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ABSTRACT: 

 

Cycling is not a common form of transport in Singapore despite visible evidence of a fairly high rate of bike 

ownership. There is also a palpable lack of cycling infrastructure in Singapore, with parking facilities only at train 

stations, and a limited network of bike lanes designed mainly for recreational purposes. Cyclists are often caught 

in a no-man’s lane – illegal on pedestrian pavements, unwelcome on the roads. 

 

The issue of providing for cyclists has risen to recent socio-political prominence but the governmental stance 

remains focused on expanding the public transport network instead, and it is often argued that the demand for 

cycling is insufficient to justify investment into a cycling system. This may well be true based on the currently 

visible demand for cycling, but this does not address a fundamental chicken-and-egg question: is it because there 

are no cyclists that there are no facilities, or is it because there are no facilities that there are no cyclists?  

 

This study thus seeks to measure the latent demand for cycling in Singapore. This was done through an online 

contingent valuation survey, conducted over a month to 687 responses. The objectives of the survey were:  

 

(1) To develop a maximum likelihood model between 3 sets of dependent variables:  

(i) the propensity to cycle 

(ii) the willingness to pay for a cycling system 

(iii) intended cycling patterns 

      and 4 sets of independent variables:  

(i) cycling experience 

(ii) current transport habits 

(iii) environmental and health-consciousness 

(iv) demographic characteristics. 

(2) To examine the reasons for cycling (or not), and deterrent factors to potential cyclists. 

(3) To gauge the potential effects of increased cycling on current transport patterns. 

(4) To identify policy implications and priorities.  

 

The study found a strong latent demand for cycling and recommends prioritising investment in the ‘software’ of 

a cycling system: the education of road users and the establishment of laws for cycling. This would remove the 

deterrents for a portion of potential cyclists, and more cyclists could lead to safer cycling conditions, while safer 

cycling conditions could also lead to more cyclists – a virtuous cycle. 
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Ans  Answered; used in data tables to indicate percentage of sample that chose a particular answer 
 
CV  Contingent valuation 
 
Cycling  Where not specified, refers to cycling as a mode of transport rather than as a sport 
 
DV  Dependent variable 
 
Env/Envmtl Environment or environmenta; 
 
HDB  Housing Development Board; agency for public housing in which 82% of Singaporeans live 
 
IV  Independent variable 
 
LRT  Light Rail Transit; feeder system to the MRT within towns 
 
LTA  Land Transport Authority 
 
MRT  Mass Rapid Transit; equivalent of the Tube, Metro or Subway 
 
NTU   Nanyang Technological University of Singapore 
 
NUS  National University of Singapore 
 
OLS  Ordinary least squares (regression) 
 
PCN  Park Connector Network 
 
PR  Permanent Resident; status between citizen and an employment pass holder 
 
Pub Tpt /Tpt Public transport; Transport   
 
WTP  Willingness to pay 
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BACKGROUND: THE STATUS QUO OF 

CYCLING IN SINGAPORE 

 

It is difficult to obtain precise data on cycling in 

Singapore as it is not often recognised as a category 

of its own in officially published statistics. In the 

transport section of the General Household Survey, 

cycling is subsumed under ‘other private transport’. 

The more detailed statistics from the LTA reflect 

nothing on cycling despite specifying the number of 

streetlights and footbridges. Information on bike 

parking at train stations has to be obtained from the 

respective train operating companies. 

 

Political and institutional 

 

This is telling of the official (government-

institutional) stance towards transport cycling: not 

significant enough. There is no single agency or for 

cycling and the two cycling organisations are 

voluntary societies, namely the Singapore Amateur 

Cycling Association and the Safe Cycling Task 

Force. The former promotes cycling for sport rather 

than for transport; the latter appears advisory rather 

than advocatory. 

 

In parliament, cycling does have at least two 

advocates amongst the 116 members of the house, 

and the issue of enabling transport cycling has been 

raised about twice a year since 2004. The replies 

have generally been that Singapore’s limited land has 

to be allocated amongst competing needs, and the 

mass movement of people on public transport is 

more efficient. Anecdotally, another reason is the 

assumption that the humid rainy weather will deter 

many from cycling. 

 

This ‘stonewalling’ of cycling – blocking it from the 

agenda with reasons which are difficult to verify 

completely but also difficult to contest convincingly 

– is found in the brief section of traffic laws on 

cycling as well. There is no Highway Code for 

cyclists, and the Road Traffic Act only states that 

‘every bicycle shall be ridden close to the left-hand 

edge of the roadway’ (Chapter 270, Section 140.8). 

This is vague and anachronistic – it dates from 1955 

when conditions of traffic and life were very 

different.  

 

In addition, it is illegal to cycle on pavements 

although this is not always strictly enforced, and it is 

legal to cycle on roads (except expressways) 

although drivers often do not realise or respect this. 

Cyclists also have a right to bus lanes although this 

appears little-known. The weak enforcement of 

illegality and legality is confusing and benefits noone.  

 

Policy and infrastructure 

 

All that said, there have been some efforts to 

accommodate cycling (see Table 1), though as the 

LTA Masterplan (2008) makes clear, these assume 

that cyclists are either recreational or use cycling as a 

feeder to the public transport system. 

 

Ownership and usage 

 

As aforementioned the data on cycling is fairly 

sparse; the following are some figures that may be 

indicative of bike ownership and usage. Much of this 

sub-section draws upon the work of Professor Paul 

Barter of NUS. 

 

Singapore is a net importer of complete bicycles, 

although it is a net exporter of bicycle components 

as Shimano has had a large manufacturing plant in 

Singapore since 1973. The net import of bicycles 

was 127,000 in 2005 and 135,000 in 2007 (including 

a small proportion of other non-motorised cycles).  

 

It is difficult to extrapolate this meaningfully and 

accurately, but it does suggest a new bike each year 

for 1 in 35 people. Given the durability of bikes, this 

suggests a relatively high rate of bike ownership, 

which complements empirical observation – there is 

nary a HDB stairwell and landings without bikes. 
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 Done Plans Issues / Suggestions 

Bike lanes - Park connectors network (PCN, 

currently 100km) 

- Town council initiatives (2 towns) 

- Link PCN to transport nodes 

- Build bike lanes to transport nodes 

in certain HDB towns (average 10km 

per town) 

- PCN through green spaces, not 

functional ones 

- Must dismount to cross every side 

road 

Parking at 

MRT 

stations 

- 10 stations with 100 to 500 spaces 

- 10 others with 50 to 100 

- Remaining 50 stations <50 each 

- 823 spaces added in 2009 

- More spaces to come, also at bus 

interchanges 

- Better rack designs than ‘wheel-

bender’ type 

- Needed at other cyclist destinations 

On trains - Folding bikes permitted as of March 

2009 
--- 

- Consider permitting non-folding 

bikes outside peak hours 

Road safety - 119 warning signs to motorists on 

common cyclist training routes 

- Install more in western and central 

areas (currently all in the east) 

- Train motorists to ‘think bike’, 

include in driving licence test 

Pavement 

sharing 

(Tampines) 

- 18-month pilot allowing cyclists to 

(officially) use pavements 

- Volunteer safety wardens involved 

- Further understand if legalising 

pavement cycling may be helpful 

(since already widespread) 

- Diverse public opinion, both 

pedestrians and drivers fairly territorial 

 Table 1 – Efforts towards cycling in policy and infrastructure 

 

 

Bike usage is harder to estimate as the only official 

data with ‘bicycle’ as a transport category is the 

decadal Census. In 2000 its modal share was 0.9%, 

but this figure excludes the 1.2 million non-residents 

in Singapore who constitute 25% of its total 

population. And as Paul Barter highlights, ‘bicycles 

are probably a more common mode among non-

resident workers’ (2008:3).  

 

By correlating this with the demographic 

characteristics of those under the ‘other’ transport 

category (which includes cycling) in the General 

Household Survey, cyclists appear to be mainly 

elderly, male, from low-income households, making 

bike trips of less than 15 minutes (Barter 2008:3).  

 

However, empirical and anecdotal evidence would 

suggest a more diverse range of cyclists – a high-end 

bike shop called The Bike Boutique provides a well-

utilised shower-locker service in the financial district, 

while (the illegal but common) pavement cyclists in 

HDB towns are not dominantly male. 

 

The geographical distribution of bike usage appears 

skewed towards the east and north, as reflected (and 

perhaps reinforced) by the distribution of bike 

parking and the towns where bike lanes will be built. 

Empirical observation however, also suggests bike 

usage in the central and older areas where the mix of 

housing and employment is stronger, and in some of 

the industrial areas in the west. 

 

In sum, it is difficult to generalise about bike 

ownership and usage; gathering more accurate data 

on this would be a first step towards further 

enabling transport cycling. 

 

(In addition, the only other official data specific to 

cycling is the traffic accident rate, which underscores 

the bottom-rung status of cyclists – about 8% of 

annual fatalities are cyclists, disproportionately high 

for their apparent modal share.) 

