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Abstract

Diasporas exhibit dual loyalty – to both their homeland and their country of their residence. Yet

little is known how diasporas negotiate this dual loyalty, especially in their vote choice in host country

elections. Do they face conflictive policy choices which render their dual loyalty incompatible? Under

what conditions does their homeland connection overpower the identity they acquire in the country of

settlement? We examine these questions with a study of Hong Kong diasporas in the US and their

participation in the 2020 presidential election, in which many supported Trump despite being affected

by Trump’s poor management of the pandemic and anti-Asian rhetoric. We conceptualize transnational

ties with four distinct dimensions: cultural, relational, political and identity and value, and argue that

diasporas’ transnational ties with their homeland play a crucial role in shaping their policy preference

and vote choice. Using an original survey targeting Hong Kong diasporas (n=1194), we confirm the

positive relationship between transnational tie and Trump support among the respondents. In addition,

using a conjoint experiment design, we demonstrate that Hong Kong diasporas are more driven by US’s

foreign policy on China than domestic issues in their vote decision, conditioned on the strength of the

cultural and identity dimensions of their transnational ties.

1. Introduction

Diasporas exhibit dual loyalty – to both their homeland and their country of their residence. While studies

show that this dual loyalty is not necessarily mutually exclusive and often exists side by side, little is known

how diasporas negotiate this dual loyalty, especially in their vote choice in host country elections. Do they

treat issues back home independently from politics in their host country? Do they face conflictive policy

choices which render their dual loyalty incompatible? Under what conditions does their homeland connection

overpower the identity they acquire in the country of settlement?

We explore these questions with a study of the Hong Kong diasporas in the US and their participation

in the 2020 presidential election. Similar to many Asian American communities, Hongkongers in the US

mostly lean democrat except in the 2020 presidential election in which many of them were rallying for

Trump. This switch is surprising given that they were also affected by Trump policies such as pandemic

mismanagement, rising discrimination against Asian Americans, immigration crackdown, and attempt to
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repeal of the Affordable Care Act, which alienated many Asian American communities. What drove a

substantial portion of Hong Kong diasporas toward Trump?

To address these questions, our argument begins with the departure from the conventional yardstick

such as the socio-economic status (SES) in explaining vote choice (Campbell et al., 1960; Lewis-Beck, Nadeau

and Elias, 2008). Instead, we shift our focus onto diasporas’ transnational ties with their homeland as a main

factor in shaping their policy preference and voting behavior, given that many diasporas do not necessarily

fit in the American electoral or partisanship context (Hajnal and Lee, 2011), and the foreign-born may not

develop the same left-right partisan ideology, personal political efficacy or trust in political institutions as

more seasoned American citizens (Barreto and Pedraza, 2009; Kuo, Malhotra and Mo, 2017).

Many studies on immigrant’s cross-border activities operationalize the transnational ties solely in

terms of the frequency of communicating with family and friends back home (Córdova and Hiskey, 2015;

Paarlberg, 2017; Soehl and Waldinger, 2010). Nonetheless, we find this conceptualization to be inadequate in

capturing the different linkages and dimensions that diasporas have with the homeland, and addressing the

causal links that explain diaspora’s political behaviors. Hence, we build upon literature on transnationalism,

migration studies, and diaspora studies to conceptualize transnational ties with four different dimensions:

relational, political, cultural, and identity and value. Those dimensions are incorporated in an original survey

which allows us to empirically test how each dimension impacts diaspora’s political attitude and vote choice.

We test our arguments on transnational ties with observational data obtained from an original survey

targeting Hong Kong Americans. We perform logistic and OLS regressions to study how different dimensions

of the transnational ties matter for support for Trump. Results suggest that those with strong Hongkonger

identity and familiarity of Hong Kong culture are more likely to express support for Trump and have warmer

feeling toward Trump.

Moreover, we posit that as the homeland identity becomes salient, it shifts the weight diasporas put

on policies pertaining to their homeland as to host country domestic policies, even though the latter would

have a more direct impact on their well-being in the host country. To further ground the causal mechanism of

the effect of transnational ties to vote choice, we test the transnational ties’ effect on Hong Kong diasporas’

perception on policy issues with a candidate choice conjoint experiment embedded in the original survey.

Respondents were presented with two hypothetical candidates, and were asked which candidate they would

vote for in a presidential election. They are shown the candidate’s stance on fours domestic policy issues and

three foreign policy issues. To preview the results, respondents on average are driven more by US’s China

foreign policy, even when domestic policies such as health care and radical justice do exert an impact on

respondents. Moreover, respondents with stronger transnational ties especially on the cultural, and identity

and value dimensions are more keen on taking a critical position regarding US’ foreign policy on China. We
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then link the insights from the conjoint experiment to the Hong Kong diasporas’ vote choice in the 2020

presidential election. Finally, we conclude with reflections on our findings.

2. Treatment of diaspora’s transnational connection in the literature

In studying the political attitude and behavior of predominantly immigrant groups such as Latinos and Asian

Americans, many scholars rely on the framework of assimilation and acculturation (Phillips and Lee, 2018;

Chan, 2021; Lien, 2001). Acculturation, according to Pedraza (2014), is the process of newcomers integrating

culturally into the receiving or host society (p.890). Underlying in this framework is the assumption that

as diasporas assimilate into the US society, the distinctive linkages with their homeland would eventually

be eroded with the passage of time (Guarnizo, Portes and Haller, 2003; Sana, 2005). Besides the weaken-

ing of ties to the homeland, acculturation framework also suggests that diaspora who accept and practice

American culture more will be more likely to engage in US politics. Furthermore, a majority of the studies

prioritize immigrant’s interest in being incorporated into the US political landscape, gaining representation

and influence that can improve their community in the US. To put in the dual loyalty framing, scholars are

more interested in diaspora’s loyalty toward the host country, rather than their homeland.

Transnational migration theory, on the other hand, centers on migrants’ linkage with their homeland,

including their prevalence, historical novelty, persistence over time, relationship to assimilation (Schiller,

Basch and Blanc, 1995; Schiller and Fouron, 1999). Yet Tsuda (2012) notes, many studies have focused

primarily on the transnational political, economic, social and cultural connections migrants have developed

with the sending countries, but less so on how migrants who have settled and familiarized in the host country

simultaneously remain involved in their home country through their transnational ties and impact politics

in the receiving country.

Despite the different focuses these two sets of literature take, they are in fact two sides of the same

coin in examining the interwoven relationship diasporas have with their home and host countries, and how

those relationships are manifested in the host country and should be understood.

First, numerous studies show that transnationalism and assimilation are not mutually exclusive. The

relationship with a homeland does not end with one’s departure but it often continues. Diasporas maintain

ties with their countries of origin through various means, including travels to home, remittances, voting,

social engagement and religious activities (Butler, 2001). Moreover, multiple studies have examined ample

instances of diasporas engaging in and influencing host country politics on their home countries, for instance,

diasporas from Cuba, Syria and India lobbying the US government (Klofstad and Bishin, 2014; Moss, 2016;

Prasad and Savatic, 2021). They also engage in politics back home by encouraging their relatives back home
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to become more involved (Córdova and Hiskey, 2015). What’s more, diaspora’s “in-between-advantage”

– positioning between two worlds and ability to connect them – place them at the prime spot for public

diplomacy in host countries and claim-making for their homeland (Adamson, 2013; Brinkerhoff, 2016; Gabiam

and Fiddian-Qasmiyeh, 2017; Shum, 2022), an aspect that literature often overlooks.

Second, the social-psychology of attachment to a locality is a powerful but also complex phenomenon,

with different possible modes of articulation and different implications for people’s sense of self (Tomlinson,

2003). Diasporas can develop multiple group identities pertaining to both the homeland and the host country.

At times, diasporas are pressed to adopt a particular form of identity as a member of a “community” which

was at odds with their own understanding of their situation. For instance, migrants from Central America

and Asia to the US are labelled as Latinos and Asian Americans, which are constructs from the US society

and not necessarily how they originally see themselves as.1 Yet, as diasporas are acculturated with the

receiving country overtime, they settle in the adopted labels, and the values and expectations associated

with them.

Furthermore, as Huddy (2013) notes, social identities are “driven almost completely by one’s im-

mediate perceptual context”, making some identities salient and thus activating political preferences and

attitudes related to that identity (Kuo, Malhotra and Mo, 2017). A similar notion is posited by Barreto and

Pedraza (2009) in which solidaridad or group solidarity assumes that individuals have multiple identities

that may be salient in varied contexts, and social conditions will trigger consciousness across these other

identities. This relationship between diaspora groups and a real or ”imagined” homeland is one of the most

important components in the formation of diasporic identity and thus mobilization (Adamson, 2013).

Thus, in the following section, we offer a more comprehensive approach that incorporates literature

from migration and transnationalism to nuance the different dimensions that diasporas have with their

homeland.

3. Mapping transnational ties with homeland on host country politics

Many studies operationalize the cross-border or transnational ties in terms of remittance and communications

(Córdova and Hiskey, 2015; Paarlberg, 2017; Crow and Pérez-Armendáriz, 2018; Soehl and Waldinger, 2010;

Karakoç, Köse and Özcan, 2017).2 However, solely relying on the level of communication with family

1A recent research by the Pew Research Center on Asian Americans reveals that a significant number of immigrants with
Asian heritage find the ”Asian American” to be too broad and does not reflect how they see themselves. Most of them prioritize
the country of origin as their main identity. Though, immigrants from lesser known Asian countries prefer the ”Asian American”
label as they find it easier in social and communication settings given that most Americans are not familiar with their homeland.

