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At NYC, we believe in a world where young people 
are respected and heard, and have the ability 
to influence and make a difference to the world. 
Together with our partners, we develop
future-ready youth who are committed to 
Singapore by instilling in them a heart for
service, resilience and an enterprising spirit.

Our Mission
Create Opportunities for All Youths in Singapore

To be heard, to be empowered and to be the change

Our Background
NYC was set up by the Singapore Government on 1 November 
1989 as the national co-ordinating body for youth affairs in 
Singapore and the focal point of international youth affairs.

On 1 January 2015, NYC began its operations as an 
autonomous agency under the Ministry of Culture, Community 
and Youth (MCCY) and housed two key institutions: Outward 
Bound Singapore (OBS) and Youth Corps Singapore (YCS). 
Together, the agency drives youth development and broadens 
outreach to young Singaporeans and youth sector organisations. 

Mr Edwin Tong, Minister for Culture, Community and Youth and 
Second Minister for Law is the Chairperson of the 16th Council. 
The Council comprises members from diverse backgrounds such 
as the youth, media, arts, sports, corporate and
government sectors.

Our Vision
Thriving youth who are Future-Ready and Committed
to Singapore
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Notation
NA Not Available 

Notes
Percentages may not total up to 100% due to rounding.
Survey figures may vary slightly due to sample weighting.

COVID-19
(Special Edition)

Education & 
Employment

Values & 
Attitudes

Social
Cohesion

Wellbeing

Preface
The National Youth Survey (NYS) studies the major concerns and issues of schooling and working 

youths in Singapore. It is a time-series survey that tracks and provides updated analyses of national 
youth statistics and outcomes to inform policy and practice. To date, NYS has been conducted in 2002, 

2005, 2010, 2013, 2016, and 2019. Findings and analyses from each cycle of NYS are subsequently 
published as YOUTH.sg: The State of Youth in Singapore (YOUTH.sg). 

Each issue features youth statistics and insights from the NYS. Complementing the NYS insights are 
relevant studies and in-depth analyses by practitioners in youth research and development to provide 

readers with an overview of the state of youth in Singapore. 

Contributors comprise NYS’ academic collaborators (A/Ps Ho Kong Chong, Ho Kong Weng, and Irene 
Ng), NYC, Youth STEPS’ academic collaborators (Dr Chew Han Ei, A/P Vincent Chua, and Dr Alex Tan) 
and other contributors (Ministry of Manpower, National Arts Council, National Volunteer & Philanthropy 

Centre, and Sport Singapore). Together, the YOUTH.sg intends to shed light on and explore specific 
emergent trends and issues of youths. 

This publication has been put together by the Research team at the
National Youth Council.

This edition of YOUTH.sg consists of six separate issues covering the topics of 

Social
Support



The extent of social connectedness and strength of social bonds within a 
society reflect the level of cohesiveness among its members and translates 
to the abundance of social capital available to encourage individual and 
collective action (Kawachi & Berkman, 2000). How youths perceive and 
engage with others in their communities offer insights to the degree of 
cohesion with the larger society and institutions (Fonseca et al., 2019). 
Together, these play an important role in developing societal harmony
and progressing communal goals (Jenson, 2010).

Social Cohesion
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As the world around us grows in complexity, the rise of diverse 
views and emerging divides pose difficulties in maintaining social 
cohesion in societies everywhere, not least in our globalised city 
state (Heng, 2019). 

The speed and ease of information dissemination have allowed young 
people to easily engage with the diverse and complex world they live 
in (Pathak-Shelat, 2018). While highly connected to the larger world, 
they remain deeply rooted to their immediate communities within our 
shores. Our youths are proud to be Singaporean and are committed to 
our country.

Growing up in a multicultural society, youths are comfortable 
interacting with individuals whose backgrounds are different and 
diverse. Beyond sustained acceptance of diversity over the years, 
youths are also actively engaged in their communities. Young people 
continue to be involved in a range of social groups, with 1 in 4 youths 
taking on leadership positions.    

Calling Singapore home, it is important to recognise the commitment 
in which young people have towards our country. To harness the power 
of our communities, it is pertinent to recognise that youths form a vital 
thread in our social fabric and that their energies help our society to 
progress as one. 

