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WE HEAR YOUTH
HERE FOR YOUTH

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.

B Our Vision

Thriving youth who are Future-Ready and Committed
to Singapore

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.
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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).

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

i )

Values & Education & Social Social Wellbeing COVID-19
Attitudes Employment Support Cohesion (Special Edition)

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.

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



Wellbeing

An individual's wellbeing can be said to be shaped by where they live, what they have
and who they know. As a multifaceted concept, there are three broad contributors
toward wellbeing; a person’s quality of life, their economic circumstances, and their
connections to the groups around them (Organisation for Economic Co-operation

and Development [OECD], 2020). These broad categories can be further sub-divided
into 11 dimensions. Quality of life indicators include subjective wellbeing and health.
Material conditions comprise income and wealth, work and job quality, and housing.
Lastly, dimensions of connections include one’s social ties and work-life balance.




Wellbeing

Wellbeing

In a world of change, our youths are constantly navigating
opportunities and upheavals in their journey. As they make
strides towards a future where they flourish and thrive, their
current wellbeing is shaped by the uncertain environment which
they are living in (Wyn et al., 2015). Self-determination and
resilience are critical in helping youths rise above disruptions
beyond their control.

Global events such as economic downturns, pandemics, and

political instability have a far-reaching impact on individuals who

are at the cusp of making major life decisions and planning for their
futures. Such events can create new possibilities or cause current
opportunities to shrink and become volatile, thereby making pathways
and achievements precarious (Schoon & Mortimer, 2017; Settersten et
al., 2020).

Overall, youths’ wellbeing remains positive.

@ Happiness

2013 D 4.92
2016 D 5.07
2019 R 479

@ Life satisfaction

2013 I .79
2016 IS G 39
2019 SR 6.44

Confidence in future

2013 IS 6.49
2016 D 6.54

2019 EERETTTIT 6.12 i

ﬁ

These disruptions and disappointments may threaten youths’
immediate welfare in the short-term and make it difficult for them to
visualise their futures in the long run. In 2019, young people continue
to be most stressed by future uncertainty and hold only modest
evaluations about the sufficiency of opportunities in Singapore to
achieve their aspirations.

Yet our youths have shown remarkable resilience and adaptability.
Subjective wellbeing remains relatively positive, with youths reporting
positive evaluations of their lives alongside continued hope and
confidence in their future. For parents, educators and mentors, this
emphasises the importance of supportive environments and the
continuous task of uplifting and developing youths for the future.

Youths’ perceptions of their ability to bounce back from stress are

moderate.
;i J L V.

Youths remain most stressed about future uncertainty.

2016 2019

. uncertainty
Emerging adult

responsibility

Studies
Health of

family member



Part A: Subjective Wellbeing

Section Al: Youths' happiness, life satisfaction, and future confidence have remained positive despite
Happiness, Life Satisfaction  a gradual decline over time (Table A1). Compared to younger youths, older youths appear
& Confidence In Future to hold a more positive evaluation of their lives and the future (Table A2).

e

Question: Taking all things together, how happy would you say you are?
(Based on a 7-pt scale, where 7="very happy" & 1="very unhappy".)

Question: Having considered all things in life, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?
(Based on a 10-pt scale, where 10="satisfied" & 1="dissatisfied".)

Question: How confident do you feel about your future as a whole?

(Based on a 10-pt scale, where 10="very confident" & 1="not confident at all".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' HAPPINESS, LIFE SATISFACTION & CONFIDENCE OVER TIME

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531)
Happiness (7-pt scale) 5.45(1.04) 4,92 (1.18) 5.07 (1.17)
Life satisfaction (10-pt scale) 7.64 (1.52) 6.79(1.88) 6.89 (1.86)
Confidence in future (10-pt scale) 7.57 (1.56) 6.49 (1.99) 6.54 (2.00)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' HAPPINESS, LIFE SATISFACTION & CONFIDENCE BY AGE
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=3,392)
4.79 (1.24)
6.44 (1.93)
6.12 (1.97)

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946)
Happiness (7-pt scale) 4.71(1.31) 4.66 (1.28) 4.82(1.21) 4.93 (1.15)
Life satisfaction (10-pt scale) 6.21(2.05) 6.23(2.01) 6.55(1.89) 6.70 (1.76)
Confidence in future (10-pt scale) 5.80(2.07) 5.84(2.01) 6.30 (1.96) 6.42(1.82)

(n=3,392)
4.79 (1.24)
6.44 (1.93)
6.12 (1.97)



Wellbeing

Section A2: Self-esteem is understood as the evaluation of personal worth (Baumeister et al., 2003), while self-efficacy is defined

Self-Esteem &  as the beliefs about one’s ability to exercise control over events in one's life (Bandura, 1990). Taken together, self-esteem

Self-Efficacy and self-efficacy shape a person’s agentic behaviour (e.g., goal setting and attainment, taking initiatives) and positive
coping or recovery in response to sethacks.

Over time, youths report high levels of self-efficacy and comparatively lower self-esteem (Tables A3 and A5).

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".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' SELF-ESTEEM OVER TIME

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

2010 2013 2016 2019

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

Self-Esteem (Aggregate) 3.79 (0.54) 3.64 (0.67) 3.63 (0.66) 3.59 (0.70)
On the whole, | am satisfied with myself 4,12 (0.61) 3.86 (0.86) 3.85(0.85) 3.74 (0.90)
| feel that | have a number of good qualities 4.05 (0.59) 4,01 (0.75) 4.00(0.71) 3.95(0.75)
| feel I do not have much to be proud of? 2.80(1.01) 2.95(1.07) 2.96 (1.05) 2.93 (1.08)

Note
a. This item was reverse coded in the aggregate score.




MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' SELF-ESTEEM BY AGE
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
Self-Esteem (Aggregate) 3.47 (0.76) 3.53 (0.74) 3.63 (0.65) 3.68 (0.64) 3.59(0.70)
On the whole, | am satisfied with myself 3.61(1.00) 3.67(0.97) 3.80(0.82) 3.83(0.80) 3.74 (0.90)
| feel that | have a number of good qualities 3.89 (0.84) 3.92(0.76) 3.97 (0.71) 4.00 (0.69) 3.95(0.75)
| feel I do not have much to be proud of? 3.09(1.12) 3.01(1.10) 2.88 (1.05) 2.80 (1.04) 2.93(1.08)

Note
a. This item was reverse coded in the aggregate score.