2Paarlberg (2017), Córdova and Hiskey (2015)’s measure of cross-border ties reflects whether or not respondents have close
relatives living in the United States and, if they do, the frequency of communication between them and their relatives. Soehl and
Waldinger (2010) relies on the National Survey of Latinos on routine cross-border activities: travel, the sending of remittances
and telephone communication.
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back home in empirical testing overlooks other crucial channels in which diasporas maintain their linkage

with their homeland. Building on the rich literature from diaspora and transnational studies, we propose

a more nuanced conceptualization of transnational ties to fully capture the diaspora’s connectedness to

their homeland, followed by empirical testing of the four dimensions’ impact on diasporas’ transnational

engagement with their host country, in particular, how they impact diaspora members’ policy preference

and vote choice in the host country.

The first dimension - relational ties - corresponds to the literature’s emphasis on communication

between diasporas and their counterpart back home. Of the many activities fostering ties among families

internationalized by migration, communication may be the most important and most prevalent (Park and

Waldinger, 2017). Previous qualitative studies have documented the political content of communication

between the two groups, and how the long-distance communication shapes and updates diaspora’s ideas

about political situation back home. This in turn drives diasporas and immigrants to engage transnationally

in homeland politics out of loyalty to their families (Moss, 2020).

Secondly, diasporas’ experiences in their home countries also affect how they participate in host

country politics (Eckstein, 2009), and in some cases, transnational participation in homeland politics can

simultaneously coexist with host country political participation. As Ramakrishnan (2005) notes, immigrants

at receiving states realize their political importance as constituents and voters as attempt to incorporate

themselves into the political process (p.2-3) For instance, diaspora activists from Vietnam, Cuba and Poland

(especially among the first wave of migration) were shaped by their experiences in their respective home

countries under communist regime, and were more likely to identify as Republicans (Eckstein, 2009; Cain,

Kiewiet and Uhlaner, 1991). Similarly, Greek and Syrian diasporas have increased their political participation

in the US to favorably influence US government’s foreign policy toward their homeland (Karpathakis, 1999;

Moss, 2018).

Political participation is habit forming (Fowler, 2006; Gerber, Green and Shachar, 2003), such that

diasporas who were politically active in their origin-countries are more likely to participate in the host

countries (Eckstein, 2009). DeSipio (2006) show that diaspora’s transnational political attachments toward

the homeland may act as a catalyst for their participation in the US political system. The increase in

general political awareness and organization engagement can be transferred to involvement in host country

politics (DeSipio, 2006). The political ties dimension thus takes into account diaspora’s previous engagement

experiences in their homeland.

Third, culture, broadly conceptualized as a society’s collective system of attitudes, beliefs, and values,

are key elements that form attachment to one’s homeland. The relationship between home and host cultural

engagement varies, depending largely on the circumstances of the host country. Diasporas experiencing
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greater levels of ethnic discrimination and exclusion from mainstream society tend to entrench themselves in

their homeland cultures (Tsuda, 2003). First-generation diasporas usually have stronger feeling or allegiance

to the society of origin. Their involvement in US politics (especially on behalf of their homeland) is influenced

by their transnational attachment and political participation in their native countries (Karpathakis, 1999).

On the contrary, cultural assimilation is more prevalent among transitional (1.5 generation) and second

generation. While many may acquire two set of languages and cultures, the time and effort they spend

acquiring their parents’ native culture detracts from and even impedes their assimilation to the majority

culture, causing them to privilege the latter (Tsuda, 2012). In other words, their orientation with the

homeland may only be indirectly transmitted to the extent that their parents are involved in homeland

politics (Wong and Tseng, 2008). The cultural dimension aims to capture the homeland influence has on

diaspora members.

Lastly, social identity theory (SIT) maintains that individual’s affiliation with a social group can

shape their attitudes and behavior (Hogg and Hardie, 1992; Tajfel and Turner, 2004). More importantly,

a shared sense of identity carries political implications and consequences, or as Junn called, a “political

kick”. As people self-categorize as part of a particular group, they center their attitudes and behaviors

on the expectations and objectives of the in-group (Hogg and Turner, 1987). This, in turn, is associated

with higher levels of political participation among those who are so identified (Junn, 2006; Huddy, 2001;

White and Laird, 2020). As Baser (2016) points out, the linkage between the homeland and the diasporas

in asymmetrical, in which one is more dominant than the other depending on the political, economic and

social situations in the home country. The dynamics of interaction do not automatically bring about an

unconditional solidarity. This notion regarding identity and participation is also echoed in social movement

literature that the more someone identifies with a group, the higher the chances are that he or she will take

part in collective action on behalf of that group (Simon, 2010; Klandermans, 2014; Jost et al., 2012; Smith,

Thomas and McGarty, 2015). Thus the identity and value dimension of the transnational ties speaks to the

formation and acquisition of a group identity within the “social structural context” that in turn affect the

level of political participation (Junn, 2006).

4. Hongkongers in the US and the 2020 Presidential Election

To examine these questions, this study centers on Hong Kong diasporas in the US. We adopt a broad

definition of diasporas which comprise of emigres, exiles, refugees, and immigrants of different generations

who remain oriented in identity and action toward a common homeland (Moss, 2021). We define our target

population as those who are Hong Kong permanent residents living in the US under various status such as
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naturalized US citizens, green card or business/student visa holders, or refugee/asylum. According to the

2015 American Community Service (1-year estimates), there are roughly 234,000 Hongkongers in the US.

While all of them are foreign born, 80% are naturalized US citizens and 20% are non-US citizens.

Despite having migrated to the US, many foreign-born diasporas maintain a connection with their

country of origin, and are more likely to identify by their national origin or ethnicity than by race compared

to native-born Americans (Imoagene, 2017; Kasinitz et al., 2008). For instance, the 2012 National Asian

American Survey (NAAS) showed high rates of national origin identification at 84%, compared to 19% who

identified by their race among Asian Americans who are predominately foreign-born. Hong Kong diasporas

are not an exception. A correlation test from our survey sample reveals that the duration living in the US

has only weak effect on self-report Hong Kong identity (rho = -0.25), suggesting the length of living in the

US (host country) does not necessarily weaken the tie and affiliation with homeland identity.3

Nonetheless, little is known about how the dynamic between assimilation and transnationalism

affects diasporas’ voting behavior and partisanship. Recent scholarship has shown that Asian Americans

(along with Latinos) are less likely to identify as partisans (Hajnal and Lee, 2011; Wong et al., 2011)

though the nonpartisan trend is evolving as Asian American political participation has been increasing.

Starting in the late 1990s, Asian Americans have been increasingly leaning democrats in both vote choice

and partisanship (Hajnal and Lee, 2011; Wong et al., 2011). They are more than twice as likely to identify

as Democratic than as Republican (Ramakrishnan et al., 2016; Raychaudhuri, 2018).

In term of partisan identification among our Hong Kong diaspora sample, 41.5% claimed that they

do not think in terms of political parties. 28% said they are Democrats, 17% Republicans, and 13% identified

as independent or other parties. Our sample echoes a common pattern found among Asian American on

their party identification, and to some extent, exhibits a more extreme tendency in terms of the lack of

partisanship.4

Surprisingly, many Hong Kong diasporas deviated from their Asian American counterparts in the

2020 presidential election and were rallying for Trump (Chan, Kim and Leung, 2022). From our survey

(N=1194), 52% expressed support for Trump, 38% for Biden, and 10% stated that they voted for a third

candidate or “don’t know”.5 Furthermore, to check the assumption that Hong Kong Americans indeed

leaned democrat in the previous election, we examine vote switch pattern among those who are US citizens

3In our survey, respondents were asked to what extent they consider themselves a Hongkonger using a scale from 0 (not at
all) to 10 (very strongly). They were also asked about their identity as American. The correlation coefficient of the years living
in the US and seeing themselves as Americans is 0.56, which denotes a positive yet only moderate correlation.

4According to the 2022 National State of Asian Americans, Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islanders in the United States
Report conducted by AAPI Data, 42% of Asian Americans think of themselves as Democrats, 13% as Republican, 33% as
independent/other, and answered 11% don’t think in terms of parties. See AAPI (2022).

5Since our respondents include both citizens and non-citizens, we asked those who identified as US citizens about their vote
choice, and for non-citizens to indicate their preference were they allowed to vote in 2020.
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and voted in the 2016 presidential election (n=460). Figure 1 shows about 1/3 of Clinton supporters in 2016

switched to vote for Trump rather than sticking with Biden, the Democratic Party candidate in 2020.

