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the perceptions and views of 1,905 Singapore citizens. This is the 
latest survey in a series of studies on the wellbeing of Singaporeans.

While the impact of the COVID-​19 pandemic on wellbeing is 
a timely discussion, the findings are also compared with previous 
surveys conducted in 2011 and 2016 to provide a longitudinal 
perspective of how Singaporeans’ wellbeing has evolved over the 
years. Key aspects of this topic include life satisfaction and satis-
faction with specific life domains, aspects of affective wellbeing 
(e.g., happiness, enjoyment and achievement), economic wellbeing, 
psychological flourishing, personal values, value orientations and 
views on socio-​political issues. Pertinent differences due to demo-
graphics such as gender, marital status, age, education and house-
hold income are also highlighted. The book also features four 
archetypes and clusters of Singaporeans, which are representa-
tive of the unique demographics, values and wellbeing outcomes 
examined.

The findings and insights will be useful to academics, policy 
makers, practitioners, students and the general public who are 
interested in understanding the life satisfaction and wellbeing of 
Singaporeans.
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1	� Introduction, context and 
research methodology

This book focuses on the wellbeing of Singaporeans and details the 
findings of the 2022 Quality of Life (QOL) Survey, a large-​scale 
survey of 1,905 citizens conducted from June 2022 to July 2022. 
This comprehensive study provides insights into Singaporeans’ 
satisfaction with life and various life domains, happiness, enjoy-
ment, achievement, control, purpose, psychological flourishing, 
economic wellbeing, personal values, value orientations, views 
about democratic rights and politics and what they experienced 
during the COVID-​19 pandemic. The 2022 QOL Survey also 
examines the impact of the COVID-​19 pandemic on the wellbeing 
of Singaporeans. To provide a longitudinal perspective into how 
the various aspects of this topic have evolved through the years, 
we compare the findings of this current QOL Survey with the most 
recent ones conducted in 2011 and 2016.

In the sections to follow, we first provide some background 
information relating to Singapore’s demographic, economic, and 
political development. This provides readers, both new to and 
familiar with Singapore, some insights into the context in which 
the survey was conducted. The 2019, 2020, 2021 and 2022 statistics 
were retrieved from various websites and databases as noted in 
the references. We then discuss our rationale for conducting the 
QOL Surveys in Singapore, considering the sustained interest in 
wellbeing research in many parts of the world. Finally, we out-
line the research methodology for the 2022 QOL Survey, including 
the questionnaire development, sampling procedures, data quality 
control, the profile of respondents, the representativeness of the 
sample and data analyses.
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2  Introduction, context and research methodology

Demographics and human development

Singapore is a multi-​ethnic, multi-​religious and multi-​lingual 
society. At the end of June 2022, according to the Singapore 
Department of Statistics website, the resident population of 
Singaporeans and Permanent Residents consisted of Chinese as 
the dominant ethnic group (74.1 per cent), followed by Malays 
(13.6 per cent), Indians (9.0 per cent) and Others (3.2 per cent) 
(Department of Statistics Singapore, 2022a). There is considerable 
freedom and plurality in the practice of religions such as Buddhism, 
Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, and more. The national language 
is Malay, but the other official languages of English, Mandarin 
and Tamil are widely spoken by the population (Department of 
Statistics Singapore, 2022b).

As at end June 2022, the population in Singapore was estimated 
to be 5.64 million, of  which 4.07 million were residents. Based 
on 2022 figures from the Singapore Department of  Statistics’ 
(DOS) website, the life expectancy at birth of  Singapore residents 
was 83.5 years in 2021 (a decrease of  0.2 years compared with 
83.7 years in 2019 before the COVID-​19 pandemic), with males 
averaging 81.1 years and females 85.9 years (Department of 
Statistics Singapore, 2022c). Among residents aged 25 years and 
over, 61.8 per cent have obtained at least a postsecondary school 
education. This was mainly due to the increase in university 
graduates, from 24.5 per cent to 36.1 per cent over the decade 
from 2011 to 2021.

The Human Development Index (HDI) looks at happiness 
not just from an economic perspective but also including health 
and education. The index comprises three components: national 
income, life expectancy and literacy. It classifies countries into one 
of three clusters according to their attainment of human devel-
opment. Among the 191 countries in the 2021–​2022 HDI Report, 
Singapore was ranked 12th with a score of 0.939 (United Nations 
Development Programme, 2023). Singapore is in the very high 
development cluster and more highly ranked than Japan (19th) 
and South Korea (20th) but behind Hong Kong (4th). Singapore 
usually has a strong showing on the HDI because of its strong eco-
nomic performance (GDP) and the favorable statistics about life 
expectancy and literacy.

 

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction, context and research methodology  3

Economic development, governance and stability

Since its independence in 1965, the People’s Action Party has been 
predominantly the ruling political party. This political stability, 
coupled with a largely effective government and administration, 
have contributed to Singapore’s economic development which 
is primarily based on a market-​driven system. According to the 
Singapore Department of Statistics and figures released in 2022, 
Singapore’s GDP for 2022 was S$643,546 million (Department of 
Statistics Singapore, 2022d). The economy grew at 3.6 per cent and 
the per capita GDP was reported to be S$114,165. According to 
the 2022 Key Household Income Trends, among resident employed 
households, the median monthly household income from work 
grew by 6.1 per cent in nominal terms, from $9,520 in 2021 to 
$10,099 in 2022 (Department of Statistics Singapore, 2022e). After 
adjusting for inflation, the median monthly household income 
from work rose 0.2 per cent in real terms in 2022. Inflation has 
seen a sharp increase from 2.31 per cent in 2021 (O’Neill, 2022) 
to 6.1 per cent in 2022 (Huang, 2023). Nevertheless, there was an 
improvement in the unemployment rate. Compared to 2021, which 
saw an overall unemployment rate of 2.7 per cent, figures stood at 
2.1 per cent in 2022, a figure that was lower than the prepandemic 
level (Ministry of Manpower Singapore, 2023). The Ministry of 
Manpower noted that over the last 10 years, from 2012 to 2022, 
the average number of paid hours worked per week remained rela-
tively constant, at around 45 to 46 hours.

In the 2022 Index of Economic Freedom published by the 
Heritage Foundation, which ranks 177 nations in terms of their 
levels of economic freedom, Singapore was assessed as 84.4 per 
cent free, making it the world’s freest economy (The Heritage 
Foundation, 2022a). The assessment of economic freedom was 
based on 12 measures along four dimensions as follows: rule of 
law, government size, regulatory efficiency and open markets. 
Singapore performed well in trade freedom (95.0), property rights 
(94.4), government integrity (92.8) and tax burden (90.5) (The 
Heritage Foundation, 2022b).

According to surveys examined by Transparency International 
and the Corruption Perceptions Index that they computed, 
Singapore was perceived to have the least corrupt public sector 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4  Introduction, context and research methodology

among Asian nations in 2021 (Transparency International, 
2021), and was also ranked at 4th (6th in 2017) on a global scale 
of 180 countries with a score of 8.5 (8.4 in 2017) (Transparency 
International, 2017). The countries ranked ahead of Singapore 
were New Zealand, Finland and Denmark (joint 1st). Countries 
such as Sweden and Norway ranked 4th with Singapore as well. 
The 2021 report on Corruption in Asia by Political and Economic 
Risk Consultancy (PERC) Ltd. rated Singapore’s government as 
having the highest level of integrity in Asia, Australia and the 
United States (Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau, 2021). 
Its level of corruption had a score of 1.68, followed by Australia 
(2.15), Japan (2.75), Hong Kong (3.95) and Macau (4.85).

Political rights and civil liberties

Although Singapore is ranked highly in terms of economic 
freedom, political freedom is less favorably assessed. The Freedom 
in the World is a global annual report, published by international 
nongovernmental organization Freedom House, that assesses the 
real-​world rights and freedoms enjoyed by individuals, rather 
than the performance of the state. Measuring scores and status, 
each country is awarded zero to four points for 25 indicators, 
with the maximum score of 100 points. These indicators are 
grouped into categories of political rights (0–​40) and civil liber-
ties (0–​60) (Freedom House, 2022a). These scores are weighted 
equally to determine whether the country or territory’s status is 
“free”, “partly free”, or “not free”. In the 2022 report, Singapore 
maintained its “partly free” status, attaining a score of 28 for civil 
liberties and 19 for political rights (Freedom House, 2022b). 

Social progress

The Social Progress Index determines what it means to be a good 
society according to three dimensions: basic human needs (nutrition 
and basic medical care, water and sanitation, shelter, and personal 
safety); foundations of wellbeing (basic knowledge, information 
and communications, health and wellness, and environmental 
quality); and opportunity (personal rights, personal freedom and 
choice, inclusiveness, and access to advanced education) (Social 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction, context and research methodology  5

Progress Imperative, 2021). These 12 components form the Social 
Progress framework. With a GDP PPP per capita of $93,397 
(2nd out of 163 countries), Singapore had a score of 84.73 out 
of 100 on the 2022 Social Progress Index (30th out of 168 coun-
tries) (Social Progress Imperative, 2022). Singapore’s scorecard 
indicated that it ranked 2nd out of 163 countries for GDP PPP per 
capita. For the overall basic human needs dimension, Singapore 
ranked 3rd. Under the basic human needs dimension, Singapore 
was also ranked 3rd for shelter and 2nd for personal safety. For 
foundations of wellbeing, Singapore also ranked 4th for health 
and wellness.

Rationale for the QOL Surveys in Singapore

Research on wellbeing has been ongoing for many years around 
the world. Many varied concerns ranging from the economics of 
happiness to the eudemonics of happiness have been addressed in 
academic circles, as well as in the policy-​making arena. Researchers 
involved in wellbeing research have noted the limitations in using 
GNP and GDP as a measurement for or indicator of the quality 
of life because there are other aspects of wellbeing that cannot be 
accounted for with economic prosperity. We also recognize these 
limitations in a relatively wealthy country like Singapore, and the 
need for a more holistic perspective of wellbeing.

As recommended in the report by the Commission on the 
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress, 
“measures of subjective wellbeing provide key information 
about people’s quality of life. Statistical offices should incorp-
orate questions to capture people’s life evaluations, hedonic 
experiences and priorities in their own surveys” (Stiglitz et al., 
2009, p.58). Currently, there are many well-​regarded worldwide 
surveys and indices administered by various national agencies 
and governments, international agencies (e.g., the Organization 
for Economic Co-​operation and Development [OECD], United 
Nations, etc.) and research institutes. Singapore has been a part of 
some worldwide surveys, notably, the Gallup World Poll and the 
World Values Survey.

Many countries and regions have their own versions of a 
quality-​of-​life (QOL) and wellbeing survey that is focused on 
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their particularistic needs and contexts (e.g., the European Social 
Survey). Bhutan even instituted its own happiness index with 
unique indicators such as community vitality, cultural diversity 
and resilience, time use and ecological diversity and resilience 
(GNH Centre Bhutan, n.d.). Some of these surveys and indices are 
administered by government agencies, while others are from inde-
pendently founded research agencies. For the Singaporean context, 
we have tried to collect data on the wellbeing of Singaporeans every 
five years since 1996. These QOL Surveys incorporate validated 
measures used in other research studies (for comparison across 
countries) and context-​specific measures (for comparison across 
years within Singapore). The datasets for the QOL Surveys pro-
vide the indicators of wellbeing that are relevant to Singaporeans 
for more in-​depth analyses.

Research methodology

Both objective and subjective indicators are needed for a mean-
ingful assessment of the QOL of Singaporeans. Many objective 
indicators are available from the Singapore Department of 
Statistics. Thus, the nationwide 2022 QOL Survey (like its 
predecessors) focuses on subjective indicators (evaluations and 
perceptions). We also collect information on the demographic 
background of the respondents. These research endeavors are 
premised on a robust research methodology that yields a credible 
and representative sample. This, in turn, enables comprehensive 
data analyses to be carried out with comparisons to data sets from 
previous QOL Surveys in 2011 and 2016.

Questionnaire development

Based on a review of recent research on wellbeing, and feed-
back from the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys, we discussed what 
to include in the 2022 QOL Survey. For instance, questions on 
the impact of the COVID-​19 pandemic were adapted from the 
Institute of Policy Studies’ (IPS) working paper on the impact of 
COVID-​19 on Singaporeans (Mathews et al., 2021) and the World 
Happiness Report (Helliwell et al., 2021). To facilitate longitu-
dinal comparisons, most of the key items relating to satisfaction 
with various aspects of life, and the value orientations examined in 

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction, context and research methodology  7

the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys were retained for the 2022 QOL 
Survey.

Like its predecessors, the 2022 QOL Survey questionnaire 
was first drafted in English and pretested among a small group 
of potential respondents. Any ambiguities or inconsistencies were 
eliminated based on the feedback collected. The survey ques-
tionnaire was then translated into Chinese, Malay and Tamil 
for respondents who were not familiar with English. This was 
completed by the market research firm that was tasked to conduct 
the fieldwork.

The 2022 QOL Survey questionnaire consisted of 145 questions 
in 11 sections. Generally, the survey questionnaire was compre-
hensive and covered many aspects of the quality of life of the 
respondents. For this book, we have selected a list of variables for in-​
depth analyses, as shown in Table 1.1. The main outcome variables 
or wellbeing outcomes include satisfaction with life, happiness, 
enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose. In Chapter 4, we 
also included a measure on satisfaction with the overall QOL. The 
main input variables are questions related to personal values, value 
orientations, views about democratic rights and politics and the 
impact of the COVID-​19 pandemic. More details of the measures 
and scale items will be shared in the respective chapters with the 
data analyses and the results.

Sampling frame

The study covered a nationally representative sample of the general 
population in Singapore aged 21 to 79 years old. It was launched 
on 23 June 2022 and closed on 25 July 2022 using Qualtrics (www.
qualtr​ics.com), an online survey platform. Data collection was 
done through online means for the 2022 QOL Survey, as there was 
uncertainty about whether door-​to-​door data collection would be 
allowed due to safe distancing restrictions. Even if  this was pos-
sible, the timeliness and efficiency would be adversely affected due 
to additional precautions during the COVID-​19 pandemic. To 
ensure that good-​quality data and a representative sample would 
still be obtained, we worked closely with Qualtrics to ensure that the 
sampling procedures were robust, and safeguards for data quality 
control were in place. As a panel aggregator, Qualtrics works with 
online sample partners to supply the respondents needed for this 
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Table 1.1 � Overview of input variables, output variables and demographics

Main Input 
Variables

Value Orientations Family Values, Sustainability, 
Traditionalism and 
Materialism

Personal Values
(List of Values)

Sense of belonging, 
excitement,  
fun and enjoyment in life,  
warm relationships with 
others, self-​fulfilment, being 
well-​respected, sense of 
accomplishment, security 
and self-​respect

Additional 
Input 
Variables

Generalized Trust Whether people can be trusted,  
and would they try to be fair  
and helpful?

Trust in post-​
pandemic times

Satisfaction with 
democratic  
rights, and  
views about  
politics

Impact of the 
COVID-​19 
pandemic

Trust in the government and 
fellow citizens to navigate 
the postpandemic world

Right to vote, to participate in 
any form of organization, to 
gather and demonstrate, to 
be informed about the work 
and functions of government, 
freedom of speech and to 
criticize the government

Economic impact, health risks, 
familial factors and social 
disruptions

Input/​  
Control 
Variables

Demographics Of the respondent, and the 
household the respondent  
lives in.

Gender, marital status, age, 
education and monthly 
household income

Output 
Variables

Wellbeing  
outcomes

(cognitive  
aspects)

Satisfaction with life,  
satisfaction with 15 life  
domains

Satisfaction with the overall  
QOL in general

Life evaluations using the  
Cantril Ladder

Wellbeing outcomes
(affective aspects)

Additional wellbeing  
outcomes

Happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control, 
purpose, psychological 
flourishing

Economic wellbeing
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study. All eligible respondents provided informed consent via elec-
tronic means. The survey was administered anonymously with no 
personally identifiable information.

Sampling method

Step 1: Choosing sample partner

When choosing the sample partners, Qualtrics leverages multiple 
sources to best fit the client’s needs. Sample partners are selected 
on a project-​by-​project basis and are chosen based on the project’s 
specific requirements and Qualtrics’s past experience or engage-
ment with the sample partners. Also, we ensured that all sample 
partners employed continuous monitoring and quality control 
checks.

The majority of sample sources provided by the sample part-
ners come from traditional, actively managed, double-​opt-​in 
market research panels. This is also the preferred method in the 
industry. To ensure profiles of respondents in these sample sources 
are consistently updated, Qualtrics’s network of sample partners 
requests updates for profiling questions at various cadences. In 
general, the questions asked across sample sources are similar, 
with some variations for more specific profiling questions.

Step 2: Sample deployment

Once the sample partners have been selected, the sample deploy-
ment process involves sending survey invites to the respondents 
in the panels. For this study, potential respondents were sent an 
invitation informing them that a survey which matched their pro-
file was available. Notifications in various forms (e.g., mail, in-​
app, email) were sent to the respondents, and rounds of follow-​up 
reminders were also sent. Basic information such as the research 
purpose, the duration or time required to take the survey, the 
incentives to be received on completing the survey, information on 
confidentiality and a link to the privacy policy was shared with the 
respondents via email. To avoid biases, survey invitations do not 
include specific details about the contents.

For this study, the sample partners of Qualtrics randomly 
selected eligible respondents with the aim of national representa-
tion through routers and sophisticated Application Programming 
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Interface (API). To enhance the representativeness of the sample, 
Qualtrics used a simple random sampling strategy to recruit 
potential respondents by matching population demographics to 
the survey. When Qualtrics leverages a router from one of the 
sample partners, the sample partner directs panelists by matching 
the qualifying demographic information from their profiles to a 
specific survey. Sometimes, additional questions are asked prior 
to survey entry to ensure qualification. All processes related to 
the routers are randomized to avoid source bias. The routers that 
Qualtrics leverages are randomized, though sometimes with study 
prioritization or weighting. However, randomization requirements 
are always prioritized and protected. Sample partners are careful 
to prevent self-​selection bias caused by invitation wording, survey 
topic or reward offerings.

Step 3: Incentivizing the respondents

On completion of the survey, respondents received an incentive 
based on the length of the survey, their specific panelist profile 
and target acquisition difficulty, among other factors. The specific 
type of rewards varies and may include cash, airline miles, gift 
cards, redeemable points, charitable donations, sweepstakes and 
vouchers.

Data quality control

To ensure that good-​quality data is collected, “data scrubbing” 
was performed by Qualtrics after receiving all the survey responses 
to remove unfavorable data in order to optimize data accuracy and 
reliability. Data scrubbing refers to the procedure of recoding or 
removing incorrect, inaccurately formatted or repeated data in 
a database. The key objective of data scrubbing is to make the 
data accurate and consistent for analysis. Data scrubbing is used 
to identify survey responders that are not paying attention while 
taking the survey or taking the survey just for incentives (also 
known as professional responders).

We also checked to ensure respondents are coming from the 
country the survey is designed for. This is done via mapping IP 
address to the country. With the geolocation technique, Qualtrics 
ensured that the respondents taking the survey were Singapore 
citizens. When all the checks for data integrity and quality were 
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(Continued)

finalized, Qualtrics provided the complete dataset and code book 
to the research team for data analyses.

The profile of respondents

The demographic backgrounds of the respondents in this study 
are presented in Table 1.2. As indicated, the gender balance was 
about equal (51 per cent male versus 49 per cent female). More 

Table 1.2 � Profile of respondents

2022 QOL Survey N Per cent

1. Gender
-​ Male
-​ Female
Total

972
933

1905

51.0
49.0

100.0

2. Marital status
-​ Single
-​ Married
Total

778
1127
1905

40.8
59.2

100.0

3. Age (years)
-​ 21–​24
-​ 25–​29
-​ 30–​34
-​ 35–​39
-​ 40–​44
-​ 45–​49
-​ 50–​54
-​ 55–​59
-​ 60–​64
-​ 65–​69
-​ 70–​74
-​ 75–​79
Total

167
252
283
196
257
208
203
141
117
47
20
14

1905

8.8
13.2
14.9
10.3
13.5
10.9
10.7
7.4
6.1
2.5
1.0
0.7

100.0

4. Education
-​ Primary school & below
-​ Secondary/​ITE
-​ GCE A/​Diploma
-​ University and above
Total

21
302
425

1157
1905

1.1
15.9
22.3
60.8

100.0
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than half  (59.2 per cent) of the respondents were married, and 95.8 
per cent of the respondents were below 65 years of age. Chinese 
respondents accounted for almost 75.7 per cent of the total 
number interviewed, with 15.1 per cent of Malays, 6.6 per cent of 
Indians and the remaining (2.6 per cent) respondents from other 
ethnic groups. Respondents also had different educational levels, 
ranging from those with primary education or below (1.1 per cent) 
to those with tertiary education and higher (60.8 per cent). For the 
data analysis, we divided the 1,905 respondents into four income 
brackets, and there were sufficient numbers for each income bracket 
(in Singapore Dollars) as follows: 241 (low –​ below $3,000), 634 

2022 QOL Survey N Per cent

5. Household Income 
(monthly)
-​ Less than $1,000
-​ $1,000–​$1,999
-​ $2,000–​$2,999
-​ $3,000–​$3,999
-​ $4,000–​$4,999
-​ $5,000–​$5,999
-​ $6,000–​$6,999
-​ $7,000–​$7,999
-​ $8,000–​$8,999
-​ $9,000–​$9,999
-​ $10,000–​$10,999
-​ $11,000–​$11,999
-​ $12,000–​$12,999
-​ $13,000–​$13,999
-​ $14,000–​$14,999
-​ $15,000–​$17,499
-​ $17,500–​$19,999
-​ $20,000 and above
Total

75
66

100
136
112
120
131
135
107
117
177
80
90
78
76
96
72

137
1905

3.9
3.5
5.2
7.1
5.9
6.3
6.9
7.1
5.6
6.1
9.3
4.2
4.7
4.1
4.0
5.0
3.8
7.2

100.0

6. Race
-​ Chinese
-​ Malay
-​ Indian
-​ Others
Total

1442
288
126
49

1905

75.7
15.1
6.6
2.6

100.0
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(medium low –​ $3,000 to $7,999), 725 (medium high –​ $8,000 to 
$14,999) and 305 (high –​ those earning $15,000 and more). The 
rationale will be discussed later in the data analyses section.

Representativeness of sample

Since the 2022 QOL Survey was for Singapore citizens only, 
the representativeness of  the sample was examined by com-
paring important demographic characteristics of  age, gender 
and race with those of  the Singapore citizen population in 2021 
(Department of  Statistics Singapore, 2023a, b, c, d). There was 
a good balance of  males and females in the sample, and the dis-
tribution was very close to that of  the total population. The age 
distributions of  the sample and Singapore’s total population were 
quite dissimilar, with a slight overrepresentation of  the below 
50 years age groups: 5.9 per cent over representation of  the “20 
to 29 years” age group (16.1 per cent for the Singapore citizen 
population versus 22 per cent for our sample), 6.7 per cent over 
representation of  the “30 to 39 years” age group (18.4 per cent 
for the Singapore citizen population versus 25.1 per cent for our 
sample) and 5.9 per cent overrepresentation of  the “40 to 49 years” 
age group (18.5 per cent for the Singapore citizen population 
versus 24.4 per cent for our sample). There was a slight under-
representation of  Singaporeans aged 60 years and above: 7.6 per 
cent underrepresentation of  the “60 to 69 years” age group (16.1 
per cent for the Singapore citizen population versus 8.6 per cent 
for our sample), and 10.8 percent underrepresentation of  the 
“70 years and above” age group (12.6 per cent for the Singapore 
citizen population versus 1.8 per cent for our sample). In terms 
of  race, the distributions of  the sample and the Singapore citizen 
population were fairly close. The Malays were very slightly 
overrepresented: 2.5 per cent overrepresentation for Malays (12.6 
per cent for the Singapore citizen population versus 15.1 per cent 
for our sample). Indians had a very slight (1.8 per cent) under-
representation (8.4 per cent for the Singapore citizen population 
versus 6.6 per cent for our sample).

In view of  the slight over-​ and underrepresentations, we 
weighted the sample according to data on Singapore citizens in 
2021 from the Department of  Statistics (Department of  Statistics 
Singapore, 2023a, b, c, d) to make the sample representative of  the 
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Singapore citizen population. Key dimensions of  the Singapore 
citizen population in terms of  age, gender and race were used 
to weight the survey sample. The demographic profiles (for the 
weighted and unweighted datasets) are summarized in Table 1.3.

We also conducted a series of data analyses such as frequency  
distributions, cross-​tabulations and computation of mean scores  
using the original and weighted samples to see whether there were  
any significant deviations in the responses due to the slight over-​  
and underrepresentations. Our analyses revealed some differences  
in the results derived from both sets of samples. Given that there  
were slight discrepancies in the characteristics of our sample  
and the population of Singapore citizens, and there were some  
differences in responses between the original and the weighted  

Table 1.3 � Breakdown of sample respondents by gender, age and race for 
weighted and unweighted datasets

Demographics Unweighted Dataset  
of Respondents

Weighted 
Dataset of 
Respondents

Singapore 
Citizens 
(SingStat 
2021 
statistics)

Breakdown of sample respondents by age
Age n % % %
20–​29 419 22.0 17.6 16.1
30–​39 479 25.1 20.1 18.4
40–​49 465 24.4 20.2 18.5
50–​59 344 18.1 19.9 18.2
60–​69 164 8.6 17.7 16.2
Above 70 34 1.8 4.6 12.6
Total 1905 100.0 100.0 100.0

Breakdown of sample respondents by gender
Gender n % % %
Male 972 51.0 47.7 48.5
Female 933 49.0 52.3 51.5
Total 1905 100.0 100.0 100.0

Breakdown of sample respondents by race
Race n % % %
Chinese 1442 75.7 74.2 76.0
Malay 288 15.1 14.7 12.6
Indian 126 6.6 7.6 8.4
Others 49 2.6 3.5 3.0
Total 1905 100% 100% 100.0%
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datasets, the weighted sample would be used for data analyses to  
ensure generalizability of our results.

Data analyses

In the following chapters, descriptive analyses involving frequency 
tabulations, means comparisons, cross-​tabulations and the con-
struction of indices will be presented for the data collected. Where 
appropriate, we conducted correlation analyses to examine the 
relationships among the variables investigated, regression analyses 
to examine the impact of input variables on wellbeing outcomes and 
clustering analysis to differentiate the various types of Singaporeans. 
We also provided comparisons to our previous QOL surveys (2011 
and 2016) in Singapore and other research studies where applicable.

We tested for individual differences among demographic groups 
using gender, marital status, age, education, and monthly house-
hold income. Race was not used for analysis due to the very small 
number of respondents in two out of the four racial groups in 
Singapore. This was also the case in our past QOL Surveys (2011 
and 2016). For education, we have three levels, namely, low (those 
with no formal education or primary school education), medium 
(those with secondary/​GCE O Level, postsecondary/​ITE or GCE 
A Level/​Diploma qualifications) and high (those with university 
or postgraduate degrees). For monthly household incomes (in 
Singapore Dollars) we have four income levels: low (those earning 
less than $3,000), medium low (those earning $3,000 to $7,999), 
medium high (those earning $8,000 to $14,999) and high (those 
earning $15,000 and more). These levels were decided based on 
statistics from the General Household Survey 2015 (Department 
of Statistics Singapore, 2015). The median household income from 
work was $8,666 (Department of Statistics Singapore, 2015) and 
the income ceiling to qualify for public housing (executive con-
dominium) was $15,000. For marital status, we compared the 
responses of single and married people as the numbers for those 
who are divorced, widowed or separated were too small.

Overview of book chapters

In Chapter 2, we analyze the cognitive aspects of wellbeing by looking 
at Singaporeans’ satisfaction with life, their satisfaction with various 
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life domains and their evaluations of their lives currently and five 
years into the future. In Chapter 3, we focus on the affective aspects 
of wellbeing (e.g., happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and 
purpose) and psychological flourishing. In Chapter 4, we explore 
the income-​happiness equation by assessing the impact of house-
hold income on wellbeing outcomes such as happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control, purpose, satisfaction with life and satisfaction 
with the overall QOL. We also discuss the economic wellbeing of 
Singaporeans in terms of whether one has enough money to buy the 
things one need, to fulfill monthly loan commitments, to do things 
one wants to do and to make a major purchase.

In Chapter 5, we use the List of Values (LOV) to evaluate 
the importance of certain personal values to Singaporeans and 
tracked the changes over time. We also conduct regression analyses 
to examine the impact of the LOV on Singaporeans’ wellbeing. In 
Chapter 6, we discuss the value orientations of Singaporeans such 
as family values, sustainability, traditionalism and materialism. We 
also employe clustering analysis to define groups of Singaporeans 
based on these value orientations. We then evaluate their wellbeing 
based on these clusters.

In Chapter 7, we examine Singaporeans’ satisfaction with their 
democratic rights as citizens and their views on various aspects of 
politics. We then show how these attitudes may influence the well-
being of Singaporeans. In Chapter 8, the multifaceted impact of 
the COVID-​19 pandemic on the wellbeing of Singaporeans will be 
discussed. We focus on the economic impact, health risks, familial 
factors and social disruptions that Singaporeans had to deal with 
during the pandemic. In Chapter 9, we conclude with an overview 
of the key findings of the 2022 QOL Survey, and how the QOL 
Surveys in Singapore provide unique insights into the research 
on happiness and wellbeing. We also propose directives for future 
research in these areas.
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2	� A holistic perspective 
of wellbeing I
Satisfaction with life and life 
domains

Research on happiness has been thriving for many years. While 
there are many diverse definitions of happiness, one prominent 
stream of research conceptualizes happiness as subjective well-
being (SWB). This is a multifaceted concept that encompasses 
both cognitive and affective perceptions of one’s life as a whole and 
also specific domains of life (Diener, 1984, 2006; Myers & Diener, 
1995). Cognitive perceptions are related to one’s life satisfaction, 
evaluation of life domains and how one thinks and feels about 
these aspects of life. Affective perceptions focus on the presence 
of positive emotions or the absence of negative emotions. Higher 
levels of life satisfaction and positive emotions are anticipated to 
lead to greater levels of subjective wellbeing. Subjective wellbeing is 
also enhanced when one finds fulfillment and purpose in what they 
are doing. This eudemonic approach considers the contributions 
of the intrinsic meaning of life and the fulfillment of life goals 
and skills (Seligman, 2012), engagement and other aspects of psy-
chological flourishing (Diener & Biswas-​Diener, 2008) and positive 
functioning (Sen, 1993).

In our QOL Surveys, we have incorporated a holistic per-
spective of wellbeing in our theoretical conceptualization, meas-
urement and analysis. In this chapter, we discuss the cognitive 
aspects of wellbeing (e.g., satisfaction with life and satisfaction 
with specific life domains). The affective aspects (e.g., happiness 
and enjoyment) and psychological flourishing will be discussed 
in Chapter 3. Cognitive wellbeing (or life satisfaction) is derived 
from a conscious judgment and evaluation of one’s quality of life. 
This is often an information-​based evaluation, and may reflect 
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the gap between one’s actual experience and the expectations of 
a better or ideal life. Various types of outcomes have been used in 
measuring life satisfaction (see Diener and Suh [1997] for a com-
prehensive review). These outcomes could be objective and quan-
titative statistics such as per capita income, mortality rates, years 
of formal schooling which are used in the Human Development 
Index. They could be more subjective and perceptual measures in 
assessing the QOL as experienced by individuals within a society. 
These could include noneconomic indicators such as relationships, 
feelings of belonging and long-​term goals (Diener & Tov, 2012). 
For our study, the measures used to assess the cognitive aspects of 
wellbeing are the Satisfaction with Life Scale, the Cantril Ladder 
and satisfaction with life domains. In the chapters to follow, the 
life satisfaction scores for the Satisfaction with Life scale will be 
used as a key wellbeing outcome in our analyses.