 

Academic and social 

 

Compared to the vast amount of academic and grey 

literature on cycling in western countries, there has 

been little formal research on cycling in Singapore. 

Paul Barter has published one background article 

and some opinion pieces; the NUS thesis archives 

hold one sociological study on it. This paper thus 

hopes to start addressing the paucity of quantitative, 

fieldwork-based understanding of the topic. 

 

At the time of writing a study by the LTA and two 

engineering professors from NTU is underway, but 

none involved have been willing to divulge further 

information on their work until it is completed. 
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Interest from the media is more lively, with a recent 

surge in articles on transport cycling in the national 

newspaper – from 7 articles in total between 1991 

and 2007, to the same number in 2008 alone, and 

again this year so far. Some of this follows the 

pavement-sharing trial which generated much 

discussion on the newspaper’s online forum. Some 

of this rides on the increasing momentum of sport 

cycling – Singapore’s first sponsored cycling team 

was formed in 2008 – and here the bridging theme 

with transport cycling is usually road safety.  

 

Internet activity on transport cycling is even livelier, 

with a blog-ring centred on the multi-authored blog 

‘Cycling in Singapore’ (set up 2004, now averaging 

1,200 visits per week), with discussions ranging from 

personal cycling experiences to relevant academic 

papers. Other local internet forums on cycling, such 

as Togoparts (set up 2003, now with 150,000 unique 

users), see constant contributions though only about 

10% of these are on transport cycling. 

 

There are also at least 12 road cycling clubs out in 

force every weekend and more on off-road trails; 

from anecdotal evidence many of these enthusiasts 

would like to cycle for transport as well. The upshot 

is that cycling in all forms is a growing popular 

interest. If the overfilled parking at MRT stations is 

anything to go by, the demand for cycling is on the 

upswing and inadequately met by current hardware 

(infrastructure) and software (policies and laws). 

This paper thus attempts to measure the current and 

latent demand for transport cycling in Singapore. 

 

 

METHODOLOGY: SURVEYS AND 

SHORTCOMINGS 

 

This was done through a CV survey online at 

http://abetterride.questionpro.com, linked to a blog 

website at http://abetterride.wordpress.com. The 

blog provided a more flexible platform for 

presenting information as further details could be 

hyperlinked without cluttering the main points, and 

respondents could refer to information easily 

throughout (see Annex 1 for full survey). 

 

Survey description 

 

The survey comprised 4 sections (see Table 2). The 

answer formats are indicated in parentheses; 

questions on reasons for behaviour were ‘tick all 

that apply’ with open-ended ‘other’ options; where 

not specified these were ‘choose one’ formats. The 

survey was piloted with 22 respondents to no 

significant changes except the addition of Section 3. 

 

Between Sections 1 and 2, respondents were 

directed to the main information page on the blog 

(see Annex 2). This contained point-form 

summaries of (i) the pros and cons of cycling, (ii) the 

status quo of cycling infrastructure and policy and 

(iii) the hypothetical situation of Singapore having 

dedicated bike lanes, more bike parking, a cyclist 

licensing scheme with safety test, and clear laws for 

cyclists and other road users. 

 

Each WTP question comprised a payment card of 

about 12 values in ascending order at increasing 

intervals. Respondents chose ‘yes’ for highest value 

they would definitely pay, ‘no’ for the lowest value 

they would definitely not pay, and ‘maybe’ for all 

those values in between (uncertainty range). 

 

The sample comprises 687 responses, gathered over 

a month. 624 (91%) of these said they would cycle. 

Further analysis is presented later in this report. 

 

Hypothetical bias 1: Scenario 

 

The potential pitfalls of CV, rooted in its 

hypothetical basis, are well documented. These will 

be rehearsed briefly here, with elaboration on how 

they may or may not apply to this survey. Many 

criticisms of CV are still vigorously debated and 

researched, with some ultimately a matter of opinion 

– overall, mine is that CV is an imperfect but 

valuable (if well-conducted) attempt to enunciate the 

importance of non-market goods in the economic 

vocabulary of money, especially for almost-public 

goods like cycling infrastructure. 
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Sect Summary / Subsection Elaboration 

1 Transport habits and 

cycling experience 

- time spent on each mode of transport on weekdays and weekends (open-ended numeric) 

- bike ownership and usage, overseas experience with bike lanes 

Split Would you use a cycling 

system 

- assume you can cycle, have a bike and others cycle for transport as well 

- ‘yes’ and ‘maybe’ = users 

- ‘no’ = non-users � split into supporter / opposers 

Yes / Maybe 

(Hypothetical) Bike trip 

details and WTP  

- reasons for cycling and deterrent factors if currently do not cycle 

- trip details: distance, purpose, frequency, current modes of transport replaced, current travel time 

- WTP for cyclist licence ($0 to >$200) and annual renewal fee ($0 to >$50) 

 - reasons for not cycling  

- would you still support the idea of a cycling system for others 

Support - reasons for still supporting  

- WTP additional tax for one year in support: $0 to >$200 

 - reasons for not supporting  

- do you drive or take public transport more often 

Drive 

2  

No 

Not 

support 

Public tpt 

- WTP road tax: $0 to >$2,000 

- WTP public transport fares: $0 to >$2 

3 Environment and health - support of environmental organisations (‘yes’/‘no’) 

- environmental attitudes and actions (11-point scale, ‘never true’ to ‘always true’) 

- self-rating on health (5-point scale, ‘well below average’ to ‘well above average’) 

- exercise frequency: outdoors and indoors (5-point scale, ‘never/rarely’ to ‘everyday’) 

4 Demographics and 

feedback 

- 12 demographic factors e.g. age, gender, income, etc. 

- feelings about the idea of bike lanes (5-point scale, ‘very bad’ to ‘very good’) 

- criticisms of survey (tick all that apply list), open-ended feedback 

 Table 2 – Survey structure 

 

 

The list here of problems with CV borrows from 

Kahn (1998:104-6) and Pearce, Atkinson and 

Mourato (2006:106-24). The first set concerns the 

hypothetical scenario of goods provision. 

Respondents may have an incomplete appreciation 

of the good itself, of its pros and cons, of the causal 

links between its provision and consequences, or 

quite simply have difficulty imagining its provision. 

These could be pertinent as Singapore has only a 

limited network of mostly recreational bike lanes, 

and cycling for transport is relatively uncommon. 

 

To minimise these problems, the blog’s information 

page made clear the current state of good provision 

and illustrated these with photos, with hyperlinks to 

further details on the hypothetical cycling system 

and the pros and cons of cycling. The challenge 

here was balancing between too much and too little 

information. About 5% of respondents felt the 

former was the case, and almost 3% felt the latter – 

this sounds fairly balanced. In addition, only 10% of 

the sample has not seen bike lanes before, while 

40% has cycled for transport, so unfamiliarity with 

the good was not a major issue. 

 

Hypothetical bias 2: Payment 

 

The second set of problems concerns the 

hypothetical nature of payment for the good. 

Respondents may have no experience of paying for 

such goods and thus have difficulty indicating 

‘reasonable’ values; they may overstate their WTP in 

order to secure the good, or understate it for fear of 

actual subsequent charges; they may overstate it to 

register support for some wider principles, or 

understate it to register protest against some aspect 

of the payment mechanism (e.g. taxation) rather 

than against the good itself.  
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Although no place seems to charge for the use of 

bike lanes, paying for membership and use of public 

facilities is common (e.g. swimming pools), so 

paying for cyclist licences and renewal fees could 

borrow from such experience. The good-securing 

incentive to overstate WTP and the charge-fearing 

incentive to understate it may roughly cancel each 

other out over the sample, or may have been 

mitigated by the statement in the survey 

introduction that this is an academic exercise 

independent of the government, which was 

followed immediately by a statement that this study 

could be policy-relevant with sufficient responses. 

 

Interpreting responses with WTP>$(maximum) as 

in-principle supporters, and those with WTP=$0 as 

protests against the payment mechanism, the former 

was not common, while the latter constituted 12% 

to 21% of the sample depending on WTP measure 

(e.g. licence fee for cyclists, road tax for non-

supporters) – although only 5 respondents explicitly 

stated their opposition to the payment mechanisms. 

Only non-user supporters were asked if they were, 

in principle, against paying tax (none were); this 

question could be extended to other WTP measures. 

 

The fairly high proportion of WTP=$0 responses is 

difficult to address, but from a public policy 

perspective, the key question may not be the 

monetary valuation of utility derived by public users, 

but the actual rate of usage of the public 

infrastructure. This is still measured in the survey 

for those whose WTP=$0. Respondents were also 

asked for reasons why they would/not cycle, or 

would/not support a cycling system – this allowed 

for the non-monetary expression of support for 

certain causes (e.g. environmental). 