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' SELF-EFFICACY OVER TIME
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)
Self-Efficacy (Aggregate) 4.38 (0.51) 4.41 (0.53) 4.42 (0.52) 4.30 (0.54)
It is important to think before you act 4,38 (0.60) 4,50 (0.61) 4.48 (0.59) 4.41 (0.63)
If I work harder, | will achieve better results 4.42 (0.63) 4,28 (0.78) 4,34 (0.74) 4,19 (0.78)
I am responsible for what happens to me 4,35 (0.64) 4.45 (0.62) 4.44 (0.61) 4,28 (0.64)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' SELF-EFFICACY BY AGE
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
Self-Efficacy (Aggregate) 4.37 (0.52) 4.36 (0.53) 4.26 (0.55) 4.22 (0.55) 4.30 (0.54)
It is important to think before you act 4.46 (0.62) 4.47 (0.60) 4.40 (0.62) 4.34(0.65) 4.41 (0.63)
If I work harder, | will achieve better results 4.36 (0.76) 4.27 (0.75) 4.10 (0.79) 4.08 (0.76) 4.19 (0.78)
| am responsible for what happens to me 4.28 (0.63) 4.35(0.63) 4.27 (0.66) 4.23 (0.64) 4.28 (0.64)
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Section A3: Over the years, future uncertainty has risen to be the top stressor for youths (Table A7). Concerns over the future are
Life Stressors  compounded by life stage-related worries, with greater worries about studies and emerging adult responsibilities observed
among younger youths. Comparatively, older youths are more preoccupied by work and finances (Table A8).

Question: To what extent do you find the following areas of your life to be stressful?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="extremely stressful", 3="moderately stressful”, & 1="not at all stressful".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' LIFE STRESSORS OVER TIME

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=1,259) (n=2,791) (n=3,493) (n=3,354)
Future uncertainty 2.37 (1.13) 3.46 (1.15) 3.46(1.17) 3.33(1.15)
Emerging adult responsibility 2.25(1.15) 3.22 (1.12) 3.30(1.15) 3.25(1.12)
Finances 2.28 (1.10) 3.23 (1.27) 3.07 (1.20) 3.21(1.18)
Studies 2.81(1.10) 3.49 (1.16) 3.36 (1.22) 3.16 (1.22)
Health of family member 2.14(1.14) 3.04(1.18) 3.13(1.21) 3.00(1.18)
Work 2.52 (1.04) 3.10 (1.09) 2.99 (1.06) 3.00(1.05)
Personal health 1.88 (1.04) 2.68 (1.18) 2.74(1.22) 2.62 (1.13)
Family relationships 1.82(0.93) 2.45(1.26) 2.26 (1.10) 2.40 (1.15)
Friendships (including peer pressure, romantic relationships) 1.80(0.90) 2.40 (1.16) 2.20 (1.03) 2.38(1.11)

Note
The upper-bound survey population figures are reflected in this table.
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MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' LIFE STRESSORS BY AGE

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=705) (n=798) (n=915) (n=940) (n=3,354)
Future uncertainty 3.41(1.22) 3.61(1.15) 3.27 (1.11) 3.09(1.09) 3.33(1.15)
Emerging adult responsibility 3.20(1.13) 3.59(1.11) 3.22 (1.10) 3.02(1.07) 3.25(1.12)
Finances 3.10 (1.21) 3.42 (1.18) 3.22 (1.16) 3.10 (1.16) 3.21(1.18)
Studies 3.70 (1.17) 3.46 (1.10) 2.76 (1.13) 2.65(1.14) 3.16 (1.22)
Health of family member 3.03(1.22) 3.10 (1.19) 2.93(1.16) 2.98(1.16) 3.00(1.18)
Work 2.77 (1.09) 2.95(1.09) 3.09 (1.01) 3.08(1.02) 3.00 (1.05)
Personal health 2.62(1.22) 2.66(1.13) 2.59 (1.07) 2.63(1.11) 2.62(1.13)
Family relationships 2.41(1.22) 2.44 (1.19) 2.36 (1.13) 2.39 (1.10) 2.40 (1.15)
Friendships (including peer pressure, romantic relationships) 2.70 (1.17) 2.53 (1.09) 2.25(1.07) 2.13 (1.04) 2.38(1.11)
Note
The upper-bound survey population figures are reflected in this table.
v .
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Section A4: The ability to bounce back or recover from stress or adversity (Smith et al., 2008) is critical for individuals to thrive in the face
Resilience of challenges brought forth by an increasingly tumultuous environment. Overall, youths continue to report themselves to be
moderately resilient (Table A9).

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

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' RESILIENCE OVER TIME
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=3,531) (n=3,392)
Resilience (Aggregate) 3.29 (0.60) 3.22 (0.63)
I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times 3.73(0.82) 3.46 (0.84)
| have a hard time making it through stressful events? 3.10(0.96) 2.96 (0.94)
It does not take me long to recover from a stressful event 3.56 (0.86) 3.39(0.88)
Itis hard for me to snap back when something bad happens? 2.92 (0.95) 2.93(0.93)
| usually come through difficult times with little trouble 3.35(0.85) 3.28 (0.86)
| tend to take a long time to get over setbacks in my life? 2.89 (0.95) 2.92 (0.96)

Note
a. These items were reverse coded in the aggregate score.
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MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' RESILIENCE BY AGE

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
Resilience (Aggregate) 3.17 (0.64) 3.16 (0.66) 3.23 (0.61) 3.31(0.60) 3.22 (0.63)
| tend to bounce back quickly after hard times 3.46 (0.89) 3.39(0.87) 3.46 (0.83) 3.51(0.79) 3.46 (0.84)
| have a hard time making it through stressful events® 3.14 (0.96) 3.02 (0.95) 2.93(0.91) 2.82(0.92) 2.96 (0.94)
It does not take me long to recover from a stressful event 3.41(0.94) 3.32(0.90) 3.38(0.88) 3.44(0.82) 3.39(0.88)
Itis hard for me to snap back when something bad happens? 2.98 (0.97) 2.99 (0.96) 2.95(0.91) 2.83(0.90) 2.93(0.93)
| usually come through difficult times with little trouble 3.23(0.90) 3.22 (0.87) 3.30(0.84) 3.37 (0.81) 3.28 (0.86)
I tend to take a long time to get over setbacks in my life? 2.99 (0.97) 2.97 (0.99) 2.89 (0.96) 2.85(0.91) 2.92 (0.96)

Note
a. These items were reverse coded in the aggregated score.

=
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Part B: Physical & Mental Wellbeing

Section B1: Transitions during emerging adulthood can affect a person’s physical and mental welfare (Arnett et al., 2014;
Perceived Physical  Barlett et al., 2020). Therefore, attention needs to be paid to how youths are faring both physically and mentally.
& Mental Health Perceptions of general health have stayed relatively modest between 2013 and 2016 (Table B1) with reported

physical and mental health continuing to be moderate in 2019. Younger youths report higher levels of physical
health yet lower levels of mental health (Table B2).

