  On the other hand, some participants aged 19 to 29 suggested that they wanted
their parents to live nearby as they could look after each other and it would be
much easier to visit their parents. Furthermore, it would be more convenient
to seek help from parents in taking care of their children.

;s "If 1 live with my parents and they find out about problems "-_
. between me and my spouse/partner, they will interfere or ~ :

E care about me. It would not feel good to me if they

: witnessed me having conflicts or not getting along very

- well with my spouse/partner. They should have their own

: life, as should my spouse/partner and L.

- If my spouse/partner wants to have children in the future, I

- shall choose to live with my children, but I shall not let my

‘ children live with my parents.

Youth 3

: I may choose to live with my husband and pets. I do not '-_
. want to live with my parents because my partner and I need :
- time to get used to each other. However, I do not want my

. partner to compromise with my parents. It is a little

- problematic, and I don’t want to compromise with my

: parents-in-law. After all, there must be arguments between

'. the two generations due to different points of view. :
e e L Te L e YL L VL L LIt aunnst Youth 8

=" I wish to have children. It seems to be a much happier and ":
. complete life to live as a couple with children. As for my

. parents, I wish that they can live nearby so that we can take :
= care of each other and I can visit them when I have time. It

: is quite difficult in Hong Kong to find a place to live with

» many people. And I would like to have my private space.

Youth 12 n---.::"““' -----------------------------------------------------
"
I agree that it would be good to have my parents living .

: nearby. I am already married, and both of us need to work.

: When my wife wants to have children, my parents can take :
: care of them. Besides, when both of us have to work and :
- do not have time for daily living matters, it will be helpful :
if my parents lived nearby. 3

.
Tee Youth 11
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Attitudes toward Singlehood

10.28 Most of the participants aged 15 to 29 stated that they accepted being single
and did not have any plans to get married or to cohabit with the intention of
getting married. They believed that marriage was a personal choice or just a
ceremony. Some participants stressed that apart from the legal benefits of
getting married, marriage was unnecessary.

10.29 In addition, some participants stated that they accepted having children without
getting married. Nowadays, we are living in an open-minded society where
people might not discriminate against unmarried pregnant women as long as
the parents can afford the expenses and take care of the children. However,
some participants commented that if a woman gives birth before marriage,
more care should be provided by family members to prevent emotional
problems.

.

:" I can accept that people have children without marriage as
: society is more open-minded and there are fewer

: boundaries nowadays. I believe that this situation will not
= cause discrimination anymore, and I don’t want my

: freedom to be limited by ceremonies and documents.

Youth 8 oo
:" Not getting married and being single is common and a

. acceptable in society nowadays, as is having children but

. not intending to marry. This is because the world has

: become less traditional and gender equality has improved a
: lot. Therefore, most people can accept singlehood.

Youth 11
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Attitudes toward Cohabitation

10.30

10.31

10.32

¢ Cohabitation is acceptable as everyone has different living 3
: habits. Couples live together to try to get along with each other,
= accommodate each other’s living habits, strengthen their joint

= ability to solve problems, and reinforce their relationship, which
: can instil more confidence in the decision to get married.

Most of the participants accepted ‘“cohabitation before marriage”.
Cohabitation allows a couple to understand each other (e.g. living habits, daily
interactions, and value judgements), strengthen their joint ability to solve
problems, and reinforce their relationship before making a decision on
marriage, which could instil more confidence in their decision to get married.
If a cohabiting couple finds that they are not suitable for each other, they can
choose to break up without going through legal issues.

Regarding attitudes toward cohabitation without marriage and marriage being
an essential path in one’s life, some participants believed that they would
remain single if they could not find their true love. They agreed that singlehood
could be awesome, sometimes more comfortable, but without the burden of a
family. Staying single is common nowadays.

Some participants commented that teenagers or new generations are more
open-minded nowadays, and thus marriage is not necessary for them.
Cohabitation is a way to test-drive a relationship before getting married. In
addition, for couples, another advantage of not getting married is that it avoids
pressure being put on them by their parents such as family responsibilities and
giving birth.

. Many lovers choose to cohabit before marriage. Sometimes,

: couples may realise that they have different lifestyles and habits

= after getting married. If they try living together first, they can

= come to understand each other. If they find that they are not

. suitable for each other, they can break up without going through
legal issues. :

" Marriage seems to be a legal document. As long as the .
« relationship of a couple is comfortable, they could choose to

= cohabitate instead of getting married. In addition, another

- advantage of not getting married is that it avoids pressure being

: put on a couple by their parents. If I got married, I would have to =
* bear many family responsibilities and [ would get tired of it.

Youth 17 Hence I fully agree with cohabitating instead of getting rnarrled -
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Attitudes toward Divorce

10.33

10.34

10.35

10.36

Regarding attitudes toward divorce, most of the participants agreed that
“divorce is usually the best solution for a married couple who cannot live
together harmoniously, provided that they do not have children”. However,
with regard to the statement that “divorce is usually the best solution for a
married couple who cannot live together harmoniously even though they
already have children”, the participants had diverse views. Some claimed that
a married couple could divorce after their children had grown up, while others
stated that a married couple could divorce if they were not getting along well
and then co-parent after the divorce.

Some participants who supported the view of divorce after children have grown
up believed that care and love from both parents were necessary to the
development of children. If the children were too young, they might not be
able to deal with the problems caused by their parents’ divorce, such as getting
along with divorced parents and coping with their emotions. Therefore, it
would be in the children’s best interests for parents to wait until their children
have grown up before getting a divorce. This would give the children a more
stable home environment and potentially minimise the stress of working out a
custody plan.

Some participants who supported the view of co-parenting after divorce
thought that even though parents get divorced, their roles in the family would
not change. The major changes would be the housing and daily care
arrangements. If parents experience conflicts or physical abuse at home, their
children might witness these situations and suffer unpleasant childhood or
psychological impacts. Hence, co-parenting after divorce would be the best
way to handle things.

Some participants commented that divorce is very common nowadays. Two
participants were growing up in single-parent families, and they shared that
their parents’ divorce had adverse impacts on their attitudes toward marriage.
They believed that marriage would not last for a long time.
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3 I think parents should not get divorced if they have

: children. Even if couples do not get along well, they should

= resolve the problems themselves. After all, children need

- love and caring. Parents should play their roles in the

: family while their children are growing up. The situation

- could be different if the children have already grown up.

E But if the children are still young, parents should not get
Youth 3 dlvorced

: Whether the children are living in healthy and caring

: conditions is a key factor in the decision of whether to

: divorce or not. Another factor is the age of the children. If
: the children are too young, they may not be able to deal

: with the issues caused by their parents’ divorce. For the

: best interests of the children, it would be better to wait

- until the children have grown up. This would give the

= children a more stable home environment and potentially
" mlnlmlse the stress of working out a custody plan. : Youth 11

i In fact, divorce is all about signing a piece of paper. Even
E if a married couple chooses to divorce, they can still raise
- their children together. If the parents experience conflicts
: or physical abuse at home, their children might witness
: these situations and suffer unpleasant childhood or

: psychological impacts.

From the perspective of the child, they may prefer their

- parents to be separated instead of having conflicts at home.
: Having a place where children are physically, socially, and
. emotionally secure is imperative for healthy child

» development.

L) Youth 6
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11.

Theme 2 — Parenthood

Overview

11.1

11.2

11.3

11.4

To explore the factors leading to the decline in births in Hong Kong, questions
about the respondents’ intention to have children and their desire to have more
children were included in the four rounds of the Survey!'”.

Parenting is the process of promoting and supporting the physical, emotional,
social, and intellectual development of a child from infancy to adulthood. The
Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (PCDI) subscale of the Chinese version
of the Parenting Stress Index—Short Form (PSI-SF) is a self-report screening
tool that can be used to assess the extent to which a parent feels that his/her
child is not meeting expectations and that interactions with the child are not
reinforcing. This is a psychometrically sound and efficient abbreviated version
of the PSI-SF suitable for use among Chinese parents. There are three
subscales: parental distress, parent-child dysfunctional interactions, and
difficult children'®,

Different parenting styles have different impacts on children. The prevalence
of positive parenting, psychological aggression, and corporal punishment were
examined with reference to the Parent-Child Conflict Tactics Scale (CTSPC)
and two positive parenting methods (e.g. explain to my children what to do and
express my love to my children through words and/or actions)'®. In addition,
two questions were designed to investigate the level of difficulty and stress
experienced in parenting.

The alphas of the PCDI subscale were larger than 0.7, indicating a satisfactory
level of reliability and internal consistency. Table 11.1 presents the dimensions
and details of parenthood.

Table 11.1 Dimensions of Theme 2 - Parenthood

™ DI , Year No. of Index |Single
eme MMENSIons 170112013 |2015(2017 2021 | items | * | construct? | item?
Intention to have
2A children ! ) )
B Dqsue to have more| 2 ~07 )
children
Parent-Child
2C | Dysfunctional - - - - 12 [>0.7 -
Interaction (PCDI)
D Level of Fhfﬁculty ) ) ) ) 1 } }
In parenting
2B Level of parental i i ) ) 1 3 )
stress
2F | Parenting methods - - - - 6 - -
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Intention to Have Children

11.5 The intention to have children was investigated among the non-parent
respondents. They were asked to indicate their intention to have children
(including adopted children) using a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 =
not at all likely to 4 = very likely).

11.6 In 2021, among the non-parent respondents, over two thirds (68.6%) indicated
that there were either not very likely (36.6%) or not likely at all (32.0%) to
have children in the future; about 27.4% expressed they were somewhat likely
to have children in the future; and only 3.9% stated that were very likely to
have children in the future.

Table 11.2 Intention to have children in 2021

Intention to have children

Very
Somewhat likely
likely .
Not very likely 3.9%
Not likely at all 36.6%
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11.7  Details of the proportions of non-parent respondents who intended (very likely
or somewhat likely) to have children in the future were compiled by key
demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity
status.

11.8  About 31.3% of the non-parent respondents indicated that they were very likely
or somewhat likely to have children in the future. Compared with the other
demographic groups, a significantly higher proportion of respondents in the
following groups indicated that they had the intention of having children in the
future: aged 25 to 34 (54.7%), aged 15 to 24 (52.7%), never been married
(34.8%), and economically active (34.8%) (ps < .05).

11.9 It was understandable that the proportion of respondents intending to have
children was relatively low for the older generation aged 55 or above (2.9%)
and for those who were divorced/widowed (11.5%). It is worth noting that
only one in four of the non-parent respondents in the 35 to 54 age group (24.3%)
and the married/cohabiting group (27.2%) had the intention to have children in
the future. There was no significant gender difference.

Table 11.3 Intention to have children by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 31.3%
Gender Male (] 35.9%
Female . 27.2%
52.7%
Age 15-24
Group! 54.7%
25-34
24.3%
35-54
2.9%
55 or above 2
. . 34.8%
Marital Never married o
Status! , .. 27.2%
Married/cohabiting ()
. . 11.5%
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 34.8%
Status! , 24.9%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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11.10  Among the non-parent respondents, the proportion intending to have children
decreased significantly from 58.0% in 2011 to 31.3% in 2021. A notable
decreasing trend was observed after controlling for the demographics of the
respondents (p < .05), suggesting that the intention to have children was
weakening.

11.11  Analysed by demographics, monotonic decreasing trends were also observed
among the male respondents, those who were aged 35 to 54, those who had
never been married, and those who were economically active (ps < .05).

Table 11.4 Intention to have children by key demographics across years
100.0%
0 (1)

58.0% 57.0% 51.3% 45,00/

50.0% v/
31.3%
0.0% .
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!

Gender | Male? 0.60 0.54 048 045 036 | <.001

Female 0.56 0.60 0.54 045 027 | <.001
Age 15-24 0.81 0.73 0.83 0.64 0.53 <.001
groups 25-34 0.71 0.72 0.58 0.61 0.55 <.001
(years) 35-542 035 035 035 029 0.24 .054

55 or above 0.03 0.19 0.01 0.07 0.03 <.001
Marital | Never married? 0.63 060 0.56 0.47 0.35 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 048 0.51 042 045 0.27 025

Divorced/separated/widowed 0.17 0.13 0.08 0.13 0.12 .822
Economic| Economically active? 0.59 0.54 048 044 035] <.001
status Economically inactive 0.57 0.61 0.55 046 0.25 <.001

Note Il GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
y olling he g g
marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N°'*2 A monotonic decreasing trend.

76




Desire to Have More Children

11.12 The desire to have more children among the parent respondents aged 18 to 54
was investigated. They were asked to indicate their intention to have children
using three options.

11.13 In 2021, among the parent respondents aged 18 to 54, the majority (83.0%)
indicated that they did not want to have more children, 11.7% had not yet
decided, and only 5.3% wanted to have more children in the future.

Table 11.5 Desire to have more children in 2021

Not yet
decided
11.7%

Want to have

more children
‘ 5.3%

Do not want to
have more
children
83.0%
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11.14  Details of the proportions of parent respondents aged 18 to 54 who wished to
have more children in the future were compiled by key demographics, namely
gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity status.

11.15 Compared with the parent respondents aged 35 to 54 (4.2%) and 15 to 24
(0.0%), a significantly higher proportion of the parent respondents aged 25 to
34 (12.2%) wanted to have more children in the future (p < .05). No
statistically significant differences were found between gender, marital status,
and economic status groups.

Table 11.6 Desire to have more children by key demographics in 2021
()
All Respondents 2:3%
o
Gender Male (] 6-9%
3.9%
Female @ e
Age 1 15-24 NA
Grou °
P 2534 12.2%
4.2%
35-54 -
55 or above NA
. o
Marital Never married e 3.5%
Status . . 5.9%,
Married/cohabiting :
Divorced/widowed NA
Economic Active 5%
Status ) 4.6%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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11.16  Among the parent respondents aged 18 to 54, the proportion desiring to have

more children dropped from 9.1% in 2013 to 5.3% in 2021.

Though the

proportion decreased gradually, no significant decreasing trend was observed
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents.

Table 11.7 Desire to have more children across years
100%
50%
NA 9.1% 5.6% 5.6% 5.3%
0% | |
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male - 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.07 523
Female - 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.04 135
Age 15-24 - 0.82 - 0.00 0.00 | <.001
groups 25-34 - 024 021 0.13 0.12 222
(years) 35-54 - 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.04 317
55 or above - - - - - -
Marital | Never married - - 0.00 0.00 0.03 .689
status Married/cohabiting - 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.06 194
Divorced/separated/widowed - 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.00 333
Economic| Economically active - 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.05 186
status Economically inactive - 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.05 461

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI)

11.17 The P-CDI subscale of the Chinese version of the PSI-SF was used to examine
the extent to which parents feel satisfied with their children and their
interactions with them. Parent respondents with children under the age of 18
were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 11 question items using a
five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree)
and respond to one question item to describe their feelings about themselves as
parents using a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = I am the best parent
to 5 =1 am not suitable to be a parent).

11.18  Among the parent respondents with children under the age of 18, about two
thirds (65.4%) experienced typical stress such as the proper bonding and daily
interactions with their children. One in ten (10.3%) experienced high stress in
their parent-child interactions including feelings of disappointment and
rejection by the child. About one quarter (24.3%) experienced clinically
significant levels of stress that needed additional follow-up in their parent-child
interactions including feelings of disappointment, rejection, or alienation
by/tfrom the child, or a lack of proper bonding with their children.

Table 11.8 Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI) in 2021

Clinically
High significant stress

- -
Typical stress
P 10.3%

65.4%
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11.19 A P-CDI index was compiled. A higher score indicated a parent’s feelings of
disappointment, rejection, or alienation by/from their child or a lack of proper
bonding with their child.

11.20 The mean score of P-CDI was 28.54 out of 60. Compared with the other
demographic groups, the parent respondents with children under the age of 18
in the following groups indicated poorer parent-child interaction: aged 55 or
above (32.20), divorced/widowed (32.86), and economically inactive (29.83)
(ps <.05). There was no significant gender difference.

Table 11.9 Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI) by key demographics in
2021
All Respondents 2834
Gender Male o 28.59
28.49
Female o
Age 15-24 NA
Group' 26.89
25-34
28.55
35-54
32.20
55 or above
Marital Never married NA
Status! , » 28.23
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 32.86
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 28.17
Status! , 29.83
Inactive
20 25 30 35
Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Level of Difficulty in Parenting

11.21

11.22

Parent respondents with children under the age of 18 were asked to rate level
of difficulty in parenting on a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very
difficult to 4 = not difficult at all). A higher score indicated a lower level of
difficulty in parenting.

In 2021, nearly two thirds (66.7%) of the parent respondents with children
under the age of 18 shared that they found parenting somewhat difficult
(57.2%) or very difficult (9.5%). About 29.4% expressed that parenting was
not very difficult. Only 3.8% did not encounter any difficulty in parenting.

Table 11.10  Level of difficulty in parenting in 2021

Somewhat
difficult
57.2%

Very difficult
9.5%

Not difficult
at all
3.8%

Not very
difficult
29.4%
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11.23  An index of level of difficulty in parenting was compiled. A higher score
indicated a lower level of difficulty in parenting.

11.24  The mean score of level of difficulty in parenting was 2.28 out of 4. Among
the parent respondents with children under the age of 18, those who were
divorced/widowed (1.63) indicated a higher level of difficulty in parenting than
those who were married/cohabiting (2.32) (p <.05). No statistically significant
differences were found between gender, age, and economic status groups.

Table 11.11  Level of difficulty in parenting by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents

Gender Male

Female

Age 15-24
Group

25-34

35-54

55 or above

Marital Never married

Status! . ..

Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Economic Active
Status

Inactive

2.28

2.33
o
2.22
@

NA
2.34
2.27
2.23
NA
' 2.32
. 1.63
2.29
2.21
2
Very
difficult Mean score

4

Not difficult
at all

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Level of Parental Stress

11.25

11.26

Respondents with children under the age of 18 were asked to rate level of
parental stress using a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very stressful
to 4 = not stressful at all). A higher score indicated a lower level of parental
stress.

In 2021, over two thirds (69.9%) of the parent respondents with children under
the age of 18 shared that they found parenting somewhat stressful (60.1%) or
very stressful (9.8%). About 27.2% expressed that they did not find parenting
very stressful. Only 2.9% stated that they did not find parenting stressful at all.

Table 11.12  Level of parental stress in 2021

Somewhat
stressful
60.1%

Very stressful
9.8%

Not stressful
at all
2.9%

Not very
stressful
27.2%
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11.27 An index of level of parental stress was compiled. A higher score indicated a

lower level of parental stress.

11.28 The mean score of level of parental stress was 2.23 out of 4. Among the parent

respondents with children under the age of 18,

those who were

divorced/widowed (1.80) indicated a higher level of parental stress than those
who were married/cohabiting (2.26) (p < .05). No statistically significant
differences were found between gender, age, and economic status groups.

Table 11.13

Level of parental stress by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents

Gender Male

Female

Age 15-24
Group

25-34

35-54

55 or above

Marital Never married

Status! . ..

Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Economic Active
Status

Inactive

2.23

NA
2.18
2.24
2.22
NA
’ 2.26
. 1.80
2.25
2.18
1 2
Very
stressful Mean score

4
Not stressful
at all

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Parenting Methods

11.29 Parent respondents with children under the age of 18 were asked whether they
and their spouse/partner had used the listed six methods to parent their children
aged under 18 in the past year. The three positive parenting methods were
explaining to the child what to do, expressing love to the child through words
and/or actions, and asking the child to step out for a while or go back to his/her
room. Psychological aggression was measured by whether the parents had
scolded or yelled at their child. Corporal punishment included spanking the
child’s bottom with the hand or hitting the child’s hands or feet.

11.30 In 2021, the great majority of the respondents and their spouses/partners
reported that they had adopted positive parenting methods to teach their
children aged under 18 in the past year.

1131 On the other hand, over half of the respondents (55.8%) and their
spouses/partners (54.0%) indicated that they had scolded or yelled at their
children.  About one quarter of the respondents (26.6%) and their
spouses/partners (22.1%) used corporal punishment to discipline their children.

Chart 11.14  Parenting methods in 2021

0

thod
methods 94.6%

55.8%

Verbal aggression

54.0%
o,
ish t
punishmen 22.1%
B Respondents Respondents' spouse/partner




11.32  Details of the proportions of parent respondents with children under the age of
18 who had scolded or yelled at their children were compiled by key
demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity
status.

11.33  Compared with the male respondents (48.6%), a significantly higher proportion
of the female respondents (63.0%) indicated that they had scolded or yelled at
their children to discipline them in the past year (p < .05). No statistically
significant differences were found between age, marital status, and economic
status groups.

Chart 11.15  Verbal aggression by respondents by key demographics in 2021

)
All Respondents 55.8%
1)
Gender! Male P 48.6%
63.0%
Female . (
Age 15-24 NA
Group 54.1%
25-34
56.8%
35-54
48.1%
55 or above o
Marital Never married NA
Status .
Married/cohabiting o 56.5%
i ; 45.5%
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 54.2%
Status . 6159
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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11.34  Details of the proportions of parent respondents with children under the age of
18 who used corporal punishment to discipline their children were compiled by
key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic
activity status. No statistically significant differences were found between
gender, age, marital status, and economic status groups.

Chart 11.16  Corporal punishment by respondents by key demographics in 2021

1)
All Respondents 26.6 %
0
Gender Male o 23.7%
29.6%
Female . °
Age 15-24 NA
Grou o
P 2534 30.1%
27.6%
35-54 .
55 or above 6.3%
Marital Never married NA
Status o
Married/cohabiting 27.9%
) . 10.0%
Divorced/widowed ’ °
Economic Active 26.7%
Status ) 26.2%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Parenthood

11.35

Focus group discussions were conducted with 18 young participants aged 15
to 29, 23 parents and eight grandparents to understand through in-depth
discussions the intention and willingness to have children among the young
people, to explore parenting style, childcare approaches, and the difficulties
encountered, and to ascertain parental stress and attitudes toward inter-
generational parenting.

Motivation and Reasons for Having Children

11.36

All participants aged 15 to 29 agreed that “having children was not a necessary
stage of life”. Their reasons included that having children might affect their
relationship with their partner, the high financial burden of having children in
Hong Kong, and the lack of a sense of responsibility needed to raise a child.
Moreover, some female participants claimed that having children not only
placed a great burden on them physically and emotionally but also that their
work was affected during pregnancy. They also felt that women could pursue
many different goals other than having children in modern society and they
should not be forced to give birth and pay such a price.

The young people aged 15 to 29 had differing views on whether they wanted
to have children in the future. In general, male participants expressed a
preference to have children and a wish that their children would be there for
them when they were getting older. Some further pointed out that as the only
son in the family, they were expected to pass on the family name and continue
the family lineage.

The young people who did not intend to have children in the future indicated
the high financial burden of having children and a lack of the sense of
responsibility needed to take care of and guide children at different stages of
their development. Social factors, the educational system, and emigration
trends in Hong Kong were also significant factors affecting their intention not
to have children.
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;s "I believe that giving birth is not a necessary stage of life.
¢ Even though kids are adorable, raising children is tough.

: From a female perspective, a man does not understand the
- pain a woman has before she gives birth. If I decide work
comes first in the future, pregnancy will affect my work.

: Also, there is a high financial burden of having children in
: Hong Kong. [ won’t give birth unless I am capable
financially, emotionally, and spiritually to raise children.

3 I believe that giving birth is not a necessary stage of life. A ‘:
E couple can live happily without children, or they can have :
. pets. But I wish to have children in the future as I like

. children. The factors that affect the birth rate are mainly

- related to social conditions — Hong Kong society is less 1
= stable in recent years, and many people choose to emigrate.

: There are financial factors as raising children requires high :
% costs. 3 Youth 12

Desire to Have More Children

11.39

11.40

11.41

Most of the parent participants who had two or more children indicated that
they did not plan to have more children due to the financial burden, limited
living space, pressure on childcaring and parenting, the political environment,
and their political stance.

Some parent participants stated that when their children entered primary
schools, they would not plan to have more children due to the wide age range
between siblings, and that taking care of a baby was the hardest time for them.
Some parent participants had conflicted with their spouses regarding childcare
problems and did not want to experience this again.

Some parents with one child indicated that they would consider having more
children as the siblings could take care of each other. Other parents were
considering having more children later as they were worried about the impact
of having babies during the COVID-19 pandemic.
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Approaches and Difficulties in Parenting Style and Childcare

11.42

11.43

Parent participants had different parenting styles. Some would explain the
rationale to the children, some would adopt schooling methods, some would
provide rewards when the children managed tasks, and some would not
compare school results of their children. Some parent participants stated that
they would scold their children or use corporal punishment to discipline them,
but that this was ineffective. They felt that parents should only talk or discuss
calmly with their children as the new generation might not accept authoritative
parenting styles. In addition, some parent participants stressed that their
spouses adopted different parenting styles and that they would try to
compromise with their spouses.

Most of the parent participants indicated that they had conflict with their
spouses on childcaring and parenting issues. Some lacked consensus on
parenting styles. Some mothers stated that their mothers-in-law would help
take care of their children, and due to different parenting styles they sometimes
had conflict with their mothers-in-law and spouses.