The “Satisfaction with Life” scale

For the 2022 and 2016 QOL Surveys, we used the five-​item 
“Satisfaction with Life” scale developed by Diener et al. (1985). 
This is an established scale that has been used in many research 
studies. We also tested its reliability for the Singaporean context. 
Previously, for the 2016 QOL Survey, a factor analysis on the scale 
items showed the items loading on one factor with 66.23 per cent 
of the variance and a Cronbach alpha of 0.860, which indicated a 
good level of reliability. For the 2022 QOL Survey, the factor ana-
lysis also extracted a single factor (with a Cronbach alpha of 0.91) 
which accounted for 72.99 per cent of the variance. Our analyses 
have thus confirmed its unidimensionality and good reliability. For 
the overall sample in 2022 (see Table 2.1), Singaporeans were gen-
erally satisfied with their lives (the highest mean of 4.18) and felt 
they had the important things in life (the second-​highest mean of 
4.04). Compared to the 2016 QOL Survey, the individual means 
and the composite mean score for 2022 have decreased.

The Cantril Ladder

The Cantril Self-​Anchoring Scale (Cantril, 1965) has been used in 
several Gallup polls. The World Happiness Report 2023 also used 
this scale to measure the happiness of respondents in 137 countries. 
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Table 2.1 � Frequency distribution of responses to the Satisfaction with Life scale (2016 and 2022)

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 Mean

% % % % % %

1. In most ways my life is 
close to my ideal

2016 0.9 6.0 9.4 35.2 45.2 3.3 4.28
2022 5.7 10.0 19.4 31.6 25.0 8.3 3.85

2. The conditions of my life 
are excellent

2016 0.8 5.4 10.2 33.5 45.9 4.2 4.31
2022 4.4 8.5 15.6 34.3 28.7 8.5 4.00

3. I am satisfied with my life 2016 0.7 4.0 7.4 25.9 55.5 6.5 4.51
2022 4.2 6.7 13.4 29.9 34.3 11.5 4.18

4. So far I have gotten the 
important things I want 
in life

2016 0.9 6.0 8.3 27.3 50.1 7.4 4.42
2022 4.9 7.7 16.3 30.4 30.9 9.8 4.04

5. If  I could live my life 
over, I would change 
almost nothing

2016 3.5 13.7 18.6 21.2 37.5 5.5 3.92
2022 9.1 15.4 23.8 22.2 21.2 8.3 3.56

Composite Mean Score 2016 4.29
2022 3.92

Notes: 1=​Strongly disagree, 2=​Disagree 3=​Slightly disagree, 4=​Slightly agree, 5=​Agree, 6=​Strongly Agree.
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Respondents were asked to evaluate their present and future (five 
years from now) lives on a ladder with numbers 0 (worst possible 
life) to 10 (best possible life), and their responses reflect a cognitive 
evaluation of their lives.

As seen in Figure 2.1, in 2011, Singaporeans perceived themselves 
to be approximately on the 4th rung of the ladder, and expected 
their lives to deteriorate to the lower 3rd rung in five years’ time. 
However, contrary to their expectations, Singaporeans’ ratings of 
their lives improved significantly in 2016 to just above the 6th rung, 
three steps above the forecasted scores. They were also relatively 
optimistic about the future, as they expected themselves to improve 
to nearly the 7th rung in five years’ time. This prediction turned 
out to be unrealized as Singaporeans’ score on the Cantril Ladder 
remained on the 6th rung in 2022. Comparing the mean scores 
between Singaporeans’ evaluation of their lives in 2016 and 2022, 
however, revealed a significant decline in cognitive wellbeing. Yet, 
Singaporeans remained hopeful of their future as they expected 
their lives to improve to a mean rating of 6.45 by 2027.

Although Singaporeans had lower scores on the Cantril Ladder  
in the 2022 QOL Survey compared to 2016, Singapore continued  
to rank fairly well in the World Happiness Report 2023, which used  

Figure 2.1 � Comparison of Cantril Ladder scores across the 2011, 2016 
and 2022 QOL Surveys.

Note: Error bar shows 95 per cent confidence intervals. Cantril Ladder scores 
ranged from 0 (worst possible life) to 10 (best possible life).
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a three-​year average (2020–​2022) of the Cantril Ladder scores to  
rank 137 countries. Singapore was ranked 25th, with an average  
value of 6.587 (the average is based on 2020 and 2021 data only),  
against Finland, which was ranked as the happiest country with an  
average value of 7.804 (Helliwell et al., 2023).

Satisfaction with life domains and satisfaction with overall 
quality of life

In assessing life satisfaction, one approach would be to divide one’s 
life into distinct domains such as family, work, studies, health and 
so on. This is known as “domain satisfaction”, which encompasses 
one’s evaluation of certain important aspects of life (Veenhoven, 
2012). Satisfaction with each of these domains can be individu-
ally assessed and sometimes aggregated to provide a sense of 
one’s overall wellbeing (Kau & Wang, 1995). These could include 
income, family relations, job and health (Easterlin, 2006). Studies 
have shown that satisfaction with life was positively associated with 
satisfaction within each of these four domains, with the highest 
weight given to family and social relations, followed by job, health 
and income (Kapteyn et al., 2010). Other researchers have found 
that one’s wellbeing was enhanced by having strong interpersonal 
relationships, such as family life and marriage (Campbell, 1976), 
and friendships (Demir & Ozdemir, 2010). Having good phys-
ical and mental health also had a positive influence on people’s 
happiness and life satisfaction (Borooah, 2006).

Respondents in the 2022 QOL Survey were asked to indicate 
their satisfaction with their life domains using a scale as follows: 1 
for “very dissatisfied”, 2 for “dissatisfied”, 3 for “somewhat dissat-
isfied”, 4 for “somewhat satisfied”, 5 for “satisfied” and 6 for “very 
satisfied”. A higher score indicated a greater degree of satisfac-
tion. The 15 life domains were housing, friendships, marriage or 
romantic relationship, relationship with parents, relationship with 
children, relationship with brothers or sisters, relationship with 
neighbors, standard of living, household income, health, educa-
tion attained, job (for those who are working full time), studies 
(for those who are studying), leisure activities or entertainment and 
spiritual life. Table 2.2 shows the distribution of responses for the 
15 life domains and satisfaction with overall QOL. Singaporeans 
were most satisfied with the relationships with their children, 
parents and siblings, their marriage or romantic relationships 
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Table 2.2 � Frequency distribution of responses to satisfaction with life domains and satisfaction with overall quality of life (2022)

Rank Life Domains 1 2 3 4 5 6 Mean
% % % % % %

1 Relationship with your children 1.9 2.4 6.0 19.1 39.2 31.4 4.86
2 Relationship with your parents 2.1 2.2 7.7 20.2 38.8 29.0 4.78
3 Relationship with brothers/​sisters 3.0 3.0 8.5 24.8 36.0 24.7 4.62
4 Marriage/​Romantic relationship 5.3 3.9 9.4 19.8 33.6 28.1 4.57
5 Spiritual life 1.6 3.1 9.5 30.3 35.1 20.4 4.55
6 Studies (if  studying part/​full time) 4.0 3.3 9.3 24.5 38.2 20.7 4.51
7 Leisure activities/​entertainment 2.5 3.3 9.5 30.7 37.4 16.7 4.47
8 Friendships 2.6 2.6 8.8 33.7 39.4 12.9 4.43
9 Housing 4.3 3.8 9.1 30.0 40.8 11.9 4.35

10 Education attained 2.9 4.0 12.3 30.3 39.1 11.5 4.33
11 Job (if  you are working) 4.6 5.5 10.3 28.8 35.3 15.6 4.31
12 Relationship with neighbors 3.0 3.9 9.4 37.9 36.7 9.1 4.29
13 Health 2.6 4.5 13.4 30.8 40.0 8.7 4.27
14 Standard of living 4.7 6.0 13.3 30.8 35.6 9.7 4.16
15 Household income 5.5 6.6 16.1 32.6 30.9 8.3 4.01
Satisfaction with 

overall quality 
of life

3.1 4.8 8.8 31.3 38.9 13.1 4.38

Notes: 1=​Very dissatisfied, 2=​Dissatisfied, 3=​Somewhat dissatisfied, 4=​Somewhat satisfied, 5=​Satisfied, 6=​Very satisfied.
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and their spiritual lives. They were most dissatisfied with their 
household incomes, standard of living, health, relationships with 
neighbors and jobs (if  they were working).

Table 2.3 shows the mean ratings of satisfaction with life  
domains for the years 2011, 2016 and 2022. Out of the 15 life  
domains, the top eight most satisfied domains were highly con-
sistent across the three surveys over a period of 11 years. In all three  
surveys, Singaporeans were most satisfied with their relationship  

Table 2.3 � Mean ratings of satisfaction with life domains and satisfaction 
with overall quality of life (2011, 2016 and 2022)

Life Domains 2022 Mean 2016 Mean 2011 Mean

Relationship with  
your children

4.86 (1) 5.14 (1) 5.32 (1)

Relationship with  
your parents

4.78 (2) 5.02 (2) 5.17 (2)

Relationship with  
brothers/​sisters

4.62 (3) 4.93 (3) 5.09 (3)

Marriage/​Romantic  
relationship

4.57 (4) 4.72 (6) 4.88 (4)

Spiritual life 4.55 (5) 4.80 (4) 4.74 (7)
Studies (if  studying  

part/​full time)
4.51 (6) 4.44 (14) 4.75 (6)

Leisure activities/​  
entertainment

4.47 (7) 4.70 (8) 4.74 (7)

Friendships 4.43 (8) 4.74 (5) 4.84 (5)
Housing 4.35 (9) 4.72 (6) 4.69 (10)
Education attained 4.33 (10) 4.45 (13) 4.45 (14)
Job (if  you are  

working)
4.31 (11) 4.54 (12) 4.65 (11)

Relationship with  
neighbors

4.29 (12) 4.64 (9) 4.61 (12)

Health 4.27 (13) 4.62 (10) 4.72 (9)
Standard of living 4.16 (14) 4.55 (11) 4.50 (13)
Household income 4.01 (15) 4.19 (15) 4.34 (15)
Satisfaction with  

overall quality  
of life

4.38 4.81 4.83

Notes: Each domain was measured on a 6-​point scale: 1 =​ Very Dissatisfied, 
2 =​ Dissatisfied, 3 =​ Somewhat Dissatisfied, 4 =​ Somewhat satisfied, 5 =​ Satisfied, 
6 =​ Very Satisfied. Numbers in parentheses indicate ranking based on highest to 
lowest mean ratings.
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with their children, followed by their relationship with their  
parents and then their siblings. Satisfaction with one’s marriage  
or romantic relationship ranked 4th for both 2011 and 2022, while  
it slipped to the 6th berth in 2016. The 4th spot in 2016 was taken  
by satisfaction with one’s spiritual life, which occupied the 7th  
spot in 2011 and the 5th spot in 2022. Satisfaction with friends  
occupied the 5th position in both the 2011 and 2016 surveys, while  
this domain dropped to the 8th position in 2022. Satisfaction with  
one’s studies ranked 6th in 2022. While it was also ranked 6th in  
2011, this domain dropped drastically to the 14th position in 2016.  
Singaporeans’ satisfaction with the leisure activities and entertain-
ment domain hovered around the same spots, ranking 7th in 2022,  
joint 7th (with spiritual life) in 2011 and 8th in 2016.

Satisfaction with the housing domain fell to the 9th position in 
2022 from its joint 6th position (with marriage or romantic rela-
tionship) in 2016; this domain ranked 10th in 2011. At 10th place 
in 2022 was the domain of education attained, which increased 
from the 14th spot in 2011 to the 13th spot in 2016. Satisfaction 
with one’s job, however, was ranked similarly across the years, 
ranking 11th in 2022 and 2011 and 12th in 2016. After climbing 
three positions from 12th in 2011 to 9th in 2016, one’s satisfac-
tion with neighbors declined to the 12th spot once again in 2022. 
The domain of satisfaction with health faced a steady decline 
over the years, from 9th in 2011 to 10th in 2016 and to 13th in 
2022. Similarly, satisfaction with one’s standard of living has not 
been highly ranked over the last 11 years. It ranked 13th in 2011, 
increased to 11th in 2016, and got worse in 2022 by dropping to 
the 14th position. Finally, the domain of household income con-
sistently ranked last (15th) across all three surveys.

Generally, from 2011 to 2022, Singaporeans were less satisfied 
with all life domains and their overall quality of life. Apart from sat-
isfaction with studies, the decreases in mean ratings were all statistic-
ally significant. While this paints a gloomy picture of Singaporeans’ 
satisfaction with specific life domains, there is a silver lining. All the 
mean scores in 2022 were above 4 and in the “satisfied” spectrum.

Sources of individual differences on satisfaction with life, 
Cantril Ladder and satisfaction with life domains

In research studies on life satisfaction, they usually analyze how 
demographic variables are correlated with certain wellbeing 
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outcomes. For example, age, education, income, race, employment 
and marital status have been found to be correlated at varying 
degrees to life satisfaction (e.g., Blanchflower & Oswald, 2000; 
Oswald, 1997). However, these correlations tended to be weak, 
with less than 10 per cent of the variance explained (Andrews 
& Withey, 1974; Davis et al., 1982; Michalos, 1985; Veenhoven, 
1984). The results of the impact of demographic variables are 
often mixed and dependent on the social and cultural contexts 
in which the studies are carried out. Nonetheless, for the QOL 
Surveys in Singapore, we usually present and discuss the sources 
of individual differences due to demographics as they may provide 
some additional insights into what matters for various segments 
of Singaporeans.

As the Satisfaction with Life Scale had good internal con-
sistency, we aggregated the responses on the five items by taking 
their means (see Table 2.4). Males and married respondents 
had higher scores for satisfaction with life. Positive associations 
between satisfaction with life with education and household 
income were also found. Those who were more highly educated 
and had higher household incomes were more satisfied. Age was 
negatively associated with Satisfaction with Life scale scores, 
whereby older respondents were less satisfied with life than the 
younger ones.

For the scores on the Cantril Ladder, we found strong indi-
vidual differences across the different demographics. Males rated 
their lives to be significantly better than females did, although 
both genders expected similar scores on the ladder in five years’ 
time. As compared to the singles, married respondents perceived 
their lives to be better now and in five years’ time. On age, the main 
source of differences in respondents’ evaluation of their lives now 
stemmed from Singaporeans in the age group of 20 to 29 years, 
who perceived they had the worst possible life compared to the 
other age groups. Singaporeans’ perception of their lives five years 
later painted a wholly different story. We found a negative associ-
ation between age and respondents’ expected score on the ladder 
five years from now. Older Singaporeans were more likely to report 
lower ladder scores five years from now. Finally, those who were 
more educated and had higher household incomes rated their lives 
to be better now, as well as in the future.

Table 2.5 shows the sources of individual differences for 
the top three most satisfied life domains for Singaporeans in 
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Table 2.4 � Sources of individual differences for Satisfaction with Life 
Scale and Cantril Ladder (2022)

Demographics Satisfaction 
with Life

Ladder (Now) Ladder 
(5 years later)

Gender
-​ Male 3.98 6.12 6.46
-​ Female 3.87 5.87 6.44
-​ F-​Stats 4.41 5.95 0.04
-​ p .036 .015 .851

Marital Status
-​ Single 3.68 5.47 6.18
-​ Married 4.08 6.31 6.61
-​ F-​Stats 58.51 65.78 16.70
-​ p < .001 < .001 < .001

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.99 5.63 6.53
-​ 30–​39 4.13 6.16 6.85
-​ 40–​49 3.86 6.05 6.51
-​ 50–​59 3.87 6.04 6.41
-​ 60–​69 3.78 6.00 5.99
-​ 70–​79 3.82 6.03 5.91
-​ F-​Stats 4.46 2.33 6.41
-​ p < .001 .040 < .001

Education
-​ Low 3.69 5.44 5.79
-​ Medium 3.85 5.71 6.26
-​ High 4.04 6.30 6.75
-​ F-​Stats 14.20 26.29 27.87
-​ p < .001 < .001 < .001

Household Income
-​ Low 3.47 5.01 5.56
-​ Low-​Medium 3.77 5.59 6.10
-​ Medium-​High 4.08 6.36 6.80
-​ High 4.30 6.87 7.19
-​ F-​Stats 35.53 50.27 36.92
-​ p < .001 < .001 < .001

Note: Bold figures indicate significance.
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Table 2.5 � Sources of individual differences for top three most satisfied life 
domains (2022)

Demographics 1st domain 
Relationship 
with children

2nd domain 
Relationship 
with parents

3rd domain 
Relationship 
with brothers/​ 
sisters

Gender
-​ Male
-​ Female
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.99
4.93
0.91
.340

4.82
4.76
1.18
.277

4.68
4.56
3.85
.050

Marital status
-​ Single
-​ Married
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.73
4.97
1.80
.180

4.55
4.93

42.81
< .001

4.40
4.75

35.32
< .001

Age
-​ 20–​29
-​ 30–​39
-​ 40–​49
-​ 50–​59
-​ 60–​69
-​ 70–​79
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.81
5.13
4.97
4.91
4.80
5.32
3.89
.002

4.66
4.87
4.72
4.89
4.74
5.00
2.30
.043

4.62
4.70
4.56
4.57
4.61
4.79
0.88
.493

Education
-​ Low
-​ Medium
-​ High
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.79
4.98
5.03
4.52
.011

4.69
4.73
4.84
2.59
.075

4.46
4.57
4.70
5.68
.003

Household Income
-​ Low
-​ Low-​Medium
-​ Medium-​High
-​ High
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.72
4.79
4.97
5.29

10.86
< .001

4.58
4.70
4.83
5.04
7.80

< .001

4.39
4.52
4.66
4.96

11.85
< .001

Note: Bold figures indicate significance.
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2022: relationships with (1) children; (2) parents and (3) siblings. 
Females and males did not differ in their satisfaction across the 
three domains. For marital status, the weighted dataset included 
40 respondents who self-​identified as “single” and having chil-
dren. Married respondents were significantly more satisfied with 
their relationships with their parents and siblings. While satis-
faction with siblings did not differ across different ages, age had 
a significant effect on how satisfied Singaporeans were with the 
relationship with their children and parents. There was a signifi-
cant upward trend in the domain of relationship with children, 
as Singaporeans tended to be more satisfied with this domain as 
they got older. Similarly, the main source of age differences in 
the domain of relationship with parents came from respondents 
in their 20s, who were less satisfied with the relationships with 
their parents than some older age groups (i.e., those in their 30s 
or 50s). Levels of satisfaction with the relationships with one’s 
children, parents and siblings were strongly associated with the 
respondents’ highest level of education attained. Those who were 
highly educated were more satisfied with the relationships with 
their children, parents and siblings. Finally, there was also a posi-
tive trend between respondents’ household income and their satis-
faction with these three life domains.

Table 2.6 shows the sources of  individual differences for the 
top three most dissatisfied life domains for 2022. Females were 
less satisfied than males regarding household incomes and health, 
while the two genders did not differ on satisfaction with standard 
of  living. As compared to those who are married, singles were sig-
nificantly less satisfied across all three domains. The age effect was 
varied. Data analyses revealed a U-​shaped association between 
age and satisfaction with household income and standard of 
living. Younger respondents (i.e., those in their 20s and 30s) were 
relatively satisfied with their household income and standard 
of  living, but the satisfaction levels dipped among middle-​aged 
respondents (i.e., 40s to 60s), and then rebounded among the eld-
erly (i.e. those in their 70s). While there was also a significant 
age effect on satisfaction with health, most age groups actually 
reported similar levels of  satisfaction except for one: those in their 
60s who were the least satisfied with their health. Respondents 
who were less educated (or had lower household income) tended 
to be less satisfied with their household incomes, standard of 
living and health.
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Table 2.6 � Sources of individual differences for top three most dissatisfied 
life domains (2022)

Demographics 1st domain 
Household 
Income

2nd domain 
Standard of 
Living

3rd 
domain 
Health

Gender
-​ Male
-​ Female
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.10
3.93
8.52
0.004

4.20
4.11
2.49
0.115

4.33
4.22
4.21
0.040

Marital status
-​ Single
-​ Married
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

3.78
4.16

38.94
< 0.001

3.97
4.27

26.15
< 0.001

4.12
4.36

20.88
< 0.001

Age
-​ 20–​29
-​ 30–​39
-​ 40–​49
-​ 50–​59
-​ 60–​69
-​ 70–​79
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.07
4.18
3.94
3.95
3.87
4.29
3.37
0.005

4.24
4.21
4.12
4.19
3.97
4.35
2.50
0.029

4.33
4.38
4.28
4.27
4.06
4.35
3.33
0.005

Education
-​ Low
-​ Medium
-​ High
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

3.66
3.84
4.21

32.02
< 0.001

3.79
4.03
4.34

30.88
< 0.001

4.08
4.14
4.39

15.21
< 0.001

Household Income
-​ Low
-​ Low-​Medium
-​ Medium-​High
-​ High
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

3.36
3.74
4.22
4.74

78.78
< 0.001

3.65
3.91
4.35
4.69

48.84
< 0.001

4.02
4.14
4.38
4.53

15.22
< 0.001

Bold figures indicate significance.

 

 

 



32  A holistic perspective of wellbeing I

Conclusion

In the QOL Surveys through the years (2011, 2016 and 2022), 
economic (e.g., household income) and noneconomic (e.g., 
relationships) measures of life satisfaction have been used. 
Together, these measures provided a more well-​rounded perspec-
tive on the key drivers of wellbeing. The 2022 QOL Survey score 
for Satisfaction with Life (a 5-​point scale) was lower compared to 
2016. Singaporeans’ score on the Cantril Ladder remained on the 
6th rung in 2022, and a comparison of the scores between 2016 
and 2022 revealed a significant decline in this aspect of cognitive 
wellbeing. However, based on the average three-​year (2020–​2022) 
Cantril Ladder ratings of 137 countries worldwide, Singapore was 
ranked the 25th happiest country in the world (Helliwell et al., 
2023). The scores for satisfaction with the 15 life domains have 
also dipped over the years since 2011. In terms of satisfaction with 
life domains, across the three surveys conducted in 2011 and 2016 
and 2022, Singaporeans were most satisfied with their familial 
relationships, although satisfaction with “marriage/​romantic 
relationships” was lower in 2016. Consistently, Singaporeans were 
most dissatisfied with their household income in three surveys 
across 11 years. Satisfaction with education improved greatly, 
climbing from one of the last few spots in 2011 (14th) and 2016 
(13th) to 10th in 2022. Comparatively, Singaporeans’ satisfaction 
with their standard of living and health took a hit in 2022, taking 
the last 2nd-​ and 3rd-​to-​last position, respectively, in 2022.

The influence of certain demographic variables on life sat-
isfaction and satisfaction with particular life domains was 
investigated in the 2022 QOL Survey. Demographic differences 
for the Satisfaction with Life composite score mirrored those for 
the Satisfaction with Life Domains, except for the effect of age. 
Marital status, education and household income were the main 
driving forces accounting for the differences in satisfaction for the 
three top and bottom life domains that Singaporeans were satis-
fied with. Gender and age were also influential among the bottom 
three domains although less so among the top three domains.
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3	� A holistic perspective 
of wellbeing II
Affective aspects and psychological 
flourishing

In this chapter, we discuss the affective aspects of wellbeing such 
as happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control over important 
aspects of life, a sense of purpose in life and psychological 
flourishing. Individual differences in these wellbeing outcomes are 
also examined. When possible, comparisons are made with pre-
vious surveys in 2011 and 2016. Together with Chapter 2, these 
additional outcomes present a multifaceted perspective of the 
wellbeing of Singaporeans.

Happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose

Affective measures complement the cognitive measures by 
highlighting the positive emotions that contribute to a person’s 
wellbeing such as happiness and enjoyment (Veenhoven, 2012). 
Meaning and purpose are also important contributors to the 
perceived significance and worth of one’s life (Ryan & Deci, 
2001; Seligman, 2012). Questions on happiness, enjoyment, and 
achievement are from the 2006 AsiaBarometer Survey (Inoguchi, 
2006), and questions on control and purpose are from Tinkler and 
Hicks’s (2011) scales for locus of control and sense of purpose. 
The 12-​item Psychological Flourishing scale developed by Diener 
and Biswas-​Diener (2008) was used in the 2016 QOL Survey. We 
used a shortened eight-​item version for the 2022 QOL Survey. The 
scale has been used to classify respondents at different levels of 
psychological flourishing, from “extremely high flourishing” to 
“extremely low flourishing”.
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For an indication of how happy Singaporeans are, respondents 
were asked in the 2022 QOL Survey to respond to the question 
of “All things considered, would you say that you are happy these 
days?” using a rating scale of “1 =​ Very unhappy”, “2 =​ Not too 
happy”, “3 =​ Neither happy nor unhappy”, “4 =​ Quite happy” 
and “5 =​ Very happy”. We computed a Happiness Index through 
a two-​step process. First, we obtained the sum of percentages of 
respondents who responded that they were happy (i.e. 4 or 5 on 
the scale). Second, we subtracted the proportion of respondents 
who were unhappy (i.e. 1 or 2 on the scale) from the percentage of 
happy respondents. To assess enjoyment, respondents were asked to 
respond to the question of “How often do you feel you are really 
enjoying life these days?” using a rating scale of “1 =​ Never”, 
“2 =​ Rarely”, “3 =​ Sometimes” and “4 =​ Often”. Following the 
same two-​step process, an Enjoyment Index was computed by 
subtracting the percentage of respondents who indicated that they 
never or rarely enjoy life (i.e., 1 or 2 on the scale) from the propor-
tion who reported that they sometimes or often enjoy life (i.e., 3 or 4 
on the scale). For achievement, respondents were asked to respond 
to the question of “How much do you feel you are accomplishing 
what you want out of your life?” using a rating scale of “1 =​ None”, 
“2 =​ Very little”, “3 =​ Some” and “4 =​ A great deal”. To assess con-
trol, respondents were asked to respond to the question of “How 
much control do you feel you have over important aspects of your 
life?” using a scale of “1 =​ None”, “2 =​ Very little”, “3 =​ Some” and 
“4 =​ A great deal”. For purpose, respondents were asked to respond 
to the question of “How much control do you feel you have a sense 
of purpose in your life?” using a scale of “1 =​ None”, “2 =​ Very 
little”, “3 =​ Some” and “4 =​ A great deal”. Similar to the Enjoyment 
Index, an Achievement Index, a Purpose Index and a Control 
Index were computed by subtracting the proportion of those who 
responded “1” and “2” for each respective question from the propor-
tion of those who responded “3” and “4”. To give us a sense of how 
Singaporeans fared in these outcomes over time, we also compared 
our findings with the results from the 2011 QOL Survey (Tambyah 
& Tan, 2013) and 2016 QOL Survey (Tambyah & Tan, 2018).

As seen in Figure 3.1a, all three Indices were positive in value,  
indicating that more Singaporeans were happy, enjoying life, and  
achieving things in life than those who were not. However, we  
observed a worrying trend of decreasing happiness, enjoyment  
and achievement among Singaporeans from 2011 to 2022. Across  
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11 years, the Happiness Index had the sharpest decline of about  
41.4 per cent, falling from 69 per cent in 2011 to 27.6 per cent in  
2022. The Enjoyment Index also fell steadily from 75.7 per cent  
in 2011 to 42.5 per cent in 2022. The Achievement Index dipped  

Figure 3.1b � Indices of control and purpose (2016 and 2022).

Figure 3.1a � Indices of happiness, enjoyment and achievement (2011, 2016 
and 2022).
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slightly from 65.8 per cent in 2011 to 58.0 per cent in 2016 and  
almost halved in 2022 (29.6 per cent).

The Control and Purpose Indices were newly added in 2016, so 
we do not have data from 2011. From 2016 to 2022, we observed 
a 25.9 per cent decrease in the Control Index from 65 per cent to 
39.1 per cent. The Purpose Index also faced a similar drop of 27.8 
per cent from 2016 (71.4 per cent) to 2022 (43.6 per cent).

Overall, over the last 11 years, Singaporeans’ wellbeing has 
been steadily decreasing from 2011 to 2016, and then to 2022. All 
five Indices were worse off  in 2022 as compared to six years ago 
and 11 years ago. Notably, each of the five indices were strongly 
and positively correlated with each other (r > 0.606), suggesting 
that the affective aspects of wellbeing tended to spill over to one 
another. In other words, Singaporeans may work on improving 
one aspect of their wellbeing, and this could possibly elevate other 
aspects of their wellbeing.

Sources of individual differences for affective wellbeing 
outcomes

How do certain demographic variables correlate with measures 
of happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose? 
Researchers have examined sources of individual differences due 
to age (e.g., Blanchflower & Oswald, 2000; Oswald, 1997), social 
class (e.g., Inoguchi & Fujii, 2009), and marital status (e.g., Diener 
et al., 2000; Veroff et al., 1981). Results are often mixed depending 
on the social and cultural contexts of these studies.

To analyze the demographic differences in the 2022 QOL 
Survey, we compared the means of the different demographic 
subgroups. As the item on happiness was on a five-​point scale 
(1 =​ Very unhappy, 5 =​ Very happy), while the questions on enjoy-
ment, achievement, control and purpose were on a four-​point 
scale, we first recoded the happiness question into a four-​point 
scale by combining the responses of those who selected options 1 
(very unhappy) and 2 (not too happy) into a single category.

Our 2022 QOL Survey showed that demographics (i.e., gender, 
marital status, age, education and household income) have a strong 
effect on affective wellbeing. All demographic differences were 
statistically significant, except for gender differences in enjoyment 
which was only marginally significant (p =​ 0.059). Males scored 
significantly higher on all five outcomes than females (Figure 3.2). 
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Marital status also had a significant effect, with married respondents 
reporting greater happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and 
sense of purpose than the singles (Figure 3.3).

Aging had a positive effect on all five outcomes: happiness,  
enjoyment, achievement, control and sense of purpose. As  
Singaporeans got older, they tended to be happier, enjoyed life  

Figure 3.3 � Marital status differences for happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control and purpose (2022).

Figure 3.2 � Gender differences for happiness, enjoyment, achievement, 
control and purpose (2022).
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more, felt they had achieved more, had more control and had a  
stronger sense of purpose (Figure 3.4). Education was positively  
correlated with all five outcomes (Figure 3.5). This holds true for  
household income as well (Figure 3.6).

Figure 3.5 � Education trend for happiness, enjoyment, achievement, con-
trol and purpose (2022).

Figure 3.4 � Age trend for happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and 
purpose (2022).
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Thus, it appears that in Singapore, if  one feels they have been  
happier, have enjoyed life more, have achieved more, have more  
control over important aspects of their lives and have more pur-
pose in life, they are likely to be male, married, older, have more  
education and have a higher income.

Psychological flourishing

Psychological flourishing is an important aspect of wellbeing 
that has been well-​documented (Hone et al., 2014). Psychological 
flourishing “goes beyond an individual’s pursuit of her own 
happiness to include her contributions to society and the happiness 
of others” (Diener & Biswas-​Diener, 2008, p. 241). The original 
12-​item Psychological Flourishing Scale measured aspects of psy-
chological wealth and whether one’s life had purpose and meaning 
(Diener and Biswas-​Diener, 2008). Diener et al. (2010) revised this 
to an eight-​item scale and renamed it the Flourishing Scale. This 
scale has been validated in various countries and contexts, for 
instance, in Egypt (Salama-​Younes, 2017), France (Villieux et al., 
2016), Japan (Sumi, 2014), New Zealand (Hone et al., 2014) and 
Portugal (Silva & Caetano, 2013). We compared the eight-​item 

Figure 3.6 � Household income trend for happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control and purpose (2022).
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Flourishing Scale scores across the three QOL Surveys conducted 
in 2011, 2016 and 2022. In all three QOL Surveys, we used a six-​
point scale (1 =​ Strongly Disagree, 6 =​ Strongly Agree) for con-
sistency with other parts of the surveys. Participants’ responses to 
each item were summed up to obtain a psychological flourishing 
score, which could range from 8 to 48. The distributions of the 
respective composite scores on psychological flourishing for 2011, 
2016 and 2022 are shown in Figure 3.7.

Singaporeans’ levels of psychological flourishing were signifi-
cantly worse in 2022 than in 2011 and in 2016. While there was an 
improvement in psychological flourishing from 2011 (M =​ 36.2, 
SD =​ 4.63) to 2016 (M =​ 37.07, SD =​ 4.57), Singaporeans’ psy-
chological flourishing in 2022 (M =​ 34.27, SD =​ 6.93) reversed 
the gains in 2016 and even declined to below the level indicated 
in 2011.

