
Survey on Public 
Support to Green 
Deck Project



Do you think Green Deck is a good idea?



Our Survey Based on the PolyU 
Community 



Brilliant idea, what’s next? 



Scientific solution is just the beginning…



Understanding public opinion is a crucial step 
for the implementation of scientific solution 



The Case of the Green Deck Project

people think, 

feel, and support the Green Deck Project

factors that influence 

public support 



The Role of Social Sciences 



Guiding Theoretical Model in Survey Design 

Support for the 
Green Deck 

Project

Attitude towards 
the Green Deck 

Project

Perceived Social 
Norms of Support

Institutional Trust 

Basic attitude-behaviour consistency

Social importance: Social norms 
determine policy support

Action efficacy: Trust towards the major 
stakeholders influences support

(Cialdini et al., 1991; Chan et al., 2020; Chan et al., 2022; Wan et al., 2021)



Guiding Theoretical Model in Survey Design 

Support for the 
Green Deck 
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Attitude towards 
the Green Deck 

Project

Perceived Social 
Norms of Support

Institutional Trust 

Perceived 
Instrumentality 
(Benefit-Cost)

Attitude derived 
from (1) Rational 
calculation 
(subjective) and 
(2) General values

General 
Environmental 
Orientations

(Cialdini et al., 1991; Chan et al., 2020; Chan et al., 2022; Wan et al., 2021)



Guiding Theoretical Model in Survey Design 

Support for the 
Green Deck 

Project

Attitude towards 
the Green Deck 

Project

Perceived Social 
Norms of Support

Institutional Trust 

Perceived 
Instrumentality 
(Benefit-Cost)

General 
Environmental 
Orientations

(Cialdini et al., 1991; Chan et al., 2020; Chan et al., 2022; Wan et al., 2021)

Place-based 
Variables 

Place-related 
evaluation 
and 
attachment 
influence 
support for 
modifying 
the “place”



Two Survey Studies 



Study 1: Street Intercept Survey (General 
Public)



Study 1 - Street Intercept Survey 



Measures and Descriptive Results 
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E1. Support for Implementation

E2. Support for Using Public Resources

E1. Support for Implementation E2. Support for Using Public Resources

1. Strongly Oppose .5% 5.1%

2 14.8% 21.7%

3 32.2% 36.9%

4 46.3% 32.0%

5. Strongly Support 6.1% 4.3%

1. Strongly Oppose 2 3 4 5. Strongly Support
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39.1%

38.7%

35.7%

47.3%

41.7%
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3.9%
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Wise

Worthy

Pleasant

Wise Worthy Pleasant

1 1.5% 1.0% .4%

2 8.3% 11.9% 8.5%

3 39.1% 38.7% 35.7%

4 47.3% 41.7% 48.6%

5 3.9% 6.8% 6.8%

1 2 3 4 5



Measures and Descriptive Results

1 = Not at all to 5 = Very much
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B1. Reduce air pollution

B2. Enhance walkability

B3. Make the area greener

B4. Attract tourists

B5. Beautify the area

B6. Improve HK image

B7. Be a place for relaxation and leisure activities

B8. Improve the quality of life of people nearby

B9. Improve the communicability of the Hung Hom and Tsim Sha Tsui…

B10. The benefits of the Green Deck Scheme outweigh the financial costs

B11. Become a financial burden for Hong Kong

B12. Make the Hung Hom and Tsim Sha Tsui areas overcrowded

B1. Reduce
air pollution

B2. Enhance
walkability

B3. Make
the area
greener

B4. Attract
tourists

B5. Beautify
the area

B6. Improve
HK image

B7. Be a
place for
relaxation

and leisure
activities

B8. Improve
the quality

of life of
people
nearby

B9. Improve
the

communica
bility of the
Hung Hom
and Tsim
Sha Tsui

East areas

B10. The
benefits of
the Green

Deck
Scheme

outweigh
the financial

costs

B11.
Become a
financial

burden for
Hong Kong

B12. Make
the Hung
Hom and
Tsim Sha
Tsui areas

overcrowde
d

1. Strongly disagree .1% .4% 0.0% 3.2% .1% 1.1% .1% .3% .3% 2.3% 5.4% 3.3%

2 9.2% 8.5% 5.5% 15.9% 4.9% 11.9% 6.1% 11.1% 15.3% 22.5% 31.9% 30.2%

3 31.0% 41.6% 35.9% 30.8% 32.7% 32.8% 30.7% 34.6% 46.7% 36.6% 28.3% 50.5%

4 53.7% 42.1% 47.7% 42.4% 53.1% 44.5% 53.3% 47.0% 32.0% 33.4% 31.6% 14.1%

5. Strongly agree 5.9% 7.3% 11.0% 7.7% 9.1% 9.8% 9.8% 6.9% 5.6% 5.2% 2.9% 1.8%

1. Strongly disagree 2 3 4 5. Strongly agree



Measures and Descriptive Results 
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D1. Dynamic Social Norms
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D1. Dynamic Social Norms D2. Injunctive Social Norms D3. Descriptive Social Norms

1. Strongly Disagree .8% 1.1% .9%

2 12.4% 20.2% 19.3%

3 40.5% 41.1% 41.7%

4 41.8% 34.5% 34.1%

5. Strongly Agree 4.5% 3.1% 4.0%

1. Strongly Disagree 2 3 4 5. Strongly Agree



Summary of Descriptive Findings 



Predicting Public Support



Measures of Other Predictor Variables



Measures of Other Predictor Variables 



Measures of Other Predictor Variables 



Note. The non-significant paths and indicator variables (i.e., items) were omitted for the sake of parsimonious. 

b = .18, 

f2 = .02

b = .45, 

f2 = .18

b = .34, 

f2 = .14

b = .35, 

f2 = .13 b = .09, 

f2 = .01

b = .08, 

f2 = .01

b = -.11, 

f2 = .01

b = .22, 

f2 = .04

f2
 < .02, trivial effect; f2

 = .02, small effect; 

f2
 = .15, medium effect 

R2 (Support) = 54.9%

R2 (Attitude) = 33.0%



Summary of Findings



Study 2: PolyU Community 



Study 2: PolyU Community 



Summary of Descriptive Findings 



Predicting Public Support



b = .29, 

f2 = .09

b = .32, 

f2 = .12

b = -.07, 

f2 = .01

b = -.18, 

f2 = .05

b = .54, 

f2 = .37

b = .16, 

f2 = .03
b = .11, 

f2 = .02

b = .14, 

f2 = .05
b = .09, 

f2 = .01

Note. The non-significant paths and indicator variables (i.e., items) were omitted for the sake of parsimonious. 

f2
 < .02, trivial effect; f2

 = .02, small effect; 

f2
 = .15, medium effect 

R2 (Support) = 59.4%

R2 (Attitude) = 43.4%



Summary of Findings 



General Discussion 



General Discussion



Implications for Practice 



Concluding Remark

Science and  
Technological 

Solutions and Policy 
Interventions

Human Behaviour 
(including Public 

Support)

Social Science



Thank you
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