Youths are comfortable living with and working alongside other races 
and nationalities.

Youths continue to have regular involvement in social groups.

Youths are proud and committed to Singapore. 
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2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,086) (n=2,572) (n=3,317) (n=3,142)

Proud to be Singaporean 3.43 (0.58) 3.18 (0.71) 3.37 (0.65) 3.23 (0.67)

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=661) (n=768) (n=875) (n=839) (n=3,142)

Proud to be Singaporean 3.25 (0.64) 3.19 (0.68) 3.21 (0.67) 3.26 (0.68) 3.23 (0.67)

Chinese Malay Indian Others Overall

(n=2,262) (n=562) (n=252) (n=67) (n=3,142)

Proud to be Singaporean 3.21 (0.66) 3.21 (0.67) 3.39 (0.73) 3.18 (0.75) 3.23 (0.67)

Section A1: 
National Pride

Youths in Singapore consistently report high levels of national pride over the years (Table A1). Pride is similarly 
high across all age bands and ethnicities in 2019 (Tables A2 and A3).

Question: How proud are you to be a Singaporean?
(Based on a 4-pt scale, where 4="very proud" & 1="not proud at all".)

Note
In NYS 2010 and 2013, the question was phrased as “How proud are you as a Singaporean?”.

Part A: National Attitudes

TA B LE A 1:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' N AT I O N A L PR I D E OV ER T I M E
     (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE A 2:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' N AT I O N A L PR I D E BY AG E
     (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE A3:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' N AT I O N A L PR I D E BY R AC E
     (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)
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Question: To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
(Based on a 4-pt scale, where 4="strongly agree" & 1="strongly disagree".)

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

I will do whatever I can to support Singapore in times of
national crisis 3.12 (0.61) 3.08 (0.62) 3.10 (0.60) 3.15 (0.59) 3.11 (0.60) 

I feel a sense of belonging to Singapore 3.18 (0.60) 3.14 (0.62) 3.13 (0.65) 3.18 (0.62) 3.16 (0.62)

I have a part to play in developing Singapore for the benefit of
current and future generations 3.19 (0.59) 3.16 (0.62) 3.14 (0.62) 3.18 (0.58) 3.17 (0.60)

2016 2019

(n=3,531) (n=3,392)

I will do whatever I can to support Singapore in times of
national crisis 3.30 (0.60) 3.11 (0.60)

I feel a sense of belonging to Singapore 3.30 (0.65) 3.16 (0.62)

I have a part to play in developing Singapore for the benefit of
current and future generations 3.31 (0.62) 3.17 (0.60)

Together with high levels of national pride, youths continue to express rootedness to Singapore. Regardless of age 
and ethnicity, young people in Singapore recognise they have a part to play in times of crisis and in developing 
Singapore for the future (Tables A4 to A6).     

Section A2: 
Commitment To Singapore

TA B LE A 4:  M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' C O M M I T M ENT TO S I N G A P O R E OV ER T I M E 
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE A5:  M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' C O M M I T M ENT TO S I N G A P O R E BY AG E
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

Chinese Malay Indian Others Overall

(n=2,429) (n=566) (n=305) (n=92) (n=3,392)

I will do whatever I can to support Singapore in times of
national crisis 3.09 (0.59) 3.08 (0.60) 3.29 (0.67) 3.27 (0.71) 3.11 (0.60) 

I feel a sense of belonging to Singapore 3.15 (0.61) 3.11 (0.61) 3.32 (0.68) 3.18 (0.73) 3.16 (0.62)

I have a part to play in developing Singapore for the benefit of
current and future generations 3.16 (0.58) 3.10 (0.64) 3.30 (0.67) 3.28 (0.62) 3.17 (0.60)

TA B LE A6:  M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' C O M M I T M ENT TO S I N G A P O R E BY R AC E 
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)
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Section A3: 
Institutional
Trust

Young people continue to hold greater confidence in government and government-related institutions compared to other 
institutions (Table A7). In line with concerns over the trustworthiness of news organisations among the general Singapore 
population (Edelman, 2021), social media and independent news websites rank lowest for youths across all age
bands (Table A8).