*

My children are taken care of by my mother-in-law and the
i domestic helper. My mother-in-law and I have different ;
: parenting styles, but we look after my children by the

: schedule. However, my mother-in-law spoils my children

- and we have had conflicts over this. I even argue with my ~:
- husband about it, but he thinks it doesn’t matter and we can :
- teach our children later. I believed that we are supposed to

= correct the views of our children immediately. I used to

7
Y

Parent 13 : have conflicts with my mother-in-law directly but now I

% have told my husband to handle it, even it didn’t work. :
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Pressure in Parenting

11.44

11.45

11.46

Some parent participants felt that the pressure of being parents was coming
from the academic performance of their children, the family financial situation
and social issues. Pressure from children’s academic performance included
worries about the children’s academic results and entrance to primary and
secondary school. Pressure on the family finances included the tuition fees of
play groups, extra-curricular activities, and tutorials. Some parents indicated
that their children were not attending tuition classes, and they worried whether
this would affect their children’s academic results, especially when other
children were attending extra tuition classes after school. Regarding parenting
pressure, parents worried that they did not have sufficient time to spend with
their children. In terms of pressure from social issues, parents were worried
about the future of Hong Kong.

Some parent participants would choose to talk with friends and their spouse or
partner or would play sport to relieve the pressure of taking care of children.
Some parent participants also mentioned events or activities organised by
schools enabling them to meet other parents, share their views, encourage each
other, and relieve some of the pressure.

Most of the parent participants had not sought help from organisations on
parenting and child caring problems. Some parent participants said they would
prefer to talk about their children with the school social worker and class
teacher. Some parents indicated that the school’s childcare services had greatly
reduced the burden on dual career parents before the COVID-19 pandemic;
however, many of these organisations did not provide services during the
pandemic.

i Most of my pressure came from my children, then my “._
: family financial situation, and finally my children’s extra-

= curricular activities. As our family is not wealthy, my
children did not participate in any activities and learnt by

: themselves. I would rather save money for future uses than

: having classes that my children are not interested in. I

: would let my children attend tuition classes when I am not

&
-

Parent 5 S capable to teach them myself. :
Caunnn Ind eI E NN NN NN NS NN NSNS EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEREEE N4
: Most of my pressure came from financial burdens .

: including tuition fees for activities (play group,
: playhouses), books and toys for children. My children are
. going to kindergarten soon and I should start prepared for
. 1t And I felt the pressure. ’.:

- Parent 10
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Attitudes toward Inter-generational Parenting

11.47

11.48

Most of the participants who were grandparents believed that as a grandparent,
they had a duty to take care of their grandchildren’s needs, to play with them,
help with their homework, and provide emotional support.

Regarding attitudes toward inter-generational parenting, some grandparent
participants agreed that grandparents could look after their grandchildren but
should not interfere in the parenting methods adopted by their children. As
society was changing there were different parenting styles adopted by the two
generations. Some grandparent participants indicated that many couples were
dual-career parents who could not take care of their children, so whether it was
suitable or not, grandparents would be required to help take care of their
grandchildren.
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12.

Theme 3 — Family Functioning

Overview

Family functioning comprises two main components: family interaction and
parenting. In the Survey, the 33-item Chinese Family Assessment Instrument
(CFAI) and one question on perceived overall family functioning were used to
assess family functioning in Hong Kong?®2! The CFAI has five subscales to
assess family functioning: mutuality, communication, conflict and harmony,
parental support, and parental control. The alphas of the five subscales were
larger than 0.7, indicating a satisfactory level of reliability and internal
consistency.

In the 2021 Survey, one question was adopted to examine the frequency of
conflicts with family members, including spouse/partner, child, parents, and
father or mother of spouse/partner.

Table 12.1 presents the dimensions and details of family functioning.

Table 12.1 Dimensions of Theme 3 — Family Functioning

Th Di . Year No. of Index [Single
eme imensions 2011/2013/2015[2017 (2021 | items | ¢ |construct? item?
Chinese Family
3A | Assessment 33 >0.7 -
Instrument (CFAI)
Perceived overall
3B . . 1 - -
family functioning
3C Conflicts with i i i i 1 i i

family members
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CFAI Mutuality

The mutuality subscale of the CFAI assesses mutual support, love, and concern
among family members. It consists of 12 question items (o > .07), including
“family members love each other”, “family members support each other”,
“family members tolerate each other”, and “good family relationships”.
Respondents were asked to assess their family situations on a five-point Likert
scale (ranging from 1 = does not fit our family to 5 = very much fits our family).
A higher score indicated better mutual support among family members.

The mean score of mutuality was 3.97 out of 5. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents in the following groups reported better
mutual understanding among family groups: married/cohabiting (4.10), aged
35 to 54 (4.00), and aged 55 or above (4.00) (ps < .05). On the other hand,
respondents who were divorced/widowed (3.77) and those who had never been
married (3.79) perceived worse mutual support among family members. No
statistically significant differences were found between gender and economic
status groups.

Chart 12.2 CFAI Mutuality by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 3.97
Gender Male () 3.9
3.96
Female o
3.86
Age 15-24
Group' 3.87
25-34
4.00
35-54
4.00
55 or above
: ) 3.79
Marital Never married @
Status' . . 4.10
Married/cohabiting ()
3.77
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 3.97
Status ) 3.97
Inactive
1 3 4 5
Does not Very much
fit our family Mean score fits our family

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of CFAI mutuality gradually dropped from 4.13 in 2013 to
3.97 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by
demographics, monotonic decreasing trends were observed among those aged
15 to 24 and those who had never been married (ps <.001).

Chart 12.3  CFAI Mutuality across years
4.50

4.06 4.13 4.07 4.03 3.97
4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 4.03 4.10 4.05 4.00 3.99 .001
Female 4.09 4.16 4.09 4.05 396 | <.001
Age 15-24° 410 4.04 397 392 386 | <.001
groups 25-34 406 4.11 4.13 4.13 387 | <.001
(years) 35-54 4.08 4.17 4.12 4.08 4.00 | <.001
55 or above 4.02 4.13 4.01 397 4.00| <.001
Marital | Never married? 4.01 399 396 395 3.79 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 414 424 418 4.13 4.10| <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 384 399 389 385 3.77 018
Economic| Economically active 4.06 4.15 4.10 4.08 397 | <.001
status Economically inactive 407 4.11 4.03 398 3.97 <.001

Note ] GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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CFAI Communication

The communication subscale of the CFALI assesses the frequency and nature of
interactions among family members. It consists of nine question items (o >
.07), such as “family members enjoy getting together”, “family members talk
to each other”, “there are not many barriers among family members”, and
“parents share their children’s concerns”. Respondents were asked to assess
their family situations on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = does not
fit our family to 5 = very much fits our family). A higher score indicated better

communication among family members.

The mean score of communication was 3.51 out of 5. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents in the following groups reported better
mutual communication among family members: married/cohabiting (3.63),
aged 35 to 54 (3.59), and economically active (3.54) (ps <.05). On the other
hand, respondents who were divorced/widowed (3.30) and those who had
never been married (3.35) perceived worse communication among family
members. There was no significant gender difference.

Chart 12.4

CFAI Communication by key demographics in 2021

fit our family

All Respondents 231
Gender Male (] 349
3.53
Female .
3.42
Age 15-24
Group! 3.48
25-34
3.59
35-54
3.47
55 or above
. . 3.35
Marital Never married (]
Status’ , .. 3.63
Married/cohabiting (]
3.30
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 3.54
Status! . 3.47
Inactive
1 3 4 5
Does not Very much

Mean score

fits our family

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of CFAI communication dropped from 3.75 in 2013 to 3.51 in
2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling
for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). This decreasing trend
indicates that communication between family members has been worsening

over time.

Analysed by demographics, monotonic decreasing trends were

observed among those who had never married, and those who were
economically inactive (ps <.001).

Chart 12.5 CFAI Communication across years
3.53 3.51
3.50
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 3.69 3.67 3.67 3.47 349 | <001
Female 3.77 3.81 3.73 3.59 3.53 <.001
Age 15-24 379 3.63 3.68 349 342 | <.001
groups 25-34 373 3.74 3.73 371 348 | <001
(years) | 35-54 3.78 3.85 3.78 3.66 3.59 | <.001
55 or above 363 3.69 3.60 335 347 | <001l
Marital | Never married? 3.63 3.57 3.56 339 335 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 384 389 385 371 3.63 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 3.53 358 3,51 321 330 <.001
Economic| Economically active 371 378 3.73 3.59 3.54 <.001
status Economically inactive? 3.74  3.72  3.68 3.47 3.47 | <001

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N°®2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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CFAI Harmony

The harmony subscale of the CFAI assesses conflict and harmonious behaviour
in the family. It consists of six question items (a > .07), such as “a great deal
of friction among family members”, “not many quarrels among family
members”, “lack of harmony among family members”, and “parents’ poor
marital relationship”. Respondents were asked to assess their family situations
on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = does not fit our family to 5 =
very much fits our family). Some items were reverse coded. A higher score
indicated more harmonious behaviour in the family.

The mean score of harmony was 3.91 out of 5. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents in the following groups reported more
harmonious behaviour in the family: married/cohabiting (4.01), aged 55 or
above (4.00), and male (3.94) (ps < .05). On the other hand, respondents who
had never been married (3.74) and those aged 15 to 24 (3.70) reported less
harmonious behaviour in the family. No statistically significant difference was
found between economic status groups.

Chart 12.6 ~ CFAI Harmony by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 391
Gender! Male o 3.94
3.88
Female o
3.70
Age 15-24
Group' 3.79
25-34
3.89
35-54
4.00
55 or above
. . 3.74
Marital Never married o
Status' . . 4.01
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 3.83
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 3.89
Status ) 3.93
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5
Does not Very much
fit our family Mean score fits our family

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of CFAI harmony fluctuated between 3.91 and 4.04 across the
years. A decreasing trend was observed from 2015 to 2021 after controlling

for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05).

Although the scores

gradually dropped, the respondents did not frequently experience conflict such
Analysed by
demographics, though significant differences were found in some mean scores
across the years, no particular trend was observed.

as fighting and quarrelling among family members.

Chart 12.7  CFAI Harmony across years
4.50
3.99 4.02 4.04 4.01
4.00 3.91
3.50
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 398 4.00 4.02 4.01 394 .034
Female 4.00 4.03 4.06 4.01 3.88 | <.001
Age 15-24 393 397 389 388 370 | <.001
groups 25-34 4.00 4.00 4.07 4.04 3.79| <.001
(years) | 35-54 4.02 4.03 4.07 4.04 3.89| <.001
55 or above 397 404 4.06 4.01 4.00 .008
Marital | Never married 394 392 397 395 3.74 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 4.07 4.11 4.13 4.09 4.01 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 379 3.87 392 384 3.83 .008
Economic| Economically active 4.00 4.00 4.06 4.04 3.89 <.001
status Economically inactive 398 403 4.03 398 3.93 .002

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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CFAI Parental Support

The parental support subscale of the CFAI assesses parental support behaviour
among family members. It consists of three items (o > .07): “parents are not
concerned with their children”, “parents love their children”, and “parents take
care of their children”. Respondents were asked to assess their family
situations on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = does not fit our family
to 5 = very much fits our family). Some items were reverse coded. A higher

score indicated better parental support among family members.

The mean score of parental support was 4.05 out of 5. Compared with the other
marital status groups, the respondents who were married/cohabiting (4.14)

indicated better parental support among family members (p < .05). No
statistically significant differences were found between gender, age, and

economic status groups.

Chart 12.8

CFAI Parental Support by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 405
Gender Male o 4.02
4.08
Female .
3.94
Age 15-24
Group 4.03
25-34
4.06
35-54
4.07
55 or above
: . 3.88
Marital Never married o
Status! , .. 4.14
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 4.02
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 4.05
Status ) 4.05
Inactive
1 3 4 5
Does not Very much
fit our family Mean score fits our family

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of CFAI parental support gradually decreased from 4.22 in
2013 to 4.05 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Although
the scores gradually dropped, the respondents exhibited supportive behaviour

among family members.

Analysed by demographics, though significant

differences were found in some mean scores across the years, no particular
trend was observed.

Chart 12.9  CFAI Parental Support across years
4.5
4.11 4.22 4.13 4.07 4.05
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 4.07 4.16 4.12 403 4.02 | <.001
Female 4.14 427 414 411 4.08 | <.001
Age 15-24 4.14 423 408 395 394 | <.001
groups 25-34 4.15 424 412 4.17 4.03 .003
(years) 35-54 411 426 422 413 4.06 | <.001
55 or above 4.05 4.17 4.06 4.01 4.07 <.001
Marital | Never married 4.06 4.13 4.04 398 3.88 | <.001
status Married/cohabiting 415 429 421 416 4.14 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 4.02 414 404 399 4.02 .063
Economic| Economically active 4.09 420 4.16 4.09 4.05 <.001
status Economically inactive 4.12 424 410 4.06 4.05 <.001

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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CFAI Parental Control

The parental control subscale of the CFAI assesses parental control behaviour
among family members. It consists of three items (o> .07): “parents scold and
beat their children”, “parents force their children to do things”, and “parents’
control is too harsh”. Respondents were asked to assess their family situation
on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = does not fit our family to 5 =
very much fits our family). All items were reverse coded. A higher score
indicated that the parenting behaviour toward the children was less harsh.

The mean score of parental control was 4.19 out of 5. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents who were aged 55 or above (4.33) and those
who were divorced/widowed (4.29) reported less parenting control behaviour

(ps <.05). No statistically significant difference was found between gender.

Chart 12.10

CFAI Parental Control by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 4.19
Gender Male () 419
4.2
Female ® :
4.04
Age 15-24
Group! 4.09
25-34
4.10
35-54
4.33
55 or above
: . 4.09
Marital Never married [ ]
Status' . . 4.22
Married/cohabiting
. . 4.29
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 4.17
Status! . 4.23
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5
Does not Very much

fit our family Mean score fits our family

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of CFAI parental control increased from 3.99 in 2011 to 4.19
in 2021; this increasing trend indicates that parents exercised fewer controlling
acts on their children over time. An increasing trend was observed from 2011
to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). It
may be attributed by the changing of parenting styles nowadays and some

qualitative views were collected from in-depth discussions.

Analysed by

demographics, monotonic increasing trends were observed among female
respondents, those aged 55 or above, those who were married/cohabiting, and
those who were economically inactive (ps <.001).

Chart 12.11

CFAI Parental Control across years

4.5 4.20 4.19
3.99 4.04 4.12
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 399 403 4.06 422 4.19| <001
Female? 4.00 4.04 4.18 4.19 420 | <.001
Age 15-24 396 398 399 412 4.04 .064
groups 25-34 397 397 413 4.14 4.09 .024
(years) 35-54 396 399 411 4.13 4.10| <.001
55 or above? 4.07 4.15 420 432 433 <.001
Marital | Never married 4.00 393 4.06 420 4.09| <.001
status Married/cohabiting? 399 4.09 4.16 4.17 422 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 4.00 4.07 416 432 429 <.001
Economic| Economically active 399 401 4.11 4.19 4.17 <.001
status Economically inactive? 4.01 4.06 4.14 421 4.23 <.001

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N°*2 A monotonic increasing trend.

104




Perceived Overall Family Functioning

12.19  Respondents were asked to rate their family functioning on a five-point Likert
scale (ranging from 1 = family does not function very well together at all and
we really need help to 5 = family functions very well together). A higher score
indicated better perceived family functioning.

1220 In 2021, about two thirds (66.7%) of the respondents considered that their
family functioned very well. 28.4% chose the neutral option. 4.8% expressed
that their family did not function very well together and that they needed help.
Across the years, the proportion of better family functioning dropped from
79.2% in 2011 to 66.7% in 2021.

Chart 12.12  Perceived overall family functioning across years

66.7%
2021
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2017
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® Does not function well together and need help
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m Functions very well

2015

2013
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An index of perceived overall family functioning was compiled. A higher

score indicated better perceived family functioning.

The mean score of conflict was 3.90 out of 5. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents in the following groups indicated better
family functioning: married/cohabiting (4.01), aged 55 or above (3.95), and
male (3.96) (ps <.05). On the other hand, respondents aged 15 to 24 (3.74),
those who were divorced/widowed (3.71), and those who had never been
married (3.76) reported worse family functioning. No statistically significant
difference was found between economic status groups.

Chart 12.13

Perceived overall family functioning by key demographics in 2021

Gender!

Age
Group!

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status

All Respondents

Male
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15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above
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Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

1 2
Family does not
function very well
together at all and
we really need help

3.90

3.96

®
3.86
®

3.74

3.81
3.92
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3.76
®
4.01
@

3.71

3.90
3.90

3 4 5
Family functions
very well together

Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of overall family functioning gradually dropped from 4.06 in
2011 to 3.90 in both 2017 and 2021. A decreasing trend was observed after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by
demographics, monotonic decreasing trends were observed among those who
had never been married and those who were economically active (ps <.01).

Chart 12.14  Perceived overall family functioning across years

4.5
4.06
n 3.95 3.99 3.90 3.90
3.5
3.0
2.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 404 391 395 388 3.96 <.001
Female 4.08 397 4.01 392 386 | <.001
Age 15-24 4.09 401 402 392 374 | <001
groups 25-34 4.13 4.00 4.00 4.03 3.81 <.001
(years) 35-54 4.07 394 398 391 392 | <.001
55 or above 398 3.89 397 384 3095 <.001
Marital | Never married? 4.01 395 395 388 3.76 .004
status Married/cohabiting 415 4.03 405 399 4.01 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 3.80 3.59 3.82 3.65 3.71 .002
Economic| Economically active? 4.09 4.01 4.01 394 390 | <.001
status Economically inactive 403 389 396 387 3.90 <.001

Note ] GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, ag
marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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Conflicts with Family Members

12.24  Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of conflicts with their family
members, including spouse/partner, children, parents, and father or mother of
spouse/partner, in the past year on a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 =
almost never to 4 = frequently). A higher score indicated more frequent
conflicts.

12.25 In 2021, less than one third (30.4%) of the respondents expressed that they had
conflicts with their spouse/partner sometimes (26.6%) or frequently (3.8%).
About one quarter (23.9%) had conflicts with their children sometimes (20.5%)
or frequently (3.4%). Furthermore, 17.9% of the respondents had conflicts
with their parents sometimes (15.3%) or frequently (2.6%). About 13.7% of
the respondents had conflicts with the father or mother of their spouse/partner
sometimes (12.6%) or frequently (1.1%).

Chart 12.15  Conflicts with family members in 2021

Spouse/ partner Children

Father or mother of
spouse/ partner

Parents

1.
12.6%

B Almost never ™ Not often Sometimes ™ Frequently
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Details of the proportions of respondents who had conflicts (sometimes or
frequently) with their spouse/partner were compiled by key demographics,
namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity status.

About 30.4% of the respondents sometimes or frequently had conflicts with
their spouse/partner. Compared with the other demographic groups,
significantly higher proportions of the respondents who were female (34.8%)
and those who were aged 15 to 24 (48.9%) reported conflicts with their
spouse/partner in the past year (ps < .05). It is worth noting that nearly one in
two of the younger respondents aged 15 to 24 (48.9%) reported conflicts with
their spouse/partner in the past year. No statistically significant differences
were found between marital status and economic status groups.

Chart 12.16  Conflicts with spouse/partner (sometimes or frequently) in 2021

[))
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0
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34.8%
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48.9¢
Age 15-24 &
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25-34
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. . 35.3%
l\é[arltal Never married o 2
tatus 29.9%
Married/cohabiting ® .
. . 27.9%
Divorced/widowed
[))
Economic Active 31.3%
Status ) 29.2%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Among the parent respondents, about 23.9% sometimes or frequently had
conflicts with their children. Compared with the other demographic groups,
significantly higher proportions of parent respondents in the following groups
reported having conflicts with their children in the past year: female (27.6%),
aged 25 to 34 (39.1%), and economically active (26.7%) (ps <.05). It is worth
noting that nearly two in five of the parent respondents aged 25 to 34 (39.1%)
had conflicts with their children in the past year. No statistically significant
difference was found between marital status groups.

Chart 12.17  Conflicts with children (sometimes or frequently) in 2021

(1)
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Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Among the respondents who had had contact with their parents in the past year,
about 17.9% sometimes or frequently experienced conflicts with their parents.
Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of these respondents in the following groups reported conflicts with their
parents in the past year: female (20.4%), aged 15 to 24 (29.3%), and never been
married (27.8%) (ps < .05). No statistically significant difference was found

between economic status groups.

Chart 12.18

Conflicts with parents (sometimes or frequently) in 2021
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Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Among the respondents who had had contact with the father or mother of their
spouse/partner, in the past year, about 13.7% sometimes or frequently
experienced conflicts with the father or mother of their spouse/partner. No
statistically significant differences were found between gender, age, marital
status, and economic status groups.

Chart 12.19  Conflicts with the father or mother of their spouse/partner (sometimes

or frequently) in 2021
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Family Relationship and Conflict

Focus group discussions were conducted to collect in-depth views from 18
young participants aged between 15 and 29, 23 participants who were parents,
and eight participants who were grandparents. The discussion topics included
understanding whether they were satisfied with the relationships with their
parents, children, spouse or partner, and grandchildren, exploring situations of
conflict, and ways to resolve them.

Relationship and Conflicts between Young Participants and their Parents

Most of the young participants aged 15 to 29 were satisfied with their family
relationships, but some participants claimed that they had arguments and fights
with their parents.

The participants aged 15 to 29 who were satisfied with their family
relationships, no matter the gender, tended to have a better relationship with
their mother. Most of them would discuss school matters, share daily life
experiences, or hang out with their mothers. They believed that sharing
common interests or life experiences, having more communication and
spending more time with each other (e.g., eating out together) were the best
ways of maintaining good family relationships.

Those young people who were not satisfied with their family relationships
indicated that they usually had different value judgements from their parents.
They were often annoyed by the advice from their parents and arguments
started when they shared different views. Conflict issues were related to daily
life, schooling, future careers, and different political ideologies and stances.

Some young participants indicated that they would spend time discussing their
school life or daily experiences with their parents although they did not meet
their parents very often. When they felt depressed due to schooling or other
issues, they would have a bad attitudes toward their parents, resulting in worse
parental relationships.
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Ways to Resolve Conflict

Some young people tried to explain the value judgement differences between
the two generations to their parents, and with communication and discussion,
the conflict and disagreements were reduced. However, some parents insisted
on their views and would not try to understand the views of their children, who
would not explain further, leading to the conflict not being resolved, and
sometimes worsening.

Some young participants suggested that both parents and children needed to
calm down when they were having conflicts and could then bring up the issue
again. They should let each of them have the opportunity to air their views and
perceptions in a positive and assertive manner. Both parties should articulate
their thoughts openly and honestly as well as understanding the causes of the
conflict and identifying solutions.

. Although I already have children, I still hang out with my =
E mother once a week. I will share anything including life
: difficulties with my mother, as she is good listener. I

: believe that more communication is the main way to

E‘ maintain a good relationship.

Parent 15 et

I am not happy with the relationship between me and my =
. parents. As I am aged 15 to16, the time of teenage .
- rebellion, I often get annoyed by the opinion of my parents. :
- Maybe my parents and I have different value judgements,
- and it can easily cause arguments. Furthermore, if I did not
E meet my parents many times a week, the generation gap

e w111 increase, and our relations will worsen. 5
..................................................... Youth 6
.'. .
..‘\
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Relationship and Conflicts between parents and their children

Most participants who were parents were satisfied with their relationship with
their children. But some participants claimed that they had arguments and
conflict with their children.

Parent participants who were satisfied with their family relationships stated that
parents should communicate more, doing homework, studying, and outdoor
activities with their children, or engaging in family activities such as going to
theme parks or farms. Some participants who had older children claimed that
they got along with their children as a friend. They would also try to find
common interests and know their friends, to understand more about their
children’s lives.

Some parents believed that more communication, more listening, and more
accompaniment were key to maintaining good relations. If the children were
still young, then more physical contact would be needed to show the children
how much they loved them. As for older children, respect, freedom, and
personal space were needed.

The parents who had conflict with their children considered that these conflicts
were mostly because their children did not listen to them or follow their
instructions. They had arguments with their children, and a few chose corporal
punishment. On the other hand, some parents commented that they could not
adopt strict controlling acts on their children nowadays when their children did
not listen or follow their instructions.

Ways to Resolve Conflict

To resolve conflict between parents and their children, some parent participants
thought that parents should respect their children. For example, when children
were grumpy and in conflict with their parents, parents should try to calm their
children down rather than keep shouting at them and making them emotional.
Afterwards, parents could explain and discuss the issues once their children
had calmed down.

Some parent participants who had older children claimed that parents could be
strict when their children were kids but should be friendly and try to
communicate with their children when they were older.
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Ways to Resolve Conflict related to Parenting between Spouses

Some parent participants stated that couples would have disagreements on
parenting such as parenting decisions, childcare time, and parenting styles.

Although many parent participants found it hard to reach a consensus with their
spouses on parenting, they were willing to share their solutions, such as
discussing feelings after calming down, discussing which method was best for
their children, and understanding each other’s thoughts.

However, some parents felt that their spouses did not understand their thoughts
and feelings. They would try some time out and communicate with each other
later to reduce the conflict.

i EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEER v,

¢ My children are still young, our relations are usually close, &
: and I have communication with my children every day. We
- will talk about daily life topics and more company is also a :
- good way to maintain a good relationship.

