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During the COVID-19 pandemic the Singapore government instituted a series of mitigation measures to limit local COVID-
19 transmission. These mitigation measures, especially during the peak of the official ‘Circuit Breaker’ period between
April and June 2020, helped contain the pandemic but also caused significant social and economic disruptions.
Singapore experienced high levels of compliance with these mandatory measures. However, more insight is needed
into how residents within Singapore perceived the efficacy and value of these mitigation measures and how they
weighted the potential cost-benefits of the burdens of the mitigation measures versus the potential personal and
communal health benefits. This NTS Insight presents data from a representative survey on the perceptions of
Singaporean citizens and permanent residents on COVID-19 mitigation measures conducted between May and July
2020. Our results show consistently high levels of agreement that the Singapore government was handling the COVID-
19 crisis well or very well. We found consistently high levels of support for some mitigation measures and more guarded
support for others. These levels of support are in some cases influenced by demographic variables. Our data shows that
people believe the government should prioritize public health over economic and other considerations when formulating
COVID-19 policy. Our data also shows a high level of willingness to continue some of the main mitigation measures
(social distancing, wearing masks, health screening, etc.) for longer as needed, but with some fatigue with home-based
learning. Furthermore, we found that respondents put more emphasis on their psychological well-being than their

privacy.
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value of the mitigation measures. We further assess whether perceptions of the

mitigation measures were influenced by demographic variables such as gender,

Methods

Researchers from the Earth Observatory of Singapore, Nanyang Technological University, the Lee Kuan Yew School of
Public Policy, National University of Singapore and ETH Zurich conducted a survey to monitor the impacts of the
Singapore government’s COVID-19 mitigation measures during the Circuit Breaker from April through the end of June
2020. The survey was conducted by YouGov every two weeks between 7 May and 16 July 2020. Each wave of the
survey consisted of a statistically representative pool of over 1,000 Singapore citizens and permanent residents’. All
respondents were selected from a voluntary pool of adults by YouGov. This research was approved by the NTU IRB
[IRB-2020-05-013]. The data provide an in-depth look at the social and economic impacts of the COVID-19 Circuit
Breaker period. All data were analyzed in aggregate, asa time series, and disaggregated by respondent demographic

categories such as age, education, income, race, gender, and employment.

1 It is important to note that this survey only included citizens and permanent residents — and did not include guest workers. Therefore, our findings presented here
do not reflect the full range of hardships in Singapore, especially amongst the lower-wage migrant worker communities. We are conducted related research to
better understand how the circuit breaker have impacted migrant workers and will report on that at a later time.



Perspectives on the COVID-19 Pandemic in Singapore

We asked respondents whether they felt the pandemic in Singapore was getting worse, getting better, completely over, or
did not know. The data show that belief that the situation was getting better plateaued out at between 75% and 81%
during the middle of the survey period, but then began to drop down over the final two waves of the survey (Table 1).
During this same period, on average 78% of respondents graded the Singapore government's management of the
pandemic as either ‘Very Well'or ‘Fairly Well’, with only 5% on average grading the government’s performance as ‘Very
Badly’ (Table 2).

We assessed levels of concern that respondents had about themselves and their family/friends becoming unwell
because of COVID-19. We found that on average between 50% - 55% of respondents reported being worried about their
personal health; between 64% - 70% were worried that their friends or family might get sick; and between 79% - 82%
were worried that the pandemic would cause lasting impacts to society (Tables 3-5). These levels of concern contrast
with the relatively low rates of community infection and COVID-19 death in Singapore during our survey period2. The
data show limited differences based upon demographic categories, with the most pronounced correlation between race
and being concerned about both self and family/friends becoming unwell because of COVID-19. Malay respondents

were more likely to report these concerns than respondents of Chinese or Indian ethnicity. (Table 6 & 7).

Aggregate Perspectives on Agreement with Circuit Breaker Measures

We asked respondents to state their level of agreement with elderly vulnerable persons staying at home; social distancing;
wearing masks; remote work and education; COVID-19 testing; and restrictions on personal mobility (Figure 1, Table
8). Our data show that over 80% of respondents agreed that people should practice social distancing and wear face
masks while in public. These numbers stayed remarkably consistent across the duration of our survey period. Between
70% and 80% agreed that elderly and vulnerable persons should stay at home as much as possible. At the beginning of
the survey period 66% agreed that non-essential workers should work from home, with this number dropping to around
50% by the end of the survey period. At the start of the survey period only 8% agreed that students should be in school,
with this number increasing to over 20% by the end of the survey period. Interestingly we found that only about 35% of
respondents supported widescale COVID-19 testing. There was generally very strong support for maintaining the Circuit
Breaker measures across the entire country. Only between 20% and 25% of respondents agreed that some restrictions
should be relaxed within specific geographic areas, whereas only between 10% and 12% agreed that restrictions should

be lifted everywhere across the country.