Question: To what extent do you have confidence in the following organisations or institutions?
(Based on a 4-pt scale, where 4="completely confident" & 1="not confident at all".)

2016 2019

(n=3,531) (n=3,392)

Religious institutions 2.65 (0.89) 2.43 (0.87)

Mainstream media 2.42 (0.79) 2.40 (0.80)

Independent online news websites/blogs 2.20 (0.75) 2.11 (0.76)

Social media 2.20 (0.76) 2.21 (0.82)

The courts 2.90 (0.78) 2.77 (0.80)

Government 2.92 (0.81) 2.75 (0.82)

Civil defence 3.08 (0.77) 2.96 (0.81)

Armed forces 3.06 (0.80) 2.91 (0.84)

Educational institutions 3.05 (0.73) 2.89 (0.74)

Financial institutions 2.82 (0.77) 2.77 (0.74)

Major companies 2.61 (0.72) 2.52 (0.74)

Non-profit organisations 2.63 (0.73) 2.49 (0.76)

Healthcare institutions 3.01 (0.72) 2.98 (0.74)

Parliamentª NA 2.62 (0.84)

Note
a. Item is new to NYS 2019.

TA B LE A7:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' TRUST I N I N ST I TUT I O N S OV ER T I M E
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)
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TA B LE A8:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' TRUST I N I N ST I TUT I O N S BY AG E
     (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)   

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

Religious institutions 2.54 (0.91) 2.41 (0.87) 2.32 (0.85) 2.48 (0.84) 2.43 (0.87)

Mainstream media 2.57 (0.80) 2.39 (0.81) 2.35 (0.80) 2.33 (0.80) 2.40 (0.80)

Independent online news websites/blogs 2.27 (0.76) 2.16 (0.75) 2.05 (0.75) 2.01 (0.75) 2.11 (0.76)

Social media 2.45 (0.86) 2.28 (0.82) 2.11 (0.78) 2.06 (0.77) 2.21 (0.82)

The courts 2.82 (0.82) 2.75 (0.81) 2.73 (0.79) 2.79 (0.79) 2.77 (0.80)

Government 2.84 (0.83) 2.73 (0.82) 2.67 (0.80) 2.78 (0.82) 2.75 (0.82)

Civil defence 3.04 (0.83) 2.98 (0.81) 2.90 (0.80) 2.93 (0.80) 2.96 (0.81)

Armed forces 3.05 (0.85) 2.88 (0.86) 2.85 (0.84) 2.89 (0.82) 2.91 (0.84)

Educational institutions 2.98 (0.77) 2.91 (0.74) 2.83 (0.73) 2.88 (0.72) 2.89 (0.74)

Financial institutions 2.82 (0.74) 2.80 (0.74) 2.68 (0.73) 2.79 (0.74) 2.77 (0.74)

Major companies 2.58 (0.77) 2.54 (0.76) 2.45 (0.73) 2.52 (0.72) 2.52 (0.74)

Non-profit organisations 2.66 (0.75) 2.55 (0.78) 2.41 (0.75) 2.39 (0.73) 2.49 (0.76)

Healthcare institutions 3.08 (0.76) 3.02 (0.73) 2.91 (0.74) 2.93 (0.72) 2.98 (0.74)

Parliamentª 2.73 (0.86) 2.56 (0.83) 2.57 (0.82) 2.62 (0.83) 2.62 (0.84)

Note
a. Item is new to NYS 2019.
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Section A4: 
Sense Of Belonging

Youths across all age bands have the strongest bonds with their family and friends (Table A9). 

Question: Thinking of the first group of people that comes to mind, to what extent do you feel a sense of belonging to
these social units?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="to a very large extent", 3="to a moderate extent", & 1="not at all".)

Note
This is a new question introduced in NYS 2019.