_." The conflicts I had with my wife are hard to solve, my wife %
. is very independent, and she will be in charge of :
. everything. Even if I felt uncomfortable sometimes, I

- would not bring it up and would compromise, I would only

- remain silent when we had conflicts. However, it cannot

: solve the problem but is only annoying. I will choose to

- walk away to reduce conflicts and talk with my wife later.

Parent 1
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Relationship and Conflict between Grandparents and their Children

Most of the participants who were grandparents had good relationships with
their children. Some grandparent participants indicated that their relationship
with their children changed positively when their children became parents.

They shared the same goal of raising their grandchildren.

However, half of the grandparents indicated that they had arguments and
conflict with their children or daughter/son-in-law on parenting issues; for
example, whether to allow their grandchildren to use a notepad during

mealtimes or whether to allow them to run in a shopping mall.

Most grandparent participants believed that proposing a parenting method to

their children was easier than proposing it to their daughter/son-in-law.

sometimes grandparents reflected the problem to their daughter/son-in-law via
their children, this made their communication harder. Eventually, parents and
grandparents used their own parenting styles to teach or to discipline their

children and grandchildren.

I have disagreements with my daughter-in-law on
: parenting and I am not allowed to teach my grandchildren
: in my own way. I have tried to reflect the situation to my
: son, but he did not talk with his wife about it, so I decided
= to stay silent. What else I can do?

; As my daughter-in-law and I are not very close, conflicts %
E appear when I take care of her child. However, it is easier :
: when I take care of my daughter’s child as I can reflect any :
: problems to her directly. There is no difference in parenting
. and caring for the child of my son or daughter. However,

- when the grandchild is naughty, it is much easier to talk to

- my daughter than to talk to my daughter-in-law. In general,

: elderly people are too straightforward, which may cause

- conflicts between the two generations.
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Relationship and Conflict between Grandparents and their Grandchildren

Most of the participants who were grandparents were satisfied with the
relationship with their grandchildren and did not have conflict with their
grandchildren. They helped take care of their grandchildren such as taking
them to school, helping with their homework, playing games, and going to the
library. They felt that they maintained a good relationship with their
grandchildren and their grandchildren showed great respect for them.
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13. Theme 4 — Satisfaction with Family Life

Overview

Communication between members of a household is crucial to harmonious
family relationships. Five single question items (i.e. satisfaction with family
life, satisfaction with the relationships between family members and between
generations, frequency of talking about personal concerns with family
members and between generations, frequency of use of modern technologies
to communicate with family members and between generations, and
communication with family members and between generations) were adopted.

Table 13.1 presents the dimensions and details of satisfaction with family life.

Table 13.1

Dimensions of Theme 4 — Satisfaction with Family Life

Theme

Dimensions

Year

2011

2013

2015

2017

2021

No. of
items

Index
construct?

Single
item?

4A

Satisfaction with
family life

4B

Satisfaction with
the relationships
with family
members

4D

Frequency of
talking about
personal concerns
with family
members

4E

Frequency of use of
modern
technologies to
communicate with
family members

4F

Communication
with family
members
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Satisfaction with Family Life

123 Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with family life on a five-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied).

134 In 2021, less than three quarters (72.8%) of the respondents were satisfied or
very satisfied with their family life, whereas around 5.8% were not satisfied
with their family life. 21.3% chose the neutral option. Across the years, the
proportion of respondents who were satisfied or very satisfied with their family
life decreased from 80.5% in 2011 to 72.8% in 2021.

Chart 13.2  Satisfaction with family life

021 5.8% 72.8%

3.1%
2017

2.1%
2015

7%
A4
2013 162%

o
2011 3.2% 80.5%

m Dissatisfied ® Neutral m Satisfied
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An index of satisfaction with family life was compiled. A higher score

indicated more satisfaction with family life.

The mean score of satisfaction with family life was 3.82 out of 5. Respondents
who were married/cohabiting (3.96) indicated more satisfaction with family
life than those who had never been married (3.65) and those who were
divorced/widowed (3.55) (p < .05). No statistically significant differences
were found between gender, age, and economic status groups.

Chart 13.3  Satisfaction with family life by key demographics in 2021
All Respondents 3.82
Gender Male ® 385
3.79
Female .
3.76
Age 15-24
Group 3.80
25-34
3.82
35-54
3.83
55 or above
: . 3.65
Marital Never married o
Status! , .. 3.96
Married/cohabiting (]
3.55
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 3.83
Status ) 3.81
Inactive
1 3 4 5
Very Very
dissatisfied satisfied

Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Though respondents were generally satisfied with family life, the mean score
gradually decreased from 3.97 in 2011 to 3.82 in 2021. A decreasing trend was
observed from 2011 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the
respondents (p < .05). Analysed by demographics, monotonic decreasing
trends were also observed among female participants and those who were
economically active and economically inactive (ps < .05).

There were significant positive correlations between CFAI mutuality and
satisfaction with family life (r = .614, p < .001) and between CFAI
communication and satisfaction with family life (r = .387, p < .001). The
results indicated that the respondents reported better communication and
support among family members and more satisfaction with their family life.

Chart 13.4  Satisfaction with family life across years

5.00
4.50 307
. 3.93 3.93
4.00 3.88 3.82
3.50
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 395 3.89 391 3.87 3.85 263
Female? 399 396 394 388 3.79 | <.001
Age 15-24 4.04 410 396 393 3.76 | <.001
groups 25-34 390 398 399 399 3.80 .003
(years) 35-54 4.02 390 391 385 3.82| <.001
55 or above 391 386 390 3.84 3.83 171
Marital | Never married 390 397 390 3.88 3.65 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 4.07 396 399 395 3.96 .007
Divorced/separated/widowed 3,70 3.71 3.76 3.61 3.55 .005
Economic| Economically active? 399 394 394 390 3.83 <.001
status Economically inactive? 395 391 391 385 3.8lI .042

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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Satisfaction with Relationships with Family Members

129 Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with relationships
between family members (spouse/partner, children, parents, and father or
mother of spouse/partner) and between generations in general on a five-point
Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied).

1310 In 2021, about two thirds (67.7%) of the respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with relationships between family members and between generations,
whereas around 4.1% were not satisfied.

13.11 Over three quarters of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with
relationships with their children (82.6%), parents (75.8%), and spouse/partner
(75.1%), whereas less than 5% were not satisfied. About two thirds (65.0%)
of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with relationships with father
or mother of spouse/partner, whereas 4.1% were not satisfied.

Chart 13.5  Satisfaction with relationships with family members in 2021

and inter-
generations l

4.7%

Spouse/ partner

2.5%
82.6%

Children

3.4%

75.8%

Parents

4.1%

Father or mother 65.0%
of spouse/
partner l
m Dissatisfied ® Neutral W Satisfied
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An index of satisfaction with relationships between family members and
between generations was compiled. A higher score indicated more satisfaction
with relationships between family members and between generations.

The mean score of satisfaction with relationships between family members and
between generations was 3.76 out of 5. Compared with the other demographic
groups, respondents who were married/cohabiting (3.87) and those who were
male (3.80) indicated more satisfaction with relationships between family

members and between generations (ps < .05).

No statistically significant

differences were found between age and economic status groups.

Chart 13.6

Satisfaction with relationships between family members and inter-

generations by key demographics in 2021

Gender!

Age
Group

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

1

Very
dissatisfied

3.76

3.80

3.72
®

3.73

3.69
3.75

3.79

3.57
@

’ 3.87
3.63
3.74
3.78
3 4 5
Very
satisfied

Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Chart 13.7

Though respondents were generally satisfied with relationships between family
members and between generations, the mean score gradually decreased from
3.88in 2011 to 3.76 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2011 to
2021 after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05).
Analysed by demographics, monotonic decreasing trend was also observed
among those aged 15 to 24 (p <.01).

There were significant positive correlations between CFAI mutuality and
satisfaction with relationships between family members and between
generations (r = .590, p < .001) and between CFAI communication and
satisfaction with relationships between family members and between
generations (r = .397, p < .001). The results indicated that the respondents
reported better communication and support among family members and more
satisfaction with relationships between family members and between
generations.

generations across years

Satisfaction with relationships between family members and inter-

5.00
4.50
4.00 3.88 3.86 3.84 3.86 3.76
3.50
3.00
2.50
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 3.87 3.81 381 3.84 3.80 226
Female 390 391 387 388 3.72 | <.001
Age 15-24° 398 394 389 386 3.73 .004
groups 25-34 396 394 389 395 3.69| <.001
(years) 35-54 3.88 3.85 3.82 3.87 3.75 <.001
55 or above 3.80 3.80 3.82 3.82 3.79 519
Marital | Never married 3.88 391 3.85 3.85 3.57 <.001
status Married/cohabiting 395 388 3.84 391 387 | <001
Divorced/separated/widowed 3.62 370 3.83 372 3.63 <.001
Economic| Economically active 3.80 388 3.83 388 3.74| <.001
status Economically inactive 388 385 3.85 384 3.78 295

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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An index of satisfaction with relationship with spouse/partner was compiled.
A higher score indicated more satisfaction with relationship with
spouse/partner.

The mean score of satisfaction with relationship with spouse/partner was 4.01
out of 5. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents in the
following groups indicated more satisfaction with their relationship with their
spouse/partner: male (4.12), married/cohabiting (4.11), and economically
active (4.04) (ps < .05). Respondents who were divorced/widowed (3.22)
reported a lower level of satisfaction with their relationship with their
spouse/partner. No statistically significant difference was found between age

groups.

Chart 13.8  Satisfaction with relationships with spouse/partner by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 2.01
Gender! Male o 4.12
3.89
Female .
3.94
Age 15-24
Group 4.12
25-34
4.02
35-54
3.97
55 or above
. . 3.80
Marital Never married (]
Status' . g 4.11
Married/cohabiting ®
. . 3.22
Divorced/widowed ®
Economic Active 4.04
Status! , 3.96
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5
Very Very
dissatisfied satisfied
Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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An index of satisfaction with relationships with children was compiled. A
higher score indicated more satisfaction with relationships with children.

The mean score of satisfaction with relationships with children was 4.13 out of
5. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents in the following
groups indicated more satisfaction with their relationships with their children:
aged 25 to 34 (4.25), aged 35 to 54 (4.25), married/cohabiting (4.18), and
economically active (4.20) (ps <.05). It is worth noting that respondents who
were divorced/widowed (3.89) reported lower levels of satisfaction with their
relationships with their children. There was no significant gender difference.

Chart 13.9

Satisfaction with relationships with children by key demographics in 2021

Gender

Age
Group!

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status!

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

NA

1

Very
dissatisfied

4.13

4.16

®
4.11
@

4.25
4.25

4.04

4.06
®

4.18

4.20
4.06

3 4 5

Very

satisfied
Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups

127




An index of satisfaction with relationships with parents was compiled. A
higher score indicated more satisfaction with relationships with parents.

The mean score of satisfaction with relationships with parents was 3.97 out of
5. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents who were
married/cohabiting (4.03) and those who were economically active (4.00)
indicated more satisfaction with their relationships with their parents (ps <.05).
No statistically significant differences were found between gender and age
groups.

Chart 13.10

Satisfaction with relationships with parents by key demographics in 2021

Gender

Age
Group

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status!

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

1

Very
dissatisfied

3.97

3.97

®
3.97

®

3.91

3.96
3.98

3.99

3.90
@

4.00
3.90
3 4 5
Very
satisfied

Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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An index of satisfaction with relationships with father or mother of
spouse/partner was compiled. A higher score indicated more satisfaction with
relationships with father or mother of spouse/partner.

The mean score of satisfaction with relationships with father or mother of
spouse/partner was 3.76 out of 5. Compared with the other demographic
groups, respondents in the following groups indicated more satisfaction with
their relationships with father or mother of their spouse/partner: male (3.84),
married/cohabiting (3.84), and economically active (3.82) (ps < .05). No
statistically significant difference was found between age groups.

Chart 13.11

Satisfaction with relationships with father or mother of spouse/partner by

key demographics in 2021

Gender!

Age
Group

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status!

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

3.71
3.80

3.75

3.59
@

3.84
3.23

3.82
3.66
1 2 3 4
Very
dissatisfied

Mean score

5
Very
satisfied

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Frequency of Talking about Personal Concerns with Family
Members

13.24  Respondents were asked to indicate how frequently they talked about personal
issues with their family members and between generations using a four-point
Likert scale (ranging from 1 = almost never to 4 = frequently).

1225 In 2021, over half (54.3%) of the respondents sometimes (49.6%) or frequently
(4.7%) talked about their personal concerns with family members and between
generations. About 30.3% and 15.4%, respectively, expressed that they did not
often talk or almost never talked about their personal concerns with family
members or between generations.

Chart 13.12  Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members in
2021

How often do you talk about your personal concernsf with family
members including family members of different generations?

Frequently

Sometimes

Almost Not often

never 30.3%
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An index of frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members
and between generations was compiled. A higher score indicated that a
respondent communicated more frequently with their family members and
between generations.

The mean score was 2.44 out of 4. Compared with those who were
divorced/widowed (2.13), respondents who were married/cohabiting (2.53)
and those who had never been married (2.38) indicated more frequently talking
with family members and between generations about their personal concerns
(p <.05). No statistically significant differences were found between gender,

age, and economic status groups.

Chart 13.13  Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members by

key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 244
Gender Male o 2.46
2.41
Female @
2.56
Age 15-24
Group 2.50
25-34
243
35-54
2.40
55 or above
; . 2.38
Marital Never married (]
Status! , » 2.53
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 2.13
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 2.45
Status . 2.42
Inactive
1 2 3 4
Almost Frequently
never Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Respondents reported that they talked about personal issues with their family
members and between generations less frequently. The mean score of
frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members gradually
decreased from 2.68 in 2011 to 2.41 in 2017, then flattened at 2.44 in 2021.
This echoes the communication aspect of the CFAI in that communication
between family members worsened across the years. A decreasing trend was
observed from 2011 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the

respondents (p <.05).

Analysed by demographics, monotonic decreasing trends were also observed
among female respondents, and those who had never been married (ps <.001).

Chart 13.14  Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members

across years

4.0
3.5
3.0 2.68
2.59 2.56 2.41 2.44
2.5
2.0 . .
1.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 259 252 254 238 246 <.001
Female? 276  2.65 258 243 241 <.001
Age 15-24 295 271 251 240 256 | <.001
groups 25-34 285 2.69 262 244 250 | <.001
(years) 35-54 2.67 2.61 254 242 243 <.001
55 or above 247 246 257 238 240 | <.001
Marital | Never married? 279 2.62 255 238 238 | <.001
status Married/cohabiting 2.74 2.63 254 242 2.53 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 2.14 234 265 242 213 <.001
Economic| Economically active 271 259 253 242 245 | <.001
status Economically inactive 2.66 259 259 239 242 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic decreasing trend.
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Frequency of Use of Modern Technologies to Communicate with
Family Members

12.30 Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency with which they used
modern technologies to communicate with family members and between
generations using a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = almost never to 4
= frequently).

1231 In 2021, over three quarters (76.8%) of the respondents sometimes (40.5%) or
frequently (36.3%) communicated with family members, including family
members of different generations, via email, social networks, and instant
messaging tools (e.g. SMS, WhatsApp, etc.). About 15.1% and 8.1%,
respectively, expressed that they did not often communicate or almost never
communicated with family members via modern technologies.

Chart 13.15  Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with family

members in 2021

How often do you communicate with family members including
family members of different generations via email, social network
and instant messaging tools (e.g. SMS, WhatsApp, etc.)?

Frequently

Sometimes

Not often
Almost

never 15.1%
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An index of frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with
family members was compiled. A higher score indicated modern technologies
were used for communication more frequently.

The mean score was 3.05 out of 4. Compared with the other demographic
groups, respondents in the following groups indicated less frequent use of
modern technologies for communication with their family members and
between generations: aged 55 or above (2.94), divorced/widowed (2.70), and
economically inactive (2.92) (ps < .05). There was no significant gender
difference.

Chart 13.16  Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with family

members by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 3.05
Gender Male o 3.03
3.07
Female .
3.12
Age 15-24
Group! 3.10
25-34
3.14
35-54
2.94
55 or above
. . 2.97
Marital Never married o
Status! , .. 3.16
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 2.70
Divorced/widowed ®
Economic Active 315
Status! , 2.92
Inactive
1 2 3 4
Almost Frequently
never Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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With the rapid development of mobile devices, an increasing number of
respondents used modern technologies (e.g. SMS, WhatsApp) to communicate
with family members and between generations, and a significant surge in 2021
was observed. The mean score of frequency of use of modern technologies to
communicate with family members increased from 1.90 in 2013 to 3.05 in
2021. An increasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling
for the demographics of the respondents (p <.05).

Analysed by demographics, monotonic increasing trends were observed among
those who were aged 55 or above, those who were divorced/separated/widowed
and those who were economically inactive (ps < .001).

Chart 13.17  Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with family

members across years

4.0
3.5 3.05
3.0 2.44
5 1.90 1.74
1.5
1.0
0.5 NA
0.0
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male - 1.87 1.71 239 3.03 <.001
Female - 1.92 1.76 247 3.07 | <.001
Age 15-24 - 224 184 276 3.12 | <.001
groups 25-34 - 230 1.78 2.79 3.10 | <.001
(years) 35-54 - 201 174 256 3.14| <.001
55 or above? - 141 1.67 2.04 294 | <001
Marital | Never married - 212 1.82 259 297 <.001
status Married/cohabiting - 1.87 1.71 246 3.16 | <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed? - 1.55 1.63 2.00 2.70 <.001
Economic| Economically active - 2.08 1.72 262 3.15| <.001
status Economically inactive? - 1.74 176 223 292 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents. N2 A monotonic increasing trend.
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Communication with Family Members

13.36 Respondents were asked to indicate whether, in a normal week, they talked
with their father, mother, and spouse/partner about something important to
them.

12.37 In 2021, among the respondents with a spouse/partner, about two thirds
(67.2%) communicated with their spouse/partner about something important to
them in a normal week, whereas 32.8% did not. Respectively, 36.9% and
20.8% of the respondents expressed that they would communicate with their
mother and father about something important to them in a normal week.

Chart 13.18 Communication with family member

Do you communicate with family members?

spouserparner gggey
No B Yes
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About 20.8% of the respondents reported that they communicated with their
father about something important to them in a normal week. Compared with
the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions of the
respondents who were aged 15 to 24 (30.1%) and those who had never been
married (22.5%) communicated with their father about something important to
them (ps < .05). No statistically significant differences were found between
gender and economic status groups.

Chart 13.19  Communication with father by key demographics in 2021

L))
All Respondents 20.87%
(1)
Gender Male o 21.3%
20.3%
Female . °
30.1¢
Age 15-24 &
Group! 24.1%
25-34
22.5%
35-54
12.3¢
55 or above /o
. . 22.5%
Marital Never married o 2
Status! , i, 20.9%
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 13.0%
Divorced/widowed
L))
Economic Active 21.4%
Status ) 19.7%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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About 36.9% of the respondents reported that they communicated with their
mother about something important to them in a normal week. Compared with
the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions of respondents
in the following groups communicated with their mother about something
important to them: female (40.4%), aged 15 to 24 (55.7%), and never been
married (44.7%) (ps < .05). No statistically significant difference was found
between economic status groups.

Chart 13.20  Communication with mother by key demographics in 2021

0
All Respondents 369%
(1)
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40.4¢
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Group! 44.7%
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39.8%
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. . 44.7%
Marital Never married o 2
Status’ , . 33.7%
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. . 27.1%
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 37.9%
Status ) 34.8%
Inactive
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100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups




About 67.2% of the respondents reported that they communicated with their
spouse/partner about something important to them in a normal week.
Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups communicated with their spouse/partner
about something important to them: male (71.4%), aged 35-54 (71.3%), and
married/cohabiting (74.8%) (ps < .05). No statistically significant difference

was found between economic status groups.

Chart 13.21

Communication with spouse/partner by key demographics in 2021
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Group!

Marital
Status!
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Status

All Respondents
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15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above
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Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed
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Inactive

67.2%

71.4%
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Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Focus group discussions were conducted to collect views with 18 participants
aged 15 to 29, 23 parents and eight grandparents to understand their
communication approaches with family members, explore the difficulties
encountered during communications and their solutions.

Communication with Family Members for the Participants Aged 15 to 18

Most of the participants aged 15 to 18 stated that they usually talked with their
mothers about topics related to schools and daily lives. Apart from parents,
they usually communicated with siblings because they mostly lived together,
and they could interact face-to-face frequently. They would talk about topics
on their interesting experiences with friends, favourite idols, songs and dramas,
etc. When they grew up together, they could understand each other as they
shared similar experiences.

Compared with parents, the participants aged 15 to 18 felt more relaxed and
pleasant with siblings. Although they might bicker with each other sometimes,
they were caring about each other.

In addition, the participants aged 15 to 18 expressed that though they would
have conflicts with their parents resulting from the divergence of values, they
did not encounter communication difficulties with their parents.

I EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEN »

< T will talk with my little sister because we are at similar ages
: and have similar experiences, so we understand each other
- well. I feel more relaxed and happier when talking about
- something in mind. Compared with parents, I do not need to
spend much time to talk about how the things happened
: before I express my feelings.

-------------------------------------------------------
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Communication with Family Members for the Participants Aged 19 to 29

Most of the participants aged 19 to 29 agreed that face-to-face communication
was a better communication approach. Some of them stated that despite the
importance of face-to-face communication, it was also important to
communicate by instant-messaging tools which enabled sharing of interesting
activities or contents on online family groups, thus aroused the conversations
between family members, which even made it possible to do the activities
together later.

Two of the participants aged 19 to 29 admitted that they had difficulties to
communicate with their fathers due to the divergence of values on the standards
on school performances, life planning and political stance.

¢"EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENEEENENENNENNNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE ",
.

i Although face-to-face communication was important, it was
also important to communicate by phones. It is because :
when we see something fun or interesting, we can share it : :
on the family group and discuss together, and my famlly
members will propose to do it together next time.

Youth 12

Communication with Family Members for Parents

Most of the participants who were parents were satisfied with the
communication with their children because their children were mostly young.
The parent participants were getting along with their children on daily lives
including teaching homework, playing sports, out-going activities, etc.

Parent participants with older children, on the other hand, stated that they
would get along with their children as friends. They believed that if they
communicated with their children in an authoritative way, the children would
gradually not share their own things with them and even estranged them.

Regard the communication difficulties, some parent participants had either
full-time or part-time jobs, they shared that they had spent not much time to
communicate with the children. Hence, they would try to stay with their
children during holidays as more time as possible. They agreed that
communication was important in relationships. They needed to talk openly and
be good listeners with their children.

Further, some parent participants with more than one child reflected that they
would pay more attention on taking care of their youngest children due to their
age and lower self-care abilities, sometimes, they might not consider the needs
of their elder children.
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Three parent participants expressed that their children had special educational
needs such as hyperactivity disorder, speech and language impairment and
autism, etc, which made them difficult to communicate with their children. As
the children were difficult to express themselves, the parents needed to spend
more time to communicate with them and understand their needs. After a long-
time communication deficit, some of them argued that their emotion states or
relationship with children were affected. The frustration they had even made
them to disregard the needs of their children intentionally. For those who had
other children on normal condition, they stated that the children would
complain about why they spent most of their time on their siblings with special
educational needs, resulting from an adverse effect on their relationship with
other children.

s "I think I am the one with the most difficulties because my '-_
= son is diagnosed with autism and studies in special school. I :
= spend 6 hours a day to look after him. As a result, I can only :
= spend little time on my daughter. She had complained to me :
: about why I always paid attention to my son and forgot her. :
: Sometimes I really ignored her and only helped her to do :
: revision before examination. Most of the time, I need to help :
= my son to learn spelling and can only talk with my daughter
* when he is asleep. 3
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. .

Parent 5

' ‘
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Communication with Family Members for Grandparents

Most of the participants who were grandparents were satisfied with their
relationship with children or grandchildren who typically communicated with
their families face-to-face. However, due to COVID-19 pandemic, they had
fewer chances to meet with their family members or relatives considering the
risk of infection and social distancing measures which adversely affected the
family communication.

Some grandparent participants stated that although they had fewer chances to
meet with their family members or relatives, they were making use of
communication software such as WhatsApp, FaceTime and Zoom for
communication. It enabled them to see their children or grandchildren easily
by video calls, to understand what happen to them daily and to enrich their
conversation. Some grandparent participants further indicated that while they
would communicate with their children by phone calls typically, it was more
convenient to contact them by instant-messaging tools like WhatsApp now.
Even though their children were working, they would still reply to them when
they were free. They believed that more communication approaches and
methods were beneficial for improving the relationship with each other.
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;' I always made video calls during the pandemic. For
- example, my son or my daughter-in-law will show me how :
: my grandchildren were. Although sometimes my parenting

- approaches maybe different from my daughter-in-law’s,

- still our relationship is good, and she will teach me how to

* use my phone which can increase our interactions. :
Grandparent7 '0.---:. “’ ------------------------------------------------------

" SN NN NN NN NN NN EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENNENNNNNNENNEEEEEEEEEEEEEEDR »

5. It (family relationship) is better now. By video calls, I can k
. see their living situations and what they are doing. Now we :
: always have a chat by video calls which make me feel like

. we are being together just like the way we see each other

- face-to-face.

