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Executive Summary

1) Abstract of the research

The Hong Kong District Council election held on 24th November 2019 was a water-
shed in Hong Kong’s democratic movement, with the pro-democracy camp capturing
389 of the 452 District Council seats whereas the pro-establishment camp retaining
only 59 seats. Much analysis has been focused on explaining the landslide victory of
the pro-democracy camp from a political perspective, such as Hong Kong people’s na-
tional identity, democratic aspiration, and their attitude toward violence. It remains to
be understood whether some deeply rooted economic issues in Hong Kong, such as
income inequality and lack of social mobility of youths, have influenced the election
outcome, and what policy implications it has for the government of the Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region. The project is to formally investigate the impacts of
some deeply rooted economic issues on the 2019 District Council election outcome
while taking into account the differences among candidates on issues of democracy,
violence, and mainland relations. The study identifies a number of economic factors for
the election outcomes and offer policy recommendations for the HKSAR government

to ensure long term prosperity and stability of Hong Kong.

2) Layman summary on policy implications and recommendations

This study has found the importance of deeply rooted economic issues (such as income
inequality and lack of social mobility of youths) in explaining the outcome of the 2019
District Council election, while acknowledging the divergent positions taken by the
candidates on Hong Kong people’s national identity, democracy, and violence. It calls

for urgent and drastic government policies to address these economic issues.
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1. Introduction

The 2019 Hong Kong District Council election attracted global attention
as it was the highlight of the 2019 social movement and considered to be a
de facto referendum on how effective the HKSAR government was in han-
dling the extradition bill and the subsequent governance crisis. While the
trigger of the crisis was the extradition bill, it exposed the divergent views
of the society in general and the two major political camps (the pro-estab-
lishment camp and the pro-democracy camp) in particular on political is-
sues ranging from democracy, violence, and national identity. It also high-
lighted the roles of deeply rooted economic issues in Hong Kong, such as
severe income inequality and the lack of social mobility of youths. The
election outcome, with the pro-democracy camp capturing 389 of the 452
seats whereas the pro-establishment camp retaining only 59 seats, was a
debacle of the pro-establishment camp and the HKSAR government (by
proxy). Both political factors (democratic aspiration, attitude toward vio-
lence, and national identity) and economic factors (such as income inequal-
ity and lack of social mobility of youths) have been cited as possible rea-
sons for why the pro-establishment camp failed to win the election. How-
ever, there is a lack of rigorous analysis on the 2019 Hong Kong District
Council election, especially the role of economic factors while taking into
account the political factors. The paper is to fill in the gap by evaluating

the role of the economic factors in determining the election outcome.

There is a huge literature about the role of economic factors and ideological
biases in determining the outcomes of democratic elections. Nonetheless,
there are very few studies focusing on the elections in Hong Kong, pre-

sumably because of its relatively short history in democratic elections on



one hand and its inherent limitations on the other hand. Wong and Wan
(2018) 1s one of the few exceptions. It finds that, in the 2016 Legislative
Council election, homeowners tend to vote for the pro-establishment camp,
but higher-income people are for localist parties (which are a faction in the
pro-democracy camp). The authors explain that homeowners prefer status
quo as they have benefited from asset appreciation, but people who have
high income albeit low assets are against the status quo. The inclusion of
both home ownership and income in the regression, however, suggests that
given the status of home ownership higher-income people are against the
pro-establishment, which poses a challenge to finding an unified explana-
tion about the effects of home ownership and income. Aside from home
ownership, this study also examines the role of income inequality as well
as the possibly non-linear role of income in determining the district council

election outcome.

In another study, Wong et al. (2018) find that mainland Chinese immi-
grants are more likely to vote for the pro-establishment candidates than the
pro-democracy candidates. Their explanation is that of self-selection by
mainland Chinese immigration toward the political system in Hong Kong,
which is dominated by the pro-establishment camp. Nonetheless, it could
also be argued that the same selection may attract those immigrants from
the mainland to seek for true democracy in Hong Kong, in which case a
higher percentage of immigrants would lead to less support for the pro-
establishment camp. In the study, we will employ a variable — the percent-
age of households in which the most often used language/dialect is manda-
rin Chinese — to capture the assimilation of the immigrants with the Hong
Kong society and by extension their degree of affiliation with the pro-de-

mocracy camp.



Aside from the economic factors that might affect the outcome of the dis-
trict council election, we also consider a list of political factors. Ma (2015)
gives an excellent analysis on the rise of anti-China sentiment since 2008
and climaxed in the 2012 Legislative Council elections. So (2017) exam-
ines the further rise of anti-mainland sentiment, in the form of anti-main-
land tourists and immigrants and increasingly in the form of localism, in
Hong Kong since 2012. While both economic integration and political in-
tervention are cited as possible reasons behind the anti-China sentiment, it
is of critical importance to separate these two different sets of factors by
developing variables and including them in a rigorous analysis on their rel-
ative roles in determining the outcome of the district council election. In
this paper, we formally examine the differences in political platform be-
tween pro-establishment candidates and pro-democracy candidates regard-
ing the democratic aspirations (true democracy or not) and (police or all
kinds of) violence on top of their position regarding mainland tourists and

immigrants.

This study also relates to election studies in other countries. Using survey
data, Holian (2011) finds that homeowners are more likely to vote than
renters. Furthermore, dissatisfied homeowners are more likely to vote than
satisfied homeowners and all renters. Hall and Yoder (2018) also find that
home ownership impact the voter turnout in local election and that this ef-
fect varies with age, property type, and the price of the home. To be specific,
younger homeowners and single-family residence are more likely to vote.
Furthermore, owners of valuable housing are motivated to participate in
local politics because they want to preserve the value of home. Kriner and
Reeves (2012) find that an incumbent president are more likely to obtain
increased support in the U.S. election when the incumbent president in-

creases federal spending although voters seem to favor deficit reduction.



Che et al. (2022) find that U.S. counties more exposed to input competition
from China are more likely to vote for democrats in the U.S. election, who
in turn are more likely to endorse policies that restrict import or provide
economic assistance for workers who are affected adversely in the trade
competition. Baldwin and Magee (2000) demonstrate that different politi-
cal groups significantly affect the voting outcome on trade bills in the con-
gress. Feigenbaum and Hall (2015) find that legislators will vote for pro-
tectionism when facing economic shocks such as Chinese import competi-

tion.