 

Design issue 1: Payment mechanism 

 

This leads into a third set of problems hinged on 

creating an incentive-compatible mechanism that is 

credibly feasible. The payment mechanism for 

(potential) cyclists was a licence charge with an 

annual renewal fee. This would be incentive-

compatible to the extent that respondents (i) felt 

that increased payment would result in 

proportionally increased benefit to themselves, and 

(ii) believed that the licensing system could be 

sufficiently policed to exclude unlicensed free-riders.  

 

Both these conditions could be difficult to meet 

given the almost-public good nature of cycling 

infrastructure. On the other hand, mean WTP 

values were substantial at $25 to $60 for licences, 

and $11 for renewal (negligible uncertainty range). 

Regressing WTP on intended usage of the cycling 

system (frequency and distance of potential bike 

trips) shows a close positive correlation even at 1% 

significance level – respondents seem to have found 

the payment mechanism incentive-compatible. 

 

In addition, the system could conceivably be policed 

with for instance a licence tag that would be clearly 

visible but also easily removable such that cyclists 

could change bikes or remove the tag after parking 

– much like a bike light. This could further parallel 

the driving licence system with demerit points etc. 

 

The payment mechanism for supportive non-users 

was a one-off increase in tax, while that for 

opposers measured a negative WTP (a WTP to 

avoid) through an increase in road tax or public 

transport fares, whichever mode each respondent 

uses more, due to increased pressure on the 

transport system. All of these could be deemed 

incentive-compatible and credibly feasible. 

 

Design issue 2: Elicitation format 

 

Common problems here are anchoring, yea-saying, 

and the basic question of which elicitation format to 

use – as Pearce et al highlight, each format has its 

pros and cons. Payment cards ‘are more informative 

about respondents’ WTP… and are superior to 

both direct open-ended questions and bidding 

games’ (Pearce et al 2006:116). Payment cards also 

allowed for an uncertainty range in WTP which 

most pilot respondents appreciated, and may have 

better allowed respondents to consider their WTP 

values than the more stark presentation of 

dichotomous choice models. 
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Anchoring may have been a problem especially as 

the payment cards may have been tedious to go 

through. In order to elicit the WTP uncertainty 

range, there should ideally have been two versions 

of each payment card, one with values in ascending 

order for ‘yes’ responses, and the other in 

descending order for ‘no’ responses (a la Hanley & 

Kristrom 2003, in Pearce et al 2006:117). However 

this would have been tedious – 21% of respondents 

found the survey too long already. 

 

In addition, (potential) cyclist respondents were 

asked if they found the WTP payment card 

questions confusing to answer. 9% answered ‘yes’, 

26% answered ‘somewhat’ and 65% answered no. 

Respondents were presented an example to better 

illustrate the intended answer format; it remains 

unclear if separate ‘yes’ and ‘no’ payment cards, or 

any other format, may have been better. 

 

Yea-saying may have been less of a problem as the 

survey was online rather than face-to-face, 

minimising the ‘social acceptability’ pressure. The 

fairly high proportion of WTP=$0 responses (12 to 

21%) may verify this.  

 

An overall comment is that respondents may have 

found the survey somewhat leading as the blog 

betrayed my enthusiasm for cycling. Only 3 

respondents commented on this however, and the 

information page was balanced in presenting both 

the pros and cons of cycling, and described the idea 

of a cycling system without trying to sell it. On the 

other hand, the sample of respondents seems 

skewed towards cycling enthusiasts. 

 

 

DATA ANALYSIS: SAMPLES AND 

STATISTICS 

 

It is important to note the non-representativeness of 

the sample, both demographically and in terms of 

transport habits (see Table 3). In general, there is an 

over-representation of students, people aged 16–25, 

from higher-income and more highly-educated 

backgrounds. Some skew is inevitable with 

dissemination across online networks. The survey 

was publicised on platforms such as a local sports 

news website (see Annex 3 for article contributed), 

but these have selective reader bases. It also made 

rounds of cycling clubs and school-based networks.  

 

Note that official data from Singstat always refer to 

Singapore’s ‘resident population’, which excludes 

the 35% of its total population who are non-citizens 

and non-PRs. The survey did not differentiate 

between PRs and non-residents; these constituted 

22% of the sample. The expected (Singstat) and 

observed (survey) data behind Table 3 are thus not 

strictly comparable. Other barriers to a direct 

comparison are noted under ‘comments’. 

 

The upshot is that this study can claim to speak for 

only a segment of Singapore’s population – but this 

does not diminish its validity as an indicator of the 

unappreciated disparity between the visible and 

latent demand for cycling in Singapore. Despite the 

prevalence of p=0 results in Table 3, the sample is 

fairly well spread across most demographic factors, 

so a variety of backgrounds is represented though 

not proportionally. This provides a clear aim for 

further work: to gather responses from under-

represented categories. 

 

Validity and reliability testing 

 

Validity and reliability testing is a challenge as there 

appears to be no CV nor revealed preference studies 

of the topic, nor a cyclist licensing system anywhere 

in the world. The latter idea has been mooted in 

various places including Toronto, America 

(Washington, Florida, Wisconsin) and Australia 

(Sydney, Melbourne, Queensland) and some of 

these places have bike (not cyclist) licence schemes. 

 

The political thorniness of the issue is evinced by 

the fact that none of these suggestions have ever 

materialised, and may also be reflected in the 14.5% 

of respondents who responded with WTP=$0 for 

licences. It is thus impossible to test the results for 

convergence, while there has not been time to test-

retest for reliability. 
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Factor % ans p Rep? Comments 

Transport     

Weekday tpt 100% 0.00 No Singstat used only journeys to work/school; survey used ‘usual journeys on weekdays’. 

Demographic     

Age 98.1% 0.00 No Singstat used age groups 10 to 14, 15 to 19 etc; survey used 11 to 15, 16 to 20. 

Gender 97.5% 0.74 Yes Slight over-rep of males. 

Ethnicity 97.8% 0.00 No Over-rep of Caucasians, under-rep of Malays and Indians. 

Education 97.4% 0.00 No Over-rep of university graduates and A Level holders. 

Industry 56.0% 0.00 No Large proportion of students in sample. 

Job 55.3% 0.00 No Large proportion of students in sample. 

Income 84.6% 0.00 No Singstat used monthly income per person; survey used annual household income. Over-

rep of higher income households. 

Household size 95.3% 

 

0.00 No Singstat used 2 – 3 or 4 – 5 persons; survey used single number categories. Over-rep of 

2, 4 and 5-person households. 

Housing 96.1% 0.00 No Over-rep of larger housing types. 

Area 96.7% 0.00 No Over-rep of western and central area residents. 

Singaporean 97.4% 0.00 No Over-rep of Singaporeans. 

Years resident 21.5% --- --- No official data. 

Table 3 – Sample representativeness, sample size 687 (% ans – % of entire sample that gave age, gender, etc details) 

 

 

Statistical procedures 

 

Both Excel and Stata were used in this study. The 

tests for sample representativeness used to produce 

Table 3 were chi-square goodness-of-fit tests, with 

expected values based on data mostly from the 

General Household Survey 2005.  

 

For analysis and interpretation the survey data was 

categorised into dependent and independent 

variables (see Table 4). There were effectively 3 sets 

of dependent variables (DVs) and 4 sets of 

independent variables (IVs). All the IVs were first 

tested against each other for correlations; the few 

with >0.5 correlation (e.g. industry and job) were 

never used in the same regression. 

 

Each DV was regressed on the IVs to check for 

relational trends. For DV1 (propensity to cycle), 

logistic regression was used as the answer options 

were categorical (yes, maybe, no). For DV2 (WTP), 

OLS regression was used as the answers were 

treated as continuous. OLS regression was also used 

for some of the sub-categories of DV3 (bike trip 

details – distance, frequency, current travel time).  

 

Here it would have been more accurate to use 

ordinal or interval regression instead of OLS 

regression because the answer options for WTP 

were ordinal but not interval single-values (e.g. $0, 

$1, $2, $5, etc), and the answer options for bike trip 

details were ordinal or interval ranges (e.g. 10–

20min, 20–30min, 30–45min, or 1–3km, 3–5km, 

etc). Answer options could also have been designed 

more consistently (e.g. all using interval ranges). 

 

The number of individual IVs within the 4 sets was 

altogether quite large (45) – this seriously 

compromised the significance of the overall model 

when trying to regress any DV on all of them at 

once. Instead, each DV was linearly regressed on 

each IV to find their one-to-one relationship (an 

‘initial check’ regression). Those with p<0.20 were 

then fed into the logistic or OLS regression. These 

‘combined regression’ models were of much higher 

overall model significance, and better discerned the 

significance of each IV within them. 