% Grandparent 5
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14. Theme 5 — Work-Family Balance

Overview

The previous rounds of the Survey demonstrated that nearly half of those at
work reported stress in balancing work and family life. Apart from exploring
attitudes toward work-family balance, four questions related to work-family
balance, namely the levels of difficulty and stress resulting from efforts to meet
the competing demands of work and family life??, satisfaction with amount of
time spent with family, and satisfaction with overall working conditions, were
adopted. In addition, one question was designed to explore family-friendly

policies and practices.

The alphas of attitudes toward work-family balance were larger than 0.7,
indicating a satisfactory level of reliability and internal consistency. Table 14.1
presents the dimensions and details of work-family balance.

Table 14.1

Dimensions of Theme 5 — Work-Family Balance

Theme

Dimensions

Year

2011

2013

2015

2017

2021

No. of
items

Index
construct?

Single
item?

SA

Attitudes toward
work-family
balance

>0.7

5B

Level of difficulty
in achieving work-
family balance

5C

Level of stress in
achieving work-
family balance

5D

Satisfaction with
amount of time
spent at work and
with family

SE

Satisfaction with
overall working
conditions

SF

Family-friendly
policies and
practices
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Attitudes toward Work-Family Balance

The index regarding attitudes toward balancing work and family life consisted
of six question items (o >.07), including “reducing the number of hours I spend
at work is simply not an option”, “I want to work more, but am afraid it would
hurt my family life”, “at this stage in my career, my job has to be my first
priority”, and “I enjoy going to work because it gets me away from my family”.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a list of
statements using a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree

to 5 = strongly agree).

In 2021, about two thirds (66.7%) of the respondents shared that they had no
choice to reduce their work hours, whereas 17.2% did not encounter this
situation.

About 42.4% of the respondents expressed that they would not put work as
their first priority at this stage, 21.6% did not provide views, and 36.0% stated
that they would put work as their first priority.

Over one third of the respondents wanted to spend more time on working but
were afraid it would affect their family life (41.7%), and they often felt guilty
for spending time on work but not getting along with their family (37.0%),
whereas about two fifths did not experience these two situations.

About 36.1% of the respondents agreed that they wanted to spend more time
with their family, but they were afraid it would reduce promotion opportunities,
whereas 42.2% disagreed.

About 62.9% of the respondents disagreed that they enjoyed working because
it kept them away from the family, whereas 21.1% admitted that this was the
case for them.
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Chart 14.2  Attitudes toward work-family balance in 2021

I have no choice to reduce my working hours

Agree
. Neutral
Disagree

At this stage, I will put my work as the first priority

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

I want to spend more time on working, but I am afraid it will affect
my family life

Neutral

Agree

Disagree

I often feel guilty for spending time on working but not getting
along with my family
Agree
Neutral

Disagree

I want to spend more time with my family, but I am afraid it will
reduce my promotion opportunities

Neutral

Agree

Disagree

I enjoy working because it keeps me away from my family

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
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An index of attitudes toward work-family balance was compiled. All items
were reverse coded. A higher score indicated a healthy work-family balance.
Scores by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and
whether the respondents had children under the age of 18, were also formulated
and analysed.

The mean score of attitudes toward work-family balance was 2.98 out of 5.
Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents who were aged 25
to 34 (2.84) and those who had children under the age of 18 (2.76) indicated a
poorer work-family balance (ps < .05). Those respondents aged 55 or above

(3.23) showed a better work-family balance.

differences were found between gender and marital status groups.

Chart 14.3

Attitudes toward work-family balance by key demographics in 2021

No statistically significant

All Respondents 2.8
Gender Male o 297
2.99
Female .
2.92
Age 15-24
Group' 2.84
25-34
2.92
35-54
55 or above 3.23
. . 2.96
Marital Never married (]
Status 2.99
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 3.03
Divorced/widowed o
. 2.76
With With children <182
children! 3.07
No children <183
1 3 5
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
Note 2 «Respondents with children < 18 refers to those who had children under the age of 18.

Note 3 “Respondents with no children < 18” refers to those non-parent respondents or those parent
respondents who had children aged 18 or above.
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The mean score of attitudes toward work-family balance dropped from 2.87 in
2011 to 2.71 in 2013, then increased to 2.98 in 2021. An increasing trend was
observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the
respondents (p < .05). The results indicated that respondents’ attitudes toward
work-family balance had improved. Analysed by demographics, though
significant differences were found in some mean scores across the years, no
particular trend was observed.

Chart 14.4  Attitudes toward work-family balance across years
4.00
3.50
2.98
3.00 2.87 271 2.86
2.50
NA
2.00
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 292 280 297 297 | <.001
Female 2.81 2.60 2.73 2.99 | <.001
Age 15-24 3.0 277 2.77 2.92 .049
groups | 25-34 298 2.73 3.05 2.84 .019
(years) |35-54 2.86 2.74 2.83 292 | <.001
55 or above 2.59 257 2.69 3.23 | <.001
Marital | Never married 298 277 297 2.96 .073
status Married/cohabiting 2.82  2.69 2.80 299 | <001
Divorced/separated/widowed 276 2.62 2.79 3.03 | <.001
With With children (<18) - 2.74  2.84 2.76 .164
Children | No children (<18) - 2.57  2.87 3.07 | <.001

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and with children under the age of 18.
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Level of Difficulty in Achieving Work-Family balance

14.12 Respondents who worked were asked to indicate the level of difficulty they
experienced in trying to meet the competing demands of work and family life
using a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very easy to 4 = very difficult).

1413 In 2021, about half (50.6%) of the respondents who worked reported that it was
very difficult (7.6%) or quite difficult (43.0%) to balance work and family life.
On the other hand, about half (49.4%) found it easy or very easy to achieve
work-family balance.

1414 Across the years, the proportion of respondents experiencing difficulties in
achieving a work-family balance increased from 38.1% in 2013 to 50.6% in

2021.

Chart 14.5  Level of difficulty in achieving work-family balance across years

2021 6%

43.0%

2017 3%
. 30.0%
(1)
2015 4.9%
. 34.6%
[1)
2013 S-7%
- 32.4%
® Very difficult

1.1%

ssE——

3.4%

18.5%

4.3%

es—

Quite difficult ®m Quite casy W Very easy M Refused to answer
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Details of the proportions of respondents who worked experienced difficulties
(very difficult and quite difficult) in achieving a work-family balance were
compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and
whether the respondents had children under the age of 18.

About half (50.6%) of the respondents who worked reported that it was very
difficult or quite difficult to balance work and family life. Compared with the
other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions of respondents in
the following groups experienced difficulties in achieving a work-family
balance: female (54.0%), aged 25 to 34 (53.3%), and aged 35 to 54 (53.7%) (ps
<.001). . . No statistically significant differences were found between marital
status groups, and whether the respondents had children under the age of 18.

Chart 14.6  Level of difficulty in achieving work-family balance by key

demographics in 2021

L))
All Respondents 20:6%
o
Gender! Male o A7.3%
54.0%
Female . °
50.2%
Age 15-24
Group! 2534 53.3%
53.7%
35-54
L))
55 or above 42.0%

. ) 53.5%
l\é[arltal Never married o 2
tatus 49.2%

Married/cohabiting (] .
) . 49.5%
Divorced/widowed o
. 50.2%
With  With children <18> -
children ) 3 51.0%
No children <18
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups

Note2 “Respondents with children < 18” refers to those who had children under the age of 18.

Note 3 “Respondents with no children < 18” refers to those non-parent respondents or those parent
respondents who had children aged 18 or above.
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The proportion of respondents who worked experiencing difficulties (very
difficult and quite difficult) in achieving a work-family balance decreased from
38.1% in 2013 to 34.2% in 2017, then increased to 50.6% in 2021.
Analysed by demographics, monotonic increasing trend was observed among
respondents with no children < 18 who were either non-parent respondents or
those parent respondents who had children aged 18 or above (p <.001).

Chart 14.7  Level of difficulty in achieving work-family balance across years
100.0%
50.6%
50.0% 38.1% 35.8% 34.2%
0.0%
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
% 2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male - 41.1 375 323 473 .002
Female - 34.1 33.7 363 54.0 <.001
Age 15-24 - 26.5 14.1 287 50.2 .001
groups 25-34 - 299 439 28.0 533 .017
(years) 35-54 - 447 369 393 53.7 <.001
55 or above - 339 27.6 31.1 42.0 .002
Marital | Never married - 289 38.7 25.8 535 <.001
status Married/cohabiting - 439 348 375 49.2 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed - 370 294 528 495 <.001
With With children (<18) - 523 338 48.0 56.8 <.001
Children | No children (<18)? - 320 36.6 369 48.0 <.001

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and with children under the age of 18. N°*2 A monotonic increasing trend.
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Level of Stress in Achieving Work-Family balance

14.18  Respondents who worked were asked to indicate the level of stress they
experienced as a result of efforts to meet the competing demands of work and
family life using a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = no stress at all to
4 = a great deal of stress).

1419 In 2021, about half (51.1%) of the respondents who worked reported that it was
very stressful (6.6%) or quite stressful (44.5%) trying to balance work and
family life. On the other hand, about half (48.9%) found that balancing work
and family life was not stressful.

1420 Across the years, the proportion of respondents reporting stress in achieving
work-family balance increased from 44.7% in 2011 to 51.1% in 2021.

Chart 14.8  Level of stress in achieving work-family balance across years

9.7%

[\
=
S
[t

- 44.5%

12.9% 1.0%

[\
(=]
ot
B |

4‘) 33.4%

16.2% 2.9%

[\
(=]
ot
9]

3./0 41.0%

13.0% 97

[\
(=]
ot
W

4.) 40.8%

18.9% 24%

[\*]
(=]
ey
[

I 39.4%

B Very stressful Quite stressful m Not very stressful
m Not stressful at all m Refused to answer
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Details of the proportions of respondents who worked experienced stress (very
stressful and quite stressful) in achieving a work-family balance were compiled
by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and whether
the respondents had children under the age of 18.

About half (51.1%) of the respondents who worked reported that it was very
stressful or quite stressful to balance work and family life. Compared with the
other age groups, significantly higher proportions of respondents in the
following groups experienced stress in achieving a work-family balance: aged
25 to 34 (54.9%), and aged 35 to 54 (55.2%) (p < .001). No statistically
significant differences were found between gender, marital status groups, and

whether the respondents had children under the age of 18.

Chart 14.9

Level of stress in achieving work-family balance by key demographics

in2021
1)
All Respondents 2L.17%
()
Gender Male 50.3%
51.8¢
Female . &
49.2%
Age 15-24
Group' 54.9%
25-34
55.2%
35-54
39.8¢
55 or above %
. . 52.4%
Marital Never married (] 2
Status ) .\ 51.1%
Married/cohabiting (]
) . 45.4%
Divorced/widowed ®
. 52.7%
With  With children <18> -
children ) 49.2%
No children <183
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
Note2 “Respondents with children < 18” refers to those who had children under the age of 18.

Note 3 “Respondents with no children < 18” refers to those non-parent respondents or those parent
respondents who had children aged 18 or above.
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The proportion of respondents who worked experiencing stress (very stressful
and quite stressful) in achieving a work-family balance decreased from 44.7%
in 2011 to 37.3% in 2017, then increased to 51.1% in 2021. Analysed by
demographics, no monotonic increasing trends were observed.

Chart 14.10

Level of stress in achieving work-family balance across years

100.0%
51.1%
o 0
50.0% 44.7% 45.4% 41.4% 37.3%
0.0% .
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
% 2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!

Gender | Male 459 48.1 452 378 503 .090
Female 43.0 41.8 365 368 518 <.001
Age 15-24 374 29.8 23.1 285 492 .046
groups 25-34 46.1 413 495 292 549 121
(years) 35-54 484 515 436 439 552 <.001
55 or above 30.7 374 287 342 398 .049
Marital | Never married 37.8 359 427 272 524 .006
status Married/cohabiting 50.3 527 41.1 43.0 S5I1.1 .002
Divorced/separated/widowed 33.8 354 375 49.1 454 .041
With With children (<18) 0.0 613 439 543 588 <.001
Children | No children (<18) 0.0 384 403 384 479 .007

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and with children under the age of 18.
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Satisfaction with Amount of Time Spent at Work and with Family

1424 Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with amount of time spent at
work and with family on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very
dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied).

1425 1In 2021, about half (48.6%) of the respondents who worked were satisfied or
very satisfied with the amount of time they spent at work and with their family,
whereas one in ten were dissatisfied.

1426 Across the years, the proportion of respondents who were satisfied with the
amount of time they spent at work and with their family dropped from 61.6%
in 2011 to 48.6% in 2021.

Chart 14.11  Satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family across

years

2021 F
1.0%
2.8%
4.1%

-__'
3.0%

-__'

m Dissatisfied or very dissatisfied m Average
| Satisfied or very satisfied B Refused to answer
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An index of level of satisfaction with time spent at work and with family was
compiled. A higher score indicated more satisfaction with time spent at work
and with family.

The mean score of level of satisfaction with time spent at work and with family
was 3.37 out of 5. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents
in the following groups indicated a lower level of satisfaction with amount of
time spent at work and with family: aged 15 to 24 (3.30), aged 35 to 54 (3.30),
never been married (3.31), and with children under the age of 18 (3.31) (ps <

.05). There was no significant gender difference.

Chart 14.12  Satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family by key

demographics in 2021

Gender

Age
Group!

Marital
Status!

With
children!

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

With children <182
No children <183

1

Very
dissatisfied

3.37

3.40

3.34
@

3.30

3.33
3.30

3.58

3.31
®

3.40
3.39

3.31
3.40

Mean score

5

Very
satisfied

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups

Note2 “Respondents with children < 18” refers to those who had children under the age of 18.
Note 3 “Respondents with no children < 18” refers to those non-parent respondents or those parent
respondents who had children aged 18 or above.
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The mean score of satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with
family fluctuated between 3.44 and 3.52 from 2011 to 2017 and then dropped
to 3.37 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p < .05). Analysed by
demographics, though significant differences were found in some mean scores
across the years, no particular trend was observed.

Chart 14.13  Satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family across

years
4.0
3.52 3.52
2 s 3.44 3.47 3.37
3.0
2.5
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 3,53 340 345 350 3.40 .796
Female 351 350 350 3.55 3.34 .004
Age 15-24 341 3.60 3.66 3.56 3.30 423
groups 25-34 349 346 342 356 333 478
(years) 35-54 3.54 339 346 348 3.30 .004
55 or above 3.59 3.57 354 358 3.58 776
Marital | Never married 347 349 351 3.63 3.31 .008
status Married/cohabiting 3.55 343 343 346 3.40 409
Divorced/separated/widowed 3.61 338 353 341 3.39 277
With With children (<18) - 329 339 340 3.31 .079
Children | No children (<18) - 3.56 3.50 3.51 3.40 .069

Note ] GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,
marital status, and with children under the age of 18.
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Satisfaction with Overall Working Conditions

14.30  Respondents who worked were asked to rate their satisfaction with their overall
working conditions on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = very
dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied).

1431 In2021, about 44.1% of the respondents worked were satisfied or very satisfied
with their overall working conditions, whereas one in ten were dissatisfied.

Chart 14.14  Satisfaction with overall working conditions in 2021

Satisfaction with Work Life

Satisfied or
very satisfied

Dissatisfied
or very
dissatisfied

Average

9.8%
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An index of satisfaction with overall working conditions was compiled. A

higher score indicated more satisfaction with overall working conditions.

The mean score of satisfaction with overall working conditions was 3.36 out
Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents in the
following groups reported less satisfaction with overall working conditions:
aged 15 to 24 (3.21), never been married (3.27), and divorced/widowed (3.27)
(ps <.05). No statistically significant differences were found between genders
or between respondents with children under the age of 18.

of 5.

Chart 14.15

Satisfaction with overall working conditions by key demographics in 2021

Gender

Age
Group!

Marital
Status!

With
Children

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

With children <182
No children <183

1
Very

dissatisfied

3.36

3.37

®
3.35

®

3.21

3.32
3.32

3.49

3.27
@
3.42
o

3.27

3.33
3.37

Mean score

5

Very
satisfied

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups

Note2 «“Respondents with children < 18” refers to those who had children under the age of 18.
Note 3 “Respondents with no children < 18” refers to those non-parent respondents or those parent
respondents who had children aged 18 or above.
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Family-friendly Policies and Practices

Respondents who worked were asked to list the family-friendly policies and
practices adopted by their employers. In 2021, nearly half (47.0%) of the
respondents who worked indicated that they had a five-day working week.
Over one quarter (29.8%) stated that they had family leave (a holiday granted
for fulfilling family responsibilities, such as arranging a funeral or attending
Parents’ Day).

Less than one quarter of the respondents who worked expressed that their
employers offered flexible working hours (i.e. with a certain degree of
restrictions, employees can choose when to start and finish their work)
(24.9%), paternity leave that allowed more paid paternity leave for employees
who have just become fathers than that required by law (22.6%), remote
working/flexible working location/working from home (19.1%), additional
paid maternity leave for employees who have just become mothers (more than
14 weeks of maternity leave) (14.6%), or flexible shift work (i.e. rotation of
working hours / self-editing work schedule) (10.6%).

Furthermore, less than 10% of the respondents who worked indicated that their
employers organised family activities for them (7.5%), allowed compressed
working hours for employees to complete the prescribed total working hours
per week in fewer working days (7.1%), or provided support services for
childcare (2.9%).

It is worth noting that one quarter (25.0%) of the respondents expressed that no
family-friendly policies and practices were adopted by their employers.
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Chart 14.16  Family-friendly policies and practices in 2021

Five-day work week _ 47.0%
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Work-family Balance

The result of the questionnaire survey shows that work-family balance was
harder to achieve especially for parents with children aged 18 or below. 8
participants who were full-time or part-time working parents with children
aged 18 or below participated in the focus group discussion to express their
difficulties and pressure, and the way to achieve work-family balance.

Focus group discussions were conducted to collect in-depth views with 23
parents to understand their difficulties and pressure on maintaining work-
family balance, impacts of family relationship toward work-family balance,
and family friendly measures adopted by their employers.

Difficulties and Pressure on Maintaining Work-family Balance

Most of the participants who were parent expressed that they did not have much
time taking care of their children due to their work. During weekdays, parents
could only spend 1 to 2 hours with their children after work, and the time was
not sufficient. During weekends, parents usually went outdoors with their
children, but the children might still perceive that their parents did not stay with
them long enough.

Some parent participants thought that they had less time to rest after having
children, most of their times were spending with their spouse/partner and
children. It had been a long time without having me time or going out with
friends.

Some participants who were mothers claimed that they wish to recruit foreign
domestic helpers to share the burden of taking care of their children. However,
they did not recruit one yet, due to the COVID-19 pandemic which caused a
higher cost of recruiting foreign domestic helpers (for example, booking
epidemic-proof hotels for the worker, etc.) and the difficulty of getting the
worker aboard. In addition, some participants pointed out that kindergartens
or nursing services for children aged below 2 were insufficient and difficult to
apply, as such their family burden could not be reduced.

Some participants who were mothers shared that due to the work from home
arrangement and educational arrangement of their children during the COVID-
19 pandemic, maintaining work-family balance was much harder than working
in an office. Also, it was harder to organise the time for work, family and rest
efficiently. The income was also affected, and the financial burden had
increased due to the decreases in workload caused by an extended time of
taking care of children.
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I have less time to sleep compared to the past when I did not ‘.
: have children. As most of my time is spent with my wife and :
= children, I do not have much me time. It has been a long
: time for me to eat out and have fun with my friends. I am
- satisfied with my work and family. Every day;, it is just a
E little bit rushed as I have to buy household necessities after

%, work, have dinner at home, and play with kids. o
Parent 16 ;.‘5““‘1 lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

< During the period of working from home, I have to take
- care of my children and work at the same time. I could
either reduce my time with my children and work more, or I :
: could start my work when my husband takes care of our

. children after work. Work has deadlines and sometimes

. children will try to get your attention and I also need to do

: housework, so I think it is even harder than full-time work

. and it is pressured when I need to take care of my work, my :
s home and my children at the same time. ’:' Parent 21

Impacts of Family Relationship toward Work-Family Balance

Some parent participants stated that the arguments with spouse/partner or other
family members were related to work-family balance. For example, due to the
overtime work, parents only had family time on weekends, this situation might
cause arguments when their spouse/partner treasure family more.

Some participants who are mothers expressed that sometimes parents will
ignore the needs of their children because of working. Even if work from home
during the pandemic, parents would take care of their children after finished
their work. Some partners thought that housework and childcare should be
done first when parents are at home. However, it ignores the difficulties of
work-family balance.

Two participants who were mothers claimed that their parents or parents-in-
law have suggested them to quit their job and focus on raising their children.
Even there was foreign domestic helper, older generation still believed that
children taking care by their own mother is the most suitable solution and
having domestic helper would increase the financial burden of the family.
These arguments caused disputes between family members.
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Family-friendly Measures

Most parent participants found out that companies usually did not state the
family friendly measures clearly. However, companies or supervisors usually
allowed elastic working hour to facilitate parents to look after children or cope
with emergence situation. Some companies allowed parents to bring their
children to work place and allowed employees to work at office only on
Monday to Thursday but working from home on Friday.

Most parent participants did not seek help from others on work-family balance,
but only negotiated with family or ask family members to look after their
children to reduce burden.

" T will argue with my spouse due to work. As I often work
until night and overtime during weekend sometimes, my
partner will be angry as she values family time on Sunday.

3 I do part-time work and my family help taking care of my ":
= children, but my children are naughty, so my family still

: complain about it and hope I quit my job to focus on

: childcare. My family and I will argue about it. I wish to

= hire a foreign domestic helper, but my family members did

: not agree, as it will increase the family financial burden.

: My family believe that instead of hiring a domestic helper,

. I should quit my job and take care of children by myself .:' Parent 20

;s My company does not have clear instructions on working ‘
¢ from home but has high flexibility. If my family or my kids
- have an emergency and I need to apply for work from home,
permission can be given immediately. Besides, when my

: child was born, I only had three days of paternity leave for

. it, but on discussing it with my company, I could work at

: home for a few months at that time. Other than that, I am
Parent 16 - allowed to bring my child to the workplace as long as I can

. take care of him.
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15. Theme 6 — Social Support Networks

Overview

Table 15.1

A social support network is a social structure made up of individuals such as
family members, friends and peers, or organisations. Respondents’ perceptions
of social support were captured by the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived
Social Support (MSPSS), a 12-item scale with three 4-item subscales that is
used to assess the level of perceived social support from family, friends, and
others?®. In addition, question items regarding awareness of and participation
in family-related programmes were included.

The alphas of the total scale and the subscales were larger than 0.7, indicating
a satisfactory level of reliability and internal consistency. Table 15.1 presents
the dimensions and details of the respondents’ social support networks.

Dimensions of Theme 6 — Social Support Networks

Theme Dimensions

Year

2011

2013 12015

2017

2021

No. of
items

Index
construct?

Single
item?

6A

Multidimensional
Scale of Perceived
Social Support

12

>0.7

6B

Awareness of
family-related
programmes

6C

Participation in
family-related
programmes
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Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS)

15.3

15.4

15.5

Respondents’ perceptions of social support were captured by the MSPSS.
Respondents rated perceived social support from family (four items), friends
(four items), and significant others (four items) on a seven-point Likert scale
(ranging from 1 = extremely disagree to 7 = extremely agree). A significant
other is understood to be any person of great importance to an individual’s
well-being and self-evaluation and refers to an individual who is or has been
deeply influential in one’s life, including members of one’s family-of-origin
and people encountered outside of family relations?*. A score is calculated by
the mean scores of all question items. A score of less than 3 on the MSPSS
indicates a low level of social support, a score of between 3 and 5 indicates a
moderate level of social support, and a score of more than 5 indicates a high
level of social support.

In 2021, the patterns of social support from family and significant others were
similar. Over half of the respondents reported a high level of social support
from family (52.1%) and significant others (52.1%). About two fifths received
a moderate level of support, and less than 5% received a low level of support.
About 42.3% of the respondents received a high level of social support from
friends, 53.3% received moderate support, and only 4.4% received a low level
of support.

For the total score including family, friends and significant others, over half
(51.8%) of the respondents reported a high level of support, 45.5% reported
moderate support, and only 2.8% reported a low level of support.

Chart 15.2  Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) in 2021

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support

2.8%
1.8¢
Total L8%
3.7%
oty T —

4.4%

o 3.4%
Significant
others

B Low support B Moderate support m High support
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Higher scores on the MSPSS indicate higher levels of social support. The mean
score of perceived social support from family, friends, and significant others
was 5.03 out of 7. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents
in the following groups reported higher levels of social support: female (5.09),
aged 15 to 24 (5.23), and married/cohabiting (5.22) (ps < .05). No statistically
significant difference was found between economic status groups.

