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This country report presents key findings from the three waves of the Asian Barometer Survey (ABS)
that have been conducted for Singapore – in 2006, 2010 and 2015 - and situates them in the context of
the more important political developments in the country.
It also provides a discussion about the evolution in political values that undergird those developments
in a country that lies in the East Asian region where the more critical theoretical question is whether
there is evidence of the stabilisation or consolidation of democracy.
Key Political Developments in Singapore
The 2011 General Election (GE) was a watershed election for Singapore, where the People’s Action
Party (PAP) lost its hold over one five member-Group Representation Constituency (GRC) for the first
time since 1988 when the system was put in place, and the percentage of votes it received dropped to a
historic low of 60.1%.1 Democracy scholar and ABS consortium member, Larry Diamond remarked
then that “[i]f Singapore remains in the grip of a half-century old single-party hegemony, that hegemony
now seems to be entering a more vulnerable phase” (Diamond 2013, xiii-xiv). Furthermore, the shock
election result appeared to fit Diamond’s own theories on the link between democracy and economic
prosperity, with economically successful states showing more propensity for accepting and valuing
openness and democracy as a means of holding their leaders to account (Diamond 2009).
However, that swing seemed to have reversed in the September 2015 GE, where the PAP secured 69.9%
of the popular vote and very nearly won back the five-seat Aljunied GRC from the opposition Worker’s
Party (WP) which held it by only a small margin of 1.92% of the votes. Singaporean political scientist
Lam Peng Er stated that the outcome seemed to entrench Singapore’s one-party dominant system further
(Lam 2016). This begs the question: Did Singaporeans make a U-Turn on democracy?
In discussing the 2015 election, scholars have proffered several explanations for the results. The oneoff nostalgia that arose from the passing of founding prime minister (PM), Lee Kuan Yew, in March
that year is thought to have played a role in reinforcing support for the PAP which he helped to form,
with the venerated figure seen by many as an embodiment of Singapore’s success as a first-world
country (Lee 2016).
Another factor pertains to the effect of the PAP government’s protracted campaign aimed at discrediting
the WP’s record in managing the municipal affairs of the constituencies it held – the Aljunied GRC and
Hougang single member constituency. The town council that it ran and served in those areas was given
a “red rating” by the Ministry of National Development for financial and management irregularities;
where its own auditor was unable to sign off on their financial accounts (Lee 2016).
Policy reforms introduced by the PAP to address national issues after its shock result in the 2011 GE
were also considered a factor in turning public opinion towards the PAP (Lee 2016).
The passing of Mr Lee occurred after the fieldwork was completed for the Wave 4 of the ABS study
which allows us to isolate that variable in looking for the factors that may have led to the swing in votes
for PAP’s victory in 2015. Table 1 provides the popular vote polled by the PAP in the period since the

A Group Representation Constituency (GRC) is where teams of candidates contest, each team under its own
party banner or as a group of independent candidates, to be elected into Parliament to represent a number of
constituencies, from three to six, that are contiguously located. This system which first came into effect in 1 June
1988 allows for the stipulation by the President, directed by the government, as to which ethnic minority
community must be represented among one of the candidates in the GRC. The system ensures a minimum
guarantee that the main minority communities of Singapore will be represented in its legislature. Critics cite this
as a hyper-majoritarian institution which raises the barriers to entry to the fragmented and small opposition parties,
and that a victory in the first-past-the-post system for any party in a GRC results in what seems to be inordinate
number of politicians of that party in Parliament.
1
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ABS has been conducted in Singapore and Table 2 provides the precise time those surveys were in
the field.
Table 1: Election Results
People’s Action Party’s
Percentage of Votes
General Election 2006

66.6%

General Election 2011

60.1%

General Election 2015

69.9%

Table 2: Data Collection and Timing of Elections
Fieldwork date

General Elections in Singapore

Wave 2: July – November 2006 (n=1012)

May 6, 2006
(fieldwork after)

Wave 3: April – August 2010
(n=1000)

May 7, 2011
(fieldwork before, not election year)

Wave 4: October 2014 – January 2015
(n=1039)

September 11, 2015
(fieldwork before)

This report will examine the data on Singaporeans’ assessment of the system of government; their
understanding and support for democracy; and the key demographic patterns in these where they were
statistically significant.
Through that, it will seek to establish if the desire for greater political contestation that seemed apparent
in the 2011 GE was part of structural trend where there is growing support for liberal notions of
democracy as society becomes more affluent through capitalist development. The data would indicate
greater support for democracy in 2014 compared to 2010 if that was the case and if so, it could be said
that the Lee factor made the GE 2015 outcome an aberration. This would mean that there was no UTurn on democracy but indeed, a one-off vote in recognition of the legacy of the late Mr Lee.
A second possible explanation would be that the Singaporean voter operates under a different political
paradigm when going to the polls – that of pragmatism rather than a sociologically-grounded,
ideological penchant for political pluralism and democracy. The policy re-tuning towards greater social
support and improved accessibility to important basics in life after the 2011 GE, but also the negative
news about the management of town council in the opposition wards could then be argued to have
shifted sentiment about effective government and the role of opposition politics. If this is the case, the
data would indicate stronger support for the government but lower support for notions of democracy or
that democracy as practiced in Singapore in the 2014 data when compared to the 2010 set. This would
look like a U-turn on democracy for stronger support of the incumbent and its policies.
The third possibility is that different segments of the voting population are activated by different
political paradigms and the question then is which will prevail in a particular moment. This third
explanation would force us to accept a nuanced, complex and conditional position on political
transformation in this successful post-colonial city-state as the political inclinations of one group plays
off that of the other.
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Methodology
Table 2 provides a quick overview of the Singapore ABS survey data collection dates vis-à-vis the
timing of the local general elections. Wave 2 was conducted several months after the 2006 General
Election in May, Wave 3 was conducted in 2010, the year before the 2011 General Election, and Wave
4 was conducted several months before the 2015 General Election in September.
Using a process of stratified random sampling by housing areas across the island, the sample sizes of
Wave 2, 3 and 4 were approximately 1000 Singapore citizens of voting age (21 years old and above).
1
The data for the survey can be interpreted with a margin of error of 3% (√𝑛 x 100), with a 95% confidence
interval.
System of Government
In this section, while there was a reduction in satisfaction levels with how Singapore’s system of
government works between 2010 and 2014 in one item, there was however, a rise in the percentage of
those who believed in the system’s ability to solve problems, who preferred the system over any other
and who were proud of it in 2014. Overall, this was an improved rating of the government with regard
to its efficacy and performance. The assessment of its quality and support of it, therefore, had improved.
Over the two waves, the segments that were more likely to believe the system could solve problems and
who took pride in it were the most senior respondents -- those in the 65 years old and above age band.
The segment least likely to do so were the youngest, in the 21-29 age group. Now for the detailed
findings.
Chart 1: Would you say our system of government works fine as it is, needs minor change,
needs major change, or should be replaced?