 - 12 - 

Dependent variables Independent variables 

DV1 DV2 DV3 IV1 IV2 IV3 IV4 

Propensity to 

cycle 

WTP Bike trip details 

 

Demography Transport habits Current cycling 

experience 

Env / Health 

consciousness 

Entire 

sample: 

 

(i) Yes or No 

(yes includes 

maybe) 

 

(ii) Yes or 

Maybe 

- - - - - - - - -  

 

Non-users: 

 

(iii) Would 

support or 

Would not 

support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

---------------- 

(Logistic 

regression) 

(Potential) Users:          

 

(i) cyclist licence                                   

 

(ii) annual 

renewal fee 

- - - - - - - - - - - -  

 

Supporters:   

 

(iii) one-off tax 

increase 

- - - - - - - - - - - -  

 

Opposers:                       

 

(iv) increase in 

road tax, OR 

 

(v) increase in 

public tpt fares 

 

 

 

 

---------------------- 

(OLS multiple 

linear regression) 

Per person per 

week: 

 

(i) number of 

trips  

 

(ii) distance 

cycled (bike 

distance) 

 

(iii) time taken for 

the same journey 

using current 

modes of tpt 

(time displaced) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

---------------------- 

(OLS multiple 

linear regression) 

 

(i) age 

 

(ii) gender 

 

(iii) ethnicity 

 

(iv) education 

 

(v) industry 

 

(vi) job 

 

(vii) income  

 

(viii) household 

size 

 

(ix) housing type 

 

(x) residence 

area 

 

(xi) citizenship 

 

(xii) years in 

Singapore (if 

non-citizen) 

Average time 

spent per 

weekday per 

mode of tpt: 

 

(i) walk 

(ii) cycle 

(iii) feeder bus 

or LRT 

(iv) public bus 

(v) MRT 

(vi) taxi 

(vii) private bus 

(viii) private car 

or motorbike 

- - - - - - - - - - -  

 

Average time 

spent per 

weekend day 

per mode of tpt: 

 

(same list) 

 

(i) ability – can 

you cycle 

 

(ii) frequency – 

how often do 

you cycle 

 

(iii) purpose – 

do you cycle for 

tpt and/or 

leisure 

 

(iv) access – do 

you have easy 

access to a bike 

 

(v) past – have 

you cycled for 

tpt before 

 

(vi) exposure – 

have you seen 

bike lanes 

before 

Env organisations: 

 

(i) membership 

(ii) given time 

(iii) given money 

- - - - - - - - - - -  

 

Env behaviour: 

 

(i) climate change 

(ii) follow news 

(iii) recycling 

(iv) eco-labels 

 (v) energy 

efficiency 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

 

Health, exercise 

frequency: 

 

(i) self-rating – 

how healthy do 

you think you are 

(ii) outdoors 

(iii) indoors, no 

air-conditioning 

(iv) indoors, with 

air-conditioning 

Table 4 – Dependent and independent variables 

 

 

Index Variables used Conversion 

Support of 

environmental 

organisations 

- membership 

- given time 

- given money 

- 1 if answered ‘yes’ to any 

- 0 if answered ‘yes’ to none 

Environmental 

behaviour 

- climate change 

- follow news 

- recycling 

- eco-labels 

- energy efficiency  

- average of 5 answers on 11-point Likert scale (0 to 10) 

- higher score reflects greater environmental consciousness 

- climate change answer scale reversed in survey to check for respondent consistency 

Healthiness - self-rating 

- exercise frequency score 

- exercise frequency score from average of 3 answers on 5-point Likert scale (0 to 4) 

- combined with self-rating score (also 5-point Likert scale, but 1 to 5) by normalising 

both to 1 then averaging them 

Willingness to 

sweat 

- outdoors 

- indoors, no air-con 
- both variables on 5-point Likert scales (0 to 4) 

- [ 2 * (frequency of outdoor exercise) + (frequency of no air-con exercise) ] / 12 

Table 5 – Attempts to index environmental/health-consciousness 
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Another attempt to reduce the number of IVs was 

to combine some into an index (see Table 5) – this 

was done for those IVs measuring environmental-

consciousness and health-consciousness. However, 

as the indices often appeared insignificant in the 

‘initial check’ regressions, they were disaggregated 

back into their component IVs, which were run in 

individual ‘initial check’ regressions, a few of which 

yielded more significant results. 

 

 

DATA REPORT: RESULTS AND 

REGRESSIONS 

 

A summary of responses on the IVs and DVs are 

shown in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively, and a 

summary of the ‘combined regressions’ between 

them is shown in Tables 8(i)-(iii), with IVs ranked in 

order of significance. In sum, the overall findings 

show a high demand for cycling, a significant 

proportion of which is still latent. The regressions 

yield no ‘typical (potential) cyclist’ profile – there 

appear to be few strong predictors of the propensity 

to cycle or of related WTPs. 

 

Comments on IV characteristics (Table 6) 

 

Demography – The sample is generally skewed 

towards students, people aged 16–25, from higher-

income and more highly-educated backgrounds. 

There is however a fair spread of respondents across 

all answer categories, as reflected by the relatively 

low percentages constituted by the modal or median 

categories. 

 

Transport habits – The high figures for cycling are 

probably due some respondents including their time 

spent cycling for exercise. Some figures given for 

walking time also seem extremely high and probably 

include time spent running for exercise. While this is 

was not the original intention, these figures are still 

arguably relevant as they reflect the durational usage 

of each type of transport space, be that the 

pavement or left lane (for cycling). Additionally, the 

skew towards car usage is consistent with the higher-

income skew in the sample. 

 

Current cycling experience – About 40% of 

respondents have cycled for transport before, which 

seems high in relation to the current rate of 

transport cycling in Singapore, and is not fully 

explained by the 27% of the sample who are 

presently transport cyclists. This could be due to the 

likely high proportion of respondents who have 

lived overseas – 22% of the sample are non-citizens, 

and a significant part of the rest may comprise 

Singaporeans who go/went to university overseas, 

due to the social networks through which this 

survey was disseminated. 

 

Environmental consciousness – The distinct lack of 

environmental organisation activity is not surprising 

as their presence in Singapore is not strong to begin 

with. The behavioural measures reflect a moderate 

degree of environmental consciousness (overall 

average 5.8 out of 10). This level decreases as the 

price of being environmental becomes more tangibly 

monetary, thus the lower scores on prioritising 

energy efficiency and eco-labels in purchasing 

decisions (compared to attitude towards climate 

change and following environmental news). 

 

Health consciousness – The sample self-rating on 

health is slightly above-average even though the 

overall median exercise frequency is not particularly 

high. This may be as respondents prioritise other 

lifestyle factors such as diet and sleep in their self-

rating. The distinction of exercise location was to 

test for any explanatory power of tolerance of 

weather conditions; the obvious preference for 

outdoor exercise tallies with the sample’s high 

propensity to cycle. 

 

Here it would help to have more information on the 

transport habits, environmental and health-

consciousness of the wider population. Some 

general figures, on for instance national exercise 

frequency, are available, but not disaggregated to the 

same degree of detail as in the survey. 
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IV factor Type Result % ans 

Demographic    

Age Median 21 – 25 years 22.8% 

Gender Mode Male 50.1% 

Ethnicity � Chinese 77.9% 

Education � Bachelors degree 35.1% 

Industry  � Professional & research services (note: Student – 38.5%) 21.5% 

Job  � Professional (e.g. programmer, reporter) (note: Student – 38.0%) 32.5% 

Income Median $60,000 - $80,000 per year 11.7% 

Household size � 4 people 31.1% 

Housing type � Private condominium 27.4% 

Residence area Mode Central 27.4% 

Citizenship � Singaporean 77.9% 

Years in Singapore Median 5 – 10 years (non-Singaporeans = 148) 28.4% 

Transport habits  Weekday Weekend  

Cycle 69 min Cycle 104 min 

Car 63 min Car 59 min 

Bus 50 min Private bus 41 min 

MRT 39 min Bus 41 min 

Private bus 35 min Walk 40 min 

Walk 31 min MRT 39 min 

Feeder bus/ LRT 28 min Taxi 24 min 

Time spent per day 

(in descending order) 
--- 

Taxi 24 min Feeder bus/ LRT 24 min 

--- 

Current cycling experience    

Ability Mode Can cycle 94.0% 

Frequency Median Once every few months 24.2% 

Purpose Mode For recreation 63.3% 

Access to bike � Yes 63.2% 

Cycled for transport before � No 59.2% 

Seen bike lanes before � Yes, in real life (contra on screen) 73.5% 

Envmt / Health  consciousness    

Membership Mode No 91.8% 

Contributed time � No 82.2% 

Contributed money � No 83.6% 

Climate change attitude Mean 7.0   (quite often concerned; scale of 0 – 10) --- 

Follow environmental news � 6.5 --- 

Recycling � 6.1 --- 

Eco-label purchasing � 4.3 --- 

Energy efficiency priority � 5.1 --- 

Self-rating of health Mean 3.5   (between ‘average’ and ‘above average’; scale of 1 – 5) --- 

Outdoors exercise frequency Median 1 – 3 times per week 50.4% 

Indoors, no air-con � Less than once a month 11.2% 

Indoors, with air-con � Less than once a month 9.5% 

       Table 6 – Summary of IV means/medians/modes (% ans – % of non-blank answers which were the answer featured) 
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DV factor Outcome / Mean Stan Dev Size of Uncertainty Range 