Looking at the distributions of scores in Figure 3.7, we may  
gain some insights to which segments of Singaporeans fell behind  
in their psychological flourishing in 2022. In general, it appears  
that Singaporeans with relatively poorer psychological flourishing  
contributed the largest to the decline in 2022. The psychological 
flourishing scores in 2011, 2016 and 2022 were relatively  

Figure 3.7 � Distribution of Flourishing Scale scores by percentile for 2011, 
2016 and 2022 QOL Surveys.
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comparable from the 70th percentile and above. In other words, for  
the Singaporean population, those who had good psychological  
flourishing tended to have scores at similar levels across the three  
QOL Surveys. The divide began to widen in the middle and bottom  
echelons of the distributions. At the 60th percentile, Singaporeans  
in 2022 scored two to three points lower than in 2011 and 2016;  
from the 20th to 60th percentile, this discrepancy increased to  
three to four points. At the 10th percentile, Singaporeans in 2022  
scored four points lower than in 2011 and five points lower than in  
2016 – that is, if  we compare Singaporeans with the lowest psycho-
logical flourishing scores across the three surveys, respondents in  
the 2022 QOL Survey were worse off than respondents in the 2011  
and 2016 surveys.

Sources of individual differences for psychological flourishing

There were several significant individual differences in  
Singaporeans’ psychological flourishing (see Figures 3.8 and  
3.9). While no gender differences were found in the 2022 QOL  
Survey, married respondents tended to have better psychological  
flourishing than those who were single. We also found a positive  
linear education effect on psychological flourishing, with more  
educated respondents having greater psychological flourishing.  

Figure 3.8 � Individual differences across gender, marital status and educa-
tion for Psychological Flourishing (2022).
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As seen in Figure 3.9, there was also a significant positive associ-
ation between household income and psychological flourishing.  
Respondents with higher household income tended to have better  
psychological flourishing. Although psychological flourishing also  
significantly differed across the different age groups, there was not  
a distinct age trend. Those between the ages of 60 and 69 years had  
the lowest psychological flourishing scores, while respondents in the  
30 to 39 years age group had the highest psychological flourishing  
scores. Psychological flourishing of the other age groups fell in  
between the scores of those aged 30 to 39 years and 60 to 69 years.

Conclusion

Over the past 10 years (2011 to 2022), Singaporeans have 
become less happy, enjoyed life less and felt a decreased sense of 
achievement. Compared to the 2016 QOL Survey, Singaporeans 
also felt a sense of reduced control over their lives and lack of 
purpose in life.

Demographic had strong influences on Singaporeans’ self-​
assessment of their happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control 

Figure 3.9 � Individual differences across age and household income for 
Psychological Flourishing (2022).
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and purpose. Those who are male, married, older, have higher 
education and have higher income tend to have greater levels of 
happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose in their 
lives. While gender did not matter for the Enjoyment Index, as 
compared to females, males were happier, achieved more, had 
greater control and had a stronger sense of purpose in their lives.

Singaporeans seemed to have declined in psychological  
flourishing over the past 10 years from 2011 to 2022. Demogra
phically, education, gender, household income and marital status 
contributed to differences in Singaporeans’ assessment of their 
state of psychological flourishing.
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4	� The income-​happiness equation 
for Singaporeans

Research studies on wellbeing have often examined the influence 
of various individual and societal factors on wellbeing outcomes. 
One of the more intriguing streams of research is centered on the 
question of whether having more income or money would make 
someone happier or more satisfied with their life. Numerous 
studies have examined this issue from diverse disciplinary 
perspectives, utilizing both extensive multicountry datasets and 
targeted country-​specific datasets. In this chapter, we provide our 
contribution to the income-​happiness debate using data from the 
2022 QOL Survey and highlight several key issues that are per-
tinent to the Singaporean context.

To recap, for the 2022 QOL Survey, respondents were asked 
about their personal and household incomes. All respondents 
disclosed their personal income, unless they were unemployed, and 
all of  them reported their household income. The income figures 
for this chapter are all in Singapore Dollars. For personal income, 
we had 1,554 data points from the weighted dataset, which were 
highly comparable to the national statistics on Singaporeans’ gross 
monthly income, excluding the Central Provident Fund (CPF) 
contributions (Manpower Research and Statistics Department, 
Ministry of Manpower, 2023). The spread of personal income for 
the respondents in the 2022 QOL Survey was relatively similar 
to the distribution of Singaporeans’ gross monthly income 
(Figure 4.1), with the national median personal income in 2022 
($4,083), inclusive of  part time employment, falling within the 
median income bracket of  the survey respondents ($4,000 to 
$4,999).
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As data analyses using either household income or personal  
income yielded similar patterns of  results, we decided to run the  
data analyses using household incomes for comparability across  
chapters. As mentioned earlier in this book, wellbeing outcomes  
encompass both affective aspects (such as happiness, and posi-
tive or negative affect) and cognitive aspects (such as life satisfac-
tion). In the sections to follow, we discuss the relationship  
between household income and wellbeing outcomes such as  
happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control, purpose and satis-
faction with life. We also have measures about perceptions of  
economic wellbeing and how satisfied respondents were about  
their life domains (e.g., household income and standard of  
living). We will examine if  these related factors (such as financial  
satisfaction and satisfaction with standard of  living) play a part  
in enhancing wellbeing.

Income and wellbeing outcomes

In general, research has shown that the influence of income 
depends on the aspect of wellbeing being measured. The effect 

Figure 4.1 � Distribution of personal income in 2022 QOL Survey and 
labor force in Singapore 2022 statistics.

Source: Manpower Research and Statistics Department, Ministry of Manpower 
(2023).
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of income on life satisfaction appeared to be stronger compared 
to positive and negative affect. For instance, having more money 
has been shown to improve the evaluations of one’s life. It may 
also help to reduce daily sadness (negative affect) but not neces-
sarily lead to more happiness (positive affect, Hudson et al., 2016; 
Kushlev et al., 2015; Sengupta et al., 2012). Using an extensive 
Gallup dataset, Diener et al. (2010) showed that national income 
(GDP per capita) had a positive effect on general life satisfac-
tion but no effect on improvements in mood (i.e., the experience 
of positive or negative emotions). This suggested an important 
distinction between economic or material prosperity and psycho-
social prosperity.

Geerling and Diener (2018) examined the relative strengths 
of societal characteristics, demographic variables and personal 
characteristics on life satisfaction, positive affect and negative affect 
among countries, and within the United States. They analyzed two 
sets of data: (1) the Gallup World Poll (2005 to 2015) consisting of 
1.5 million adults across 166 nations, and (2) the Gallup-​Sharecare 
2015 Daily Survey consisting of 177,281 adults across all 50 states 
in the United States. They found that income had a strong effect 
on life satisfaction, but a small to medium effect on positive and 
negative affect.

Research on the effect of income on affective wellbeing yielded 
somewhat mixed results due to the wide range of emotions 
associated with positive and negative affect. Depending on the types 
of emotions that were examined, effect sizes had generally been 
smaller than the effect of income on life satisfaction. In a recent 
study that focused on emotions related to a sense of self-​regard, 
Tong et al. (2021) found that income was a reliable predictor of 
greater positive self-​regard emotions (such as pride, contentment 
and confidence) and lower negative self-​regard emotions (anx-
iety, sadness, shame). However, the relationships between income 
and other self-​regard emotions (gratitude and anger) and global 
emotions (happiness) were “unstable across studies, varying in 
magnitude and not highly replicable” (Tong et al., 2021, p. 1682). 
Additionally, they discovered that one’s sense of control acted as a 
mediator of the relationships between both positive and negative 
self-​regard emotions.

The relationship between income and happiness also varied 
for different levels of income. The income-​wellbeing association 
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was strongest for people earning below the median income and 
tended to plateau for those in the upper quartile. For instance, 
Drakopoulos and Grimani (2013) showed that there was a strong 
positive relationship between income and happiness for low-​
income households and a nonsignificant relationship between 
income and happiness for high-​income households. In another 
study based on data from 24 countries between 2005 and 2013 in 
the Gallup World Poll and World Income Database, Powdthavee 
et al. (2017) explored the relationship between top-​income earners 
and their wellbeing. Specifically, they discovered that top income 
earners reported lower average enjoyment and being well-​rested 
and higher average stress and sadness.

Given the global effects of the COVID-​19 pandemic between 
2020 and 2022, researchers have taken the opportunity to study the 
effects of the pandemic on wellbeing. Using the survey results of 
1,143 adults from RAND Corporation’s nationally representative 
American Life Panel, Wanberg et al. (2020) conducted an analysis 
of changes in the psychological wellbeing of Americans before and 
during the COVID-​19 pandemic, based on their socioeconomic 
status. The authors discovered that during the stated period of 
analysis, individuals who were top income earners experienced 
a greater decrease in life satisfaction in comparison with lower-​
income earners. This corroborated Geerling and Diener’s (2018) 
findings that, contrary to intuition, higher income earners were 
not necessarily happier.

Why are rich nations and individuals not necessarily happier?

If  income is posited to have a favorable impact on wellbeing 
outcomes, this seems to suggest that economic or material pros-
perity should be something that nations and individuals should 
strive for. However, researchers have found that higher absolute 
incomes (or actual incomes) do not necessarily lead to higher levels 
of happiness, a phenomenon that has been named “the Easterlin 
Paradox” (Easterlin, 1974). Although happiness and income often 
appeared to be positively related at the start, the association did 
not continue over time within a country. Rather, plateauing effects 
had often been observed. Easterlin et al. (2010) found this to be 
true for developing countries, transitioning countries in Eastern 
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Europe and a large sample of developed countries. A panel analysis 
conducted by Muresan et al. (2019) on a sample of 26 European 
countries demonstrated that happiness increased with individual 
annual income until a threshold of US$35,000.

One possible explanation is to take into account the effect of 
relative incomes because as long as basic needs have been met, 
social comparisons about incomes and the ability to meet higher 
order needs are prevalent in many societies (Diener & Oishi 
2000; Diener & Seligman, 2009; Drakopoulos, 2013; Oshio & 
Urakawa, 2014). Studies have found that relative incomes and 
income aspirations were significantly correlated to wellbeing (e.g., 
Knight & Gunatilaka, 2011), and even more so for East Asian 
countries such as China, Japan, and South Korea (Huang et al., 
2016; Yamashita et al., 2016). Social comparisons operate at 
various levels and within different comparison or reference groups 
(e.g., with those who work in the same occupation and those 
who live in the same region). Some studies have used perceived 
social class (Guven & Sorensen, 2012) or the ranked position of 
someone’s income within a comparison group (Boyce et al., 2010). 
Through an analysis of  the British Household Panel Survey  
and Understanding Society data from 1996 to 2017, FitzRoy and 
Nolan (2021) found that ranked income, absolute income and 
relative income were all significant variables that affected life sat-
isfaction and happiness.

Using data from the Canadian National Population Health 
Survey (1994 to 2009), Latif  (2016) found that an increase in 
the average income of the reference group reduced individual 
happiness. An individual was happier when his/​her own household 
income grew compared to the average income of the reference 
group, even for different reference groups. In short, comparison 
income had a significant negative impact on an individual’s 
happiness level. This finding was supported by Ugur’s (2021) study 
on individuals in Turkey. Similar to Latif  (2016), Ugur’s (2021) 
analysis of 300,000 data responses from a Life Satisfaction Survey 
(2003 to 2017) revealed that relative income mattered more than 
absolute income for happiness. Specifically, when there was an 
increase in the average income of the city in which a person resided 
in, the level of happiness was reduced substantially leading to an 
offset of the happiness effect of an increase in absolute income. 
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This effect of relative income on happiness was also found to affect 
men more than women in Turkey.

In an analysis of  2008 to 2009 data from 11,791 individuals 
across 32 cities in the People’s Republic of  China, Li et al. (2022) 
demonstrated that that an individual’s absolute income had sig-
nificant predictive effects on relative income and wellbeing, 
with relative income playing a mediating role on the association 
between absolute income and wellbeing. Additionally, GDP was 
found to be a moderator for two relationships. Firstly, in cities 
with higher levels of  GDP, the effect of  absolute income on well-
being was stronger. Secondly, in cities with lower levels of  GDP, 
the relationship between absolute income and relative income was 
stronger.

Household income and wellbeing outcomes for Singaporeans

In the following sections, we first examine the associations between 
household income and the affective aspects of wellbeing (i.e., 
happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose). Then 
we investigate how the cognitive aspect of wellbeing varied with 
income.

Household income and affective aspects of wellbeing

Respondents in the 2022 QOL Survey initially answered the 
question on happiness “All things considered, would you say that 
you are happy these days?” with a five-​point scale of “1 =​ Very 
unhappy” to “5 =​ Very happy”. However, for consistency in ana-
lyses, we recoded the responses to a four-​point scale for parity with 
the questions on enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose. The 
recoding was done as follows: 1 and 2 were recoded as 1 =​ Unhappy, 
3 was recoded as 2 =​ Neither Happy nor Unhappy, 4 was recoded 
as 3 =​ Quite Happy, and 5 was recoded as 4 =​ Very Happy. The 
question on enjoyment (“How often do you feel you are really 
enjoying life these days?”) had a four-​point scale of “1 =​ Never” 
to “4 =​ Often”, and the question on achievement (“How much 
do you feel you are accomplishing what you want out of life?”) 
also had a four-​point scale of “1 =​ None” to “4 =​ A great deal”. 
Respondents replied to the question on control of “How much 
control do you feel you have over important aspects of your life?”), 
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and the question on sense of purpose (“All things considered, how 
much do you feel you have a sense of purpose in your life?”) with a 
four-​point scale of “1 =​ None” to “4 =​ A great deal”.

As shown in Figure 4.2, Singaporeans’ levels of  happiness,  
enjoyment, and achievement increased linearly with household  

Figure 4.2 � Happiness, enjoyment and achievement across household 
income levels (2022).
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income. Specifically, for happiness (solid gray line), there was  
a sharp increase for the $2,000 to $2,999 income bracket. The  
incremental slope featured plateaus at different junctures. For  
instance, respondents earning $3,000 to $5,999 had similar means  
from 2.25 to 2.28. Respondents earning $12,000 to $13,999 had  
means hovering around 2.52 to 2.54. Happiness remained fairly  
constant for those whose monthly household income fell in  
the range of  $3,000 to $7,999. Happiness took a sharp dip for  
those with monthly household incomes of  $11,000 to $11,999  
and $15,000 to $17,499. Singaporeans with the lowest household 
income (< $1,000) reported the lowest happiness level, while  
those who earned between $17,500 and $19,999 had the highest  
level of  happiness.

While Singaporeans with higher household incomes tended to 
have greater enjoyment and achievement, we observed more acute 
ebb and flow in the associations between income and enjoyment 
(dashed line) and between income and achievement achievement 
(dotted line). Those earning $4,000 to $4,999 reported similar 
levels of enjoyment as those earning $11,000 to $11,999. For the 
income bracket of $6,000 to $6,999, the enjoyment score (2.67) 
appeared to be similar to the three lowest income brackets (means 
ranging from 2.63 to 2.68). There was even more variability for 
achievement, which made it difficult to note patterns in the asso-
ciations. Like what was noted for happiness, those with the lowest 
income (< $1,000) reported the lowest levels of enjoyment and 
achievement, while Singaporeans with a household income of 
between $17,500 and $19,999 had the greatest enjoyment and 
achievement.

The relations between household income with Singaporeans’ 
sense of control (solid gray line) and purpose (dashed line) in 
life are presented in Figure 4.3. Control and purpose appeared 
to be closely correlated. Similar to happiness, enjoyment and 
achievement, Singaporeans’ sense of control and purpose also 
increased with higher household income. However, there could be 
exceptions where Singaporeans in a higher income group ($20,000 
and above) reported fairly similar scores for control as those 
earning $13,000 to $14,999. Once again, the group with the lowest 
income (< $1,000) had the lowest control and purpose, and the 
group that earns between $17,500 and $19,999 scored the highest 
on the two indices.
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Figure 4.3 � Control and sense of purpose across household income levels 
(2022).
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Household income and cognitive aspects of wellbeing

The cognitive aspects of wellbeing were evaluated with the 5-​
item Satisfaction with Life scale and a single question assessing 
Singaporeans’ satisfaction with their overall quality of life. The 
five statements (1 =​ “Strongly disagree”, 6 =​ “Strongly agree”) 
about satisfaction with life include, “In most ways, my life is close 
to my ideal”, “The conditions of my life are excellent”, “I am sat-
isfied with my life”, “So far I have gotten the important things 
I want in life” and “If I could live my life over, I would change 
almost nothing”. Each respondent’s responses to the five items 
were averaged and used to compare with their household income. 
The single-​item measure on the overall quality of life asked 
participants to rate their satisfaction with their “overall quality 
of life in general” on a six-​point scale (1 =​ “Very dissatisfied”, 
6 =​ “Very satisfied”). Higher scores on either measure indicated 
better cognitive wellbeing.

As shown in Figure 4.4, the two measures of cognitive wellbeing 
followed highly similar trends. Both satisfaction with life (dark gray 
line) and satisfaction with the overall quality of life (dashed line) 
increased linearly with higher household income. The first not-
able inflection point for both satisfaction with life and satisfaction 
with the overall quality of life occurred when the satisfaction levels 
dropped sharply for those with household income between $5,000 
and $5,999. Satisfaction levels continued to rise as income increased 
until they reached another peak among Singaporeans with income 
between $13,000 and $13,999, and then dipped for the next two 
income brackets. Finally, satisfaction with life and satisfaction with 
the overall quality of life rebounded and reached the highest point 
among Singaporeans who earned between $17,500 and $19,999. 
The pattern of results for cognitive wellbeing was comparable to 
the affective aspects of wellbeing, whereby Singaporeans with the 
lowest income (< $1,000) had the poorest wellbeing, and those 
earning $17,500 to $19,999 reporting the highest wellbeing.

In addition to Figures 4.2 to 4.4, we examined correlations 
between household income and the wellbeing outcomes. The 
correlations were all positive and ranged from 0.173 to 0.244, indi-
cating that household income had an influence on Singaporeans’ 
wellbeing (see Table 4.1).

We also examined related concepts such as financial satisfaction 
(i.e., how satisfied one is with the financial situation of their  
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Figure 4.4 � Satisfaction with life and satisfaction with overall QOL across 
household income levels (2022).

Table 4.1 � Correlations between wellbeing outcomes and household 
incomes (2022)

Wellbeing Outcomes Household Income

Happiness 0.219***

Enjoyment 0.202***

Achievement 0.226**

Control 0.208***

Sense of purpose 0.173***

Satisfaction with Life 0.244***

Satisfaction with overall quality of life 0.217***

Note: *** correlation is significant at 0.001 level.
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household) and satisfaction with standard of living. Similar to Ng  
et al. (2017), our correlation analyses confirmed that satisfaction  
with household incomes (i.e., financial satisfaction) and satisfac-
tion with standard of living were positively associated with the  
wellbeing outcomes (see Table 4.2).

Economic wellbeing

The impact of income on happiness can also be assessed with 
indicators of economic wellbeing (as shown in Figure 4.5). In 2022, 
about three quarters (78.3 per cent) of Singaporeans agreed that 
they have enough money to buy the things they need, compared to 
83.9 per cent in 2016. The percentage of Singaporeans who were 
able to repay their monthly loans rose slightly from 72.5 per cent in 
2016 to 77.2 per cent in 2022. The percentage of Singaporeans who 
have enough money to do what they want also increased slightly 
from 61.4 per cent in 2016 to 63.8 per cent in 2022. Almost two 
thirds (60.0 per cent) of Singaporeans reported that they were able 
to make major purchases in 2022, compared to slightly more than 
one third (44.6 per cent) in 2016.

Sources of individual differences for economic wellbeing

Sources of  individual differences for economic wellbeing are  
shown in Table 4.3. Singaporeans’ economic wellbeing did not  

Table 4.2 � Correlations between satisfaction with household income and 
standard of living with wellbeing outcomes (2022)

Wellbeing Outcomes Satisfaction with 
Household Income

Satisfaction with 
Standard of Living

Happiness 0.492*** 0.505***

Enjoyment 0.467*** 0.489***

Achievement 0.484*** 0.520***

Control 0.443*** 0.474***

Sense of purpose 0.448*** 0.464***

Satisfaction with Life 0.636*** 0.641***

Satisfaction with overall 
quality of life

0.661*** 0.717***

Note: *** correlation is significant at 0.001 level.
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vary by gender, although it does help if  Singaporeans are married,  
probably with the pooling of  resources, compared to singles with  
only one income. Married Singaporeans fared better in being  
able to pay monthly loans (72.4 per cent for singles versus 80 per  
cent for married Singaporeans), in having enough money to do  
what they want (58.7 per cent for singles versus 66.9 per cent for  
married Singaporeans), and in being able to make a major pur-
chase (52.8 per cent for singles versus 64.4 per cent for married  
Singaporeans).

Older Singaporeans were significantly better off  than their 
younger counterparts. More than eight out of  ten Singaporeans 
aged 60 years and above (87.8 per cent for 60–​69 years and 83.8 
per cent for 70–​79 years) reported that they were able to have 
enough money to buy things they need and to pay their monthly 
loans. This compared favorably against younger Singaporeans, 
like those in the 40 to 49 years age group, where seven out of  ten 
(73.7 per cent) agreed they have enough money to buy things 
they need, or those in the 20 to 29 years age group, where 
only seven out of  ten (72.9 per cent) were able to pay their 
monthly loans.

Singaporeans’ economic wellbeing also improved significantly 
as their level of education increased. For instance, while six out of 

Figure 4.5 � Indicators of economic wellbeing for 2011, 2016 and 2022 
QOL Surveys.
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Table 4.3 � Sources of individual differences for economic wellbeing (2022)

Demographics Enough 
money to 
buy things 
that you 
need

Able 
to pay 
monthly 
loans

Enough 
money to do 
things that 
you want

Able to 
make a 
major 
purchase 
now

Gender
-​ Male 77.8% 77.7% 65.9% 63.2%
-​ Female 78.8% 76.7% 61.8% 57.0%
-​ Chi-​square 0.26 0.26 3.01 6.91
-​ p 0.610 0.607 0.083 0.009

Marital Status
-​ Single 78.3% 72.4% 58.7% 52.8%
-​ Married 78.3% 80.0% 66.9% 64.4%
-​ Chi-​square 0.00 12.87 11.67 22.40
-​ p 0.995 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Age
-​ 20–​29 79.9% 72.4% 63.4% 61.3%
-​ 30–​39 74.1% 76.7% 63.4% 65.5%
-​ 40–​49 73.7% 72.9% 61.5% 60.5%
-​ 50–​59 76.4% 76.9% 61.8% 58.6%
-​ 60–​69 87.8% 84.6% 67.4% 52.5%
-​ 70–​79 83.8% 92.7% 75.5% 65.6%
-​ Chi-​square 27.14 24.64 6.73 12.67
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 0.241 0.027

Education
-​ Low 65.9% 63.4% 50.3% 43.7%
-​ Medium 75.9% 75.4% 59.6% 55.8%
-​ High 83.5% 82.5% 70.0% 67.3%
-​ Chi-​square 47.44 50.22 44.68 60.12
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Household Income
-​ Low 61.4% 56.4% 42.8% 34.7%
-​ Medium-​low 72.8% 69.7% 50.2% 45.2%
-​ Medium-​high 84.5% 84.9% 74.2% 71.4%
-​ High 89.6% 91.0% 85.7% 85.9%
-​ Chi-​square 84.56 121.34 173.11 219.08
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001
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ten with low education (65.9 per cent) reported they have enough 
money to buy things, eight out of ten (83.5 per cent) with high 
education levels were able to do so. The difference is more notice-
able when it involves having enough money to do what you want. 
Five out of 10 (50.3 per cent) of Singaporeans with low education 
reported they were able to do so, while seven out of ten (70 per 
cent) Singaporeans with high education could do so. Also, when it 
involves being able to make a major purchase, four out of ten (43.7 
per cent) of Singaporeans with low education reported they were 
able to do so, compared with more than six out of ten (67.5 per 
cent) Singaporeans with high education.

Since income is positively correlated with education levels in 
Singapore, Singaporeans’ economic wellbeing improved sig-
nificantly as household income increased. For instance, when it 
involves having enough money to do what you want, four out of 
ten (42.8 per cent) of Singaporeans with low household income 
reported they were able to do so, compared with eight out of ten 
(84.9 per cent) Singaporeans with medium-​high household income 
and nine out of ten (91 per cent) for those with high household 
income. Three out of ten (34.7 per cent) of Singaporeans with low 
household income reported they were able to make a major pur-
chase, compared with seven out of ten (71.4 per cent) and eight out 
of ten (85.9 per cent) Singaporeans with medium-​high and high 
household incomes, respectively.

Conclusion

Our data analyses revealed some interesting trends between house-
hold income and wellbeing outcomes. However, as some income 
brackets had smaller numbers of respondents, these observations 
should be taken with a note of caution and they do not suggest 
any causality. Happiness seemed to increase as household incomes 
increased. There were exceptions where Singaporeans in a higher 
income group ($11,000 to $11,999) may not be happier than those 
in the lower income groups ($10,000 to $10,999). In terms of the 
level of enjoyment, although Singaporeans who did not enjoy life 
as much were primarily from the lower income groups, enjoyment 
levels for those in the middle-​income groups ($7,001 to $10,999) 
were not much lower than those earning $12,000 to $17,999. 
Although household income had a positive relationship with 
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Singaporeans’ sense of achievement, there were again exceptions 
where people with higher income ($15,000 to $17,499) reported 
lower levels of achievement than those in lower income brackets 
($12,000 to $14,999).

Income does matter in Singaporeans’ level of control over 
important aspects of their life, and their sense of purpose, both 
of which generally improved as income increased but there were 
again exceptions. For instance, those earning $9,000 to $9,999 
reported fairly similar scores for control as those earning $13,000 
to $14,999, and similar scores for purpose as those earning twice 
as much ($20,000 and above).

Income also had a positive relationship with Singaporeans’ sat-
isfaction with life and their overall quality of life. Both satisfaction 
measures seemed to be rather closely correlated and several similar 
peaks were noted in the graphs as well, with the highest peak noted 
for those earning $17,500 to $19,999. There was a slight dip for the 
$14,000 to $17,999 income brackets.

How are Singaporeans doing in terms of economic wellbeing? 
In 2022, the percentage of Singaporeans (78.3 per cent) who 
agreed that they had enough money to buy the things they need 
fell compared to 83.9 per cent in 2016. Conversely, the percentages 
of Singaporeans who were able to repay their monthly loans 
increased from 72.5 per cent in 2016 to 77.2 per cent in 2022. 
Similarly, the percentage of Singaporeans who had enough money 
to do what they want also improved slightly from 61.4 per cent in 
2016 to 63.8 percent in 2022. The largest improvement was noted 
for 60 per cent of Singaporeans who reported that they were able 
to make major purchases in 2022, compared to slightly more than 
one third (44.6 per cent) in 2016. Singaporeans who were married 
and with higher levels of education and household incomes gener-
ally found it easier to cope with their needs, monthly loans, wants 
and major purchases. There were no age differences for wants and 
major purchases, but younger Singaporeans reported that they did 
not have enough for their needs and monthly loans.

References

Boyce, C. J., Brown, G. D. A., & Moore, S. C. (2010). “Money and 
happiness”. Psychological Science, 21(4), 471–​475. https://​doi.org/​
10.1177/​09567​9761​0362​671

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610362671
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610362671


The income-happiness equation for Singaporeans  63

Diener, E., & Oishi, S. (2000). “Money and happiness: Income and 
subjective well-​being across nations”. In E. Diener & E. Suh (Eds.), 
Culture and subjective well-​being (pp. 185–​218). Cambridge, MA: The 
MIT Press.

Diener, E., & Seligman, M. P. (2009). “Beyond money: Toward an 
economy of wellbeing”. In E. Diener (Ed.), The science of wellbeing 
(vol. 37, pp. 201–​265). Netherlands: Springer.

Diener, E., Ng, W., Harter, J., & Arora, R. (2010). “Wealth and happiness 
across the world: Material prosperity predicts life evaluation, whereas 
psychosocial prosperity predicts positive feeling”. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 99(1), 52–​61.

Drakopoulos, S.A. (2013). “Hierarchical needs, income comparisons, 
and happiness levels”. In A. Efklides &  D. Moraitou (Eds.), A positive 
psychology perspective on quality of life (pp. 17–​32). New York: Springer 
Science +​ Business Media.

Drakopoulos, S.A., & Grimani, K. (2013). “Maslow’s needs hierarchy and 
the effect of income on happiness levels”. In F. Sarracino (Ed.), The 
happiness compass: Theories, actions and perspectives for well-​being (pp. 
295–​309). Hauppauge, NY: Nova Science Publishers.

Easterlin, R.A. (1974). Does economic growth improve the human lot? 
Some empirical evidence in nations and households in economic growth. 
New York: Academic Press.

Easterlin, R.A., McVey, L.A., Switek, M, Sawangfa, O., & Zweig, J.S. 
(2010). “The happiness-​income paradox revisited”. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 107(52), 22243–​22468.

FitzRoy, F. R., & Nolan, M. A. (2021). “Income status and life satisfac-
tion”. Journal of Happiness Studies, 23(1), 233–​256. https://​doi.org/​
10.1007/​s10​902-​021-​00397-​y

Geerling, D. M., & Diener, E. (2018). “Effect size strengths in subjective 
well-​being research”. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 15(1), 167–​
185. https://​doi.org/​10.1007/​s11​482-​018-​9670-​8

Guven, C., & Sorensen, B. E. (2012). “Subjective wellbeing: Keeping up 
with the perception of the Joneses”. Social Indicators Research, 109, 
439–​469.

Huang, J., Wu, S., & Deng, S. (2016). “Relative income, relative assets, and 
happiness in urban China”. Social Indicators Research, 126, 971–​985.

Hudson, N. W., Lucas, R. E., Donnellan, M. B., & Kushlev, K. (2016). 
“Income reliably predicts daily sadness, but not happiness, A rep-
lication and extension of Kushlev, Dunn, and Lucas (2015)”. Social 
Psychological and Personality Science, 7, 828–​836.

Knight, J., & Gunatilaka, R. (2011). “‘Great expectations?’ The subjective 
wellbeing of rural-​urban migrants in China”. Oxford Development 
Studies, 39(1), 1–​24.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-021-00397-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-021-00397-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-018-9670-8


64  The income-happiness equation for Singaporeans

Kushlev, K., Dunn, E. W., & Lucas, R. E. (2015). “Higher income is 
associated with less daily sadness but not more daily happiness”. Social 
Psychological and Personality Science, 6, 483–​489.

Latif, E. (2016). “Happiness and comparison income: Evidence from 
Canada”. Social Indicators Research, 128, 161–​177.

Li, F., Mu, W., Li, S., Li, X., Zhang, J., Chen, C., & Zhou, M. J. (2022). 
“Income and subjective well-​being: Test of a multilevel moderated 
mediation model”. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 17(4), 2041–​
2058. https://​doi.org/​10.1007/​s11​482-​021-​10017-​9

Manpower Research and Statistics Department, Ministry of Manpower. 
(2023). Labour Force in Singapore 2022 Edition. https://​stats.mom.gov.
sg/​Pages/​Lab​our-​Force-​in-​Singap​ore-​2022.aspx

Muresan, G. M., Ciumas, C., & Achim, M. V. (2019). “Can money 
buy happiness? Evidence for European countries”. Applied Research 
in Quality of Life, 15(4), 953–​970. https://​doi.org/​10.1007/​s11​
482-​019-​09714-​3

Ng, W., Kua, W. S. R., & Kang, S. (2019). “The relative importance of 
personality, financial satisfaction, and autonomy for different sub-
jective well-​being facets”. The Journal of Psychology, 153(7), 680–​700. 
https://​doi.org/​10.1080/​00223​980.2019.1598​928

Oshio, T., & Urakawa, K. (2014). “The association between perceived 
income inequality and subjective wellbeing: Evidence from a social 
survey in Japan”. Social Indicators Research, 116, 755–​770.