Chart 15.3  MSPSS — Total scale by key demographics in 2021

All Respondents 203
Gender! Male ® 4.98
5.09
Female o
5.23
Age 15-24
Group' 5.20
25-34
5.03
35-54
4.95
55 or above
. ) 4.87
Marital Never married (]
Status' . L 5.22
Married/cohabiting ()
4.53
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 5.06
Status ) 5.00
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Extremely
disagree agree
Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of perceived social support from family was 5.10 out of 7.
Compared with those who had never been married (4.75) and those who were
divorced/widowed (4.65), respondents who were married/cohabiting (5.37)
received a higher level of social support from family (p <.05). No statistically
significant differences were found between gender, age, and economic status

MSPSS — Family subscale by key demographics in 2021

groups.
Chart 15.4
All Respondents
Gender Male
Female
Age 15-24
Group
25-34
35-54
55 or above
Marital Never married
Status! . N
Married/cohabiting
Divorced/widowed
Economic Active
Status
Inactive

5.10

5.08

5.11

5.09

5.08
5.08

5.12

4.75
®

5.37
4.65

5.09

5.12
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Extremely
disagree Mean score agree

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of perceived social support from friends was 4.89 out of 7.
Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents in the following
groups received a higher level of social support from friends: female (4.97),
aged 15 to 24 (5.32), married/cohabiting (4.98), never been married (4.94), and
economically active (4.98) (ps < .05).

Chart 15.5  MSPSS — Friends subscale by key demographics in 2021
All Respondents 2.89
Gender! Male o 4.80
4.97
Female .
5.32
Age 15-24
Group! 5.23
25-34
4.92
35-54
4.68
55 or above
i . 4.94
Marital Never married o
Status' . g 4.98
Married/cohabiting ®
. . 4.38
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 4.98
Status! . 4.78
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Extremely
disagree agree

Mean score

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The mean score of perceived social support from significant others was 5.11
out of 7. Compared with the other demographic groups, respondents in the
following groups received a higher level of social support from significant
others: female (5.17), aged 15 to 24 (5.27), aged 25 to 34 (5.29), and
married/cohabiting (5.33) (ps <.05). No statistically significant difference was
found between economic status groups.

Chart 15.6  MSPSS — Significant others subscale by key demographics in 2021
All Respondents >:11
Gender! Male o 504
5.17
Female o
5.27
Age 15-24
Group! 5.29
25-34
5.07
35-54
5.06
55 or above
. . 4.91
Marital Never married o
Status’ , .. 5.33
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 4.55
Divorced/widowed o
Economic Active 513
Status ) 5.09
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Extremely
disagree Mean score agree

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Awareness of Family-Related Programmes

15.10 Respondents were asked to indicate their awareness of family-related
promotional activities or programmes organised by the Government and/or
nongovernmental organisations (NGOs).

1511 In 2021, less than half of the respondents indicated that they were aware of
family-related promotional activities or programmes organised by the
Government (41.0%) or by NGOs or other organisations (43.6%).

Chart 15.7  Awareness of family-related programmes in 2021

Awareness of family-related Awareness of family-related
activities/ programmes activities/ programmes
organised by the Government organised by NGOs or other

organisations

EYes No EYes No

171



Details of the proportions of respondents who were aware of family-related
promotional activities or programmes organised by the Government were
compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and

economic activity status.

Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups were aware of family-related
programmes organised by the Government: aged 35 to 54 (41.7%), aged 55 or
above (43.8%), married/cohabiting (43.1%) and divorced/widowed (45.6%)
(ps <.05). It is worth noting that younger generations or those who had never
been married reported lower levels of awareness. No statistically significant

differences were found between gender and economic status groups.

Chart 15.8

Awareness of family-related programmes by the Government by key

demographics in 2021

Gender

Age
Group!

Marital
Status!

Economic
Status

All Respondents

Male

Female

15-24
25-34
35-54

55 or above

Never married
Married/cohabiting

Divorced/widowed

Active

Inactive

41.0%

40.2%

. 41.8%

34.8%

33.9%
41.7%

43.8%

. 34.6%
43.1%
45.6%

40.5%
41.7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Details of the proportions of respondents who were aware of family-related
promotional activities or programmes organised by the NGOs or other
organisations were compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group,
marital status, and economic activity status.

Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups were aware of family-related
programmes organised by NGOs or other organisations: aged 35 to 54 (46.7%),
aged 55 or above (44.4%), married/cohabiting (45.7%) and divorced/widowed
(46.9%) (ps < .05). It is worth noting that those aged 15 to 24 (40.2%), those
aged 25 to 34 (35.3%) or those who had never been married (38.0%) reported
lower levels of awareness. No statistically significant differences were found
between gender and economic status groups.

Chart 15.9  Awareness of family-related programmes by the NGOs or other
organisations by key demographics in 2021
()
All Respondents 43.6%
o
Gender Male (] 43.1%
44.1%
Female ® -
40.2%
Age 15-24
Group! 35.3%
25-34
46.7%
35-54
44.4%
55 or above .

. i 38.0%
Marital Never married o .
Status! , .. 45.7%

Married/cohabiting
. . 46.9%
Divorced/widowed o
1)

Economic Active 43.9%

Status ) 43.3%
Inactive

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Details of the proportions of respondents who were aware of family-related
promotional activities or programmes organised by the Government or by the
NGOs or other organisations were compiled by key demographics, namely
gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity status.

Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups were aware of family-related
programmes organised by the Government or by the NGOs or other
organisations: aged 35 to 54 (48.9%), aged 55 or above (48.6%),
married/cohabiting (48.7%) and divorced/widowed (51.9%) (ps < .05). It is
worth noting that those aged 15 to 24 (42.7%), those aged 25 to 34 (38.0%) or
those who had never been married (40.7%) reported lower levels of awareness.
No statistically significant differences were found between gender and
economic status groups.

Chart 15.10  Awareness of family-related programmes by the Government or by the

NGOs or other organisations by key demographics in 2021

0,
All Respondents 46.87%
0,
Gender Male o 45.6%
47.99
Female . &
42.7%
Age 15-24
Group! 38.0%
25-34
48.9%
35-54
48.6°
55 or above &
. . 40.7%
Marital Never married o 2
Status! , .. 48.7%
Married/cohabiting (]
. . 51.9%
Divorced/widowed ®
Economic Active 46.7%
Status ) 46.9%
Inactive

40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups




The proportion of respondents aware of family-related programmes increased
from 47.5% in 2011 to 53.7% in 2015, then dropped to 30.2% in 2017 before
rebounding to 46.8% in 2021. Analysed by demographics, though significant
differences were found in some mean scores across the years, no particular
trend was observed.

Chart 15.11

Awareness of family-related programmes across years

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%  47.5% 52.1% 53.7% 46.8%
40.0% 30.2%
20.0% .
0.0%
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
Y% 2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 483 524 535 31.6 456 | <001
Female4 46.8 51.7 53.8 29.1 479 | <001
Age 15-24 324 442 475 285 427 270
groups 25-34 473 525 523 275 38.0 <.001
(years) 35-54 54.0 57.5 584 28.0 489 | <001
55 or above 46.2 485 51.6 342 48.6 243
Marital | Never married 40.7 49.2 523 28.6 40.7| <.001
status Married/cohabiting 527 534 559 313 487 <.001
Divorced/separated/widowed 427 523 489 299 519 720
Economic| Economically active 51.5 547 564 29.7 46.7 <.001
status Economically inactive 44.0 497 514 30.8 469 015

Note I GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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Participation in Family-Related Programmes

Respondents were asked whether they had participated in any family-related
promotional activities or programmes organised by the Government and/or
NGOs.

About 7.3% of the respondents indicated that they had participated in family-
related programmes organised by the Government and/or NGOs. Compared
with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions of
respondents in the following groups reported that they had participated in
family-related programmes organised by the Government and/or NGOs: aged
35 to 54 (11.4%), married/cohabiting (9.1%), and divorced/widowed (8.2%)
(ps <.05). It is worth noting that younger generations or those who had never
been married reported lower levels of participation. No statistically significant
differences were found between gender and economic status groups.

Chart 15.12  Participation in family-related programmes by the Government and/or
NGOs by key demographics in 2021

()
All Respondents 137
o
Gender Male 4%
7.1%
Female .
3.6%
Age 15-24
Group! 5.0%
25-34
11.4%
35-54
5.3%
55 or above .

. . 3.1%
Marital Never married o .
Status’ , .. 9.1%

Married/cohabiting
. . 8.2%
Divorced/widowed o
()
Economic Active 8.1%
Status ) 6.1%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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The proportion of respondents participating in family-related programmes
decreased from 10.9% in 2013 to 7.3% in 2021.
observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the

respondents (p < .05).

A decreasing trend was

Analysed by demographics, though significant

differences were found in some mean scores across the years, no particular
trend was observed.

Chart 15.13  Participation in family-related programmes by the Government and/or

NGOs or other organisations by key demographics in 2021

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
200%  7.8% 10.9% 9.4% 7.7% 7.3%
0.0% | |
2011 2013 2015 2017 2021
% 2011 2013 2015 2017 2021 | p-value!
Gender | Male 6.6 98 89 73 7.4 937
Female 89 11.8 98 7.8 7.1 .002
Age 15-24 28 47 97 77 3.6 366
groups 25-34 51 93 62 65 50 317
(years) 35-54 105 146 104 74 114 S17
55 or above 82 99 98 83 53 .007
Marital | Never married 3.7 5.1 70 6.5 3.1 491
status Married/cohabiting 98 133 108 85 9.1 .044
Divorced/separated/widowed 95 137 98 6.5 8.2 228
Economic| Economically active 73 103 86 7.1 8.1 .289
status Economically inactive 86 114 102 8.1 6.1 .026

Note | GLM determines the differences in the mean scores across the years, controlling for the gender, age,

marital status, and economic activity status of the respondents.
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Family Activities Organised by the Government or NGOs or other
organisations

Focus group discussions were conducted to collect in-depth views with 23
parents to learn about their views on participating in family-related activities
or events.

Some of the parent participants indicated they had participated in family
activities organised by schools or NGOs such as family trips or visits to
different exhibitions. In particular, family activities organised by parent-
teacher associations could help parents pay frequent attention to children’s
daily behaviours and emotional changes, discuss with teachers, and get along
with other parents and classmates of their children.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic in the past two years, some participants
pointed out that the number of family activities organised were greatly reduced,
resulting in low participation.
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16.

Theme 7 — Family Hierarchy

Overview

16.1

16.2

16.3

Family hierarchy is proposed as a new theme as some of the reviewed family
surveys covered related dimensions, such as household roles, domination,
control, and power within a family. Two questions were adopted to explore
the respondents’ household roles (i.e. breadwinner and carer). Respondents
were asked whether they were the breadwinner of the family, whether there
were members of their family who had a type of disadvantage, and whether
they were the primary carer in the family.

In addition, four questions were used to examine household decision-making
about financial, living, child, and care arrangements. The extent of the
respondents’ participation in household activities (e.g. dining with family,
watching TV programmes or playing games, buying household goods together,
joining family gatherings, etc.) was also assessed.

Table 16.1 presents the dimensions and details of respondents’ family
hierarchy.

Table 16.1 Dimensions of Theme 7 — Family Hierarchy

Theme — Dimensions  54177501372015/2017/2021 | items | * | construct?

Year No. of Index

Single
item?

Family role -

A | breadwinner i ) ) ) 1 i i
7B | Family role - carer - - - - 1 - -
Family decision-
making (financial,
7€ iving, children, o R N 4
caring)
Frequency of
7D | participating in - - - - 1 - -

family activities
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Family Role - Breadwinner

16.4  Respondents were asked whether they were the breadwinner of their family.
About one third (35.2%) of the respondents reported that they had the highest
income among family members. About 30.0% indicated that they had an
income, but it was not the highest among family members. The remaining third
(34.8%) of the respondents did not have any income.

Chart 16.2  Family role — breadwinner in 2021

No income The highest among
34.8% family members
35.2%

Not the highest among
family members
30.0%
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Family Role - Carer

16.5 Respondents were asked whether there were any disadvantaged family
members living in their household. About one third (34.7%) of the respondents
indicated that there were family members with disadvantages living in their
household. Among these households, 67.3% had family members with a
chronic illness, 29.9% had elderly members with poor self-care ability, 12.6%
had disabled persons, and 6.6% had children with special learning needs and
learning disabilities.

16.6  Among the households with disadvantaged family members, 33.9% of the
respondents were primary caregivers, and they were taking care of family
members with a chronic illness (73.0%), elderly family members with poor
self-care ability (25.8%), disabled persons (17.7%), and children with special
learning needs and learning disabilities (13.2%).

Chart 16.3 The disadvantaged types of family members in 2021
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Elderly with poor . 2999,
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Family Decision-making

16.7  Respondents were asked to rate their level of power in making four family-
related decisions on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = I have no
decision-making power to 5 = I have final decision-making power).

16.8  In 2021, less than half of the respondents expressed that they had more or final
decision-making power in the family in relation to daily living (i.e. buying
food, dining out, etc.) (48.5%), daily childcare (48.2%), major financial
decisions (i.e. investment) (46.1%), and the daily care of elder family members
living in the same household (37.4%).

Chart 16.4  Family decision-making in 2021

Family decision making

Major financial
decisions

Daily living

Daily childcare

Daily care of the
e e
who are living in the -

same household

m Little/ no decision making power ™ Average ™ Final/ more decision making power
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16.9

16.10

Chart 16.5

Details of the proportions of respondents who had final or more family
decision-making power over major financial decisions (i.e. investment) were
compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and
economic activity status.

About 46.1% of the respondents had final or more family decision-making
power on major financial decisions. Compared with the other demographic
groups, significantly higher proportions of respondents in the following groups
had final or more family decision-making power over major financial decisions:
male (51.9%), aged 35 to 54 (52.4%), aged 55 or above (51.0%),
married/cohabiting (49.5%), divorced/widowed (57.1%), and economically
active (51.2%) (ps < .05).

financial decisions by key demographics in 2021

Proportions of final or more family decision-making power over major

o
All Respondents d6.17%
(1)
Gender! Male o S1.9%
41.0%
Female . e
8.6%
Age 15-24
Group! 36.6%
25-34
52.4%
35-54
51.0¢
55 or above &
. . 34.2%
Marital Never married (] 2
Status! , .. 49.5%
Married/cohabiting ®
. . 57.1%
Divorced/widowed o
0,
Economic Active S1.2%
Status! . 39.5%
Inactive
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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16.11 Details of the proportions of respondents who had final or more family
decision-making power over daily living matters (i.e. buying food, dining out,
etc.) were compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital
status, and economic activity status.

16.12 About 48.5% of the respondents had final or more family decision-making
power over daily living matters. Compared with the other demographic groups,
significantly higher proportions of respondents in the following groups had
final or more family decision-making power over daily living matters: female
(63.0%), aged 35 to 54 (50.8%), aged 55 or above (55.6%), married/cohabiting
(49.5%), divorced/widowed (70.2%), and economically inactive (54.0%) (ps
<.05).

Chart 16.6

living by key demographics in 2021

Proportions of final or more family decision-making power over daily
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16.13

16.14

Details of the proportions of respondents who had final or more family
decision-making power over daily childcare were compiled by key
demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity
status.

About 48.2% of the respondents had final or more family decision-making
power over daily childcare. Compared with the other demographic groups,
significantly higher proportions of respondents in the following groups had
final or more family decision-making power over daily childcare: female
(64.4%), aged 35 to 54 (59.8%), married/cohabiting (52.2%), and
divorced/widowed (46.9%) (ps < .05). No statistically significant difference
was found between economic status groups.

Chart 16.7  Proportions of final or more family decision-making power over daily

childcare by key demographics in 2021
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16.15 Details of the proportions of respondents who had final or more family
decision-making power over the daily care of elder family members living in
the same household were compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age
group, marital status, and economic activity status.

16.16  About 37.4% of the respondents had final or more family decision-making
power over the daily care of elder family members who were living in the same
household. Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher
proportions of respondents in the following groups had final or more family
decision-making power over the daily care of elder family members living in
the same household: female (41.7%), aged 35 to 54 (40.6%), aged 55 or above
(42.1%), and married/cohabiting (41.1%) (ps <.05). No statistically significant
difference was found between economic status groups.

Chart 16.8  Proportions of final or more family decision-making power over daily
care of elder family members living in the same household key demographics in 2021
o
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. . 28.5%
Divorced/widowed
o
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Frequency of Participating in Family Activities

16.17 Respondents were asked to rate the frequency of their participation in family
activities (i.e. dining with family, watching TV programmes or playing games,
buying household goods together, joining family gatherings, etc.) on a four-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = almost never to 4 = frequently).

16.18 In 2021, 41.2% of the respondents indicated that they frequently participated
in various family activities and 41.7% stated that they sometimes participated
in such activities. About 13.0% expressed that they did not often participate in
family activities, and 4.1% indicated that almost never did.

Chart 16.9  Frequency of participating in family activities in 2021

Frequency of participating in family activities

Frequently

Sometimes
Almost Not often

never 13.0%

4.1%
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16.19  Details of the proportions of respondents in terms of frequency of participating
in family activities were compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age
group, marital status, and economic activity status.

16.20

About 82.9% of the respondents reported that they sometimes or frequently

participated in family activities. Compared with the other demographic groups,
significantly lower proportions of respondents in the following groups
sometimes or frequently participated in family activities: aged 55 or above
(79.0%), divorced/widowed (64.3%), and economically inactive (80.1%) (ps
<.05). There was no significant gender difference.

Chart 16.10  Frequency of participating in family activities by key demographics in 2021
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Participation in Family Activities

16.21

16.22

16.23

16.24

Focus group discussions were conducted to collect in-depth views with 18
participants aged 15 to 29, 23 parents and eight grandparents to learn about
their views on participating in family-related activities or events.

Most of the participants aged 15 to 29 shared that the most frequent family
activities were eating out or shopping with their parents. Some participants
watched movies and travelled with their parents. For the siblings, they would
try to find out their common interests such as playing games or sports.

Most of the participants who were parents expressed that they would arrange
various types of family activities for their children such as meal gatherings,
shopping, hiking, cycling or playing sports, etc. Some parent participants also
mentioned that they would take their children to play in theme parks or
participate in experiential learning activities such as farming and gardening to
let their children to know more about nature. Some participants shared that
strong family bonds were essential for the social and emotional development
of their children, and it also benefited to the well-being of the parents. Further,
shared meals and playing sports could help the families bond together.

Most of the participants who were grandparents claimed that most frequent
family activities were dining or playing with their grandchildren in the park.
However, some participants expressed that due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
grandparents had less chances to meet with their children and grandchildren.
Most of the grandparent participants spent their time with their grandchildren
by dining at home or playing at home now. Two participants claimed that they
did not have chance to meet their grandchildren for two years.
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17.

Theme 8 — Quality of Life

Overview

17.1

17.2

Quality of life is proposed as a new theme as most of the reviewed family
surveys covered this area. This dimension includes physical health, mental
health, and level of happiness. The Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS-C) is a
4-item scale used to self-rate the happiness of respondents??®. The Patient
Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4) is a 4-item scale used to screen for anxiety
and depression.?’ The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) is a 5-item scale
used to measure one’s life satisfaction as a whole?®. In addition to these scales,
one question item was included to measure respondents’ overall physical health.

The alphas of the three scales were larger than 0.7, indicating a satisfactory
level of reliability and internal consistency. Table 17.1 presents the dimensions
and details of the respondents’ quality of life.

Table 17.1 Dimensions of Theme 8 — Quality of Life

Th Di . Year No. of Index Single

eme IMEnsIoNs 17011 2013|2015 20172021 | items | * |construct?| item?
Subjective

8A | Happiness Scale - - - 4 >0.7 -
(SHS-C)
Overall physical

8B | health N R N S '
Patient Health

8C | Questionnaire-4 - - - - 4 >0.7 -
(PHQ-4)
Satisfaction with

8D | life Scale SWLS) | = | | © | ° > (707 -
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Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS-C)

17.3

17.4

17.5

17.6

The SHS-C was used to assess the respondents’ overall happiness.
Respondents responded to two question items asking them to characterise
themselves using both absolute ratings and ratings relative to peers, and two
question items asking them to choose the best descriptions of their happiness;
the items were rated on a seven-point Likert scale.

About two thirds (65.2%) of the respondents considered themselves to be very
happy persons, whereas about 12.6% considered themselves not to be very
happy persons. Compared to most of their peers, about 59.3% considered
themselves happier, whereas 14.7% considered themselves unhappier.

Regarding the item “Some people are generally very happy. They enjoy life
regardless of what is going on, getting the most out of everything”, over half
(54.8%) of the respondents agreed that this characterisation described a great
deal about them, 27.5% did not provide comments, and 17.7% disagreed that
this characterisation described them.

Regarding the item “Some people are generally not very happy. Although they
are not depressed, they never seem as happy as they might be”, over half
(55.4%) of the respondents indicated that this characterisation did not describe
them, 22.1% did not provide comments, and 22.5% agreed that this
characterisation described a great deal about them.
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Chart 17.2  Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS-C) in 2021

In general, I consider myself:

Not a very A very happy person
happy Neutral
person

Compared to most of my peers, I consider myself:

More happy
Less Neutral

Some people are generally very happy. They enjoy life regardless of
what is going on, getting the most out of everything. To what extent
does this characterisation describe you?

A great deal
Neutral

Not at all

Some people are generally not very happy. Although they are not
depressed, they never seem as happy as they might be. To what
extent does this characterisation describe you?

A great deal

Neutral

Not at all
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17.7  An SHS-C index was compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age
group, marital status, and economic activity status. The last item is negatively
worded and was reverse coded. A higher score indicated a higher level of

happiness.

17.8  The mean score of SHS-C was 4.71 out of 7. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents who were aged 55 or above (4.80) and those
who were married/cohabiting (4.90) reported higher levels of happiness (ps
<.05). No statistically significant differences were found between economic

status group.

Chart 17.3  Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS-C) by key demographics in 2021
All Respondents 4.71
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25-34
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Divorced/widowed
Economic Active 4.69
Status ) 4.73
Inactive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Low level High level
of happiness Mean score of happiness

Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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Overall Physical Health

17.9  Respondents were asked to self-assess their overall physical health using a five-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = excellent to 5 = poor).

17.10 In 2021, over half (56.6%) of the respondents perceived their physical health
as either good (33.5%), very good (19.6%), or excellent (3.5%). Over one third
(38.3%) of the respondents indicated that their physical health was fair,
whereas 5.1% indicated it was poor.

Chart 17.4  Overall physical health in 2021

Poor Excellent
o
51% 3.5%
Very good
19.6%
Fair
38.3%
Good
33.5%
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17.11 An index of overall physical health was compiled by key demographics,
namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic activity status. The
item was reverse coded. A higher score indicated better overall physical health.

17.12  The mean score of overall physical health was 2.78 out of 5. Compared with
the other demographic groups, respondents in the following groups reported
better overall physical health: male (2.87), aged 15 to 24 (3.19), never been
married (2.82), married/cohabiting (2.82), and economically active (2.85) (ps

<.05).

Chart 17.5  Overall physical health by key demographics in 2021
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Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PH(Q-4)

17.13

17.14

17.15

17.16

The 4-item PHQ-4 is a brief self-report questionnaire that consists of a 2-item
anxiety scale (GAD-2) and a 2-item depression scale (PHQ-2). Each item asks
about the frequency of anxiety and depressive symptoms in the past 2 weeks
and is rated on a four-point Likert scale (ranging from 0 = not at all to 3 =
nearly every day). A total score of 3 or above for GAD-2 and PHQ-2 indicates
anxiety and depression symptoms, respectively.

A population-based study was conducted by the University of Hong Kong
(School of Nursing and School of Public Health) from late-March to mid-April
2020 in Hong Kong with a random sample of 1,501 Chinese adults®’. At the
beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, the study results showed that one in
seven respondents had anxiety symptoms (15.8%) and depressive symptoms
(14.8%).

In the Family Survey 2021, nearly one in four (24.5%) of the respondents
indicated that they had anxiety symptoms, and about one in five (20.5%) of the
respondents expressed that they had depression symptoms. As a whole, about
14.7% of the respondents had both anxiety and depression symptoms, 9.8%
had anxiety symptoms only, 5.8% had depression symptoms only, and 69.7%
did not have any anxiety or depression symptoms.

With reference to the two representative large-scale population surveys, the
results showed that the proportion of respondents with anxiety symptoms
increased significantly from late 2021 to early 2022 which the fifth wave of the
COVID-19 pandemic has reached the peak during the fieldwork period.
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Chart 17.6

Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4) in 2021
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17.17 Details of the proportions of respondents with anxiety symptoms were
compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and
economic activity status.

17.18  Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups had anxiety symptoms: female (27.5%),
aged 15 to 24 (30.4%), aged 25 to 34 (31.7%), never been married (33.4%),
divorced/widowed (28.7%), and economically active (26.1%) (ps < .05).

Chart 17.7  Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4) — Anxiety by key

demographics in 2021
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Note I Statistically significant differences between demographic groups
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17.19 Details of the proportions of respondents with depression symptoms were
compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and

economic activity status.

17.20  Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups had depression symptoms: female
(22.5%), aged 15 to 24 (32.1%), aged 25 to 34 (29.1%), never been married
(29.7%), and divorced/widowed (22.5%) (ps <.05). No statistically significant

difference was found between economic status groups.

Chart 17.8

Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4) — Depression by key
demographics in 2021
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17.21 Details of the proportions of respondents with either anxiety or depression
symptoms were compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age group,
marital status, and economic activity status.

17.22 Compared with the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions
of respondents in the following groups had either anxiety or depression
symptoms: female (33.6%), aged 15 to 24 (42.3%), aged 25 to 34 (41.6%),
never been married (41.9%), and divorced/widowed (34.6%) (ps < .05). No
statistically significant difference was found between economic status groups.

