THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG & #& ft &z kK 2
HONG KONG INSTITUTE OF ASIA-PACIFIC STUDIES F ¥ oo KWFFE AT

Fax B> {#HE  : (852) 2603 5215
SHATIN « NT - HONG KONG TEL : (852) 3943 6740 EiE WA W - B (\ET) ST AT
E-mail B T-Hi4 : hkiaps@cuhk.edu.hk

PAREL ST ATRAH

1A E e p e ROR AR Ay
TH N E AR T

EBTCRE (oK) FHETRHIZEATRY 2019 427 A 19 HZE 30 HiG L TE G5
S BT REE CREEE > 94.3%Z 5% 01 B H1E B CRAEEE - & 58.1%
[BEFRIEARO LA BIE B BT = F2 A D - AR REET

94.3%ZehEFNAIEEHCF (FEE) FME (RMFE—) MRS EIEERE
=2 84.5% » HIUEHEESE » (5 5.1% > HEREEE » 15 2.1% » A EME (1A 5
SAE 6.8%F1 1.3% » 558 0.3%ZaiE s N FHMIHEEE (AR -

FEREE CRIMEE U BN ZHE (FMERMERE) b S81%RR A AHEE
(30.9%) BUERAT =2 AR (27.2% ) FERAT=FEEIE 1 £ 5 KAVHE 30.9% > 6 =
10 K 6.5% > 11 LA EA 3.0% (FIfR=) - Zaiamdt =5 BP0 £ ZFRZHEHE
FEAF ~ #360 - ERE SRR EE) (5 66.4% » HAEETHIFE (5 40.4% » FHIUZHRIE -
1 25.4% (RZFFRM) -

IR G T R DS - 35.0% AR - 34.1 %3
17 28.8%[E1& 238 | (RMET) - SHASANIERIE - 1EHIE E O AR (B Z 3%
(FEERRMEEBEAL) o » 48.7%FTERBEVE (12.9%) SFH(E (35.8%) » 27.2%[H
5 T | 1T 20.6%ZHIEERE (12.9%) SRR (1.7%) FHI5E 242 57 (115
%54y RIFEN) -

A% > AR A2 T BN B AR R IEL © 41.5% 758 o o B R faS IR
(14.3%) BFEER (27.2%) > 33.5%[01E " & 0 1 22.0%ZEFonm (12.5%) SIEH



= (9.5%) 0 SR 2.62 o7 (RS - ZehiaBEER BRI EE s EEE 418 43
71.4%Z5hEF R (29.5%) BJEE S (47.9%) 16.0%[E% "EiE - HE 5.7%%
& (2.9%) SIEFEAR (2.8%) (FIFFRS) -

B RFEERRIEG T 752 44 18 FEib FRYTE > [BIER By 37.1% B 47 CLEETER s
PRAEAIEIEECE 3.57 (E H BRI (RIS 95% ) -
NG ST N A AT B I T R A AT
—E—JUENAZ+—H

B fi -7 A FEG AL L L (T E 39431341 ) ¢

Rt e IR ] TR BB R B SEHAEE LS B, o
R BRI FIE. ~ NS EBOR T B B)a1 FI &) -



- LR e RR R (FA M)

[EFaen
HE 94.3
NFRIE 5.7
(BRAED (752)
[ © T IRRITEATE RS T fEE 2 |
I - —‘F*fm%%& (FA)
[t S B EE B C R AR 525 ]
[EFaen
BERA 84.5
Pt EAth 6.8
(e 5.1
G 2.1
HArst 5 1.3
S 0.3
(BARD (709)
fRE © T EERIRIERET T IffEIE ? |
EEIE ﬂiﬂ*?\%"‘m»kﬁi(p/’v\”)
Uﬁtbf“ﬁ%l] B H O RAEE - T HRE N2 EENZEE]
B4tk
g AEE 30.9
B =9 H 272
15K 30.9
6 10X 6.5
11 =l B 3.0
=Ry 14
(BEAED (692)

R SRR = A A R NIE 2



Htdow DiEw RIRPRF] (FAV)
(LG RE R R T = 8 [ AN =2 55 )

Horte (GE)