Figure 1: Vote switching between 2016 and 2020 presidential election

Trump’s harsh stance against Beijing has invigorated the Hong Kong diaspora community. Many

credited Trump for the passage of the Hong Kong Human Rights and Democracy Act 2019, sanctions on

Chinese and Hong Kong officials responsible for the deteriorating political crisis back home, and strong-

armed China in the trade war, while underplaying Trump’s mismanagement of the pandemic and anti-Asian

hate crimes. They also worried about a soften anti-China rhetoric under a Biden presidency, even though

Biden’s China policy has followed much Trump’s precedence.6 Figure 2 and 3 capture this inflated view on

Trump’s China policy. While self-identified Trump and Biden supporters were clearly sorted on the question

6Biden has granted special protections to Hong Kong residents in the US, offering them a temporary deferral from deportation
in 2021; and orchestrated the diplomatic boycott of the Winter Olympic in Beijing.
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Figure 2: Rating for Trump’s overall performance

Figure 3: Rating for Trump’s performance in US-China policy

on Trump’s overall performance, almost 50% of Biden supporters expressed approval on Trump’s US-China

policy.

When asked to identify the top three policy issues that concerned them the most, our survey sample

pointed to economy, foreign policy on China, and health care as shown in Figure 4. Importantly, almost 2/3

of our respondents ranked racial justice as their top issue as the time we fielded our survey coincided with

the wave of anti-Asian hate crime. While economy and foreign policy were issues that Trump could claim

credit for, his poor management of the pandemic and anti-Asian rhetoric did little to alleviate the concern

for many Hong Kong diasporas. Thus, Why did Hong Kong diaspora still rally for Trump? And whether

and how do transnational ties play a role in shifting Hong Kong diasporas’ attitude and behavior in the 2020

presidential election cycle?

5. A transnational theory on voting behavior

A growing literature on diaspora advocacy posits that upheavals in the homeland often mobilize diasporas

to influence host-country government’s foreign policy (Tarrow, 2005), especially when conflicts at home align
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Figure 4: Ranking of policies concerning Hong Kong diasporas in the US

with diasporas’ biographies, ties, interests, identities, and values (Moss, 2016). The 2019 Anti-extradition

Bill movement in Hong Kong was a transformative event that made the Hong Kong identity salient among

the Hong Kong diaspora community and thus activating political preferences and attitudes related to that

identity.7 Thus we would expect:

H1a: Hong Kong diasporas are more attune to the US’s foreign policy on China compared

to other domestic policies in deciding their vote.

US’s foreign policy on China encompasses a wide scope. For the purpose of our study, we focus

on three aspects that are more pertinent to our target population: US’s policies focusing on Hong Kong,

Taiwan, and China.

7The protest started as a rejection to the Fugitive Offenders Ordinance and the Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal Matter
Ordinance (dubbed as the extradition bill or ELAB) as many feared would remove the legal buffer that protects Hong Kong’s
autonomy, political right and civil liberties under the “one country, two systems” model. The protest lasted for months with
escalation from both the police and protesters. The movement’s international effort managed to incorporate many Hongkongers
abroad to contribute to the movement, and thus further strengthen the transnational connection between the diasporas and
their homeland. For detail discussion on the movement, see Shum (2021), Shum (forthcoming)
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Accordingly, policies that offer Hongkongers a pathway to citizenship matter more to Hong Kong

diasporas as they exert the most direct impact on our target population. At the same time, many perceive

China as a threat to global governance as well as the key perpetrator in the autocratization of Hong Kong,

policies that put pressure on and even punish China would also resonate strongly with Hong Kong diasporas.

Lastly, Hong Kong and Taiwan share an intrinsic connection in facing off China’s aggression as encapsulated

in the popular phrase “today Hong Kong, tomorrow Taiwan”, warning Taiwan of the potential consequences

if they seek unification with China. Thus, policies that aid Hong Kong’s ally should also garner support

from Hong Kong diasporas as well. Thus, we hypothesize that:

H1b: Hong Kong diasporas are more supportive of policies that are critical of the Chinese

government.

H1c: Hong Kong diasporas are more supportive of policies that protect and allow Hongkongers

to seek refuge in the US.

H1d: Hong Kong diasporas are more supportive of policies that offer geopolitical leverage to

Taiwan.

As with other diaspora groups, the Hongkonger community in the US is pluralistic and diverse with

varying strength in their connection to the homeland. To explain the cross-group differences on their policy

choices, we conduct a series of subgroup analyses based on the conceptualization of the four dimensions of

transnational ties.

Following our theory, increased connection and familiarity with Hong Kong culture should be asso-

ciated with stronger transnational ties, therefore:

H2a: Hong Kong diasporas who are more in touch with Hong Kong culture put more em-

phasis on US’s foreign policy on China compared to other domestic policy issues in their

voting decision.

H2b: Hong Kong diasporas who are more in touch with Hong Kong culture are more likely

to support policies positions that are favorable to Hong Kong and Taiwan, and critical to

China.

Similarly, we argue that previous political participation in protests in Hong Kong should increase

the saliency of policies in connection with Hong Kong and the geopolitics surrounding it.

H3a: Hong Kong diasporas participated in 2019 protest movement in Hong Kong put more

emphasis on US’s foreign policy on China compared to other domestic policy issues in their
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voting decision.

H3b: Hong Kong diasporas participated in 2019 protest movement in Hong Kong are more

likely to support policies positions that are favorable to Hong Kong and Taiwan, and critical

to China.

More frequent communication with folks back home fuels stronger transnational ties, and should

foreground the importance of the set of US’s foreign on China.

H4a: Hong Kong diasporas who communicate more with family back home put more empha-

sis on US’s foreign policy on China compared to other domestic policy issues in their voting

decision.

H4b: Hong Kong diasporas who communicate more with family back home are more likely

to support policies positions that are favorable to Hong Kong and Taiwan, and critical to

China.

Hongkongers have experienced waves of identity and value transformation. Given its colonial past,

the discussion of Hong Kong identity has been situated within a ”Hong Kong vis-a-vis China” framework

(Veg, 2017; Ho, 2022). It first arose in the 1970s as many residents who originally were refugees from

Mainland China began to place a stronger emphasis on their common life experiences under British colonial

rule (Johnson, 1994). Since the Handover of Hong Kong to China in 1997, Hong Kong residents began to

accept a dual identity as both “Hongkongers” and “Chinese,” with the latter reaching its peak around the

2008 Beijing Olympics. As Beijing has further hastened political and economic integration with Hong Kong,

Hongkongers have increasingly felt that their values and ways of life are under threat (Chan, 2017; Ma,

2011, 2017). One of the expressions that encapsulates this dynamic is the self-identification of a Hongkonger

versus Chinese.

Furthermore, beneath the Hong Kong identity are different sets of values resulting from demographic

and attitudinal shift in different eras. At times, some sets of values are complementary to one another, while

others are conflictive and directly challenge each other. On one end, those who embrace the traditional values

place more importance to social stability, economic prosperity and less interested in engaging in politics. On

the opposite, localist values see China as a threat to Hong Kong’s democratization and way of life, and more

comfortable with using strategic direct actions to preserve Hong Kong’s identity and culture (Ho, 2022).

Thus,

H5a: Hong Kong diasporas who embrace Hongkonger value and identity put more emphasis

on US’s foreign policy on China compared to other domestic policy issues in their voting
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decision.

H5b: Hong Kong diasporas who embrace Hongkonger value and identity would likely to

support policies positions that are favorable to Hong Kong and Taiwan, and critical to China.

6. Survey Design and Measurement

6.1. Data collection

One of the biggest obstacles of this study is the lack of a national registry for an estimated population

of 234,000 Hongkongers in the US.8 Thus, We follow the emerging innovation in social science of using

Facebook to recruit participants for our survey (Dosek, 2021; Sances, 2021). Facebook provides a unique

research opportunity to sample our target respondents through the advertising option “Facebook ads”.

Facebook ads have been used in some studies to sample hard-to-reach populations (Samuels and Zucco,

2014; Sances, 2018). We take a broad approach to include respondents of 18-years-old and above with any

gender pronouns.

Using information obtained from our pilot survey, we are able to map out by county where the

original respondents reside. We corroborate data from AAPI Census Data on counties with high percentage

of Chinese Americans and Taiwanese Americans with our own data to verify our targeting strategy. We

created a number of ad campaigns targeting the geographic clusters of Hongkongers in the US.9 We allocate

a daily budget of at least $15.00 to each locality for 20 days. No direct financial incentives were given.

However, we provided some material incentives via a raffle upon completion of the survey in order to retain

as many respondents as possible.

6.2. Conjoint experimental design

To test diasporas’ dual loyalty and study its impact on voting behavior, we use a conjoint experiment to iden-

tify which policies and their positions have the strongest influence on Hong Kong diasporas in presidential

election.10 This technique allows for testing multidimensional causal relations (Hainmueller, Hopkins and

Yamamoto, 2014; Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015; Knudsen and Johannesson, 2019), and investigating the

effect of multiple traits on candidate choice (Breitenstein, 2019; Carnes and Lupu, 2016; Franchino and Zuc-

8Under the ”We are all Hongkongers Campaign”, Hong Kong Americans were encouraged to write in ”Hongkonger” for the
race question in the census rather than selecting the ”Chinese” category. At the time of conducting our research, the 2020 census
data are not yet available. Moreover, it is not clear how many wrote in “Hongkonger”, and that there may be self-selection bias
in which only those who see themselves more as a Hongkonger will choose to write in ”Hongkonger”.