Chart 17.9  Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4) — Anxiety and/or Depression

by key demographics in 2021
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Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS)

17.23  The SWLS is a 5-item scale used to measure one’s life satisfaction as a whole.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on a seven-point
Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The
possible range of the SWLS is 5 to 35, with a score of 20 representing a neutral
point on the scale. Scores between 5 and 9 indicate that the respondent is
extremely dissatisfied with life, whereas scores between 31 and 35 indicate that
the respondent is extremely satisfied with life.

17.24 In 2021, over half (57.2%) of the respondents expressed that they were slightly
satisfied (30.1%), satisfied (20.7%) or extremely satisfied (6.4%) with their
lives. On the other hand, about 30.2% of the respondents expressed that they
were slightly dissatisfied (20.0%), dissatisfied (7.2%), or extremely dissatisfied
(3.0%) with their lives. About 12.6% of the respondents remained neutral.

Chart 17.10  Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) in 2021
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17.25 An SWLS index was compiled by key demographics, namely gender, age
group, marital status, and economic activity status. A higher score indicated
more life satisfaction.

17.26  The mean score of the SWLS was 22.10 out of 35. Compared with the other
demographic groups, respondents in the following groups reported more life
satisfaction: aged 55 or above (23.03), married/cohabiting (23.32), and
economically inactive (22.57) (ps < .05). There was no significant gender
difference.

Chart 17.11  Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) by key demographics in 2021
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17.27 Apart from the SWLS index, details of the proportions of respondents
indicating dissatisfaction with life (with a score lower than 20) were compiled
by key demographics, namely gender, age group, marital status, and economic
activity status.

17.28  About 30.2% of the respondents reported life dissatisfaction. Compared with
the other demographic groups, significantly higher proportions of respondents
in the following groups reported life dissatisfaction: aged 25 to 34 (41.0%),
never been married (38.0%), divorced/widowed (44.0%), and economically
active (32.4%) (ps < .05). There was no significant gender difference.

Chart 17.12  Proportion of life dissatisfaction by key demographics in 2021
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Views Collected from In-depth Discussions

Social Activities and Social Life

17.29  Focus group discussions were conducted to collect in-depth interviews with 18
participants aged 15 to 29, and eight grandparents to learn about their recent
quality of life, social activities and social life. Yet, under the influence of the
COVID-19 pandemic in recent years, most of the views were related to the
recent situations.

Social Life of Young Participants Aged 15 to 18

17.30 Majority of the participants aged 15 to 18 indicated that they could maintain
good relationships with their classmates during the COVID-19 pandemic, but
their relationships with teachers seemed to be relatively distant. Opportunities
to participate in extracurricular activities such as internships, campus or
company visit experiences or gatherings with new friends were also limited.

17.31 Moreover, most of them considered that due to the impact of the COVID-19
pandemic and the political environment in recent years, Hong Kong's
employment outlook was uncertain, the unemployment rate was high, and there
were many uncertain factors for future employment. Even so, some
participants believed that there could be positive effects of the COVID-19
pandemic. For instance, there were many transformations and changes in
various industries, it might benefit the rise of certain emerging industries.

Social Life of Young Participants Aged 19 to 29

17.32 Two of the participants who were students considered that the increasing
number of online classes reduced in-person communication with classmates,
therefore, largely affected interpersonal relationships. They further explained
that as there were fewer opportunities to participate in on-campus classes or
activities, students were not able to communicate to one another so their
connections with classmates were deteriorated.

17.33 Meanwhile, some of the participants who were employees believed that their
relationship with people around were affected. There had been frequent
personnel changes at work, such as resignation due to career change or being
fired, their relationship with colleagues were impacted. Due to social
distancing measures and the fear of being infected with COVID-19, many
gatherings such as going to the party room or friend’s houses were cancelled,
hence, fewer opportunities to meet with friends. On the other hand, some
participants thought that the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic had
increased the connection between friends, as they would actively care about
each other’s health conditions or whether the anti-pandemic resources were
sufficient.
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Social Life of Grandparents

17.34  Some of the grandparent participants regarded that the COVID-19 pandemic

17.35

caused negative impact to their social life. It was opined that gatherings with
their children and grandchildren were greatly reduced due to the potential risk
of infections, many planned in-person activities or dining dates with friends or
siblings were also cancelled due to social distancing measures. As a result, the
opportunities to meet with their loved ones in person had significantly reduced,
making their relationships a bit distant.

Meanwhile, some grandparent participants pointed out that they tried new
communication methods to stay connected with friends and families despite of
the reduced opportunities to meet with them personally, including the usage of
communication applications such as WhatsApp, FaceTime and Zoom to chat.
They also stated that the COVID-19 pandemic also created common topics
among them, resulting from more love and caring to each other.
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18.

In-depth Analyses

Correlation Analyses

18.1

18.2

Correlational analyses between key indices were compiled with the control of
age, gender, and educational attainment of the respondents. The Pearson
correlation (r) is a statistical measure of the strength of how two variables are
linearly related. Positive correlations refer to the score of one index increasing
as the score of the other index increases, or the score of one index decreasing
while the score of the other index decreases. The correlation coefficients at
0.90 or over demonstrate very strong positive correlation, a range from 0.60 to
0.89 demonstrate strong positive correlation, a range from 0.40 to 0.59 shows
moderate positive correlation, and lower than 0.40 shows weak positive
correlation.

Positive correlation coefficients

- 0.90 to 1.00 (very strong positive correlation)
- 0.60 to 0.89 (strong positive correlation)
|:| 0.40 to 0.59 (moderate positive correlation)

|:| <0.40 (weak positive correlation)

The same token is applied for the negative correlations.

Negative correlation coefficients

- -0.90 to -1.00 (very strong negative correlation)
- -0.60 to -0.89 (strong negative correlation)
|:| -0.40 to -0.59 (moderate negative correlation)

|:| <-0.40 (weak negative correlation)
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18.3

Table 18.1

In particular, moderate positive correlations were observed between the scores
of attitudes toward cohabitation and singlehood (r = .590, p <.05) and attitudes
toward divorce and cohabitation (r=.429,p<.05). A weak positive
correlation was found between the scores of attitudes toward singlehood and
divorce (r=.336,p<.05). The results suggest that attitudes toward
singlehood, cohabitation, and divorce were inter-related.

Correlations between attitudes toward singlehood, cohabitation and

divorce
Attitudes toward | Attitudes toward | Attitudes toward
singlehood cohabitation divorce
Attitudes toward 1.00 0.590* 0.336*
singlehood
Attitudes toward -
cohabitation ) 1.00 Y2
Attitudes tpward ) ) 1.00
divorce

*p<.05

18.4

Correlation analyses were compiled with the key dimensions of family
structure and other dimensions. Table 18.2 presents the statistically significant
results. Very weak negative correlations were observed between the scores of
attitudes toward singlehood and frequency of talking about personal concerns
with family members (r=-.049, p <.05); the scores of attitudes toward
singlehood and perceived social support (r=-.075, p <.05); the scores of
attitudes toward cohabitation and frequency of talking about personal concerns
with family members (r =-.055, p <.05); and the scores of attitudes toward
cohabitation and life satisfaction (r =-.051, p <.05).

Table 18.2

Correlations between family structure and other dimensions

Attitudes toward | Attitudes toward | Attitudes toward
singlehood cohabitation divorce
Frequency of talking about
personal concerns with -0.049* -0.055* -0.023
family members
Perceived social support -0.075* -0.025 0.038
Life satisfaction -0.030 -0.051* 0.040

*p<.05
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18.5

functioning and other dimensions.

significant results.

Correlation analyses were compiled with the key dimensions of family
Table 18.3 presents the statistically
Weak to moderate positive correlations were observed

between the scores of family functioning (i.e., CFAI scores and perceived
overall family functioning) and satisfaction with family life (i.e., satisfaction
with family life, satisfaction with the relationships with family members,
frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members, and use of
modern technologies to communicate with family members); the scores of
family functioning and perceived social support; the scores of family
functioning and frequency of participating in family activities; and the scores
of family functioning and quality of life (i.e., level of happiness, overall
physical health, and life satisfaction). In contrast, weak negative correlations
were observed between the scores of family functioning and levels of anxiety
and depression. In sum, the results indicated that better family functioning was
correlated with more satisfaction with family life, better social support, more
frequent participation in family activities, higher levels of happiness, better
physical and mental health, and more life satisfaction.

Table 18.3

Correlations between family functioning and other dimensions

CFAI CFAI | CFAI CFAI CFAI Over'all
Mutuality Communi T Parental | Parental family
-cation Support | Control | functioning
Satisfaction with |4 segx | 307+ | 0.530% | 0.301% | 0.243* | 0.506*
family life
Satisfaction with the
relationships with | 0.563* | 0.384* | 0.507* | 0.314* | 0.250%* 0.472%*
family members
Frequency of talking
about personal | o H50u | g207% | 0.156* | 0.118* | 0.062* | 0.205%
concerns with family
members
Frequency of use of
modemn technologies | 3404 | 0 o61% | 0305% | 0.262% | 0.178* | 0.303*
to communicate with
family members
Perceivedsocial | =g 5% | 0344% | 0476* | 0320% | 0204% | 0.381%
support
Frequency of
participating in | 0.411* | 0.321* | 0.378* | 0.301* | 0.183% 0.350%*
family activities
Happiness level | 0.461* @ 0.298* | 0.413* | 0.270* | 0.215%* 0.388*
Perceived overall |6 ho6s | 0171 | 0.183% | 0.132% | 0.152¢ | 0.266*
physical health
Anxiety level | -0.291* | -0.197* | -0.240* | -0.159* | -0.145* | -0.242*
Depression level | -0.315* | -0.223* | -0.273* | -0.183* | -0.152* -0.273*
Life satisfaction | 0.452% | 0.295* | 0.376* | 0.232* | 0.164* | 0.378*

*p<.05
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18.6 Correlation analyses were compiled with the key dimensions of quality of life
and other dimensions. Table 18.4 presents the statistically significant results.
Weak to moderate positive correlations were observed between the scores of
quality of life (i.e., level of happiness, overall physical health, and life
satisfaction) and satisfaction with family life (i.e., satisfaction with family life,
satisfaction with the relationships with family members, frequency of talking
about personal concerns with family members, frequency of use of modern
technologies to communicate with family members); the scores of quality of
life and perceived social support, and the scores of quality of life and frequency
of participating in family activities.

18.7  In sum, a better quality of life in terms of higher levels of happiness, better
physical health, and more life satisfaction were correlated with more
satisfaction with family life, better social support, and more frequent
participation in family activities. Similarly, lower levels of anxiety and
depression were correlated with more satisfaction with family life, better social
support, and more frequent participation in family activities.

Table 18.4 Correlations between quality of life and other dimensions
Perceived
Happiness | overall Anxiety | Depression Life
level physical level level satisfaction
health

Satisfaction with

S 0.476* 0.293* -0.271* -0.311* 0.511*
family life

Satisfaction with the
relationships with 0.427* 0.258* -0.223* -0.253* 0.449*
family members

Frequency of talking
about personal
concerns with family
members

0.183* 0.091* -0.100* -0.122* 0.183*

Frequency of use of
modern technologies
to communicate with

family members

0.269* 0.185%* -0.124* -0.159* 0.280*

Perceived social

0.568%* 0.269%* -0.349* -0.373* 0.554*
support

Frequency of
participating in 0.340* 0.196* -0.180* -0.212* 0.341*
family activities

*p<.05
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18.8

18.9

18.10

Among those respondents who were economically active, correlation analyses
were compiled with the key dimensions of work-family balance and other
dimensions. Table 18.5 presents the statistically significant results.

Weak positive correlations were observed between the scores of work-family
balance (i.e., attitudes toward work-family balance, levels of difficulty and
stress in achieving work-family balance, satisfaction with amount of time spent
at work and with family, and satisfaction with overall working conditions) and
satisfaction with family life (i.e., satisfaction with family life, satisfaction with
the relationships with family members, frequency of talking about personal
concerns with family members, frequency of use of modern technologies to
communicate with family members); the scores of work-family balance and
perceived social support; the scores of work-family balance and frequency of
participating in family activities; and the scores of work-family balance and
quality of life (i.e., level of happiness, overall physical health, and life
satisfaction).

In contrast, weak negative correlations were observed between the scores of
work-family balance and levels of anxiety and depression. In sum, the results
indicated that better work-family balance was correlated with more satisfaction
with family life, better social support, more frequent participation in family
activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and mental health, and
higher life satisfaction.
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Table 18.5

Correlations between work-family balance and other dimensions

Level of |Satisfaction
Attitudes, Level of | stressin with
toward | difficulty in| achieving | amount of | Satisfaction
work- | achieving work- | time spent |with overall
family |work-family| family |atwork and| working
balance | balance balance | with family| conditions
Satisfaction with fanﬁlfz 153% | .193% | 191% | 244% 267*
Satisfaction with the
relationships with family | .150* 159* Jd61* 208* 222%
members
Frequency of talking
about personal concerns .026 .067* .041 .074* 110*
with family members
Frequency of use of
modern technologies to | gepx | 55 061% | 113 130
communicate with family
members
Perceived social support | .128* .163* .193* 203* 250%
Frequency of participating | 51gy | 1p3x 092 203% 185%
in family activities
Happiness level | .211* 265% .302% 327* .340%*
Perceived overall physical 146* 138% 167* H38% D41*
health
Anxiety level | -.124* -.255% -.263* -.267* -.259%*
Depression level | -.097* -.228%* -.240%* -.258%* -.262%
Life satisfaction | .182* 228%* 250 304* .358%*

*p<.05
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18.11 Among those parents with children under 18, correlation analyses were
compiled with the key dimensions of parenthood and other dimensions. Table
18.6 presents the statistically significant results. For P-CDI, a higher score
indicates poorer interaction between parent and child. Weak to moderate
negative correlations were observed between the scores of P-CDI and
satisfaction with family life, satisfaction with relationships with family
members, perceived social support, frequency of participating in family
activities, happiness level, perceived overall physical health, and life
satisfaction. In contrast, weak positive correlations were observed between the
scores of P-CDI and levels of anxiety and depression. In sum, the results
indicate that better interaction between parent and child was correlated with
more satisfaction with family life, better social support, more frequent
participation in family activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and
mental health, and higher life satisfaction.

18.12  Regarding the levels of difficulty and parental stress, a higher score refers to
lower levels of difficulty and stress in parenting. The results indicate that less
difficulty and stress in parenting were correlated with more satisfaction with
family life, better social support, more frequent participation in family
activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and mental health, and
higher life satisfaction.

Table 18.6 Correlations between parenthood and other dimensions

Parent-Child Level of
Dysfunctional | difficulty in Level of
Interaction parenting parental stress

Satisfaction with family life -317* 272% 273%*

Satisfaction w1.th the r.elatlonshlps 575 260* 537%
with family members
Frequency of talking about

personal concerns with family -.056 A17*% .060
members
Frequency of use of modern

technologies to communicate -.026 .055 .066
with family members

Perceived social support -.422% 302% 330%*

Frequency of participating in _145% 105* 097
family activities

Happiness level -422% .353* 326*

Perceived overall physical health -.125% 123 .106%*

Anxiety level .380* -.336* -.332%*

Depression level 331%* -301* -.290*

Life satisfaction -.264* 234% 204*

*p<.05
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Regression Analyses

18.13

18.14

Three research areas were identified, and regression analyses were performed
to examine the associations between the dependent variables and explanatory
variables. Prior to the regression analyses, multicollinearity analysis was
performed among all independent variables to examine whether they were
highly correlated in a multiple regression model. Multicollinearity exists when
the explanatory variables are influencing each other, which creates problems
in multiple regression models. A variance inflation factor (VIF) is a measure
of the degree of multicollinearity in regression. All the VIF values of the
explanatory variables were lower than the common cut-off threshold of 5.0
implying that multiple regression analyses could be compiled.

Apart from the significance of the regression models, an adjusted R-square (R?)
is presented to provide information about the goodness of fit of the model.
Table 18.1 below summarises the details of the three research areas.

Table 18.7 Three research areas for in-depth analyses

Areas

\ Explanatory variables

Contributing factors to dysfunctional interaction between parent and child

Parent-Child | -  Parenting (level of difficulty and stress)
Dysfunctional
Interaction

- Parenting methods by respondent and their spouse/partner

- Perceived overall family functioning

- Satisfaction with relationships with spouse and children

family members
- Perceived social support
- Mental health (anxiety and depression)

- Personal characteristics and household composition

Factors affecting level of happiness

Subjective - Perceived overall family functioning
happiness

family members
- Physical and mental health (anxiety and depression)

- Family functioning (CFAI)
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- Satisfaction with family life, and relationships with family members

- Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members

and frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with

- Satisfaction with family life, and relationships with family members
- Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members

and frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with




Areas Explanatory variables

- Perceived social support

- Personal characteristics and household composition

Associations between family relationship and life satisfaction

Life - Perceived overall family functioning

satisfaction - Satisfaction with family life, and relationships with family members

- Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members
and frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with
family members

- Physical and mental health (anxiety and depression)

- Family functioning (CFAI)

- Perceived social support

- Personal characteristics and household composition

18.15 The dependent variables and labels used in the three research areas were as
follows:

O  Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI) (score ranges from 11 to
55, a higher score indicating poorer interaction between parent and child)

O  Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS-C) (score ranges from 1 to 7, a higher
score indicating a higher level of happiness)

O Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) (score ranges from 5 to 35, a higher
score indicating more life satisfaction)

18.16  The personal characteristics and the labels used in the three research areas were
as follows:

O  Gender (1 =male, 2 = female)
O  Age (continuous)

o) Marital status (1 = divorced/widowed, 2 = never married, 3 =
married/cohabiting)

O Economic activity status (1 = inactive, 2 = active)

O  Educational attainment (from 1 = no schooling to 8 = postgraduate
education)

O Personal income (1 = no income, 2 = income from $5,000 to $19,999, 3
= $20,000 or more)

O  Household composition (1 = nuclear family households, 2 = relative
households, 3 = other households)

O  Primary caregiver (1 =no, 2 = yes)
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18.17

The explanatory variables and the labels used in the three research areas were

as follows:

O  Level of difficulty in parenting (1 = very difficult to 4 = not difficult at
all, a higher score indicating a lower level of difficulty in parenting)

O  Level of parental stress (1 = very stressful to 4 = not stressful at all, a
higher score indicating a lower level of parental stress)

O  Positive parenting (respondent) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O  Positive parenting (partner) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O  Psychological aggression (respondent) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O  Psychological aggression (partner) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O  Corporal punishment (respondent) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O  Corporal punishment (partner) (0 = not adopted and 1 = adopted)

O Perceived overall family functioning (1 = family does not function very
well to 5 = family functions very well)

O Satisfaction with family life (1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied)

O  Satisfaction with relationships with family members (1 = very
dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied)

O  Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members (1 =
almost never to 4 = frequently)

O Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with family
members (1 = almost never to 4 = frequently)

O  Level of anxiety (from 0 to 6, a higher score indicating more anxiety)

O  Level of depression (from 0 to 6, a higher score indicating more
depression)

O  CFAI Mutuality (from 1 to 5, a higher score indicating better mutual
support among family members)

O  CFAI Communication (from 1 to 5, a higher score indicating better
communication among family members)

O  CFAI Harmony (from 1 to 5, a higher score indicating more harmonious
behaviour in the family)

O  CFAI Parental Support (from 1 to 5, a higher score indicating better
parental support among family members)

O CFAI Parental Control (from 1 to 5, a higher score indicating less harsh
parenting behaviour toward children)

O Perceived social support (from 1 to 7, a higher score indicating higher
levels of social support)

O  Perceived physical health (from 1 = very bad to 5 = excellent)

O  Satisfaction with relationship with spouse (1 = very dissatisfied to 5 =
very satisfied)

O  Satisfaction with relationship with children (1 = very dissatisfied to 5 =

very satisfied)
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Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction

18.18

18.19

18.20

18.21

18.22

Table 18.8 presents the multiple logistic regression results for the explanatory
variables and personal characteristics predicting parent-child dysfunctional
interaction. A significant logistic regression equation was found (y2 = 142.816,
p <.001), with a Nagelkerke R? of 44.1%.

The odds ratio (OR) is a measure of how strongly an event (dependent variable)
is associated with an explanatory variable. The larger the odds ratio, the higher
odds (chance) that the event will occur with the occurrence or increase in
explanatory variable. Odds ratios smaller than one imply the event has lower
chance of happening with the occurrence or increase in explanatory variable
while odds ratios greater than one imply the event has higher chance of
happening with the occurrence or increase in explanatory variable. The 95%
confidence interval is a range of values that we have 95% confident that the
odd ratios will lie within the range.

Parent respondents with children under the age of 18 were grouped as parental-
child dysfunctional interaction (24.3%) and parent-child functional interaction
(75.7%).

With the odd ratio of “low parental stress” smaller than one, the chance from
happening parent-child dysfunctional interactions was lower for those parent
respondents who had a lower level of parental stress. With the odd ratio of
“level of anxiety” larger than one, the chance from happening parent-child
dysfunctional interactions was higher for those parent respondents who had a
higher level of anxiety.

Parent respondents with children under the age of 18 who had a higher level of
parental stress, whose partners did not adopt positive parenting, who perceived
worse overall family functioning and less satisfaction with relationships with
children, and who had a higher level of anxiety had poorer parent-child
interactions.
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Table 18.8

Logistic regression analysis predicting parent-child dysfunctional interaction

Variables Odds ratio = (95% C.L)
Personal characteristics
Gender (female) 0.38** (0.184, 0.783)
Age 1.565%* (1.038, 2.359)
Marital status (divorced/widowed) 0.899 (0.187, 4.323)
Economic activity status (active) 0.963 (0.408, 2.27)
Educational attainment 0.911 (0.755, 1.099)
Personal income 0.831 (0.376, 1.837)
Household composition (relative households) 1.001 (0.378, 2.652)
Household composition (other households) 1.429 (0.16, 12.79)
Primary caregiver (yes) 0.48 (0.178, 1.294)
Explanatory variables
Lower level of difficulty in parenting 0.943 (0.495, 1.794)
Low parental stress 0.462* (0.233, 0.915)
Positive parenting (respondent) 0.913 (0.156, 5.337)
Positive parenting (partner) 0.223* (0.06, 0.83)
Psychological aggression (respondent) 2.066 (0.892, 4.786)
Psychological aggression (partner) 0.68 (0.317, 1.456)
Corporal punishment (respondent) 0.977 (0.411, 2.321)
Corporal punishment (partner) 1.307 (0.544, 3.14)
Perceived overall family functioning 0.540%** (0.358, 0.813)
Satisfaction with family life 0.89 (0.483, 1.642)
Satisfaction with relationships with family members 1.261 (0.651, 2.442)
Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family
members 1.155 (0.743, 1.795)
Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate
with family members 1.212 (0.801, 1.835)
Perceived social support 0.723 (0.474,1.102)
Satisfaction with relationship with spouse 1.196 (0.737, 1.941)
Satisfaction with relationships with children 0.377*** (0.217, 0.654)
Perceived physical health 0.968 (0.675, 1.388)
Level of anxiety 1.438%* (1.056, 1.959)
Level of depression 0.924 (0.667, 1.281)
Nagelkerke R? 44.1%
*(28) 142.816

N =412 parent respondents with children under the age of 18
Significance levels: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.
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Subjective Happiness

18.23

18.24

18.25

18.26

Table 18.9 presents the multiple regression results regarding the explanatory
variables and personal characteristics predicting subjective happiness. A
higher score of the dependent variable indicates a higher level of happiness. A
significant regression equation was found (F = 97.542, p < .001), with an
adjusted R? of 52.7%.

The beta (B) in multiple linear regression implies the change in the dependent
variable when there is a 1-unit increase in the explanatory variable. The
standard error (SE) of the beta (B) is a statistic to measure the deviation in the
estimation of B and a smaller SE(B) indicates a higher accuracy of the
estimated B.

With a positive beta, a one unit increase in satisfaction with family life is
associated with a 0.109 unit increase in the predicted subjective happiness.
With a negative beta, a one unit increase in level of anxiety is associated with
a 0.101 unit decrease in the predicted subjective happiness.

Subjective happiness was associated with a higher level of satisfaction with
family life, better perceived physical health, better social support, less conflict
behaviours among family members, and a lower level of anxiety and
depression.
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Table 18.9 Multiple regression analysis predicting subjective happiness

Variables B . SE(B)
Personal characteristics
Gender 0.125%** 0.035
Age 0.054%** 0.014
Marital status 0.066* 0.027
Economic activity status -0.048 0.08
Educational attainment 0.011 0.012
Personal income 0.045 0.047
Household composition 0.042 0.026
Primary caregiver 0.021 0.054
Explanatory variables
Perceived overall family functioning 0.046 0.025
Satisfaction with family life 0.109** 0.034
Satisfaction with the relationships with family members 0.06 0.034
Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family 0.002 0.022
members
Fr.equenc.y of use of modern technologies to communicate 0.004 0.001
with family members
Perceived physical health 0.243%** 0.02
Level of anxiety -0.107%** 0.018
Level of depression -0.122%** 0.019
CFAI Mutuality 0.011 0.04
CFAI Communication 0.005 0.03
CFAI Harmony 0.096** 0.035
CFAI Parental Support 0.011 0.025
CFALI Parental Control 0.015 0.024
Perceived social support 0.282%** 0.022
Adjusted R? 52.7%
F-test 07.542 ***

N = 1,906 respondents.
B values are unstandardised regression coefficients and SE (B) values are standard errors for those coefficients.
Significance levels: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.
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Life Satisfaction

18.27 Table 18.10 presents the multiple regression results regarding the explanatory
variables and personal characteristics predicting life satisfaction. A higher
score indicates more life satisfaction. A significant regression equation was
found (F = 84.608, p < .001), with an adjusted R? of 49.1%. A higher level of
life satisfaction was associated with a higher level of satisfaction with family
life, a higher level of satisfaction with relationship with family members, more
frequent use of modern technologies to communicate with family members,
better perceived physical health, better social support, less harsh parenting
behaviours, and a lower level of anxiety and depression.