Powdthavee, N. Burkhauser, R. V. and De Neve, J. (2017). “Top incomes 
and human well-​being: Evidence from the Gallup World Poll”. Journal 
of Economic Psychology, 62, 246–​257.

Sengupta, N. K., Osborne, D., Houkamau, C. A., Hoverd, W.J., Wilson, 
M. S., & Halliday, L. M. (2012). “How much happiness does money 
buy? Income and subjective well-​being in New Zealand”. New Zealand 
Journal of Psychology, 41(2), 21–​34.

Tong, E. M., Reddish, P., Oh, V. Y., Ng, W., Sasaki, E., Chin, E. D., & 
Diener, E. (2022). “Income robustly predicts self-​regard emotions”. 
Emotion, 22(7), 1670–​1685. https://​doi.org/​10.1037/​emo​0000​933

Ugur, Z. B. (2021). “How does inequality hamper subjective well-​being? 
The role of fairness”. Social Indicators Research, 158(2), 377–​407. 
https://​doi.org/​10.1007/​s11​205-​021-​02711-​w

Wanberg, C. R., Csillag, B., Douglass, R. P., Zhou, L., & Pollard, M. 
S. (2020). “Socioeconomic status and well-​being during COVID-​19: A 
resource-​based examination”. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(12), 
1382–​1396. https://​doi.org/​10.1037/​apl​0000​831

Yamashita, T. Bardo, A., & Liu, D. (2016). “Are East Asians happy to 
work more or less? Associations between working hours, relative 
income and happiness in China, Japan, South Korea and Taiwan”. 
Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 19, 264–​274.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-021-10017-9
https://stats.mom.gov.sg
https://stats.mom.gov.sg
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-019-09714-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-019-09714-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2019.1598928
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000933
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-021-02711-w
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000831


DOI: 10.4324/9781003399650-5
This chapter has been made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND license.

5	� Values and their influence 
on Singaporeans’ wellbeing

Values and their impact on behaviors and wellbeing outcomes 
have been a fruitful area of research in the social sciences (e.g., 
Rokeach, 1968; 1973). Values can be defined as “the whole con-
stellation of a person’s attitudes, beliefs, opinions, hopes, fears, 
prejudices, needs, desires, and aspirations that, taken together, 
govern how one behaves” (Mitchell, 1983). Values premised on 
religious beliefs also have a significant influence on individuals and 
communities.

Many country-​ and region-​level studies (e.g., European Social 
Survey and our QOL Surveys in Singapore) have incorporated 
measures on values. One of the largest studies is the World Values 
Survey (WVS), a global network of social scientists that has been 
studying changing values and their impact on social and political 
life since 1981. Publications using the WVS have contributed sub-
stantially to our understanding of how value systems influence 
various aspects of our lives. The questionnaires for these surveys 
cover a diverse range of issues such as “cultural values, attitudes 
and beliefs towards gender, family, and religion, attitudes and 
experience of poverty, education, health, and security, social toler-
ance and trust, attitudes towards multilateral institutions, cultural 
differences and similarities between regions and societies” and 
topics such as “justice, moral principles, corruption, accountability 
and risk, migration, national security and global governance”. 
Other measures have also been conceptualized and developed. For 
example, the List of Values (LOV, Kahle, 1983, 1996), consisting 
of nine personal values, has been used in many contexts and has 
well-​documented reliability and validity (Stockard et al., 2014). 
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Another established measure is the Portrait Values Questionnaire 
(Schwartz, 2007), which we used in the 2016 QOL Survey.

In this chapter, we use the LOV to assess the importance of 
certain personal values to Singaporeans and provide additional 
analyses by gender, marital status, age, education and household 
income. In addition to tracking changes in the LOV over time, 
we will examine the impact of the LOV values on Singaporeans’ 
wellbeing. Depending on the availability of data, we provide some 
comparisons to the WVS Wave 7 (2017–​2022).

List of values

In this section, we examine how Singaporeans felt about some 
personal values using the LOV. There are nine items in this 
measure, namely: (1) sense of belonging; (2) excitement; (3) fun 
and enjoyment in life; (4) warm relationships with others; (5) self-​
fulfillment; (6) being well-​respected; (7) sense of accomplishment; 
(8) security and (9) self-​respect (see Table 5.1).

Among the nine values, we expect Singaporeans to place the  
least emphasis on Excitement and Fun and Enjoyment in Life.  
The World Values Survey conducted by the Institute of Policy  

Table 5.1 � List of values

Value Description

Sense of Belonging To be accepted and needed by your 
family, friends and community.

Security To be safe and protected from 
misfortune and attack.

Self-​respect To be proud of yourself  and 
confident with who you are.

Warm Relationships with 
Others

To have close companionships and 
intimate friendships.

Fun and Enjoyment in Life To lead a pleasurable life.
Being Well-​respected To be admired by others and to 

receive recognition.
Sense of Accomplishment To succeed at whatever you do.
Self-​fulfillment To find peace of mind and to make 

the best use of your talents.
Excitement To experience stimulation and thrills.

Source: Kahle (1996).

 

 

 

 

 



Values and their influence on Singaporeans’ wellbeing  67

Studies (IPS) from November 2019 to March 2020 on over 2000  
Singaporeans found leisure to be among the four lowest priorities  
(Elangovan, 2021). Similar to other countries in Asia, according  
to the WVS 2017–​2022, only half  of those in China (50 per cent)  
and less than half  of those in Japan (45.8 per cent) agreed that  
leisure is important. By comparison, in South Korea, a majority  
(67.5 per cent) rated leisure time as “Rather Important”. Among  
ASEAN countries, only Indonesia had a majority (50.4 per  
cent) reporting that Leisure time is “Very Important” while the  
majority of Malaysians, Singaporeans and Thais reported leisure  
time as only “Rather Important” (48 per cent, 55.8 percent and  
49.8 per cent, for Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand, respectively,  
Haerpfer et al., 2022). In their study of changes in social values  
in the United States over 30 years from 1976 to 2007, Gurel-​ 
Atay et al. (2010) found that values such as self-​respect and fun-​ 
enjoyment-​excitement showed the greatest gain in importance,  
with self-​respect being the most important value in 2007. Warm  
relationships with others and self-​fulfillment were close seconds in  
order of importance. The values of security and sense of belonging  
demonstrated the most decline in importance. They also found  
that there was a reverse pattern in importance placed on different  
values; more important values in 1986 were perceived as being less  
important in 2007.

In Singapore, the LOV has been used in nationwide surveys 
conducted in 1996, 2001, 2011, 2016 and 2022. In all five surveys, 
respondents were asked to rate the nine values in the LOV on a 
six-​point scale (1 =​ Not important at all; 6 =​ Very important). The 
mean score of each value was used to rank the values from the 
most important to the least.

General comparisons for choices and ranks

In Figure 5.1, we report the percentages of respondents who picked  
a particular value as “important” or “very important”. As shown  
in the figure, the choice of important values changed over the  
years, with a definitive negative trend for all nine values, especially  
when compared to the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys. All except two  
values (security and sense of belonging) showed new low levels of  
importance compared to previous years. The steepest decline was  
for the value of being well-​respected, which declined from 71.7 per  
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cent in 2011 to 44.2 per cent in 2022. The next steep decline was  
observed for the value of warm relationships with others, which  
declined from a high of 84.3 per cent in 2016 to a new low of  
59.8 per cent, followed by the value of sense of belonging, which  
declined from a high of 82.1 per cent in 2016 to a low of 59.6 per  
cent in 2022. The value of security also declined in importance  
from a high of 90.9 per cent in 2016 to a low of 71.1 per cent in  
2022, and the value of self-​respect declined from a high of 85.8 per  
cent in 2016 to a new low of 66.1 per cent in 2022. The values of  
sense of accomplishment, self-​fulfillment, fun and enjoyment and  
excitement also reported new low levels of importance. Sense of  
accomplishment fell in importance from a high of 74.1 per cent in  
2016 to a new low of 58.1 per cent in 2022, self-​fulfillment fell in  
importance from a high of 79.9 per cent in 2016 to a new low of  
63.3 per cent in 2022, fun and enjoyment fell in importance from a  
high of 73.1 per cent in 2016 to a new low of 53.5 per cent in 2022  

Figure 5.1 � Importance of different values from 2011 to 2022.
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and excitement fell from 45.3 per cent in 2016 to a new low of 38.6  
per cent in 2022.

Apart from the significant declining trend observed in the  
importance levels of the values over the years, the ranking of  
the importance means for the values revealed some interesting  
insights (see Table 5.2). In 2011, security was the most important  
value, followed by self-​respect and warm relationships with  
others. Being well-​respected ranked 7th out of nine values. Five  
years later in 2016, the top two values remained the same as  
those in 2011 but being well-​respected declined to being ranked  
8th out of nine values. Another six years later, the top two values  
remained the same as those in 2016, but self-​fulfillment became  
the third most important factor, replacing warm relationships with  
others. Meanwhile, being well-​respected continued to remain less  
important, being ranked 8th out of nine values. Some consistency  
was also being observed in Singaporeans’ views of the importance  
of the nine values, with fun and enjoyment being ranked either 7th  
or 8th, and excitement was always ranked last over the last three  
editions of QOL Surveys. The low importance accorded to fun and  
enjoyment is consistent with the findings of the WVS conducted  
by IPS (Elangovan, 2021).

Table 5.2 � List of values (ranking of importance means) for 2011, 2016 
and 2022

List of Values 2022 (rank) 2016 (rank) 2011 
(rank)

Security 4.94 (1) 5.19 (1) 5.09 (1)
Self-​respect 4.80 (2) 5.06 (2) 5.03 (2)
Self-​fulfillment 4.77 (3) 4.93 (5) 4.93 (5)
Warm Relationships   

with Others
4.67 (4) 5.02 (3) 4.99 (3)

Sense of Belonging 4.64 (5) 4.97 (4) 4.98 (4)
Sense of  

Accomplishment
4.63 (6) 4.82 (6) 4.90 (6)

Fun and Enjoyment 4.55 (7) 4.80 (7) 4.85 (8)
Being  

Well-​respected
4.26 (8) 4.75 (8) 4.88 (7)

Excitement 4.13 (9) 4.14 (9) 4.44 (9)

Note: Means of scale ranging from 1=​Not important at all to 6=​Very important.
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Sources of individual differences in LOV

Gender

Female Singaporeans tended to hold values such as self-​respect, 
security (Table 5.3a), and self-​fulfillment (Table 5.3b) as being 
more important than male Singaporeans. Conversely, males valued 
excitement more than females. We have not found any extant 
studies that examined gender differences in the LOV.

Marital Status

Married Singaporeans valued being well-​respected (Table 5.3a) and 
sense of belonging (Table 5.3b) more than their single counterparts. 
Although we did not find significant differences for fun and enjoyment 
between married versus single Singaporeans, a WVS conducted by 
IPS from November 2019 to March 2020 on over 2,000 Singaporeans 
found that “Nearly 40 per cent of singles rated leisure time as very 
important, compared to less than 30 per cent of married respondents” 
(Elangovan, 2021). We have not found any extant studies that 
examined differences in the LOV for marital status.

Age

As shown in the third column of Table 5.3a, age had a U-​
shaped and significant pattern with the value of being well-​
respected: Singaporeans in the 50 to 59 and 60 to 69 years old age 
groups regarded this value to be less important compared to their 
younger and older compatriots. However, age showed a signifi-
cant and linear declining trend for the values of sense of accom-
plishment, fun and enjoyment, and excitement (Table 5.3b). In 
other words, older Singaporeans tended to place less importance 
on these three values, as compared to younger ones. This trend is 
also supported by the findings of the same IPS study mentioned 
earlier: “About 40 per cent of those aged between 21 and 35 said 
leisure time was very important, compared to about 20 per cent of 
those above 65” (Elangovan, 2021).

Our results about older Singaporeans contrasted with findings 
from research on LOV of older persons in other parts of the 
world, some of which examined both chronological age, as well as 
cognitive or self-​perceived age. For instance, in a study involving 
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356 Australian seniors in age ranging between 56 and 93 years, 
Cleaver and Muller (2002) found that those who had younger 
self-​perceived age placed more importance on fun and enjoy-
ment, while those who had older self-​perceived age placed greater 
importance on security.

In a study involving 650 older consumers (above 50 years of 
age) in the United Kingdom, Sudbury and Simcock (2009) found 
that the most important value to the older consumers was self-​
respect, followed by security, warm relationships with others and 
a sense of accomplishment, with being well-​respected as the least 
important value. However, in terms of self-​reported cognitive 
age, Sudhury and Simcock (2009) found that while self-​respect 
was of greatest importance to the older cognitive age groups (40s, 
50s and 60s), the youngest cognitive age group (30s) placed the 
greatest importance on warm relationships with others. Strong 
negative correlations were found between cognitive age and warm 
relationships with others, fun and enjoyment and self-​fulfillment. 
Strong positive correlations were found between cognitive age and 
security, sense of accomplishment, and sense of belonging.

Education

Education had an unanimously positive and significant correl-
ation with the values of self-​respect, security, being well-​respected 
and warm relationships with others (Table 5.3a) and all five values 
of sense of accomplishment, self-​fulfillment, sense of belonging, 
fun and enjoyment, as well as excitement in Table 5.3b. The more 
educated Singaporeans were, the more they endorsed each of the 
nine values. We have not found any extant studies that examined 
differences between the LOV and education.

Household income

Similar to education, household income also had strong effects on 
Singaporeans’ endorsement of the nine values. Household income 
had a positive and significant correlation with the values of self-​
respect, security, being well-​respected and warm relationships 
with others (Table 5.3a) and all five values of sense of accomplish-
ment, self-​fulfillment, sense of belonging, fun and enjoyment, as 
well as excitement, as seen in Table 5.3b. The positive relationship 
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Table 5.3a � Sources of individual differences in importance for self-​
respect, security, being well-​respected and warm relationships 
with others (2022)

Demographics Self-​
Respect

Security Being Well-​  
respected

Warm 
Relationships 
with Others

Gender
-​ Male 4.71 4.82 4.26 4.63
-​ Female 4.89 5.06 4.26 4.71
-​ F-​Stats 14.77 23.07 0.00 2.90
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 0.990 0.089

Marital Status
-​ Single 4.81 4.89 4.15 4.65
-​ Married 4.80 4.98 4.33 4.68
-​ F-​Stats 0.14 3.26 9.79 0.40
-​ p 0.707 0.071 0.002 0.529

Age
-​ 20–​29 4.85 4.87 4.46 4.76
-​ 30–​39 4.88 4.93 4.46 4.69
-​ 40–​49 4.80 4.89 4.30 4.69
-​ 50–​59 4.78 5.06 4.01 4.58
-​ 60–​69 4.72 4.99 4.03 4.64
-​ 70–​79 4.68 4.79 4.35 4.62
-​ F-​Stats 1.28 1.91 9.78 1.16
-​ p 0.268 0.090 < 0.001 0.329

Education
-​ Low 4.68 4.81 4.03 4.52
-​ Medium 4.74 4.91 4.14 4.60
-​ High 4.87 5.00 4.39 4.75
-​ F-​Stats 5.90 5.19 14.83 7.65
-​ p 0.003 0.006 < 0.001 < 0.001

Household Income
-​ Low 4.69 4.81 3.90 4.48
-​ Medium-​low 4.80 4.92 4.22 4.64
-​ Medium-​high 4.77 4.96 4.35 4.71
-​ High 4.99 5.09 4.45 4.81
-​ F-​Stats 4.84 3.61 11.88 4.89
-​ p 0.002 0.013 < 0.001 0.002
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(Continued)

Table 5.3b � Sources of individual differences in importance for sense of accomplishment, self-​fulfillment, sense of belonging, 
fun and enjoyment and excitement (2022)

Demographics Sense of 
Accomplishment

Self-​  
Fulfillment

Sense of  
Belonging

Fun and  
Enjoyment

Excitement

Gender
-​ Male 4.62 4.71 4.59 4.50 4.20
-​ Female 4.64 4.84 4.69 4.60 4.07
-​ F-​Stats 0.15 7.87 3.90 4.09 5.09
-​ p 0.700 0.005 0.048 0.043 0.024

Marital Status
-​ Single 4.58 4.76 4.54 4.53 4.08
-​ Married 4.65 4.78 4.70 4.57 4.17
-​ F-​Stats 2.09 0.09 9.70 0.59 2.13
-​ p 0.149 0.770 0.002 0.441 0.145

Age
-​ 20–​29 4.74 4.77 4.69 4.76 4.46
-​ 30–​39 4.71 4.87 4.65 4.73 4.49
-​ 40–​49 4.59 4.77 4.62 4.54 4.19
-​ 50–​59 4.53 4.73 4.66 4.46 3.90
-​ 60–​69 4.56 4.74 4.58 4.37 3.75
-​ 70–​79 4.68 4.74 4.71 4.09 3.56
-​ F-​Stats 2.42 0.85 0.41 10.80 26.19
-​ p 0.034 0.517 0.839 < 0.001 < 0.001
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Demographics Sense of 
Accomplishment

Self-   
Fulfillment

Sense of  
Belonging

Fun and  
Enjoyment

Excitement

Education
-​ Low 4.49 4.61 4.46 4.40 3.87
-​ Medium 4.54 4.70 4.65 4.51 3.98
-​ High 4.71 4.86 4.70 4.62 4.29
-​ F-​Stats 8.34 9.78 6.95 6.92 22.22
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 0.001 < 0.001

Household Income
-​ Low 4.42 4.61 4.44 4.24 3.81
-​ Medium-​low 4.57 4.73 4.62 4.53 4.04
-​ Medium-​high 4.63 4.78 4.65 4.60 4.20
-​ High 4.92 5.01 4.87 4.78 4.49
-​ F-​Stats 12.31 8.01 7.50 12.85 17.06
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001
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between income and fun and enjoyment is also mentioned in the 
earlier mentioned IPS study which showed that “[r]‌espondents 
from a higher socio-​economic status were also more likely to indi-
cate that leisure time is ‘very important’ in their lives relative to 
their less well-​off  peers” (Elangovan, 2021).

Impact of LOV on wellbeing

To assess the impact of LOV on Singaporeans’ wellbeing, we 
conducted a series of regression analyses, using the nine LOV 
items as independent variables. The wellbeing outcomes selected 
as dependent variables in the regression analyses are: happiness 
(“All things considered, would you say that you are happy these 
days?” with a five-​point scale of “1 =​ Very unhappy” to “5 =​ Very 
happy”); enjoyment (“How often do you feel you are really enjoying 
life these days?” on a four-​point response scale of “1 =​ Never” 
to “4 =​ Often”); achievement (“How much do you feel you are 
accomplishing what you want out of life?” on a four-​point scale of 
“1 =​ None” to “4 =​ A great deal”); level of control (“How much 
control do you feel you have over important aspects of your life?” 
on a four-​point scale of “1 =​ None” to “4 =​ A great deal”); and 
sense of purpose (“All things considered, how much do you feel 
you have a sense of purpose in your life?” on a four-​point scale of 
“1 =​ None” to “4 =​ A great deal”). As in the other chapters, the 
happiness scores are recoded into a 4-​point scale by combining the 
“1s” and “2s” into a single category prior to data analysis. These 
five outcomes make up the affective aspects of wellbeing.

The cognitive aspect of wellbeing was measured with the five-​
item Satisfaction with Life scale (composite average of responses to 
five statements). The five statements in the scale are as follows: “In 
most ways, my life is close to my ideal”, “The conditions of my life 
are excellent”, “I am satisfied with my life”, “So far I have gotten 
the important things I want in life” and “If I could live my life 
over, I would change almost nothing”. Each item was rated on a 
six-​point scale “1 =​ Strongly disagree” to “6 =​ Strongly agree”).

LOV and affective wellbeing

As shown in Table 5.4, there was remarkable consistency in the 
effects of the nine values on each of the affective aspects of 
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wellbeing. The values of sense of belonging and excitement were 
consistently significant predictors. Singaporeans who valued a 
sense of belonging and excitement tended to be happier, enjoyed 
life more, had a greater sense of achievement and perceived greater 
control and purpose in their lives. Apart from the level of enjoy-
ment, valuing a sense of accomplishment also positively predicted 
Singaporeans’ happiness, achievement, control and purpose in life. 
Singaporeans who sought warm relationships with others also 
tended to be happier, while those that strived for self-​fulfillment 
tended to have greater levels of enjoyment. The values of security, 
self-​respect, fun and enjoyment, and being well-​respected did not 
significantly impact any affective aspects of wellbeing.

LOV and cognitive wellbeing

We observed similar patterns of results for the regressions involving 
cognitive wellbeing (Table 5.4). The values of sense of belonging 
and excitement positively influenced respondents’ scores for sat-
isfaction with life. Being well-​respected was the only other value 
that was significantly associated with satisfaction with life; those 
that valued being well-​respected tended to be more satisfied with 
their lives.

Conclusion

We have investigated Singaporeans’ ranking of the importance of 
the LOV items over the past three QOL Surveys (2011, 2016 and 
2022). Several issues are worth highlighting when we examined 
these past rankings. While Singaporeans’ rankings of the top two 
values of security and self-​respect have not changed over the past 
decade, they have also consistently given lowest priority to the 
two values of fun and enjoyment and excitement. The low focus 
on leisure also seems to be common among Asian countries like 
China and Japan, as well as ASEAN countries like Malaysia and 
Thailand.

In 2022, age, gender, education and marital status had differ-
ential impact on the nine values in the LOV (self-​respect, security, 
being well-​respected, warm relationships with others, sense of 
accomplishment, self-​fulfillment, sense of belonging, fun and 
enjoyment, and excitement). A deep dive into the 2022 QOL 
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Table 5.4 � Impact of LOV on affective and cognitive wellbeing (2022)

LOV items Unstandardized Beta

Happiness Enjoyment Achievement Control Purpose SWL

(Constant) 0.909 1.687 1.633 1.704 1.504 2.224
Sense of Belonging 0.059 0.105 0.096 0.081 0.075 0.116
Security −0.011 −0.003 −0.008 −0.025 0.024 −0.052
Self-​respect −0.005 0.013 0.025 0.032 0.036 0.019
Warm Relationships 

with Others
0.056 −0.006 −0.010 −0.002 0.005 −0.027

Fun and Enjoyment 0.010 0.017 −0.003 −0.010 −0.013 0.012
Being Well-​respected 0.006 −0.005 0.009 0.009 0.029 0.067
Sense of 

Accomplishment
0.100 0.034 0.075 0.053 0.083 0.045

Self-​fulfilment 0.026 0.063 0.009 0.037 0.011 0.014
Excitement 0.084 0.044 0.057 0.082 0.055 0.204

R2 0.083*** 0.076*** 0.075*** 0.079*** 0.095*** 0.116***

Note: Bold figures indicate statistical significance. SWL =​ Satisfaction with Life Scale.
*** � p < 0.001.

  

 
new

genrtpdf



78  Values and their influence on Singaporeans’ wellbeing

survey data revealed that Singaporeans who were male, younger, 
better educated and had higher household incomes tended to place 
more importance on fun and enjoyment and excitement than other 
Singaporeans. Hence, it seems to imply that apart from gender, 
resourcefulness, which was facilitated by better education and 
higher income, do influence Singaporeans to place more emphasis 
on fun and enjoyment and excitement. Perhaps better education 
and higher income have been achieved at the expense of having 
more leisure time, potentially explaining the heightened appreci-
ation of fun and enjoyment and excitement among the more finan-
cially well-​endowed Singaporeans.

In 2022, different values of LOV have differential effects on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing. Sense of belonging and, surprisingly, 
excitement were the two values that consistently had a significant 
influence on Singaporeans’ satisfaction with life, happiness, enjoy-
ment, achievement, control and purpose, while sense of accom-
plishment consistently had a positive impact on Singaporeans’ 
achievement, control and purpose. Warm relationships with 
others had a significant and positive impact only on Singaporeans’ 
happiness. Being well-​respected only influenced Singaporean’s 
cognitive wellbeing (i.e., satisfaction with life) but not affective 
wellbeing. Surprisingly, the value of security, which was ranked 
number one in 2022, and self-​respect, which was ranked number 
two in 2022, had no significant impact on Singaporeans’ wellbeing.
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6	� Clustering of Singaporeans

In this chapter, we continue our inquiry into the influence of values 
on wellbeing. While Chapter 5 included nine values that signify 
personal strivings, we examine value orientations on a broader scale 
by measuring Singaporeans’ inclination toward four major aspects 
of life (i.e., family, sustainability, tradition and material consump-
tion) and using them to distinguish among clusters of Singaporeans. 
Various value orientations had been used for the clustering of 
Singaporeans in the past two QOL Surveys (2011 and 2016). Some 
value orientations are more pro-​social and other-​oriented, while 
some are more self-​centered. For the 2022 QOL Survey, respondents 
were asked for their views on 28 statements on various value 
orientations. These include family values, concern about the environ-
ment (or eco-​orientation), materialism, societal consciousness and 
traditionalism. All statements used to measure value orientations in 
the 2016 QOL Survey were retained, except for the three statements 
on entrepreneurial spirit (“I am creative and resourceful in solving 
problems”, “I have more self-​confidence than most people” and “To 
me, realizing my fullest potential is more important than monetary 
rewards”). These statements were dropped based on a review of the 
relevance and saliency of the value orientation observed in the past 
surveys. The responses ranged from “1” for “Strongly Disagree” 
to “6” for “Strongly Agree”. Higher means thus indicated greater 
agreement about a particular statement.

Identification of factors

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal axis factoring 
extraction was conducted to derive the respective underlying 
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dimensions of Singaporeans’ value orientations. The EFA of the 
28 statements yielded four factors with eigenvalues above one, and 
the four factors explained 60.81 per cent of the variance of the 
28 statements. All statements had a factor loading of at least 0.4 
and did not cross load on multiple factors. The four factors, the 
statements measuring the value orientations, their loadings and 
reliability alphas are indicated in Table 6.1. These factors and 
value orientations were then used to organize Singaporeans into 
the distinctive clusters.

●	 Family Values (Factor 1): This factor has seven statements 
similar to the family values factor derived in the 2011 and 2016 
QOL Surveys.

●	 Sustainability (Factor 2): This factor consists of nine statements 
that measured sustainability-​related values, like environmental 
sustainability and social sustainability. The sustainability factor 
in this survey subsumes the eco-​orientation and volunteerism 
factors found in the 2016 QOL Survey into a single factor.

●	 Traditionalism (Factor 3): This factor has all the five statements 
that made up the traditionalism factor in the 2016 QOL Survey.

●	 Materialism (Factor 4): This factor contains seven statements 
and combines the status consciousness factor in the 2016 QOL 
Survey with the materialism factor.

As described earlier, two of the four factors (i.e., family values 
and traditionalism) in the 2022 QOL Survey are identical to their 
2016 counterparts and are measured by the same statements on 
value orientations. The remaining two factors (i.e., sustainability 
and materialism) are formed through combining smaller factors in 
2016 into larger factors in the present survey.

Generally, there was some stability in the value orientations 
being measured, as the statements within each value orientation 
remained about the same over the years. Factor analyses showed 
that it is psychometrically sound to apply the four-​factor structure 
(i.e., family values, sustainability, traditionalism and materialism) 
to the same 28 statements in the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys. 
Hence, in the sections to follow, we describe each factor in detail 
and how they compare with the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys based 
on the four-​factor structure.
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Table 6.1 � Four-​factor structure of value orientations (2022) and mean scores (2011, 2016, 2022)

Factors and Value Orientations 2022
Factor  
loadings

2022
Mean
score
(rank)

2016 Mean   
score (rank)

2011 Mean  
score 
(rank)

Factor 1: Family Values (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.91)

5.00 5.34 5.15

Family members should stand by one  
another through the ups and downs  
in life.

0.839 5.09 (1) 5.40 (2) 5.23 (2)

Family love makes a person feel  
appreciated and treasured.

0.805 5.08 (2) 5.39 (4) 5.20 (4)

One should support one’s parents in  
their old age.

0.756 5.08 (2) 5.40 (2) 5.28 (1)

One should honor one’s parents and  
grandparents.

0.768 5.05 (4) 5.43 (1) 5.23 (2)

Family members should communicate  
openly and honestly with each other.

0.760 5.02 (5) 5.27 (6) 5.09 (5)

One should strive to provide the best  
for one’s children.

0.680 4.89 (6) 5.32 (5) 4.97 (7)

Family members should be prepared  
to make sacrifices to help each other.

0.676 4.80 (7) 5.19 (7) 5.02 (6)

Factor 2: Sustainability (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.90)

4.06 4.09 4.09

I would be willing to bring my own  
bags for shopping to reduce the  
use of non-​recyclable bags.

0.758 4.58 (1) 4.24 (2) 4.25 (3)

I will stop buying my favorite brand  
if  I know the company producing  
it was polluting the environment.

0.707 4.30 (2) 4.43 (1) 4.34 (1)

I feel I should do my part to help  
raise funds for charity.

0.630 4.08 (3) 4.16 (5) 4.30 (2)

I usually buy products that use  
recyclable packaging.

0.796 4.02 (4) 4.08 (7) 3.95 (8)

I would be willing to use a non-​  
polluting detergent even if  I have  
my laundry less white.

0.689 4.02 (4) 4.10 (6) 4.00 (6)

I am willing to do volunteer work  
on a regular basis.

0.719 3.98 (6) 3.89 (8) 3.96 (7)

I am willing to pay more for products  
that are friendly to the environment.

0.782 3.96 (7) 4.17 (3) 4.15 (4)

I often donate money for charitable  
causes.

0.540 3.96 (7) 4.17 (3) 4.12 (5)

I often find time to be involved in  
community or charity work.

0.604 3.66 (9) 3.61 (9) 3.77 (9)
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(Continued)

Table 6.1 � Four-​factor structure of value orientations (2022) and mean scores (2011, 2016, 2022)

Factors and Value Orientations 2022
Factor  
loadings

2022
Mean
score
(rank)

2016 Mean   
score (rank)

2011 Mean  
score 
(rank)

Factor 1: Family Values (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.91)

5.00 5.34 5.15

Family members should stand by one  
another through the ups and downs  
in life.

0.839 5.09 (1) 5.40 (2) 5.23 (2)

Family love makes a person feel  
appreciated and treasured.

0.805 5.08 (2) 5.39 (4) 5.20 (4)

One should support one’s parents in  
their old age.

0.756 5.08 (2) 5.40 (2) 5.28 (1)

One should honor one’s parents and  
grandparents.

0.768 5.05 (4) 5.43 (1) 5.23 (2)

Family members should communicate  
openly and honestly with each other.

0.760 5.02 (5) 5.27 (6) 5.09 (5)

One should strive to provide the best  
for one’s children.

0.680 4.89 (6) 5.32 (5) 4.97 (7)

Family members should be prepared  
to make sacrifices to help each other.

0.676 4.80 (7) 5.19 (7) 5.02 (6)

Factor 2: Sustainability (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.90)

4.06 4.09 4.09

I would be willing to bring my own  
bags for shopping to reduce the  
use of non-​recyclable bags.

0.758 4.58 (1) 4.24 (2) 4.25 (3)

I will stop buying my favorite brand  
if  I know the company producing  
it was polluting the environment.

0.707 4.30 (2) 4.43 (1) 4.34 (1)

I feel I should do my part to help  
raise funds for charity.

0.630 4.08 (3) 4.16 (5) 4.30 (2)

I usually buy products that use  
recyclable packaging.

0.796 4.02 (4) 4.08 (7) 3.95 (8)

I would be willing to use a non-​  
polluting detergent even if  I have  
my laundry less white.

0.689 4.02 (4) 4.10 (6) 4.00 (6)

I am willing to do volunteer work  
on a regular basis.

0.719 3.98 (6) 3.89 (8) 3.96 (7)

I am willing to pay more for products  
that are friendly to the environment.

0.782 3.96 (7) 4.17 (3) 4.15 (4)

I often donate money for charitable  
causes.

0.540 3.96 (7) 4.17 (3) 4.12 (5)

I often find time to be involved in  
community or charity work.

0.604 3.66 (9) 3.61 (9) 3.77 (9)
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Factor 3: Traditionalism (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.80)

3.98 4.22 4.08

I celebrate festivals in the traditional  
way.