Propensity to cycle  (% of sample)   

Yes 425 61.9%    

Maybe 199 29.0% Would you cycle 

Total 624 Users: 90.8% 

Note: Current transport cyclists 

(187) = 27.2% of sample 

Supporters 43 6.3% 

Opposers 20  2.9% 
(If would not cycle) 

Would you support 
Total 63 Non-users: 9.2% 

Note: Opposers = 

8 motorists (WTP road tax), 

12 not (WTP public tpt fares) 

WTPs     

Yes   (min) $25       ($24.91) $35       ($34.60) Mean  $35    Cyclist licence 

($0 to >$200) No   (max) $60       ($59.83) $65       ($65.02) Min/Max  $0 to $200+ 

Yes $11       ($11.25) $13       ($13.26) Mean  $0.10 Renewal fee 

($0 to >$50) No $11       ($11.35) $13       ($13.27) Min/Max  $0 to $20  

Yes $43       ($43.12) $62       ($61.84) Mean  $32 Tax in support 

($0 to >$200) No $75       ($74.88) $83       ($82.70) Min/Max  $0 to $200 

Yes $1438    ($1437.50) $943     ($943.55) Mean  $188 Road tax 

($0 to >$2,000) No $1625    ($1625.00) $916     ($916.13) Min/Max  $0 to $500 

Yes $1.44     ($1.44) $1.00     ($1.01) Mean  $0.18 Public tpt fares  

($0 to >$2) No $1.62     ($1.62) $0.93     ($0.93) Min/Max  $0 to $1 

Bike trip details (per person per week)   

Number of trips 7.6            (7.63) 5.8         (5.76) --- 

Bike distance  71km        (70.88km) 91km     (91.17km) --- 

Time displaced  221min     (220.90min) 266min  (266.04min) --- 

        Table 7 – Summary of DV outcomes 

 

 

Comments on DV characteristics (Table 7) 

 

Propensity to cycle / support – This is clearly high 

within the sample. One problem is the difficulty of 

testing correlations in the obverse (i.e. whether a 

correlation with the propensity to cycle is mirrored 

by a correlation with the propensity not to cycle). 

 

WTPs – The extreme figures for negative WTP 

(road tax and public transport fares) must be viewed 

relative to their payment card ranges. These ranges 

were set in light of Singapore’s policies to restrict car 

ownership, which is made extremely costly through 

a bidding system for a ‘certificate of entitlement’ to 

own a car. Nonetheless, the 8 motorists in the 

sample appear to value driving very highly. 

 

Bike trip details – These figures may be skewed 

upwards by the cycling enthusiasts amongst the 

respondents, as reflected by the large standard 

deviations. Nonetheless, these figures translate into 

credible daily per person averages – about 10km 

bike distance and 30mins travel time displaced. 

 

Comments on regressions (Tables 8(i)-(iii)) 

 

The diversity of IVs and their significance in the 

‘combined regressions’ make it difficult to draw up 

any predictive model of demand for cycling, or even 

a ‘typical (potential) cyclist’ profile. Some general 

observations can be made but the limitations of 

these are underscored by the skews within the 

sample mentioned earlier – the comments in this 

section should be taken as indicative, not conclusive. 

 

The WTPs of the 20 people who would oppose a 

cycling system were not regressed on the IVs as they 

were sub-optimally few for statistical reliability. 
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(1) A first comment is that among the 4 sets of IVs, 

level of cycling experience seems to be the most 

influential upon the DVs, followed by health-

consciousness, then environmental-consciousness, 

then current transport habits, and finally 

demographic factors.  

 

(2) The propensity to cycle (yes/no) is affected in 

part by demographic factors, but the certitude on 

this propensity (yes/maybe) is not and hinges more 

on a positive relationship with cycling experience 

and health-consciousness. 

 

(3) Income is not a major determinant of WTP 

except for the lower bound of WTP for cyclist 

licences. It may be slightly surprising that it does not 

determine the upper bound of WTP instead.  

 

(4) For (potential) cyclists, WTP appears to be 

influenced mainly by health and environmental-

consciousness. Here it is crucial to examine the sign 

of the coefficients – there are 3 positives and 4 

negatives for both the health and environmental 

measures. For health, the negatives are all for 

indoors (no air-conditioning) exercise frequency, 

while the positives are for self-rating on health and 

outdoor exercise frequency. For environment, the 

positives are all for climate change attitude, while the 

negatives are for eco-label preferential purchasing 

and membership of environmental organisations. 

Apart from speculating on the reasons for these 

patterns, an overall point is that there appear to be 

more subtle patterns than a simple correlation 

between demand/WTP for cycling and a monolithic 

category of health or environmental-consciousness. 

 

(5) For supporting non-cyclists, WTP seems 

influenced mainly by support of environmental 

organisations (contributions of time or money, but 

not membership) and by current transport habits. 

The positive relation with past experience of cycling 

for transport may indicate that the limiting factor for 

these respondents is lack of access to a bike, as 

evinced by the negative relation found to be 

significant in the regression. 

 

(6) The frequency, distance and time displaced of 

potential bike trips seems mainly influenced by 

cycling experience, self-rating on health, outdoor 

exercise frequency and gender; environmental 

measures do not enter the picture at all. This likely 

reflects the skew resulting from responses by sport 

cycling enthusiasts. One point here is that although 

this indicates that males would cycle more often and 

further, the propensity to cycle per se does not seem 

gender-determined. 

 

Some brief comparisons 

 

There is a good number of relatively recent studies 

on transport cycling in the academic and grey 

literature of several developed countries; some of 

these have examined for instance the ‘Factors 

influencing the propensity to cycle to work’ 

(Wardman et al 2007) (UK), or the ‘Propensity to 

consider cycling for commuting trips’ (Sui et al 2000) 

(UK), or the ‘Influences on bicycle use’ (Hunt & 

Abraham 2007) (Canada).  

 

While this literature has been interesting and 

instructive to explore, most of it concentrates on 

how the provision of what facilities might best 

incentivise people to cycle, with many focussed on 

the specifics of designing bike lanes, crossings and 

parking. The central issue for Singapore is rather 

more basic as the starting point for cycling 

infrastructure and culture is much lower. There is 

still resonance here though, in understanding the 

factors which deter potential cyclists, and at a later 

stage, in ensuring the efficient expenditure of 

resources to build a cycling system. 

 

Another useful parallel is the general finding that 

‘socio-economic characteristics such as age group 

and occupation types are statistically insignificant in 

affecting cycling population’ (Sui et al 2000:22). This 

is echoed by Gatersleben & Appleton (2006, in 

Wardman et al 2007:26), who emphasise that ‘those 

who may be willing to contemplate cycling are not 

necessarily a homogenous group’. This corresponds 

well to the survey findings here.  
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DV IVs Coefficient 
Significance   

(P>|t| or |z|) 

No. of observations, 

Model type & significance 

Propensity to cycle     

Weekday tpt – feeder bus/LRT - 0.024 0.000 

Current cycling frequency 0.336 0.004 

Age - 0.134 0.010 

Current cycling ability - 0.766 0.046 

Current cycling purpose 0.625 0.049 

Climate change attitude 0.123 0.053 

Energy efficiency priority 0.174 0.061 

Household size 0.124 0.166 

Outdoor exercise frequency 0.172 0.176 

 

Would you cycle 

(Yes/No) 

(Yes includes Maybe) 

Housing type - 0.072 0.182 

Observations = 687 

Logistic regression 

Prob >chi2 = 0.051 

 

Current cycling frequency 0.204 0.000 

Current cycling purpose 0.446 0.002 

Self-rating on health 0.572 0.004 

Weekend tpt – public bus 0.029 0.013 

Given money to env organisation - 0.526 0.026 

Cycled for transport before 0.371 0.073 

Climate change attitude 0.071 0.093 

Outdoor exercise frequency 0.294 0.108 

Would you cycle 

(Yes/ Maybe) 

Current cycling ability - 0.445 0.109 

(same as above) 

Prob > chi2 = 0.042 

 

      Table 8(i) – Significant IVs for propensity to cycle 

 
WTPs     

Income 1.324 0.001 

Climate change attitude 1.217 0.010 

No air-con exercise frequency - 2.391 0.018 

Self-rating on health 3.006 0.113 

Outdoor exercise frequency 1.771 0.156 

Cyclist licence – 

Yes (lower bound) 

($0 to >$200) 

Member of env organisation - 5.575 0.164 

Observations = 624 

OLS regression 

Prob > F = 0.043 

 

Eco-label purchasing - 2.944 0.005 

Climate change attitude 1.940 0.031 

Seen bike lanes before 6.460 0.073 

No air-con exercise frequency - 3.804 0.171 

Member of env organisation - 11.262 0.173 

Cyclist licence – 

No (upper bound) 

($0 to >$200) 

Current cycling frequency 1.317 0.193 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.048 

 