This study has important policy implications. In moving forward, the gov-
ernment of HKSAR and the society in general have an urgent need for un-
derstanding the roles played by the economic as well as political factors in
determining the outcome of the 2019 District Council election. With a rig-
orous analysis about the 2019 District Council election, the research results
shed light on the policies needed for ensuring the long-term prosperity and
stability of Hong Kong. In particular, we find that the economic issues such
as income inequality and lack of social mobility are the main factors ex-
plaining the decreasing votes received by the pro-establishment camp (a
proxy for the HKSAR government). Thus, our study calls for policies to
alleviate income inequality through redistributive measures (such as more
provision of public housing), and for policies to help Hong Kong youths to

have the necessary educational background to move up economically.

We proceed as follows. Section 2 presents objectives of the study. Section
3 provides background on the 2019 Hong Kong District Council Election
and data. Section 4 presents econometric specifications. Sections 5 presents
our empirical results. And Section 6 provides policy implications and rec-

ommendations. And Section 7 concludes.



2. Objectives of the study

This study has two main objectives. The first is to investigate the impacts
of deeply rooted economic issues (such as income inequality and lack of
social mobility of youths) in explaining the outcome of the 2019 District
Council election. And the second is to take into account the possible role
of the divergent positions taken by the candidates on Hong Kong people’s
national identity, democracy, and violence, in explaining the outcome of

the 2019 District Council election.

3. Background and data

3.1 Hong Kong District Council Election and political camps

The political parties in Hong Kong can be roughly divided into two camps:
the pro-establishment camp and the pro-democracy camp. The non-aligned
HK political groups, which neither belong to the pro-establishment camp
nor belong to the pro-democracy camp, play a trivial role in the politics of
Hong Kong. For example, they only captured 6 of 452 seats in the 2019
Hong Kong District Council Election. Therefore, we drop the non-aligned
candidates in the sample and focus on the election outcomes of the pro-

establishment candidates vis-a-vis pro-democracy candidates.

Both the pro-establishment camp and the pro-democracy camp consist of
several parties and political groups. Each party or political group can nom-
inate one candidate for one constituency. In addition, individuals can also
be nominated as independent candidates, although many of them are virtu-
ally linked to one of the two main camps. Therefore, many constituencies

have more than two candidates. In our analysis, we select candidates who
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received the largest number of votes within each political camp and con-
stituency. Then we define the vote share as the number of pro-establish-
ment votes (received by the one who has the most votes if there is more
than one pro-establishment candidates) divided by the total votes for the
most popular pro-establishment candidate (the one with the most votes)
and the most popular pro-democracy candidate (the one with the most
votes). We drop 7 out of 452 constituencies which do not have either pro-

establishment candidates or pro-democracy candidates in 2019.
3.2 Data
3.2.1 Dataset construction

The main dataset of this study, accessible from the website of the Registra-
tion and Electoral Office, covers all candidates’ personal information, their
political views contained in the election platforms, as well as election re-
sults at the constituency level in the District Council election in 2011, 2015,
and 2019. We also make use of the 2016 Hong Kong Population By-census
data that cover social and economic characteristics of population in the 431
Constituency Areas in 2016 to develop variables about the deeply rooted
economic issues and estimate its impacts on the outcome of the 2019 Dis-
trict Council election. Finally, we employ the number of tear gas used
within each Constituency area during the anti-extradition bill protest and
the number of disqualified legislators at the constituency level to explore
the role of protest-related variables in explaining the 2019 District Council

election results.

The key dependent variable for our study is the vote share received by the
pro-establishment camp in each constituency. There are two camps of po-

litical parties in Hong Kong: the pro-establishment camp and the pro-de-

11



mocracy camp, with the remaining (non-aligned HK political group) play-
ing a really minor role (for instance capturing only 7 of 452 seats in the
2019 District Council election). Moreover, both the pro-establishment
camp and the pro-democracy camp consist of several parties and political
groups, each of which can nominate one candidate for a constituency.
There are also so-called independent candidates, who nonetheless can be
linked to one of the two main camps. In our analysis, we drop the non-
aligned candidates and focus on the election outcome of the pro-establish-
ment and pro-democracy candidates. Moreover, in each constituency, we
focus on the (most popular) candidate who received the largest number of
votes within each political camp. We measure the vote share received by
the pro-establishment camp as the number of votes received by the most
popular pro-establishment candidate of the said constituency divided by
the total votes obtained by both the most popular pro-establishment candi-
date and the most popular pro-democracy candidate. If the seat for a con-
stituency is uncontested, then the vote share of the unique candidate (either
pro-establishment or pro-democracy) is one. Another dependent variable
is a dummy variable about election winner, which equals one if (the most
popular) pro-establishment candidate of a constituency wins the election,
and zero otherwise. As the vote share received by the pro-establishment
candidate tends to persist over time, we use the vote share in the immediate
past election as a control variable. Moreover, we construct yet another de-
pendent variable, which is the change in the vote share received by the pro-
establishment candidate between 2019 and 2015, and use the change in the
vote share in the past elections (between 2015 and 2011) as a control vari-
able. Boundaries of the District Council Constituency Area (DCCA)

changes every four years as population grows across constituency areas.
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Therefore, we develop a method to link District Council Districts Bound-

ary changes to population census data. The details are shown in the Appen-

dix 9.1.

We construct measures about the political views taken by the pro-estab-
lishment and the pro-democracy candidates by reading their election plat-
forms and paying attention to their views on four issues (Hong Kong-Main-
land China relations as proxied by their attitude toward mainland tourists
and economic integration between Hong Kong and the mainland, demo-
cratic aspirations, attitude toward violence, and politics about economic

livelihood issues).

Specifically, if a candidate echoed anti-tourist sentiment in his election
platform, then the index for anti-tourists equals one, and zero otherwise. If
a candidate stated “Five demands, no one less” or “true democracy”, then
the index for democracy equals two; if he simply supported democracy,
then the index equals one; and finally the index equals zero if the candidate
did not mention democracy at all in his platform. Similarly, if a candidate’s
attitude toward violence was against all violence (namely, violence by the
protesters as well as violence by the police), then the index for violence
equals one; if it is against violence by the police, then the index for violence
equals negative one; and the index equals zero if there is no mention at all
in the platform about violence. Finally, we develop a measure indicating a
candidate’s concern about people’s livelihood issues. Given the limited
portfolio of district councilors in Hong Kong, it is really a way of express-
ing the disgust about the politics that has led to the stalemate in solving
people’s livelihood issues. Specifically, the index for livelihood equals one
if a candidate declared to improve conditions of residents’ livelihood such
as housing conditions, and zero otherwise. As the dependent variable for

our analysis is the vote share received by the pro-establishment candidate
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in a constituency (which is relative to that received by the pro-democracy
camp), we use the difference in candidates’ political views as independent
variables. For example, if the pro-democracy candidate in a district men-
tioned anti-tourist sentiment, but his pro-establishment competitor did not,
then the value of the difference in their political views on anti-tourists

equals -1.