2 We did not ask about personal experiences with COVID-19 as it was not in our mandate to collect data on individual health. However, we reviewed the daily
statistics of case totals provided by the Singapore government for the duration of our survey. We found that at the start of our survey on 7 May 2020, there had
been a total of 20,918 confirmed COVID-19 cases in Singapore. However, 579 of these cases were imported and caught during the quarantine period upon
arrival, and 18,802 of these cases were confined within the dormitories for foreign workers, which were all isolated for containment and treatment by the
government. There were 1,536 reported cases of community infection which could have included a combination of citizens, permanent residents, and
employment pass holders. By the end of our survey on 16 July there had been a total of 47,098 confirmed cases, with 44,398 confined to the foreign worker
dorms, 627 imported, and 2,073 community infections. This represent an infection rate of 0.04% of the population residing outside of the dorms. At the start of
our survey a total of 20 people had died from COVID-19 in Singapore, with an additional 7 reported deaths during the survey period.
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Figure 1. Average totals of agreement with COVID-19 mitigation measures during the Circuit Breaker period.

Our data show surprisingly high levels of willingness to continue some of the main mitigation measures in the
future as needed (Figure 2, Table 9). There was a very high level of willingness to at least partially continue with
mitigation measures such as wearing masks, social distancing, and mandatory health checks. There were also high
levels of reported willingness to continue to engage with some of the changes to employment and education through
partial home-based learning and at least partial working from home. However, the data suggest that there was some
lingering hesitation to fully resume some pre-COVID behaviors, especially spending time in crowded indoor spaces.
Respondent responses were largely consistent across the duration of the survey period, suggesting that fatigue with the

respective measures was not a major factor in considering future compliance, except with home-based learning.
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Figure 2: Willingness to continue with mitigation measures after the Circuit Breaker period.



Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Demographic Category

Level of agreement with the mitigation measures was influenced by a number of demographic factors recorded in our

survey such as gender, age, race, employment status, family status, and income level.

Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Gender: Our data show significant correlations between gender and
agreeing that mitigation measures should be lifted; mandatory COVID testing; wearing face masks; working from
home; elderly should stay at home; and social distancing. Some of these differences between female and male

perceptions were especially pronounced during first wave of the survey (Table 10).

o Women were more likely than men to agree that non-essential workers should work from home; elderly should
stay at home; people should practice social distancing; and people should wear masks when out in public.

e During the first wave of the survey, men were more likely than women to agree that the mitigation measures
should be lifted. However, by the end of our survey period, both men and women reported similar levels of
agreement.

¢ Initially, women were less likely than men to agree that students should be at school. By the mid-point of the
survey period this difference disappeared and over the second half of the survey period women became more
likely than men to agree that students should be in school.

¢ While men generally reported lower levels of agreement with the main protective mitigation measures, men were
more likely than women to support wide scale COVID-19 testing of the population.

Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Age: Our data show significant correlations between age and agreeing that
people should work from home; people should practice social distancing; students should be in school; and people
should wear masks in public. Generally, respondents from older age brackets (45 years old — 54 years old and +55
years old) were more likely to strongly agree with some measures such as social distancing and wearing face masks,
but also less likely to agree with people working and studying from home (Tables 11a-h).

e Over the duration of the survey period, respondents between 18 years old and 34 years old maintained
consistent levels of agreement with the elderly staying home. Respondents over 45 years old registered
decreasing agreement that elderly persons should stay at home.

e There were high levels of agreement that everyone should practice social distancing across all age brackets,
with this especially pronounced for respondents over 55 years old.

¢ During the first wave of the survey, less than 10% of respondents felt that students should be in school — with all
age brackets sharing a similar level of agreement. Over time, the proportion of respondents who felt that
students should be in school increased across all age brackets, but with the most pronounced increase for
respondents over 45 years old.

e While there were consistently high levels of support for people to wear masks throughout the survey period,
respondents over 55 years old were more likely than other age groups to agree that everyone should wear
masks in public. Support dropped slightly for respondents between 25 years old and 34 years old, but generally
remained similar across the survey period.

e Over the duration of the survey period, the youngest age bracket [18 years old to 24 years old] expressed lower
levels of support for lifting restrictions both in select areas and across the entire country.



Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Race: Our data show some significant correlations between race and practicing
social distancing; wearing masks in public; mandatory COVID testing; and that all restrictions should be lifted across the
country (Tables 12a — h).

e Malay respondents were more likely to agree that restriction should be lifted within specific areas; across the
entire country; and that there should be mandatory COVID-19 testing than respondents from the other main
ethnic groups.

Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Employment Status: Employment status only had a slight impact on
agreement with mitigation measures — with only a few statistically significant differences across employment categories
over time. The most pronounced correlation was for wearing masks in public. In general, students and retired
respondents consistently registered higher levels of agreement for most mitigation measures than full-time, part-time,

and employed respondents but full-time workers were generally less likely to agree with wearing masks in public.

Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Income: Levels of agreement with mitigation measures were generally not
consistently significantly related with income level.

Agreement with Mitigation Measures by Education Level: Generally, there were similar levels of agreement on most
mitigation measures across education levels, with some statistical correlations between education and wearing mask
and lifting restrictions everywhere. Respondents with primary level education were less likely to report supporting most

mitigation measures, with this most pronounced for wearing face masks.