9The clusters include counties such as Maricopa, Mesa (AZ), Los Angeles, San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, Orange,
San Mateo, San Diego, Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Bernardino, Riverside (CA), Washington (DC), Dekalb, Cobb, Fulton
(GA), Cook, Naperville (IL), Middlesex, Newton, Norfolk, Suffolk (MA), Montgomery (MD), Oakland, Warren (MI), Bergen,
Hudson, Middlesex, Newark (NJ), Clark, Henderson (NV), Kings, Queens, New York, Nassau, Richmond (NY), Hillsboro,
Portland (OR), Philadelphia (PA), Harris, Collin, Dallas (TX), Fairfax (VA), Seattle, Bellevue (WA), Madison (WI).

10A pre-analysis plan was filed prior to data analysis: https://osf.io/m8xav.
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chini, 2015). In particular, the multidimensional results allow us to unpack what Hong Kong diasporas really

cared about as many of them have been affected by the COVID-19 pandemic, rising anti-Asian American

hate crime, and mounting political pressure in their homeland. Furthermore, conjoint experiments approxi-

mate real-life effects by minimizing problem with external validity that are usually present in experimental

research (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015).

We embedded the paired-conjoint experiment in an original online survey fielded among 1,194 re-

spondents whom we recruited via Facebook ads between July 25 and 31 August 2021 (Appendix A provides

additional details about the survey and sampling). Respondents first completed basic socio-demographic

information, before being asked a series of questions about their general political attitudes and preferences.

Following this, we included a short introduction to the conjoint experiment. Candidate profiles were ran-

domized at the level of the individual respondent. For each question item, respondents were asked to pick

their preferred candidate from two hypothetical profiles consisting of different positions on seven policies

(attributes). Respondents were then asked “Which candidate would you prefer?” and “How would you rate

each of the candidate?” from 0 (extremely unfavorable) to 10 (extremely favorable) immediately after view-

ing each pair. The process was repeated five times to avoid any risk of survey satisficing reducing the quality

of responses.

We tested seven policy attributes: economy, environment, healthcare, racial justice, US-China policy,

US-Hong Kong policy, and US-Taiwan policy.11 The attributes and their possible values are shown in Table

1. The seven policy attributes were selected because they were identified as the most important issues

according to our Hong Kong diaspora sample from a preliminary survey we conducted in October 2020.12

The conjoint design yielded 35,831,808 possible combination of levels across factors, and we did

not make any restrictions on the possible combinations. Average marginal component effects (AMCEs) are

estimated using OLS linear regression (Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014) with standard errors

clustered at the respondent level since each respondent makes five comparisons of candidates. The results

are reported with coefficient plots, as recommended by Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto (2014). The

main outcome of interest is the respondent’s choice between two candidates when prompted by the question

“Which candidate would you prefer?” The data set includes 11,940 unique candidate profiles.

For sub-group analyses, we group respondents based on the four dimensions of transnational ties.

Following Leeper, Hobolt and Tilley (2020), we estimate the conditional marginal means rather than the

AMCEs for all subgroup analyses, though we provide the AMCE estimates in the appendix. This allows

11As the focus of this article is US’s foreign policy on China, the other four domestic policies (economy, environmental,
healthcare, racial justice) can be thought of as controls that allow for better identifying the impact of foreign policy on vote
choice.

12We conducted a preliminary survey targeting the Hongkongers in the US between October 14 to November 2, 2020. We
relied on the Hong Kong American groups and networks on Facebook to distribute our online survey, and obtained 890 responses.
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Table 1: The Seven Policy Attributes Used in the Conjoint Experiment
Attributes Levels
US-HK policy Oppose offering refugee status to Hong Kong people at risk of political persecution

Support offering refugee status to Hong Kong people at risk of political persecution
Provide Hong Kong residents in the US a pathway to citizenship

US-China policy Seek cooperation with China on global issues such as climate change
Openly criticize China’s human rights violations

Unilateral sanctions targeting Chinese Communist Party officials
Work closely with allies to impose economic and trade sanctions on China

US-Taiwan policy Maintain only unofficial relations with Taiwan under the “One China Policy”
Assist Taiwan to enter international organizations (e.g., World Health Organization)

Establish formal diplomatic relations with Taiwan
Deter China’s aggression toward Taiwan by pledging financial and military support to Taiwan

Health care Complete privatization of health insurance
Provide government-subsidized health insurance only to older and poor Americans
Provide health insurance for all through a mix of private and government programs
Provide health insurance for all through a single government-run national system

Environment Continue to rely on fossil fuel
Prohibit drilling on Federal lands

Promote renewable energy to replace fossil fuel
Create green jobs to facilitate transition to a sustainable economy

Economy Cut budget on food, education, health care and income security programs
Cut taxes for top corporate and individual earners

Increase tax rates for top corporate and individual earners
Boost infrastructure investment to create employment

Racial justice Oppose legislation addressing hate crimes directed against Asian Americans
Support legislation addressing hate crimes directed against Asian Americans

Allocate relief funds in housing, businesses, and health care to Asian Americans
Increase Asian American representation at all levels of government

us to interpret the effects as the average marginal difference in the probability of choosing a hypothetical

presidential candidate. Estimates are indicated by dots and 95% confidence intervals show the uncertainty

around this point estimate. For AMCEs, point estimates to the right of the vertical line at 0 indicate a

positive AMCE and estimate to the left indicates a negative AMCE. When confidence intervals cross this

line, it means that the AMCE is not significant at p < 0.05.

6.3. Operationalizing Transnational Ties

For relational ties, we follow the convention of the literature by measuring the frequency of communication

with family back home. Respondents were first asked whether they have families, relatives and close friends

in Hong Kong; and followed by the frequency that they communication with them. All but six of them

reported communicating with their family. The answers ranged on a 5-point scale, from 0 = Never to 4 =

Almost every day (M = 2.65, S.D. = 1.01).

To capture the extent Hong Kong diasporas are maintaining a cultural proximity to Hong Kong,
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we asked the respondents to report their level of proficiency in Cantonese in four aspects: reading, writing,

comprehension and speaking. Respondents rate each dimension ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (native).

The proficiency score is calculated by adding up points from the four dimensions (M = 15.4, S.D. = 2.03).

Furthermore, we include a 4-question battery testing their familiarity to local Hong Kong cultures.13 The

culture index is then composed by adding the score for the four questions. 55% got all 4 questions correct

(M = 3.35, S.D.= 0.88).

In capturing previous political engagement patterns and experiences, respondents were first asked

whether they were presence in Hong Kong during the 2019 protest wave (from June 2019 to February 2020).

For those who affirmed their location, a list of ten different types of protest actions, including ”others”, was

provided.14 They were asked to indicate the activities that they had been part of. The variable for political

ties was constructed by summing up the number of acts that the respondents have been involved in (M =

1.12, S.D.= 2.24).

Hongkongers have experienced waves of identity and value transformation in response to Beijing’s

encroachment. Some Hong Kong diasporas may be socialized into traditional values such as political stability

and economic prosperity, others may uphold the post-materialist values of the rule of law, democracy and

freedom, yet others may underscore the localist values of self-determination, Hong Kong first, and stronger

anti-China sentiment. To capture what respondents thought of as Hong Kong’s core values, they were

presented nine traits (societal stability, self-reliance, economic prosperity, rule of law, freedom, democracy,

anti-global authoritarianism, Hong Kong interest first, and self-determination) and were instructed to pick

three that represent Hong Kong’s core values. We assign different scores to traits that associate with the

three different sets of values. Traditionalist values (societal stability, self-reliance, economic prosperity) are

assigned one point; post-materialist values (rule of law, freedom, democracy) two points; and localist values

(anti-global authoritarianism, Hong Kong interest first, and self-determination) are worth three points. The

score for the three choices are added up to create the core value index (M = 5.8, S.D.= 0.99). For Hong

Kong identity, respondents were asked to indicate the degree (0 = not at all, 10 = extremely strong) in

which they identify themselves as a Hongkonger (M = 9.23, S.D.= 1.43).

13The four multiple choice questions are: (1) The term ”dreaming” was used widely during the 2019 anti-extradition bill
protest. What does it mean? (2) Who is the person shown in the photo? (3) Please select the chain dessert store in Hong
Kong. (4) What does ”Hong Kong pig” refer to?

14The activities include attending pro-democracy demonstration(s), donating to protest-related causes, joining any general
strikes, occupying public space, participating in Yellow economic circle, putting up messages at Lennon Walls, joining any
general strikes, volunteering for medical/legal/transportation support, writing letters to political prisoners in Hong Kong,
designing and drafting promotion materials, posting online commentary on social media.
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7. Empirical Results

7.1. Policy preference and vote choice in 2020 presidential election

We first test the effect of Hong Kong diasporas’ transnational ties on their voting behavior in 2020 with

logistic regression on their vote choice (Trump or Biden), and OLS regression on their ratings of Trump

and Biden. For our dependent variables, we create a dichotomous variable to capture whether a respondent

supported Trump. We also use the feeling thermometer ranging from 0 (extremely unfavorable) to 100

(extremely favorable) to capture the likability of Trump and Biden among our respondents.