There was a decline in the view that Singapore’s system of government worked fine based on mean
scores which fell from 3.34 in 2010 to 3.14 in 2014. The percentage who took the more definitive
position that “it works fine, no need to change” fell from 37.8% of the 2010 sample to 22.8% in 2014.
With a comparison of means (Anova) for the 2010 data, those aged 65 years and above, those in the
first income quintile, those in the upper class, and those whose income could cover their needs without
much difficulty tended to feel that the system did not require change. In contrast, those aged 21-29 years,
those in the lower class, those in the poorer fourth and fifth income quintiles tended to think change
was needed in Singapore’s system of government.
In 2014, those aged 55-64 years and those in the upper class tended to hold the view that Singapore’s
system did not require change. It was the youngest respondents aged 21-29 years, those in the lower
middle class and those whose income did not cover their needs and experienced difficulties coping who
tended to think the system had to change.
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Other than the youngest respondents who said that change was needed, there were no other segments
that held similar sentiment across the two waves.
Chart 2: Over the long run, our system of government is capable of solving the problems our
country faces.

Based on the mean scores, the view that Singapore’s system of government was capable of solving the
problems that the country faced was largely stable, although a noticeably larger percentage of
respondents strongly agreed with that statement, where 12.4% said that in 2010 but this rose to 19.1%
in 2014.
In 2010, those aged 65 years and above displayed stronger agreement with the view that Singapore’s
system of government was capable of solving the problems the country faced. It was those aged 40-54
years who demonstrated weaker levels of agreement.
In 2014, again, those aged 65 years and above displayed stronger agreement with the view that
Singapore’s system of government was effective. Those in the upper class and those who said that their
income covered their needs well held a similar view. However, those aged 21-29 years, those in the
lower middle and middle class, and those who said their income did not cover their needs demonstrated
weaker levels of agreement that the government could solve the problems the country faced.
Across the two waves, it tended to be the most senior respondents who demonstrated consistent assent
to the idea that the system of government was effective in dealing with the problems of the country.
Chart 3: Thinking in general, I am proud of our system of government.

There was a relatively stable level of pride in Singapore’s system of government based on the mean
scores, but there was a clear increase in the percentage of those who strongly agreed that they were
proud of the system of government, with 16.4% who said that in 2010 rising to 21.9% in 2014.
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In 2010, those in the bottom two quintiles that had greater levels of pride in Singapore’s system of
government.
In 2014, those aged 55 years and older as well as those whose income covered their needs well
demonstrated higher levels of pride in Singapore’s system of government. Conversely, those aged 2129 years had lower levels of pride in Singapore’s system of government.
This meant that there were no key segments of the population that were consistent in their stance on
this item across the waves.
Chart 4: I would rather live under our system of government than any other that I can think of.

There was negligible change in the mean score on this indicator of pride but the percentage of those
who strongly agreed with the statement rose markedly from 15.2% in 2010 to 22.5% in 2014.
In 2010, those aged 65 years and above and those in the upper class were more likely to say that they
would rather live under Singapore’s system of government. In contrast, those aged 21-29 years and
40-54 years as well as those in the lower class were likely to disagree with the statement.
In 2014, those aged 40-54 and 55-64 years strongly agreed that they would rather live under Singapore’s
system of government than any other, while those aged 21-29 years demonstrated weaker levels of
agreement with this view.
Across the two waves, it was the 21-29 age band that was consistent in being the segment that was most
likely to disagree with the statement.
Democracy and the Political System
In this next set of items, we examined respondents’ views about Singapore’s political system with
specific reference to the concept of “democracy” rather than the “system of government”.
There were no major shifts in sentiment over the three waves but the strongest agreement and
satisfaction with Singapore being a democracy was offered in the 2010 survey.
Over the three waves, there were also relatively stable levels of agreement with the view that Singapore
was a democracy with minor problems, that it should be supported, and was the best form of government
in spite of everything.
Across the waves, it was the segment of respondents who were financially sound who were more likely
to think of Singapore as being democratic and were satisfied with that. The oldest respondents were less
likely to think that democracy was the best form of government no matter what, while the youngest
respondents were less likely to agree that the political system in Singapore, whatever it was they
perceived it to be, should command the public’s support “even when it [ran] into trouble”.
Also, given that the oldest respondents did not think democracy was the best form of government and
yet, in the previous section, tended to think that Singapore’s system of government suited the country,
8

this segment seemed not recognise the current political system as being democratic but rated its
governance quality much higher than the other segments. Now for detailed findings:

Chart 5: Where would you place our country under the present government?
Here is a scale: 1 means completely undemocratic and 10 means completely democratic.

According to the mean scores, the respondents to the 2010 survey were more likely to believe that
Singapore was democratic “under the present government” that those of the other waves.
In 2006, the upper middle and upper class respondents and those whose income covered their needs
well were more likely to believe that the country was democratic, whereas those in the lower middle
class and who faced financial difficulties because their income did not cover their needs, were more
likely to believe the opposite.
In 2010, those aged 65 years and above and the upper class were more likely to view the country as
being democratic. Conversely, those aged 21-29 years and the middle class tended to rate Singapore as
being less democratic.
In 2014, the upper middle and upper class, those whose income covered their needs well and Indian
respondents tended to rate Singapore as being democratic. In contrast, those in the lower middle class,
those whose income did not cover their needs and faced financial difficulties as well as Malay
respondents tended to not to think of Singapore as being democratic.
Overall, those who seemed to be better off and those who seemed to be managing life better seemed
more likely to think of Singapore as a democracy with the converse being very likely too. This suggests
that democracy is associated with whether it delivers the good life to everyone – there is a pragmatic
bent to the interpretation of what democracy is among Singaporeans. Seen in another way, good
governance actually matters more than democracy, and the two are often conflated when Singaporeans
evaluate the performance of the system of government.
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Chart 6: Where would you place our country ten years ago?
Here is a scale: 1 means completely undemocratic and 10 means completely democratic.

Support for the view of how democratic Singapore was “ten years ago” increased slightly from 2010 to
2014.
In 2010, those in the upper middle and upper class rated Singapore as being democratic ten years ago,
while those in the lower middle class were likely to say that it was undemocratic.
In 2014, those aged 55-64 years, with incomplete, secondary/high school education and Indian
respondents held that Singapore was democratic ten years ago. In contrast, those aged 21-29 years,
with no formal education and Malay respondents tended to think of Singapore as being undemocratic
ten years ago.
There was no consistent pattern in the responses among the segments across the two waves
Chart 7: In your opinion, how much of a democracy is Singapore?