Willingness to Continue Mitigation Measures by Demographic Category

Our data show no notable significant correlations between willingness to continue with mitigation measures and
employment status; income level; and having at least one child in the household. We found some correlation between
some of the features and the other demographic categories. However, most of the difference we observe is between

the percentage of respondents who report being ‘very willing’ and ‘somewhat willing’.

Willingness to Continue Mitigation Measures by Gender: Our data show significant correlations between gender

and willingness to continue working from home; practicing social distancing; and mandatory health screening.

o Female respondents were more likely to report being ‘very willing’ to continue working from home; practicing

social distancing; and agree to mandatory health screening than male respondents

Willingness to Continue Mitigation Measures by Age: Our data show significant correlations between age and
willingness to continue working from home; practicing social distancing; and wearing face masks in indoor public
spaces.

o Respondents over 45 years old were less likely to agree with working from home.

o Respondents under 35 years old were slightly less likely to agree with practicing social distancing.



e The older the respondent, the more likely to report a willingness to continue wearing face masks in indoor

public spaces.

Willingness to Continue Mitigation Measures by Race: Our data show some significant correlations between race
and willingness to work staggered shifts; wear face masks; and agree to mandatory health screening. The general
pattern is that respondents of Chinese ethnicity were less likely to agree with continuing to wear face masks at work, in
public outdoor spaces, and in public indoor places; and to agree to mandatory health monitoring than Malay

respondents and respondents of Indian ethnicity.

Willingness to Continue Mitigation Measures by Education Level: Our data show significant correlations between
education level and willingness to continue working from home. The higher the education level, the higher the

willingness to work from home.

Perception of Trade-Offs between Burdens of Mitigation Measures
and COVID-19 Risks

We asked respondents to assess whether they felt that the burdens of the Circuit Breaker measures were greater than
their perceived burden of them getting COVID-19, the same as their perceived burden of them getting COVID-19, orless
than their perceived burden of them getting COVID-19 (Table 13). We found that on average only 18% of respondents felt
that the current (at the time of the survey) burdens of the mitigation measures were worse than their perceived burdens of
getting COVID-19, whereas 46% felt that the burdens of the mitigation measures were less than the perceived burdensof
getting COVID-19, and 36% felt that the burdens of the mitigation measures were about the same as the perceived
burdens of getting COVID-19. We found that over the duration of the survey the number of people who felt that potentially
contracting COVID-19 was worse than the Circuit Breaker measures slightly declined, while the number of people who

felt that the burdens of the Circuit Breaker measures and COVID-19 were the same increased.

Our data show at least some significant correlations between whether respondents felt that the impacts of the mitigation
measures were less than, the same, or greater than the potential burdens of contracting COVID-19 and gender; age; and

employment status.

¢ Male respondents were more likely than female respondents to report that they believed that the impacts of the
mitigation measures were greater than the potential impact of contracting COVID-19.

¢ Respondents between the ages of 35 years old and 54 years old were more likely to believe that the mitigation
measures were worse than COVID-19 than all other age groups.

e Retired respondents were more likely to feel that the mitigation measures were less burdensome than COVID-19
thanall other groups based upon employment status.

e Higher earners were slightly more likely to see impacts of mitigation measures as less than perceived burdens of
contracting COVID-19, than all other groups based upon income.



We asked respondents to state their level of agreement with whether they felt that the disruptions of the mitigation
measures on their movement, work, and privacy were worth making to ensure their personal health, the health of their

families, and the health of the wider community (Tables 14 & 16). We found that on average:

e 78% agreed and only 6% disagreed that the sacrifices to their personal movement were worth making.
e 74% agreed and only 6% disagreed that the sacrifices to their work were worth making.

e 69% agreed and only 9% disagreed that the sacrifices to their privacy were worth making.

Our analysis of levels of agreement by demographic category reveals no notable statistically significant differences in
agreement by age, employment status, education level, or race. Our data show some significant correlations with gender

and level of household income.

Trade-offs between Mitigation Measures and COVID-19 by Gender: Our data show significant correlations

between gender and impacts on movement; work; and privacy (Tables 17 -19).

o Female respondents were more likely to report agreement that the negative impacts of the mitigation measures
upon movement, work, and privacy were worth making for personal and communal well-being than male

respondents.

Trade-offs between Mitigation Measures and COVID-19 by Income Level: Our data show significant
correlations between income level and impacts on movement, work, and privacy (Tables 20 — 22).
e Respondents with household incomes below $3,000 Singapore dollars per month were less likely to agree that

the impacts of the mitigation measures upon their movement, work, and privacy were worth making.

We asked respondents to rank in order of importance which of the following factors should be weighed by policymakers
when making decisions about the mitigation measures: health & safety; economics & livelihoods; psychological &social
well-being; and privacy & individual liberties. Over 70% of respondents ranked health & safety as their top choice
following by economics & livelihoods, psychological well-being, and privacy & individual liberties (Table 23). This
emphasis on priorities was generally consistent across all demographic categories, with only some minor differences
(within 2 — 3%).