We also control for personal characteristics of candidates (such as gender,
whether he was an incumbent district councilor, and whether he is also a
member of Hong Kong legislative council) that might impact on the elec-
tion outcome. Similar to the way we study the impact of political views on
election outcome, we use the differences of the candidates in these personal
characteristics, as our dependent variable is the share of votes received by
the pro-establishment candidate relative to that of the pro-democracy can-

didate.

We develop several constituency-level variables using the 2016 Hong
Kong Population By-census data. They are the share of young people
(measured as the percentage of people aged between 15 and 39 years in
each constituency, or the percentage of people aged between 15 and 24
years in each constituency for robustness check), percentage of Putonghua
spoken (measured as the percentage of households in which the most often
used language/dialect is mandarin Chinese, and used to capture the degree
of assimilation of the immigrants into Hong Kong society and their possi-
ble connections with the pro-establishment camp), percentage of people
with graduate degree (measured as the percentage of people having a bach-
elor’s degree among the population aged above 15 years old), percentage
of households living in public rental housing, percentage of households
living in subsidized home ownership housing, percentage of owner-occu-

piers (inclusive of households living in either subsidized home ownership

14



housing or private housing), median ratio of rent to household income, and

median ratio of monthly mortgage to income.

One of the deeply rooted economic issues in Hong Kong is income or
wealth inequality. While the housing arrangement is one indicator of ine-
quality, the Gini coefficient is a more direct measure, which can be con-
structed using either 2016 Hong Kong Population By-census data or the
micro census data. A related issue of deeply rooted economic issues is the
limited opportunity for youths due to high housing price on one hand and
limited upward mobility on the other hand. Specifically, we construct a
variable for educational mobility of youth at the constituency level by re-
gressing children’s percentile rank of education on parents’ percentile rank
using micro census data. (We focus on changes in percentile rank of inter-
generational education because absolute degrees may not be directly com-
parable. For example, if a father is a post- secondary graduate and his son
is a degree holder, it looks like that there is educational mobility but a post-
secondary degree may value much more 50 years ago than the same degree

in 2016.)

We control for protest-related variables (at the constituency level), includ-
ing the number of tear gas used during the anti-extradition bill protests, and
the number of disqualified legislators in 2016, both of which may affect the

results of the 2019 District Council election.

Finally, we have dummies for the five geographical constituencies (Hong
Kong Island, Kowloon East, Kowloon West, New Territories East, and
New Territories West) in Hong Kong, which absorb any voting pattern dif-
ferences arising from Hong Kong Legislation Council election among

these areas.

Appendix 9.2 reports definitions of all variables. Appendix 9.3 presents

source of all data used.
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3.2.2 Summary statistics

Table 1 reports summary statistics for election outcomes and characteris-
tics of the candidates. The average vote share for pro-Establishment camp
(PE) decreased from 0.631 in year 2011 to 0.62 in 2015, and then 0.430 in
year 2019. In 2015 the average PE vote share slightly reduced by 0.010.
However, in 2019, the loss 1s 0.197 for PE vote share compared to the PE
vote share in 2015.In 2015 and 2011, the uncontested rate 1s 0.16 and 0.183
respectively, but there was no candidate elected uncontested in 2019. For
the differences in political statements between PE and Pro-Democratic
camp (PD), the level of support for democracy is 1.031 higher for PD than
that of PE on average; But PE support anti-violence is 0.472 more than PD.
For the livelihood and elderly issues PE mentioned slightly more than PD,
but PD mentioned anti-tourists more. For comparison in candidates’ indi-
vidual characteristics between two parties, PE on average has more female

candidates, older candidates, and more incumbent candidates.

Table 2 reports summary statistics for population census results in 2016
and protest related variables. The percentage of people aged between 15
and 39 is 33%. 30.629% of households live in public rental housing and
median ratio of monthly mortgage to income is 15.874. As for protest-re-
lated variables, average number of tear gas used is 1.144 and average num-

ber of DQ legislator is 0.948 in a constituency.

Figures 1a and 1b show that the pro-establishment candidates won in most
of constituencies 2007 and 2011, and that a large number of pro-establish-

ment candidates were elected uncontested.

Figure 1c shows that election results in 2015 are similar to those in 2007
and 2011 with pro-establishment candidates winning in most constituen-
cies while figure 1d presents the majority of pro-establishment candidates’

vote share is less than their counterparts in pro-democracy camp in 2019.
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Table 1 Summary statistics for election outcomes and characteristics of candidates

Mean SD Min 10th pet. Median 90th pct. Max
A PE vote share (2015 minus 2011) 0.022 0215 -0.786 0318 0.000 0231 1.000
A PE vote share (2011 minus 2007) 0.045 0.200 0.602 0.182 0.021 0315 0.808
A PE vote share (2007 minus 2003) 0.039 0.242 -0.691 0293 0.048 0.308 1.000
A PE vote share (2003 minus 1999) -0.027 0.297 -1.000 0.391 -0.005 0.341 1.000
Uncontested (2015) 0.165 0.369 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Uncontested (2011) 0.185 0375 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Uncontested (2007) 0.107 0.299 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.557 1.000
Uncontested (2003) 0.176 0.359 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.997 1.000
Uncontested (1999) 0.224 0.378 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.999 1.000
Strongly anti democracy 0.416 0.494 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Anti- democracy 0.202 0.402 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Indifference 0.382 0486 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Mention livelihood by counterpart — 0.078 0.268 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.815 0.389 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mention livelihood 0.107 0310 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Mention elderly by counterpart 0.163 0.370 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Indifference 0.679 0.467 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mention elderly 0.158 0.365 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Mention youth by counterpart 0.012 0.110 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.946 0225 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mention youth 0.041 0.199 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Mention women by counterpart 0.017 0.130 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.961 0.194 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Mention women 0.022 0.147 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.564 0.496 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Anti- violence 0401 0491 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Strongly anti violence 0.034 0.182 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Anti- tourists by counterpart 0.024 0.154 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.964 0.188 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Anti- tourists 0.012 0.110 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Incumbent  counterpart 0253 0435 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Indifference 0.175 0.381 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Incumbent 0.572 0.495 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Competitor is a legislator 0.019 0.138 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Indifference 0.951 0.215 0.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Legislator 0.029 0.169 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Age 6.637 19.768  -49.000 -19.000 8.000 33.000 48.000
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Table 2 Summary statistics for the census variables