The views on this item across the three waves was stable through the three waves although the highest
percentage of those who thought of Singapore as a full democracy was found in the 2006 survey – 14.6%
thought that way.
In 2006, those with no formal as well as incomplete and complete primary education only, saw
Singapore as a democracy, while those with completed university education held the opposite view.
In 2010, those aged 65 years and above and those of the upper class were more likely to view as a
democracy, whereas those aged 40-54 and 55-64 years and were in the middle class were likely to think
of the country as being less than a democracy.
In 2014, those aged 55-64 years, with no formal education, incomplete secondary/high school education,
in the upper middle and upper classes, and those whose income could cover their needs well and could
save, were more likely to say that Singapore was more of a democracy. Conversely, and those aged 2110

29 years, with postgraduate education, from the lower middle class and those whose income did not
cover their needs and faced financial difficulties were more likely to think that Singapore was not a
democracy.
There is no consistent pattern in the responses among the segments through the three waves.

Chart 8: On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way
democracy works in the country?

The satisfaction with the way democracy worked in Singapore was highest in the 2010 survey where
17.9% were “very satisfied” and 71.6% were “fairly satisfied”. Satisfaction levels were lower in 2014,
where 13.2% were “very satisfied” and 68.4% were “fairly satisfied”.
In 2006, those whose income covered their needs were more satisfied with the way democracy worked
in the country, while those whose income did not cover their needs and faced difficulties and great
difficulties were less satisfied.
In 2010, those in the lowest income quintile and upper middle class were more satisfied, while those in
the highest income quintile and lower middle class were less satisfied with the way democracy worked.
In 2014, those with complete secondary/high school education, the upper middle class, those whose
income could cover their needs well and Indian respondents reported higher levels of satisfaction with
democracy. In contrast, those with postgraduate education, the lower middle class, those whose
income did not cover their needs and Chinese respondents were less satisfied.
While there was no clear trend between 2010 and 2014, it was those who were in the lower middle class
who were less satisfied with the way democracy worked in the country. Once again, there was a
pragmatic bent to assessing democracy – those who were less well-off did not believe that democracy
was working well.
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Chart 9: A system like ours, even if it runs into problems, deserves the people’s support.

While the overall level of agreement to the statement that the political system should be supported even
if it ran into problems was stable in 2010 and 2014, there was a higher percentage of respondents who
said they “strongly agreed” with that statement, where 20.8% in 2014 said that compared to only 14.3%
in 2010.
In 2010, those aged 65 years and above, those with postgraduate, complete secondary/high school,
complete primary and no formal education, in the second and lowest income quintiles and in the upper
class were more likely to agree that Singapore’s system deserved the people’s support even if it ran into
problems. Conversely, those aged 21-29 years, those who had completed university education, were in
the highest income quintile, and also those in the lower middle class displayed lower levels of agreement
with this view.
In 2014, those aged 40-54 years, the upper middle class and Malay respondents said they would support
the Singapore’s system even if it ran into problems. In contrast, those aged 21-29 years, were in the
lower middle class and Chinese respondents offered less of such unconditional support.
Across the waves, the youngest respondents were less supportive of the political system as well as those
in the lower middle class.
Chart 10: Democracy may have its problems, but it is still the best form of government.

From 2010 to 2014, based on the mean scores, there was an increase in the agreement to the statement
that democracy was still the best form of government even if it had its problems, buoyed by a slightly
higher percentage of respondents agreeing to it -- 19.6% saying that in 2014 compared to 15.8% in 2010.
In 2010, those aged 21-29 years were more likely to think that democracy may have its problems, but
was still the best form of government whereas it was the 55-64 year olds and those who were 65 years
and above who were less likely to think so.
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In 2014, those aged 55-64 years (mean score 3.26), the lowest income quintile and those whose income
covered their needs well were more likely to support the view that democracy had its problems, but was
still the best form of government. On the other hand those aged 65 years and above, those in the third
quintile and those whose income did not cover their needs and faced difficulties or great difficulties in
life were less supportive of this view.
Across the two waves it was consistently the oldest respondents who were less likely to think that
democracy was the best form of government for Singapore.
Authoritarian Detachment
Next are the findings on the indicators of authoritarian detachment which are often read in conjunction
with the support for democracy to provide a holistic view of citizens’ orientation to political systems in
the ABS series (Chu et. al. 2008). A rejection of the ideas in the following statements should give
indication of respondents’ inclination or commitment towards democratic ideals at the time of each
survey.
Overall, the support for the authoritarian option seemed to have shifted up relatively consistently
through the three waves and the various items by 2014 which was a most intriguing turn especially after
what was deemed to have been the rise in political contestation and pluralism after the 2011 GE. This
provides a good explanation for the rise in support for the incumbent rather than greater political
contestation in GE2015.
On the specific segments, those with university degrees were more likely to reject having only one
political party stand in elections and hold office, and respondents in the highest income segment were
more likely to reject the scenario of having the army take over governance in Singapore. Therefore, it
was those who were better educated and better-off who were less comfortable with authoritarian
political arrangements. Now to the detailed findings.
Chart 11: We should get rid of parliament and elections and have a strong leader decide things.

On the first item, a small but an increased percentage of respondents agreed with the idea of getting rid
of parliament and elections and having a strong leader decide things, with 9.2% agreeing and strongly
agreeing to the statement in 2006 survey to 21.4% doing the same in 2014.
In 2006, those aged 65 years and above, with no formal education, in the lowest income quintile, lower
class and those whose income did not cover the needs and faced difficulties or great difficulties in life
demonstrated stronger support for the statement. Those aged 21-29 years, with completed university
education and postgraduate qualifications, in the highest income quintile, in the upper class and those
whose income covered their needs well and could save, were less likely to agree with the statement.
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There were no segments that responded differently from the rest at the level of statistical significance
in the 2010 and 2014 surveys.
Chart 12: Only one political party should be allowed to stand for election and hold office

Next, is the notion that a single political party should be allowed to stand for election and hold office,
which represents the popularity of one-party dominant and an authoritarian political system. Like with
the previous indicator, small but a markedly increased proportion of respondents agreed and strongly
agreed that only one political party should be allowed to stand for election and hold office through the
years -- from 7.5% in 2006 to 21.6% in 2014.
In 2006, those aged 65 years and above, those with no formal education and incomplete primary
education, the lowest income quintile, the lower class, those whose income did not cover their needs
and women demonstrated higher support for the view that only one political party should be allowed to
stand for election and hold office. In contrast, those aged 21-29 years, those with completed university
education, the highest income quintile, the upper middle and upper class, those whose income covered
the needs well and men tended to display weaker support for the statement.
In 2010, those aged 40-54 years, with primary education, and different from 2006, the upper class.
displayed more support of the statement. It was those aged 21-29 years, those with completed university
education and the lower middle class who were less supportive of the statement.
In 2014, those with postgraduate education, in the second income quintile and upper class demonstrated
more support for the statement, while those with university degrees, in the highest income quintile, and
in the lower middle class were less likely to agree with the statement.
Through the three surveys, those with university degrees were less likely to agree with the statement
through the three surveys. On the other hand, those who said they were in the “upper class” were more
likely to agree with it in the 2010 and 2014 surveys, which is a puzzling finding as the two variables of
socio-economic class – education and income pulled in opposite directions. This could mean that it was
the better educated who did not deem themselves as being in the “upper class” who were against the
authoritarian one party system.
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Chart 13: The army should come in to govern the country.