Table 18.10  Multiple regression analysis predicting life satisfaction

Variables | B . SE(B)
Personal characteristics
Gender 0.100 0.052
Age 0.119%** 0.021
Marital status 0.096* 0.041
Economic activity status -0.184 0.118
Educational attainment 0.018 0.017
Personal income 0.073 0.069
Household composition 0.029 0.038
Primary caregiver 0.053 0.079
Explanatory variables
Perceived overall family functioning 0.025 0.037
Satisfaction with family life 0.297%** 0.05
Satisfaction with the relationships with family members 0.108* 0.051
Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family
members -0.001 0.032
Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate
with family members 0.061* 0.031
Perceived physical health 0.354%** 0.03
Level of anxiety -0.093%** 0.027
Level of depression -0.174%** 0.028
CFAI Mutuality 0.037 0.059
CFAI Communication -0.011 0.044
CFAI Harmony 0.028 0.052
CFAI Parental Support -0.022 0.036
CFALI Parental Control -0.097** 0.036
Perceived social support 0.379%** 0.032
Adjusted R? 49.1%
F-test 84.608 ***

N = 1,906 respondents.
B values are unstandardised regression coefficients and SE (B) values are standard errors for those coefficients.
Significance levels: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001.
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19. Views Collected from Stakeholder
Interviews

Overview

19.1  Stakeholder interviews were conducted with the aim of soliciting professional
views on family issues, including overall family situations and challenges,
related family education (e.g. workshops on parenting and tri-parenting skills,
premarital education, counselling services and couple communication
programmes, childcare education, etc.), and contributing factors for promoting
family harmony.

192 Stakeholders were recruited and categorised in three groups, namely
representatives of social welfare organisations, scholars, and representatives of
parental or family support groups. 10 in-depth interviews were conducted with
these stakeholder groups, four with seven representatives of social welfare
organisations, three with three scholars, and three with six representatives of
parental or family support groups.

Overall Family Situations and Challenges

Family Structure and Household Size

19.3  Most of the stakeholders expressed that in past decades, most families in Hong
Kong were nuclear families. Typically, a household consists of a couple and
one to two children. The stakeholders stressed that a nuclear family is still the
norm nowadays. One stakeholder added that families with foreign domestic
helpers are regarded as a unique feature of family structure in Hong Kong.

194 Some stakeholders shared that family structure in Hong Kong is changing due
to various reasons, such as family separation (i.e. divorce, cross-border
marriages, migration), the housing environment, and economic factors. Family
separation increases the risk of divorce, and an increase in the divorce rate
across the years is undoubtedly associated with an increase in the number of
single-parent families and one-person households. This has effects on family
structure and household size.

19.5  Furthermore, housing in Hong Kong has been ranked as one of the least
affordable in the world. With the surge in property prices and changing
economic and social conditions in the past 20 years, couples might not be able
to afford housing and may encounter economic hardship, which hinders their
intention to have children or their desire to have more children. This affects
family structure and household size.
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Stakeholder 13 =, ’ ::

3 When deciding about whether to get married, the first s
: question that comes to many couples’ minds is “Do we have

- somewhere to live together?” If the answer is no, then they

- would rather not get married. Even when a couple are

married, they would have doubts about whether they can

: raise a child if they live in a flat with only 200 feet of space.

: This will definitely affect the birth rate and family

= composition

Marriage and Birth Rates

19.6

19.7

19.8

¢ Divorce seems to already be not a big deal now. Couples’ &
- attitudes toward separation or divorce have become more

- acceptable. They think it is better to separate as soon as

. possible if they are not good together, even if they have
children.

Most of the stakeholders observed a notable decrease in the marriage and birth
rates. Some stakeholders shared that late marriage or being single is not
unusual among the young generations. Marriage is no longer the only lifestyle
choice in a society that is becoming increasing tolerant. Furthermore, both the
representatives of social welfare organisations and the scholars indicated that
the phenomenon of late marriage or being single can be attributed to the decline
in the importance of marriage in the mindsets of the young generations.
Despite free choice and social tolerance, the low marriage rate is leading to a
low birth rate and will affect household structure and household size in a long
run.

Representatives of the social welfare organisations stated that as marriage is
not considered as important as in the past, couples would consider separation
or divorce when their relationship worsens.

L]
o4
*

e Stakeholder 1

The decline in the birth rate was a common fact recognised by most of the
stakeholders. They shared that the childbirth decision is hindered by housing
affordability; financial concerns, such as the high costs of raising a family,
childcare, children’s education, medical services, etc.; and parenting issues.
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Family Functioning

19.9

Some stakeholders shared that there are some common factors, such as
parenting issues, family violence, and in-law conflicts, that could have adverse
effects on family relationships. The representatives of parental or family
support groups indicated that for families with children with special education
needs (SEN), the family relationship is deeply affected by the behaviours and
mental health of the SEN children as well as the mental health of the parents.
Furthermore, families with SEN children are always suffering from high levels
of parental and caring stress, resulting in poor family functioning.

.

Many parents (parents with SEN children) are very helpless. ‘:
E They mostly suffer from tremendous stress and only have a
. few friends for support. Some parents, especially those who
: work in the service industry, can only spend a small amount
= of time on caring, and so they appear to be passive in
: following-up on the school performance and behaviours of
» their children.

19.10 Some stakeholders indicated that the dual-career family lifestyle is becoming

more common in our society and has created a unique set of challenges,
including work-family imbalance, family role conflicts, and parental stress.
Family functioning might be affected when dual-career parents encounter
multiple-role stress.

Overparenting

19.11

:" Overparenting is quite common among middle-class .
: parents in Hong Kong, maybe because many children are

- the only child in their family and their grandparents have
great expectations of them being successful. In this

: situation, children nowadays seem to live in a greenhouse,

Overparenting is the term now used to describe the situation of being
extremely protective of children and extremely desperate for them to succeed
in life. One scholar was concerned that overparenting is becoming more
common among young parents as a result of the keen competitive atmosphere
of Hong Kong society. Nowadays, most parents have detailed plans for their
children’s development and zero tolerance of their children’s failures.
Overparenting is believed to inhibit the development of children’s self-care
ability.

E with much care from their parents, grandparents, and even -
: domestlc helpers. o Stakeholder 10



19.12

While grandparenting is considered as common in Hong Kong, parenting
issues have become more complicated, involving both parents and
grandparents. Some representatives of social welfare organisations observed
that parents and grandparents might adopt different and contradictory parenting
styles. They opined that most parents and grandparents might not always seek
consensus on how to raise the children, and this affects the children’s
development.

Views on Family Education

Popularity of Family Education Courses or Workshops

19.13

19.14

19.15

Stakeholder 7

Stakeholders shared their views on family education courses or workshops,
such as premarital and couple communication education, parenting education,
and grandparenting education.

Regarding premarital and couple communication education, some stakeholders
stated that these courses or workshops are not popular among typical couples,
except for those with religious backgrounds. Some stakeholders agreed that
the preventive nature of premarital and couple communication education could
help couples to understand each other, improve their communication
techniques, and enable them to handle disputes in a more effective way.
Typical couples who have not yet encountered conflicts usually lack the
intention to attend these courses or workshops. Representatives of social
welfare organisations expressed that the current activities organised for parents
are not attractive, even though such activities are free of charge. Moreover, the
importance and effectiveness of premarital and couple communication
education are not widely recognised by typical couples, regardless of family
stage.

Nowadays, parenting education programmes especially focusing on enhancing
children’s behaviours have become more popular. Parents can learn positive
discipline techniques, develop communicative ways to maintain relationships
with their children, and understand how children develop. Some stakeholders
shared that parenting activities are attractive to both typical parents and parents
in need, even though there are charges for such activities. However, as one
representative of a social welfare organisation commented, the age of their
children may affect parents’ willingness to participate in the programmes held
by schools.

' " For families with similar family backgrounds, parenting
. programmes organised for parents of primary one or two

- students would be very popular. But for those programmes

= which target parents of primary five or six students, the

= participation rate could drop dramatically.



19.16

Likewise, some stakeholders commented that grandparenting education has
become more popular as grandparents want to help couples to take care of their
grandchildren.

Implementation of Family Education

19.17

19.18

* Instead of theories and skills, many parents prefer listening
= to the stories of other parents with problems similar to the
ones they encounter and paying attention to the tips given
: by them.

19.19

Some stakeholders indicated that typical family education courses or
workshops are theory based or skill based, and parents can learn various
family-related knowledge and techniques. However, after the courses or
workshops, parents may hardly apply the skills they have learnt to their family
relationships with family members. Even if the parents apply the learnt skills,
the changes might not be effective without coaching. Hence, some
stakeholders suggested implementing family education in the future. Courses
or workshops should not only focus on family-related skills but also cater for
couples’ emotional needs.

Some representatives of social welfare organisations and parental or family
support groups pointed out that some parents might be reluctant to apply the
parenting skills they have learnt as they perceive that their parenting methods
are inappropriate. In family education courses or workshops, they suggested
avoiding the adoption of an authoritative teaching style by parents. For
effective outcomes, peer sharing and group activities could be organised.

Stakeholder 14

One scholar proposed adopting a holistic approach in organising family
education courses or workshops with the family as a whole. Team-building
activities should be designed as one of the elements that could engage all family
members and encourage their participation. These activities could enhance
mutual understanding between family members and help them to understand
the dynamics of their own family.
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Factors Promoting Family Harmony

Promotion of Work-Family Balance

19.20 Some stakeholders emphasised that the existence of family issues could be

19.21

attributed to the lack or low quality of communications among family members
resulting from the imbalance between work and family life. Proper family-
friendly employment practices should be implemented to balance parents’
work commitments with their family responsibilities. It was also proposed that
there should be more initiatives for supporting dual-career families, including
increasing the scope of childcare services in terms of increasing service points
and service hours, etc.

One stakeholder from a parental or family support group stated that the term
“work-life balance” was well-known for promoting a balance between work
and life. To emphasise family roles and responsibilities, it was proposed that
the term “work-family balance” be used in family policy advocacy.

Promotion of Family Resilience

19.22 Family resilience is the family’s ability to maintain or resume effective

functioning in overcoming significant life challenges. In order to promote and
maintain family harmony, some stakeholders suggested strengthening family
resilience to overcome external challenges, fostering mutuality in families, and
enhancing the positive coping strategies of families through both offline and
online educational programmes, family activities, and intervention
programmes.

Showing Respect and Care among Family Members

19.23 Stakeholders shared some examples that were beneficial for family

relationships and thus enhanced family harmony. Regardless of family roles,
family members should acknowledge each other’s contributions to the family
through shared gratitude. When family members have diverse views on family
and social issues, they should be tolerant and show respect and care for each
other. Furthermore, family members could explore building up connections
with each other by developing common interests or participating in group
activities.

¢ EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEESEESESES SN SN NN EEEEEEEEENEENEENEEEEEEER ",

* Parents and children should know how to connect with each
: other by exploring their common interests. This could act as
- a breakthrough for family relationships, especially for those
- who have less interaction with each other.
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Developing a Social Support Network for Parents

19.24 Some representatives of parental or family support groups stated that
developing social support networks, such as online emotional support groups,
school-based groups, and interest groups, is very effective. Some parents with
SEN children experience stress and complex emotions that might influence
their family interactions and relationships. Coping with SEN children can be
exhausting and overwhelming. When facing serious emotional difficulties, it
would be helpful to meet others who have been there and experienced such
difficulties previously. Through a social support network, parents could share
their experiences, exchange ideas and knowledge, and relieve emotions.
Furthermore, they might get help from each other when they encounter
problems.
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Conclusion and
Recommendations

Section IV

20. Conclusion

Survey Findings and Trend Analyses

20.1  The survey findings of the questionnaire survey and qualitative study
constructed the family situations in Hong Kong under eight themes. Besides,
general linear models were performed to determine the differences in mean
scores across the years, controlling for gender, age, marital status, and
economic activity status of the respondents.

Family Structure

Reference Statistics

202 According to C&SD in 2022°!, a notable decreasing trend in the number of
marriages was observed from 58,369 in 2011 to 27,863 in 2020. There has
been an increasing tendency toward marriage postponement or non-marriage
in both genders. The median ages at first marriage for males and females
increased from 31.2 and 28.9 in 2011 to 31.9 and 30.4 in 2020, respectively.
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20.3  Across the years, respondents began to hold more positive views toward
singlehood, cohabitation, and divorce.

(1

2

€)

Household composition

About three quarters (75.3%) of the respondents were in nuclear family
households. About 15.0% of the respondents were classified as other
households including one-person households (13.1%) and non-relative
households (1.9%), and about one in ten (9.7%) were in households of
relatives.

Attitudes toward singlehood

About two fifths (40.3%) of the respondents accepted the view of “being
single and not having any plan to get married” whereas one in five
respondents disagreed with this view. Regarding the acceptance for a
woman to have a child if she had no intention of getting married, the
views were divided, with 30.1% agreeing and 30.4% disagreeing.
Respondents aged 25-34 who had never been married demonstrated more
positive views toward singlehood, significantly, compared to other
demographic groups.

The mean scores of attitudes toward singlehood grew steadily from 2.89
in 2011 to 3.09 in 2021. An increasing trend was observed across the
years indicating that people tended to have more positive attitudes toward
singlehood after controlling for the demographics of the respondents

(p<.05).
Attitudes toward cohabitation
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20.4

20.5

Over one-third of the respondents accepted the view of “cohabitation
before marriage is a good idea” (39.8%) and “cohabitation without the
intention of getting married” (37.9%). Respondents aged 25-34 and aged
15-24, who had never been married demonstrated more positive views
toward cohabitation, significantly, compared to other demographic
groups.

The mean scores of attitudes toward cohabitation grew from 3.03 in 2011
to 3.22 in 2021. An increasing trend was observed across the years
indicating that people tended to have more positive attitudes toward
cohabitation after controlling for the demographics of the respondents
(p<.05).

(4) Attitudes toward divorce

Over half (57.2%) of the respondents agreed that divorce was usually the
best solution for a married couple who could not live together
harmoniously provided they did not have children, whereas about one in
ten (11.2%) disagreed. For the same situation but with children, about
one-third (33.6%) agreed, whereas 21.2% disagreed. Female
respondents and those who were economically active demonstrated more
positive views toward divorce, significantly, compared to other
demographic groups.

The mean scores of attitudes toward divorce fluctuated between 3.20 and
3.34 across the years, and the score was highest at 3.34 in 2021. An
increasing trend was observed across the years indicating that people
tended to have more positive attitudes toward divorce after controlling
for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

Most of the participants in the focus group discussions considered it still ideal
for couples to form a family. However, they accepted being single and
cohabitation. The decision on cohabitation and marriage should be agreed
between the couples. Hence, marriage is not a must nowadays. Participants
had divided views on handling divorce when the couples had children.

In sum, the marriage rate is dropping, and co-habitation and divorce are on the
rise. Concepts of marriage and family are changing. Singlehood is altering our
ideas of marriage and affects the family structure in society in the long term.

Parenthood

Reference Statistics

20.6

According to C&SD in 202132, a decreasing trend in the number of births was
observed from 95,500 in 2011 to 43,000 in 2020. This decline has been
attributed to women pursuing higher studies, later marriages, a higher
proportion of people who prefer singlehood, increasing participation of women
in the labour force, and the concern of health risks during the COVID-19
pandemic.
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20.7  The survey results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(D

2

3)

Intention to have children

Among non-parent respondents, over two-thirds (68.6%) indicated that
they were not very likely or not at all likely to have children in the future.
It is worth noting that only one in four non-parent respondents aged 35-
54 (24.3%) and who were married or cohabiting (27.2%) intended to
have children in the future.

The intention to have children among non-parent respondents dropped
from 58.0% in 2011 to 31.3% in 2021. A decreasing proportion was
observed, suggesting the intention to have children is weakening after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

Desire to have more children

Among parent respondents aged 18 to 54 years, the majority (83.0%)
indicated that they did not want to have more children, 11.7% had not yet
decided, and only 5.3% wanted to have more children in the future. A
significantly higher proportion of parent respondents aged between 25-
34 (12.2%) wanted to have more children in the future.

The desire to have more children dropped from 9.1% in 2013 to 5.3% in
2021. Although no significant trend was observed, the proportions
decreased gradually and at lower levels.

Parent-child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI)

231



(4)
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(6)

The Parent-Child Dysfunctional Interaction (P-CDI) survey is used to
examine the extent to which parents feel satisfied with their children and
their interactions with them. Among the parent respondents with
children under the age of 18, about two thirds (65.4%) experienced
typical stress such as the proper bonding and daily interactions with their
children. One in ten (10.3%) experienced high stress in their parent-child
interactions including feelings of disappointment and rejection by the
child. About one quarter (24.3%) experienced clinically significant
levels of stress that needed additional follow-up in their parent-child
interactions including feelings of disappointment, rejection, or alienation
by/from the child, or a lack of proper bonding with their children.

Those who were aged 55 or above, who were divorced or widowed, and
those who were economically inactive indicated poorer interactions
between parent and child.

Level of difficulty in parenting

Nearly two-thirds (66.7%) of the parent respondents with children under
18 encountered somewhat difficult and very difficult parenting. Those
who were divorced or widowed indicated a higher level of difficulty in
parenting, compared to those who were married or cohabiting.

Level of parental stress

Over two-thirds (69.9%) of the parent respondents with children under
18 indicated that they found parenting somewhat stressful or very
stressful. Those who were divorced or widowed indicated a higher level
of parental stress, compared to those who were married or cohabiting.

Parenting methods

The great majority of the respondents and their spouse or partner reported
that they had adopted positive parenting methods with their children
under 18 in the past year. However, over half of the respondents (55.8%)
and their spouse or partner (54.0%) indicated that they had scolded or
yelled at their children. About one quarter of the respondents (26.6%)
and their spouse or partner (22.1%) used corporal punishment to
discipline their children.

A higher proportion of female respondents indicated that they had
scolded or yelled at their children to discipline them in the past year,
compared to male respondents.

In the focus group discussions, all participants aged 15 to 29 agreed that having
children was not a necessary stage of life; however, they had differing views
on having children in the future. Factors affecting their intention to have
children included the relationship with their spouse or partner, the financial
burden, the educational system, the responsibility of taking care of the children,
immigration trends, and political environment. Some participants who were

parents stated that they were stressed by childcare and parenting.
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20.9  Echoing a decreasing trend in the number of births in the past years, the
intention to have children among non-parent respondents and the desire to have
more children among parent respondents has dropped across the years. Those
who were divorced or widowed (i.e., single parents) indicated a higher level of
difficulty in parenting and a higher level of parental stress, resulting from
poorer interaction between parent and child. Instead of positive parenting
methods, some parents had adopted verbal aggression or corporal punishment
to discipline their children in the past year.

Family Functioning

20.10  Across the years, perceived family functioning has deteriorated. The survey
results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(1)

2)

3)

(4)

()

CFAI mutuality

The mean scores of CFAI mutuality gradually dropped from 4.13 in 2013
to 3.97 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).
Although the scores gradually dropped, the respondents still experienced
mutual support and love among family members.

CFAI communication

The mean scores of CFAI communication dropped from 3.75 in 2013 to
3.51in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05), indicating
that communication between family members has worsened over time.

CFAI harmony

The mean scores of CFAI harmony fluctuated between 3.91 and 4.04
across the years. A decreasing trend was observed from 2015 to 2021
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).
Although the scores gradually dropped, the respondents did not
frequently experience conflict such as fighting and quarrelling among
family members.

CFAI parental support

The mean scores of CFAI parental support gradually decreased from 4.22
in 2013 to 4.05 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2013 to
2021 after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).
Although the scores gradually dropped, the respondents exhibited
supportive behaviour among family members.

CFALI parental control

The mean scores of CFAI parental control increased from 3.99 in 2011
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20.12

to 4.19 in 2021. An increasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05),
indicating that parents exercised fewer controlling acts on their children
over time.

(6) Perceived overall family functioning

About two-thirds (66.7%) of the respondents considered their family to
function very well. A neutral response was given by 28.4% respondents,
and 4.8% felt that their family did not function well together and that they
needed help. Respondents who were divorced or widowed, aged between
15-24, and those who had never been married reported worse family
functioning compared to other demographic groups.

The mean scores of overall family functioning gradually dropped from
4.06 in 2011 to 3.90 in both 2017 and 2021. A decreasing trend was
observed after controlling for the demographics of the respondents
(p<.05) indicating that family functioning has weakened across the years.

(7) Conflict with family members

About 30.4% of the respondents expressed that they had had conflict with
their spouse or partner sometimes or frequently in the past year. Less
than a quarter had had conflict with their children (23.9%), parents
(17.9%), and father or mother of spouse/partner (13.7%) sometimes or
frequently in the past year.

In the past year, nearly one in two younger respondents aged 15-24 had
had conflict with their spouse or partner sometimes or frequently, and
nearly two in five parent respondents aged 24-34 had had conflict with
their children sometimes or frequently. Significantly higher proportions
of the respondents who were female, aged 15-24, and those who had
never been married reported conflict with their parents, compared to
other demographic groups.

Most of the participants in the focus group discussions were satisfied with their
family relationships although there might be some conflict among family
members. They considered that the most effective ways to resolve conflict was
to adopt a positive and assertive approach. Family members should
communicate with each other in a direct and honest manner without
intentionally hurting each other’s feelings.

Across the years, although respondents exhibited mutual support and love
among family members, and parents exercised fewer controlling acts on their
children when their children did not listen or follow their instructions, the
communication between family members worsened and the conflict with
family members increased. Hence, perceived overall family functioning has
weakened across the years.

Satisfaction with Family Life
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Across the years, respondents were generally satisfied with family life and
relationships between family members and inter-generations. The survey
results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(1)

2)

€)

Satisfaction with family life

Less than three quarters (72.8%) of the respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with their family life, whereas around 5.8% were not satisfied
with their family life. Respondents who were married or cohabiting
indicated more satisfaction with family life, compared to those who had
never been married or were divorced or widowed.

Though respondents were generally satisfied with family life, the mean
scores gradually decreased from 3.97 in 2011 to 3.82 in 2021. A
decreasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after controlling for
the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

There were significant positive correlations between CFAI mutuality and
satisfaction with life, and CFAI communication and satisfaction with
family life. The results indicate that the respondents reported better
communication and support among family members, and more
satisfaction with their family life.

Satisfaction with relationships with family members

About two-thirds (67.7%) of the respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with their relationships between family members and inter-
generations, whereas around 4.1% were not satisfied. Over three quarters
of the respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with the relationships
with their children (82.6%), parents (75.8%), and spouse or partner
(75.1%), whereas less than 5% were not satisfied with their relationship.

Although respondents were generally satisfied with their relationships
between family members and inter-generations, the mean scores
gradually decreased from 3.88 in 2011 to 3.76 in 2021. A decreasing
trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 with the aforesaid family
members and inter-generations respectively after controlling for the
demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

There were significant positive correlations between CFAI mutuality and
relationships between family members and inter-generations, and CFAI
communication and relationships between family members and inter-
generations. The results indicate that the respondents reported better
communication and support among family members, and more
satisfaction with their relationships between family members and inter-
generations.

Frequency of talking about personal concerns with family members

Over half (54.3%) of the respondents sometimes or frequently talked
about their personal concerns with family members and inter-generations,
whereas about 30.3% and 15.4% expressed that they rarely or almost
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(4)

)

never discussed personal concerns, respectively, with family members
and inter-generations. Respondents who were married or cohabiting and
those who had never been married indicated more frequency of talking
with their family members and inter-generations about personal concerns,
compared to those who were divorced or widowed.

The mean scores of frequency of discussing personal concerns with
family members gradually decreased from 2.68 in 2011 to 2.41 in 2017,
and flattened at 2.44 in 2021. This echoes the communication aspect of
CFAL in that communication between family members worsened across
the years. A decreasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021 after
controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

Frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate with family
members

Over three quarters (76.8%) of the respondents sometimes or frequently
communicated with family members including those of different
generations via email, social networks, and instant messaging tools (e.g.,
SMS, WhatsApp). Respondents aged 55 or above, who were divorced
or widowed, and those who were economically inactive indicated less
frequency in using modern technology for communication with their
family members and inter-generations, compared to other demographic
groups.