Question: All in all, how would you describe your state of health these days?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="very good", 3="fair", & 1="very poor".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' PERCEIVED GENERAL HEALTH OVER TIME
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531)
Perceived general health 4,12 (0.69) 3.70(0.79) 3.75(0.81)

Question: All in all, how would you describe your state of physical health these days?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="very good", 3="fair", & 1="very poor".)

Question: All in all, how would you describe your state of mental health these days?
(Based on a 5-pt scale, where 5="very good", 3="fair", & 1="very poor".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' PERCEIVED PHYSICAL & MENTAL HEALTH BY AGE
(with standard deviations in parentheses)

(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
Perceived physical health 3.60(0.85) 3.48(0.87) 3.52(0.81) 3.48(0.79) 3.52(0.83)
Perceived mental health 3.43 (1.01) 3.38(0.98) 3.50(0.88) 3.59(0.82) 3.48(0.92)

Note
This is a new question introduced in NYS 2019, replacing the existing question on perceived general health.

15



Part C: Economic Wellbeing /6

‘j ;}
Section C1: Neither overly optimistic nor pessimistic, youths hold realistic evaluations of their prospects. Since 2013,
Perceived youths report modest expectations of the opportunities available to them in Singapore to achieve their
Opportunities aspirations (Table C1). Over time, they continue to be slightly more optimistic about their career opportunities.
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".)
MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' PERCEIVED OPPORTUNITIES OVER TIME
(with standard deviations in parentheses)
20102 2013 2016 2019
(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)
There are enf)ug.h oppor‘tumtles in Singapore for me to achieve my 3.73(0.76) 3.29 (1.01) 3.28 (1.03) 3.28 (0.93)
personal aspirations in life
There are er;ough opportunities in Singapore for me to have a NA NA 3.37(0.99) 3.39(0.91)
good career’
Notes
a. “Perceived opportunities to achieve aspirations” was recoded as a 5-pt scale for NYS 2010, which adopted a 6-pt scale.
b. Item is new to NYS 2016.
MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS’ PERCEIVED OPPORTUNITIES BY AGE
(with standard deviations in parentheses)
15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall
(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
There are enoug_h opport_um_nes in Singapore for me to achieve 3.31(0.92) 3.26 (0.96) 3.21(0.93) 3.32 (0.90) 3.28 (0.93)
my personal aspirations in life
There are enough opportunities in Singapore for me to have a 3.45 (0.87) 3.40 (0.94) 3.33 (0.91) 3.38 (0.92) 3.39 (0.91)

good career



Wellbeing

Section C2: In recent years, youths have expressed more egalitarian attitudes. However, while youths have gradually shown
greater inclinations towards income equality in the past decade, they remain accepting of income differences based
on personal effort (Table C3). Younger youths tend to believe more strongly in equal incomes compared to older

youths (Table C4).

Income & Rewards

Question: To what extent do you agree with the following statement regarding incomes and rewards?
(Based on a 10-pt scale, where 10="we need larger income differences as incentives for individual effort" & 1="incomes should be

made more equal".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS INCOME & REWARDS OVER TIME

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

2010 2013 2016 2019
(n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)
Income & rewards 6.20 (2.06) 5.54 (2.50) 5.09 (2.44) 5.57 (2.31)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS INCOME & REWARDS BY AGE

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 Overall
(n=716) (n=804) (n=926) (n=946) (n=3,392)
Incomes & rewards 5.37(2.31) 5.40 (2.26) 5.57 (2.38) 5.87 (2.24) 5.57(2.31)

17



Wellbeing

Recognising the value of individual effort and perseverance, youths continue to see both hard work and connections as key
to a better life. But with the pervasiveness of social networking, connections are perceived to be increasingly important for
achieving success (Table C5). Older youths have a greater tendency to perceive luck and connections as crucial conditions

for success (Table C6).

Section C3:
Hard Work &
Connections

Question: To what extent do you agree with the following statement regarding work and connections?
(Based on a 10-pt scale, where 10="hard work doesn't generally bring success - it's more a matter of luck and connections" & 1="in

the long run, hard work usually brings a better life".)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS HARD WORK & CONNECTIONS OVER TIME

(with standard deviations in parentheses)
(n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392)

Hard work & connections 5.12 (2.60) 4,99 (2.47) 5.72 (2.44)

MEAN RATINGS OF YOUTHS' ATTITUDES TOWARDS HARD WORK & CONNECTIONS BY AGE

(with standard deviations in parentheses)

Overall

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

Hard work & connections 5.06 (2.43) 5.59 (2.45) 5.96 (2.39) 6.08 (2.37) 5.72 (2.44)
.0
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Wellbeing

Section C4: Most schooling youths receive financial support from their parents, with 7 in 10 receiving at least $100 or more in monthly
Allowance & allowances (Table C7).
Parental Income

Question: What is the average monthly spending money you receive from your family or guardian?
(This does not include school or tuition fees or your own salary.)

SCHOOLING YOUTHS' MONTHLY ALLOWANCES OVER TIME

(n=425) (n=1,057) (n=1,206) (n=1,116)
Above S$300 17% 17% 18% 20%
S$201 - S$300 21% 18% 19% 18%
$$100 - S$200 35% 32% 31% 32%
Below S$100 23% 22% 22% 16%
| do not receive money 4% 11% 10% 13%

Note
Respondents who declined giving a response were excluded from the reported figures. Response was mandatory for NYS 2013, 2016 and 2019, which may account for some
fluctuation in the overall trend.
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Question: What is your parents’ combined monthly income (from all sources)?

PARENTS' COMBINED INCOME OVER TIME

(n=813) (n=2,025) (n=3,341) (n=3,140)
$$5,000 & above 22% 25% 31% 38%
$$3,000 - S$4,999 20% 18% 19% 19%
$$2,000 - S$2,999 17% 15% 16% 16%
$$1,500 - S$1,999 13% 12% 10% 8%
S$$1,000 - S$1,499 8% 11% 10% 6%
S$500 - S$999 4% 9% 5% 4%
Below $500 16% 10% 9% 10%

Notes
Respondents who declined giving a response were excluded from the reported figures.
a. NYS 2010 and 2013 response brackets were captured differently and may not be strictly comparable.
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About the National Youth Survey

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.