Mean SD Min 10thpct. Median 90th pct.  Max

Percentage of people aged between 15 and 44 40995 3526 30966 36498 40948 45397  52.101
Sex ratio 0.857 0074 0.611 0.767 0.862 0.945 1.044
Percentage of Putonghua spoken 4789  3.102  0.000 2.034 4.040 8.189 22274
Percentage of immigrants 7864 4285 0.141 2443 7437 13575 25791
Percentage of people with graduate degree 19436 9910 5.187 9.023 16566  34.654  49.970
Labor participation rate 60.762 4993 46.700 54200 60.600 67.170  74.000
Financing and insurance 0.062 0.037 0.012 0.027 0.051 0.116 0.252
Manufacturing 0.038  0.013  0.006 0.020 0.039 0.054 0.079
Import/ export, wholesale and retail trades 0.190 0.026 0.105 0.159 0.188 0.223 0.298
Real estate, professional and business services 0.144 0026 0.056 0.112 0.143 0.179 0.225
Log Median household income) 10.175 0433 9210 9.680 10.092 10.774  11.792
Percentage of households living in public rental hous-  30.882 37313  0.000 0.000 10.706 98916  100.00
ing 0

Percentage of owner-occupiers 48327 27.624  0.000 0.260 54.680 80.751  96.843

Median mortgage payment amount (2016 minus 2011) 9734 5764 17 4300 8300 16000 48000

Median mortgage payment amount 9734 5764 17 4300 8300 16000 48000
Median rents (2016 minus 2011) 1857 3176 9721 90 1000 4900 37000
Median monthly household rent 7663 8356 670 1250 5302 16800 71000
Median rent to income ratio 19.610 10340 4.700 7.800 18.137 33200  48.800
Median rent to income ratio (2016 minus 2011) 15939 7087 0000 0000 18000 22000 31300
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Figure 1 Pro-establishment vote share in 2007-2019
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4. Regression specifications

We mainly use the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) method to investigate
the impacts of the deeply rooted economic issues and divergence of politi-
cal views of candidates of the two major political camps on the outcome of
the 2019 Hong Kong District Council election. The method could help us
to reveal which factors impact the election results significantly and which
factors impact the election results more significantly if both sets of factors
(political or economic) are statistically significant. Following Blanchard et
al. (2019), which investigate how the US-China trade war impacts the 2018

congressional election, we use the following regression specification:

AVS1® = B, + B, PV, + B,CD,. + B3 DEMXé + B, ADEM " +
BsHCE® + BAHC, ™ + 6, AVS MY + 6, AVS. ™™ + 83 AVS>™ +
64UC + €.

where AVS2*1 is the vote share received by the pro-establishment candi-
date in constituency c in the 2019 election minus the corresponding share
in the 2015 election. PV, contains variables on the divergence in political
views taken by the pro-establishment candidate and the pro-democracy
candidate in constituency ¢ on democracy, livelihood (youth, elderly, and

women), anti-violence, and anti-tourists.

CD, captures other differences of the two candidates, including age differ-
ence, gender difference, whether one of them was an incumbent, whether
the election was an uncontested one, and whether one or both candidates
also served as members of Hong Kong Legislative Council. DEM26 de-
notes demographic variables at the constituency level extracted from the

2016 census survey, including the share of young people, and percentage
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of Putonghua spoken at home, percentage of immigrants, and percentage

of people with bachelor’s degree.

In order to capture the pre-trends of demographic characteristics at the con-

stituency level, we also control for demographic changes between 2016

and 2011, which is denoted by ADEM016’11.

To investigate the role of housing characteristics on the vote share, we con-
trol for both housing variables in level and changes, which is denoted by
HC6and AHC®' respectively. Specifically, we control for Log mort-
gage payment, log rent, the share of public housing, the share of housing

ownership in levels and changes.

In addition, we have geographic dummies Geographic Dummy, which ab-
sorb any voting pattern differences arising from Hong Kong district level.
In order to capture the pre-trends in support for pro-establishment camp,
we also control for changes in vote share of the pro-establishment camp in
constituency ¢ in preceding Hong Kong district council election cycles,
which is represented by AVSC“‘07 AVS,? 793 and AVS,? 399 respectively.
Moreover, we control for whether the constituency is uncontested in 2015,
2011, 2007, 2003 and 1999 to alleviate the measurement error brought by
the method to deal with the District Council District boundary changes. We

assume the error term follows normal distribution.
Our focal variables are the ones related to political and personal character-

istics of candidates as well as housing characteristics.

5. Empirical Analysis
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Table 3 presents the main regression results when the vote share changes
of pro-establishment camp between 2019 and 2015 is the dependent varia-
ble. We find that income inequality measured by log Gini coefficient has
negative and significant impacts on the vote share change between 2019
and 2015. Specifically, when the Gini coefficient at the constituency level
increases by 1%, the vote share gained by PE will decrease by from 2.4 to
2.9 percentage points, which means that income inequality will push peo-
ple vote against the incumbent government. Consistent with the finding,
we also find that the anti-incumbency sentiment is popular in Hong Kong,
as the results show that the vote share change of PE between 2019 and 2015
will increase significant if the competitor is a legislator. The variable in-
cumbent has negative although insignificant effects on the dependent var-

1able.

We also find that demographic variables at the constituency level can affect
the vote share change in 2019 and 2015. For example, the percentage of
people aged between 15 and 39 has a negative and statistically significant
impact on the vote share change between 2019 and 2015 after we control
for occupation information in the regression. This means that young people
are more likely to vote for pro-democracy candidates instead of pro-estab-
lishment candidates in 2019 HK District Council Election. There are two
possible reasons. First of all, young people in Hong Kong need to seek jobs,
and purchase property after graduation so they pay more attention on gov-
ernment’s performance compared to middle-aged people and old people.
In more recent years, young people are discontented with the government
due to unemployment, high property price, and so on. Therefore, they are
reluctant to vote for pro-establishment candidates given that pro-establish-

ment camps have been considered as representatives of the government for
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a long time, or endorsing the government to a great extent. Second, com-
pared to middle-age and old age group, young people focus more on de-
mocracy, specifically, universal suffrage in Legislative Council Election
and Chief Executive Election. And pro-establishment candidates tend not
to lend their support to universal suffrage whereas pro-democracy candi-
dates take similar positions on this issue as do young people. Therefore,

young people in return prefer pro-democracy candidates.

We also find that the percentage change of immigrants between 2016 and
2011 has a positive and significant impact on vote share in change between
2019 and 2015. One possible reason is that immigrants are usually from
mainland China. They have experienced significant income improvement
on the mainland and placed more trust in government. Thus, they are more
likely to vote for pro-establishment candidates who are considered as rep-
resentatives of government. It is also possible that immigrants enjoy the
benefits from greater integration between the mainland and Hong Kong,

hence their support for status quo.