Self-rating on health 1.808 0.009 

No air-con exercise frequency - 1.068 0.009 

Air-con exercise frequency 0.822 0.044 

Renewal fee – Yes  

($0 to >$50) 

Education 0.353 0.150 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.022 

 

Climate change attitude 0.526 0.005 

Education 0.485 0.038 
Renewal fee – No  

($0 to >$50) 
Eco-label purchasing - 0.441 0.063 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.022 
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Weekend tpt – public bus 1.903 0.000 

Given time to env organisation 113.479 0.008 

Weekday tpt – public bus - 0.705 0.027 

Weekend tpt – private car 0.605 0.036 

Cycled for transport before 54.912 0.046 

Current bike access - 38.922 0.069 

Member of env organisation - 66.521 0.109 

Tax in support – 

Yes ($0 to >$200) 

Weekday tpt – private car - 0.103 0.153 

Observations = 43 

OLS regression 

Prob > F =0.029 

Member of env organisation - 140.71 0.000 

Given money to env organisation 90.635 0.015 
Tax in support – 

No ($0 to >$200) 
Given time to env organisation 59.286 0.099 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.001 

        Table 8(ii) – Significant IVs for WTPs 

 

Bike trip details (per person per week)    

Cycled for transport before 1.910 0.000 

Self-rating on health 1.215 0.004 

Current cycling purpose 1.199 0.008 

Current cycling frequency 0.547 0.008 

Outdoor exercise frequency 0.976 0.011 

Weekday tpt – public bus - 0.024 0.035 

Gender - 0.142 0.060 

Ethnicity 0.644 0.064 

Weekend tpt – cycling 0.013 0.087 

Education 0.291 0.113 

Number of trips 

Weekday tpt – taxi - 0.028 0.124 

Observations – 624 

OLS regression  

Prob > F = 0.091 

Current bike access 41.296 0.000 

Current cycling frequency 15.246 0.002 

Self-rating on health 30.720 0.013 

Current cycling ability 30.296 0.019 

Current cycling purpose 24.698 0.044 

Gender - 38.494 0.063 

Outdoor exercise frequency 23.675 0.080 

Weekend tpt – cycling 0.594 0.087 

Cycled for transport before 25.665 0.112 

Ethnicity 9.708 0.118 

Bike distance  

Weekday tpt – cycling 0.608 0.162 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.094 

Current cycling frequency 22.634 0.000 

Outdoor exercise frequency 47.784 0.003 

Self-rating on health 56.216 0.009 

Current cycling purpose 42.457 0.009 

Gender - 64.456 0.022 

Weekend tpt – cycling 1.287 0.025 

Time displaced  

Current cycling ability 57.377 0.029 

(same as above) 

Prob > F = 0.016 

        Table 8(iii) – Significant IVs for bike trip details 
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MORE RESULTS: REASONS AND 

RELEVANCE 

 

The lack of a good predictor model or typical cyclist 

profile from the regression analyses does not 

diminish the usefulness of the survey results, though 

it obviously does not prove that everyone and 

anyone is likely to cycle. Besides searching for 

possible predictor/profile variables and WTP values, 

the survey also sought to understand the reasons 

behind respondents’ current and intended cycling 

behaviour, and to understand how a cycling system 

might change current transport patterns.  

 

This part of the results is highly relevant to policy as 

it identifies which levers to press in order to 

promote cycling. This applies both in terms of 

which deterrent factors to minimise – for instance, 

inconsiderate motorists or lack of secure parking – 

and also how best to ‘market’ transport cycling 

through relevant themes – ‘it’s good for your health’ 

might have more currency in public perception than 

‘it’s faster than the bus’ (although a public campaign 

would ideally appeal to a wide range of motivations). 

 

Why (not) cycle, why (not) support (see Table 9) 

 

Respondents were thus asked why they would or 

would not cycle or support cycling according to 

their responses. Those who would cycle were also 

asked, if they currently do not cycle, what factors 

deter them from cycling. These were ‘tick all that 

apply’ multiple-choice questions with open-ended 

‘other’ options. The order of possible answers was 

randomised by the online survey software.  

 

The deterrents question was added a month after 

the survey went live, so answers were collected from 

less than half the sample. A few themes emerged 

under ‘other’ for some questions, each mentioned by 

5 to 10 people. These were: for why cycle – 

convenience and enjoying the scenery; for deterrents 

and why not cycle – inconvenience and too many 

things to carry. Only 3 people were concerned about 

air pollution; more may have mentioned this had it 

been listed as an answer option. 

 

For those who would cycle or support cycling, 

health and environmental concerns appear to be 

main motivations. Perceived danger levels on roads 

are the prime deterrent, while the weather (hot, 

humid, rainy) is also a major factor. The crux here is 

that road safety is something that can be changed, 

whereas the weather is not. This means that, even 

with better road safety, only about 40% of those 

who said they would cycle might actually cycle. 

 

To be optimistic, 38% of those who mentioned the 

weather as a deterrent also mentioned no showers 

(at destination) as a deterrent – if showers were 

available their concern about the weather may be 

abated. In this case the proportion of those who 

would actually cycle could be about 60% of those 

who say they would. 

 

 

Why cycle % Deterrents % Why not cycle % Why support % Why not support % 

Exercise/Health 93 Dangerous roads 74 Weather 67 Environment 79 Shd have > pub tpt 55 

Environment 78 Weather 59 Current modes ok 46 Healthier population 58 Enough on roads 50 

Save money 68 No showers 33 Too far 35 Safer roads 51 Nobody will cycle 20 

Pub tpt crowded 48 Too far 30 No shower 29 Less bad cyclists 49 Other 10 

Choose own route 47 Current modes ok 10 Don’t like cycling 19 Less pub tpt crowds 40 Shd have > roads 5 

Save time 39 Other 9 Still too dangerous 19 Less road jams 35   

Fun/Enjoyment 7 No parking 6 Other 16 Other 9   

Other 3 Cycle enough now 3       

  Don’t like cycling 2       

No. of respondents 624 No. of respondents 270 No. of respondents  63 No. of respondents 43 No. of respondents 20 

Table 9 – Reasons for cycling or supporting or not   (% - % of respondents who ticked option; pub tpt – public transport) 
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Policy implication 1: Sort out the software 

 

The small number of cycling opposers (20 people) is 

not ideal for drawing conclusions, but the main 

argument against a cycling system seems to be that 

enhancing the public transport system would be a 

more efficient use of resources. This was highlighted 

in the open-ended comments even by some 

respondents who would cycle. 

 

Economic efficiency is indeed key for policy and 

planning. The LTA has made no information 

available on the physical feasibility of having a 

comprehensive network of bike lanes on roads, but 

it is likely more than just repainting the roads as 

lanes are already fairly narrow. Given that 1km of 

bike lane can cost up to £37,000 in the UK (Seaton 

2008:207), the cost of a cycling system will not be 

negligible to government budgets, and will certainly 

not be covered by cyclists’ and supporters’ WTPs. 

 

As such, considering the whys and why nots 

examined above, it may be most efficient to 

prioritise the ‘software’ of a cycling system: educate 

all road users towards a safer and mutually respectful 

environment, and establish clear laws on road 

behaviour of cyclists and towards cyclists. This 

could still incorporate a safety test and licence tag 

scheme for cyclists – despite the administration and 

enforcement costs, this could well be more efficient 

than a public education campaign (Singapore already 

has a diversity of concurrent campaigns at present). 

 

Potential changes to transport patterns 

 

Respondents who said they would cycle were asked 

for details of the bike trips they would make with a 

cycling system. The ‘displacement’ effect this would 

have on various other modes of transport is 

presented in Table 10. These trips also include 

‘generated’ or ‘induced’ trips which respondents do 

not currently make and therefore would not displace 

any modes of transport. The distance and purpose 

of these intended bike trips is summarised in Table 

11, from the most to the least common. 

 

Mode displaced Displacement 

rate 

Displaced / 

Current users 

Feeder bus/ LRT 97% 104 /107 

Public bus 87% 338 /389 

Walking 80% 357 /449 

Private car 73% 258 /354 

Taxi 71% 101 /142 

MRT 53% 187 /354 

Private bus 50% 15 /30 

Generated --- 31 / --- 

   Table 10 – Daily displacement effects of cycling 

 

 

Bike trip distance % of sample 

1 – 3km 22.0% 

3 – 5km 18.0% 

7 – 10km 12.3% 

5 – 7km 12.0% 

More than 30km 9.5% 

10 – 15km 8.4% 

Less than 1km 6.7% 

20 – 30km 6.0% 

15 – 20km 5.0% 

Bike trip purpose  

Exercise or leisure 34.0% 

Run errands (incl. e.g. go church) 26.8% 

Get to work 19.6% 

Get to school 10.2% 

Social (e.g. visiting family/friends) 9.4% 

   Table 11 – Bike trip distance and purpose 

 

 

The daily displacement rates (users displaced as a 

percentage of current users within the sample) 

appear high, with the lowest at 50% and the highest 

being an almost complete displacement of feeder 

bus or LRT trips. In light of the earlier observations 

on deterrent factors, these displacement rates may 

need to be scaled down by 40 to 60% for a more 

accurate estimate. 