TABLE I: NATIONAL YOUTH INDICATORS FRAMEWORK

Social Capital Human Capital
(Grootaert & van Bastelaer, 2002; Putnam, 2000) (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2001;
World Economic Forum, 2017)
Social capital refers to the relationships within and Human capital refers to the skills, competencies, and
Definition between groups, and the shared norms and trust that attitudes of individuals, which in turn create personal,
govern these interactions. social, and economic wellbeing.
« Social support « Education
Domains « Social participation » Employment
« Values & attitudes * Wellbeing
Focus The power of relationships The human potential of young people

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 from 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 Il 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 2002?) were weighted according to interlocking matrices of age, gender, and race of the respective
youth populations.

Note
a. Figures from NYS 2002 were not weighted due to the non-standard age bands used.
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TABLE Il: PROFILE OF NYS RESPONDENTS

NYS 2002 NYS 2005 NYS 2010 NYS 2013 NYS 2016 NYS 2019 | Latest Youth
(n=1,504) (n=1,504) (n=1,268) (n=2,843) (n=3,531) (n=3,392) | Population®

15-19 NYS 2002 33% 24% 24% 23% 21% 21%
20-24 utilised 31% 23% 25% 25% 24% 24%
Age non-standard
25-29 age bands 36% 25% 24% 25% 21% 21%
30-34° NA NA 28% 28% 27% 28% 28%
Male 50% 50% 49% 49% 49% 50% 50%
Gender Female 50% 50% 51% 51% 51% 50% 50%
Chinese 7% 75% 72% 2% 72% 72% 72%
Malay 15% 15% 15% 16% 16% 17% 17%
Race Indian % 9% 10% 10% 9% 9% 9%
Others 1% 1% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Singaporean 93% 90% 86% 91% 94% 93% 86%
Nationality
Permanent Resident 7% 10% 14% 10% 6% % 14%
Single 83% 85% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Marital Status Married 17% 14% 25% 25% 26% 25% 25%
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Buddhism 35% 32% 36% 25% 24% 22% 28%
Islam 16% 17% 18% 19% 20% 21% 18%
Christianity 16% 16% 15% 19% 19% 20% 18%
Religion Hinduism 5% 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5%
Taoism/Traditional Chinese Beliefs 6% 6% % % 6% 5% %
Other Religions 2% 1% 3% 1% 0% 1% 0%
No Religion 21% 21% 15% 23% 25% 2T% 23%
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% 3% 38% 35% 35%
Dwelling HDB 5 rooms, executive, & above 24% 19% 26% 31% 29% 30% 29%
Private flat & condominium - —— 3% 10% 9% 12% 13%
Private house & bungalow 9% 6% 4% 4% 6%
Others 0% NA NA 0% 0% 1% 0%
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.

23



About the National Youth Survey

References

Department of Statistics. (2016). General Household Survey 2015. https://www.

singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/ghs/ghs2015/ghs2015.pdf

Department of Statistics. (2019a). Population Trends 2019. https://www.
singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/population/population2019.pdf

Department of Statistics. (2019b). M810671 - Singapore citizens by age group,
ethnic group and sex, end June, annual. https://www.tablebuilder.singstat.gov.
sg/publicfacing/mainMenu.action

Grootaert, C., & van Bastelaer, T. (2002). Social capital: From definition to
measurement. In C. Grootaert & T. van Bastelaer (Eds.), Understanding and
measuring social capital: A multidisciplinary tool for practitioners. Directions in
Development (pp. 1-16). World Bank.

Ho, K. C., & Yip, J. (2003). YOUTH.sg: The State of Youth in Singapore.
National Youth Council.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2001). The
well-being of nations: The role of human and social capital. OECD Publishing.
https://www.oecd.org/education/innovation-education/1870573.pdf

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American
community. Simon & Schuster.

World Economic Forum. (2017). The Global Human Capital Report 2017.
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Global_Human_Capital_Report_2017.pdf



https://www.singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/ghs/ghs2015/ghs2015.pdf
https://www.singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/ghs/ghs2015/ghs2015.pdf
https://www.singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/population/population2019.pdf
https://www.singstat.gov.sg/-/media/files/publications/population/population2019.pdf
https://www.tablebuilder.singstat.gov.sg/publicfacing/mainMenu.action
https://www.tablebuilder.singstat.gov.sg/publicfacing/mainMenu.action
https://www.oecd.org/education/innovation-education/1870573.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Global_Human_Capital_Report_2017.pdf

25




Research Takeaways °o

SUBJECTIVE WELLBEING & INTERGENERATIONAL MOBILITY OF YOUTHS

IN SINGAPORE
BY A/P HO KONG WENG & SOLOMON SOH

Economic prosperity and growth in human capital are important
ingredients for the wellbeing of youths in Singapore. However,

as levels of subjective wellbeing decline amidst economic growth
in Singapore, these youth trends signal the need to turn towards
non-economic contributors. Holding hopes and expectations for a
future of flourishing, the aspirations, perceptions, and supportive
relationships of youths mediate how they interact with the larger
environment and affect their current state of wellbeing.

As new complexities challenge the subjective wellbeing of youths
in Singapore, this chapter raises two key points; (i) Increasing
competition between career, gender roles, and familial aspirations
will confer disadvantages on the intergenerational transmission of
crucial family resources; and (ii) Diminishing growth to Singapore’s
mature economy will require shifts towards upskilling, reskilling and
experiential education to facilitate upward mobility for segments of
young people.

Building on prior analyses on the National Youth Survey (NYS),
A/P Ho Kong Weng and Solomon Soh found that the subjective
wellbeing of youths in Singapore remains strongly built upon

the foundations of family, community, and national relationship
stocks, non-zero-sum life goals, and perceived opportunity and
social mobility. A closer examination of intergenerational income
mobility suggests the existence of an equality of opportunity
among youths in the broad middle income group.




ADULTING WELL: IMPACT OF YOUTH-TO-ADULTHOOD TRANSITIONS ON LIFE SATISFACTION
BY DR CHEW HAN EI, A/P VINCENT CHUA, DR ALEX TAN & YVONNE YAP

As youths negotiate aspirations and realities associated with
emerging adulthood, life course transitions and the broader
socio-economic conditions can impact their levels of life
satisfaction. The panel approach to analysing longitudinal data
from the Youth Study in Transitions and Evolving Pathways in
Singapore (Youth STEPS) uncovered three pathways of mobility
as salient predictors of life satisfaction: (1) moving through

and finishing school, (2) moving into the world of work, and (3)
transiting into marriage.

Full-time employed youths derived greater satisfaction
from their jobs than part-timers. Although full-time
work can be stressful, it nonetheless adds to overall
happiness in life. Part-time employment, while less
. ‘\ 2 stressful, turned out to be less satisfying and offered

( less fulfilment, suggesting that the gig economy and

A its short-term contracts may be less effective for
sustaining or bolstering life satisfaction among young
adults than secure jobs?.