Discussion

We found that the vast majority of respondents felt that the Singapore government was doing a good job managing the
pandemic during the Circuit Breaker period. There were high levels of agreement for the main mitigation measures used
during the Circuit Breaker period — wearing face masks, social distancing, and taking extra measures to product
populations with heightened vulnerability to COVID-19. Support for these measures were consistently high, with our data
only showing fatigue with working and schooling at home. Additionally, we found high levels of willingness to continue

with at least some of the mitigation measures into the future as needed.



Our data suggest that many citizens and permanent residents did not feel that ‘the cure was worse than the
disease’ and accepted the imposition of the mitigation measures for both their own and the wider public good. Our data
also show that the vast majority of respondents felt that sacrifices to their personal mobility, working life, and privacy were
worth making for a combination of their personal and wider communal well-being. This aligns with our findings that a large
percentage of respondents felt that public health and safety should be the top priority driving the implementation of the
COVID-19 mitigation measures, followed by economics and livelihoods. People placed much lower emphasis upon

psycho-social well-being and very little emphasis upon their privacy and personal liberties.
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Appendix

Response 7-May-20 | 21-May-20 | 4-Jun-20 | 18-Jun-20 | 2-Jul-20 | 16-Jul-20 | Average
Getting Worse 31% 11% 13% 8% 20% 32% 17.1%
Getting Better 58% 80% 7% 81% 64% 51% 71.2%
Completely Over 0% 0% 1% 1% 14% 17% 3.6%
Don't Know/None of These 11% 9% 9% 10% 2% 1% 8.2%
Table 1: Respondent perceptions about whether the COVID-19 situation in Singapore was
getting better, worse, or staying the same.
7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 16-Jul-20 | Average

Very well 14% 18% 17% 17% 19% 14% 17%
Fairly well 60% 61% 64% 64% 58% 56% 61%
Fairly badly 17% 13% 13% 13% 14% 18% 14%
Very badly 6% 4% 4% 3% 6% 9% 5%
Don't know 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2%
Net: TOTAL

74% 80% 81% 81% 77% 70% 78%
WELL
Net: TOTAL

23% 18% 17% 17% 20% 27% 19%
BADLY

Table 2: Respondent perceptions about how well the Singapore government was managing the COVID-19 pandemic.

7- May- 20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 Average
Very worried 20% 18% 20% 21% 20%
Fairly worried 36% 34% 35% 38% 36%
Not very worried 29% 29% 29% 26% 28%
Not at all worried 10% 13% 10% 10% 1%
Don't know 4% 4% 4% 3% 4%
Total Very & Fairly Worried 56% 52% 55% 59% 56%
Total Not Very & at all Worried 39% 42% 39% 36% 39%
Not applicable - this doesn't apply to me 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Table 3: Respondent concerns that they personally might become unwell because of COVID-19.



7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 Average
Very worried 25% 24% 25% 26% 25%
Fairly worried 43% 42% 40% 44% 42%
Not very worried 21% 23% 22% 20% 22%
Not at all worried 5% 5% 7% 5% 6%
Don't know 4% 4% 4% 3% 4%
Not applicable - this doesn't apply to me 1% 3% 2% 3% 2%
Total Very & Fairly Worried 68% 66% 64% 70% 67%
Total Not Very & at all Worried 26% 28% 29% 25% 27%

Table 4: Respondent concerns that their family and friends might become unwell because of COVID-19.

7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 Average
Very worried 35% 33% 34% 33% 34%
Fairly worried 45% 47% 46% 47% 47%
Not very worried 11% 13% 12% 12% 12%
Not at all worried 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Don't know 4% 3% 4% 3% 4%
Not applicable - this doesn't apply to me 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Total Very & Fairly Worried 80% 80% 79% 80% 81%
Total Not Very & at all Worried 14% 16% 16% 15% 15%

Table 5: Respondent concerns that COVID-19 might cause lasting negative impacts on society.

Very Fairly Not Very Not at all Total Very & Fairly Total Not Very and Don't Not

Worried Worried Worried Worried Worried Not Worried know Applicable
Chinese 17.8% 35.5% 30.8% 10.7% 53.3% 41.5% 21% 3.4%
Malay 31.8% 37.3% 17.0% 9.5% 69.1% 26.5% 0.8% 3.5%
Indian 15.5% 34.5% 28.8% 11.5% 50.0% 40.3% 2.4% 7.4%
Other 18.3% 40.0% 19.8% 14.8% 58.3% 34.6% 2.9% 4.3%

Table 6: Respondent concerns averaged over the course of the survey that they might become personally
unwell because of COVID-19, by race.