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

Your family 4.32 (0.86) 4.29 (0.87) 4.22 (0.90) 4.30 (0.84) 4.28 (0.87)

Your circle of friends 4.17 (0.85) 4.08 (0.86) 3.88 (0.88) 3.83 (0.88) 3.97 (0.88)

Singapore 3.69 (0.97) 3.58 (1.03) 3.58 (1.00) 3.68 (0.96) 3.63 (0.99)

Your racial/ethnic community 3.35 (1.06) 3.18 (1.06) 3.13 (1.03) 3.21 (0.99) 3.21 (1.04)

Your school/alma mater 3.53 (1.02) 3.15 (1.04) 2.96 (1.02) 2.96 (1.02) 3.13 (1.05)

Your neighbourhood 3.12 (1.06) 2.90 (1.06) 2.90 (1.04) 2.94 (1.00) 2.96 (1.04)

The world 3.08 (1.13) 2.89 (1.10) 2.95 (1.10) 2.94 (1.07) 2.96 (1.10)

ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) 2.64 (1.10) 2.39 (1.06) 2.45 (1.08) 2.50 (1.08) 2.49 (1.08)

TA B LE A9:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' PERC E I V ED S EN S E O F B ELO N G I N G BY AG E
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)



Social Cohesion

12

Part B: Social Attitudes

2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

I am comfortable working together with someone of a different race 4.24 (0.58) 4.37 (0.65) 4.55 (0.62) 4.49 (0.66)

I am comfortable having someone of a different race as a neighbour 4.24 (0.60) 4.38 (0.67) 4.55 (0.63) 4.52 (0.65)

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

I am comfortable working together with someone of a different race 4.56 (0.65) 4.55 (0.65) 4.48 (0.65) 4.40 (0.67) 4.49 (0.66)

I am comfortable having someone of a different race as a neighbour 4.64 (0.57) 4.60 (0.63) 4.47 (0.67) 4.40 (0.67) 4.52 (0.65)

Chinese Malay Indian Others Overall

(n=2,429) (n=566) (n=305) (n=92) (n=3,392)

I am comfortable working together with someone of a different race 4.45 (0.66) 4.53 (0.66) 4.72 (0.56) 4.69 (0.65) 4.49 (0.66)

I am comfortable having someone of a different race as a neighbour 4.46 (0.66) 4.58 (0.60) 4.74 (0.57) 4.76 (0.47) 4.52 (0.65)

Section B1: 
Attituds Towards
Other Races

Young people are highly open to diversity (Table B1). Over time, youths remain comfortable working 
and living alongside people from various backgrounds, with younger youths (Table B2) and minority 
races (Table B3) expressing higher levels of openness.

Question: To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="strongly agree", 3="neither agree nor disagree", & 1="strongly disagree".)

TA B LE B1:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' AT T I TU D ES TOWA R DS OTH ER R AC ES OV ER T I M E 
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE B2:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' AT T I TU D ES TOWA R DS OTH ER R AC ES BY AG E
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE B 3:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' AT T I TU D ES TOWA R DS OTH ER R AC ES BY R AC E
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)
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2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

I am comfortable working together with someone of a 
different nationality (i.e., from a different country) 4.09 (0.71) 4.11 (0.87) 4.44 (0.71) 4.41 (0.71)

I am comfortable having someone of a different 
nationality as a neighbour 4.07 (0.68) 4.06 (0.92) 4.39 (0.78) 4.40 (0.72)

I think Singapore should encourage people of other 
nationalities to come to work or study in Singapore 3.80 (0.81) 3.28 (1.17) 3.63 (1.14) 3.72 (1.07)

I think Singapore should encourage people of other 
nationalities who are professionals or skilled workers 
to become Singapore citizens

3.73 (0.83) 3.25 (1.20) 3.46 (1.20) 3.51 (1.13)

Section B2: 
Attituds Towards
Other Nationalities

Beyond people of a different race, youths are also open to working and living alongside people of a different
nationality. Growing acceptance towards other nationalities working or studying in Singapore has steadily returned to 
2010 levels (Table B4), with younger youths expressing higher levels of comfort (Table B5).

Question: To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="strongly agree", 3="neither agree nor disagree", & 1="strongly disagree".)