Our main independent variables are the four dimensions of transnational ties. We control for basic

demographic variables such as gender, age, education, income, and partisanship. Because this study focuses

on diasporas, we control for citizenship status, and years living in the US. We also control for the state

that respondents reside. Hong Kong diasporas are more likely to come across and/or join Hong Kong

related groups in states where Hongkonger communities tend to cluster, such as California, New York and

Washington compared to other states. Finally, we include risk of transnational repression, which is drawn

from the survey asking whether respondents have family and friends in Hong Kong who are at risk of political

targeting by the Hong Kong or Beijing authorities. For easier interpretation, we standardized all our variables

(see Table 9 for summary of the variables).

From the baseline models (Table 6 in the appendix), all dimensions of transnational ties with the

exception of level of communication are positive and significant in predicting support for Trump. However,

as depicted in column 1 of Table 2, only the identity and cultural-language dimensions explain Trump

support among Hong Kong Americans in the full model. Both dimensions have a significant association with

supporting Trump. Similarly for the OLS regression on rating for Trump (column 2 of Table 2, those who

have stronger Hongkongers identity and familiarity with Hong Kong culture tended to rate Trump more

favorably. Interestingly, the cultural dimension is the only transnational ties dimension that has a negative

and significant effect on Biden rating.15

To check for multicollinearity problem in our model, we perform a test on the variance inflation factor

(VIF), which measures how much variance of any one of the coefficients is inflated due to multicollinearity

in the overall model. For all our models, the VIFs range between 1.08 to 2.97, indicating the predictor is

not correlated with other variables (See Table 8 in Appendix).

Our first set of analyses confirms that transnational ties are indeed at work in explaining Hong

Kong diaspora’s affinity with Trump. Nonetheless, not all dimensions of their transnational ties manifest

in the same way and with the same magnitude. Contrary to our expectation, level of communication with

15Full models with all control variables are available in appendix 7.
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Table 2: Regression Results

Dependent variable

Trump vote Trump rating Biden rating

logit OLS OLS

(1) (2) (3)

Frequency of communication -0.115 -0.994 0.341
(0.099) (0.821) (0.655)

Cantonese proficiency 0.261∗ 2.040∗∗ -0.608
(0.139) (0.876) (0.700)

HK culture index 0.451∗∗∗ 3.140∗∗∗ -1.937∗∗∗

(0.112) (0.910) (0.726)
Level of engagement in HK 0.151 0.269 0.672

(0.111) (0.869) (0.694)
HK value score 0.122 0.886 -0.186

(0.100) (0.812) (0.648)
HK identity 0.270∗∗∗ 3.489∗∗∗ 0.200

(0.103) (0.859) (0.686)
Constant -3.069∗∗ 10.568 83.669∗∗∗

(1.298) (10.651) (8.503)

States fixed effect YES YES YES
Observations 1,006 1,123 1,123
R2 0.476 0.321
Adjusted R2 0.448 0.285
Akaike Inf. Crit. 871.421

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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families back home does not yield any significant result. Rather, culture and identity are the main drivers

for supporting Trump in the 2020 election.

7.2. Main effects for conjoint experiment

While observational results illustrate the various effects transnational ties on vote choice, what are the

mechanisms that lead Hongkongers with strong attachment back home to support Trump? To what extent

were Hong Kong Americans’ views on the US presidential election shaped by US foreign policies on China,

in particular, Trump’s harsh stance against Beijing? Did domestic policies such as racial justice, economy,

and healthcare matter for Hong Kong diaspora? To further test the causal mechanism, we employ a conjoint

experiment design with real world policy choices.

Figure 5 depicts the main results. The points on the plot show the point estimates of the effect of

each policy attribute on the probability of the candidate being selected. Following Hainmueller, Hopkins

and Yamamoto (2014), the quantity is the average marginal component effect (AMCE), which averages the

effect sizes of that candidate trait across the values of all other candidate traits.16 The baseline (reference

category) is represented by a point without bars on the vertical axis indicating zero effect. In other word,

the baseline in each dimension is the status quo, which gives us an easy way to interpret each estimate as

a deviation from the baseline. The lines on each point represent 95% confidence intervals, and the dashed

vertical line shows zero. Table 4 presents point estimates and p-values for each policy stance.

The most noteworthy result is how respondents perceived domestic and foreign policies. Domestic

policies such as economy, environment, healthcare, and racial justice can causally induce support for a

candidate, for instance, changing the status quo from complete privatization of health insurance provision to

a mixed model (health insurance via private and government programs) increases support for a candidate by

the largest margin among the three policy issues, 11.3% (CI [0.09, 0.14]); and for racial justice, compared to

supporting legislation addressing hate crimes direct against Asian Americans, opposition to such legislation

decreased support by 10.8% (CI [-0.13, -0.08]). Nonetheless, the effect of a candidate’s stance on those

policies is weaker than foreign policy. The three sets of US foreign policies on China have by far the largest

impact on respondents’ policy preferences. For example, comparing to the baseline of supporting safe harbor

policy for Hongkongers, opposition to offering refugee status to Hongkongers who are at risk of political

prosecution reduces the likelihood of being selected by 22% (CI [-0.24, -0.20]).

The next largest effects are found in US-Taiwan issues. Compared to the reference category of

maintaining only unofficial relations with Taiwan under the “One China Policy”, more proactive policies

to elevate diplomatic relations with Taiwan are positively perceived by the respondents. Candidate who

16Report of marginal means and the distribution frequencies of all attribute levels are available in the appendix.
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Figure 5: Experimental conjoint estimates of presidential candidate preferences.
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supports establishing formal diplomatic relations with Taiwan are 20.7% (CI [0.18, 0.23]) more likely to be

preferred by respondents. Similarly, policies that provide Taiwan with financial and military support to

deter China’s aggression, and assist Taiwan to join international organizations are rewarded with 19.9% (CI

[0.17, 0.22]) and 17.5% (CI [0.15, 0.20]) by the respondents, respectively.

In terms of US-China relations, candidate advocating multilateral economic and trade sanction on

China receives a boost of 6.8% (CI [0.04, 0.09]) as compared to the policy position of openly criticizing China’s

human rights violations, while policy seeking cooperation with China on global issues is less attractive and

the candidate is 10% less likely to be selected (CI [-0.13, -0.08]).

Just as H1a predicted, US foreign policy on China is a major force that shapes Hong Kong diasporas’

policy preference. The conjoint analysis also confirms H1b, H1c and H1d that Hong Kong diasporas are in

favor of the US taking a stronger stance on China, preferential immigration policy toward Hongkongers, and

offering diplomatic and financial support to Taiwan. In other words, the Hongkongers community in the US

exhibits stronger pull from the homeland in the dynamism of the dual loyalty.

These results are robust to a series of checks standard for conjoint experiments, as described in the

Appendix. To discount carryover effects, Figure 16 shows the estimates are robust across the five different

choice tasks, meaning responses are the same regardless of whether it was the first or subsequent pair of

candidate profiles seen. I also confirm that the randomization across candidate’s policy stances (Table 17)

and across respondent characteristics (Table 5) were both successful.

7.3. Heterogeneity Effects

7.3.1 Cultural ties

Figure 6 shows the marginal means of two groups based on their score on Hong Kong cultural index: those

who scored above and below average. The descriptive plots allow us to see, on average, how each group

evaluated an attribute across all others. On one hand, while both groups share similar pattern on most of

the policy attributes, we do see substantial differences in marginal means on some policy positions, such

as seeking cooperation with China, maintaining the “One China Policy”, and unilateral sanction on China.

Moreover, in comparison between means on foreign and domestic policies, on the whole, our respondents

had stronger reactions (both positive and negative depending on the policy position) to the foreign policy

set compared to the domestic one.

Figure 9 in the appendix depicts the AMCEs between the cultural knowledge subgroups. Those with

below average culture score reacted stronger on domestic policies (economy, environment and healthcare)

vis-à-vis the baseline categories than those with high culture score. For US-China policy, the position
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Figure 6: Marginal Means of policy preference: cultural ties

that generates the largest difference is seeking cooperation with China on global issues, in which those

with above average cultural score strongly rejected this policy position while those with weaker cultural

ties are indifferent. On average, even though both subgroups are in favor of offering Taiwan diplomatic

assistance, the magnitude of support is weaker for those with weaker cultural ties compared to the stronger

ones. Lastly, both subgroups share similar position regarding US-Hong Kong policy: they are supportive of

US’s safe harbor policy toward Hongkongers and strongly oppose immigration policy that restricts help to

Hongkongers in need. Thus, H2a and H2b are confirmed.

7.3.2 Political participation in homeland

For political participation in Hong Kong, we create three groups based on their level of engagement: no

involvement, low involvement (participated in one to five types of activities), and high involvement (partici-

pated in more than five types of activities). Figure 10 in the appendix shows the marginal means among the

three groups. Similarly, on the whole, all three subgroups had stronger reactions (both positive and negative

depending on the policy position) to the set of foreign policy compared to the domestic ones. However,

it is difficult to discern a clear pattern among the three groups on their attitude regarding the sets of US

foreign policy on China. We expect those with higher involvement to take the most extreme position in

supporting policies that offer assistance and protection to Hong Kong and Taiwan, and be more critical on

China, nonetheless the effect of the political ties on policy attributes is less clear both in the margin means

and the AMCEs (see Figure 11). Therefore, we could only find support for H3a but not for H3b.
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7.3.3 Communication with homeland

We divide our sample into four groups based on the frequency of communicating with home: frequently,

occasionally, rarely, and no communication. The subgroup analysis does not suggest much heterogeneous

effects. There are variations for those who have not contact with anyone in Hong Kong which contains only

14 respondents, but the AMCEs remain statistically insignificant. The other three categories do not yield

any discernible differences in both the marginal means and AMCEs (see Figure 12 and 13 in the appendix).