The overall declining pattern of life satisfaction over time among youths ¢
suggests that prevailing conditions in the external macro environment (such S .
as a shift to economic uncertainty, the retreat from globalisation, and the

growth of nationalist and populist movements) may have a role to play. Local

factors that attenuate the downward pull of these macro conditions include job

creation, quality of life, racial harmony, and education.

At the time of writing, Singapore had already rolled out an unprecedented four Budgets — Unity, Solidarity,
Resilience, and Fortitude — to create jobs and support workers. In these unprecedented times, we are

not suggesting that part-time employment should be shunned. Any form of employment is better than
unemployment in this difficult period. Nevertheless, the research findings clearly point to the value of full-
time employment for the job and life satisfaction of youths in Singapore.
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Introduction

Singapore has been enjoying persistently high real growth rates for
the past 6 decades. On average, real per capita Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) has grown from S$5,603 in 1961 to S$88,991 in 2019*
with an average annual real per capita growth rate of 4.88%. The
mean number of years of schooling for residents aged 25 and over
has increased from 3.1 (Barro & Lee, 2001) in 1960 to 11.2 in 2019
while the life expectancy at birth for residents has also increased from
62.9 years in 1960 to 83.6 in 2019 (Department of Statistics, 2019).
Although these figures reflect trends of the broader population, we
can infer that the growth in human capital over the years have brought
about better health and higher educational achievement of the youths
in Singapore.

While economic wellbeing continues to improve in Singapore in
the long-term, the subjective wellbeing of youths might be affected
by short-run fluctuations in economic business cycles, diminishing
growth opportunities and economic shocks, as well as other
non-economic variables. Economic prosperity does contribute to
the wellbeing of youths in Singapore; however, we are interested to
find out the non-economic contributors to the wellbeing of youths,
especially during the current pandemic when economic conditions
and indicators have taken a dip, at least for the time being, and
perhaps for the uncertain future?.

This chapter will investigate the roles of non-economic variables such
as relationship stocks, life aspirations, and perceived opportunities in
influencing the subjective wellbeing of youths in Singapore, using data
from the National Youth Survey (NYS) 2019.

Methodological
Approach

In our simple theoretical framework (Figure 1), happiness and
life satisfaction can be produced using relationship stocks,and
expectations about the future, either in terms of life goals or perceived
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opportunities for the future, will trigger personal investment, both
monetary investment and time investment, to maximise the happiness
and life satisfaction of individuals. How about the roles of the
community and the government in this production process? Yes, they
do play a part via facilitating individuals’ investment of subjective
wellbeing, encouraging altruism, cultivating a sense of belonging, and
building various institutions that enable the accumulation of the human
capital of the individuals and social capital of the nation.

We will focus on explaining the variations of subjective wellbeing
across characteristics and groups of youth using NYS 2019. To
prepare for the analyses, we construct indices on relationship
stocks (family support, family environment, national capital), life
goals (family-oriented life goals, altruism-oriented life goals,

and career-oriented life goals), and competencies (innovation
competency, emotion competency, diversity competency, and
leadership competency).

It is crucial to control for parental background when we examine the
wellbeing of youths, as economic and social resources of parents
affect the environment and opportunities faced by the youths, which
in turn have an influence on their subjective wellbeing (Plenty &
Mood, 2016). Ho (2015), using data from NYS 2013, has reported that
parental income matters in the wellbeing of youths and Ho (2018),
using NYS 2016, has found that household income step, an indicator
of one’s perceived household’s position on the social-economic ladder,
which would be that of one’s parents for unmarried youths, is robustly
a significant contributor to subjective wellbeing across many model
specifications. Demographic variables such as age and gender, along
with household income step will be controlled for in the analyses
within this chapter.

1This is computed by the author based on data from the Singapore Department

of Statistics, www.singstat.gov.sg. The deflator is Consumer Price Index (CPI),
base year 2015.

2The National Youth Survey 2019 was conducted before COVID-19 hit Singapore.
Economic wellbeing of youths in Singapore might take a dip given the pandemic
affecting many countries, including the small and open economy of Singapore.


http://www.singstat.gov.sg
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The remaining of the chapter is as follows. We will first discuss the wellbeing differently. We will then discuss the important roles of

time trends of youth subjective wellbeing. Next, we will document the forward-looking variables such as perceived opportunities and attitude
influence of relationships stocks on subjective wellbeing with a focus toward inequality, along with quantile regressions on intergenerational
on the importance of socioeconomic and demographic background transmission of income, highlighting the continued significance of
variables, including those of their parents when available. This social mobility in Singapore. The chapter will close with opportunities
is followed by an examination of how life goals affect subjective for further research and concluding remarks.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF VARIABLES ON YOUTH SUBJECTIVE WELLBEING

Youth Subjective Wellbeing Control
(Happiness & Life Satisafaction) (Household Income Step)

Relationship Stocks Life Goals Forward-Looking Sentiments
Family Capital Non-Zero Sum Life Goals Career Opportunity
(Family Support & (Family-Oriented
Family Environment) & Altruism-Oriented)
Attitudes towards
Community Capital Zero Sum Life Goals Work-Connection
(Social Participation & (Career-Oriented)

Community Leadership)

Attitudes towards

Inequality-Incentive
National Capital

Competencies
(Innovation, Emotion,
Diversity, Leadership)
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Trends in Subjective Wellbeing

There are two indicators chosen to reflect subjective wellbeing in
NYS, namely happiness and life satisfaction: the former is emotive in
nature, a form of experienced wellbeing, while the latter is cognitive
in nature, a form of evaluative wellbeing. The two indicators may
measure slightly different aspects of subjective wellbeing; however,
they do overlap to a large extent. We will treat them as separate
dependent variables in our analyses and compare the significance of
the determinants of each of them accordingly.

How have the two measures of subjective wellbeing of youths evolved
over the years in Singapore? Table 1 shows that, taking all things
together, youths’ self-reported level of happiness was lowest at 4.78
out of a 7-point Likert scale in 2019; and having considered all things
in life, youths’ self-reported level of life satisfaction registered the
lowest of 6.44 out of a 10-point Likert scale in 2019 among the four
waves of NYS studies.