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

I am comfortable working together with someone of a 
different nationality (i.e., from a different country) 4.56 (0.60) 4.50 (0.69) 4.37 (0.71) 4.25 (0.76) 4.41 (0.71)

I am comfortable having someone of a different 
nationality as a neighbour 4.58 (0.61) 4.49 (0.70) 4.34 (0.74) 4.24 (0.77) 4.40 (0.72)

I think Singapore should encourage people of other 
nationalities to come to work or study in Singapore 4.00 (0.98) 3.76 (1.08) 3.66 (1.04) 3.55 (1.10) 3.72 (1.07)

I think Singapore should encourage people of other 
nationalities who are professionals or skilled workers 
to become Singapore citizens

3.83 (1.04) 3.60 (1.12) 3.42 (1.13) 3.30 (1.16) 3.51 (1.13)

TA B LE B 4:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' AT T I TU D ES TOWA R DS OTH ER N AT I O N A LI T I ES OV ER T I M E 
       (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)

TA B LE B5:   M E A N R AT I N G S O F YOUTH S' AT T I TU D ES TOWA R DS OTH ER N AT I O N A LI T I ES BY AG E  
    (w i t h  s t a nda r d dev ia t ions in  pa r en theses)
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Section C1: 
Overall Social Group & 
Leadership Involvement

Social participation refers to youths’ online or offline involvement in groups within their schools, 
organisations, or local communities. Involvement in such social activities has been linked to
a variety of positive outcomes. Interpersonal interactions in these settings build diverse
social ties and strengthen trust. In addition, social participation confers important skillsets
for further social and civic engagement (Flanagan et al., 2014). 

2019 saw sustained involvement of youths in social groups and leadership positions
(Table C1). With the exception of religious and workplace-related groups, levels of
participation and leadership involvement generally decline with age – particularly as
youths transition into the workforce (Tables C2 to C4).

Question: Which of the following social groups have you been involved in the past 12 months? (Check all that apply.)

Question: In the past 12 months, have you led one of the following social groups (i.e., held an official title, such as chairman, 
treasurer, council member, etc.)?

Part C: Social Group & Leadership Involvment

2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

Group involvement 53% 65% 68% 64%

Leadership involvement 10% 25% 24% 25%

Schooling Non-schooling Overall

(n=1,116) (n=2,276) (n=3,392)

Group involvement 76% 58% 64%

Leadership involvement 36% 19% 25%

TA B LE C1:   SO C I A L G ROU P & LE A D ERS H I P I N VO LV E M ENT OV ER T I M E

TA B LE C2:  SO C I A L G ROU P & LE A D ERS H I P I N VO LV E M ENT BY SC H O O LI N G STATUS
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15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

Overall 80% 66% 56% 58% 64%

Sports-related 39% 25% 22% 18% 25%

Arts & cultural 21% 12% 7% 5% 11%

Uniformed 14% 3% 2% 2% 5%

Community 17% 12% 7% 7% 10%

Welfare & self-help 6% 6% 5% 4% 5%

Religious 16% 15% 13% 14% 15%

Interest & hobby 19% 20% 13% 13% 16%

Discussion & forums 8% 9% 8% 7% 8%

Workplace-related 5% 16% 23% 24% 18%

Others 3% 3% 1% 1% 2%

Note
The upper-bound survey population figures are reflected in this table.

TA B LE C 3:   SO C I A L G ROU P I N VO LV E M ENT BY AG E
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15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

Overall 40% 28% 17% 17% 25%

Sports-related 12% 7% 4% 4% 6%

Arts & cultural 11% 5% 2% 1% 4%

Uniformed 11% 2% 1% 1% 3%

Community 3% 4% 2% 2% 3%

Welfare & self-help 1% 2% 1% 1% 1%

Religious 4% 6% 3% 4% 4%

Interest & hobby 7% 6% 2% 2% 4%

Discussion & forums 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Workplace-related 1% 4% 7% 6% 5%

Others 1% 1% 1% 0% 1%

Note
The upper-bound survey population figures are reflected in this table.