In addition, we find that pro-establishment candidates are more likely to
win in constituencies with more managers and administrators, and more
professionals, although the latter is not significant. We also find that they
are more likely to win in consistencies with more people working in fi-
nancing and insurance industry. These occupations and industries greatly
benefit from the integration of Hong Kong and the mainland during the
past 40 years, therefore it is not surprising that they vote for pro-establish-

ment candidates.

In addition, we find that housing characteristics such as mortgage payment

have mixed results on the vote share of pro-establishment. In particular,
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mortgage payment in level has positive impacts but one in change has neg-
ative impacts on the dependent variable. While homeowners may benefit
from asset appreciation, they definitely worry about the rising mortgage

payment costs.

More interestingly, when we add the candidate-related variables and polit-
ical statement into the regression step by step, the above results on the im-
portance of the economic factors remain robust, and the variables on can-
didates’ characteristics and political statement have insignificant impacts
on the vote share in change themselves. (Table 4) It implies that the varia-
bles about the political differences and candidates’ personal characteristics

have little impact on the 2019 district council election.

One possible explanation lies in the factor that even members of the legis-
lative council (like the congress in the United States) have little role to play
in the legislation in Hong Kong, because it is usually the government that
takes the initiative to proposing new legislation and the legislators have
only the option of supporting or opposing the legislation. Individual mem-
bers could propose some legislation only when they have enough support
among the legislators, which mean the importance of the parties, rather
than the members of the parties determines the passage of a legislation. The
situation for district councils is even more so. As a result, individual char-

acteristics do not matter at all.

While the statistical analysis seems to suggest the relative importance of
the economic factors over the political factors in determining the 2019 elec-
tion outcome, we acknowledge the difficulty in developing variables to

fully measure the political factors for the election outcomes. Future work
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will be directed at understanding the political parties in Hong Kong in gen-
eral and specific candidates in particular which is the first step in fully cap-

turing the political factors for the election outcomes.

To make sure the robustness of the estimation results, we conduct two ad-
ditional analysis. First, Table 5 shows that the main results still remain ro-
bust after drop uncontested constituencies in 2015 or drop uncontested con-
stituencies in 2015 and 2011. Second, we add an interaction term between
the percentage of managers, administrators and the share of people work-
ing in the financing and insurance industry into the main specification. The
results show that pro-establishment candidates will more likely to win in
constituencies with both more managers and administrators as well as more

people working in the financial and insurance industry.
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Table 3: Main regression results for vote share in change between 2019

and 2015

1) 2 3
Lagged vote share variables
A PE vote share (2015 minus 2011) —0.470%**  (0.067) —0.449***  (0.065) —0.454%*%*%  (0.067)
A PE vote share (2011 minus 2007) —0263*+*  (0054) —0286***  (0052) —0289%** (0 052)
A PE vote share (2007 minus 2003) —0.115* (0.042) —0.127*%  (0.035) —0.132%*  (0.034)
A PE vote share (2003 minus 1999) —0.087* 0.034) —0.088**  (0.027) —0.091%*  (0.027)
Uncontested (2015) —0.155%**  (0.025) —0.166***  (0.028) —0.164%**  (0.028)
Uncontested (2011) —0.099%* (0.022) —0.086**  (0.025) —0.085%*  (0.024)
Uncontested (2007) —0 091** (0020) —0103**  (0030) =0 102** (0 030)
Uncontested (2003) —0.024 (0.019) —0.038**  (0.013) —0.038* 0.014)
Uncontested (1999) 0.004 (0.020) 0.017 (0.024) 0.017 (0.024)
Incumbency

0.070 (0.040) 0.061 (0.040) 0.060 (0.040)
Incumbent  counterpart
Incumbent —0007 (0027) —0 006 (0025) —0 005 0025)
Competitor is a legislator 0.093**  (0.013) 0.101**  (0.015) 0.097***  (0.017)

* *
Legislator 0.005 (0.042) —0.004 (0.037) —0.002 0.037)
Candidates’ characteristics
A Candidates’ age —0.002%* (0.001) —=0.001**  (0.000) —=0.002**  (0.000)
Housing characteristics
A Log Mortgage payment 0.000 (0.002) -0.002 (0.002)
A Log Mortgage payment (2016 minus —0.016* (0.006) —0.013** (0.004) —0.012** (0.004)
2011)
Log Rent —0.024 (0.015)
A Log Rent (2016 minus 2011) —0.004 (0.009) 0.010 (0.005)
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% Public housing 0002 (0001) 0001 (0 001)
A Public housing (2016 minus 2011) 0.000 (0.001) —0.002**  (0.001) —=0.002**  (0.001)
% Housing ownership 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.002)
A % Housing ownership (2016 minus 0.002 (0.001) —0.001** (0.000) —0.001** (0.000)
2011)
Demographic  characteristics
% Young people —0 006 (0004) -0 006 (0004)
A % Young (2016 minus 2011) 0.003 (0.003) 0.005**  (0.001) 0.005**  (0.002)
% Putonghua spoken 0.004**  (0.002) 0.005**  (0.002)
A % Putonghua spoken (2016 minus 2011) 0.003 (0.005) 0.002 (0.006) 0.001 (0.006)
% Immigrants —0.006 (0.005) —0.006 (0.005)
A % Immigrants (2016 minus 2011) 0004 (0002) 0009%* (0 004) 0009%* (0004)
% Educated 0.003 (0.003) 0.004 (0.003)
A % Educated (2016 minus 2011) —0.000 (0.003) 0.002 (0.003) 0.002 (0.003)
Turnout rate (2019) 0.255%%  (0.042) 0.061 (0.102) 0.087 (0.110)
sk
Constant —0.314* (0.053) 0.696 (0.698) 0.716 0.678)
District FEs Yes Yes Yes
Characteristics of candidates Yes Yes Yes
Political ~ statements Yes Yes Yes
Observations 411 411 411
R2 0.660 0.705 0.707

*p <0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Control variables contain whether uncontested in 2015, 2011, 2007, 2003, 1999 and

vote share change (2011-2015) Protest-related variables contain number of tear gas and

DQ legislators. Candidate related variables contain the difference in gender and differ-

ence in incumbent status. Political statement variables contain the difference in whether

mention democracy, livelihood and anti-violence. Robust standard errors are clustered by

districts.
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Table 3 Robustness results for vote share in change between 2019 and 2015:

Different sample restrictions

Drop boundary Drop uncontested in ~ Drop uncontested in 2015 and
changed (1) 2015 (2) 2011
©)
Lagged vote share variables
A PE vote share (2015 minus 2011) -0 ©0s8) -0 0059)  —0368** (0109)
462%** 441%%*
A PE vote share (2011 minus 2007) —0.268**  (0.083) —0.266**  (0.040) —(.249%** (0.044)
sk
A PE vote share (2007 minus 2003) —0.134**  (0.047) -0.128 (0.065) -0.109 (0.076)
A PE vote share (2003 minus 1999) —0.118**  (0.023) —0.076* (0.033) —0.067 (0.045)
*
Uncontested (2015) —0.165**  (0.055) 0.000 ) 0.000 )
Uncontested (2011) —0071**  (0020) -0 0013) 0000 O
120***

Uncontested (2007) —0.106**  (0.034) —0.099* (0.043) —0.121 (0.059)
Uncontested (2003) —-0.036 (0.019) —-0.055 (0.029) -0.037 (0.039)
Uncontested (1999) 0.013 (0.018) 0.018 0.012) 0.028*** (0.006)
Incumbency

0.068 (0.050) 0.040 (0.033) 0.029 (0.033)
Incumbent counterpart
Incumbent -0.005 (0.054) -0.005 (0.021) —0.038 (0.026)
Competitor is a legislator 0.113 (0.059) 0.090**  (0.016) 0.074%* (0.027)

sk

Legislator -0.004 (0.041) 0.036 (0.062) 0.043 (0.073)
Candidates’  characteristics
A Candidates® age —0.002* (0.001) —0.002**  (0.000) —0.002%* (0.001)
Housing characteristics
A Log Mortgage payment 0.003 (0.002) —0.008**  (0.002) —0.006%** (0.000)
A Log Mortgage payment (2016 minus —0.013 (0.006) —0.010 (0.009) -0.014 (0.009)
2011)
Log Rent 0.003 0.024) —-0.018 0.011) —0.011 (0.014)
A Log Rent (2016 minus 2011) 0.010 (0.007) 0.006**  (0.002) 0.009 (0.005)
% Public housing 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002)
A Public housing (2016 minus 2011) —0.002 (0.001) —0.003 (0.002) —0.004* (0.002)
% Housing ownership 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002)
A % Housing ownership (2016 minus —0.000 (0.001) —0.002 (0.001) —0.003** (0.001)
2011)
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Demographic  characteristics

% Young people —0.006 (0.004) —0.005 (0.004) —0.005 (0.005)
A % Young (2016 minus 2011) 0.009**  (0.002) 0.004 (0.003) 0.000 (0.004)
% Putonghua spoken 0.003 (0.002) 0.006 (0.003) 0.004 (0.004)
A % Putonghua spoken (2016 minus 0.001 (0.004) 0.003 (0.006) 0.004 (0.008)
2011)

%  Immigrants —0.007 (0.004) —0.002 (0.004) 0.001 (0.007)
A % Immigrants (2016 minus 2011) 0.008%* (0.004) 0.007 (0.004) 0.005 (0.005)
% Educated 0.003 0.007) 0.003 (0.001) 0.004 (0.004)
A % Educated (2016 minus 2011) 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.004) 0.004 (0.005)
Constant 0.758 (1.202) 0.925 (0.704) 0.794 (0.704)
District FEs Yes Yes Yes

Characteristics of candidates Yes Yes Yes

Political  statements Yes Yes Yes

Observations 276 334 264

R2 0.714 0.630 0.564

*p<0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors in parentheses.

* Note: Control variables contain whether uncontested in 2015, 2011, 2007, 2003, 1999
and vote share change (2011-2015) Protest-related variables contain number of tear
gas and DQ legislators. Candidate related variables contain the difference in gender
and difference in incumbent status. Political statement variables contain the differ-

ence in whether mention democracy, livelihood and anti-violence. Robust standard

errors are clustered by districts.

29



Table 4 Robustness results for vote share in change between 2019 and

2015: Different sample restrictions

Lagged vote share variables
A PE vote share (2015 minus 2011)

A PE vote share (2011 minus 2007)
A PE vote share (2007 minus 2003)
A PE vote share (2003 minus 1999)
Uncontested (2015)

Uncontested (2011)

Uncontested (2007)

Uncontested (2003)

Uncontested (1999)

Incumbency

Incumbent  counterpart

Incumbent

Competitor is a legislator

Legislator

Candidates’  characteristics

A Candidates’ age

Housing characteristics

A Log Mortgage payment

A Log Mortgage payment (2016 minus 2011)
Log Rent

A Log Rent (2016 minus 2011)

% Public housing

A Public housing (2016 minus 2011)

% Housing ownership

A % Housing ownership (2016 minus 2011)
Log Mortgage payment X Rich

A Log Mortgage payment X Rich

Log rent x Rich

A Log rent X Rich

Log Mortgage payment x Poor

Interact with rich

M

—0 4547
—0.288*
—0.135%
~0.088**
—0.167%
0 083%*
~0.102+*
~0.041*

0.018

0.054

—0.005
0.094 %

0.001

—0.002%*

—0.005
—0.012*
—0.010
0.044
0.001
—0.002%**
0.001
—0.001*
0.012%*
—0.003
—0.013**

—0.034

(0060)
(0.051)
(0.029)
(0.024)
(0.026)
(0023)
(0.030)
0.015)

(0.023)

(0.037)

(0.027)
(0.020)

(0.040)

(0.000)

(0.003)
(0.005)
0.016)
(0.065)
(0.001)
(0.000)
(0.002)
(0.000)
(0.003)
(0.004)
(0.005)

(0.064)

Interact with poor

@

—0 448
—(.28 7%
—0.127**
—0.087**
—0.167***
—0 087**
—0.101**
—0.038*

0.014

0.065

—0.003
0.082%*

—0.001

—0.002**

0.064**
—0.143%*
—0.080**

0.105%*

0.002
—0.002%*

0.001

—0.002%*

—0.066**

0061)
(0.056)
(0.031)
(0.024)
(0.026)
(0024)
(0.031)
0.014)

(0.021)

(0.036)

(0.025)
(0.025)

(0.036)

(0.000)

0.017)
(0.049)
(0.028)
(0.038)
(0.001)
(0.001)
(0.001)

(0.000)

(0.018)
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A Log Mortgage payment X Poor 0.131* (0.050)
Log rent x Poor 0.071** (0.021)
A Log rent X Poor —0.102* (0.039)
Demographic  characteristics

% Young people —0.004 (0.004) —0.007 (0.004)
A % Young (2016 minus 2011) 0.003 (0.002) 0.007** (0.002)
% Putonghua spoken 0.004** (0.001) 0.004* (0.002)
A % Putonghua spoken (2016 minus 2011) 0.001 (0.006) 0.001 (0.006)
% Immigrants —-0.007 (0.005) -0.005 (0.005)
A % Immigrants (2016 minus 2011) 0.010%* (0.004) 0.008 (0.004)
% Educated 0004 (0003) 0004 (0004)
A % Educated (2016 minus 2011) 0.001 (0.003) 0.001 (0.003)
Constant 0471 (0.682) 0.511 (0.590)
District FEs Yes Yes

Characteristics of candidates Yes Yes

Political ~ statements Yes Yes

Observations 411 411

R2 0.712 0.714

p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01. Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Control variables contain whether uncontested in 2015, 2011, 2007, 2003, 1999 and vote
share change (2011-2015) Protest-related variables contain number of tear gas and DQ legislators.
Candidate related variables contain the difference in gender and difference in incumbent status.