The next authoritarian detachment indicator polled respondents on how acceptable military rule, the
spectre of which is not mentioned often in Singapore, might be to them. If ever, it ihas been spoken of
as a prospect associated with a “freak election” where the incumbent political party was unexpectedly
stripped of power by the late Mr Lee.
Like with the previous indicator, small but markedly higher proportions of respondents agreed and
strongly agreed that the army should come in to govern the country -- from 4% 2006 to 16.1% in 2014.
In 2006, those aged 65 years and above, with no formal education, incomplete and complete primary
school education, the lowest income quintile, lower class and those whose income did not cover their
needs and faced difficulties and great difficulties agreed more with the statement that the army should
come in to govern the country. On the other hand, those aged 21-29 years, university graduates, those
in the highest income quintile, upper middle and upper class and those whose income covered their
needs well demonstrated lower level of support for military rule.
In 2010, those with no formal education, the third income quintile, the upper class and women
demonstrated more support for the view that the army should govern Singapore. In contrast, university
graduates, those in the highest income quintile, the lower middle class and men demonstrated less
support for military rule.
In 2014, those aged 40-54 years, the lowest income quintile, the middle, upper middle and upper class
demonstrated more support for the notion that the army should rule Singapore. Conversely, those aged
55-64 years, in the highest income quintile and in the lower middle class had weaker levels of support
for military rule.
Through the three waves, it was the segment in the highest income quintile who were consistently not
in support of military rule.
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Chart 14: We should get rid of elections and parliament and have experts
make decisions on behalf of the people.

The final indicator of authoritarian detachment posed the scenario of having experts make decisions in
the country rather than Parliament. From 2010 to 2014, small but higher percentage of respondents
agreed and strongly agreed to the statement – 8.1% in 2010 to 18.4% in 2014.
There were no segments of respondents that had significantly distinct responses from the others in the
2010 data.
In 2014, those with no formal education, incomplete secondary/high school (technical/vocational) and
those whose income did not cover their needs and faced difficulties or great difficulties in life
demonstrated a higher level of support for the view that expert-rule should replace elections and
parliament. Conversely, those with postgraduate education and those whose income covered their
needs who demonstrated a lower level of support for the statement.
Meaning of Democracy
The next section drills down into what Singaporeans understand by the idea of “democracy”. The data
suggests that Singaporeans have a strong preference for good governance (indicated by the orange
sections in the bar charts below) and social equity (the red sections), only sometimes norms and
procedures (light blue sections) with relatively lower priority given to ideals of freedom and liberty as
posited in most western liberal notions of democracy (dark blue sections).
Of the most notable points in this range of indicators were first, that the social equity aspect of
democracy of delivering the basic necessities of life to all was particularly salient as it received an
outstanding level of assent of 46.1% in 2010 and 42.9% in 2014; the good governance aspects of
maintaining law and order also received a relatively strong level of assent of 43% in 2010 and 35.8%
in 2014; likewise with the other good governance aspect of keeping politics clean and free of corruption
where 45.8% of the respondents in 2010 agreeing to this feature, and 38.9% doing so in 2014. There
were no specific segments of the population that stood out for a consistent stance on these values.

Chart 15: Meaning of Democracy I - Which one would you choose as the most essential
characteristic of a democracy?
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Among the first set of comparative democratic values, it was the norms and procedures aspect of
choosing government leaders in free and fair elections that had stronger support among all the options.
Looking at the segments, in 2010, those aged 65 years and above, respondents with no formal and
complete primary/elementary education, and those in the upper class were more likely to select the good
governance option that the government did not waste any public money. The majority of those with
some university education and the upper middle class selected the social equity option which prioritised
having a government that narrowed the gap between the rich and the poor (see Tables A1-A4 in Annex).
In 2014, women, those with no formal education, those who had completed secondary/high school
(technical/vocational), those with some university education as well as university graduates were more
likely to pick the freedom and liberty norm of free and fair elections. However, the majority of those
who had incomplete primary school education, completed primary school education, incomplete
secondary high school (technical/vocational), completed secondary/high school, and postgraduate
degrees were more likely to pick the social equity option that democracy meant having a government
narrowed the gap between the rich and the poor (see Tables A5-A6 in Annex).
Chart 16: Meaning of Democracy II - Which one would you choose as the most essential
characteristic of a democracy?

Of the second set of comparative norms, it was the social equity option -- that democracy should ensure
that basic necessities like food, clothes and shelter are provided for all -- that had higher level of support
compared to the other answer options although there was just a marginal decline in support in 2014
compared to 2010.
In 2010, the dominance of the social equity option played out in the demographics, with the majority
across ages, education levels, income quintiles, self-rated social status levels selecting this. The
exception to this was that those with postgraduate education and in the fourth income quintile valued
the good governance option that the government provided quality public services far more than the
other segments (Tables A7-A10 in Annex).
In 2014, respondents across all age groups picked the social equity option as the most essential
characteristic of democracy among the options (Table A11 in Annex).
There was no particular segment that had a consistent position through the two waves.
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Chart 17: Meaning of Democracy III - Which one would you choose as the most essential
characteristic of a democracy?

Of the third set of comparative norms, the largest proportion of respondents picked the good governance
option that the government ensured law and order, although this declined between the 2010 and 2014
surveys.
In 2010, while there were respondents of all educational levels who selected the good governance option
that the government ensured law and order, the majority of those with complete primary and incomplete
secondary education selected the social equity option that the government ensured job opportunities for
all (Table A12 in Annex).
In 2014, the majority of respondents across all age groups, income quintiles and self-rated social status
levels picked the good governance option. The exception to this was with those in the lowest income
quintile and the lower and lower-middle class, where most respondents picked the social equity option
that the government ensured job opportunities for all (Tables A13-A15 in Annex).
There was therefore no specific segment of respondents that selected a particular norm in this third
basket consistently across the two waves.
Chart 18: Meaning of Democracy IV - Which one would you choose as the most essential
characteristic of a democracy?

Of the fourth set of comparative norms, the largest proportion of respondents selected the good
governance option that politics should be clean and free of corruption although that percentage of assent
declined from the 2010 survey to 2014 one.
In 2010, majority of respondents across education, income, as well as self-rated social status levels
picked the good governance option that politics should be clean and free of corruption. The exception
to this was with those with incomplete/high school education where the largest proportion in the
segment picked the social equity option where democracy should mean that people would receive state
aid if they were unemployed (Tables A16-18 in Annex).
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In 2014, the majority of respondents across the age groups, education and self-rated social status levels
selected the good governance option that politics should be clean and free of corruption. The exception
to this was with those at the two ends of the education spectrum – those who have no formal education
and postgraduate degrees -- opted for the democratic norm that the courts protect the ordinary people
from the abuse of power (Tables A19-21 in Annex).
In this section, it is clear that the preponderance of views on what Singaporeans want out of democracy
lie in the good governance and social equity notions of it.
Support for Democracy
Having examined what democracy might mean to Singaporeans, we now turn to data that shows us how
much they support it as a political model for its own merits and for the country. To do so, we used the
syntax provided by the ABS consortium to create a factor scale out of five variables that measure the
desirability, suitability, preferability, efficacy and priority of democracy.
Dimension

Question

Desirability

2006: To what extent would you want our country to be democratic now? 2
2010: Where would you want our country to be in the future?3
2014: Where would you expect our country to be ten years from now?
Scale from 1 (completely undemocratic) to 10 (completely democratic)

Suitability

Here is a similar scale of 1 to 10 measuring the extent to which democracy is suitable for
the country. If “1” means that democracy is completely unsuitable for Singapore today
and “10” means that it is completely suitable, where would you place our country today?