Very Fairly Total Not Very Not at all Total Not Don't Not
Worried Worried Worried Worried Worried Worried know Applicable
Chinese 21.3% 43.5% 64.8% 24.3% 5.9% 30.2% 1.8% 3.4%
Malay 43.3% 37.8% 81.1% 11.8% 5.0% 16.8% 1.1% 1.1%
Indian 23.3% 40.5% 63.8% 19.3% 4.9% 24.2% 3.5% 8.6%
Other 33.8% 38.3% 72.1% 15.8% 5.1% 20.9% 2.9% 4.1%

Table 7: Respondent concerns averaged over the course of the survey that their family and friends might become personally unwell
because of COVID-19, by race.

Agreement to wider circuit
S o 7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 16-Jul-20 | Average
reaker restrictions
At present, non-essential workers
hould be stavi th 66% 58% 57% 54% 48% 49% 53%
should be staying at home
At present, elderly and vulnerable
e should be stavi th 79% 7% 75% 72% 71% 69% 73%
people should be staying at home
At present, everyone should be
fici ol distanci 84% 82% 81% 82% 78% 84% 82%
practicing social distancing
At present, students should be in
hool 8% 14% 24% 22% 23% 24% 21%
schoo
At present, everyone should be
. Ki bi 84% 82% 82% 82% 79% 82% 82%
wearing a mask in public
At present, everyone should be
tested for COVID-19 35% 35% 38% 38% 35% 35% 36%
ested for -
At present, the restrictions should
be applied only in infected clusters/ 20% 23% 22% 26% 22% 23% 23%
areas but not everywhere
At present, government restrictions
hould be lifted h 10% 11% 12% 12% 10% 11% 11%
should be lifted everywhere
None of the above 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2%

Table 8. Summary of agreement with mitigation measures for each survey wave.




Very Willing Somewhat Willing Not Willing
Work from Home 58% 35% 7%
Work in Staggered Shifts 39% 46% 14%
Partial Home-based Learning 39% 49% 12%
Practice Social Distancing 63% 33% 3%
Face Masks at Work 40% 43% 17%
Face Masks in Outdoor Public Places 50% 37% 13%
Face Masks in Indoor Public Places 57% 35% 8%
Use Public Transport 35% 54% 11%
Attend Large events/gatherings 11% 35% 54%
Got to Malls/Crowded Indoor Places 14% 52% 34%
Mandatory Health Monitoring 50% 44% 6%

Table 9. Average willingness to continue with some of the main mitigation measures used to contain COVID-19 transmission.




Table 10a. Work from Home

Table 10e. Wear face masks in public

Male Female P Value Male Female P Value
7-May 61% 70% p =.002** 7-May 78% 89% p <.001***
21-May 55% 62% p =.029* 21-May 80% 85% p =.035*
4-Jun 53% 62% p =.004** 4-Jun 77% 87% p <.001***
18-Jun 52% 58% p=.043* 18-Jun 79% 84% p =.052
2-Jul 45% 52% p=.03* 2-Jul 77% 81% p = .049*
16-Jul 48% 50% p=.417 16-Jul 77% 87% p <.001***
Average 52% 59% Average 78% 86%
Table 10b. Elderly stay at home Table 10f. Wide-scale COVID-19 Testing
Male Female P Value Male Female P Value
7-May 74% 83% p <.001*** 7-May 43% 28% p <.001***
21-May 73% 82% p =.001** 21-May 38% 31% p=.03*
4-Jun 70% 80% p <.001*** 4-Jun 42% 34% p =.008**
18-Jun 67% 76% p =.001** 18-Jun 43% 32% p <.001***
2-Jul 66% 75% p=.001* 2-Jul 39% 31% p=.010*
16-Jul 64% 73% p =.002* 16-Jul 39% 31% p =.004**
Average 69% 78% Average 43% 28% p <.001***
Table 10c. Practice Social Distancing Table 10g. Lift Restrictions by selected areas
Male Female P Value Male Female P Value
7-May 79% 88% p <.001*** 7-May 26% 15%| p <.001***
21-May 79% 86% p =.003* 21-May 25% 20% p =.066
4-Jun 76% 86% p <.001*** 4-Jun 24% 19%| p =.023*
18-Jun 78% 86% p =.001** 18-Jun 28% 21%| p =.010*
2-Jul 75% 80% p =.099 2-Jul 23% 21%| p = .355
16-Jul 80% 87% p =.002** 16-Jul 24% 21%| p =.303
Average 78% 86% Average 26% 15%| p <.001***
Table 10d. Students learn in school Table 10h. Lift restrictions everywhere
Male Female P Value Male Female P Value
7-May 12% 4.90% p <.001*** 7-May 14% 6.70% p <.001***
21-May 16% 10% p=.010* 21-May 12% 8.30% p =.039*
4-Jun 25% 24% p=.781 4-Jun 14% 9.50% p=.014*
18-Jun 20% 24% p=.136 18-Jun 15% 8.50% p =.002**
2-Jul 22% 24% p=.379 2-Jul 11% 10% p=.751
16-Jul 23% 24% p=.645 16-Jul 14% 9.50% p =.022*
Average 20% 18% Average 13% 9%

Table 10. Percentages of respondents who agreed with respective mitigation measures, by
gender (data limited to male and female categories).