Thus, H3a and H3b are not supported.

7.3.4 Hong Kong identity and core value

For this dimension of the transnational ties, we examine both attachment to Hong Kong identity and core

value. For Hong Kong core value, we create three groups based on their value score: Traditionalist, post-

modernist, and localist.17 In all the three foreign policy issues, traditionalists showed very different patterns

as seen in marginal means in Figure 7. The post-modernists and localists were supportive of policies that are

more critical to China and beneficial to Hong Kong and Taiwan. On the contrary, traditionalists tended to

take a softer stance on China, such that they opposed openly criticizing China’s human rights violations, and

were almost indifferent to targeted sanctions on Chinese officials and cooperating with China on global issues.

Similarly, traditionalists were almost indifferent to policies that assist Taiwan to deter China’s aggression

and to join international organizations. Most striking difference between the traditionalist and the localist

was on maintaining the “One China Policy”. Even though all the three groups were in opposition of this

policy, the traditionalist only weakly opposed it. In comparing foreign and domestic policy, traditionalist

reacts stronger on domestic policy positions compared to post-modernist and localist, with the exception on

racial policies. This pattern is also reflect in the AMCEs in Figure 14.

In addition, we separate our sample by their self-reported score for Hong Kong identity into three

categories: weak association with the Hongkonger identity (0-5 points), strong identity (6-9 points), and fully

identified as Hongkonger (10 points). Those weakly identified as Hongkongers showed different patterns in

the three set of foreign policy issues as seen in marginal means in Figure 8. They were taking a less

critical approach to China, such as opposing openly criticizing China’s human rights violations, and are

more comfortable in cooperating with China. Contrarily, those with the strongest Hong Kong identity were

supportive of policies that are more critical to China and beneficial to Hong Kong and Taiwan across the

broad. As such, both H5a and H5b are supported.

Table 3 provides the summaries of our hypotheses on transnational ties and our findings.

17Traditionalist has score between 1 and 4, post-modernist score ranges from 5 to 6; and localist scores more than 6 points.
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Figure 7: Marginal means of policy preference: Hong Kong core value

Figure 8: Marginal means of policy preference: Hong Kong identity
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Table 3: Summary of hypotheses and results
Main effect Supported?

H1a Care more about foreign policy than domestic policies YES
H1b More supportive on policies critical of China YES
H1c More supportive on politics benefiting Hong Kong YES
H1d More supportive on politics benefiting Taiwan YES

Heterogeneous effects Cultural ties
H2a Stronger cultural ties ⇒ foreign policy > domestic policy YES
H2b Stronger cultural ties ⇒ support policies critical of China and

beneficial to HK and TW
YES

Political ties
H3a Stronger political ties ⇒ foreign policy > domestic policy YES
H3b Stronger political ties ⇒ support policies critical of China and

beneficial to HK and TW
NO

Relational ties
H4a Stronger relational ties ⇒ foreign policy > domestic policy NO
H4b Stronger relational ties ⇒ support policies critical of China and

beneficial to HK and TW
NO

Identity and core value
H5a Stronger Hongkonger identity and value ⇒ foreign policy > do-

mestic policy
YES

H5b Stronger Hongkonger identity and value ⇒ support policies criti-
cal of China and beneficial to HK and TW

YES

8. Discussion and Conclusion

This study tests various theoretical propositions pertaining to the impact of transnational connection on

diasporas’ policy preference and voting behavior in their host country. First, we test the dual-loyalty model

in which diasporas have to navigate between prioritizing their domestic interests and concerns with the well-

being and status of their home countries. The recent political turmoil in Hong Kong and the 2020 presidential

election in the US provide us a suitable circumstance to explore and tease out whether and how connection

with Hong Kong can shape Hong Kong diasporas’ political behavior. We provide an individual-level test

and confirm with our experimental findings that attachment to homeland exerts significant influence over

diasporas’ political attitude and behavior in the host country.

Second, we zoom in on the US foreign policy on China, and in particular disaggregating it into three

distinctive dimensions: policies that focus on relations with China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan, respectively.

While many Hong Kong diasporas are on average critical of China’s aggression in the region, the more

intricate dynamic has been hidden under the broad stroke of the anti-China sentiment. For instance, does

support for the safe harbor policy for Hongkongers translate into support for policy boosting Taiwan’s

international status? Or are people more concerned about punishing the Chinese Communist Party officials

for their role in undermining Hong Kong’s political system or are they more wary of China’s expanding
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global influence? Moreover, the degree of support for various policy stances has seldomly been explored.

Our conjoint experiment concludes that Hong Kong diasporas are in support of policies that constrain or

check Beijing’s aggression via different forms of sanctions. Unilateral sanctions by the US such as under the

Trump administration still has some traction, but on the whole, people gear more toward a collaborative

and concerted effort with other countries in imposing economic and trade sanctions on China. Furthermore,

Hong Kong diasporas exhibit deep distrust toward China as a collaborative partner on global issues. In term

of attitude toward Taiwan, the ”enemy of my enemy is my friend” mentality is prevalent among our sample

that many express staunch support for a more pro-Taiwan US policy. Another trend within the broader

Hong Kong diasporas is that the support for safe harbor policies remains relatively strong and consistent

regardless of the strength of transnational ties.

Third, we confirm causal heterogeneities among those with various degrees of transnational ties.

Contrary to the expectation from the literature, communication with homeland does not have any signif-

icant impact on our respondent’s policy preference. Rather the cultural, political, and identity and value

dimensions exert positive effects on skewing policy saliency toward foreign policy and away from domestic

issues. Moreover, those who are more in tune with Hong Kong culture, strongly identify as Hongkongers, and

embrace localist values tend to be the most supportive for policies that protect Hongkongers and strengthen

Taiwan’s geopolitical leverage against China. They are also staunch supporters for harsher policies on Bei-

jing, and extremely cynical on any cooperation with China.

Another contribution this study makes to the literature on race and politics in the US context is

the focus on Hong Kong diasporas. As eloquently put by Lee, Ramakrishnan and Wong (2018), accurately

counting Asian Americans – including detailed counting by national origin – is a civil right. Furthermore,

scholars emphasize the usefulness of disaggregating the Asian American population by national origin to un-

veil their diverse experiences (Lee, Ramakrishnan and Wong, 2018). Our study is a pioneer that zooms in on

Hong Kong diasporas as a distinctive ethnicity in American politics, rather than treating them monolithically

as Asian Americans or Chinese Americans despite their unique cultural, social and political identification.

Asian Americans, especially many of their subgroups, are largely invisible in important conversations about

policies partly due to the lack of representation in large scale national survey.18 Moreover, language barrier,

mistrust and lack of cultural competency make gaining inroad to Asian American communities challenging.

This omission thus further perpetuates the notion that Asian Americans are hidden or unseen. Pertaining

to our endeavor, major studies such as AAPI data, Pew Research and ANES do not designate a category

for Hongkonger in their surveys. Thus, our study aims to remedy this shortcoming by putting Hong Kong

18An April 2022 Pew research report on Asian Americans lumped Taiwanese Americans with Chinese Americans despite
having a designated category for Taiwanese Americans. Only after the Write in Taiwanese Census Campaign and the Taiwanese
American communities pressing the issues for months that Pew Research reissued the corrected report in September.
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Americans on the spotlight. It is important to note the limitations of this study. Our data collection attempt

is far from a full systemic representation of our target population given the absence of a national registry

of Hongkongers in the US.19 Nonetheless, it is a first step to survey Hong Kong diasporas and sketch their

political profiles.

Lastly, our transnationalism argument carry a comparative scope as it applies to a number of other

diaspora groups in the US. The imperfect mapping of diasporas’ concern of politics in the homeland and the

US partisan landscape put diasporas in a dichotomous dilemma in which they would have to downplay or

sacrifice part of their policy concern. Rather than treating them as idiosyncrasies, our study joins force with

a burgeoning literature that investigates how those linkages to the country of origin express themselves in the

politics of the host country (Moss, 2021; Koinova, 2018). As more people leave their homeland and embark

on a migratory journey to other host countries due to violence and conflict, or economic and environmental

crises, it is crucial to understand how diasporas’ responses to home-country crises impact their engagement

in domestic politics, as well as how transnational ties afford diasporas to play critical roles in contentious

politics and social change for the home country, and thus gaining back their “voice after exit”.

19Most of the polling firms we reached out to do not have ready panel of Hong Kong Americans.
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9. Appendix

A. Additional Information on the Survey and Sampling

One of the biggest obstacles of this study is the lack of a national registry for an estimated population of

300,000 Hong Kong Americans. Under the ”We are all Hongkongers Campaign”, Hong Kong Americans were

encouraged to write in ”Hongkonger” for the race question in the census rather than selecting the ”Chinese”

category. At the time of conducting our research, the 2020 census data are not yet available. Moreover,

it is not clear how many wrote in “Hongkonger”, and that there may be self-selection bias in which only

those who see themselves more as a Hongkonger will choose to write in ”Hongkonger”. Thus, We follow

the emerging innovation in social science of using Facebook to recruit participants for our survey (Dosek,

2021; Sances, 2021). Facebook provides a unique research opportunity to sample our target respondents

through the advertising option “Facebook ads”. Facebook ads have been used in some studies to sample

hard-to-reach populations (Samuels and Zucco, 2014; Sances, 2018).