Preferability

Which of the following statements comes closest to your own opinion?
1. Democracy is always preferable to any other kind of government.
2. Under some circumstances, an authoritarian government can be preferable.
3. For people like me, it does not matter whether we have a democratic or a
nondemocratic regime democratic one.

Efficacy

Which of the following statements comes closer to your own view?
1. Democracy is capable of solving the problems of our society.
2.

Priority

Democracy cannot solve our society’s problems.

If you had to choose between democracy and economic development, which would you
say is more important?
1. Reducing economic inequality is more important.
2.

Reducing economic inequality is somewhat more important.

3.

Protecting political freedom is somewhat more important.

4.

Protecting political freedom is definitely more important.

5.

They are both equally important.

Chu, Y.H., Diamond, L., Nathan, A. and Shin, D.C. (2008) “Introduction: Comparative Perspectives on
Democratic Legitimacy in East Asia”, in Chu, Y.H., Diamond, L., Nathan, A. and Shin, D.C. (eds.)(2013) How
East Asians View Democracy, New York: Columbia University Press, 1-38.
3
Chu, Y.H, Kang, L. and Huang, M.H. (2015) “How East Asians View the Rise of China, 24:93, 398-420.
2
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Before we go on to the factor scale, we will briefly review the responses to the specific indicators, which
revealed a dip in the overall level of support for democracy between 2010 and 2014.
Chart 19: Desirability
Extent to which respondents want Singapore to be democratic

There were different questions for each wave of the ABS on the dimension of desirability. This means
that each of the questions provides a sense of the desire for democracy with a different time horizon.
In 2010, 77.6% of respondents wanted Singapore to be highly democratic in the future, compared with
a drop to just 51.4% when the time frame of ten years was inserted in the 2014 survey.
Chart 20: Suitability
Extent to which people think democracy is suitable for Singapore

If “1” means that democracy is completely unsuitable for Singapore today and “10” means that it is completely
suitable, where would you place our country today?

Similarly, the support for the view that democracy was a system that was suitable for Singapore
increased from 2006 to 2010, and declined in 2014, which mirrored direction of the changes in the
PAP’s share of the popular vote through the three general elections.
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Chart 21: Preferability
Preference for democracy to any other kind of government

Next, we see that there was a decline in the view that democracy was a system preferable to any other
of government from 58.8% in 2006 to 47.4% in 2010 and 42.2% in 2014.
Chart 22: Efficacy
Capability of democracy to solve problems of our society

There was a decline in the view that democracy could capable of solving societal problems through the
three waves of the survey, from 67.1% in 2006 to 62.8% in 2010 and then 56% in 2014.
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Chart 23: Priority
Relative importance of democracy to economic development

As for the relative importance of economic development and democracy, 12.1% said democracy was
more important in 2006, 17.1% in the 2010 survey and 18.8% in 2014.
Next, we examined the responses using a factor scale from these five questions, as this was a common
test by ABS group. The factor loadings of the five variables did not converge (where the square root of
the R-Square value is above 0.45). Even when we dropped variables with lower loadings and complete
cases to form a three item scale, the variables did not converge.
Item

Five-item scale
Three-item scale
R-Square
R-Square
Desirability
0.590
Suitability
0.705
0.107
Preferability
0.118
0.576
Efficacy
0.135
0.411
Priority
0.000
The preferability variable was then selected for further analysis for its theoretical similarity to the
support for democracy scale.

Table 3: Age and Mean Preference for Democracy
Age
21-29 years
30-39 years
40-54 years
55-64 years
65 years and above
Total
Significance Test

Mean Preference for Democracy
2006
2010
2014
A
2.33
2.25
2.24
2.35 A
2.16
2.17
A
2.36
2.13
2.16
B
2.54
2.08
2.20
B
2.67
2.32
2.25
2.41
2.18
2.20
p < 0.05

NS

NS

A,B: Significantly different at 0.05 level within each survey wave. Letters indicate statistical significance where
the letters are different.
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The findings on age were only significant in 2006 (Table 3).
Table 4: Gender and Mean Preference for Democracy
Gender
Male
Female
Total
Significance Test

2006
2.38
2.43
2.41

Mean Preference for Democracy
2010
2.13
2.22
2.18

2014
2.22
2.17
2.20

NS

NS

NS

The findings on gender were not statistically significant in all three waves (Table 4).

Ethnicity
Chinese
Malay
Indian
Others
Total
Significance Test

Table 5: Ethnicity and Mean Preference for Democracy
Mean Preference for Democracy
2014
2.18
2.19
2.33
2.44
2.20
NS

The details of the ethnic background of respondents were only collected in the 2014 survey. The
findings on ethnicity were not statistically significant (Table 5).

Table 6: Income and Mean Preference for Democracy
Income
Lowest quintile

Mean Preference for Democracy
2006
2010
2014
2.51
2.36
2.26

2nd quintile
3rd quintile
4th quintile
Highest quintile
Total

2.36
2.35
2.35
2.43
2.41

2.19
2.11
2.08
2.06
2.18

2.25
2.19
2.14
2.21
2.21

Significance Test

NS

NS

NS

The findings on income were not statistically significant through the three waves.
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Table 7: Self-Rated Income Adequacy and Mean Preference for Democracy
Self-Rated Income Adequacy

Mean Preference for Democracy
2006
2.37

2010
2.15

2014
2.28

2.37

2.24

2.17

2.49

2.12

2.12

Total

2.40

2.19

2.19

Significance Test

NS

NS

NS

Our income does not cover the needs, there are
difficulties and great difficulties
Our income covers the needs all right, without much
difficulties
Our income covers the needs well, we can save

There are no significant findings on income and self-rated income adequacy across the three waves
(Tables 6 and 7).
Table 8: Education and Mean Preference for Democracy
Mean Preference for Democracy
2006
2010
2014
A
2.48
2.15
2.24
A
2.43
2.15
2.17
2.27 B
2.22
2.21
2.41
2.18
2.20

Education
Primary and below
Incomplete/complete secondary/high school (all)
Incomplete/complete university degree and above
Total
Significance test

p < 0.05

NS

NS

A,B: Significantly different at 0.05 level within each survey wave. Letters indicate statistical significance where
the letters are different.