0.483 4.27 (1) 4.46 (1) 4.36 (1)

Religion is an important part of my  
life.

0.699 4.24 (2) 4.42 (2) 4.21 (2)

I like to stick to traditional ways  
of doing things.

0.480 4.09 (3) 4.13 (4) 3.94 (4)

It is wrong to have sex before  
marriage.

0.796 3.85 (4) 4.21 (3) 4.13 (3)

Divorce is unacceptable. 0.742 3.46 (5) 3.90 (5) 3.77 (5)

Factor 4: Materialism (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.88)

3.61 3.27 3.56

Money can solve most people’s  
problems.

0.601 4.30 (1) 4.04 (1) 4.32 (1)

If  I had to choose between having  
more money and leisure, I would choose more 
money.

0.587 4.02 (2) 3.71 (2) 3.94 (2)

My social status is an important part  
of my life.

0.707 3.58 (3) 3.62 (3) 3.94 (2)

I admire people who own expensive  
homes, cars and clothes.

0.771 3.46 (4) 2.92 (5) 3.20 (5)

I feel good if  the credit card I use  
gives the impression of high status  
with exclusive privileges.

0.764 3.39 (5) 2.57 (7) 3.03 (7)

I like to own things that impress  
people.

0.817 3.30 (6) 2.88 (6) 3.33 (4)

I usually look out for well-​known  
brands to reflect my status in life.

0.744 3.22 (7) 3.15 (4) 3.17 (6)

Note: Ranks were sorted in descending order of the means of statements in each factor in 2022. Each statement was rated on a 6-​point Likert 
scale (1 =​ Strongly Disagree, 6 =​ Strongly Agree).

Factors and Value Orientations 2022
Factor  
loadings

2022 
Mean
score
(rank)

2016 Mean   
score (rank)

2011 Mean  
score 
(rank)
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Factor 3: Traditionalism (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.80)

3.98 4.22 4.08

I celebrate festivals in the traditional  
way.

0.483 4.27 (1) 4.46 (1) 4.36 (1)

Religion is an important part of my  
life.

0.699 4.24 (2) 4.42 (2) 4.21 (2)

I like to stick to traditional ways  
of doing things.

0.480 4.09 (3) 4.13 (4) 3.94 (4)

It is wrong to have sex before  
marriage.

0.796 3.85 (4) 4.21 (3) 4.13 (3)

Divorce is unacceptable. 0.742 3.46 (5) 3.90 (5) 3.77 (5)

Factor 4: Materialism (Cronbach’s  
α =​ 0.88)

3.61 3.27 3.56

Money can solve most people’s  
problems.

0.601 4.30 (1) 4.04 (1) 4.32 (1)

If  I had to choose between having  
more money and leisure, I would choose more 
money.

0.587 4.02 (2) 3.71 (2) 3.94 (2)

My social status is an important part  
of my life.

0.707 3.58 (3) 3.62 (3) 3.94 (2)

I admire people who own expensive  
homes, cars and clothes.

0.771 3.46 (4) 2.92 (5) 3.20 (5)

I feel good if  the credit card I use  
gives the impression of high status  
with exclusive privileges.

0.764 3.39 (5) 2.57 (7) 3.03 (7)

I like to own things that impress  
people.

0.817 3.30 (6) 2.88 (6) 3.33 (4)

I usually look out for well-​known  
brands to reflect my status in life.

0.744 3.22 (7) 3.15 (4) 3.17 (6)

Note: Ranks were sorted in descending order of the means of statements in each factor in 2022. Each statement was rated on a 6-​point Likert 
scale (1 =​ Strongly Disagree, 6 =​ Strongly Agree).
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Family values

We start with the first factor and value orientation labeled as 
“family values”, which is perceived to be the most important 
among Singaporeans (i.e., the highest mean score among the 
four factors in 2022). The seven statements in this value orien-
tation were based on the Singapore government’s Family Values 
Campaign, which was started in 1994 to enhance the wellbeing 
of  families and underpin the progress of  Singapore. We have used 
the same statements for the family values orientation for the 2011 
and 2016 QOL Surveys. As shown in Table 6.1, the scores for all 
the seven statements measuring family values and the composite 
score have dropped substantially in 2022 compared to 2011 and 
2016. This is particularly discouraging, as the importance of 
family values was on a rise from 2011 to 2016, but by 2022, the 
gains had been reversed, and Singaporeans valued their family 
even less than in 2011. Despite the overall decline in family values, 
the statements related to standing by one’s family through ups 
and downs, as well as providing for one’s parents, were rated to 
be one of  the most important by Singaporeans in 2022, similar to 
respondents in the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys. This emphasis 
on the family is also supported by the findings from a WVS 
conducted by the IPS from 2019 to 2020, which found that family 
still topped the ranking of  importance (92 per cent) among the 
Singaporeans and Permanent Residents surveyed (Elangovan, 
2021a). Singapore is not alone in reporting such a high priority 
placed on family. The WVS Wave 7 (2017–​2022) revealed that 
Asian countries such as China (86.2 per cent), Japan (92 per 
cent) and South Korea (88.9 per cent), as well as ASEAN coun-
tries such as Indonesia (98 per cent), Malaysia (96.3 per cent) 
and Thailand (90.5 per cent) also shared such a family-​oriented 
focus (Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Sustainability

The second factor and value orientation, labeled as “sustain-
ability”, comprises nine statements and is the largest out of  the  
four value orientations in the 2022 QOL Survey (Table 6.1). This  
factor subsumes the factors of  eco-​orientation and volunteerism  
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in the 2016 QOL Survey into a single construct centering around  
sustainability-​related issues like social sustainability and environ-
mental sustainability. Social sustainability refers to prosocial  
behaviors that maintain the equality and cohesiveness of  our  
society (Grum & Babnik, 2022), whereas environmental sustain-
ability relates to behaviors that protect and conserve our  
ecosystems. As seen in Figure 6.1, sustainability is the only value  
orientation that has remained fairly constant across 11 years and  
three QOL Surveys. Signifying some level of  success in Singapore’s  
campaign for the reduced use of  disposable bags (National  
Environment Agency, 2022), in 2022, Singaporeans expressed  
a higher willingness to bring their own bags than in 2011 and  
in 2016. However, Singaporeans in 2022 were significantly less  
willing to incur monetary costs for sustainability-​related purposes,  
such as donating money for charitable causes and paying more  
for environmentally friendly products. Coincidentally, according  
to the WVS 2017–​2022, the low willingness to donate money is  
also prevalent across some Asian countries like Japan (45.3 per  
cent said they have donated to a group or campaign) and South  
Korea (16.1 per cent) and ASEAN countries like Indonesia (14.8  
per cent), Thailand (28 per cent) and Malaysia (42.7 per cent,  
Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Figure 6.1 � Mean scores of value orientations (2011, 2016 and 2022).
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Traditionalism

The third factor and value orientation that emerged is labeled 
“traditionalism”. This value orientation consists of the exact five 
statements in the 2016 QOL Survey, and measures views about 
divorce, premarital sex, traditions, and religion. The composite 
Traditionalism score as well as each of the statements under this 
factor seem to follow an inverted U-​shaped pattern, whereby 
Singaporeans became more traditional from 2011 to 2016, and 
then decreased in their traditionalism from 2016 to 2022. Notably, 
respondents in the 2022 QOL Survey have become more liberal in 
their stance towards divorce and pre-​marital sex than respondents 
in 2011 and 2016. Interestingly, the same WVS mentioned earlier 
found that “Singaporeans remain largely conservative on issues 
such as homosexuality, abortion, casual sex and prostitution, but 
deem the likes of divorce, euthanasia and the death penalty as 
more acceptable” (Ong, 2021). In contrast, according to the WVS 
2017–​2022, while an Asian country like Japan is more liberal on 
issues like divorce (23.8 per cent deemed it a justifiable cause), 
other Asian countries are less liberal on such issues. A third of 
those surveyed in China deemed divorce as “never justifiable” and 
close to a third (27.7 per cent) in South Korea deemed it less jus-
tifiable. Among ASEAN countries, Indonesia is the least tolerant 
of divorce, where close to half  (49.1 per cent) deemed divorce 
to be “never justifiable”, while only 16.8 per cent in Malaysia, 
27.9 per cent in Singapore and 24.7 per cent in Thailand shared 
such sentiments (Haerpfer et al., 2022). As far as casual sex is 
concerned, the WVS 2017–​2022 revealed that among Asian coun-
tries such as China, Japan and South Korea, the Chinese were the 
least liberal on this issue, with more than a third (40.3 per cent) 
claiming that such an act is “never justifiable”, while those sharing 
such sentiments in Japan and South Korea were among the 
minority (5.2 per cent for Japan and 5.1 percent for South Korea). 
Among ASEAN countries, Indonesians were the least liberal, with 
more than three-​quarters (76.5 per cent) claiming that such acts 
are “never justifiable”, while only 31.8 per cent in Malaysia, 34 
per cent in Singapore and 26.2 per cent in Thailand shared such 
sentiments (Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Despite the overall drop in traditionalism in 2022, the rela-
tive rankings of the five statements remained relatively constant 
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over the years, with Singaporeans placing greatest importance 
on (1) celebrating festivals in traditional ways and (2) in reli-
gion out of the five statements. Among some ASEAN countries 
surveyed in the WVS 2017–​2022, Indonesia and Malaysia, both 
countries with a large majority of Muslims, reported religion as 
“very important” (98.1 per cent for Indonesia and 72.4 per cent for 
Malaysia), whereas among some Asian countries, religion is rated 
“not important at all” in China (42.8 per cent) and Japan (42.1 per 
cent), and “not very important” in South Korea (47.7 per cent, 
Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Materialism

The fourth and final factor and value orientation in the 2022 
QOL Survey is “materialism”. This value orientation is made up 
of a total of seven statements that measured the factors of status 
consciousness and materialism in the 2016 QOL Survey. As seen 
in Figure 6.1, while all other values either remained constant or 
decreased in importance, materialism is the only value orienta-
tion that Singaporeans placed greater emphasis on in 2022 than 
in the past years, especially more so than in 2016. Particularly, 
as compared to those in 2011 and 2016, respondents in the 
2022 QOL Survey are more likely to admire people with expen-
sive possessions. Looking at the rankings, across the three QOL 
Surveys, Singaporeans constantly rated money and social status to 
be one of the most important among the seven statements in the 
materialism factor. This materialistic orientation is not surprising 
given that besides family and friends, Singaporeans ranked wealth 
as their top three priorities in the previously mentioned WVS 
(Elangovan, 2021a).

Identification of clusters

With the confirmation of the four value orientations, a two-​step 
cluster analysis was conducted to identify groups of Singaporeans 
in the 2022 QOL Survey based on the respective composite scores 
of family values, sustainability, traditionalism, and materialism. 
Prior to the cluster analysis, ipsatization of the responses to the 28 
value orientations was conducted to account for any response biases 
by the respondents. Ipsatization was conducted by subtracting 
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each respondent’s average score across the 28 statements from the 
raw score of each value orientation statement, and the resulting 
scores reflect the relative importance of each of the four value 
orientations to an individual. Values with scores close to zero indi-
cate average importance, while scores higher than zero reflect value 
orientations that are of great importance. Negative scores indicate 
less important values to an individual. The ipsatized mean scores 
of the four factors were used for cluster analysis.

Our analyses showed that a four-​cluster solution provided good  
interpretability and also comparability with the 2011 six-​cluster  
solution and the 2016 five-​cluster solution. Each cluster was also  
sufficiently large. Cluster 4 was the largest group, with 622 out of  
1,811 respondents (34.3 per cent) belonging to this group. This was  
followed by Cluster 1, with 545 respondents (30.1 per cent), and  
Cluster 3, with 335 respondents (18.5 per cent). Cluster 2 was the  
smallest group, with 309 respondents belonging to this segment  
(17.1 per cent). Figure 6.2 illustrates the extent to which the four  
value orientations are manifested in each of these clusters. An  
ANOVA shows that the four clusters differed on the four value  

Figure 6.2 � Clusters of Singaporeans (2022).
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orientations to varying extents, which we will elaborate on in the  
following section.

Description of clusters

Cluster 1: The Balancers

This group of Singaporeans (30.1 per cent) perceived the four value 
orientations to be similarly important in their lives. Alongside 
Cluster 3, they were the most traditional among the four clusters. 
Singaporeans in Cluster 1 also ranked 2nd highest in sustain-
ability and materialism, and were the least family-​oriented. Their 
scores were relatively stable across the four value orientations, with 
no strong distinctive characteristics, earning them the label “the 
Balancers”.

Demographically as shown in Table 6.2, males were signifi-
cantly more likely to be classified to this segment. Compared to the 
overall age distribution of the weighted sample (which has been 
adjusted towards the national statistics), a greater proportion of 
the Balancers was aged between 21 and 39 years old, suggesting 
that this cluster comprised younger adults. The Distribution of 
marital status fairly resembled the overall sample’s distribution 
as almost two-​thirds of this group were married. Adults in this 
cluster were also more highly educated and had higher household 
income than the other clusters.

Cluster 2: The Materialists

Singaporeans in Cluster 2 ranked the highest on materialism while 
they ranked the second lowest on family values and the lowest on 
sustainability and traditionalism. Thus, this cluster was named 
“the Materialists”. The Materialists made up the smallest cluster 
in the 2022 QOL Survey, with 17.1 per cent of the respondents 
belonging to this group.

Several demographic attributes differentiate this cluster from 
the rest. While males and females were equally likely to be a 
Materialist, Singaporeans in this group were more likely to be 
single and highly educated, as compared to the other clusters. 
Similar to Cluster 1, the Balancers, members of Cluster 2 were 
also younger than Singaporeans in Clusters 3 and 4. Only 9.4 per 
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Table 6.2 � Demographic profiles of clusters (2022)

Demographics Cluster 1
(n =​ 545)

Cluster 2
(n =​ 309)

Cluster 3
(n =​ 335)

Cluster 4
(n =​ 622)

Total
(n =​ 1811)

Gender
-​ Male 301

(55.2%)
157
(50.8%)

147
(44.0%)

273
(43.8%)

878
(48.5%)

-​ Female 244
(44.8%)

152
(49.2%)

187
(56.0%)

350
(56.2%)

933
(51.5%)

Marital Status
-​ Single 200

(34.7%)
147
(47.6%)

110
(32.9%)

233
(37.5%)

690
(38.1%)

-​ Married 345
(63.3%)

162
(52.4%)

224
(67.1%)

389
(62.5%)

1120
(61.9%)

Age Group
-​ 21 to 29 129

(23.7%)
94

(30.4%)
34

(10.1%)
62

(10.0%)
319
(17.6%)

-​ 30 to 39 158
(29.0%)

78
(25.2%)

37
(11.0%)

92
(14.8%)

365
(20.2%)

-​ 40 to 49 124
(22.8%)

72
(23.3%)

55
(16.4%)

116
(18.6%)

367
(20.3%)

-​ 50 to 59 75
(13.8%)

28
(9.1%)

92
(27.5%)

167
(26.8%)

362
(20.0%)

-​ 60 to 69 43
(7.9%)

30
(9.7%)

97
(29.0%)

152
(24.4%)

322
(17.8%)

-​ 70 to 79 15
(2.8%)

7
(2.3%)

20
(6.0%)

33
(5.3%)

75
(4.1%)

Education
-​ Low 99

(18.2%)
44

(14.2%)
75

(22.4%)
143
(23.0%)

361
(19.9%)

-​ Medium 104
(19.1%)

58
(18.8%)

97
(29.0%)

166
(26.7%)

425
(23.5%)

-​ High 342
(62.8%)

207
(67.0%)

163
(48.7%)

313
(50.03%)

1025
(56.6%)

Household Income
-​ Low 75

(13.8%)
29
(9.4%)

51
(15.3%)

98
(15.8%)

253
(14.0%)

-​ Low-​Medium 158
(29.0%)

99
(32.1%)

134
(40.1%)

222
(35.7%)

613
(33.9%)

-​ Medium-​High 218
(40.1%)

128
(41.6%)

91
(27.2%)

228
(36.7%)

665
(36.8%)

-​ High 93
(17.1%)

52
(16.9%)

58
(17.4%)

74
(11.9%)

277
(15.3%)
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Table 6.2 � Demographic profiles of clusters (2022)

Demographics Cluster 1
(n =​ 545)

Cluster 2
(n =​ 309)

Cluster 3
(n =​ 335)

Cluster 4
(n =​ 622)

Total
(n =​ 1811)

Gender
-​ Male 301

(55.2%)
157
(50.8%)

147
(44.0%)

273
(43.8%)

878
(48.5%)

-​ Female 244
(44.8%)

152
(49.2%)

187
(56.0%)

350
(56.2%)

933
(51.5%)

Marital Status
-​ Single 200

(34.7%)
147
(47.6%)

110
(32.9%)

233
(37.5%)

690
(38.1%)

-​ Married 345
(63.3%)

162
(52.4%)

224
(67.1%)

389
(62.5%)

1120
(61.9%)

Age Group
-​ 21 to 29 129

(23.7%)
94

(30.4%)
34

(10.1%)
62

(10.0%)
319
(17.6%)

-​ 30 to 39 158
(29.0%)

78
(25.2%)

37
(11.0%)

92
(14.8%)

365
(20.2%)

-​ 40 to 49 124
(22.8%)

72
(23.3%)

55
(16.4%)

116
(18.6%)

367
(20.3%)

-​ 50 to 59 75
(13.8%)

28
(9.1%)

92
(27.5%)

167
(26.8%)

362
(20.0%)

-​ 60 to 69 43
(7.9%)

30
(9.7%)

97
(29.0%)

152
(24.4%)

322
(17.8%)

-​ 70 to 79 15
(2.8%)

7
(2.3%)

20
(6.0%)

33
(5.3%)

75
(4.1%)

Education
-​ Low 99

(18.2%)
44

(14.2%)
75

(22.4%)
143
(23.0%)

361
(19.9%)

-​ Medium 104
(19.1%)

58
(18.8%)

97
(29.0%)

166
(26.7%)

425
(23.5%)

-​ High 342
(62.8%)

207
(67.0%)

163
(48.7%)

313
(50.03%)

1025
(56.6%)

Household Income
-​ Low 75

(13.8%)
29
(9.4%)

51
(15.3%)

98
(15.8%)

253
(14.0%)

-​ Low-​Medium 158
(29.0%)

99
(32.1%)

134
(40.1%)

222
(35.7%)

613
(33.9%)

-​ Medium-​High 218
(40.1%)

128
(41.6%)

91
(27.2%)

228
(36.7%)

665
(36.8%)

-​ High 93
(17.1%)

52
(16.9%)

58
(17.4%)

74
(11.9%)

277
(15.3%)
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cent of the Materialists had a low household income as compared 
to other clusters (13.8 per cent to 15.8 per cent), suggesting that 
Singaporean adults in this cluster tended to enjoy better socio-​
economic status.

Cluster 3: The Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented

Cluster 3 was one of the two clusters that scored extremely highly 
on family values. Ranked the first on family values, Cluster 3, 
which represented 18.5 per cent of respondents in the 2022 QOL 
Survey, also had the highest score on sustainability, indicating 
a strong focus on family and also an outward-​looking perspec-
tive in terms of caring for others and the environment. They had 
average scores on traditionalism and the lowest on materialism. 
With a focus on family, others and the environment, as well as 
an anticonsumption orientation, this cluster was labeled “the Pro-​
Social Family-​Oriented”.

Members of Cluster 3 tended to be female, older, less educated 
and of lower household income. More than half  of the respondents 
in Cluster 3 were females, aged 50 and above, and had a household 
income that is categorized to be low or low-​medium. Less than 
half  of Cluster 3 (48.7 per cent) have received a university edu-
cation, significantly less than the proportions of degree holders 
in Clusters 1 and 2. The distribution of marital status in Cluster 
3 fairly resembled the overall sample’s distribution, with 67.1 per 
cent of Singaporeans in this cluster being married.

Cluster 4: The Traditional Family-​Oriented

Cluster 4 was similar to Cluster 3, as both groups were high 
scorers on family values and traditionalism. However, while the 
Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented also cared about others and the envir-
onment with a high Sustainability score, Singaporeans in Cluster 
4 ranked the second lowest in sustainability. The smaller emphasis 
on sustainability by this group of adults was compensated by their 
increased focus on materialism as they ranked 3rd on this value 
orientation. Thus, Cluster 4 which made up 34.3 per cent of the 
sample, has been named “the Traditional Family-​Oriented”.

Members of Cluster 4 share many demographic similarities 
with those of Cluster 3. Compared to those in Clusters 1 and 2, 
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Singaporeans grouped in Cluster 4 were more significantly likely 
to be female, older and less educated. Marital status and house-
hold income of this group followed the distribution of the overall 
sample relatively closely.

Comparison of clusters on affective and cognitive wellbeing, 
satisfaction with economic wellbeing and trust

Affective and cognitive wellbeing

We start by comparing the four clusters on the cognitive and 
affective aspects of wellbeing. Specifically, we examine if  clusters of 
Singaporeans with varying value orientation profiles would differ 
in their cognitive and affective wellbeing. As in the other chapters, 
cognitive wellbeing was measured using the five-​item Satisfaction 
with Life scale (1 =​ “Strongly Disagree”, 6 =​ “Strongly Agree”). 
We also looked at another aspect of cognitive wellbeing through 
the Life Evaluation Index (based on the Cantril Self-​Anchoring 
Striving Scale) mentioned in the Gallup-​Healthways Well-​Being 
Index. Respondents were asked to evaluate their present and 
future (five years from now) lives on a ladder with numbers 0 
(worst possible life) to 10 (best possible life). Affective wellbeing 
was measured as participants’ responses for wellbeing outcomes 
such as happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose. 
Possible scores for each of these scales ranged from one to four, 
with higher values indicating better wellbeing.

As seen in Figure 6.3 (solid line), the Balancers (i.e., Cluster 
1) were the most satisfied with life among the four clusters, 
followed by the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented (Cluster 3) and then 
the Traditional Family-​Oriented (Cluster 4) and the Materialists 
(Cluster 2). Along with the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented, the 
Balancers also rated their lives now on the Cantril Ladder to be 
significantly better than the Traditional Family-​Oriented and 
the Materialists (Figure 6.3, white bar). As an indication that 
Singaporeans were generally hopeful of their future, all four clusters 
perceived their lives five years from now to be significantly better 
than their lives now (Figure 6.3, gray bar). Notably, this sense of 
hopefulness was more pronounced among the Materialists and the 
Traditional Family-​Oriented, as these two groups of Singaporeans 
expected their lives to improve the most in five years’ time.
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On the affective aspects (Figure 6.4), however, the Pro-​Social  
Family-​Oriented consistently stood out as the segment with the  
best wellbeing. Singaporeans in this cluster significantly enjoyed life  
more, felt more accomplished in life, had more control over their  
lives and had greater purpose in life than the Traditional Family-​ 
Oriented and the Materialist groups. Although the Balancers  
were as happy as the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented, the Balancers  
did not perform as well as the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented in the  
other aspects of affective wellbeing. Given that Singaporeans who  
valued sustainability the most (Pro-​Social Family Oriented) had  
the best affective wellbeing, this suggests that engaging in prosocial 
behaviors may be one way that Singaporeans can leverage  
on to improve their happiness.

Finally, the Materialists consistently ranked the last across all  
indices of wellbeing (Figure 6.4). Respondents who placed great  
importance on improving their social status through material  
possessions tended to be less satisfied with life, more unhappy,  
enjoyed life less, perceived that they accomplished less, felt less  
in control and had less purpose in life than other Singaporeans.  
However, given the nature of the QOL Survey, we should be careful  
about making any causal claims of materialism on happiness. On  

Figure 6.3 � Comparison of clusters across cognitive aspects of wellbeing 
(2022).Note: SWL =​ Satisfaction with Life Scale. SWL scores 
ranged from 1 to 5. Ladder scores ranged from 0 (worst) to 10 
(best).
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the one hand, Materialists might be more unhappy than others  
because they were unable to satisfy their incessant pursuit for  
branded and more expensive items. On the other hand, it was  
also possible that respondents in the Materialists cluster might  
have been unhappy to begin with and they turned to material  
possessions as a means to improve their wellbeing. Either way, the  
findings suggest that owning more material possessions may not  
be a good way to make one happier.

Satisfaction with economic wellbeing

To measure economic wellbeing, we asked respondents four 
questions: (1) “Do you/​your household have enough money to 
buy the things you need?”; (2) “If you/​your household have/​has a 
loan, are you/​your household currently able to meet these monthly/​
regular financial commitments as planned?”; (3) “Do you/​your 
household have more than enough money to do what you want 
to do?” and (4) “Would you/​your household be able right now to 
make a major purchase, such as a car, appliance or furniture, or pay 
for a significant home repair if  you needed to?” Answering “Yes” to 
these questions would reflect satisfaction with economic wellbeing.

Singaporeans in the four clusters differed drastically in satisfac-
tion with their economic wellbeing. As seen in Figure 6.5, the  

Figure 6.4 � Comparison of clusters across affective aspects of wellbeing 
(2022).
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Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented tend to be the most satisfied with their  
economic wellbeing, as this segment of Singaporeans had the  
greatest proportion indicating that they had enough to buy what  
they need, to pay loans, to do things that they want and to make  
big purchases now. In the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented cluster, 85.6  
per cent indicated that they had enough money to buy things that  
they need, significantly more than 72.2 per cent of the Balancers  
and 75.5 per cent of the Materialists. Notably, these two clusters  
(i.e., Balancers and Materialists) had higher household income  
than the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented (Table 6.2). Yet they were  
less satisfied with their economic wellbeing. With the Materialists  
consistently being among the two least satisfied clusters across  
the four economic wellbeing indicators, this potentially explains  
the poor cognitive and affective wellbeing of Singaporeans in this  
cluster.

Generalized trust

Finally, we compared the extent to which each cluster trusts  
others in general. As far as trusting other individuals is concerned  
(Figure 6.6), respondents of the 2022 QOL Survey tended to be  
skeptical of others, with more than half of almost every cluster dis-
agreeing that people can be trusted, people would be fair and that  
people would try to be helpful. More than half of the Pro-​Social  

Figure 6.5 � Satisfaction with economic wellbeing across clusters (2022).
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Family-​Oriented thought that most people would be fair (56.6 per  
cent), significantly more than the proportions of the Balancers  
and the Materialists who thought so. This low trust in others was  
also found by IPS’s WVS of more than 2,000 Singaporeans from  
November 2019 to March 2020: “[t]‌here is an overall low level of  
trust among Singaporeans for others, with two-​thirds (64.9 per  
cent) of respondents to a study saying that they felt they had to  
be very careful when dealing with people, as opposed to feeling  
most people could be trusted” (Elangovan, 2021b). Interestingly,  
except for China, where close to two-​thirds (63.5 per cent) said  
that most people can be trusted, most of the other Asian countries 
(Japan 61.0 per cent) and South Korea (67.1 per cent), and  
ASEAN countries (Indonesia (95.3 per cent), Malaysia (80.4 per  
cent) and Thailand (65.6 per cent) shared that they needed to be  
very careful when dealing with people (Haerpfer et al., 2022).

Figure 6.6 � Comparison of generalized trust across clusters (2022).
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Conclusion

In this chapter, we reported the value orientations and clustering 
of Singaporeans in 2022. Factor analysis showed four value 
orientations based on the 2022 QOL Survey data: (1) family values; 
(2) sustainability; (3) traditionalism and (4) materialism. Four 
different segments of Singaporeans emerged based on a clustering 
analysis of the four value orientations. Out of these four value 
orientations, two of them, namely, family values and tradition-
alism, are identical to their counterparts in 2016 and are measured 
by the same value orientation statements. In fact, the 2001 QOL 
Survey on Singaporeans also found these two value orientations to 
be part of the important factors in the clustering of Singaporeans 
(Tambyah & Tan, 2018). This shows the persistence of these two 
value orientations among Singaporeans across the decades.

Another factor worthy of  mention is the sustainability value 
orientation, which subsumes the value orientations of  eco-​
orientation and volunteerism in the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys 
into a single construct. The sustainability value orientation centers 
around sustainability-​related issues like social sustainability and 
environmental sustainability. Regardless of  whether sustain-
ability is a single factor or a combination of  eco-​orientation and 
volunteerism factors, the scores for the items comprising the 
sustainability factor have remained consistently high across the 
decades (2011, 2016 and 2022). This signifies how Singaporeans 
are in tune with the increasing global concern about prosocial 
behaviors.

In the 2001 QOL Survey, there were eight clusters of 
Singaporeans, featuring two pro-​family groups differentiated by 
their prosocial behaviors (Tambyah & Tan, 2018). In the 2011 
QOL Survey, there were six clusters again featuring conservative 
versus new age family groups differentiated by their prosocial 
behaviors, and in the 2016 QOL Survey, there were the Prosocial 
Family-​Oriented group versus the Materialistic Family-​Oriented 
group (see Tambyah and Tan, 2018). In this 2022 QOL Survey, 
we have the Pro-​social Family-​Oriented versus the Traditional 
Family-​Oriented groups out of four clusters. Hence, one can pos-
sibly conclude that family values, traditionalism and prosocial 
behaviors are time-​tested, consistent and distinctive factors in the 
clustering of Singaporeans.
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The four clusters of Singaporeans differed in their cognitive and 
affective wellbeing. For instance, the Balancers were the most sat-
isfied with life among the four clusters, while the Materialists were 
relatively less satisfied. Although all four clusters perceived their 
lives five years from now to be significantly better than their lives 
now, this sense of hopefulness was more pronounced among the 
Materialists and the Traditional Family-​Oriented. On the affective 
aspects of wellbeing, the Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented cluster 
consistently stood out as the segment with the best wellbeing. 
Singaporeans in this cluster significantly enjoyed life more, felt 
more accomplished in life, had more control over their lives and 
had greater purpose in life than the Traditional Family-​Oriented 
and the Materialists.

Singaporeans in the four clusters differed drastically in satis-
faction with their economic wellbeing. The Pro-​Social Family-​
Oriented members tended to be the most satisfied with their 
economic wellbeing in terms of having enough to buy what they 
need, being able to pay monthly loans, being able to do things that 
they want and being able to make a major purchase now. In terms 
of these economic wellbeing indicators, the Materialists were con-
sistently among the least satisfied clusters. As far as trusting other 
individuals are concerned, Singaporeans were generally skeptical 
of others as we have found in the 2016 QOL Survey. Almost every 
cluster in 2022 disagreed that people can be trusted, that people 
would be fair and that people would try to be helpful.

To give a more vivid description of the four clusters of 
Singaporeans derived from the 2022 QOL Survey, we describe four 
hypothetical individuals who are intended to serve as archetypes 
of each of the four clusters and are representative of the unique 
characteristics that distinguish each group.

Jasper is a Balancer. He is happily married and is in his mid-​30s. 
He values his family and traditions but also enjoys the benefits 
of a materialistic and sustainable lifestyle. He has a medium-​high 
household income and strives for a balanced approach to life. In 
general, Jasper is satisfied with his life and has a positive outlook 
on the future.

Nathan is a single Materialist in his late 20s. He is highly 
educated with a medium-​high income and enjoys indulging in 
the finer things in life. Driven to maintain his lavish lifestyle, he 
often feels unfulfilled and unhappy. Despite his relative financial 

 



102  Clustering of Singaporeans

success, Nathan perceives himself  to be in a poor financial state. 
Additionally, he is also distrustful of others and has a lack of con-
cern for the environment.

May and June are sisters who share a strong family value orien-
tation. May is highly pro-​social and committed to social justice 
and environmental sustainability. She is passionate about making 
the world a better place and is often involved in community and 
volunteer work. May is married, in her late 60s and has a mod-
erate income. She is content with a simple lifestyle and values her 
relationships with her family and community. Despite her rela-
tively low income, she is highly satisfied with her life and is trusting 
of others in general.