PREL - FRE - AT - BE 66.4
LAHfRE 40.4
Jitci 254
EAEIIH A e 16.1
/A SRS 39
HAt, 1.8
(BEAED) (280)
i« T RIREEHRGIEIE ) (R85 —TH)
aF 0 A ATEEZIE - AT LR 100% -
AT D HT fRR L RIREAE (F A
E4yth
= 34.1
Ly 28.8
A 35.0
AFRIE,TREER 2.1
(ERAED (751)

[+ T TR T R ERAT N IE 2



it D HRIS P R B RE (F A

ZH (FE1) H1EY Eis

Bt 559 JEE 7.7 9.5 479
4 12.9 12.5 29.5

3 272 335 16.0

2 12.9 14.3 29

157 FFHIK 35.8 272 2.8
AFRIE,TREESR 3.6 3.1 0.9

Py (5E2) 242 2.62 4.18
(BEAED (692) (750) (752)

[fERE T SRR ERAT BRI IRA SR 2 (AR R ~ K~ I - 4 EAIEHEAE ? |
R« "R R B R R SATE 7 RIRR R~ A
[« TR R R R SATE 7 RIRR R A

5

i~ dl TEHIEFAIE ?
i~ dl TEHRIEFAIE ?

L. A FIRE H CRAMEE L B RA N R BB aiE

2. NEFEERE T AANETREER ) B



Survey Findings on Views about the Ancestral Home
Released by Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies at CUHK

A telephone survey was conducted from 19 to 30 July 2019 by the Hong Kong Institute of Asia-
Pacific Studies, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, to gauge public views on their ancestral
home. A total of 94.3% of the respondents knew where their ancestral home was; 58.1% of them
said that they had never gone back or had not gone back in the last three years.

Major findings are summarised as follows

A total of 94.3% of the respondents knew where their ancestral home was. The major
ancestral home of these respondents was in Guangdong (84.5%), Fujian (5.1%) and Hong Kong
(2.1%). Those who said that their ancestral home was in other provinces of the Mainland and other
places were 6.8% and 1.2% respectively; 0.3% answered that they did not know the exact location
of their ancestral home.

Of those who knew the exact location of their ancestral home (excluding those whose
ancestral home is Hong Kong), 58.1% had never gone back to their ancestral home (30.9%) or
had not gone back in the last three years (27.2%). 30.9% answered that they had gone back one
to five times in the last three years, 6.4% had gone back six to ten times, and 3.0% had gone back
11 times or more. The major reasons for going back to ancestral home was to ‘visit relatives, pay
a New Year call, celebrate a festival, or participate in a banquet’ (66.4%); ‘visit an ancestor’s grave
(40.4%); and ‘travel’ (25.4%).
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In general, 35.0% of the respondents said that they had no interest in their ancestral home,
34.1% showed interest, and 28.8% answered ‘average’. Of those who knew the exact location of
their ancestral home (excluding those whose ancestral home is Hong Kong), 48.7% said that their
sense of belonging to the ancestral home was ‘low’ (12.9%) or ‘very low’ (35.8%); 27.2%
answered ‘average’; and 20.6% said that it was ‘high’ (12.9%) or ‘very high’ (7.7%). The mean
score on the sense of belonging to the ancestral home is 2.42 (on a 5-point scale).

When asked about their sense of belonging to China, 41.5% said that it was ‘low’ (14.3%) or
‘very low’ (27.2%), 33.5% answered ‘average’, and 22.0% said that it was ‘high’ (12.5%) or ‘very
high’ (9.5%). The mean score on the sense of belonging to China is 2.62. Regarding their sense of
belonging to Hong Kong, 77.4% said that it was ‘high’ (29.5%) or ‘very high’ (47.9%), 16.0%
answered ‘average’, and only 5.7% said that it was low’ (2.9%) or ‘very low’ (2.8%). The mean
score is 4.18.

In this survey, a total of 752 respondents aged 18 or above were successfully interviewed,
with a response rate of 37.1%. The sampling error is estimated at plus or minus 3.52 percentage
points at the 95% confidence level.

Media Contact: Dr. ZHENG Wan-tai Victor, Assistant Director (Tel: 3943 1341).

This survey is part of the research project “Meso-institution as agent of social mobilization and
consensus building: The case of Tongxianghui”, and is funded by Policy Innovation and Co-
ordination Office under Public Policy Research Funding Scheme.