The comparison on education also largely emerged as insignificant. The 2006 finding was significant
but counterintuitive, where the support for democracy decreased with education level.
Table 9: Self-Rated Social Status and Mean Preference for Democracy
Mean Preference for Democracy
2006
2010
2014
2.55 A
2.15
1.95
A, B
2.30
2.35
2.04
2.36 A
2.17
2.20
2.48 A
2.31
2.16
B
2.48
2.50
2.29
2.41
2.31
2.19

Self-Rated Social Status
Lower class
Lower-middle class
Middle class
Upper-middle class
Upper class
Total
Significance Test

p < 0.05

NS

NS

A,B: Significantly different at 0.05 level within each survey wave. Letters indicate statistical significance where
the letters are different.
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The analysis of the mean preference for democracy variable against self-rated social status variable also
did not reveal a clear pattern.
Table 10: Regression of Demographics and Preference for Democracy

2006 (Constant)
Age

Unstandardised
Coefficients
B
Std. Error
-.471
.192

Standardised
Coefficients
Beta

t
-2.451

Sig.
.014

.003

.002

.058

1.499

.134

-6.108E-5

.007

.000

-.009

.993

Self-rated income adequacy

.099

.035

.102

2.784

.005

Self-rated social status

.055

.026

.077

2.065

.039

Gender (Male=0, Female=1)

-.112

.047

-.078

-2.379

.018

2010 (Constant)

-.371

.177

-2.099

.036

Age

.003

.002

.061

1.327

.185

Years of formal education

Years of formal education

4.789E-5

.006

.000

.008

.993

Self-rated income adequacy

.012

.038

.013

.326

.745

Self-rated social status

.132

.023

.225

5.746

.000

Gender (Male=0, Female=1)

-.029

.049

-.023

-.593

.554

2014 (Constant)

-.318

.200

-1.587

.113

Age

.004

.002

.085

2.070

.039

Years of formal education

-.011

.007

-.067

-1.581

.114

Self-rated income adequacy

-.096

.038

-.105

-2.554

.011

Self-rated social status

.114

.027

.173

4.200

.000

Gender (Male=0, Female=1)

-.012

.051

-.009

-.243

.808

Regression analysis of the key demographic variables against the preference for democracy revealed
statistically significant findings for self-rated social status across all three waves.
Also, respondents with more years of formal education displayed a preference for democracy over any
other kind of government. These findings provide limited confirmation of modernisation theory, which
posits that a nation’s economic and social development advances in tandem with its society’s inclination
for democracy (Inglehart 1997).
The rest of the findings that were significant appeared to be outliers. There were no consistent patterns
on the meaning of democracy that explained the findings on age and self-rated income adequacy.
The variables in the support for democracy factor scale did not converge, and there are few clear and
consistent demographic patterns when the preferability variable was further analysed. This may be
because these variables polled respondents on their view of democracy in too abstract and general a
manner in the Singapore context, for meaningful demographic patterns to emerge. Other studies on
political attitudes in Singapore that polled respondents on more specific aspects have revealed clear
demographic patterns (See for instance Koh et. al. 2015).
Conclusion
In conclusion, if pressed, we saw a weakening of support for democracy as an ideal political model for
Singapore, and raised support for authoritarian options in the 2014 survey compared to the 2010 one.
The assessment of the performance of Singapore’s “system of government” rose too. In other words,
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there was a U-turn in the support for a pluralistic political system, but primarily among the oldest
respondents and those who fared less well in life. Those in the lower income classes and self-rated lower
social classes believed that the political system was not democratic and provided the swing in sentiment
on the authoritarian detachment indicators.
In the more direct questions of the desirability, suitability, preference and efficacy of democracy for
Singapore, there were shifts away from support for it.
It was however, the youngest respondents and those who were better educated who tended to be against
the authoritarian options, were less satisfied with the system of government, and who did not think the
system was a democratic one.
It was clear that on the whole, Singaporeans conceived of democracy in pragmatic terms, where material
needs of bread and butter issues or what we termed “social equity” issues and also on good governance
terms that centre on ensuring politics is clear of corruption and the government ensures there is law and
order in the country. The respect for norms and procedures of democracy and the ideals of freedom and
liberty received less support as respondents to the surveys thought about what the aspects of democracy
most suited to the country.
In other words, it was likely that the seeming U-turn of public sentiment in GE2015 had to do with a
positive assessment of the performance of the ruling party given how much the pragmatic aspects of
the governance system mattered. The system was supported for its own sake and what it delivered.
Of those who were more supportive of a pluralistic political system, the better educated and those at the
higher ends of the self-rated notions of class, these are hints of the two effects of the modernisation
theory. They played off against the more pragmatic notions of governance; the youngest and bettereducated segments pulled one direction, while the seniors and the less-well-off pulled towards one party
dominance.
The future of one-party dominance of the PAP will therefore be for it to see how providing greater voice
and accountability to the younger and better-educated segments of the population can, at the same time,
reinforce its effort to deliver on the practical and tangible aspects of good governance and social equity
– the basics in life for all – effectively and especially to the seniors and less well-off segments. These
will reinforce the idea that the regime is a democratic one for the first group and that it is an effective
governance system for the second. Singaporeans want a democracy that works in both the literal and
figurative sense of the word, but it is different Singaporeans prioritising different outcomes and features
of it, with the PAP needing to do it all if it seeks to maintain its dominant position.
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Annex

Table A1: Age and Meaning of Democracy I in 2010
2010
Government narrows the gap
between the rich and the poor
People choose the government
leaders in free and fair elections
Government does not waste any
public money.
People are free to express their
political views openly.
Total

21-29
years

30-39
years

40-54
years

55-64
years

65 years and
above

Total

22.5%

32.9%

23.1%

20.2%

9.4%

24.3%

40.4%

32.5%

35.9%

26.9%

28.2%

34.3%

21.1%

20.8%

21.4%

24.0%

41.2%

23.2%

16.0%

13.8%

19.7%

28.8%

21.2%

18.3%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=47.047, df = 12, p<0.05.

Government narrows the gap
between the rich and the poor

Post-graduate degree

University education completed

Some university education

Complete secondary/high school

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete primary/elementary

2010

Incomplete primary/elementary

No formal education

Table A2: Education and Meaning of Democracy I in 2010

13.6% 23.9% 14.6% 22.6% 21.4% 33.3% 27.5% 36.5% 21.9% 14.5%

People choose the government
leaders in free and fair
27.3% 32.6% 32.6% 35.5% 40.7% 40.7% 31.5% 31.1% 38.3% 36.4%
elections
Government does not waste
28.8% 26.1% 34.8% 16.1% 20.0% 11.1% 24.5% 19.8% 25.8% 16.4%
any public money.
People are free to express their
30.3% 17.4% 18.0% 25.8% 17.9% 14.8% 16.5% 12.6% 14.1% 32.7%
political views openly.
Total

Total

24.3%
34.3%
23.2%
18.3%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square=56.891, df = 27, p<0.05.