TA B LE C 4:  LE A D ERS H I P I N VO LV E M ENT BY AG E
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2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

3 or more 7% 14% 15% 12%

2 12% 19% 20% 19%

1 34% 33% 33% 33%

0 47% 35% 32% 36%

2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

Weekly 39% 38% 35% 30%

Monthly 9% 16% 19% 18%

Occasionally 5% 11% 14% 15%

None 48% 35% 32% 36%

Section C2: 
Frequency Of Social 
Group Involvement

Youths today continue to report membership in multiple social groups and most are active in their groups on a weekly 
basis (Tables C5 and C6). Youths involved in social groups on a weekly basis are more likely to be younger (Table 
C7) and members of sports-related and religious groups (Table C8).

Question: Which of the following social groups have you been involved in the past 12 months? (Check all that apply.)

Question: In the past 12 months, how often are you involved in the following social groups?

Note
Participation figures are based on the most frequent level of participation of each respondent.

TA B LE C5:   YOUTH S' N U M B ER O F SO C I A L G ROU P I N VO LV E M ENT OV ER T I M E

TA B LE C 6:   FR EQU EN CY O F SO C I A L G ROU P I N VO LV E M ENT OV ER T I M E
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15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)

Weekly 53% 31% 23% 20% 30%

Monthly 16% 20% 18% 20% 18%

Occasionally 12% 15% 15% 18% 15%

None 20% 34% 44% 42% 36%

Note
Participation figures are based on the most frequent level of participation of each respondent.

Note
Participation figures are based on the overall number of groups (i.e., a participant may be involved in more than one group).  

None Occasionally Monthly Weekly

(n=3,392)

Sports-related 75% 6% 8% 11%

Arts & cultural 89% 3% 3% 5%

Uniformed 95% 1% 1% 3%

Community 90% 5% 4% 1%

Welfare & self-help 95% 2% 2% 1%

Religious 86% 2% 4% 9%

Interest & hobby 84% 6% 6% 4%

Discussion & forums 92% 3% 3% 2%

Workplace-related 82% 8% 7% 2%

Others 98% 0% 0% 1%

TA B LE C7:   FR EQU EN CY O F SO C I A L G ROU P I N VO LV E M ENT BY AG E

TA B LE C 8:   FR EQU EN CY O F SO C I A L G ROU P I N VO LV E M ENT
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2010 2013 2016 2019

(n=132) (n=716) (n=859) (n=832)

Weekly 75% 63% 61% 56%

Monthly 15% 27% 27% 30%

Occasionally 10% 9% 12% 14%

Section C3: 
Frequency Of
Leadership Involvement

Most youths holding leadership positions are likely to participate on a weekly basis in the groups they lead
(Table C9). Regular involvement is more common for younger youths (Table C10) and youths leading religious, 
uniformed, and sports-related groups (Table C11).

Question: In the past 12 months, have you led one of the following social groups (i.e., held an official title, such as chairman, 
treasurer, council member, etc.)?

Question: In the past 12 months, how often are you involved in the following social groups?

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall

(n=285) (n=229) (n=158) (n=161) (n=833)

Weekly 72% 54% 45% 43% 56%

Monthly 19% 32% 40% 35% 30%

Occasionally 8% 14% 15% 21% 14%

Note
Leadership figures are based on the most frequent level of participation in groups that respondents reported having led.

Note
Leadership figures are based on the most frequent level of participation in groups that respondents reported having led.

TA B LE C9:   FR EQU EN CY O F LE A D ERS’ I N VO LV E M ENT OV ER T I M E

TA B LE C9:   FR EQU EN CY O F LE A D ERS’ I N VO LV E M ENT OV ER T I M E



Social Cohesion

20

Occasionally Monthly Weekly

Sports-related 9% 29% 61%

Arts & cultural 13% 28% 59%

Uniformed 13% 19% 68%

Community 24% 55% 20%

Welfare & self-help 17% 48% 35%

Religious 4% 18% 78%

Interest & hobby 18% 39% 42%

Discussion & forums 21% 40% 39%

Workplace-related 32% 50% 17%

Others 11% 30% 60%
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TA B LE I :  N AT I O N A L YOUTH I N D I CATO RS FR A M E WO R K

Social Capital
(Grootaert & van Bastelaer, 2002; Putnam, 2000)

Human Capital 
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2001;  
World Economic Forum, 2017)

 Definition
Social capital refers to the relationships within and
between groups, and the shared norms and trust that
govern these interactions. 