June is May’s younger sister and shares her strong family value 
orientation. However, unlike May, June is highly traditional and 
conservative in her views. She is content with her life and values 
her relationships with her family and community but is not par-
ticularly interested in social or environmental sustainability. June 
is married, in her mid-​50s and has a moderate-​high income. She 
thinks she is doing fine financially, and she does not have strong 
feelings regarding trusting others or not.
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7	� Rights, politics and the impact 
on wellbeing

In this chapter, we explore the association between individual-​
level perceptions of issues related to democratic rights and views 
about politics, and their impact on the wellbeing of Singaporeans. 
Research has suggested that citizens living in democratic societies 
have a better sense of wellbeing because democracy enables the 
creation of conditions that contribute to wellbeing, especially the 
opportunities for political participation. Verba and Nie (1972) 
defined political participation as “the means by which the interests, 
desires and demands of the ordinary citizens are communicated 
[…] all those activities by private citizens that are more or less dir-
ectly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental personnel 
and/​or decisions they make”. Political participation has been 
assessed in terms of the inclination or the propensity to engage in 
certain behaviors and/​or the actual behaviors themselves. These 
behaviors include voting, participation in government-​organized 
public hearings or citizens’ meetings, participation in an action 
group, participation in a protest action, march or demonstration, 
working for a political campaign, contributing to a political candi-
date, attending a meeting or rally for a political candidate and/​or 
contacting an elected official within the past year.

More recently, there has been a growing consensus among 
scholars that the definition of political participation should no 
longer be limited to conventional forms of participation (i.e., 
electoral politics). Instead, Theocharis and van Deth (2018) have 
expanded the concept to include unconventional political acts, 
such as protesting, and even various forms of civic engagement 
that are not obviously political in nature. Against the backdrop of 
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increased internet penetration and usage, the concept of political 
participation has to be adapted and extended to reflect societal 
circumstances (Ruess et al., 2021). For instance, nonconventional 
activities such as online activism and advocacy should be taken 
into consideration. Hooghe et al. (2014) posit that political par-
ticipation is a “dynamic concept, and its classical instrumental 
definitions are just too restrictive in the era of digital communica-
tion technologies” (p. 345). Consistently, studies have found that 
younger citizens relied more heavily on online than offline polit-
ical participation (Vitak et al., 2011), and that youth were more 
predisposed to participate in diverse nonconventional activities to 
influence political outcomes (Sloam, 2016). These propositions are 
aligned with the IPS’s most recent findings on the level of demo-
cratic political engagement among the youth in the 2020 General 
Election, which will be briefly discussed in subsequent sections of 
this chapter.

Studies have shown that political participation can yield certain 
beneficial outcomes such as increased trust, favorable subscription 
to democratic values and more participation in collective action 
(Putnam, 2000). Teorell (2006) also suggested that individuals 
could view political participation as a form of self-​development, 
personal growth and fulfillment. The perceived control that citi-
zens in democracies have over political decision making was found 
to be strongly correlated to mental health and job satisfaction 
(Stutzer & Frey, 2006). More recently, an analysis of 2,577 inter-
view responses across 31 provinces in the People’s Republic of 
China has demonstrated that political participation significantly 
improved the life satisfaction of urban residents (He et al., 2022). 
The improvement was more significant for females, members of 
the Chinese Communist Party, the highly educated and employed 
individuals.

Despite the benefits of political participation, the evidence of 
its impact on wellbeing has been inconclusive. Although Weitz-​
Shapiro and Winters (2011) demonstrated that there was no rela-
tionship between voting and life satisfaction, other scholars have 
proposed otherwise. Pirralha (2017) explored the causal relationship 
between political participation and wellbeing in the Netherlands 
and found no substantial effect of political participation on life 
satisfaction. However, he suggested that political efficacy could be 
a potential intervening variable between political participation and 
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wellbeing. Specifically, he demonstrated that external political effi-
cacy and internal political efficacy both played a role at different 
points in time. First, the perception of the openness of the political 
system (i.e., external political efficacy) had an impact on individual 
life satisfaction. Then, believing in one’s capabilities to participate 
(i.e., internal political efficacy) continued to play a role in influen-
cing individual life satisfaction. Internal political efficacy also had 
a larger significant effect on political participation.

Barker and Martin (2011), in their review of various empir-
ical studies, noted that political participation could promote 
happiness through two potential pathways. Firstly, involvement 
in political and social movement organizations allowed citizens to 
build personal relationships in addition to their usual networks 
associated with family, work and leisure-​time activities. These 
relationships contributed to increased happiness given that both 
parties would interact over mutual interests. Another possible 
explanation for this causal relationship is undergirded by the idea 
that happiness could be derived from pursuing a good and mean-
ingful life, which included helping others. Although participa-
tion in social movements often did not result in personal gains, 
individuals were driven to participate because of their belief  in a 
larger social cause, which increased their happiness level. Lastly, 
Shi et al. (2022) also demonstrated through their analysis of 8,475 
respondents from the 2015 Chinese Social Survey that political 
participation was significantly, strongly and positively correlated 
with satisfaction. Citizens who engaged in politics were able to 
increase their social capital, which, in turn, improved their phys-
ical and mental wellbeing.

Some studies have shown that the reverse relationship may hold 
true, for example, that happy citizens were more likely to vote and 
engage in other forms of political participation, which, in turn, 
perpetuates the democratic system (Flavin & Keane, 2012; Ward, 
2019). Again, the evidence has been somewhat mixed. Pirralha 
(2017) found no significant effect of wellbeing on political partici-
pation. Other studies have shown that satisfied citizens were less 
inclined to participate in protests and strikes to achieve certain 
policy outcomes (Bahry & Silver, 1990), as they were in a state of 
“contented idleness” (Vennhovern, 1988). In contrast, Flavin and 
Keane (2012) showed that citizens who were satisfied were more 
active in turning out to vote and participate in the political process, 
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but this participation was in activities of a nonconflicting nature 
(i.e., conventional political participation such as voting or giving 
money to political causes). Hence, the link between life satisfac-
tion and political participation may depend on the type of polit-
ical activity. Similar to Pirralha (2017), Flavin and Keane (2012) 
suggested that the effect of life satisfaction on political participa-
tion was mediated through political efficacy (both internal and 
external). In a recent study, Ward (2019) has also demonstrated 
that happy citizens were not only more likely to participate in 
voting, but they were also more likely to vote for the incumbent.

As observed in Tambyah et al. (2010), Singapore had one of the 
lowest rates of political participation compared to other East Asian 
countries like Japan, South Korea and Japan. Soon (2015) also 
noted the low levels of offline political participation in Singapore, 
whether there were elections or not. For instance, less than a quarter 
of voters (23.5 per cent) said they attended one or more political 
rallies during the 2015 General Election. Similarly for online pol-
itical participation in the period leading up to polling day for the 
2015 General Election, voters indicated that they followed “once a 
week or less” a political discussion thread, a socio-​political blogger 
or YouTuber or shared information and commentary. However, 
more recently, studies that examined the level of political partici-
pation in Singapore during the 2020 General Election (GE2020) 
discovered three new trends: (1) a surge in digital platform engage-
ment by political parties resulting from COVID-​19 restrictions; 
(2) an increase in conversations on social media and (3) an increase 
in youth engagement. Notable studies include Soon and Neo’s 
(2021) research on the role of digital media in GE2020, through an 
online survey of 2,018 Singaporean citizens above the age of 21. The 
authors discovered that in view of the COVID-​19 restrictions, polit-
ical parties ramped up their digital outreach efforts on social media 
platforms (such as Facebook, Instagram and Twitter). This resulted 
in a surge of digital platform usage among Singaporeans, which 
contributed to high levels of online citizen engagement. Similarly, 
Khoo et al. (2020) discovered an overall increase in the number 
of social conversations on Twitter as the polling date got nearer, 
with conversations discussing and responding to the campaigns of 
different political parties. Through interviews with 20 Singaporeans, 
Kwan (2022) found that youth participation during GE2020 came 
in the form of engaging candidates and political parties, as well as 
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directly volunteering in party work both offline and online. In the 
period prior to GE2020, Singaporean youth were also involved in 
activism through their correspondence with political leaders and 
direct involvement in civic and political events. Overall, GE2020 
saw 95.81 per cent of eligible voters casting their ballots, marking 
the highest voter turnout rate in 23 years (Tan, 2020).

Research studies on Singaporeans’ views about democratic 
rights and politics are not common in Singapore. We have 
addressed this by providing the findings and insights from the 
2011 QOL Survey (as reported in Tambyah & Tan, 2013), the 2016 
QOL Survey (as reported in Tambyah & Tan, 2018) and the 2022 
QOL Survey (as reported in this chapter). We use measures related 
to satisfaction with democratic rights and views about politics in 
our analyses, and discuss the results with comparisons to relevant 
local studies (e.g., the surveys conducted by IPS).

In the following sections, we present the findings on how satis-
fied Singaporeans are with their democratic rights, and how they 
view various aspects of politics. We also examine the sources of 
individual differences for these perceptions, and the effects of 
these perceptions on the wellbeing of Singaporeans.

Satisfaction with democratic rights

Democratic rights include the right to vote, to participate in any  
kind of organization, to gather and demonstrate, to be informed  
about the work and functions of government, to freedom of speech  
and to criticize the government. Respondents were asked about  
their satisfaction with these rights on a scale from 1 for “very dissat-
isfied” to 4 for “very satisfied”. Higher means indicate higher  
levels of satisfaction. Consistent with the 2016 and 2011 QOL  
Surveys, responses collected in 2022 (see Table 7.1 and Figure 7.1)  
demonstrated that respondents were most satisfied with the right  
to vote (mean of 3.23), and least satisfied with the right to criticize  
the government (2.58). Similarly, satisfaction towards the right  
to gather and demonstrate was ranked fourth (2.65) in the list  
containing six different rights, while satisfaction towards freedom  
of speech was ranked fifth (2.64). The rankings of satisfaction  
regarding these four democratic rights have remained unchanged  
since 2011. In the 2022 QOL Survey, satisfaction with the right  
to be informed about the work and functions of government was  
ranked second (2.85), as compared to its 3rd-​place ranking in 2016  
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Table 7.1 � Satisfaction with democratic rights (percentages for 2022 and means for 2011, 2016 and 2022)

Statement Very 
dissatisfied
1
%

Somewhat 
dissatisfied
2
%

Somewhat 
satisfied
3
%

Very  
satisfied
4
%

Mean  
2022  
(rank)

Mean  
2016  
(rank)

Mean 
2011 
(rank)

The right to  
vote

2.8 7.8 52.9 36.5 3.23 (1) 3.31 (1) 3.57 (1)

The right to 
participate  
in any kind of 
organization

5.8 20.0 59.2 14.9 2.83 (3) 3.12 (2) 3.27 (2)

The right to  
gather and 
demonstrate

11.6 25.6 48.6 14.2 2.65 (4) 2.75 (4) 2.96 (4)

The right to be 
informed  
about the work 
and functions  
of government

6.8 18.4 57.4 17.4 2.85 (2) 2.96 (3) 3.12 (3)

Freedom of  
speech

11.8 26.9 47.3 14.0 2.64 (5) 2.74 (5) 2.88 (5)

The right to  
criticize the 
government

12.3 29.1 46.6 12.0 2.58 (6) 2.62 (6) 2.68 (6)
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and 2011. Satisfaction with the right to participate in any kind of  
organization dropped from the 2nd placing (in 2016 and 2011) to  
3rd in 2022 (2.83). In addition to the slight changes in rankings  
for the respondents’ satisfaction with certain democratic rights, the  
2022 QOL Survey has shown a decline in the level of satisfaction  
for all six democratic rights.

When we examined the results across demographic groups (see 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3), several significant differences were noted. In 
the 2022 QOL Survey, male and female respondents differed sig-
nificantly in two aspects; females were more satisfied with the right 
to participate in any organization, and the right to gather and 
demonstrate. With regard to marital status, while those who were 
married tended to express higher satisfaction with all six rights, the 
differences between marital status were significant only for satis-
faction with the right to be informed about the work and functions 
of government, and the right to criticize the government. In terms 
of age, there were no significant differences across the different 
age groups in relation to the satisfaction with the right to vote (see 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3). However, satisfaction with the other five rights 
followed a significant downward trend, with older respondents 
being less satisfied than younger respondents. On the contrary, all 
six rights differed significantly by education level, with the main 
source of difference stemming from those belonging to the highly 

Figure 7.1 � Satisfaction with democratic rights (2011, 2016 and 2022).
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Table 7.2 � Sources of individual differences for satisfaction with demo-
cratic rights (to vote, participate and gather) (2022)

Demographics The right  
to vote

The right to  
participate in  
any kind of  
organization

The right to  
gather and  
demonstrate

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.22 2.95 2.81
-​ 30–​39 3.27 2.99 2.81
-​ 40–​49 3.17 2.83 2.66
-​ 50–​59 3.23 2.79 2.55
-​ 60–​69 3.23 2.65 2.49
-​ 70–​79 3.35 2.62 2.41
-​ F-​Stats 1.14 10.70 9.50
-​ p 0.337 < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 3.18 2.79 2.59
-​ Medium 3.18 2.74 2.54
-​ High 3.27 2.89 2.73
-​ F-​Stats 3.69 7.01 8.65
-​ p 0.025 < 0.001 < 0.001

Gender
-​ Male 3.22 2.79 2.61
-​ Female 3.24 2.87 2.70
-​ F-​Stats 0.74 4.68 4.64
-​ p .389 .031 .031

Household  
Income

-​ Low 3.14 2.72 2.53
-​ Medium-​low 3.21 2.79 2.58
-​ Medium-​high 3.26 2.86 2.71
-​ High 3.30 2.96 2.80
-​ F-​Stats 2.82 5.26 7.36
-​ p .038 .001 < .001

Marital Status
-​ Single 3.20 2.80 2.64
-​ Married 3.25 2.85 2.66
-​ F-​Stats 1.73 1.60 0.27
-​ p 0.189 0.206 0.605
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Table 7.3 � Sources of individual differences for satisfaction with demo-
cratic rights (to be informed, speak and criticize) (2022)

Demographics The right to be  
informed about  
the work and  
functions of  
government

Freedom  
of speech

The right to  
criticize the  
government

Age
-​ 20–​29 2.95 2.78 2.71
-​ 30–​39 2.96 2.84 2.77
-​ 40–​49 2.79 2.60 2.58
-​ 50–​59 2.84 2.53 2.52
-​ 60–​69 2.74 2.49 2.37
-​ 70–​79 2.79 2.32 2.38
-​ F-​Stats 4.45 11.40 10.37
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 2.77 2.62 2.53
-​ Medium 2.76 2.48 2.44
-​ High 2.92 2.70 2.66
-​ F-​Stats 8.80 9.98 10.80
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Gender
-​ Male 2.82 2.60 2.56
-​ Female 2.89 2.67 2.61
-​ F-​Stats 3.30 2.35 1.61
-​ p 0.070 0.125 0.205

Household  
Income

-​ Low 2.71 2.53 2.39
-​ Medium-​low 2.76 2.54 2.51
-​ Medium-​high 2.92 2.70 2.66
-​ High 3.03 2.78 2.74
-​ F-​Stats 11.79 7.50 10.46
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Marital Status
-​ Single 2.80 2.60 2.52
-​ Married 2.89 2.66 2.62
-​ F-​Stats 6.04 1.76 5.17
-​ p 0.014 0.185 0.023
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educated group. Compared to respondents with low or medium 
education levels, respondents who were more highly educated were 
more satisfied with all six rights in Singapore. Lastly, in relation to 
household income, satisfaction with each of the six rights increased 
in a significant linear trend from low to high household income. 
In other words, respondents with higher household incomes were 
more satisfied with their democratic rights.

The impact of democratic rights on Singaporeans’ wellbeing

In this section, we examine the impact of democratic rights on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing by regressing the cognitive (i.e., satis-
faction with life scale) and affective (i.e., happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control and purpose) aspects of wellbeing on satis-
faction with each of the six rights. In general, satisfaction with 
democratic rights had a significant impact on Singaporeans’ well-
being, explaining at least 10 per cent of the variance (R2 ranged 
from 10.7 per cent to 18 per cent) for each of the wellbeing 
indicators (see Table 7.4).

In terms of the impact of satisfaction with democratic rights on 
Singaporeans’ satisfaction with life, only one of the rights did not 
have an impact on satisfaction with life. Whether Singaporeans 
were satisfied with their right to gather and demonstrate had little 
bearing on their satisfaction with life. However, satisfaction with 
all the other five democratic rights had a statistically significant 
and positive influence on satisfaction with life. Singaporeans’ satis-
faction with the right to criticize the government had the strongest 
influence over Singaporeans’ satisfaction with life. Notably, 
although Singaporeans deeply cared about the right to criticize 
the government, they were also the least satisfied with this right 
among the six democratic rights measured.

By comparison, the right to vote had the greatest influence on 
the affective aspects of wellbeing. Consistently, satisfaction with 
this right had the strongest influence among the six democratic 
rights on Singaporeans’ perceptions of happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement, control and purpose. Once again, satisfaction with 
the right to gather and demonstrate had little influence over the 
affective aspects of wellbeing.

 

 



114 
R

ights, politics and the im
pact on w

ellbeing

Table 7.4 � Regressing indicators of wellbeing on satisfaction with democratic rights (2022)

Satisfaction with 
Life

Happiness Enjoyment Achievement Control Purpose

The right to vote 0.05* 0.17*** 0.18*** 0.14*** 0.19*** 0.18***

The right to  
participate in  
any kind of  
organization

0.06* 0.02 0.08* 0.03 0.04 0.03

The right to  
gather and  
demonstrate

0.03 −0.01 −0.06 −0.04 −0.05 −0.02

The right to  
be informed  
about the work 
and functions  
of government

0.12*** 0.05 0.07* 0.12*** 0.11*** 0.14***

Freedom of  
speech

0.10** 0.14*** 0.06 0.08* 0.07 0.02

The right to  
criticize the  
government

0.17*** 0.10** 0.10** 0.11** 0.06 0.07*

R2 0.180*** 0.130*** 0.111*** 0.117*** 0.107*** 0.112***

Notes:
* � p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Values are standardized regression coefficients.
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Views about politics

In the 2022 QOL Survey, we asked Singaporeans for their views 
about politics on a scale of “1” (for “strongly disagree”) to “5” 
(for “strongly agree”). These views about politics were described 
in seven statements that covered various aspects of politics such 
as the efficacy of voting, the empowerment of voters and the 
empathy and integrity of elected officials. Higher means indi-
cate more agreement with the statement. We should be careful 
in the interpretation of the means, as we evaluate the opinions 
expressed in the statement about a particular aspect of politics. 
The percentages of agreement or disagreement can also provide 
additional insights. These statistics will be described and discussed 
in more detail in the following sections with comparisons to data 
from the 2011 (Tambyah & Tan, 2013) and 2016 QOL Survey 
(Tambyah & Tan, 2018).

The efficacy of voting

As shown in Table 7.5, Singaporeans generally take their voting 
duties seriously, as voting is compulsory in Singapore, and there 
are penalties for failing to turn up to vote. With reference to 
the first statement in Table 7.5 “Citizens have a duty to vote in 
elections”, a majority of respondents for the 2022 QOL Survey 
have indicated “strongly agree” (34.8 per cent) or “agree” (47.8 per 
cent). Compared to the 2016 and 2011 QOL Surveys, there has 
been a decrease in the percentages of respondents who believed 
that citizens have a duty to vote. In the 2022 QOL Survey, there 
was an increase in the percentage of respondents who indicated 
that they “neither agree nor disagree” with the statement (13.8 per 
cent, as compared to 5.7 per cent in 2016 and 4.2 per cent in 2011). 
There was also an increase in the percentage of respondents who 
believed that citizens do not have a duty to vote in elections. About 
2 per cent (2.2 per cent) selected “disagree”, as compared to 0.2 
per cent in 2016 and 0.6 per cent in 2011; 1.3 per cent selected 
“strongly disagree”, as compared to 0.1 per cent in 2016 and 0.7 
per cent in 2011). Overall, there is a decrease in the mean scores 
of respondents’ perceptions on citizens’ voting duty (4.13 in 2022, 
as compared to 4.22 in 2016 and 4.31 in 2011). For the second 
statement, “Since so many people vote in elections, it really doesn’t 
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Table 7.5 � The efficacy of voting (percentages and means) for 2011, 2016 and 2022

Statement Strongly 
disagree
1
%

Disagree
2
%

Neither  
agree  
nor  
disagree
3
%

Agree
4
%

Strongly  
Agree
5
%

Mean

Citizens have a duty  
to vote in elections.

1.3
(0.1)
[0.7]

2.2
(0.2)
[0.6]

13.8
(5.7)
[4.2]

47.8
(66.1)
[55.7]

34.8
(27.9)
[38.9]

4.13
(4.22)
[4.31]

Since so many people  
vote in elections, it  
really doesn’t matter  
whether I vote or not.

20.6
(12.9)
[11.4]

28.7
(39.1)
[47.3]

21.8
(19.5)
[15.5]

20.9
(25.2)
[19.2]

8.1
(3.3)
[6.5]

2.67
(2.67)
[2.62]

Note: The first set of numbers in (parentheses) are from the 2016 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah and Tan (2018). The second set of 
numbers in [brackets] are from the 2011 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah et al. (2013).
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matter whether I vote or not”, a majority of respondents “dis-
agreed” (28.7 per cent) or “strongly disagreed” (20.6 per cent). The 
mean score (2.67) of respondents’ perception on whether their 
votes mattered remained unchanged from the results of the 2016 
QOL Survey.

With reference to the first statement “Citizens have a duty to 
vote in elections”, age, gender and marital status did not contribute 
to any significant differences. However, education and household 
income were significant variables that affected responses towards 
the first statement (see Table 7.6). Specifically, respondents who 
were more educated were more likely to agree that they have a duty 
to vote. Agreement with citizens’ duty to vote also increased as 
household income increased.

With reference to the second statement, “Since so many people 
vote in elections, it really doesn’t matter whether I vote or not”, 
household income and marital status did not contribute to any 
significant differences. Instead, age, education and gender played a 
statistically significant role. There was a significant negative linear 
correlation between age and agreement to the second statement, 
with younger age groups tending to agree with the statement more 
than the older respondents and being doubtful about whether 
their votes mattered. As for education, there was a significant U-​
shaped trend between education level and agreement to the second 
statement. Those with medium levels of education agreed least 
with the statement, which reflected their confidence in the efficacy 
of voting. Lastly, males were more likely to agree to this statement 
than females, indicating more skepticism about the efficacy of 
their votes.

The empowerment of the voters

In analyzing Singaporeans’ sense of political empowerment, we 
asked respondents whether they believed that they had the power to 
influence policy or actions and whether they felt they could under-
stand the local political scene (see Table 7.7). In 2022, 53.8 per cent 
of respondents felt less politically empowered, as demonstrated by 
their selection of “agree” (36 per cent) or “strongly agree” (17.8 
per cent) to the statement “Generally speaking, people like me 
don’t have the power to influence government policy or actions” 
(Table 7.7). Compared to results from 2011 (58 per cent) and 2016 
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Table 7.6 � Sources of individual differences for the efficacy of voting (2022)

Demographics Citizens have a 
duty to vote in 
elections

Since so many people vote 
in elections, it really doesn’t 
matter whether I vote or not.

Age
-​ 20–​29 4.07 2.97
-​ 30–​39 4.11 3.10
-​ 40–​49 4.06 2.80
-​ 50–​59 4.19 2.33
-​ 60–​69 4.22 2.26
-​ 70–​79 4.06 2.15
-​ F-​Stats 2.09 30.79
-​ p 0.064 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 4.04 2.67
-​ Medium 4.08 2.51
-​ High 4.17 2.74
-​ F-​Stats 4.38 5.45
-​ p 0.013 0.004

Gender
-​ Male 4.11 2.75
-​ Female 4.14 2.60
-​ F-​Stats 0.64 6.14
-​ p 0.423 0.013

Household Income
-​ Low 3.94 2.69
-​ Medium-​low 4.12 2.61
-​ Medium-​high 4.15 2.70
-​ High 4.25 2.74
-​ F-​Stats 6.58 0.92
-​ p < 0.001 0.430

Marital Status
-​ Single
-​ Married
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

4.09 2.66
4.15 2.68
2.27 0.11
0.132 0.746
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Table 7.7 � The empowerment of voters (percentages and means) for 2011, 2016 and 2022

Statement Strongly 
disagree
1
%

Disagree
2
%

Neither  
agree nor  
disagree
3
%

Agree
4
%

Strongly  
Agree
5
%

Mean

Generally  
speaking people  
like me don’t  
have the power  
to influence  
government  
policy or actions

4.3
(1.0)
[1.9]

13.4
(11.6)
[18.2]

28.5
(29.5)
[21.9]

36.0
(46.7)
[41.4]

17.8
(11.2)
[16.6]

3.50
(3.55)
[3.53]

Politics and  
government are  
so complicated  
that sometimes  
I don’t  
understand  
what’s  
happening

5.3
(1.3)
[2.1]

15.3
(15.4)
[25.9]

29.4
(29.1)
[21.6]

38.8
(46.4)
[37.3]

11.1
(7.7)

[13.1]

3.35
(3.44)
[3.33]

Note: The first set of numbers in (parentheses) are from the 2016 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah and Tan (2018). The second set of 
numbers in [brackets] are from the 2011 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah et al. (2013).
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(57.9 per cent), there is a decrease in respondents who perceived 
themselves as being unable to influence political decisions. In 
terms of political awareness in 2022, approximately 49.9 per cent 
of respondents “agreed” (38.8 per cent) or “strongly agreed” (11.1 
per cent) that politics was too complicated for them. However, 
there is a decrease in respondents who felt this way in comparison 
to results from 2016 (54.1 per cent) and 2011 (50.4 per cent), 
suggesting that Singaporeans are becoming more confident about 
their ability to understand the political landscape in Singapore.

In analyzing the 2021 WVS Report, Teo (2021) observed that pol-
itical interest was low among Singaporeans, with politics ranking 
last in terms of importance in life. However, further conversations 
with Singaporeans revealed that they did have opinions on social 
issues and current affairs–​they just did not perceive their opinions 
to be “political” in nature. Teo (2021) also discovered that the 
term “politics” seem to intimidate Singaporeans because they 
held a narrow definition of it, and were thus less confident about 
discussing it. This can result in a vicious cycle of dampening 
interest in politics, something which seems to be corroborated with 
the 2022 QOL Survey findings.

With reference to the statement “Generally speaking, people 
like me don’t have the power to influence government policy or 
actions”, significant differences were noted for age, education and 
household income (Table 7.8). More specifically, on the “age” vari-
able, there was a significant linear trend with younger respondents 
tending to agree that they are powerless. There was also a signifi-
cant negative linear trend across the differing education and house-
hold income levels. The less educated and lower-​income earners 
felt more powerless. With reference to the statement “Politics and 
government are so complicated that sometimes I don’t under-
stand what’s happening”, significant differences were noted for 
age, gender and marital status. Younger respondents, females and 
singles tended to agree that politics was complicated compared to 
their respective counterparts.

The empathy and integrity of government officials

Table 7.9 shows the agreement with statements that reflect the 
respondents’ opinions about government officials. Overall, the 
mean scores in 2022 for all three statements increased compared 
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Table 7.8 � Sources of individual differences for the empowerment of 
voters (2022)

Demographics Generally speaking 
people like me don’t 
have the power to 
influence government 
policy or actions

Politics and government 
are so complicated 
that sometimes I don’t 
understand what’s 
happening

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.52 3.53
-​ 30–​39 3.69 3.54
-​ 40–​49 3.60 3.43
-​ 50–​59 3.41 3.12
-​ 60–​69 3.33 3.23
-​ 70–​79 3.06 2.88
-​ F-​Stats 7.77 12.92
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 3.59 3.42
-​ Medium 3.56 3.31
-​ High 3.44 3.34
-​ F-​Stats 3.85 1.27
-​ p 0.021 0.282

Gender
-​ Male 3.49 3.30
-​ Female 3.50 3.40
-​ F-​Stats 0.05 5.04
-​ p 0.819 0.025

Household Income
-​ Low 3.68 3.43
-​ Medium-​low 3.49 3.37
-​ Medium-​high 3.45 3.32
-​ High 3.45 3.31
-​ F-​Stats 3.05 0.91
-​ p 0.028 0.435

Marital Status
-​ Single 3.50 3.43
-​ Married 3.49 3.30
-​ F-​Stats 0.01 6.45
-​ p 0.913 0.011
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Table 7.9 � Perceived empathy and integrity of government officials (percentages and means) for 2011, 2016 and 2022

Statement Strongly   
disagree
1
%

Disagree
2
%

Neither  
agree nor  
disagree
3
%

Agree
4
%

Strongly  
Agree
5
%

Mean

There is widespread  
corruption among  
those who govern  
the country

14.9
(7.7)
[6.3]

23.8
(27.9)
[31.9]

31.3
(46.0)
[27.3]

20.5
(15.7)
[27.2]

9.5
(2.7)
[7.3]

2.86
(2.78)
[2.97]

Generally speaking,  
the people who  
are elected to  
the Singapore  
Parliament stop  
thinking about the  
public once they’re  
elected.

6.1
(3.4)
[3.6]

17.7
(26.1)
[24.7]

33.8
(37.7)
[30.3]

29.3
(28.8)
[30.8]

13.1
(4.0)

[10.5]

3.26
(3.04)
[3.20]

Government officials  
pay little attention  
to what citizens  
like me think.

4.3
(1.9)
[2.7]

17.6
(24.6)
[20.4]

30.2
(34.6)
[25.8]

31.3
(33.3)
[37.8]

16.6
(5.7)

[13.2]

3.38
(3.16)
[3.39]

Note: The first set of numbers in (parentheses) are from the 2016 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah and Tan (2018). The second set of 
numbers in [brackets] are from the 2011 QOL Survey as reported in Tambyah et al. (2013).
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to the 2016 scores, suggesting that Singaporeans have become 
more skeptical of the empathy and integrity of government 
officials. There was also a noticeable increase in the percentage 
of respondents who “strongly agreed” that there was widespread 
corruption among those who govern the country (9.5 per cent, 
compared to 2.7 per cent in 2016), that people who are elected to 
parliament stop thinking about the public once elected (13.1 per 
cent, compared to 4 per cent in 2016) and that government officials 
pay little attention to what citizens think (16.6 per cent, compared 
to 5.7 per cent in 2016). On the other end of the spectrum, there 
was a noticeable increase in the percentages of respondents who 
“strongly disagreed” with all three statements. The increase in 
the percentages of respondents on both ends of the spectrum 
suggests increasing polarization among Singaporeans in relation 
to their views about corruption and the empathy and integrity of 
government officials. Additionally, there has also been a decrease 
in the percentage of citizens who are “sitting on the fence” (i.e., 
respondents who selected “neither agree nor disagree”) for all 
three statements, potentially suggesting an increase in political 
participation and opinions of Singaporeans.

Unlike in 2016, the 2022 QOL Survey responses on the perceived 
empathy and integrity of government officials did not differ signifi-
cantly across household income and marital status. Nevertheless, 
significant differences were found for gender, age, and education 
(see Table 7.10). Males were significantly more critical of the gov-
ernment, perceiving the government to be more corrupted (mean 
score of 2.92, compared to 2.80 among females), to think less 
about the general public (3.31, compared to 3.20 among females), 
and to pay less attention to what citizens want (3.47, compared to 
3.30 among females). An earlier 2010 IPS Survey also found that 
one out of every three Singaporeans distrusted politicians, with 
males being more politically cynical than females. Respondents 
between 30 to 39 years old agreed the most that there was wide-
spread corruption (mean score of 3.30) and apathy among gov-
ernment officials (3.49 on whether government officials think 
about the public and 3.65 on whether government officials pay 
attention to citizens), with the highest mean scores across all three 
statements. On the contrary, respondents in the 70 to 79 years age 
group agreed the least, with the lowest mean scores across all three 
statements (2.41 for corruption, 2.71 for the empathy and integrity 
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Table 7.10 � Sources of individual differences for perceived empathy and 
integrity of government officials (2022)

Demographics There is 
widespread 
corruption 
among those 
who govern 
the country

Generally speaking, 
the people who 
are elected to 
the Singapore 
Parliament stop 
thinking about the 
public once they’re 
elected.

Government 
officials pay 
little attention 
to what citizens 
like me think.