Table A3: Self-Rated Income Adequacy and Meaning of Democracy I in 2010
Our income covers
the needs well, we
can save

Our income covers
the needs all right,
without much
difficulties

Our income does not
cover the needs, there
are difficulties and great
difficulties

Total

Government narrows the gap
between the rich and the poor

30.6%

20.9%

26.0%

24.5%

People choose the government
leaders in free and fair elections

36.2%

35.6%

29.5%

34.7%

17.0%

27.7%

23.3%

23.9%

16.2%

15.9%

21.2%

16.9%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

2010

Government does not waste any
public money.
People are free to express their
political views openly.
Total
Chi square=16.511, df=6, p<0.05
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Table A4: Self-Rated Social Status and Meaning of Democracy I in 2010
2010

Lower
class

LowerMiddle
class

Middle
class

UpperMiddle
class

Upper
class

Total

Government narrows the gap
between the rich and the poor

9.1%

23.3%

30.2%

42.9%

13.7%

27.3%

People choose the government
leaders in free and fair election

39.4%

30.0%

38.5%

33.3%

31.9%

35.0%

21.2%

16.7%

15.6%

14.7%

41.7%

23.2%

30.3%

30.0%

15.6%

9.0%

12.7%

14.4%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Government does not waste any
public money.
People are free to express their
political views openly.

Chi-square=94.117, df=12, p<0.05

Total

Post-graduate degree

University education completed

Some university education

Complete secondary/high school

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete primary/elementary

No formal education

2014

Incomplete primary/elementary

Table A5: Education and Meaning of Democracy I in 2014

Government narrows the gap
between the rich and the
26.7% 53.8% 35.1% 45.9% 22.4% 25.0% 39.7% 24.4% 33.8% 42.6% 33.2%
poor
People choose the
government leaders in free
and fair election

35.6% 30.8% 29.9% 29.7% 44.0% 12.5% 30.8% 38.7% 44.6% 21.3% 35.6%

Government does not waste
any public money.

15.6% 15.4% 18.2% 13.5% 17.2% 34.4% 15.4% 18.5% 13.7% 14.9% 16.5%

People are free to express
their political views openly.

22.2%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

0.0%

16.9% 10.8% 16.4% 28.1% 14.0% 18.5%

Chi-square=58.520, df=27, p<0.05
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7.8%

21.3% 14.7%

Table A6: Gender and Meaning of Democracy I in 2014
2014

Male

Female

Total

34.9%

31.5%

33.2%

33.0%

37.9%

35.4%

Government does not waste any public money.

19.6%

13.5%

16.6%

People are free to express their political views
openly.

12.5%

17.1%

14.8%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Government narrows the gap between the rich
and the poor
People choose the government leaders in free
and fair election

Chi-square=10.528, df=3, p<0.05

Table A7: Age and Meaning of Democracy II in 2010
2010
The legislature has oversight
over the government.
Basic necessities, like food,
clothes and shelter, are
provided for all.
People are free to organize
political groups.
Government provides people
with quality public services.
Total

21-29
years

30-39
years

40-54 years

55-64
years

65 years and
above

Total

15.0%

16.9%

9.9%

7.8%

6.0%

12.5%

42.1%

48.6%

44.2%

49.5%

61.9%

47.1%

12.6%

7.4%

9.9%

13.6%

7.1%

9.9%

30.4%

27.1%

36.1%

29.1%

25.0%

30.5%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=28.063, df=12, p<0.05

The legislature has oversight
6.2%
over the government.

2.2%

Post-graduate degree

University education completed

Some university education

Complete secondary/high school

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete primary/elementary

Incomplete primary/elementary

2010

No formal education

Table A8: Education and Meaning of Democracy II in 2010

Total

10.1% 11.5% 10.9% 19.2% 13.4% 12.4% 17.3% 19.3% 12.5%

Basic necessities, like food,
clothes and shelter, are
55.4% 56.5% 51.7% 47.5% 45.7% 57.7% 48.8% 47.3% 40.9% 28.1% 47.1%
provided for all.
People are free to organize
15.4% 10.9% 6.7% 9.8% 13.0% 3.8% 7.0% 13.0% 11.0% 1.8% 9.9%
political groups.
Government provides people
23.1% 30.4% 31.5% 31.1% 30.4% 19.2% 30.8% 27.2% 30.7% 50.9% 30.5%
with quality public services.
Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square=44.058, df=27, p<0.05
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Table A9: Income and Meaning of Democracy II in 2010
2010
The legislature has oversight
over the government.
Basic necessities, like food,
clothes and shelter, are
provided for all.
People are free to organize
political groups.
Government provides people
with quality public services.
Total

Lowest
quintile

2nd

3rd

4th

Highest
quintile

Total

6.1%

11.3%

14.6%

15.2%

5.0%

10.8%

51.0%

44.8%

50.0%

31.8%

51.3%

47.0%

8.8%

8.7%

10.9%

15.2%

6.3%

9.7%

34.0%

35.2%

24.5%

37.9%

37.5%

32.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=23.197, df=12, p<0.05

Table A10: Self-Rated Social Status and Meaning of Democracy II in 2010
2010

Lower
class

LowerMiddle
class

Middle
class

UpperMiddle
class

Upper
class

Total

The legislature has oversight over
the government.

9.1%

13.8%

12.8%

12.4%

5.4%

10.4%

Basic necessities, like food,
clothes and shelter, are provided
for all.

45.5%

58.6%

47.0%

51.1%

46.3%

48.2%

People are free to organize
political groups.

21.2%

10.3%

9.0%

12.9%

2.5%

8.7%

Government provides people with
quality public services.

24.2%

17.2%

31.2%

23.6%

45.8%

32.6%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=45.509, df=12, p<0.05

Table A11: Age and Meaning of Democracy II in 2014
2014

21-29
years

30-39
years

40-54
years

55-64
years

65 years
and above

Total

The legislature has oversight over
the government.

6.7%

15.1%

10.2%

12.2%

15.1%

11.5%

50.9%

40.1%

50.5%

53.7%

47.3%

48.9%

14.1%

10.5%

12.3%

7.3%

4.1%

10.1%

28.2%

34.2%

27.0%

26.8%

33.6%

29.5%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Basic necessities, like food,
clothes and shelter, are provided
for all.
People are free to organize
political groups.
Government provides people with
quality public services.

Chi-square=24.005, df=12, p<0.05
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Post-graduate degree

University education completed

Some university education

Complete secondary/high school

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete primary/elementary

2010

Incomplete primary/elementary

No formal education

Table A12: Education and Meaning of Democracy III in 2010

Total

Government ensures law and
52.3% 34.8% 32.2% 36.1% 45.1% 29.6% 46.8% 46.2% 40.6% 57.9% 43.6%
order
Media is free to criticize the
20.0% 15.2% 16.7% 24.6% 22.5% 11.1% 15.9% 21.3% 14.8% 24.6% 18.9%
things government does.
Government ensures job
opportunities for all.