Political statement variables contain the difference in whether mention democracy, livelihood and

anti-violence. Robust standard errors are clustered by districts.
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Table 5 Robustness results for vote share in change between 2019 and

2015: Add interaction terms

(1) ()
Incumbency
Incumbent counterpart 0.053 (0.033) 0.052 (0.031)
Incumbent -0.009 (0.025) -0.009 (0.024)
Competitor is a legislator 0.094*** (0.008) 0.093*** (0.006)
Legislator 0.009 (0.039) 0.015 (0.042)
Candidates’ characteristics
A Candidates’ age -0.001** (0.000) -0.002** (0.000)
Housing characteristics
Log Mortgage payment 0.004 (0.002)
A Log Mortgage payment (2016 minus 2011) -0.014** (0.005)
Log Rent -0.022 (0.014)
A Log Rent (2016 minus 2011) 0.010 (0.007)
% Public housing 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002)
A Public housing (2016 minus 2011) -0.002 (0.002) -0.003* (0.001)
Log Gini coefficient -0.187** (0.050) -0.207** (0.064)
% Subsidized housing 0.002 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002)
% Private housing 0.001 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002)
A % Subsidized housing -0.002 (0.002) -0.002 (0.002)
A % Private housing -0.001 (0.002) -0.001 (0.002)
% Financing and insurance industry 0.703 (0.869) 0.702 (0.844)
% Import/export, wholesale and retail trades industry -0.804* (0.361) -0.907 (0.964)
A % Financing and insurance industry -0.357 (0.547) -0.416 (0.465)
A % Import/export, wholesale and retail trades industry 0.420%** (0.089) 0.408* (0.156)
% Managers and administrators -0.295 (0.373) -0.449 (0.521)
% Professionals 0.214 (0.138) -0.401 (1.586)
% Service and sales workers 0.728 (0.363) 0.647 (0.304)
% Plant and machine operators and assemblers -0.541 (0.294) -0.589 (0.315)
A % Managers and administrators 0.254** (0.089) 0.366* (0.135)
A % Professionals 0.411 (0.355) 0.724 (0.622)
A % Service and sales workers 0.344* (0.160) 0.464* (0.172)
A % Plant and machine operators and assemblers 0.887 (0.479) 0.736 (0.458)
% Managers X % Financing 0.492 (2.976) 0.955 (2.983)
11.522%* (3.542) 10.801* (4.529)
2.126 (7.874)
A % Import/export X % Professionals 3.748 (14.799)
0.656 (0.864) 0.534 (0.835)
District FEs Yes Yes
Characteristics of candidates Yes Yes
Political statements Yes Yes
Observations 411 411
0.711 0.719

R2
p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Control variables contain whether uncontested in 2015, 2011, 2007, 2003, 1999 and vote
share change (2011-2015) Protest-related variables contain number of tear gas and DQ legislators.
Candidate related variables contain the difference in gender and difference in incumbent status.
Political statement variables contain the difference in whether mention democracy, livelihood and

anti-violence. Robust standard errors are clustered by districts.
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6. Policy implications and recommendations

What happened between June 2019 and November 2019 posed the biggest
crisis of governance in Hong Kong’s post-handover period. While the trig-
ger of the crisis was the extradition bill, it highlighted the roles of deeply
rooted economic issues in Hong Kong, such as severe income inequality
and the lack of social mobility of youths. It also exposed the divergent
views of the society in general and the two major political camps (the pro-
establishment camp and the pro-democracy camp) in particular on political
issues ranging from democracy, violence, and national identity. In moving
forward, the government of HKSAR and the society in general have an
urgent need for understanding the roles played by the economic as well as
political factors in determining the outcome of the 2019 District Council
election. The research conducts a rigorous quantitative analysis about the
determinants for the outcome of the 2019 District Council election. Its re-
search results sheds light on the policies needed for ensuring the long-term
prosperity and stability of Hong Kong.

Major findings of the research are as follows. First, the economic issues
such as income inequality and lack of social mobility are found to have
important explanatory power for the decreasing share of votes received by
the pro-establishment camp (a proxy for the HKSAR government). Specif-
ically, the Gini coefficient has negative and significant impacts on the votes
gained by pro-establishment candidates. When the Gini coefficient in-
creases by 1%, the vote share of pro-establishment campy will decrease by
2.4 t0 2.9 percentage points during the period 2015-2019. Moreover, young
people are prone to vote against the pro-establishment camp, as they face
rising living costs and fierce competition with peers mostly from mainland.

That’s why the HKSAR should encourage HK youth go out to seeking
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more development opportunities. Therefore, it calls for policies to alleviate
income inequality through redistributive measures (such as more provision
of public housing), and for policies to help Hong Kong youths to have the
necessary educational background to move up economically.

Second, both pro-establishment and pro-democracy camps’ candidates’
characteristics and political statement have insignificant impacts on the
vote share in change. It implies that candidates’ personal characteristics
and their political statement are not the determinant factors on the District
Council election, though we have to acknowledge that it is difficult to fully

capture the political factors quantitatively

7. Public dissemination

Due to the Covid 19 pandemic we could not conduct the public dissemina-

tion as planned. Instead the principal investigator has published a few arti-

cles in a local newspaper Hong Kong Economic Journal ({§%R), talking

about the main problems faced by HK youth (Figure 2). Moreover, with

the awareness of the importance of the deeply-rooted economic problems
faced by Hong Kong youth, the principal investigator has conducted a few
studies supported by the HK Guangdong association on the willingness of
HK youths to participate in the Greater Bay Initiatives. The principal in-
vestigator was also involved in the design stage of a HSBC initiative in
promoting HK youth to participate in the Greater Bay Initiative. Finally, in
a major piece of public policy research supported by the former PICO, the
main investigator together with Professor Anthony Yeh and Professor
George LIN studied how HK can position itself in the Greater Bay Initia-

tive, in which HK youth can have some important roles to play.
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Figure 2 The screenshot of the article published in HK Economic Journal.