Table 11a. Work from Home

Table 11e. Wear face masks in public

1824 | 25-34| 35-44| 45-54 55+ [P Value 1824 | 25-34| 35-44 | 45-54 55+ P Value
7-May 78% 72% 75% 79% 87%| p =.001* 7-May 81% 79% 76% 85% 91%| p <.001***
21-May 73% 76% 75% 78% 80%| p = .479 21-May 79% 77% 79% 84% 89%| p =.005*
4-Jun 70% 72% 73% 77% 79%| p =.218 4-Jun 79% 78% 77% 80% 91%| p <.001***
18-Jun 72% 69% 72% 73% 72%| p = .945 18-Jun 83% 76% 79% 82% 86%| p = .066
2-Jul 78% 74% 65% 66% 73%| p =.019* 2-Jul 80% 72% 77% 77% 86%| p =.002**
16-Jul 72% 66% 61% 72% 73%| p =.026* 16-Jul 80% 78% 78% 82% 89%| p =.005**
Average 74% 72% 70% 74% 77% Average 80% 77% 78% 82% 89%
Table 11b. Elderly stay at home Table 11f. Wide-scale COVID-19 Testing
18-24| 25-34| 35-44| 45-54 55+ [P Value 18-24 | 25-34| 35-44 | 45-54| 55+ [PValue
7-May | 78% 72% 75% 79% 87% | p=.001* 7-May 37% 45% 38% 29% 31%| p =.005*
21-May | 73% 76% 75% 78% 80% | p=.479 21-May 29% 33% 39% 39% 32%| p =.182
4-Jun | 70% 72% 73% 77% 79% | p=.218 4-Jun 34% 40% 41% 36% 36%| p = .534
18-Jun | 72% 69% 72% 73% 72% | p=.945 18-Jun 38% 36% 40% 34% 39%| p =.737
2-Jul | 78% 74% 65% 66% 73% | p=.019* 2-Jul 35% 40% 41% 33% 30%| p =.047*
16-Jul | 72% 66% 61% 72% 73% | p=.026* 16-Jul 35% 40% 41% 31% 30%| p =.038*
Average 74% 72% 70% 74% 77% Average 35% 39%) 40%) 34% 33%)|
Table 11c. Practice Social Distancing Table 11g. Lift Restrictions by selected areas
18-24| 25-34| 35-44| 45-54 55+ [P Value 18-24| 25-34| 35-44| 45-54 55+ P Value
7-May | 82% 81% 80% 82% 90% | p=.006* 7-May | 23% 23% 22% 16% 20% | p=.437
21-May | 75% 81% 80% 84% 89% | p=.007* 21-May | 22% 19% 21% 22% 27% | p=.317
4-Jun | 74% 78% 78% 80% 89% | p=.001* 4-Jun | 23% 19% 20% 19% 25% | p=.297
18-Jun | 79% 80% 78% 86% 85% | p=.104 18-Jun | 18% 19% 22% 22% 34% | p=.002*
2-Jul | 77% 72% 76% 77% 83% | p=.038* 2-Jul | 16% 23% 23% 24% 22% | p=.496
16-Jul | 82% 79% 81% 85% 90% | p =.005** 16-Jul | 12% 18% 27% 25% 25% | p=.010*
Average | 78% 79% 79% 82% 88% Average | 19% 20% 23% 21% 26%
Table 11d. Students learn in school Table 11h. Lift restrictions everywhere
18-24| 25-34| 35-44| 45-54 55+ [P Value 1824 | 25-34| 3544 | 45-54 55+ P Value
7-May | 10% 8% 1% 7% 8% |p=.612 7-May 8% 14% 17% 9% 5%| p <.001***
21-May | 12% 8% 8% 14% 19% | p <.001*** 21-May 8% 7% 10% 14% 11%| p = .286
4-Jun | 25% 23% 20% 25% 28% | p=.298 4-Jun 14% 13% 13% 10% 11%| p = .846
18-Jun | 16% 15% 19% 23% 30% | p<.001*** 18-Jun 5% 12% 12% 12% 13%| p =.169
2-Jul | 14% 16% 20% 27% 29% | p<.001** 2-Jul 8% 12% 14% 13% 8% p=.119
16-Jul | 18% 17% 24% 27% 28% | p=.023* 16-Jul 7% 10% 18% 15% 8% p=.001**
Average | 16% 14% 17% 20% 24% Average 8% 11% 14% 12% 9%

Table 11. Percentages of respondents who agreed with respective mitigation measures,

by age group.