16.9% 28.3% 37.8% 24.6% 24.6% 40.7% 26.4% 21.9% 26.6% 12.3% 25.4%

Multiple parties compete
fairly in the election.

10.8% 21.7% 13.3% 14.8% 7.7%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

18.5% 10.9% 10.7% 18.0% 5.3%

12.2%

Chi-square=45.747, df=27, p<0.05

Table A13: Age and Meaning of Democracy III in 2014
2014
Government ensures law and
order
Media is free to criticize the
things government does.
Government ensures job
opportunities for all.
Multiple parties compete fairly
in the election.
Total

21-29 years

30-39 years

40-54 years

55-64 years

65 years
and above

Total

38.8%

43.8%

44.5%

36.4%

35.8%

40.5%

23.0%

19.0%

17.6%

20.8%

4.4%

17.4%

23.6%

26.8%

27.2%

29.5%

50.4%

30.4%

14.5%

10.5%

10.7%

13.3%

9.5%

11.7%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=45.489, df=12, p<0.05

Table A14: Income and Meaning of Democracy III in 2014
2014

Lowest
quintile

2nd

3rd

4th

Highest
quintile

Total

Government ensures law and
order

38.5%

46.9%

37.0%

45.2%

48.8%

42.6%

Media is free to criticize the
things government does.

3.1%

21.5%

20.5%

15.5%

14.3%

17.5%

Government ensures job
opportunities for all.

44.6%

24.9%

31.1%

27.4%

20.2%

28.8%

Multiple parties compete fairly
in the election.

13.8%

6.8%

11.4%

11.9%

16.7%

11.1%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=29.732, df=12, p<0.05

32

Table A15: Self-Rated Social Status and Meaning of Democracy III in 2014
2014

Lower
class

LowerMiddle
class

Middle
class

UpperMiddle
class

Upper class

Total

Government ensures law and
order

34.8%

22.7%

48.4%

38.3%

41.7%

41.3%

Media is free to criticize the
things government does.

8.7%

10.6%

19.6%

19.1%

19.0%

18.3%

47.8%

56.1%

20.7%

30.0%

28.2%

28.9%

8.7%

10.6%

11.2%

12.6%

11.0%

11.5%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Government ensures job
opportunities for all.
Multiple parties compete fairly
in the election.
Total
Chi-square=40.387, df=12, p<0.05

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school

Some university education

University education completed

Post-graduate degree

Politics is clean and free
39.1%
of corruption.
The court protects the
ordinary people from the
15.6%
abuse of government
power.

Complete primary/elementary

People have the freedom
to take part in protests
15.6%
and demonstrations

Incomplete primary/elementary

2010

No formal education

Table A16: Education and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2010

Total

21.7%

18.9%

20.0%

13.8%

19.2%

14.2%

16.7%

10.3%

21.1%

15.8%

54.3%

34.4%

45.0%

42.0%

30.8%

50.3%

47.0%

56.3%

61.4%

47.1%

6.5%

15.6%

10.0%

16.7%

11.5%

14.7%

16.7%

21.4%

8.8%

15.2%

17.4%

31.1%

25.0%

27.5%

38.5%

20.8%

19.6%

11.9%

8.8%

21.8%

People receive state aid
if they are unemployed.

29.7%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square=49.300, df=27, p<0.05
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Table A17: Income and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2010
2010

Lowest
quintile

2nd

3rd

4th

Highest
quintile

Total

People have the freedom to take part in
protests and demonstrations

10.4%

13.4%

14.3%

15.4%

11.7%

13.0%

Politics is clean and free of corruption.

42.4%

45.5%

50.8%

58.5%

64.9%

49.6%

The court protects the ordinary people
from the abuse of government power.

14.6%

17.7%

11.1%

20.0%

16.9%

15.4%

People receive state aid if they are
unemployed.

32.6%

23.4%

23.8%

6.2%

6.5%

22.0%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=36.364, df=12, p<0.05

Table A18: Self-Rated Social Status and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2010

2010

People have the freedom to take
part in protests and demonstrations
Politics is clean and free of
corruption.
The court protects the ordinary
people from the abuse of
government power.
People receive state aid if they are
unemployed.
Total

Our income
covers the
needs well,
we can save

Our income covers
the needs all right,
without much
difficulties

Our income does not
cover the needs, there
are difficulties and
great difficulties

Total

17.0%

11.5%

15.1%

13.7%

46.3%

52.5%

43.2%

49.1%

20.5%

11.5%

17.1%

15.1%

16.2%

24.4%

24.7%

22.1%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=19.714, df=6, p<0.05

Table A19: Age and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2014
2014
People have the freedom to take
part in protests and
demonstrations
Politics is clean and free of
corruption.
The court protects the ordinary
people from the abuse of
government power.
People receive state aid if they
are unemployed.
Total

21-29 years

30-39 years

40-54 years

55-64 years

65 years
and above

Total

15.3%

11.8%

16.0%

13.2%

5.2%

13.0%

44.2%

50.3%

45.9%

46.1%

42.5%

45.9%

26.4%

23.5%

19.6%

23.7%

38.8%

25.1%

14.1%

14.4%

18.5%

17.1%

13.4%

16.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Chi-square=26.331, df=12, p<0.05

Table A20: Education and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2014
34

Total

Incomplete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Complete secondary/high school:
technical/vocational type

Incomplete secondary/high school

Complete secondary/high school

Some university education

University education completed

Post-graduate degree

Politics is clean and free
20.9%
of corruption.
The court protects the
ordinary people from the
51.2%
abuse of government
power.
People receive state aid
if they are unemployed. 16.3%

Complete primary/elementary

People have the freedom
to take part in protests
11.6%
and demonstrations

Incomplete primary/elementary

No formal education

2014

20.0%

14.9%

11.1%

14.5%

23.3%

11.7%

10.3%

12.4%

17.8%

13.1%

60.0%

36.5%

41.7%

46.4%

63.3%

49.5%

51.3%

47.3%

31.1%

45.7%

0.0%

23.0%

19.4%

24.5%

13.3%

22.0%

18.8%

27.4%

46.7%

25.2%

20.0%

25.7%

27.8%

14.5%

0.0%

16.8%

19.7%

12.9%

4.4%

16.0%

Total

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square=64.817, df=27, p<0.05

Table A21: Self-Rated Social Status and Meaning of Democracy IV in 2014
Lower class

LowerMiddle class

Middle class

UpperMiddle class

Upper class

Total

People have the freedom
to take part in protests and
demonstrations

5.0%

11.1%

12.2%

14.0%

15.5%

13.2%

Politics is clean and free
of corruption.

75.0%

31.7%

48.9%

43.2%

52.8%

47.3%

The court protects the
ordinary people from the
abuse of government
power.

15.0%

30.2%

21.9%

27.0%

21.7%

23.9%

People receive state aid if
they are unemployed.

5.0%

27.0%

16.9%

15.8%

9.9%

15.6%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

2014

Total

Chi-square=24.265, df=12, p<0.05
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