Facebook algorithm is optimized to allocate ads to users who reside in a particular area, carry certain

characteristics such as age, gender and express interests in certain topics. We will take a broad approach to

include respondents of 18-years-old and above with any gender pronouns. Facebook ads do not reveal the

identity of the target population and the sample will be anonymous.

Using information obtained from our pilot survey, we are able to map out by county where the

original respondents reside. We corroborate data from AAPI Census Data on counties with high percentage

of Chinese Americans and Taiwanese Americans with our own data to verify our targeting strategy. We

created a number of ad campaigns targeting the geographic clusters of Hong Kong Americans. The clusters

include counties such as Maricopa, Mesa (AZ), Los Angeles, San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, Orange,

San Mateo, San Diego, Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Bernardino, Riverside (CA), Washington (DC),

Dekalb, Cobb, Fulton (GA), Cook, Naperville (IL), Middlesex, Newton, Norfolk, Suffolk (MA), Montgomery

(MD), Oakland, Warren (MI), Bergen, Hudson, Middlesex, Newark (NJ), Clark, Henderson (NV), Kings,

Queens, New York, Nassau, Richmond (NY), Hillsboro, Portland (OR), Philadelphia (PA), Harris, Collin,

Dallas (TX), Fairfax (VA), Seattle, Bellevue (WA), Madison (WI).We allocate a daily budget of at least

$15.00 to each locality for 20 days.

No direct financial incentives were given. However, we provided some material incentives via a

lottery upon completion of the survey in order to retain as many respondents as possible. Research shows

that this mode of incentive is the least expensive available. The cost of prizes is kept modest ($30) because

only a small percentage of respondents (30 people) will win the lottery (Singer and Ye, 2013). We partner
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with the “We are all Hongkongers” campaign, which supply apparels that carry both symbolic and material

values to our targeted respondents.
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B. Additional Information on the Conjoint Experiment

Table 4 presents the point estimates and p-value for each of the policy attributes. The same results are

depicted visually in Figure 5 in the main text.

Table 4: Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCE)
Attributes Levels AMCE Estimate
Economy Baseline: cut budget on food, education, health care and income security programs

Cut taxes for top corporate and individual earners 0.018
(0.012)

Increase tax rates for top corporate and individual earners 0.056∗∗∗

(0.013)
Boost infrastructure investment to create employment 0.087∗∗∗

(0.012)
Environment Baseline:Continue to rely on fossil fuel

Create green jobs to facilitate transition to a sustainable economy 0.094∗∗∗

(0.013)
Prohibit drilling on Federal lands 0.06∗∗∗

(0.013)
Promote renewable energy to replace fossil fuel 0.103∗∗∗

(0.012)
Health care Baseline: Complete privatization of health insurance

Provide government-subsidized health insurance only to older and poor Americans 0.076∗∗∗

(0.013)
Provide health insurance for all through a mix of private and government programs 0.114∗∗∗

(0.013)
Provide health insurance for all through a single government-run national system 0.109∗∗∗

(0.013)
Racial justice Baseline: Support legislation addressing hate crimes directed against Asian Americans

Allocate relief funds in housing, businesses, and health care to Asian Americans -0.02
(0.012)

Increase Asian American representation at all levels of government -0.007
(0.012)

Oppose legislation addressing hate crimes directed against Asian Americans -0.108∗∗∗

(0.012)
US-China policy Baseline: Openly criticize China’s human rights violations

Seek cooperation with China on global issues such as climate change -0.102∗∗∗

(0.013)
Unilateral sanctions targeting Chinese Communist Party officials 0.021∗∗∗

(0.013)
Work closely with allies to impose economic and trade sanctions on China 0.068∗∗∗

(0.013)
US-HK policy Baseline: Support offering refugee status to Hong Kong people at risk of political persecution

Oppose offering refugee status to Hong Kong people at risk of political persecution -0.227∗∗∗

(0.011)
Provide Hong Kong residents in the US a pathway to citizenship 0.001

(0.011)
US-Taiwan policy Baseline: Maintain only unofficial relations with Taiwan under the “One China Policy”

Assist Taiwan to enter international organizations (e.g., World Health Organization) -.175∗∗∗

(0.012)
Establish formal diplomatic relations with Taiwan 0.207∗∗∗

(0.013)
Provide Taiwan with financial and military support to deter China’s aggression 0.199∗∗∗

(0.013)
Observations 11,940
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B.1. Additional Information on Heterogeneous Effects

B.1.1 Heterogeneous effect on cultural ties with homeland

Figure 9: Experimental conjoint estimates of policy preferences: cultural ties
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B.1.2 Heterogeneous effect on political participation in the homeland

Figure 10: Marginal means of policy preferences: political ties
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Figure 11: Experimental conjoint estimates of policy preferences: political ties
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B.1.3 Heterogeneous effect on communication with the homeland

Figure 12: Marginal means of policy preferences: communication with family in Hong Kong
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Figure 13: experimental conjoint estimates of policy preferences: communication with family in Hong Kong
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B.1.4 Heterogeneous effect on Hong Kong core value and identity

Figure 14: Experimental conjoint estimates of policy preferences: Hong Kong core value
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Figure 15: Experimental conjoint estimates of policy preferences: Hong Kong identity
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C. Conjoint Experiment Robustness Checks

I conduct a series of robustness checks that are standard practice for conjoint experiments. First, respondents

were shown five different pairs of candidates and asked to select their preferred candidate for president after

each pair (or task). One concern is therefore whether there are carryover effects, meaning respondent’

preferences for candidate attributes change across rounds of questions. Figure 16 shows how the results are

robust across the five different tasks. In other words, respondents’ bias against policy holds regardless of

whether it is the first or subsequent pair of candidates they saw.

Second, I conduct check to confirm that the randomization was successful. Figure ?? shows that the

frequency distribution of each of the candidate traits across the sample. We did not impose any randomization

constraint because... Second, I test whether the candidate traits were randomly viewed across respondents.

Results may be skewed if, for example, women were more likely to see profile of candidates with positive

stance on US-Hong Kong policy than were male respondents. Columns 1-5 in Table 5 show separate regression

of each candidate policy stance on the five respondent traits. An omnibus F-test is insignificant, suggestion

that the candidate policy stances are jointly insignificant in each of the five respondent trait models.
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Figure 16: Each panel shows the analysis conducted only on the sub-sample of candidates shown in the corresponding task number. The dependent
variable is whether the candidate profile was selected over the other candidate profile seen in the pair, after being prompted by the question “Which
presidential candidate would you prefer?”. Clustered standard errors calculated at the level of the individual to account for correlation between the
same individual’s candidate choices. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. Baseline values have no point estimates or confidence intervals.
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Table 5: Randomization Check: Candidate Attributes and Respondent Characteristics

Dependent variable:

age citizenship education income gender

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

(Economy)
Boost Infrastructure investment to create employment 0.208 0.007 0.016 0.024 -0.025∗

(0.321) (0.012) (0.017) (0.029) (0.013)
Cut taxes for top corporate and individual earners 0.157 -0.001 0.004 -0.022 0.008

(0.322) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Increase tax rates for top corporate and individual earners 0.196 -0.004 -0.010 0.028 -0.010

(0.323) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
(Environment)
Create green jobs to facilitate transition to a sustainable economy 0.329 0.004 -0.015 0.008 -0.006

(0.322) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Prohibit drilling on Federal lands -0.016 0.013 0.012 0.025 0.002

(0.324) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Promote renewable energy to replace fossil fuel 0.206 0.015 -0.003 0.014 -0.010

(0.323) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
(Healthcare)
Provide government-subsidized health insurance only to older & poor Americans -0.248 0.001 0.032∗ 0.032 -0.003

(0.325) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Provide health insurance for all through a mix of private & government programs -0.318 -0.005 0.018 -0.012 0.002

(0.325) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Provide health insurance for all under a single government-run national system -0.592∗ -0.013 0.027 -0.002 0.010

(0.321) (0.012) (0.017) (0.029) (0.013)
(Race)
Allocate relief funds in housing, businesses and health care to Asian Americans -0.125 -0.013 -0.009 0.009 -0.014

(0.324) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Increase Asian American representation at all levels of government 0.204 -0.008 0.005 0.042 -0.003

(0.322) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Oppose legislation addressing hate crimes directed against Asian Americans 0.371 -0.002 -0.010 0.051∗ -0.017

(0.324) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
(US-China policy)
Seek cooperation with China on global issues such as climate change -0.202 -0.022∗ -0.026 -0.035 -0.0004

(0.322) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Unilateral sanctions targeting Chinese Communist Party officials -0.052 -0.009 0.007 -0.042 -0.001

(0.325) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Work closely with allies to impose economic and trade sanctions on China 0.646∗∗ -0.002 0.00001 0.026 -0.018