Although economic conditions were more favorable in 2019, as
compared to 2016, both self-reported happiness and life satisfaction
have decreased, suggesting that current economic prosperity may not
be sufficient to explain the changes in subjective wellbeing. The recent
trends in happiness and life satisfaction of NYS are similar to that

of Singapore’s Happiness Index published by the World Happiness
Report; the Index documented an increase for Singapore from 6.55
in 2013 to 6.74 in 2016 followed by a decrease to 6.26 in 2019. The
spike in subjective wellbeing in 2016 might have coincided with the
resounding win by the ruling party in 2015 elections compared to the
2011 losses in popular vote by the same ruling party (Singh, 2016).
Furthermore, other 2016 events that could have uplifted the sense

of wellbeing included Joseph Schooling winning Singapore’s first
Olympic gold medal, Yip Pin Xiu winning two gold medals and Theresa
Goh winning a bronze medal at the 2016 Summer Paralympics,

and the positive sentiments lasting since the celebration of SG50.
Removing the spike in 20186, the levels of youth wellbeing seemed

to be on a slight downward trend, deserving more investigations.

Interestingly, the slight downward trend of subjective wellbeing
coincides with a similar downward trend in the self-reported
confidence about the future, from a high score of 7.58 out of a
10-point Likert scale in 2010 to 6.11 in 2019. This observed decline
in subjective wellbeing and future confidence may be related to rapid
structural changes, uncertainties, and competition in the global
economy impacting Singapore, a small and open economy-society.

MEAN SCORES OF SUBJECTIVE WELLBEING OVER TIME

5.45 4,92 5.07 478

Happiness

Life satisfaction 7.64

6.79 6.89 6.44



Relationship Stocks

Embedded within diverse social units, the relationship stocks
of youth in Singapore reflect their ties with their family and the
larger environment which influences their subjective wellbeing.

Based on a life perspective, Lansford (2018) posited that support
and care from parents through infancy to early adulthood will set the
stage for trusting relationships and wellbeing. Peers and romantic
partners will also become important influencers of wellbeing during
adolescence and early adulthood. Together, these supportive

relationships follow youths into parenthood where they will form similar
relationships with their children and maintain the cycle of wellbeing for
many generations to come.

In this paper, we are taking an intergenerational approach to
understand the wellbeing of youths, in which parental and family
influences matter. In a parsimonious manner, we take family
environment and family support as proxies for family capital stocks.

CONSTRUCTED INDICES OF RELATIONSHIP STOCKS

Index

Cronbach's Alpha

Variables

Note

Family Capital
Family Family
Support Index Environment Index
0.7944 0.8388

We are willing to
help each other when
something needs to
be done

No matter what happens,

I know I'll be loved
and accepted

| feel appreciated for
who | am

a. This item was reverse coded in the Index.

We are able to make
decisions about how to
solve problems

We confide in each other

We express our feelings
to each other

We avoid discussing our
fears and concerns with
family members?

We cannot talk to each
other about feeling sad?

We don't get along well
with each other?

4

Community Capital

Social
Participation Index

Participation in any
social groups in the past
12 months

®
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Community
Leadership Index

Held leadership positions
in any social groups in
the past 12 months

®

National Capital

National
Capital Index

0.8634

| have a part to play in
developing Singapore for
the benefit of current and
future generations

| will do whatever | can
to support Singapore in
times of crisis

| have a sense of
belonging to Singapore



FAMILY CAPITAL

A conceptual model of family capital, introduced by Waithaka (2014),
explains an intergenerational transfer of statuses, where the family
capital is a relationship stock of resources in multiple dimensions:
economic wealth of the family, social networks and support of the
family, and cultural knowledge, habits, beliefs, and values of the
family. Schnettler et al. (2015) further distinguishes such resources
into tangible and intangible resources, providing economic and social
support respectively, and in turn impacting the life satisfaction and
happiness of university students in Southern Chile.

Focusing on intangible resources, Offer (2013) documents that eating
meals together with family members, especially with the presence

of the fathers, and that leisure activities with family members were
beneficial to the emotional wellbeing of adolescents. Similarly, a
review by Proctor et al. (2009) shows that parental marital status, and
social support from family and friends are important determinants of
the wellbeing of youths.

Using NYS 2019, we construct the Family Environment Index and

the Family Support Index (Table 2) for our regression analyses. The
Family Environment Index is a new index introduced in the latest wave
of NYS while the Family Support Index has been used in the earlier
waves of NYS. We are using both indices to check for robustness in
our analyses.

COMMUNITY CAPITAL

Community capital, defined as participation in social activities and
assumption of leadership in social groups, may have an influence

on the wellbeing of youths. Cicognani et al. (2015) find that the
social wellbeing is enhanced directly via and mediated by a sense of
community and empowerment among some 835 Italian adolescents
and young adults in volunteering groups, youth groups, and religious
groups. Shek and Leung (2015) argued that nurturing service

leadership qualities in university students will enhance their wellbeing.

Gilman (2001) and Gilman et al. (2004) have reported significant
correlations of students' life satisfaction and their social interests as
well as participation in structured extracurricular activities.

We will represent community capital in two dimensions: firstly, social
participation in various social groups, such as sports-related groups,
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arts and cultural groups, uniform groups, community groups, welfare
and self-help groups, religious groups, and interest and hobby groups;
secondly, leadership in these social activities. We construct the Social
Participation Index and Community Leadership Index by summing and
normalising the participation of the youths in these two dimensions.
Initially, we expect that both the Social Participation Index and the
Community Leadership Index will be positively correlated with the
subjective wellbeing of the youths. However, our regression results
below tell a slightly different story.

NATIONAL CAPITAL

We will continue to use the National Capital Index, constructed in Ho
(2018), for the analysis of NYS 2019. The items in this index (refer

to Table 2) convey a sense of belonging to the nation as well as a
commitment to Singapore, which is a notion of investing in the national
capital stock of relationships, more than a mere sense of national
pride3. Upon further analyses, the National Capital Index can be driven
by trust in legal institutions such as the government, armed forces,
and the courts, which represents youths’ trust in an infrastructure to
provide protection, law and order in Singapore.

REGRESSIONS WITH RELATIONSHIPS STOCKS

We will now consider all the contributions of relationship stocks to
the subjective wellbeing of youths in Singapore, with controls on
the socioeconomic and demographic background variables. The
happiness and life satisfaction regression results are presented
in Table 3.

*Tambyah et al. (2009) and Ha and Jang (2015) have used national pride as a covariate of
subjective wellbeing.