Table 12a. Work from home

Table 12e. Wear face mask in public

Chinese Malay Indian Other [P Value Chinese Malay |[Indian |Other |P Value
7-May 67% 62% 67% 51% | p=.161 7-May 85% 79% 80% 72% | p=.047*
21-May|  59% 54% 65% 56% | p=.508 21-May 84% 78% 77% 69% | p=.036*
4-Jun 59% 49% 54% 58% p=.270 4-Jun 83% 76% 84% 72% p=.121
18-Jun 55% 50% 55% 65% p =.544 18-Jun 82% 82% 80% 7% p=.916
2-Jul 47% 47% 57% 57% p =.207 2-Jul 81% 76% 75% 65% p = .049*
16-Jul 50% 52% 44% 40% | p=.433 16-Jul 84% 82% 74% 72% | p=.053
/Average 56% 52% 57% 55% Average 83% 79% 78% 71%
Table 12b. Elderly stay at home Table 12f. Widescale COVID-19 testing
Chinese  |[Malay |Indian  |Other [P Value Chinese  |Malay Indian |Other P Value
7-May 83% 66% 79% 54% p <.001*** 7-May 32% 45% 42% 54% p <.001***
21-May 78% 76% 75% 75% | p=.91 21-May 33% 49% 32% 39% | p=.041*
4-Jun 76% 71% 73% 75% p=.743 4-Jun 36% 47% 45% 44% p =.061
18-Jun 72% 72% 74% 65% | p=.806 18-Jun 36% 45% 38% 4% p=.3
2-Jul 70% 75% 72% 73% | p=.613 2-Jul 33% 42% 39% 46% | p=.038*
16-Jul 69% 72% 69% 62% p=.672 16-Jul 33% 41% 40% 45% p=.073
/Average 75% 72% 74% 67% Average 34% 45% 39% 39%
Table 12c. Practice social distancing Table 12g. Lift restrictions by area
Chinese Malay Indian Other [P Value Chinese Malay [Indian |Other P Value
7-May 86% 77% 78% 79% | p=.011* 7-May 20% 22% 21% 23% | p=.91
21-May 85% 75% 73% 75% p=.007* 21-May 22% 22% 27% 25% p =.845
4-Jun 82% 7% 78% 69% p=.133 4-Jun 20% 30% 22% 31% p=.076
18-Jun 82% 84% 74% 84% p =.330 18-Jun 23% 35% 35% 16% p =.008**
2-Jul 79% 72% 74% 74% p=.111 2-Jul 21% 29% 25% 19% p=.124
16-Jul 85% 86% 74% 80% | p=.039* 16-Jul 21% 28% 27% 32% | p=.071
Average 83% 79% 75% 7% Average 21% 28% 26% 24%
Table 12d. Students remain in schools Table 12h. Lift restrictions everywhere
Chinese  |[Malay |Indian  |Other [P Value Chinese Malay Indian | Other P Value
7-May 7% 14% 11% 13% p=.015* 7-May 7% 23% 8% 21%| p <.001***
21-May 13% 24% 7% 6% p =.006** 21-May 9% 20% 12% 22%| p =.001**
4-Jun 25% 27% 23% 14% | p=.455 4-Jun 10% 24% 11% 17%| p =.001**
18-Jun 23% 20% 12% 26% p=.153 18-Jun 10% 17% 19% 23%| p =.005**
2-Jul 24% 19% 19% 30% p=.240 2-Jul 9% 16%) 12% 16%| p =.043*
16-Jul 25% 20% 15% 32% p =.055 16-Jul 9% 19% 16% 20%| p =.001**
Average 19% 21% 14% 20% Average 9% 20% 13% 20%
Table 12. Percentages of respondents whom agreed with respective mitigation measures, by race.
Burdens of circuit breaker restrictions
7-May-20 | 21-May-20 | 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 | 16-Jul-20 | Average
vs. burdens of getting COVID-19 is...
less than the potential burdens of us
47% 48% 46% 47% 46% 42% 46%
getting COVID-19
the same as the potential burdens of us
31% 32% 36% 35% 38% 41% 36%
getting COVID-19
more than the potential burdens of us
22% 20% 18% 18% 16% 17% 18%
getting COVID-19

Table 13. Percentages of respondents who agreed with the statements about the trade-off between the burdens of the
mitigation measures, as compared with the perceived burden of contracting COVID-19.




7-May-20 | 21-May-20 | 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 16-Jul-20 Average
Strongly disagree 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3%
Disagree 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Neither agree nor disagree 12% 13% 14% 15% 15% 17% 16%
Agree 46% 47% 44% 47% 48% 49% 47%
Strongly agree 36% 34% 34% 30% 31% 28% 31%
Don't know 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Total Agree 82% 81% 79% 7% 79% 77% 78%
Total Disagree 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 6%

Table 14. Aggregate response on whether respondents felt that the current restrictions on, their personal movement are worth

making to ensure the health of themselves, their family & wider community.

7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 16-Jul-20 | Average
Strongly disagree 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Disagree 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 4%
Neither agree nor disagree 15% 14% 17% 18% 20% 20% 19%
Agree 48% 51% 50% 50% 48% 49% 49%
Strongly agree 30% 28% 25% 26% 25% 24% 25%
Don't know 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Total Agree 78% 65% 75% 68% 68% 72% 74%
Total Disagree 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6%

Table 15. Aggregate response on whether respondents felt that the current restrictions on their work are worth making to
ensure the health of themselves, their family & wider community.