With the rapid development of mobile devices, an increasing number of
respondents used modern technologies (e.g., SMS, WhatsApp) to
communicate with family members and inter-generations. The mean
scores of the frequency of use of modern technologies to communicate
with family members increased from 1.90 in 2013 to 3.05 in 2021. An
increasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling for the
demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

Communication with family members

Among the respondents with a spouse or partner, about two-thirds
(67.2%) communicated with their partner about something important to
them in a normal week, whereas 32.8% did not do so. About 36.9% and
20.8% of respondents stated that they would communicate with their
mothers and fathers, respectively, about something important to them in
a normal week.

Most of the participants in the focus group discussions were satisfied with the
communication between family members. They considered that
communication by instant-messaging tools enabled sharing of interesting
activities or content on online family groups, and thus increased conversations
between family members. On the other hand, it was noticeable that some
parent participants who had children with special educational needs stressed
the difficulties of communication with their children.

236



20.15 Across the years, respondents were generally satisfied with family life and
relationships between family members and inter-generations; however,
decreasing trends were observed. Respondents reported talking about personal
issues less frequently with their parents, spouse or partner, family members,
and inter-generations. A significant surge in the use of modern technology for
communication with family members and inter-generations in 2021 was
observed.

Balancing Work and Family

20.16  Across the years, respondents encountered difficulties and stress in balancing
work and family life. The survey results and trend analyses are summarised as
follows:

(1)

2)

3)

Attitudes toward work-family balance

Differing views on attitudes toward work-family balance were collected.
It was noticeable that about two-thirds (66.7%) of the respondents felt
that they did not have the choice to reduce their work hours whereas
17.2% did not encounter this situation.

Respondents who were aged 25-34 and those who had children under 18
indicated a poorer work-family balance, compared to other demographic
groups.

The mean scores of attitudes toward work-family balance dropped from
2.87 in 2011 to 2.71 in 2013, then increased to 2.98 in 2021. An
increasing trend was observed from 2013 to 2021 after controlling for the
demographics of the respondents (p<.05), indicating that respondents’
attitudes toward work-family balance have gradually improved.

Level of difficulty in achieving work-family balance

About half (50.6%) of the respondents at work reported that it was very
difficult or quite difficult to balance work and family. Respondents who
were female, aged 25 to 34, and aged 35 to 54 indicated more difficulty
in the work-family balance.

The proportion of respondents who worked experiencing difficulties
(very difficult and quite difficult) in achieving a work-family balance
decreased from 38.1% in 2013 to 34.2% in 2017, then increased to 50.6%
in 2021.

Level of stress in achieving work-family balance

About half (51.1%) of the respondents at work reported that it was very
stressful or quite stressful to balance work and family. Respondents aged
25 to 34 and aged 35 to 54 indicated more stress in the work-family
balance.

The proportion of respondents who worked experiencing stress (very
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stressful and quite stressful) in achieving a work-family balance
decreased from 44.7% in 2011 to 37.3% in 2017, then increased to 51.1%
in 2021.

Satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family

About half (48.6%) of the respondents at work were satisfied or very
satisfied with amount of time spent at work and with family, whereas one
in ten were dissatisfied. Respondents aged 15-24, aged 35-54, those who
had never been married, and those who had children under 18 indicated
lower levels of satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with
family, compared to other demographic groups.

The mean scores of level of satisfaction with time spent at work and with
family fluctuated between 3.44 and 3.52 from 2011 to 2017, and dropped
to 3.37 in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed from 2011 to 2021
after controlling for the demographics of the respondents (p<.05).

Satisfaction with overall working conditions

About 44.1% of the respondents at work were satisfied or very satisfied
with their overall working conditions, whereas one in ten were
dissatisfied. Respondents aged 15-24, those who had never been married,
and those who were divorced or widowed reported less satisfaction with
their overall working conditions.

Family-friendly policies and practices

Three quarters (75.0%) of the respondents thought that their employers
provided family-friendly policies and practices in the workplace. The
practices included a five-day work week (47.0%), family leave (29.8%),
flexible working hours (24.9%), more paternity leave than statutory
requirement (22.6%), remote work or flexible working location or work
from home (19.1%), additional paid maternity leave (14.6%), flexible
shift work (10.6%), family activities organised by the employers (7.5%),
compressed working hours (7.1%), and support services for childcare
(2.9%).

20.17 In the focus group discussions, most of the parent participants said that they
did not have much time to take care of their children due to their work. Some
stated that it had been a long time without ‘me time’ or going out with friends.
Some parent participants felt that the arguments with their spouse or partner or

20.18

with other family members were related to the work-family balance. Regarding

family-friendly measures, most parent participants indicated that their
companies did not usually state family-friendly measures clearly but most of

the time their employers or supervisors provided flexibility in work to help
them take care of their children.

Across the years, respondents encountered difficulties and stress in balancing
work and family life. Although their attitudes toward work-family balance had
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improved, their levels of satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and
with family had decreased. In addition, respondents who had children under
18 indicated a poorer work-family balance, more difficulty and stress in the
work-family balance, and a lower level of satisfaction with amount of time
spent at work and with family.

Social Support Networks

20.19 The survey results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(1)

(2)

3)

Multidimensional scale of perceived social support

Regarding social support from family, friends and significant others, over
half (51.8%) of the respondents reported a high level of support, 45.5%
moderate support, and only 2.8% low support. Respondents who were
female, aged 15-24, and who were married or cohabiting reported higher
levels of social support.

Awareness of family-related programmes

Less than half of the respondents indicated that they were aware of
family-related promotional activities or programmes organised by the
government (41.0%) and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) or
other organisations (43.6%). It was noticeable that younger generations
or those who had never been married reported lower levels of awareness.

The proportions of awareness of family-related programmes increased
from 47.5% in 2011 to 53.7% in 2015, dropped to 30.2% in 2017 and
rebounded to 46.8% in 2021. No particular trend was observed.

Participation in family-related programmes

About 7.3% of the respondents indicated that they had participated in
family-related programmes organised by the government or NGOs. It
was noticeable that younger generations or those who had never been
married reported lower levels of participation.

The proportions of participation in family-related programmes decreased
from 10.9% in 2013 to 7.3% in 2021. A decreasing trend was observed
from 2013 to 2021 after controlling for the demographics of the
respondents (p<.05).

20.20 In the focus group discussions, some of the parent participants had participated
in family activities organised by schools or NGOs such as family trips or visits
to different exhibitions. They said that family activities organised by parent-
teacher associations could help parents pay attention to their children’s daily
behaviour and emotional changes, have discussions with teachers, and get to
know other parents and classmates of their children.

20.21

Across the years, the awareness of family-related programmes organised by the
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government and NGOs or other organisations remained steady; however, the
proportion of participation in these programmes decreased from 2013 to 2021.
Younger generations or those who had never been married reported lower
levels of awareness and participation.

Family Hierarchy

20.22  The survey results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(1)

(2)

3)

Family role as a carer

Among the households with disadvantaged family members, 33.9% of
the respondents were primary caregivers, who took care of family
members with chronic illness (73.0%), elderly with poor self-care ability
(25.8%), disabled person (17.7%), and children with special learning
needs and learning disabilities (13.2%).

Family decision-making

Less than half of the respondents felt that they had final or more decision-
making power in the family over daily living (e.g., buying food, dining
out; 48.5%), daily childcare (48.2%), major financial decisions (e.g.,
investments; 46.1%), and daily care of older family members living in
the same household (37.4%).

Significantly higher proportions of the respondents who were male, aged
35-54, aged 55 or above, divorced or widowed, married or cohabiting,
and were economically active had final or more family decision-making
power on major financial decisions.

Significantly higher proportions of the respondents who were female,
aged 35-54 and married or cohabiting had final or more family decision-
making power over daily living, daily childcare, and daily care of older
family members living in the same household.

Frequency of participating in family activities

Over three quarters of the respondents frequently (41.2%) and sometimes
(41.7%) participated in various family activities (e.g., dining with family,
watching TV programs or playing games, buying household goods
together, and joining family gatherings). About 13.0% stated that they
did not often participate in family activities and 4.1% almost never did.

Significantly lower proportions of the respondents aged 55 or above,
those who were divorced or widowed, and those who were economically
inactive sometimes or frequently participated in family activities.

20.23 In the focus group discussions, most participants indicated that the most
frequent family activities were eating out, shopping, hiking, gatherings, or
playing sports. Some parent participants felt that strong family bonds were
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essential for the social and emotional development of their children and also
benefited the well-being of parents. Furthermore, shared meals and playing
sports could help families bond together.

20.24 Family activities are activities that a family does together in daily life.
Participation and engagement in family activities helps create closeness and
facilitates good family functioning.

Quality of Life

20.25 The survey results and trend analyses are summarised as follows:

(1)

2)

3)

(4)

Subjective happiness scale (SHS-C)

About two-thirds (65.2%) of the respondents considered themselves a
very happy person and about 12.6% not a very happy person. Compared
to most of their peers, about 59.3% considered themselves happier,
whereas 14.7% not happier. Respondents who were aged 55 or above
and who were married or cohabiting reported higher levels of happiness.

Overall physical health

Over half (56.6%) of the respondents perceived that their physical health
was in good (33.5%), very good (19.6%), or excellent (3.5%) condition.
Over one-third (38.3%) of the respondents indicated that their physical
health was in fair condition and 5.1% considered themselves in poor
health.

Patient health questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4)

Nearly one in four (24.5%) of the respondents indicated that they had
anxiety symptoms and about one in five (20.5%) of respondents stated
that they had depression symptoms. Of all the respondents, about 14.7%
had both anxiety and depression symptoms, 9.8% had anxiety symptoms
only, 5.8% had depression symptoms only, and 69.7% did not have any
anxiety and depression symptoms.

Significantly higher proportions of respondents who were female, aged
15-24, or 25-34, those who had never been married, or who were
divorced or widowed had either anxiety or depression symptoms.

Satisfaction with life scale (SWLS)

Over half (57.2%) of the respondents expressed satisfaction with their
lives, 30.2% were dissatisfied, and 12.6% remained neutral.
Respondents aged 55 or above, who were married or cohabiting, and
those who were economically inactive reported more life satisfaction.

20.26  The focus group discussions suggested that most of the participants aged 15 to
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29 maintained good relationships with their friends; however, during the
COVID-19 pandemic, their social lives were affected by the implementation of
social distancing measures. Similarly, grandparent participants also considered
that the COVID-19 pandemic had caused a negative impact on their life with
the reduction of gatherings with family members and friends.

20.27 Regarding mental health, a population-based study was conducted by the
University of Hong Kong (School of Nursing and School of Public Health)
from late-March to mid-April 2020 in Hong Kong with a random sample of
1,501 Chinese adults®>. At the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, the
study results showed that one in seven respondents had anxiety symptoms
(15.8%) and depressive symptoms (14.8%). In the Family Survey 2021, nearly
one in four (24.5%) of the respondents indicated that they had anxiety
symptoms and about one in five (20.5%) of respondents felt that they had
depression symptoms. With reference to the two representative large-scale
population surveys, the results showed that the proportion of respondents with
anxiety symptoms increased significantly from late 2021 to early 2022 which
the fifth wave of the COVID-19 pandemic has reached the peak during the
fieldwork period.

20.28 Table 20.3 summarises the trend analyses of all dimensions of the eight themes.

Table 20.3 Summary of trend analyses

Theme 1 — Family Structure

1A Househc.ﬂ.d 1 1 i i i
composition

An increasing trend — the mean
scores increased from 2.89 in
2011 to 3.09 in 2021.

An increasing trend — the mean
scores increased from 3.03 in
2011 to 3.22 in 2021.

An increasing trend — the mean
scores fluctuated between 3.20
and 3.34 across the years; and
the score reached the highest at
3.34in 2021.

B Attltudes toward ) 5
singlehood

=2

Attitudes toward
1C cohabitation 2 >

£

D Attltudes toward 4 5
divorce

[

Theme 2 — Parenthood

A notable decreasing trend — the
proportions dropped from 58.0%
in 2011 to 31.3% in 2021.

Intention to have
2A children 1 > )

»B Desire to have b 4 - No trend -
more children

HIE

242



Parent-Child

2C | Dysfunctional 12 1 - .
Interaction (PCDI)
D Level of difficulty 1 1 ) ) ]

in parenting

Level of parental

2E
stress

2F | Parenting methods 6 1 - - -

Theme 3 — Family Functioning

3A | Chinese Family Assessment Instrument (CFAI)

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores gradually dropped from
4.13 in 2013 to 3.97 in 2021.

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores dropped from 3.75 in
2013 to 3.51 in 2021.

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores fluctuated between 3.91
and 4.04 across the years.

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores gradually decreased from
4.22 in 2013 to 4.05 in 2021.
An increasing trend — the mean
scores increased from 3.99 in
2011 to 4.19 in 2021 and parents
exercised fewer controlling acts
on their children.

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores gradually dropped from
4.06 in 2011 to 3.90 in both 2017
and 2021.

4

Mutuality 12 5

Communication 9 5

Harmony 6 5

BB E

Parental support 3 5

Parental control 3 5

2

3B Pergelved oyergll 1 5 i
family functioning

1

3C Conflicts with 1 1 i i i

family members

Theme 4 — Satisfaction with Family Life

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores gradually decreased from
3.97 in 2011 to 3.82 in 2021.

Satisfaction with
A family life Lops -

Satisfaction with
the relationships
with family
members

A decreasing trend — the mean
scores gradually decreased from
3.88in 2011 to 3.76 in 2021.

E B

4B
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Frequency of A decreasing trend — the mean
4D talking ?bom 1 5 A scores gradually decreased from

D fl;ncems © LD 26812011 to 2.41in 2017,

then flatted at 2.44 in 2021.

members

Frequency of use of]

modern A notable increasing trend — the
4E | technologies to 1 4 - Jj mean scores increased from 1.90

communicate with in 2013 to 3.05 in 2021.

family members

Communication
4F | with family 1 1 - - -

members

Theme 5 — Work-Family Balance

An increasing trend — the mean

Attitudes toward scores dropped from 2.87 in

) v
A N ‘;ﬂ;'famﬂy 6 | 4 Al | 2011 t02.71 in 2013, then
alance increased to 2.98 in 2021.
. The proportion of experiencing
5B il;le;,;ll;i?;fﬁvc\;?g_ 1 4 i Wi difficulties decreased from
: g ALl ] 38.1%in 2013 to 34.2% in 2017,
family balance

then increased to 50.6% in 2021.
The proportion of experiencing
stress decreased from 44.7% in
2011 to 37.3% in 2017, then
increased to 51.1% in 2021.
Satisfaction with A decreasing trend — the mean
5D amount of time 1 5 i scores fluctuated between 3.44
spent at work and and 3.52 from 2011 to 2017, and
with family a drop to 3.37 in 2021.
Satisfaction with
SE | overall working 1 2 - - -
conditions
Family-friendly
S5F | policies and 1 1 - - -
practices

Level of stress in
5C | achieving work- 1 5 -
family balance

£

4

Theme 6 — Social Support Networks

Multidimensional
6A | Scale of Perceived 12 1 - -
Social Support
Awareness of
6B | family-related 1 5 - -
programmes
Participation in A decreasing trend — the

6C | family-related 1 5 - H proportions decreased from
programmes 10.9% in 2013 to 7.3% in 2021.
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Theme 7 — Family Hierarchy
7A Family .role - 1 1 i i i
breadwinner
7B | Family role - carer 1 1 - - -
7C Fam'ﬂy decision- 4 1 i i i
making
Frequency of
7D | participating in 1 1 - - -
family activities
Theme 8 — Quality of Life
Subjective
8A | Happiness Scale 4 2 - -
(SHS-C)
Overall physical
8B | health S ' '
Patient Health
8C | Questionnaire-4 4 1 - -
(PHQ-4)
Satisfaction with
. V| - -
8D | ife Scale (SWLS) | > | !
Legend for trend analyses:
7/ Increasing trend or a A, Decreasing trend or a .
_IJ. significant surge in 2021 J_L significant drop in 2021 No particular trend
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In-depth Analyses

Correlation Analyses

20.29 Correlational analyses between key indices were compiled with the control of

age, gender and educational attainment of the respondents.

Table 20.4

summarises the correlation results.

Table 20.4 Summary of results of correlation analyses

Dimensions Key observations

Family Better family functioning was correlated with more satisfaction with

functioning family life, better social support, more frequent participation in
family activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and
mental health, and more life satisfaction.

Quality of life Better quality of life in terms of higher levels of happiness, better
physical health, and more life satisfaction were correlated with more
satisfaction with family life, better social support, and more frequent
participation in family activities.

Anxiety and Lower levels of anxiety and depression were correlated with more

depression satisfaction with family life, better social support, and more frequent

participation in family activities.

Work-family
balance

Among those respondents who were economically active, better
work-family balance was correlated with more satisfaction with
family life, better social support, more frequent participation in
family activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and
mental health, and more life satisfaction.

Interaction
between parent
and child

Among those parents with children under 18, better interaction
between parent and child was correlated with more satisfaction with
family life, better social support, more frequent participation in
family activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and
mental health, and more life satisfaction.

Level of
difficulty and
stress in
parenting

Among those parents with children under 18, less difficulty and
stress in parenting were correlated with more satisfaction with
family life, better social support, more frequent participation in
family activities, higher levels of happiness, better physical and
mental health, and more life satisfaction.
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Regression Analyses

20.30 Three research areas were identified and regression analyses were performed
to examine the associations between the dependent variables and explanatory
variables. The regression models were found to be significant with good fits.
Table 20.5 summarises the regression results.

Table 20.5

Regression Results of three research areas

Research areas | Dependent Key observations
variables
Contributing Parent-child | Among parent respondents with children under
factors for dysfunctional | 18, those with higher levels of parental stress, and
dysfunctional interaction without the adoption of positive parenting by
interaction partners, perceived worse overall family
between parent functioning and less satisfaction with the
and child relationships with their children, had higher levels
of anxiety, and poorer interactions between parent
and child.
Factors Subjective Subjective happiness was associated with a higher
affecting the happiness level of satisfaction with family life, better
level of perceived physical health, better social support,
happiness less conflict among family members, and lower
levels of anxiety and depression.
Associations Life Higher levels of life satisfaction were associated
between family | satisfaction with higher levels of satisfaction with family life,
relationships higher levels of satisfaction with the relationships
and life with family members, more frequent use of
satisfaction modern technology to communicate with family

members, better perceived physical health, better
social support, less harsh parenting behaviour,
and lower levels of anxiety and depression.
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21. Recommendations

21.1

After reviewing the results of the Survey, trend analyses covering the results
collected from the five Family Surveys (2021, 2013, 2015, 2017 and 2021) and
in-depth analyses, some phenomena are identified.

(1)

2)

3)

Changing of family structure

In recent years, there has been an increasing tendency toward marriage
postponement or non-marriage in both genders, and the standardised
percentages of married men and women dropped continuously from 1991
to 2020°*. Moreover, a decreasing trend on number of births was
observed from 95,500 in 2011 to 43,000 in 2020. This decline has been
attributed to women pursuing higher studies, late marriages, higher
proportion of people who prefer singlehood, an increasing participation
by women in the labour force, concern of health risks during COVID-19
pandemic, etc *°.

From 2011 to 2021, an increasing trend was observed in regard to
attitudes toward singlehood, cohabitation and divorce. More people are
choosing to embrace their singlehood, resulting in lower levels of
motivation to get married and have children. . Concepts of marriage and
family are changing. Singlehood is altering our ideas of marriages and
affects the family structure in the society in long run.

Deterioration in family functioning, family life and communication
among family members

Family functioning refers to the frequency of normal family routines,
effectiveness of family communication and problem solving, family
cohesiveness and family harmony.

From 2011 to 2021, though respondents exhibited mutual support and
love among family members and parents exercised fewer controlling acts
on their children, the communication between family members worsened
and the conflicts with family members existed. Hence, the perceived
overall family functioning weakened across the years.

Furthermore, from 2011 to 2021, respondents were generally satisfied
with family life and relationships between family members and inter-
generations; however, the decreasing trends were observed. Respondents
reported talking about personal issues less frequently with their parents,
spouse/partner, family members, and inter-generations.

In sum, the perceived family functioning, satisfaction with family life,
satisfaction with the relationships with family members, and frequency
of talking about the personal concerns with family members had
gradually deteriorated over time.

Difficulties and stress in balancing work and family
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(4)

()

In Family Survey 2021, respondents encountered difficulties and stress
in balancing work and family in general. Though their attitudes toward
work-family balance had improved in 2021, their level of satisfaction
with amount of time spent at work and with family had decreased as
compared from 2011 to 2021. In addition, respondents who had children
under the age of 18 indicated poorer work-family balance, more
difficulty and stress in achieving work-family balance, and lower level
of satisfaction with amount of time spent at work and with family.

The dual-career family lifestyle is becoming more common in our society
and has created a unique set of challenges, including work-family
imbalance, family role conflicts, and parental stress.

Challenges of parenthood

In Family Survey 2021, among parent respondents with children under
the age of 18, about one quarter were in clinically significant levels of
stress that needed additional follow up, nearly two-thirds encountered
somewhat difficult and very difficult in parenting, and over two-thirds
were somewhat stressful and very stressful in parenting. Besides, those
who were divorced/widowed (i.e. single parents) indicated higher level
of difficulty in parenting and higher level of parental stress, resulting
from poorer interaction between parent and child.

Deterioration in mental health

At the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic from late-March to mid-
April 2020, one in seven respondents had anxiety symptoms (15.8%) and
depressive symptoms (14.8%)°. In Family Survey 2021, nearly one in
four (24.5%) of the respondents indicated that they had anxiety
symptoms and about one in five (20.5%) of respondents expressed that
they had depression symptoms. With reference to the two representative
large-scale population surveys and adoption of the same instrument, the
results showed that the proportions of respondents with anxiety and
symptoms increased significantly from late 2021 to early 2022 which the
fifth wave of COVID-19 pandemic has reached the peak during the
fieldwork period.

21.2  Based on the identified phenomena, the following recommendations are
proposed:

(1)

Create positive family dynamics

Family dynamics is one of the most critical factors that reflect the family
relationship. Positive family dynamics is believed to not only enhance
communication among family members but also better family
functioning and satisfaction with family life.

It is recommended to organise campaigns of improving family
relationship which aim to promote positive family dynamics, such as
mutual social support, sharing of family roles and responsibilities as well
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(4)

as caring each other with love and respect, etc.

Promote responsible and happy parenthood

Parenthood is one of the major concerns for families in Hong Kong. It is
not unusual that parents adopt divergent parenting approaches on taking
care of children, resulting from unclear division of childcare
responsibilities. Being parents in Hong Kong is not easy. With the rising
trends of dual-career lifestyle and overparenting, many parents perceive
difficulties and stress in parenting roles and responsibilities.

It is recommended to raise parents’ awareness on the importance of
responsible and happy parenthood:

Responsible parenthood: to build up positive parenting approaches,
to share parenting responsibilities and to have reasonable
expectations on children’s development.

Happy parenthood: to have emotional awareness on dealing with
parenting stress, to find some “me-time” for enjoying own life and
to find own purpose and meaning of parenthood.

More sharing seminars should be organised in schools which conveys the
abovementioned messages and invite parents as guest speakers to share
their experiences on parenting.

Promote work-family balance

Balance between work and family can be beneficial for both the
employers and the employees. On the employer side, provision of
family-friendly employment practices (FFEPs) can boost employee
loyalty and raise staff morale. On the employee side, as revealed in the
Survey, work-family balance is critical for participation of family
activities, social support, satisfaction with family life and generally the
level of life satisfaction.

It is thus recommended to continue to promote FFEPs in different
companies and institutions, especially the SMEs. More campaigns
should be organised to promote FFEPs and to introduce to companies and
organisations the types of FFEPs they can formulate having regard to
their sizes as well as human and financial resources.

Sharing seminars could also be conducted and invite companies and
organizations with successful FFEPs to share their experiences on
formulating and implementing FFEPs to other companies and
organizations and to the public.

Enhance family education

It is revealed in the Survey that family education courses or workshops,
especially those for premarital and couple communication education, are
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not quite popular among parents until family crisis appears. The general
perception is that only dysfunctional families or grass-root families are
the target users of services related to family education.

It is recommended to promote more family education which aims to
enhance better family functioning, to foster better family relationship and
to prevent breakdown of family through various educational and
promotional programmes. These programmes could be designed for a
wider range of target groups including families with higher socio-
economic backgrounds.

More family-oriented programmes with team-building activities could be
conducted. Engaging all the family members in the programmes, the
activities can help them create more family moments by walking through
some meaningful tasks, guiding the family members to explore their own
family dynamics and thus helping them learn how to get along with each
other.

Promote mental health

Mental health is not just an individual problem, as mental health issues
also have great impact for families. Undoubtedly, enhancing support in
mental health services to tackle mental health problems is vital and
essential.

It is recommended that various public health campaigns be organised to
educate the public including the signs and symptoms of distress, raise
awareness and promote self-care, normalise distress, destigmatise mental
health concerns, facilitate effective prevention and treatment strategies,
and help people access mental health services, etc. Furthermore,
screening and referral systems are vitally important for specific high-risk
populations.

Recommend the ways to improve future of family surveys

The findings of the Family Surveys provide useful information through
which changes over time in people’s attitudes and behaviour related to
family can be monitored and studied. The questions relating to the
dimensions under the eight themes were found to be effective in
collecting the required information. It is recommended that all the
question items in the Family Survey 2021 be kept for future surveys for
trend monitoring.
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