“... | wanted to contribute back to the society. So, | did volunteer
work the last 3 years and | didn't realise | spent a lot of my
after-work hours (there), so when | stopped and left, | realise that,

oh | actually contributed so much time to this organisation.”
- 27, Malay, Female, Working
(NYS 2019 Focus Group Discussions)




WELLBEING REGRESSIONS WITH RELATIONSHIP STOCKS

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(All) (1:\)) (All) (All)

Happiness Life Satisfaction
(n=3,350) (n=3,350)
Male -0.025 -0.043 -0.021 -0.040
Non-Chinese 0.017 0.028 -0.052 -0.042
Married 0.143** 0.141* 0.147** 0.146**
Age 0.075** 0.070** 0.092** 0.087***
Agen2 -0.001* -0.001* -0.002** -0.002**
Household Income Step 0.205*** 0.191*** 0.243*** 0.229***
Family Capital
Family Environment 0.212*** 0.205***
Family Support 0.290*** 0.282***
Community Capital
Social Participation 0.084*** 0.077*** 0.082*** 0.075***
Community Leadership -0.047* -0.044* -0.056** -0.053**
National Capital 0.274**+ 0.247*** 0.268*** 0.242***
RA2 0.1990 0.2102 0.2161 0.2268
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Note
***p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

First, we see from Table 3 that both happiness and life satisfaction are ~ of community capital have opposite influences on the subjective

positively correlated with being married, the self-reported household wellbeing of the youths; on the one hand, a higher level of participation
income step, and there is an inverted U-shaped age profile in the in social groups correlate positively to both happiness and life
subjective wellbeing of the youths. The results related to demographic satisfaction, and on the other hand, a higher level of involvement
background variables are not surprising, and are consistent with the as leaders in these social groups is associated with a lower level of
literature and past findings of NYS reported in Ho (2018). subjective wellbeing, perhaps due to extra time and effort required

of the leaders, reducing their time for other activities. The National
Both the Family Environment Index and the Family Support Index are Capital Index shows a strong and positive influence on the subjective

positive and significant contributors of wellbeing. The two dimensions wellbeing of the youths, as in past findings from Ho (2018).
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Life Goals

Life goals incentivise our youths to invest their time, energy,
and resources for the future, affecting their current
subjective wellbeing.

Forward-looking behaviors in economic models imply that life goals
set by youths will induce investment in terms of time, effort, and
resources to fulfil their dreams, and an expectation of the future
outcomes will likely affect their current state of subjective wellbeing.
Economic success seems to be among the top pursuits of youths in
Singapore, but does it correlate positively with wellbeing? How about
other types of life goals? NYS 2019 allows us to construct three groups
of life aspirations: family-oriented life goals, altruism-oriented life
goals, and career-oriented life goals (Table 4).

Family-oriented life goals and altruism-oriented life goals are called
non-zero-sum life goals as attaining them does not deprive others
from attaining them while career-oriented life goals are zero-sum

in nature as being successful at the top of the food chain suggests
others being below or even at the bottom. Non-zero-sum life goals or
intrinsic goals such as commitment to family, friends, and social and
political involvement correlate positively with personal wellbeing while
zero-sum life goals or extrinsic goals such as commitment to career
success and material gains are negatively correlated with subjective
wellbeing (Casas et al., 2004; Headey, 2006; Kasser, 2004).

Table 5 shows the happiness and life satisfaction regressions on the
three groups of life goals.

Table 5 clearly shows the positive correlations of non-zero-sum life
goals with happiness and life satisfaction, for both working youths
and youths in school. On the other hand, zero-sum life goals have
a negative influence.
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Items in career-oriented life goals in NYS 2019 are related to income
aspirations. Incidentally, Hovi and Laamanen (2021), using European
panel data, found that income correlates with subjective wellbeing
and that income aspirations matter more in higher income countries;
however, income aspirations dampen wellbeing induced by higher
income, especially in high-income countries. Similarly, we see in NYS
2019 that career-oriented life goals reduce subjective wellbeing while
household income step has a positive and significant influence on the
subjective wellbeing of youths.

Do we see any interaction effect of household income step and career-
oriented life goals on subjective wellbeing in NYS 2019? We conduct
further regression analyses with household income step interacting
with the three groups of life aspirations and find that the interaction of
career-oriented life goals with household income step has a positive
influence on both happiness and life satisfaction. This suggests

that while zero-sum career-oriented life goals diminish subjective
wellbeing directly, career-oriented life goals at higher household
income step may have a positive influence on happiness and life
satisfaction. Interestingly, youths at higher household income steps
have higher family-oriented life goals, higher altruism-oriented life
goals, but lower career-oriented life goals.




CONSTRUCTED INDICES OF LIFE GOALS

_ Non-zero-sum life goals Zero-sum life goals

Index Family Life Goals Altruism Life Goals Career Life Goals
Cronbach's Alpha 0.6820 0.7466 0.5832
To maintain strong To be actively involved To acquire new skills
family relationships in local volunteer work and knowledge

To be actively involved in

To get married To start my own business

Variables overseas volunteer work
To have children To help the less fortunate To earn lots of money
To contribute to society To have a successful career

WELLBEING REGRESSIONS WITH LIFE GOALS

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(All) (Working) (Studying) (All) (Working) (Studying)

Happiness Life Satisfaction

(n=3,350) (n=1,884) (n=1,100) (n=3,350) (n=1,884) (n=1,100)
Male -0.036 -0.054 -0.019 -0.028 -0.063 0.023
Non-Chinese 0.019 0.032 -0.031 -0.050 -0.009 -0.163*
Married 0.050 0.023 -0.149 0.060 0.018 0.076
Age 0.055* 0.149* 0.008 0.076** 0.135* 0.081
Agen2 -0.001 -0.003* -0.000 -0.001* -0.003* -0.002
Household Income Step 0.239*** 0.249°** 0.179*** 0.273*** 0.276*** 0.200***
Family Life Goals 0.281*** 0.243*** 0.349** 0.269*** 0.232*** 0.341*
Altruism Life Goals 0.114*** 0.099* 0.115** 0.135*** 0.103*** 0.174***
Career Life Goals -0.139*** -0.144% -0.143** -0.172*** -0.162*** -0.164**
RA2 0.1338 0.1299 0.1171 0.1590 0.1509 0.1355
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Note
<001, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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PURPOSEFUL & MEANINGFUL OF LIFE

Purpose in life matters in subjective wellbeing of youths (Jin et

al., 2016; Steger, 2018). In particular, having identified a purpose

in life is associated with greater life satisfaction for adolescents,
emerging adults, and adults, while searching for a purpose in life
has an influence for the first two age groups (Bronk et al., 2009).
Heng et al. (2020) compared purpose and meaning in life, parental
and teachers’ support, and life satisfaction among Singaporean and
Israeli adolescents, and found Singaporean students with no purpose
orientation have lower life satisfaction. For both groups of students,
presence of meaning in life, parental support, and teachers’ support
are positive predictors of life satisfaction.