Human capital refers to the skills, competencies, and 
attitudes of individuals, which in turn create personal,
social, and economic wellbeing.

 Domains
 • Social support 
 • Social participation 
 • Values & attitudes

 • Education
 • Employment
 • Wellbeing

 Focus  The power of relationships  The human potential of young people

Note
a. Figures from NYS 2002 were not weighted due to the non-standard age bands used.

About the National Youth Survey
The NYS represents a milestone in Singapore’s youth research with its resource-based approach that focuses on the support youths 
require for societal engagement (social capital) and individual development (human capital).  

The National Youth Indicators Framework (NYIF) (Ho & Yip, 2003) was formulated to provide a comprehensive, systematic, and theoretically-
grounded assessment of youths in Singapore. The NYIF draws from the existing research literature, policy-relevant indicators, and youth 
development models. It spans six domains of social and human capital. Table I summarises the framework.

NYS 2019 adopted a random (i.e., probability-based) sampling method to ensure responses are representative of the resident youth 
population aged 15 to 34 years old. 

The fieldwork period spanned September to November 2019. A total of 3,392 youths were successfully surveyed, of which 227 were surveyed at 
their households. Demographic proportions of NYS respondents adhered closely to the youth population.

Table II presents the profile of respondents from NYS 2002, 2005, 2010, 2013, 2016, and 2019. Figures referenced in all tables in the publication 
(with the exception of figures from NYS 2002a) were weighted according to interlocking matrices of age, gender, and race of the respective
youth populations.
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Notes
a. Latest youth population refers to the most recent available data from the Department of Statistics (DOS) at the time of fieldwork – age, gender, race, and dwelling (DOS, 2019a)
as well as nationality (DOS, 2019b), marital status, and religion (DOS, 2016).
b. The 30-34 age band was included from NYS 2010.

NYS 2002
(n=1,504)

NYS 2005
(n=1,504)

NYS 2010
(n=1,268)

NYS 2013
(n=2,843)

NYS 2016
(n=3,531)

NYS 2019
(n=3,392)

Latest Youth 
Populationª

Age

15-19 NYS 2002 
utilised 

non-standard 
age bands

33% 24% 24% 23% 21% 21%

20-24 31% 23% 25% 25% 24% 24%

25-29 36% 25% 24% 25% 27% 27%

30-34b NA NA 28% 28% 27% 28% 28%

Gender
Male 50% 50% 49% 49% 49% 50% 50%

Female 50% 50% 51% 51% 51% 50% 50%

Race

Chinese 77% 75% 72% 72% 72% 72% 72%

Malay 15% 15% 15% 16% 16% 17% 17%

Indian 7% 9% 10% 10% 9% 9% 9%

Others 1% 1% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3%

Nationality
Singaporean 93% 90% 86% 91% 94% 93% 86%

Permanent Resident 7% 10% 14% 10% 6% 7% 14%

Marital Status

Single 83% 85% 74% 74% 74% 74% 74%

Married 17% 14% 25% 25% 26% 25% 25%

Divorced/Separated/Widowed 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Religion

Buddhism 35% 32% 36% 25% 24% 22% 28%

Islam 16% 17% 18% 19% 20% 21% 18%

Christianity 16% 16% 15% 19% 19% 20% 18%

Hinduism 5% 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5%

Taoism/Traditional Chinese Beliefs 6% 6% 7% 7% 6% 5% 7%

Other Religions 2% 1% 3% 1% 0% 1% 0%

No Religion 21% 21% 15% 23% 25% 27% 23%

Dwelling

HDB 1-2 rooms 5% 3% 5% 3% 5% 4% 3%

HDB 3 rooms 26% 24% 24% 14% 14% 14% 12%

HDB 4 rooms 33% 43% 34% 37% 38% 35% 35%

HDB 5 rooms, executive, & above 24% 19% 26% 31% 29% 30% 29%

Private flat & condominium
12% 11%

3% 10% 9% 12% 13%

Private house & bungalow 9% 6% 4% 4% 6%

Others 0% NA NA 0% 0% 1% 0%

TA B LE I I :  PRO FI LE O F N YS R ES P O N D ENT S
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