In addition, the principal investigator has communicated the main points
of this study to fellow academics in HK, with the hope that it will help
shape the future HKSAR policies on youths.

8. Conclusion

The 2019 District Council Election is a political event of historic propor-
tion. The results represent the biggest swing in voting in the electoral his-
tory of Hong Kong and has led to major shifts in the political configuration
of the city. It warrants in-depth analysis and rigorous study on its causes
and implications. Using constituency level data from 1999 to 2019, this
project analyzes the fundamental factors in deciding the outcome of the
2019 District Council Election. The results show that economic issues such
as income inequality and lack of social mobility are important in explaining
the decreasing vote shares received by the pro-establishment camp while
taking into account the role played by political factors The HKSAR gov-

ernment should pay more attention to alleviating income inequality and
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helping Hong Kong youths move up. It is encouraging that the HKSAR

government has moved in this direction.

9. Appendix

9.1 Appendix: Linking District Council Districts Boundary Changes
to Population Census Data

Every four years, the Electoral Affairs Commission (EAC) in Hong Kong
delineates boundaries of the District Council Constituency Area (DCCA)
as population changes across constituency areas. In the 2019 District Coun-
cil election, the population quota of DCCA is 16,599, which is derived
from the projected population of Hong Kong, 7,502,600, divided by the
total number of 452 seats. The EAC regulates that the existing DCCAs’
boundaries have to be changed if the population exceeds or falls short of
the population quota by more than 25% (i.e. less than 12, 449 or more than
20, 749 for the 2019 District Council election), except that situation was
allowed for the last District Council election and the valid justifications to
allow such situation remain. In 2019, the EAC changed boundaries in 128

constituencies and created 21 new constituencies.

Most of the constituency-level variables mentioned above are measured
using the 2016 by-census survey data, which was based on the boundaries
of the District Council Constituency Area (DCCA) in 2015, while our fo-
cus of analysis is on the outcome of the District Council election in 2019
(namely, the regression analysis is to be conducted at the DCCA of 2019).
Hence, we must adjust census variables in 2016 and voting variables in
2015 to make their geographical coverage consistent with the variables ob-
tained in 2019. DCCA boundary changes might impact on subsequent elec-
tion outcomes due to the gerrymandering issue highlighted by many polit-
ical scientists. Indeed Wong (2019) finds that the boundary redrawing in
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the Hong Kong DCCA does undermine the interests of opposition parties
and its votes shares, albeit it does not have significant impact on election
success. To the extent that the 2019 District Council election was impacted
by the redrawing of the DCCA to the advantage of the pro-establishment
camp, our estimates of the relative importance of the political and eco-
nomic factors are on the lower side given the landslide victory of the pro-

democracy camp.

Specifically, we first calculate area evolution of DCCAs between 2015 and
2019 using Arcgis: (1) get access to the official Shapefile (SHP) for DCCAs
in 2019, 2015, and 2011 from the website Accessinfo.hk; (i1) use the Arcgis
Pro Software to remove the ocean part from the original DCCA boundaries
map; and (iii) calculate the evolution of the constituency areas every four
years and construct a matrix of constituency area evolution where the col-
umns are constituency areas in 2019 (or 2015) and the rows are constitu-
ency areas in 2015 (or 2011). As an example, as Figure 3 shows, Tung Wah
expanded its area in 2019 by incorporating 3% of area of Mid Levels East,
while the latter’s area shrunk from 2015 to 2019. Hence the vote share re-
ceived by the pro-establishment in Tung Wah in 2015 (but measured at the
DCCA of 2019) should be 3% of vote share of Mid Levels East in 2015
plus 97% of vote share of Tung Wah in 2015, while the vote share of Mid
Levels East in 2015 (but measured at the DCCA of 2019) remained un-
changed compared to that in 2015 (measured at the 2015 DCCA level),
because 100% of its area in 2019 was from itself in 2015. Adjustment from

2011 DCCA level to 2015 DCCA level can be made in a similar way.

37



An illustrative map of boundary in change

A02 Mid Izge\s East

[ | Area changed

Figure 3 Boundary change in Hong Kong: an example in Central and

Western District

9.2 Appendix: Variable construction

Table 6 Variables Definition

Election related variables

PE vote share Vote received by Pro-Establishment Camp / Total
votes

Turnout rate Voter turnout



Uncontested

When only one candidate in certain constituency

Characteristics of political statement

Democracy

Livelihood
Anti- violence

Anti tourists

2:Strongly support, 1:Support, 0:Not mention
1:Mention, 0:Not mention

- 1: Anti police violence, 0:Not mention, 1:Anti all
violence
0:Not mention, 1:Anti tourists

Variables based on the 2016 census
Young-age dependency ratio

Households living in public rental
housing( % )

Households living in subsidised home
ownership housing( % )

Immigrants(% )

Gini coeffi cient

Median household income

Owner-occupiers(% )

Owner-occupiers with mortgage or
loan(%)

Owner-occupiers without mortgage or
loan( %)

No. of people (15 <= age <= 39) / Working-age pop-
ulation (age 15-64)

No. of households living in public rental housing /
Total households

No. of households living in subsidised home owner-
ship housing / Total households

No. of internally migrated / Total

rpme number min max, by(place code) (Stata Pack-
age)

Median Monthly Domestic Household In-

come( HK$)

No. of owner-occupier households / Total domestic
households

No. of owner-occupier households with mortgage or
loan/ Total

No. of owner- occupier households without mortgage
or loan/ Total

9.3 Appendix: Data Source

1. Hong Kong Population Census by DCC and Constituency Areas (year

2016) By developing web crawling algorithms, we obtained the HK popu-

lation statistics by 18 District Council Districts and the Constituency Areas

in 2016 from websites

https://www.census2011.gov.hk/en/constituencyhtml and https:// www.by-

census2016.gov.hk/en/bc-dp.html

2. Candidates’ information and introduction from Hong Kong District

Council Election (year 2011,

2015 and 2019) Using web crawling algorithms, we obtained the candidates’

information (e.g. name, age, occupation, political affiliation and election


https://www.census2011.gov.hk/en/constituency-area.html
https://www.census2011.gov.hk/en/constituency-area.html
https://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/en/bc-dp.html
https://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/en/bc-dp.html

platform) at the level of constituency in 2011, 2015 and 2019 from the

following websites respectively.

https://www.elections.gov.hk/dc2011/eng/introtocan.htm ,
https://www.elections.gov.hk/dc2015/eng/introtocan.html, and
https://www.elections.gov.hk/dc2019/eng/introtocan.html

1. District Council Constituency Boundaries Map(shapefiles) in year

2011,2015 and 2019 from the website Accessinfo.hk.
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