(0.321) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
(US-Hong Kong policy)
Oppose offering refugee status to HK people at risk of political persecution 0.548∗∗ 0.006 0.009 0.060∗∗ -0.001

(0.279) (0.011) (0.015) (0.026) (0.011)
Provide HK residents in the US a pathway to citizenship 0.580∗∗ 0.001 0.003 0.029 -0.002

(0.279) (0.011) (0.015) (0.026) (0.011)
(US-Taiwan policy)
Assist Taiwan to join international organizations (ie WHO) -0.258 -0.011 -0.025 -0.025 0.017

(0.322) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Establish formal diplomatic relations with Taiwan -0.449 -0.006 0.001 -0.028 0.003

(0.320) (0.012) (0.017) (0.029) (0.013)
Provide Taiwan with financial and military support to deter China’s aggression -0.304 -0.007 -0.021 -0.032 0.028∗∗

(0.324) (0.012) (0.017) (0.030) (0.013)
Constant 41.959∗∗∗ 0.674∗∗∗ 2.357∗∗∗ 2.233∗∗∗ 0.491∗∗∗

(0.518) (0.020) (0.027) (0.048) (0.021)

Observations 11,560 11,940 11,930 11,810 11,460
R2 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002
Adjusted R2 0.0003 -0.001 -0.0001 0.0004 -0.00005
F Statistic 1.195 (df=20;11539) 0.5613 (df=20;11919) 0.9558 (df=20;11909) 1.228 (df=20;11789) 0.9717 (df=20;11439)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Figure 17: Frequencies of conjoint features
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D. Additional Information on OLS and Logistic Regression Analyses

Table 6 shows the baseline models for each transnational ties dimension. Table 7 shows the full models with

all control variables.

The variance inflation factor (VIF) test is carried out to test for potential multicollinearity problem

from the model. A VIF value of 1 means that the predictor is not correlated with other variables. Scores over

5 are moderately multicollinear, and scores over 10 are very problematic. Table 8 shows that all variables

have scores below 2 with the exception of the variable that measure the amount of time a respondent has

spent in the US (2.968). Even so, it is far below the threshold of 5.

Similarly, we perform the same test on our logistic regression model. We obtain similarly as the

OLS counterparts, in which the VIF score for all variables are well below the 5 point threshold. Thus, we

can conclude that the models do not suffer from multicollinearity problem.
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Table 6: Logistic Results

Dependent variable:

Trump vote: Y/N

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Frequency of communication -0.015
(0.093)

Cantonese proficiency 0.494∗∗∗

(0.126)
HK culture index 0.551∗∗∗

(0.102)
Level of engagement in HK 0.211∗∗

(0.103)
HK value score 0.251∗∗∗

(0.094)
HK identity 0.365∗∗∗

(0.100)
Gender (male) 0.447∗∗ 0.458∗∗ 0.423∗∗ 0.414∗∗ 0.437∗∗ 0.449∗∗

(0.190) (0.192) (0.194) (0.190) (0.190) (0.191)
Gender (other) -0.527 -0.534 -0.494 -0.510 -0.720 -0.422

(0.557) (0.565) (0.566) (0.564) (0.562) (0.560)
Age 0.404∗∗∗ 0.280∗∗ 0.454∗∗∗ 0.400∗∗∗ 0.421∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗

(0.123) (0.127) (0.125) (0.123) (0.123) (0.125)
Education -0.402∗∗∗ -0.426∗∗∗ -0.431∗∗∗ -0.400∗∗∗ -0.398∗∗∗ -0.407∗∗∗

(0.101) (0.102) (0.102) (0.100) (0.101) (0.102)
Income -0.158 -0.177∗ -0.137 -0.149 -0.150 -0.141

(0.102) (0.104) (0.106) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103)
Yrs in YS -0.538∗∗∗ -0.384∗∗ -0.457∗∗∗ -0.484∗∗∗ -0.529∗∗∗ -0.466∗∗∗

(0.153) (0.157) (0.157) (0.154) (0.152) (0.154)
US citizen (Yes) 0.225 0.200 0.294 0.290 0.227 0.303

(0.249) (0.252) (0.254) (0.252) (0.251) (0.253)
Transnational repression (D/N) 0.070 0.123 0.109 0.064 -0.007 0.002

(0.251) (0.258) (0.260) (0.252) (0.253) (0.255)
Transnational repression (Yes) 0.301 0.326 0.274 0.192 0.210 0.239

(0.225) (0.226) (0.229) (0.229) (0.226) (0.225)
Don’t think in parties 3.022∗∗∗ 2.982∗∗∗ 3.084∗∗∗ 3.070∗∗∗ 3.065∗∗∗ 3.062∗∗∗

(0.236) (0.238) (0.242) (0.239) (0.239) (0.239)
Independent 2.665∗∗∗ 2.725∗∗∗ 2.790∗∗∗ 2.694∗∗∗ 2.718∗∗∗ 2.677∗∗∗

(0.284) (0.290) (0.294) (0.287) (0.287) (0.287)
Republican 5.606∗∗∗ 5.682∗∗∗ 5.729∗∗∗ 5.687∗∗∗ 5.625∗∗∗ 5.561∗∗∗

(0.475) (0.488) (0.485) (0.479) (0.477) (0.476)
Constant -3.734∗∗∗ -3.531∗∗∗ -3.272∗∗∗ -3.701∗∗∗ -3.612∗∗∗ -3.638∗∗∗

(1.199) (1.254) (1.193) (1.208) (1.204) (1.284)

Observations 1,012 1,007 1,012 1,012 1,012 1,011
Akaike Inf. Crit. 915.653 896.030 883.763 911.417 908.487 900.048

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 7: Regression Results

Dependent variable

Trump vote Trump rating Biden rating

logit OLS OLS

(1) (2) (3)

Frequency of communication -0.115 -0.994 0.341
(0.099) (0.821) (0.655)

Cantonese proficiency 0.261∗ 2.040∗∗ -0.608
(0.139) (0.876) (0.700)

HK culture index 0.451∗∗∗ 3.140∗∗∗ -1.937∗∗∗

(0.112) (0.910) (0.726)
Level of engagement in HK 0.151 0.269 0.672

(0.111) (0.869) (0.694)
HK value score 0.122 0.886 -0.186

(0.100) (0.812) (0.648)
HK identity 0.270∗∗∗ 3.489∗∗∗ 0.200

(0.103) (0.859) (0.686)
Gender (Male) 0.365∗ 3.976∗∗ 2.133

(0.198) (1.635) (1.305)
Gender (other) -0.552 5.367 -2.188

(0.582) (4.471) (3.569)
Age 0.352∗∗∗ 3.879∗∗∗ 0.083

(0.132) (1.061) (0.847)
Education -0.437∗∗∗ -4.902∗∗∗ 1.814∗∗∗

(0.104) (0.837) (0.668)
Income -0.116 -2.325∗∗ 1.118

(0.108) (0.902) (0.720)
Yrs in US -0.334∗∗ -4.006∗∗∗ -0.089

(0.164) (1.321) (1.054)
US citizen (Yes) 0.364 4.675∗∗ -0.369

(0.261) (2.133) (1.703)
Transnational repression (D/N) 0.024 -0.907 -1.271

(0.268) (2.233) (1.782)
Transnational repression (Yes) 0.169 1.406 -3.458∗∗

(0.240) (1.952) (1.558)
Don’t think in parties 3.130∗∗∗ 30.603∗∗∗ -18.754∗∗∗

(0.249) (1.965) (1.569)
Independent 2.845∗∗∗ 22.402∗∗∗ -18.134∗∗∗

(0.303) (2.592) (2.069)
Republican 5.756∗∗∗ 54.094∗∗∗ -35.338∗∗∗

(0.495) (2.446) (1.953)
Constant -3.069∗∗ 10.568 83.669∗∗∗

(1.298) (10.651) (8.503)

Observations 1,006 1,123 1,123
R2 0.476 0.321
Adjusted R2 0.448 0.285
Akaike Inf. Crit. 871.421

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 8: VIF for multicollinarity test
Variables VIF
Frequency of communication 1.18
Cantonese proficiency 1.392
HK culture index 1.425
Level of engagement in HK 1.348
HK value score 1.146
HK identity 1.28
Gender: Male 1.168
Gender: Others 1.084
Age 1.95
Education 1.219
Income 1.428
Years in the US 2.968
Citizens 1.81
Transnational repression: Yes 1.185
Transnational repression: Prefer not to say 1.114
Partisanship: Don’t think in parties 1.639
Partisanship: Independent 1.328
Partisanship: Republican 1.464
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E. Descriptive Statistics

Table 9 contains descriptive statistics for the variables used in the statistical analysis for this Hong Kong

diasporas in the US sample.

Table 9: Descriptive statistics for regressions
Variable min max mean s.d.
Frequency of communication -2.62 1.33 0 1
Cantonese proficiency -7.11 0.29 0 1
Hong Kong Culture -3.82 0.75 0 1
Hong Kong value score -3.82 2.21 0 1
Total no. of acts engaged in HK -0.5 3.97 0 1
Hong Kong identity -6.48 0.53 0 1
Age -1.98 3.08 0 1
Income -1.12 1.51 0 1
Education -2.07 0.97 0 1
Years in US -1.52 2.96 0 1
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