 

Most bike trips are short, with 30% between 1km 

and 5km, and almost 65% between 1km and 10km. 

The relatively high position of ‘more than 30km’ is 



 - 21 - 

likely due to the cycling enthusiasts in the sample 

having included their exercise mileage. 

 

A comparison with LTA data on average public 

transport trip distances highlights the 

correspondence between the displacement rates per 

mode of transport and the frequency of trips per 

category of distance. The average public bus ride is 

5km long – the displacement rate for public buses is 

the second highest at 87%; this mirrors the second 

most common trips of 3–5km. Feeder bus and LRT 

rides would be shorter than public bus rides as they 

serve smaller areas – the highest displacement rate 

of 97% is for feeder buses and LRTs; this mirrors 

the most common trips of 1–3km. The average 

MRT ride is 11km long – the displacement rate for 

MRTs is the sixth highest at 53%; this mirrors the 

sixth highest position of trips of 10–15km. 

 

Policy implication 2: Beyond east and north 

 

This reaffirms the plans already in the pipeline to 

build bike lanes for travel within HDB towns – 

though, as underscored by the second most 

common bike trip purpose, these should cover not 

just key transport nodes but also amenities and 

facilities where people go to run errands (e.g. 

markets, shops) or for activities (e.g. sports facilities, 

community clubs). Newer HDB towns have been 

built such that key amenities and facilities are next to 

transport nodes – in this case more bike parking 

should be provided elsewhere than the MRT 

stations to relieve the parking congestion there. 

 

These plans for bike lanes in HDB towns are 

underlain by the assumption that the demand for 

cycling is higher in eastern and northern Singapore, 

and therefore the provision of cycling facilities 

should be concentrated in those areas. This assumed 

geographical bias is clearly contravened by the 

survey findings, which at least suggest a demand for 

similar bike lanes in other HDB towns as well.  

 

This leads back to the chicken-and-egg question 

which inspired this study in the first place: Is there 

no cycling system because there are no cyclists, or 

are there no cyclists because there is no cycling 

system? The government has taken the stance that 

apparent demand should lead supply (of cycling 

facilities), and seems unwilling to experiment with 

increasing supply to see how demand responds. 

 

As aforementioned, the cost of investing in the 

infrastructural hardware of a cycling system is an 

understandable and significant barrier to such an 

experiment – the recent contract to build 823 more 

bike parking spaces with basic shelters at 3 MRT 

stations was awarded at $1.43 million, which works 

out to $1738 per parking space. 

 

However, the suggestion here is not to build a 

comprehensive network of cycling facilities. Rather, 

the suggestion is to provide them in just one or two 

HDB towns which have less apparent demand than 

those already earmarked by LTA for more lanes and 

parking, and analyse what effect this has on 

transport patterns. At the same time, monitor the 

usage of current facilities and analyse how this 

changes as the plans to provide more are realised.  

 

This leads into the wider point that cycling should 

be treated more seriously as a form of transport, and 

needs more formal institutional recognition. Besides 

establishing relevant laws, cycling should be a 

distinct category in Singapore’s transport data – 

gathering more precise and more organised 

information on cycling would provide a proper base 

from which public policies (whether pro-cycling or 

not) can be better shaped and justified. 

 

 

ENDNOTES: FINDINGS, FEEDBACK AND 

FURTHER WORK 

 

The key points of the survey are summarised below, 

but it is crucial to consider the limitations of the 

sample and the survey design before applying these 

findings to any wider contexts. 

 

���� 91% of respondents said they would or might 

cycle for transport. 27% of respondents currently 

already cycle for transport. This means 64% are 
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‘latent’ cyclists, and that only 30% of the total 

demand for cycling is currently apparent. 

 

���� The average lower and upper bounds of WTP in 

different forms are as listed below; note that their 

standard deviations are all larger than the means: 

(WTP in support) 

•••• Cyclist licence - $25 to $60 

•••• Annual renewal fee - $11 to $11 

•••• One-off tax increase - $43 to $75 

(WTP to avoid) 

•••• Increase in road tax - $1438 to $1625 

•••• Increase in public tpt fares - $1.44 to $1.62 

 

���� No strong determinants or predictors of the 

propensity to cycle or the WTP for cycling were 

found. The certitude of the propensity to cycle 

may be positively related to cycling experience 

and health-consciousness. 

 

���� The WTP for tax in support of cycling may be 

positively related to support of environmental 

organisations. 

 

���� The frequency, distance and duration of intended 
bike trips may be positively related to cycling 

experience, health-consciousness and being male. 

This does not apply however, to the propensity 

to cycle per se. 

 

���� Although environmental/health-consciousness 

are not strong predictors of cycling, 93% of 

potential cyclists chose exercise as a reason for 

cycling, and 78% chose the environment. 

 

���� The main deterrent to latent cyclists is the 

perception of dangerous roads (79%), the next is 

the weather (59%), followed by lack of showers 

at destination (33%). As the weather cannot be 

changed, this means only 40% to 60% of latent 

cyclists may actually cycle. 

 

���� The most common mode of transport replaced 

by cycling is feeder bus or LRT, followed by 

public bus, then walking, then private car. 

���� 30% of intended bike trips are 1 to 5km long, 

and 65% are 1 to 10km long. 

 

���� 34% of intended bike trips are for exercise and 

leisure, 27% for running errands, and 20% for 

commuting to work. 

 

���� The most efficient investment into a cycling 

system would be in its ‘software’ – training of all 

road users and establishment of clear laws on 

cycling. 

 

���� It might be worthwhile providing cycling 

facilities in a HDB town not already earmarked 

for bike lanes, to see if the latent demand for 

cycling as found by the survey materialises. 

 

���� Better data on cycling in Singapore is needed to 
advance transport policy; this requires a change 

in institutional attitudes towards cycling. 

 

Survey criticisms feedback 

 

At the end of the survey, respondents were asked to 

‘tick all that apply’ from a list of potential criticisms 

of the survey (see Table 12). Open-ended feedback 

was generally positive; a large proportion expressed 

personal enthusiasm for cycling but scepticism that 

it would ever be formally integrated into the 

transport system. 10 respondents felt that the 

objective of the survey could be made more explicit. 

Follow-up correspondence via e-mail was made with 

35 respondents, many of whom were shared ideas 

and experiences about cycling, and expressed 

interest in discussing the survey results. 

 

Respondents were also asked how they felt about 

the idea of bike lanes in Singapore. The response 

was largely positive, and some of the negative 

responses may be due to misinterpretation of the 

question as ‘what do you think the chances are of 

seeing bike lanes in Singapore’. This was the case for 

at least 2 respondents who otherwise expressed 

enthusiasm for cycling – this apparent inconsistency 

was clarified through e-mail correspondence. 
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Criticism % answered 

Too long 21.1% 

Questions unclear 14.4% 

Too much information 5.1% 

Too little information 2.8% 

Other 5.7% 

Feeling on bike lanes  

Very good 49.3% 

Good 29.2% 

Neutral 14.2% 

Bad 4.7% 

Very bad 2.7% 

    Table 12 – Survey criticisms and feedback 

 

 

Further work 

 

The survey is still active and gathering responses – 

the total at the time of writing is 960. Work is also 

being done for further publicity, in hope of gaining 

policy attention. A more representative sample is 

needed and this may require a different medium 

than the internet. 

 

The survey will be edited to make it shorter. A 

question will also be added on in-principle 

objections to a licensing system. A second report on 

the survey findings should be ready in the second 

quarter of 2010.  

 

The Safe Cycling Task Force has expressed interest 

in the findings and in recruitment for their 

committee. They mediate between the government 

and the public on cycling issues, acting as an 

advisory body in both directions. This may yet be 

the most exciting and potentially impactful outcome 

of this project. 
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ANNEX 1  

 

SURVEY IN FULL 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Hello and thank you for doing this survey. It has four parts.  

 

(1) is to find out your transport habits and your cycling experience. (2) is to find out what you 

would do if there were bike lanes. (3) is to ask a few questions that may be related to cycling. (4) is 

to find out demographics such as your age, job, location and favourite colour.  

 

Please click continue until the last thank you page that has no continue button. This is to ensure 

that your response is recorded as complete. If you are currently not based in Singapore, please 

answer based on your most recent or most likely transport patterns in Singapore. 

 

This survey is part of a Master’s degree dissertation. I hope to gather enough responses for the 

results to be relevant to public policy. This should take you about 15 minutes. If it takes lots more, 

just say and I’ll compensate you with a cake, or cookie, or cycle ride.  

 

Any links you click on should open in a new window. It might be useful to keep these open for 

reference. Don’t worry, there are no correct answers and it’s not a memory test. And its fine if 

you haven’t decided your favourite colour, I haven’t either. Ok here we go. 