7-May-20 21-May-20 4-Jun-20 18-Jun-20 2-Jul-20 | 16-Jul-20 | Average
Strongly disagree 2% 3% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4%
Disagree 3% 3% 5% 6% 5% 4% 5%
Neither agree nor disagree 18% 18% 19% 23% 21% 23% 21%
Agree 45% 48% 44% 45% 47% 48% 46%
Strongly agree 31% 26% 28% 21% 23% 20% 23%
Don't know 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Total Agree 76% 74% 72% 66% 70% 68% 69%
Total Disagree 5% 6% 8% 10% 8% 8% 9%

Table 16. Aggregate response on whether respondents felt that the current requirements on my personal privacy
(contact tracing, monitoring, data collection) are worth making to ensure the health of themselves, their family & wider community.




Male Female P Value

7-May 79% 86% p=.016*

21-May 79% 85% p =.025*

4-Jun 76% 83% p=.023*

18-Jun 76% 81% p =.368

2-Jul 79% 80% p =.069
16-Jul 72% 82% p <.001***

Average 76.8% 82.8%

Table 17. The current restrictions on my personal movement are worth making to ensure the
health of myself, my family & wider community, by gender.

Male Female P Value

7-May 76% 81% p =.403

21-May 76% 83% p =.161
4-Jun 70% 83% p =.002*

18-Jun 76% 77% p = .506
2-Jul 75% 74% p =.039*%
16-Jul 70% 77% p = .047*

Average 73.8% 79.2%

Table 18. The current restrictions on my work are worth making to ensure the health of myself,
my family & wider community, by gender.

Male Female P Value

7-May 73% 79% p=.164
21-May 72% 80% p=.041*
4-Jun 68% 77% p =.003**

18-Jun 65% 69% p=.110

2-Jul 71% 70% p =.084
16-Jul 62% 75% p <.001***

Average 68.5% 75.0%

Table 19. The current requirements on my personal privacy (contact tracing, monitoring, data collection) are worth making to
ensure the health of myself, my family & the wider community, by gender.

<1k [1-293-394-59 6-79|8-9.9 | 10-14.9 | 15-19.9 20+ P Value

7-May 76% | 77% 85% 83% 83% 84% 85% 90% 82% p=.636

21-May 72% | 82% 80% 79% 83% 86% 86% 80% 89% p=.272
4-Jun 71% | 78% 78% 87% 75% 80% 87% 72% 80% p=.106
18-Jun 66% | 74% 79% 79% 76% 81% 88% 84% 83% p =.007**
2-Jul 74% | 74% 74% 80% 82% 83% 79% 93% 79% p =.002**
16-Jul 65% | 65% 80% 82% 82% 79% 83% 73% 79% p =.028*

Average 71% | 75% 79% 82% 80% 82% 85% 82% 82%

Table 20. The current restrictions on my personal movement are worth making to ensure the health
of myself, my family & wider community, by household income.




<1k |1-293-39/4-596-79|8-9.9|10-149 | 15-19.9 | 20+ P Value
7-May 68% | 72% 82% 77% 77% 82% 86% 87% 82% p=.107
21-May 64% | 77% 7% 81% 76% 82% 84% 80% 86% p=.634
4-Jun 44% | 72% 72% 85% 76% 77% 83% 83% 76% p =.002**
18-Jun 58% | 72% 78% 77% 73% 77% 84% 83% 76% p=.415
2-Jul 68% | 62% 73% 79% 78% 1% 78% 78% 84% p=.001*
16-Jul 48% | 63% 7% 1% 77% 78% 77% 69% 82% p =.454
Average 58% | 70% 77% 78% 76% 78% 82% 80% 81%
Table 21. The current restrictions on my work are worth making to ensure the health of myself,
my family & wider community, by household income.
<1k [1-29|3-39|4-59(6-79|8-99|10-149 | 15-19.9 | 20+ P Value
7-May 69% | 70% 82% 81% 76% 78% 80% 84% 82% p = .040*
21-May 70% | 73% 76% 7% 76% 83% 77% 80% 81% p=.324
4-Jun 73% | 74% 66% 80% 68% 69% 82% 73% 73% p=.373
18-Jun 63% | 63% 75% 65% 67% 63% 76% 73% 75% p=.196
2-Jul 63% | 65% 73% 72% 78% 73% 72% 73% 85% p =.009*
16-Jul 57% | 59% 73% 1% 76% 69% 68% 73% 74% p=.393
Average 66% | 67% 74% 74% 74% 73% 76% 76% 78%

Table 22. The current requirements on my personal privacy (contact tracing, monitoring, data collection) are worth making
to ensure the health of myself, my family & the wider community, by household income.

First Priority Second Priority Third Priority Forth
Priority
Health & Safety 71% 18% 7% 3%
Economics & Livelihoods 17% 46% 25% 11%
Psychological & Social Well-being 8% 28% 48% 17%
Privacy & Individual Liberties 4% 8% 19% 69%

Table 23. Respondent ranking of which factors should serve as the basis of COVID-19 policy
decisions, averaged across the survey period.
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