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.07 3.37 3.44
-​ 30–​39 3.30 3.49 3.65
-​ 40–​49 2.94 3.36 3.53
-​ 50–​59 2.61 3.13 3.18
-​ 60–​69 2.44 3.04 3.24
-​ 70–​79 2.41 2.71 2.71
-​ F-​Stats 27.98 12.65 16.14
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 2.80 3.14 3.33
-​ Medium 2.85 3.24 3.43
-​ High 2.88 3.31 3.38
-​ F-​Stats 0.63 3.28 0.71
-​ p 0.533 0.038 0.492

Gender
-​ Male 2.92 3.31 3.47
-​ Female 2.80 3.20 3.30
-​ F-​Stats 4.46 4.87 12.00
-​ p 0.035 0.021 < 0.001

Household 
Income

-​ Low 2.84 3.20 3.40
-​ Medium-​low 2.86 3.26 3.40
-​ Medium-​high 2.85 3.26 3.36
-​ High 2.91 3.31 3.40
-​ F-​Stats 0.24 0.45 0.23
-​ p 0.866 0.718 0.875

Marital Status
-​ Single
-​ Married
-​ F-​Stats
-​ p

2.89 3.24 3.41
2.84 3.26 3.37
0.54 0.15 0.44
0.461 0.702 0.506
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of government officials). In general, there was a significant down-
ward trend, with older respondents agreeing less to the statements. 
In terms of education, differing education levels were significant 
only in relation to the statement on whether government officials 
think about the public once elected to office. Respondents with 
higher education levels tended to agree more with this statement 
(mean score of 3.31, as compared to 3.24 for medium education 
levels and 3.14 for respondents with low education levels).

The impact of views about politics on Singaporeans’ wellbeing

To examine how views about politics are correlated with 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing, we conducted several regression ana-
lyses, using responses to the seven statements on views about pol-
itics as independent variables and the various wellbeing outcomes 
(i.e., satisfaction with life, happiness, enjoyment, achievement, 
control and purpose) as the dependent variables. For easier 
understanding, Statements 2 to 7 in the views about politics 
section were reverse coded for this analysis such that higher scores 
on all seven statements reflected more positive views about politics. 
Table 7.11 shows the results of the regression analyses. In general, 
Singaporeans’ perceptions about politics had significant, albeit 
small, influences on their wellbeing.

The perception of having the power to influence politics in 
Singapore had a strong impact on Singaporeans’ wellbeing. Across 
the six regressions, perceiving (1) citizens to have a duty to vote 
and (2) regular Singaporeans to have the power to influence gov-
ernment policy or actions were the only two associations that con-
sistently influenced all six wellbeing outcomes. In other words, 
Singaporeans who feel a stronger sense of duty to vote and think 
that they can influence policy tend to have higher satisfaction with 
life, to be happier and to perceive greater enjoyment, achievement, 
control, and purpose in their lives.

Conclusion

There has been a dip in the “satisfaction with democratic rights” 
from 2011 to 2016. The slide seems to have continued in 2022. The 
2022 QOL Survey results showed a decline in the level of satis-
faction for all six democratic rights, with some small changes in 
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Table 7.11 � Impact of views about politics on Singaporeans’ wellbeing (2022)

Satisfaction 
with Life

Happiness Enjoyment Achievement Control Purpose

Citizens have a duty  
to vote in elections.

0.26*** 0.26*** 0.25*** 0.24*** 0.25*** 0.26***

There is widespread  
corruption among  
those who govern  
the country (R)

−0.12*** −0.08* −0.02 −0.04 −0.04 −0.02

Generally speaking,  
people like me  
don’t have the  
power to influence  
government policy  
or actions (R)

0.19*** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.13***

Politics and  
government are so  
complicated that  
sometimes I don’t  
understand what’s  
happening (R)

−0.01 0.02 0.06* 0.04 0.04 0.05

Since so many people  
vote in elections,  
it really doesn’t  
matter whether  
I vote or not. (R)

−0.29*** −0.13*** −0.06* −0.08** −0.10** −0.05

Generally speaking,  
the people who  
are elected to  
the Singapore  
Parliament stop  
thinking about the  
public once they’re  
elected. (R)

0.04 0.07* 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.02

Government officials  
pay little attention  
to what citizens  
like me think. (R)

0.07* 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04

R2 0.121*** 0.073*** 0.086*** 0.074*** 0.079*** 0.076***

Notes:
* � p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
R =​ Reverse-​coded statement. Values are standardized regression coefficients.
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Table 7.11 � Impact of views about politics on Singaporeans’ wellbeing (2022)

Satisfaction 
with Life

Happiness Enjoyment Achievement Control Purpose

Citizens have a duty  
to vote in elections.

0.26*** 0.26*** 0.25*** 0.24*** 0.25*** 0.26***

There is widespread  
corruption among  
those who govern  
the country (R)

−0.12*** −0.08* −0.02 −0.04 −0.04 −0.02

Generally speaking,  
people like me  
don’t have the  
power to influence  
government policy  
or actions (R)

0.19*** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.13***

Politics and  
government are so  
complicated that  
sometimes I don’t  
understand what’s  
happening (R)

−0.01 0.02 0.06* 0.04 0.04 0.05

Since so many people  
vote in elections,  
it really doesn’t  
matter whether  
I vote or not. (R)

−0.29*** −0.13*** −0.06* −0.08** −0.10** −0.05

Generally speaking,  
the people who  
are elected to  
the Singapore  
Parliament stop  
thinking about the  
public once they’re  
elected. (R)

0.04 0.07* 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.02

Government officials  
pay little attention  
to what citizens  
like me think. (R)

0.07* 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04

R2 0.121*** 0.073*** 0.086*** 0.074*** 0.079*** 0.076***

Notes:
* � p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.
R =​ Reverse-​coded statement. Values are standardized regression coefficients.
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the rankings in terms of the respondents’ satisfaction with certain 
democratic right. Singaporeans continued to be most dissatisfied 
with their right to criticize the government, freedom of speech and 
to gather and demonstrate.

Overall, with reference to Singaporeans’ satisfaction with 
democratic rights, older respondents were less satisfied, with those 
between 70 and 79 years old recording the lowest mean scores for 
four out of six rights. Across the five rights that differed signifi-
cantly across different age groups, respondents between the ages 
of 30 to 39 were most satisfied, with the highest mean scores in all 
five aspects. Respondents with higher education levels and higher 
household incomes were more satisfied with all six aspects of 
democratic rights.

There was a decline in the percentage of respondents who 
believed that voting constituted a citizen’s duty compared to pre-
vious years. Nevertheless, the perceptions about whether their 
individual votes mattered remained unchanged from 2016; the 
majority of respondents disagreed that their votes did not matter. 
Respondents with higher education levels and higher house-
hold incomes were more likely to agree that they have a duty to 
vote. Skepticism regarding the impact of votes was most prom-
inent among respondents between the ages of 20 and 49 years, 
male respondents and respondents with low and high household 
incomes.

With regard to the empowerment of voters, more respondents 
felt that they had the power to influence policymaking, and were 
more confident of their ability to make sense of Singapore’s pol-
itical landscape. Nevertheless, a detailed look into the different 
profiles of respondents revealed that younger respondents, 
respondents from lower income households, and respondents with 
lower education levels were still more likely to feel powerless in 
terms of their ability to influence government policies. With regard 
to their perceived ability to understand politics, respondents who 
are younger, female and single tended to be less confident.

Lastly, for the empathy and integrity of government officials, 
respondents in 2022 have become more skeptical. The 2022 QOL 
Survey results highlight a potential polarization of views with 
regard to corruption and the apathy of government officials in 
Singapore. Respondents between the ages of 30 and 39 years, 
and male, were more likely to perceive government officials to be 
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corrupt and apathetic. Respondents with higher education levels 
were more likely to perceive that, once elected, government officials 
do not think about the public.

These perceptions and views about politics have an impact on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing. Except for the right to gather and dem-
onstrate, satisfaction with all the other five democratic rights had 
a statistically significant and positive influence on satisfaction with 
life with Singaporeans’ satisfaction with the right to criticize the 
government having the strongest influence. Unfortunately, they 
were also the least satisfied with this right. Satisfaction with the 
right to vote had the most impact on the affective components 
of wellbeing, while satisfaction with the right to gather and dem-
onstrate had little influence. Citizens who felt they had a duty to 
vote and the power to influence government policy or actions had 
higher levels of wellbeing.
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8	� The impact of the COVID-​19 
pandemic on the wellbeing of 
Singaporeans

The COVID-​19 pandemic has brought about unprecedented 
changes to people’s lives. Singapore has gone through several 
waves of infection and multiple phases of lockdowns, deeply 
affecting various aspects of the daily lives of Singaporeans. In this 
chapter, we explore the impact of COVID-​19 on the wellbeing of 
Singaporeans and the demographic segments that were particu-
larly affected. Respondents were asked to reflect on the last two 
years of the pandemic (mid-​2020 to mid-​2022) as they answered the 
questions in the 2022 QOL Survey. Where applicable, we compared 
our findings with results of surveys and polls conducted during the 
same period. Specifically, we examine the impact of COVID-​19 
through four perspectives: (1) economic impact; (2) health risks; 
(3) familial factors and (4) social disruptions.

Singaporeans’ concerns about the COVID-​19 pandemic

First, we present an overview of Singaporeans’ concerns about the  
COVID-​19 pandemic from the responses to the eight statements  
shown in Figure 8.1. All respondents in the 2022 QOL Survey  
rated their agreement with each statement on a six-​point scale  
(1 =​ Strongly disagree, 6 =​ Strongly agree). In general, Singaporeans  
were most concerned about the health risks related to COVID-​ 
19, and they were more worried for their family members than for  
themselves. Following the health risks, Singaporeans were worried  
about losing their jobs and suffered from disruptions to their  
social lives due to the pandemic. Finally, familial factors, such  

 

 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781003399650-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781003399650-8


COVID-19 pandemic on the wellbeing of Singaporeans  133

as complications arising from domestic living arrangements and  
domestic violence, impacted Singaporeans the least.

Similar concerns about job security and health risks were 
reflected in an earlier survey of 500 respondents in July 2020. 
Unemployment rates and the state of the economy were found to 
be the biggest causes of anxiety, with 78 per cent of respondents 
highlighting the anxiety caused by economic uncertainty. Anxiety 
over health risks related to COVID-​19 were also felt by 73 per cent 
of respondents, who indicated their worries over not knowing when 
they might contract the disease in public spaces, or what the ensuing 
long-​term economic disruption might look like (Goh, 2020).

The economic impact of COVID-​19

As noted in Figure 8.1, after the health risks, the third highest 
concern was about job loss. This economic impact was felt keenly 
by slightly more than a third (38.5 per cent) of the Singaporeans 

Figure 8.1 � Singaporeans’ concerns about COVID-​19 (2022).

Note: Error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals. All items were rated on 
a six-​point Likert scale (1 =​ Strongly disagree, 6 =​ Strongly agree).
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surveyed, who reported that someone in their household had lost 
income during the last two years and less than a third (27 per cent) 
managed to find new employment (Figure 8.2). About one in four 
Singaporeans (26.8 per cent) also expected someone in their house-
hold to lose their job in the next three to six months.

The economic impact of  the pandemic was also examined  
in a September 2020 poll conducted by market research company 
Ipsos. They found that in comparison to respondents from  
five other Southeast Asian countries (Indonesia, Malaysia, the  
Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam), Singaporeans were most  
worried about job security. While an average of  49 per cent of  
respondents among all six countries indicated that they were  
worried, 56 per cent of  Singaporean respondents were “less con-
fident” about job security for themselves, their families, or other  
people they know personally. Singaporeans were also most pes-
simistic about an economic recovery (Lim, 2020). In another  
report released by Ministry of  Trade and Industry (MTI) on  
24 November 2021, the unemployment rate in Singapore had  
risen to an unprecedented level, with 113,500 jobs lost during  
Singapore’s first Circuit Breaker (the equivalent of  a lockdown)  
that took place between April and June 2020. Singapore’s overall  
unemployment rate was 2.6 per cent, which was lower than that  

Figure 8.2 � Employment and loss of income due to COVID-​19 (2022).
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of the United States (4.8 per cent), Hong Kong (4.5 per cent)  
and Germany (3.4 per cent). However, the COVID-​19 pandemic 
brought about the greatest increase in employment figures  
compared to previous crises such as the dot-​com bust and the  
Asian Financial Crisis (Tan, 2021).

To mitigate the economic disruptions caused by COVID-​19, 
various forms of governmental support were provided. In 2020 and 
2021, the Singapore government spent $72.3 billion on a variety 
of subsidies, grants and cash payouts (Tham, 2023). In 2020, five 
budgets were formulated with the aim of preserving jobs, helping 
businesses with cashflow and supporting Singaporean workers. 
Three budgets in 2021 were targeted at helping Singaporeans adapt 
to living with COVID-​19 through restructuring and upskilling 
(Ministry of Finance Singapore, 2022).

To support lower-​ to middle-​income employees and self-​
employed persons who had experienced involuntary job loss, the 
government introduced the COVID-​19 Recovery Grant in January 
2021. Originally stipulated to end in December 2021, the govern-
ment extended the deadline twice, to 31 December 2023. This 
grant provided up to $700 per month for three months to lower-​ 
to middle-​income employees and self-​employed persons who had 
experienced involuntary job loss. Through this grant, Singapore’s 
Ministry of Social and Family Development (MSF) has disbursed 
approximately $75 million, which supported 31,000 individuals as 
at November 2022 (Channel News Asia, 2022).

For lower-​income households whose incomes have been directly 
affected by their contraction of COVID-​19 or quarantine orders, 
the government also provided a one-​time payout of up to $1,000 
through the Courage Fund initiative, which officially ended on 24 
November 2022. As of 14 February 2022, more than 6,600 individ-
uals have benefitted from such payouts (Toh, 2021).

Given the disruption caused by the COVID-​19 Safe 
Management Measures, the government also provided eco-
nomic support to small businesses, notably hawkers and market 
stallholders. In February 2022, the Small Business Recovery 
Grant was announced, as part of a larger $500 million Jobs and 
Business Support Package. As of June 2022, more than 40,000 
small businesses have received approximately $132 million from 
the government. The grant also provided eligible companies with 
a one-​time cash support of $1,000 for each Singapore citizen or 
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Permanent Resident employee with mandatory Central Provident 
Fund contributions, capped at $10,000 per firm (Tan, 2022).

Health risks related to COVID-​19

To assess the extent of Singaporeans’ concerns with health risks, 
we collated the percentages of respondents who agreed to varying 
degrees to the statements about being infected with COVID-​19. 
Responses were calibrated on a six-​point Likert scale (1 =​ “strongly 
disagree” to 6 =​ “strongly agree”). As shown in Figure 8.3 below, 
a total of 72.5 per cent of respondents were personally concerned 
about being infected, hospitalized or dying from COVID-​19 (31.1 
per cent for “somewhat agree”, 27.6 per cent for “agree” and 
13.8 per cent for “strongly agree”). A total of 75.5 per cent of 
respondents expressed similar concerns for their family members 
(30.2 per cent for “somewhat agree”, 29.1 per cent for “agree” and 
16.2 per cent for “strongly agree”).

The perceived health risks are a reflection of the fears and  
concerns regarding the infectious nature of COVID-​19 and the  
strict social isolation measures that were put in place to contain the  
spread of the virus. In the early stages of the pandemic, patients  
who were hospitalized were unable to have physical contact  

Figure 8.3 � Health risks related to COVID-​19 (2022).
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with their family members, who may also be in isolation themselves. 
The initial period before the vaccine breakthrough also  
saw patients spending their dying moments alone (Yong, 2021).  
Under such circumstances, Singaporeans had been worried about  
the health of their family members, especially young children and  
elderly parents. Nevertheless, in comparison with respondents  
from five other Southeast Asian countries (Indonesia, Malaysia,  
the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam), market research company 
Ipsos found that Singaporeans were the least worried about  
contracting COVID-​19 (Lim, 2020).

Impact on psychological health

The COVID-​19 pandemic has had a significant impact on psy-
chological health due to a range of  stressors, such as the fear 
of  contracting the virus, social isolation, financial difficulties, 
uncertainty about the future and changes in daily routines. 
These stressors, if  not properly managed, can lead to a long-​
lasting impact on psychological health. Respondents of  the 
2022 QOL Survey were asked to complete an adapted version 
of  the 12-​item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-​12), which 
assesses various aspects of  psychological wellbeing, including 
self-​confidence and feelings of  depression. All items were rated 
on a four-​point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating better 
psychological health.

As seen in Figure 8.4, Singaporeans have moderately acceptable 
levels of psychological health given that their scores were  
above the mid-​point of 2.5 on all 12 items. The item with the  
lowest score –​ “Have you recently felt constantly under strain?” –​  
suggests that Singaporeans frequently felt stressed out and that  
their psychological health was suffering from constant stress. The  
next few aspects of psychological health that Singaporeans fared  
the worst in included feeling unhappy, useless and depressed,  
and being unable to enjoy their normal day-​to-​day activities. Our  
findings are mirrored in a September 2021 poll commissioned by  
the Straits Times. They discovered that mental health had declined  
since the COVID-​19 pandemic began, with 75 per cent of the  
1,000 respondents noting that they felt sad or depressed, and 66  
per cent feeling lonely. Similarly, a study by the Institute of Mental  
Health reported that 13 per cent of the 1,058 Singaporeans and  
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Permanent Residents polled experienced symptoms of anxiety or  
depression between May 2020 and June 2021 (Lai, 2022).

Sources of individual differences for health risks

As shown in Table 8.1, female Singaporeans were significantly more 
concerned about being personally infected by COVID-​19 (mean 
of 4.15 out of a six-​point scale) than male Singaporeans (3.84). 
Female Singaporeans were also significantly more concerned 
about family members being infected by COVID-​19 (mean of 
4.25) than male Singaporeans (4.07).

Statistically, more married Singaporeans were concerned about 
being personally infected by COVID-​19 (mean of 4.15) than single 
Singaporeans (3.89). Singaporeans’ concern about family members 
being infected by COVID-​19 did not vary across marital status.

In general, for age, there was an inverted U-​shape trend for 
concerns about personal COVID-​19 infections, and the differences 

Figure 8.4 � Mean scores of psychological wellbeing (2022).

Note: Scores ranged from 1 to 4, and higher scores indicate better psychological 
health. Error bars represent 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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Table 8.1 � Sources of individual differences for health risks (2022)

Demographics General  
Health

Personally 
concerned about 
being infected

Concerned about 
a family member 
being infected

Gender
-​ Male 2.85 3.94 4.07
-​ Female 2.86 4.15 4.25
-​ F-​stats 0.13 10.58 7.34
-​ p 0.716 < 0.001 0.007

Marital Status
-​ Single 2.74 3.89 4.10
-​ Married 2.92 4.15 4.20
-​ F-​stats 40.30 14.53 2.42
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 0.120

Age
-​ 20–​29 2.67 3.92 4.29
-​ 30–​39 2.75 4.31 4.38
-​ 40–​49 2.81 4.22 4.35
-​ 50–​59 3.00 3.93 3.93
-​ 60–​69 2.99 3.90 4.01
-​ 70–​79 3.03 3.68 3.41
-​ F-​stats 18.78 6.74 11.46
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 2.85 4.08 4.05
-​ Medium 2.89 3.97 4.09
-​ High 2.84 4.07 4.23
-​ F-​stats 1.21 0.87 3.14
-​ p 0.298 0.421 0.044

Household 
Income

-​ Low 2.74 3.85 3.84
-​ Medium-​low 2.84 3.99 4.15
-​ Medium-​high 2.89 4.12 4.23
-​ High 2.90 4.19 4.33
-​ F-​stats 5.15 3.75 6.52
-​ p 0.002 0.011 < 0.001
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were statistically significant. The younger Singaporeans (20–​
29 years) were the least concerned about being personally 
infected (mean of 3.92), those in the middle-​age groups were most 
concerned (4.31 for 30–​39 years and 4.22 for 40–​49 years), while 
those in the older age groups were moderately concerned (3.93 for 
50–​59 years, 3.90 for 60–​69 years and 3.68 for 70–​79 years).

This inverted U-​shaped trend was also observed for the con-
cern about family members being infected with COVID-​19. For 
instance, the younger Singaporeans (20–​29 years) were the least 
concerned about family members being infected (mean of 4.29), 
those in the middle age groups were most concerned (4.38 for 30–​
39 years and 4.35 for 40–​49 years), while those in the older age 
groups were moderately concerned (3.93 for 50–​59 years, 4.01 for 
60–​69 years and 3.41 for the 70–​79 years age group).

Singaporeans’ concern about being personally infected by 
COVID-​19 did not vary with education levels, but their concern 
about family members being infected by COVID-​19 was statis-
tically different across education levels. Those with low levels of 
education were less concerned about their family members being 
infected by COVID-​19 (mean of 4.07) than those with high edu-
cation levels (4.23).

Singaporeans’ concern about personally being infected by 
COVID-​19 differed significantly across household incomes. Those 
with low household income showed the least concern about person-
ally infected by COVID-​19 (mean of 3.85) versus those with high 
household income (4.19). This pattern of response also applies to 
the concern about family members being infected. Those with low 
household income showed the least concern (mean of 3.84) versus 
those with high household income (4.33).

Familial factors

As shown in Figure 8.5, Singaporeans generally suffered minimal  
familial disruptions from COVID-​19. A six-​point Likert scale  
was used (1 =​ “strongly disagree” to 6 =​ “strongly agree”). Less  
than two in ten (18 per cent) Singaporeans strongly disagreed and  
less than one in ten (6.7 per cent) strongly agreed that they had  
such complications. More than a third (39.9 per cent) disagreed  
or somewhat disagreed that they experienced such complications,  
while a third (35.3 per cent) somewhat agreed or agreed about such  
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complications. Fortunately, the majority of Singaporeans (71.5 per  
cent) strongly disagreed, disagreed or somewhat disagreed that they  
experienced domestic violence during the pandemic. Nevertheless,  
it was disconcerting that there were Singaporeans (28.5 per cent)  
who reported that they experienced domestic violence during the  
pandemic.

Our findings related to familial factors echoed similar 
concerns about domestic violence and the impact on mental 
wellbeing during the onset of  the pandemic lockdowns. In May 
2020, shortly after the onset of  COVID-​19 and in the midst of 
Singapore’s first Circuit Breaker, the police noted that family vio-
lence reports rose by 22 per cent, with offences including the use 
of  criminal force, assault and criminal intimidation. Calls to the 
mental health related hotlines have also increased (Lau, 2021; 
Yong, 2021). During the Circuit Breaker, Singaporeans were 
mandated to stay within the confines of  their living spaces unless 
there was a need to head out. Thus, families who did not have 
a “strong dynamic” or were in “pressure cooker environments” 
would invariably experience higher potential for family violence 
episodes (Yong, 2021).

With the increase in episodes of  family violence, COVID-​19 
has also brought to the fore conversations surrounding mental 

Figure 8.5 � Familial factors related to COVID-​19 (2022).
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health, which has traditionally been issues that Singaporeans 
shy away from (Yong, 2021). In February 2021, an inter-​agency 
task force was set up to raise awareness on family violence and 
brainstorm for solutions to help victims. Accordingly, as of 
December 2021, all police land divisions have begun the ini-
tiative of  referring family violence offenders to social workers, 
who would assess if  further intervention and help is necessary 
(Lau, 2021).

Sources of individual differences for familial factors

Male Singaporeans were more affected by complications from 
domestic family arrangements (mean of 3.25) and domestic vio-
lence (2.72) than female Singaporeans (3.03 for complications 
arising from domestic family arrangements; 2.31 for domestic vio-
lence) (see Figure 8.6).

Married Singaporeans were also more affected by complications 
arising from family arrangements (mean of 3.22) and domestic 
violence (2.61) than single Singaporeans (3.01 for complications 
arising from family arrangements, and 2.34 for domestic violence) 
(see Table 8.2).

Age-​wise, Singaporeans who were below 50 years were more  
affected by complications than those aged 50 years and above. For  

Figure 8.6 � Social disruptions from COVID-​19 (2022).
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Table 8.2 � Sources of individual differences for familial factors (2022)

Demographics Experienced  
complications  
from domestic  
family  
arrangements

Experienced  
domestic  
violence

Gender
-​ Male 3.25 2.72
-​ Female 3.03 2.31
-​ F-​stats 9.40 31.03
-​ p 0.002 < 0.001

Marital Status
-​ Single 3.01 2.34
-​ Married 3.22 2.61
-​ F-​stats 8.13 12.60
-​ p 0.004 < 0.001

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.30 2.71
-​ 30–​39 3.62 3.00
-​ 40–​49 3.34 2.66
-​ 50–​59 2.76 2.17
-​ 60–​69 2.71 2.03
-​ 70–​79 2.71 2.06
-​ F-​stats 20.96 20.64
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 3.03 2.57
-​ Medium 2.91 2.31
-​ High 3.27 2.56
-​ F-​stats 9.89 4.54
-​ p < 0.001 0.011

Household Income
-​ Low 3.03 2.32
-​ Medium-​low 3.00 2.37
-​ Medium-​high 3.22 2.63
-​ High 3.32 2.68
-​ F-​stats 3.96 5.24
-​ p 0.008 0.001
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instance, Singaporeans aged 30 to 39 years reported the highest  
mean of 3.62 about experiencing complications from domestic  
family arrangements, compared to those aged 60 to 69 years and  
70 to 79 years who both reported the lowest mean of 2.71. This  
pattern of response was repeated in terms of domestic violence.  
Singaporeans aged below 50 years experienced more domestic  
violence than those aged 50 years and above. For instance,  
Singaporean aged 30 to 39 years reported the highest mean of 3.00  
about experiencing domestic violence, compared to those aged 60  
to 69 years who reported the lowest mean of 2.03.

Unfortunately, being better educated did not help Singaporeans 
in mitigating complications arising from domestic family 
arrangements. Singaporeans with low education and those with 
high education appeared to be equally affected by complications 
arising from domestic family arrangements (3.03 for low education 
and the highest mean of 3.27 for high education), compared to 
those with medium education (2.91). Singaporeans with low and 
high education were similarly affected by domestic violence during 
the pandemic (means of 2.57 and 2.56, respectively), compared to 
those with medium education (2.31).

Singaporeans who were in higher household income groups 
were more affected by complications arising from domestic 
family arrangements and domestic violence. Those with low and 
medium-​low household incomes reported lower and lowest means 
of 3.03 and 3.00, respectively, on complications arising from 
domestic family arrangements, while those with medium-​high and 
high household incomes reported the highest mean of 3.22 each. 
Singaporeans with low household income also reported the lowest 
mean of 2.32 on experience with domestic violence, while those 
with high household incomes reported the highest mean of 2.68.

Social disruptions from COVID-​19

Singaporeans had to grapple with various social disruptions during 
the pandemic. Close to six out of ten Singaporeans (59.1 per cent) 
were unhappy about the loss and restrictions of the activities that 
they enjoyed. Five out of ten Singaporeans (51.5 per cent) felt they 
were socially isolated, while close to five out of ten (49.3 per cent) 
of Singaporeans reported a lack of work–​life balance. These social 
disruptions are part of a larger social phenomenon described as 
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“pandemic fatigue”. This is characterized as “a feeling of exhaus-
tion from the changes that the pandemic has brought about, as 
well as feeling a sense of dread and irritation with the constant 
news of the pandemic” (Abdullah, 2021). Attesting to the ser-
ious toll the pandemic has taken on mental health, a majority 
of Singaporeans polled between 2020 and 2021 reported feeling 
sad, depressed, lonely and anxious (Lai, 2022). Regarding the 
lack of work–​life balance, the work from home (WFH) policy 
implemented by numerous companies during the COVID-​19 pan-
demic has affected individuals living in smaller homes, since they 
are less able to “distinguish between home and office” (Yong, 
2021). In the period prior to COVID-​19, where only 6.2 per cent of 
firms in 2017 allowed their staff  to work from home permanently, 
employers have now recognized that people can be trusted to work 
from home, with some workers being even more productive at 
home. Given that flexible work arrangements would likely become 
a permanent fixture even after the pandemic, the lack of work–​
life balance caused by workers’ inability to carve out a designated 
office space for work in their homes is a problem that has to be 
addressed (Lai, 2022).

Sources of individual differences for social disruptions

There were no significant differences noted for gender and marital 
status (see Table 8.3). However, Singaporeans who were 30 to 
39 years were the most unhappy about the loss and restriction of 
enjoyed activities (mean of 4.05), felt socially isolated the most 
(3.91) and were the most affected by a lack of work-​life balance 
(4.02). Meanwhile, those in the 70 to 79 years age group were the 
least unhappy about the loss and restriction of enjoyed activities 
(3.15), felt the least socially isolated (2.94) and were least affected 
by lack of work–​life balance (3.03).

Education-​wise, there was a significant positive linear trend 
about the social disruptions of COVID-​19. Singaporeans with 
high education were most unhappy about the loss and restriction 
of enjoyed activities (mean of 3.80) and were the most affected by 
lack of work–​life balance (3.74). Singaporeans with low education 
were the least unhappy about the loss and restriction of enjoyed 
activities (3.37) and were the least affected by a lack of work–​life 
balance (3.43).
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Table 8.3 � Sources of individual differences for social disruptions (2022)

Demographics Unhappy about  
loss and restriction  
of activities enjoyed

Felt  
socially  
isolated

Lack of  
work-​life  
balance

Gender
-​ Male 3.74 3.55 3.71
-​ Female 3.60 3.41 3.53
-​ F-​stats 4.52 4.45 7.81
-​ p 0.034 0.035 0.005

Marital Status
-​ Single 3.66 3.44 3.60
-​ Married 3.68 3.50 3.63
-​ F-​stats 0.09 0.77 0.28
-​ p 0.767 0.380 0.597

Age
-​ 20–​29 3.98 3.82 3.89
-​ 30–​39 4.05 3.91 4.02
-​ 40–​49 3.80 3.54 3.78
-​ 50–​59 3.21 3.07 3.33
-​ 60–​69 3.41 3.16 3.16
-​ 70–​79 3.15 2.94 3.03
-​ F-​stats 22.70 23.09 22.17
-​ p < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

Education
-​ Low 3.37 3.38 3.43
-​ Medium 3.61 3.38 3.49
-​ High 3.80 3.55 3.74
-​ F-​stats 12.88 3.14 8.57
-​ p < .001 .044 < .001

Household Income
-​ Low 3.26 3.34 3.42
-​ Medium-​low 3.61 3.41 3.53
-​ Medium-​high 3.76 3.51 3.73
-​ High 3.95 3.66 3.73
-​ F-​stats 12.50 2.87 4.28
-​ p < 0.001 0.035 0.005
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There was also a significant positive linear trend for house-
hold income related to the social disruptions of  COVID-​19. 
Singaporeans with high household incomes were the most 
unhappy about the loss and restriction of enjoyed activities (mean 
of 3.95), felt the most socially isolated (3.66) and were the most 
affected by a lack of  work–​life balance (3.73). Singaporeans with 
low household incomes were the least unhappy about the loss 
and restriction of enjoyed activities (3.26), felt the least socially 
isolated (3.34) and were the least affected by a lack of  work–​life 
balance (3.42).

Trust for postpandemic times

Singaporeans had a high level of trust in the government’s ability 
to navigate and lead Singapore in a postpandemic world. Close 
to two thirds (63.3 per cent) of Singaporeans surveyed responded 
“yes” when asked about this issue. Similarly, close to two thirds 
(64.3 per cent) of Singaporeans said “yes” when responding to the 
question about trusting their fellow Singaporeans to remain united 
in the face of future challenges. These percentages are in sharp 
contrast to the lower percentages for generalized trust (whether 
people can be trusted and would be fair or helpful), as seen in 
Figure 8.7. It is interesting to note Singaporeans are more trusting 
of the government and fellow citizens for a post-​pandemic scen-
ario compared to general day-​to-​day scenarios.