Noting the significance of purpose and meaning in life on subjective
wellbeing documented in the literature, we will seize the opportunity
to link an item in NYS 2019 on the importance of having a purposeful

and meaningful life to the three groups of life aspirations, exploring
whether they contribute significantly to the purpose and meaning
of life.

Table 6 reports the logistic regression results that both non-zero-
sum life goals correlate positively and significantly with having a
purposeful and meaningful life, for both working youths and youths in
school. Career-oriented life goals matter for youths at work but not for
youths in school in terms of their purpose and meaning in life, which
is understandable as career goals likely matter more significantly in
the lives of working youths than students. Recall that career-oriented
life goals, being zero-sum, affect subjective wellbeing negatively, and
therefore this particular aspect of purpose and meaning in life might
diminish the wellbeing of youths.

LOGIT REGRESSION ON COVARIATES OF PURPOSEFUL & MEANINGFUL LIFE

Purposeful Life Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(All) (Working) (Studying)

Male

Non-Chinese
Married

Age

Age’2

Household Income Step
Family-Life Goals
Altruism-Life Goals
Career-Life Goals
RA2

Prob > Chi2

Note
** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

(n=3,350) (n=1,884) (n=1,092)
-0.584* -0.665* -0.724
-0.399 -0.200 -0.018
-0.610 -0.546 0.000

0.196 0.551 -1.729
-0.003 -0.010 0.055
-0.011 0.195 -0.441

0.747** 0.801*** 0.728**

0.880*** 0.754*** 1177

0.843*** 1.090*** 0.222
0.2186 0.2764 0.2075
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Forward-Looking Sentiments

Apart from the motivations they have now, youths’ perception of
how the future might turn out to be would have an impact on their
subjective wellbeing as well.

Schuck and Steiber (2018) found that diminishing intergenerational
educational mobility and perceived status loss have led to lower
subjective wellbeing of European young adults. In a similar vein, we
can conduct more in-depth analyses to ascertain whether perceived
social mobility and inequality accounts for the slight decline in the
subjective wellbeing of youths over the recent years. This section
will consider how expectations about the future may have an impact
on the subjective wellbeing of youths, and we focus on three items
in NYS 2019: the perceived sufficiency of opportunities in their
careers (Career Opportunity), and attitudes of social mobility
(Work-Connection) and inequality (Inequality-Incentive).

CAREER OPPORTUNITY

Career Opportunity is a standardised variable based on the 5-point
Likert scale item “There are enough opportunities in Singapore for me
to have a good career”. The average scores have reflected a general
sense of tentativeness at 3.37 in 2016 and 3.38 in 2019.

WORK-CONNECTION

Work-Connection measures the perception of hard work versus luck
and connection in bringing success. This is a standardised variable
based on the 10-point scale where 1 represents “in the long run, hard
work usually brings a better life” at one end, and 10 represents “hard
work doesn’t generally bring success — it's more a matter of luck and
connections”. This measure has seen an increase from 4.97 in 2016 to
5.72in 2019. The reverse-coding of the item is a proxy for perceived
social mobility* or meritocracy.

Perceived social mobility or meritocracy, used interchangeably here,
is an important contributor to subjective wellbeing. Nikolaev and
Burns (2014), using data from the General Social Survey in the U.S.,
showed that upward and downward intergenerational mobility had
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respectively a positive and a negative impact on self-reported level
of happiness. Similarly, Zhao et al. (2017) found that both inter- and
intra-generational social mobility had a positive effect on subjective
wellbeing in China. We will expect similar results for NYS 2019 when
we consider the influence of perceived social mobility.

INEQUALITY-INCENTIVE

Inequality-Incentive is a standardised variable based on the 10-point
scale where 1 represents “income should be made more equal” at
one end, and 10 represents “we need larger income differences as
incentives for individual effort” at the other end. The item Inequality-
Incentive suggests an optimal level of perceived inequality with a
higher score implying more inequality is preferred compared to a
lower score.

Social mobility and inequality are related concepts and can be
jointly determined in the conceptual model of Ho and Tan (2021).
Does inequality increase or decrease happiness? Katic and Ingram
(2018) hypothesised that the relationship between income inequality
and subjective wellbeing was influenced by mechanisms such as
egalitarian preferences, perceived fairness, social comparison
concerns, as well as perceived social mobility. Alesina et al. (2004)
showed that inequality could have different effects on happiness,
depending on the perception of social mobility and the economic
status of the respondents. In other words, wellbeing, inequality, and
perceived social mobility are inter-related.

Table 7 reports the happiness and life satisfaction regressions on the
items career opportunity, work-connection, and inequality-incentive.
Observe that career opportunity enhances both happiness and life
satisfaction, for both working youths and youths in school. Although
work-connection is not statistically significant throughout all the
models in Table 7 we do see that a higher level of agreement that

“Katic and Ingram (2018) used a reverse-coded version of the same question in NYS 2019
to represent perceived social mobility. We will interpret the reverse-coded version as an
indicator for perceived social mobility and perceived meritocracy.



WELLBEING REGRESSIONS WITH PERCEIVED OPPORTUNITIES & INCENTIVES

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(All) (Working) (Studying) (All) (Working) (Studying)

Happiness Life Satisfaction

(n=3,350) (n=1,884) (n=1,100) (n=3,350) (n=1,884) (n=1,100)
Male -0.065* -0.067 -0.060 -0.058 -0.077* -0.023
Non-Chinese 0.077* 0.084 0.024 0.002 0.039 -0.098
Married 0.186*** 0.133** 0.081 0.188*** 0.123** 0.292
Age 0.061" 0.153** 0.019 0.082*** 0.138* 0.093
Agen? -0.001* -0.003** -0.001 -0.002** -0.003* -0.002
Household Income Step 0.175*** 0.169*** 0.136*** 0.218*** 0.202*** 0.167***
Career Opportunity 0.295*** 0.279*** 0.333*** 0.275*** 0.277*** 0.285***
Work-Connection 0.025 0.032 0.013 0.042* 0.034 0.057
Inequality-Incentive 0.107*** 0.095*** 0.109*** 0.091*** 0.069*** 0.101***
RA2 0.1813 0.1872 0.1539 0.1923 0.2046 0.1398
Prob > F 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Note

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

inequality provides an incentive to put in effort correlates positively
with subjective wellbeing, highlighting the importance of the incentive
to move up, which can be in the form of inequality.

As we continually note an obvious and significant correlation between
household income step and subjective wellbeing, it may be insightful
to explore the interaction of household income step and perceived
social mobility, as motivated by Ho and Tan (2021) and Alesina et al.
(2004). Further analyses using NYS 2019 by sub-samples of youths
at the lower and 