Similar to the results obtained in the 2022 QOL Survey, a study 
conducted by marketing research company Ipsos between May 
to June 2022 found that 74 per cent of Singaporeans were con-
fident about the COVID-​19 situation, which was comparatively 
higher than the average of 71 per cent gathered from respondents 
in Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam 
(Ipsos, 2022). A study conducted by IPS also found that 65 per 
cent of respondents trusted that the government would be able 
to navigate and lead Singapore through the postpandemic world 
(Mathews et al., 2021). This could be related to the high satis-
faction among Singaporeans regarding the government’s overall 
handling of the pandemic. However, the survey also discovered 
that more than 50 per cent of respondents felt that Singaporeans 
were “too dependent on the government to help them overcome 
the economic problems related to COVID-​19”.
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In the same study by IPS, Singaporeans also expressed a high  
level of trust toward fellow citizens, with at least 70 per cent of  
respondents trusting that “Singaporeans would remain united in  
the face of future challenges”. Additionally, at least 60 per cent of  
respondents trusted fellow citizens to continue observing COVID-​ 
19 measures both at home and outside.

The online poll released by the Ministry of Communications 
and Information on 19 March 2023 discovered that responses 
reflected higher levels of trust between citizens and the govern-
ment, as well as trust among citizens. Respondents were generally 
confident of Singapore’s ability to manage future pandemics well, 
with 75 per cent of the general population “strongly agree[ing]” 
or “agree[ing]” that Singapore would get through. Compared to 
the general population, where only 7 per cent expressed low con-
fidence in Singapore’s ability to face a future pandemic, 16 per 
cent of unemployed respondents expressed such sentiments. When 
asked to compare the strength of interpersonal relationships 
in 2019 and today, 77 per cent of respondents noted that family 
relationships grew stronger or remained constant. 82 per cent 
reported the same regarding relationships with their neighbors, 
while 71 per cent expressed such sentiments regarding friendships 
(Ministry of Communications and Information, 2023). Similar 

Figure 8.7 � Trust for postpandemic times and generalized trust (2022).
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surveys conducted by Pew Research Centre and Edelman Trust 
Institute also reflected Singaporeans’ high trust in the government, 
demonstrated by their willingness to cooperate with COVID-​19 
measures (Wong, 2023).

Sources of individual differences for trust for postpandemic times

Some demographic differences in trust were observed. While 
Singaporeans’ trust in the government and other Singaporeans did 
not differ by marital status and education levels, there were notable 
differences by gender, household incomes and age.

As shown in Figures 8.8 and 8.9, more female than male 
Singaporeans had trust in the government’s ability to navigate 
and lead Singapore in a postpandemic world (77.1 per cent for 
females versus 68.2 per cent for males), and trusted their fellow 
Singaporeans to remain united in the face of future challenges 
(76.7 per cent for females versus 70.2 per cent for males).

Singaporeans in the low and low-​medium household income  
groups (see Figures 8.9 and 8.10) reported the lowest percentages  

Figure 8.8 � Trust in government by gender, marital status, education level 
and household income (2022).
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who trusted the government’s ability to navigate and lead Singapore  
in a postpandemic world (69.3 per cent and 68 per cent, respect-
ively), while those in the high household income group reported  
the highest percentage (81.9 per cent). This pattern of response  
was repeated for the trust in fellow Singaporeans to remain united  
in the face of future challenges. The lowest percentage (69.5 per  
cent) among the low household income group versus highest per-
centage (83.3 per cent) among the high household income group.

Finally, as shown in Figure 8.10, a clear inverted U-​shape 
trend can be observed across different age groups. For instance, 
about seven out of ten (74.3 per cent) of younger Singaporeans 
in the 20 to 29 years age group trusted the government’s ability to 
navigate and lead Singapore in a postpandemic world. This pro-
portion decreased to the lowest of about six out of ten (66.4 per 
cent) among Singaporeans in the 40 to 49 years age group, before 
increasing to a high of more than eight out of ten (85.5 per cent) 
among the oldest age group (70–​79 years).

This pattern of response is repeated for Singaporeans’ trust  
in fellow Singaporeans to remain united in the face of future  
challenges. For instance, about seven out of ten (73.0 per cent)  

Figure 8.9 � Trust in Singaporeans by gender, marital status, education 
level and household income (2022).
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of younger Singaporeans in the 20 to 29 years age group trusted  
their fellow Singaporeans to remain united in the face of future  
challenges. This proportion decreased to the lowest of about six  
out of ten (67.8 per cent) among Singaporeans in the 40 to 49 years  
age group, before increasing to a high of more than eight out of  
ten (85 per cent) among the oldest age group (70–​79 years).

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the impact of COVID-​19 on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing in terms of economic impact, health risks, 
familial factors and social disruptions. The 2022 QOL Survey 
showed that health risks weighed most heavily on the minds of 
Singaporeans, followed by job security. Familial disruptions 
arising partly due to the changes in living arrangements caused by 
COVID-​19 impacted Singaporeans the least.

While the Singapore government has introduced various 
schemes to mitigate financial disruptions caused by the closure of 
borders and lockdowns, Singaporeans were most worried about 
their job security and most pessimistic about economic recovery 

Figure 8.10 � Age differences in trust (2022).
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in comparison to respondents from five other Southeast Asian 
states. Pertaining to the health risks associated with COVID-​19, 
the 2022 QOL Survey has revealed that Singaporeans were most 
worried about themselves or their loved ones contracting COVID-​
19. Nevertheless, they were least worried about the health risks 
associated with COVID-​19 when compared to results from surveys 
on respondents from five other Southeast Asian states. While 
familial disruptions weighed least on the minds of Singaporeans, 
there was still a disconcerting percentage (28.5 per cent) of survey 
respondents who reported experiences of domestic violence, 
arising largely as a result of the extended periods of lockdowns. 
The pandemic also brought about social disruptions, such as the 
decline in mental wellbeing of Singaporeans caused by social isola-
tion, lack of work–​life balancing, feelings of uncertainty and pan-
demic fatigue.

Setting aside the various sources of stressors attributed to 
the pandemic, Singaporeans reported a high level of trust in 
the government’s ability to navigate and lead Singapore in the 
postpandemic world (63.3 per cent). Singaporeans also reported a 
high level of trust (64.3 per cent) that fellow citizens would remain 
united and continue to observe COVID-​19 measures.
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9	� Conclusion

In this concluding chapter, we collate and discuss some of the key 
insights of the 2022 QOL Survey, and reflect on how connecting 
the various findings may provide a holistic perspective of happiness 
and wellbeing in Singapore. In the previous chapters, we have 
covered a wide range of topics including satisfaction with life and 
life domains, happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control, pur-
pose, psychological flourishing, the income-​happiness equation, 
economic wellbeing, personal values, value orientations, satisfac-
tion with democratic rights, views on politics and the impact of 
the COVID-​19 pandemic on the wellbeing of Singaporeans. We 
conducted demographic analyses and showed how perceptions of 
wellbeing varied across age, education, gender, marital status and 
household income. Where applicable, we conducted longitudinal 
comparisons of the 2022 QOL Survey data with previous datasets 
from the 2016 QOL Survey (Tambyah & Tan, 2018) and the 2011 
QOL Survey (Tambyah & Tan, 2013) and noted the variations 
and trends over the years. In addition, we examined the impact of 
personal values, satisfaction with democratic rights and views on 
politics on wellbeing outcomes such as satisfaction with life, satis-
faction with life domains, the Cantril Ladder, the overall quality of 
life, happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose. In 
the sections to follow, we will begin with a note on the economic, 
social and political climate of the 2022 QOL Survey, followed by 
the discussion on some of the key findings on wellbeing outcomes, 
the effects of demographics on wellbeing outcomes, values and 
wellbeing, the clusters of Singaporeans and the impact of the 
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COVID-​19 pandemic on the wellbeing of Singaporeans. We end 
the chapter with directives for future research.

The economic, social and political climate of the 2022 
QOL Survey

The 2022 QOL Survey was conducted between 23 June 2022 and 
25 July 2022 during an uncertain economic, social and political cli-
mate. Singapore, like many other countries, was at the tail end of 
a long and exhausting battle with the COVID-​19 pandemic. There 
were intermittent fears of recession and high unemployment amid 
a global economic slowdown due to the pandemic. Paradoxically, 
there were also inflationary pressures with costs of living rising 
at alarming rates. The Russia–​Ukraine War, which started on 24 
February 2022, brought about further disruptions to global supply 
chains. As a nation that is reliant on global connections and trade, 
Singapore has been grappling with various economic and social 
challenges due to these geopolitical changes and tensions.

On the political front, the most recent election in Singapore was 
the 2020 General Election (GE2020) which was conducted under 
the cloud of the COVID-​19 pandemic. Instead of the door-​to-​door 
visits and evening rallies at stadiums and open fields, which drew 
large crowds, political parties pivoted to online rallies and relied 
heavily on social media for campaigning. The People’s Action Party 
(PAP) positioned itself  as the government that could be trusted to 
help Singaporeans weather the ups and downs of the pandemic 
and introduced numerous financial initiatives to help individuals, 
families and businesses. The PAP garnered 61.24 per cent of the 
votes (compared to 69.9 per cent in 2016) and won 83 seats out 
of 93 available seats. However, another “Group Representative 
Constituency” (GRC), which is a mega-​conglomeration of five 
constituencies, was lost to the Workers’ Party which had a strong 
showing in GE2020.

Key findings on wellbeing outcomes

At first glance, the overall picture on the wellbeing of Singaporeans 
seemed to be a somber one with scores on many wellbeing 
outcomes slipping from previous years. However, there is a silver 
lining to some of these dark clouds. These findings could offer 

 

 

 



Conclusion  157

insights into what matters for the wellbeing of Singaporeans and 
highlight opportunities to improve this sense of wellbeing.

As suggested by research studies in this arena, economic pros-
perity (e.g., higher GDP and household incomes) would likely 
have a positive effect on wellbeing. Singapore’s per capita GDP 
has been rising from S$63,050 (2011) to S$73,167 in (2016) and 
now S$114,165 (2022). Similarly, the average median household 
income has improved from S$8,722 (2011) to S$10,336 (2016) and 
now S$9,520 (2021) and S$10,099 (2022). However, Singaporeans’ 
perceptions and assessments of their wellbeing have not improved 
correspondingly.

With regard to the cognitive aspects of wellbeing, there were 
three different assessments of life satisfaction that were used in the 
2022 OQL Survey. In terms of satisfaction with life, the composite 
mean score for 2022 (3.92) fell behind 2016 (4.29), and the indi-
vidual mean scores were also lower in 2022. In terms of satisfaction 
with life domains, all the mean scores for 2022 were below those of 
2016. Nonetheless, all the mean scores in 2022 were above four (on 
a six-​point scale) and in the “satisfied” spectrum. Singaporeans’ 
Cantril Ladder scores slipped a bit from the 2016 QOL Survey. 
However, Singaporeans still evaluated their current lives fairly 
positively (5.99, 6th rung on the Cantril Ladder) and remained 
optimistic about their lives five years into the future (6.45).

For the affective aspects of wellbeing, we used indicators related 
to happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control and purpose and 
a Flourishing Scale (for psychological flourishing). Over the past 
ten years (2011 to 2022), Singaporeans have become less happy, 
enjoyed life less and have felt a decreased sense of achievement. 
Compared to 2016, most Singaporeans felt they did not have con-
trol over their lives and a sense of purpose. Singaporeans had 
declined in their psychological flourishing over the past decade.

What are some possible reasons for these key findings? First, 
there seems to be a manifestation of the Easterlin Paradox where 
increased incomes did not lead to increased happiness. This was 
also observed in the results from the 2016 QOL Survey when we 
started having a closer look at the income-​happiness equation. 
Suppressed levels of wellbeing despite economic prosperity could 
be due to the effects of social comparisons and rising aspirations 
in a competitive and achievement-​oriented society like Singapore. 
Second, the low levels of wellbeing reported could be attributed 
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to the COVID-​19 pandemic. As noted in the 2021–​2022 Human 
Development Index (HDI) Report, “while HDI tends to trend 
upward globally over time, more than 90% of the 191 countries 
analyzed for the 2021/​22 HDI report suffered a decline in overall 
HDI in either 2020 or 2021” (United Nations Development 
Programme, 2022). The World Happiness Reports in 2021, 2022 
and 2023 also flagged increasing rates of anxiety, depression and 
sadness as many countries grappled with the economic and social 
repercussions of the pandemic.

The effect of demographics on wellbeing outcomes

For the 2022 QOL Survey, we noted individual differences for 
different demographic groups for the various wellbeing outcomes. 
While these sources of individual differences provided additional 
insights, care should be taken in interpreting some of the results as 
the correlations were generally small (which is common in social 
sciences studies of this nature). We provide an overview of a selec-
tion of key demographic differences with some implications from 
these findings.

Gender

For the cognitive aspects of wellbeing, a gender effect was 
observed only for the Cantril Ladder scores. Males rated their 
current lives to be significantly better than females, although 
both genders expected similar scores on the Cantril Ladder in 
five years’ time. Female Singaporeans were less satisfied with their 
household incomes and health. Males scored significantly higher 
on all aspects of affective wellbeing than females. Compared to 
2016, the gender effect in 2022 was more pronounced. This implied 
that female Singaporeans may not have access to the opportun-
ities to be satisfied with their lives and life domains and to have 
more favorable perceptions of the affective aspects of wellbeing. 
The government and civil society in Singapore have been aware of 
the issues related to gender equality. In the past year, a white paper 
on gender equality has spawned debates on ensuring opportunities 
for all citizens regardless of gender and to eradicate barriers to 
gender equality in the home, workplaces and other spaces in society 
(Ministry of Social and Family Development Singapore, 2022).
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Marital status

Being married seemed to have some impact on several wellbeing 
outcomes. For instance, married Singaporeans perceived their lives 
to be better now, and in five years’ time. Married respondents also 
reported greater happiness, enjoyment, achievement, control, pur-
pose and psychological flourishing than the singles. As we noted 
in the earlier chapters, marriage offers an opportunity for indi-
viduals to pool their financial resources and this might be helpful 
in meeting various needs such as housing. Unfortunately, in 
Singapore, singles face several disadvantages in terms of housing, 
as more affordable public housing options with government sub-
sidies are accessible primarily for married couples (Ng, 2023; The 
Workers’ Party, 2022; Zachariah, 2023).

Age

The impact of  age on wellbeing outcomes was varied. Our dis-
cussion was mainly on older versus younger respondents when 
differences were noted instead of  detailed comparisons across the 
various age groups. For instance, younger people (20 to 29 years) 
felt bad about their current lives but were more optimistic about 
their future lives. In contrast, older Singaporeans felt better now, 
but they expected their lives to deteriorate in five years’ time. 
As Singaporeans got older, they tended to be happier, enjoyed 
life more, felt they had accomplished more, had more control, 
and had a stronger sense of  purpose. Those between the ages of 
60 and 69 years had the lowest psychological flourishing scores, 
while respondents in the 30 to 39 years age group had the highest 
psychological flourishing scores. Psychological flourishing of 
the other age groups fell in between the scores of  those aged 30 
to 39 years and 60 to 69 years. With Singapore’s ageing popu-
lation, there will be challenges ahead in terms of  helping older 
Singaporeans to age well. It is encouraging to note that there 
are already many government and civil society initiatives in 
place such as the 2023 Action Plan for Successful Ageing by the 
Ministry of  Health (Ministry of  Health Singapore, 2023). More 
research on the wellbeing of  older Singaporeans would also be 
helpful to provide a deeper understanding of  the needs of  older 
Singaporeans.
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Education and household income

Education contributed to more differentiation in wellbeing 
outcomes. Education was positively correlated with all five aspects 
of affective wellbeing and psychological flourishing. Like edu-
cation, household income had an important impact on various 
wellbeing outcomes. Household income had some impact on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing outcomes in terms of life satisfaction 
(Chapter 2). Generally, respondents with higher incomes also 
had higher means on the wellbeing outcomes of happiness, enjoy-
ment, achievement, control, purpose and psychological flourishing 
(Chapter 3). The effect of household income was more thoroughly 
examined in Chapter 4. In that chapter, we noted the upward 
trending patterns correlating household income with the wellbeing 
outcomes. However, those with the highest household incomes 
might not be the happiest or most satisfied. In terms of economic 
wellbeing, our analyses confirmed that satisfaction with household 
income (i.e., financial satisfaction) and satisfaction with standard 
of living were positively associated with the wellbeing indicators.

The greater importance of Singaporeans’ perceptions of their 
socio-​economic status over actual income is also evident from 
their correlations with the wellbeing outcomes. While household 
income had weak to moderate correlations with affective and cog-
nitive aspects of wellbeing, Singaporeans’ satisfaction with their 
household income had moderate to strong correlations with well-
being. Thus, we can surmise that satisfaction with one’s socio-​
economic status is an important driver of economic wellbeing, 
and not necessarily the particular levels of income although those 
with higher household incomes were more financially comfortable. 
Nonetheless, “happiness equality” due to education and income 
is a somewhat worrying trend if  only the better educated and rich 
have a better sense of wellbeing.

Values and wellbeing

Values play a prominent role in Singaporeans’ wellbeing. In the 
2022 QOL Survey, we examined the influence of two broad types 
of values on wellbeing. We adopted the LOV to assess the import-
ance of certain personal values to Singaporeans. Beyond personal 
strivings, we also examined value orientations on a broader scale 

 

 

 



Conclusion  161

with regard to four major aspects of life (i.e., family values, trad-
ition, sustainability and materialism).

With regard to personal strivings, there were no significant 
shifts in the importance ranking of items in the LOV over the 
past three QOL Surveys (2011, 2016 and 2022), with security and 
self-​respect continuing to be the top two values for Singaporeans, 
while the values of fun and enjoyment and excitement continued 
to be of lower or lowest importance. There was a definitive nega-
tive trend for all nine values of the LOV in the 2022 QOL Survey 
when compared to the 2011 and 2016 QOL Surveys. This decrease 
in importance across all the values may signify that Singaporeans 
are experiencing a global shift in what they value in life. Perhaps 
there are certain values that are more pertinent to Singaporeans in 
the Asian context that are not reflected in the LOV. For instance, 
with the COVID-​19 pandemic claiming more than 1,400 lives in 
Singapore by June 2022 (Ministry of Health Singapore, 2022), 
Singaporeans may care more about their family members given 
the unpredictable nature of COVID-​19. With the looming climate 
change crisis, Singaporeans may also reorient themselves to hold 
the value of sustainability more closely to heart than the personal 
values measured in the LOV.

It was interesting to note that, on the whole, Singaporeans did 
not place much importance on the value of excitement. However, 
this value featured significantly in making Singaporeans happier, 
enjoy life more, have a greater sense of achievement, as well as 
perceive greater control and purpose in their lives. Similarly, we 
noted that the lowest ranked value of excitement also positively 
and significantly influenced Singaporeans’ satisfaction with life. 
This suggests that Singaporeans may not be aware that they are 
neglecting important aspects of their lives that are crucial to 
happiness (e.g., excitement), while they incessantly pursue other 
values (e.g., security and self-​respect) that have little incremental 
influence on their wellbeing.

One plausible reason for these seemingly contradictory results is 
that Singaporeans may not like to openly admit in a survey setting 
that they place a high importance on “nonproductive” values such 
as fun and enjoyment and excitement. However, our correlational 
analyses showed that these values do play an important part in 
ensuring Singaporeans’ cognitive and affective wellbeing. Notably, 
Singaporeans who are better educated and have higher incomes 
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placed a greater emphasis on such “nonproductive” values. 
Perhaps better education and higher income have been achieved 
at the expense of having more leisure time, potentially explaining 
the heightened appreciation of fun and enjoyment and excitement 
among the more financially well-​off  Singaporeans. This indicates 
that to survive and thrive in a fast moving and technology-​driven 
world, subconsciously, Singaporeans may have realized that they 
need to have some fun and enjoyment to relieve the stresses of 
everyday life and to complement the pursuit of other life goals.

Clusters of Singaporeans

We adopted a segmentation approach for our examination of 
the four broad value orientations. Similar to the past two QOL 
Surveys (2011 and 2016), this set of  value orientations in the 
2022 QOL Survey included statements relating to family values, 
sustainability, traditionalism and materialism, which are dis-
tinct from the LOV. The number of  clusters have changed from 
a six-​cluster solution in 2011, to a five-​cluster solution in 2016 
and now to a four-​cluster solution in 2022. The revisions in the 
number and composition of  the clusters over these years could 
be partly attributed to the changes in the compositions of  the 
value orientations, shifts in the scores respondents gave to each 
statement in the measures and changes in the demographics of 
the respondents. Nevertheless, family values, a traditional orien-
tation, and prosocial behaviors are time-​tested, consistent and 
distinctive factors in the clustering of  Singaporeans. And des-
pite the revision in the number of  clusters over the years, family-​
oriented clusters still featured prominently in the clustering of 
Singaporeans.

The four clusters could be typified by four hypothetical indi-
viduals: Jasper, the Balancer who values all four orientations simi-
larly; Nathan, the Materialist who has the highest materialism 
score among the four clusters; May, the Prosocial Family Oriented 
who values her family and sustainability the most and June, the 
Traditional Family-​Oriented person who values her family and 
traditions. These personas are intended to serve as archetypes 
of each of the four clusters and are representative of the unique 
characteristics that distinguish each group. They are not intended 
to be ideal clusters or personas for Singaporeans to aspire toward.
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The four clusters of Singaporeans in the 2022 QOL Survey 
differed in their cognitive wellbeing and affective wellbeing, as 
well as economic wellbeing. The Balancers were the most satis-
fied with life among the four clusters, while the Materialists were 
relatively less satisfied. The Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented members 
consistently stood out as the segment with the best affective well-
being. The Pro-​Social Family-​Oriented Singaporeans were also 
most satisfied with their economic wellbeing while the Materialists 
were consistently among the least satisfied clusters. However, as 
far as trusting other individuals are concerned, regardless of which 
cluster they belong to, Singaporeans are generally skeptical of 
others similar to what we have found in the previous 2016 QOL 
Survey. Almost every cluster in 2022 disagreed that people can be 
trusted and that people would be fair and try to be helpful.

Rights, politics and wellbeing

While some small changes in rankings were observed for the 
respondents’ satisfaction with certain democratic rights, the 2022 
QOL Survey results reflected a decrease in the level of satisfaction 
for all six democratic rights from 2011. For the past 11 years, the 
rights to freedom of speech and to criticize the government have 
been ranked 5th and 6th. If  the government and policy makers 
are concerned about the poor satisfaction levels for the rights to 
freedom of speech and to criticize the government, more has to 
be done to improve citizens’ access to opportunities and spaces 
to exercise these two related rights. For younger voters, online 
activism and advocacy might be one possible avenue as they relied 
more heavily on online than offline political participation, as noted 
in Chapter 7.

Generally, many Singaporeans felt they have a duty to vote 
as voting is compulsory in Singapore and this had a positive 
effect on Singaporeans’ wellbeing, which was also enhanced 
when they perceived that they have the power to influence gov-
ernment policy or actions. Our results imply that broader and 
more systemic changes are needed to enhance the internal and 
external political efficacy of Singaporeans so that they can have 
a better understanding of and involvement in the political system 
in addition to voting. As noted in Chapter 7, there are some 
segments of dissatisfied Singaporeans who would like to see more 
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accountability, transparency and political freedom. As the results 
varied for different segments of Singaporeans, more in-​depth 
research would be helpful to determine specific concerns and to 
implement initiatives for better engagement with citizens.

Impact of the COVID-​19 pandemic

In Chapter 8, we explored the impact of COVID-​19 on 
Singaporeans’ wellbeing in terms of economic impact, health risks, 
familial factors and social disruptions. The 2022 QOL Survey 
showed that health risks weighed most heavily on the minds of 
Singaporeans, followed by job security. Familial disruptions 
arising partly due to the changes in living arrangements caused 
by COVID-​19 impacted Singaporeans the least. Our detailed ana-
lyses and discussion in Chapter 8 have highlighted the complex 
variations of the impact of the pandemic on particular segments 
of Singaporeans. While education and income seemed to be posi-
tively associated with wellbeing outcomes in the earlier chapters, 
this was not the case for the impact of the pandemic. In fact, 
respondents who were more educated and had higher incomes 
were more adversely affected in some areas. Singaporeans with 
low education and those with high education appeared to be 
equally affected by complications arising from domestic family 
arrangements and domestic violence, compared to those with 
medium education. Singaporeans with high education and house-
hold incomes were also most unhappy about the loss and restric-
tion of activities that they enjoyed, and the most affected by lack 
of work–​life balance.

On 8 March 2023, the Prime Minister’s Office released a 92-​page 
White Paper titled “Singapore’s Response to COVID-​19: Lessons for 
the Next Pandemic” (Prime Minister’s Office Singapore, 2023). This 
documents has generated a robust debate on the lessons learned, 
what was done well and what could be improved. It listed eight 
items that Singapore managed well: (1) the expansion of healthcare 
capacity (e.g., swabbing and testing operations); (2) successful 
procurement of COVID-​19 vaccination and the high vaccination 
rate; (3) the successful procurement of food and critical med-
ical supplies; (4) the provision of loans and rebates to businesses; 
(5) financial support for the vulnerable; (6) the continuation of 
education through home-​based learning; (7) maintenance of high 
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public trust through Multi-​Ministry Task Force press conferences 
and (8) rallying the nation through the SGUnited initiative.

The White Paper also noted six areas of improvement: (1) the out-
break in migrant worker dormitories could have been avoided had 
early ground surveillance on migrant workers’ health and housing 
been conducted; (2) the number of imported COVID-​19 cases 
could have been reduced if  borders were closed more decisively; 
(3) the mask-​wearing policy should have been less definitive in 
the early days as clinical evidence was evolving; (4) TraceTogether 
should have been adopted faster at the start for more effective con-
tact tracing; (5) Safe Management Measures could have been sim-
plified and made more flexible and (6) the transition to endemicity 
could have been calibrated better (Chua, 2023).

The key lessons learnt and proposed initiatives in this White 
Paper highlighted the commitment of the government to steer 
the nation of Singapore through the murky waters of the 
postpandemic world. As noted in our 2022 QOL Survey results, 
Singaporeans did have a relatively high level of trust in the govern-
ment and fellow citizens for the journey ahead. However, it looks 
like more work would need to be done to improve the generalized 
trust of Singaporeans, as shown in the findings for the clustering 
of Singaporeans. It is thus important that Singaporeans at all 
levels of society continue to develop and deepen the trust among 
the individuals and communities who live and work in Singapore.

Future research directives

This book is part of our continuing efforts to measure the 
happiness and wellbeing of Singaporeans through the years. There 
are now at least five nationally representative datasets (survey data 
collected in 1996, 2001, 2011, 2016 and 2022) over 20 years for sat-
isfaction with life, satisfaction with life domains, personal values 
and value orientations. For indicators of happiness, enjoyment, 
achievement and satisfaction with rights, there are four nationally 
representative datasets (the 2006 AsiaBarometer Survey, the 2011 
QOL Survey, the 2016 QOL Survey and the 2022 QOL Survey). 
Data on satisfaction with democratic rights and views about pol-
itics have also been captured for the 2011 QOL Survey, the 2016 
QOL Survey and the 2022 QOL Survey. These datasets provide 
the opportunities for researchers and policy makers to keep track 
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of changes in the wellbeing outcomes over time and to consider 
ways in which the wellbeing of Singaporeans may have evolved 
due to changing economic, social and cultural circumstances in 
Singapore. Future research directives would have to take into 
account the types of wellbeing measures, the research approaches 
or techniques used and the subpopulations to be studied.

In terms of  wellbeing measures, we have constantly evaluated 
and experimented with different conceptualizations and scales so 
that the QOL Surveys stay relevant for the times. For future QOL 
Surveys, we will continue to refine the measures currently used 
and introduce measures to account for new developments in the 
research on wellbeing and changes in the context of  Singapore. 
We had previously expressed (Tambyah & Tan, 2018) that it might 
be good for Singapore to have an index of  the QOL and well-
being for Singaporeans that would be sustained by government 
or corporate funding and research support. Ideally, this index 
would also be accessible for everyday Singaporeans to assess their 
own wellbeing and it could be made available on an online plat-
form similar to the OECD Better Life Index (Organisation for 
Economic Co-​operation and Development, n.d.). To date, there 
is still no such index, although researchers in Singapore’s uni-
versities (e.g., National University of  Singapore, the Singapore 
University of  Social Sciences) and research institutes (e.g., the 
Institute of  Policy Studies) have independently conducted studies 
on the wellbeing of  Singaporeans and various key socio-​political 
issues.

The 2022 QOL Survey, like its two predecessors (2011 and 
2016) involved the use of cross-​sectional surveys to examine 
important input variables and their influence on wellbeing. Using 
representative samples of Singaporeans citizens, these surveys 
conducted at regular intervals (e.g., about every five years) allow 
us to take snap-​shots of Singaporean society, and to assess the 
extent of change over time. Cross-​sectional surveys have built-​in 
corrections for the changing composition of a sampling unit which 
does not require keeping track of specific individuals over time. 
However, if  possible, it would also be good to have the funding 
and institutional backing to curate and maintain a nationally rep-
resentative panel of Singaporeans who would be tracked longitu-
dinally for wellbeing research. Findings from this panel could then 
be compared with those of cross-​sectional sequential studies for 
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greater insights into the wellbeing of Singaporeans, particularly in 
examining the presence of cohort effects.

While cross-​sectional surveys with nationally representative 
samples provide a bird’s-​eye view on the wellbeing of Singaporeans, 
they can be supplemented with other research techniques to focus 
on certain issues or subpopulations. For example, instead of 
relying on recall for perceptual measures, one possibility would 
be to use experience sampling or journaling to study wellbeing. 
Respondents could be asked to report their wellbeing daily or 
weekly, and reflect on the reasons for their affective states. While 
these approaches may be effort intensive, they allow researchers to 
garner deeper insights into more immediate antecedents, drivers 
and fluctuations related to wellbeing.

Future studies could also focus on subsets of the Singapore 
population that are typically underrepresented in national studies. 
For instance, in the 2022 QOL Survey, we were unable to make 
comparisons among the different ethnicities due to the small 
sample sizes of other ethnic groups apart from the Singaporean 
Chinese respondents. A deeper understanding of the ethnic 
differences in wellbeing (if  any) would allow researchers and 
policymakers to formulate more targeted policies at improving the 
wellbeing of Singaporeans. With almost one in four Singaporeans 
estimated to be 65 years old or above by 2030 (Chin, 2022), there 
is also a pressing need for in-​depth subpopulation studies on the 
wellbeing of older Singaporeans.

Concluding remarks

Singapore has had its share of challenges and triumphs in 2022 
when the QOL Survey was conducted. Despite the economic inse-
curities and turmoil brought about by the COVID-​19 pandemic 
and geopolitical tensions, Singapore seemed to be holding up 
relatively well in terms of economic prosperity with a high per 
capita GDP and a good standard of living. However, there were 
Singaporeans who were concerned about their economic well-
being, especially those who are not so well educated or with lower 
household incomes. On the social front, the bonds of family, 
friends and community are still strong as evidenced by the sat-
isfaction levels related to such relationships and the emphasis on 
family values.
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While results of the 2022 QOL Survey painted a gloomy pic-
ture of declining wellbeing among Singaporeans, there are some 
bigger takeaways that we hope readers could glean from this book. 
One key point to note, among many others, is that while there 
are some established routes to improve one’s life satisfaction or 
affective wellbeing, there is also room for many different pathways 
to happiness. Some people may relish the benefits of having a 
high income, while others are satisfied with their lives through 
helping others (e.g., May, the Prosocial Family-​Oriented arche-
type). Temporally, an individual can also experience changes in 
wellbeing across time depending on many factors (e.g., life cycle 
stage). By understanding what truly makes us happy, all of us can 
cultivate and integrate positive mindsets and practices in our daily 
lives that enhance our wellbeing.

As noted by Buettner (2010), Singapore appears to be one of 
the happiest places to live in, with an economically viable and 
safe society, family relationships and spiritual groundedness. As 
Singapore emerges into a postpandemic world, what are some 
aspirations for the future? We hope that Singaporeans will nurture 
the right mix of values, trust, openness and democratic processes 
that would provide common ground for making Singapore a happy 
and fulfilled society. As always, the pledge is a good reminder to 
reflect on what binds Singaporeans together as we work toward 
“happiness, prosperity and progress for our nation”.
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