 

(And here’s some fine print if you like reading the stuff. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. There 

are no foreseeable risks associated with this project. However, if you feel uncomfortable answering any questions, you 

can withdraw from the survey at any point. Your survey responses will be strictly confidential and data from this 

research will be reported only in the aggregate. Your information will be coded and will remain confidential. If you have 

questions at any time about the survey or the procedures, you can contact me by email at the address specified below.) 

 

 

Section 1 – For everyone 

 

Think about the usual journeys that you make on weekdays. What modes of transport do 

you usually use for these journeys? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Walk 

2. Cycle 
3. Feeder bus (public) 
4. Bus 
5. LRT 
6. MRT 

7. Taxi 
8. Private bus (e.g. company/school bus) 

9. Private car/motorbike 
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On average, on a weekday, how much time do you spend on each mode of transport? 

 

 Mins 

Walk  

Cycle  

Feeder bus (public)  

Bus  

LRT  

MRT  

Taxi  

Private bus (e.g. company/school bus)  

Private car/motorbike  

 

Think about the usual journeys that you make on weekends. What modes of transport do 

you usually use for these journeys? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Walk 

2. Cycle 
3. Feeder bus (public) 
4. Bus 
5. LRT 
6. MRT 

7. Taxi 
8. Private bus (e.g. company/school bus) 

9. Private car/motorbike 

 

On average, on a Saturday or Sunday, how much time do you spend on each mode of 

transport? 

 

 Mins 

Walk  

Cycle  

Feeder bus (public)  

Bus  

LRT  

MRT  

Taxi  

Private bus (e.g. company/school bus)  

Private car/motorbike  

 

Can you cycle? 

 

1. Yes 
2. No, but I would learn to 

3. No 
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How often do you cycle, on average? 

 

1. Everyday 
2. 4 or more times a week 

3. Less than 4 times a week 

4. Once a week 

5. Once every few weeks 

6. Once a month 

7. Once every few months 

8. Once a year 

9. Once every few years 

10. Never / Cannot cycle 

 

Do you cycle for transport or for recreation? 

 

1. For transport 
2. For recreation 
3. Both 
4. Neither (I dont cycle) 

 

Do you own a bike, or have convenient access to a bike? 

 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

Have you cycled as a mode of transport in other countries? 

 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

Have you seen bike lanes or cycling as a mode of transport in other countries? 

 

1. Yes, in real life 
2. Yes, on TV or in movies 

3. No 

 

Which countries? (optional) ________________________ 

 

Before continuing, please click here to read some information (link to information page – 

see Annex 2) 

 

 

Let’s assume you can cycle, you have a bike, and other people cycle for transport too. 

Taking into consideration all the information provided earlier, if Singapore had a cycling 

system as described above, would you cycle as a mode of transport? 
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1. Yes 
2. Maybe 

3. No 

 

 

Section 2 – For those who would/might cycle 

 

Suppose Singapore had a cycling system as described earlier, with lanes, parking, licenses 

and laws. You indicated that you would cycle, or would consider cycling. 

 

Why would you cycle? (tick all that apply)  

 

1. Exercise 
2. Save time 

3. Save money 

4. Can decide my own route 

5. Better for the environment 

6. Public transport too crowded 
7. Fun and pleasure 
8. Other  

 

Think about what would be your most frequent journey by bike. What would be the 

distance of this journey? (click here to measure your journey) If this is a there-and-back journey 

with just one destination, use the one-way distance.If this is a round trip with several stops, use the entire loop distance. 

 

1. Less than 1km 

2. 1 – 3 km 

3. 3 – 5 km 

4. 5 – 7 km 

5. 7 – 10 km 

6. 10 – 15 km 

7. 15 – 20 km 

8. 20 – 30 km 

9. More than 30 km 

 

And what would be the main purpose of this journey? 

 

1. Get to work 

2. Get to school 

3. Get to MRT station / bus stop 

4. Run errands or go somewhere (e.g. church, tuition, pool) 

5. Send family members to somewhere (e.g. send children to school) 

6. Social outing or visit family or friends 

7. Exercise and leisure 
8. Other  

 



 - 30 - 

How often would you make this journey by bike? 

 

1. More than once a day 

2. Once a day 

3. More than 3 times a week 

4. Less than 3 times a week 

5. Once a week 

6. Once every few weeks 

7. Once a month 

8. Less than once a month 

 

This journey by bike - what current modes of transport would it replace? (tick all that apply) 

Select the option even if this is a partial replacement, e.g. if your journey by bike replaces 3 stations on the MRT, but 

you still have to take the MRT after that--> still select MRT. 

 

1. Walk 

2. Cycle 
3. Feeder bus (public) 
4. Bus 
5. LRT 
6. MRT 

7. Taxi 
8. Private bus (e.g. school bus, company shuttle bus) 

9. Private car 
10. None – currently do not make this journey 

 

How long does this journey take, using your current modes of transport? This refers to 

the total amount of the journey that you would change to cycling. 

 

1. Less than 10 min 

2. 10 – 20 min 

3. 20 – 30 min 

4. 30 – 40 min 

5. 40 – 50 min 

6. 50 min – 1 hour 

7. 1 hour – 1 hour 20 min 

8. 1 hour 20 min – 1 hour 40 min 

9. 1 hour 40 min – 2 hours 

10. More than 2 hours 

11. Not applicable - currently do not make this journey 

 

Are there other journeys you would make regularly by bike? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

(Set of questions on bike trip details loops until respondent choose ‘no’ other journeys by 

bike.)
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Suppose that Singapore has a cycling system as described earlier, with lanes, parking, 

licences and laws. To use the bike lanes, you have to pass a safety test to obtain a licence, 

and renew your licence each year. Suppose that you have to pay for this cyclist licence, 

and pay a renewal fee each year. This money would go towards the cost of building and 

maintaining the cycling system. Note: The licence is for you as a cyclist, not for your bike. For information 

on the costs of other forms of transport - road tax for cars click here ; bus, train, taxi fares click here. 

 

 

How much would you pay for a cyclist licence? 

 

Tick yes for the highest value you would pay. 

Tick maybe for the values you might be willing to pay. 

Tick no for the first value you would not pay. 

 

For example: 

I’m happy to pay up to $10 = $10 --> Yes 

But $30 is too much = $30 --> No 

Values in between = $15, $20 --> Maybe 

 

                           YES MAYBE                NO 

$  0 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  2 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  5 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 10 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 15 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 20 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 30 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 40 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 75 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$100 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$125 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$150 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

above $200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
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How much would you pay for a renewal fee each year?  

 

          YES               MAYBE               NO 

$  0 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  2 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  5 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 10 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 12 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 15 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 20 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 25 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 30 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 40 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
$ 50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
above $ 50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

 

 

Did you find these last two questions confusing to answer? 

 

1. Yes 
2. Somewhat 

3. No 

 

 

And if with a cycling system, you would cycle more than you do now, what factors 

currently deter you from cycling? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Weather 

2. No showers at destination 

3. Distances too long 

4. No need, satisfied with current modes of transport 

5. Don’t like cycling / Not interested in cycling 

6. Dangerous roads/drivers 

7. Fear of bike getting stolen 
8. Air pollution 
9. Not applicable - already cycle as much as I would like to 

10. Other  
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Section 2 – For those who would not cycle 

 

You indicated that you would not cycle even if Singapore had a cycling system as 

described earlier, with lanes, parking, licenses and laws. 

 

Why? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Weather 

2. No showers at destination 

3. Distances too long 

4. No need, satisfied with current modes of transport 

5. Don’t like cycling / Not interested in cycling 

6. Fear of bike getting stolen 
7. Dangerous roads/drivers 

8. Air pollution 
9. Other  

 

 

Would you still support the idea of bike lanes and cyclist licences for others? 

 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

 

Section 2 – For those who would not cycle but would support cycling 

 

If you would not cycle, why would you still support a cycling system for others? (tick all 

that apply) 

 

1. Less danger from unthinking cyclists 

2. Less congestion on public transport 
3. Less congestion on roads 
4. Safer roads 
5. Healthier population 

6. Better for the environment 

7. Other  

 

Suppose the government decides to build a cycling system as described earlier, with lanes, 

parking, licences and laws. In order to cover the costs, taxes have to be increased for one 

year. 

 

How much more tax (for one year) would you pay in support of the cycling system?  

 

Tick yes for the highest value you would pay. 

Tick maybe for the values you might be willing to pay. 

Tick no for the first value you would not pay. 



 - 34 - 

 

In the lowest category of income tax ($20,000 – $30,000), the maximum possible tax is $350. In the highest category of 

income tax (above $320,000), the minimum tax is $42,700. (click here for current rates of income tax.) 

 

          YES                MAYBE                  NO 

$  0 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  2 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  5 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 10 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 15 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 20 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 30 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 40 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 75 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$100 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$125 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$150 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

above $200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

 

Do you pay tax? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

Are you, in principle, against paying tax? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

3. Not applicable 

 

 

Section 2 – For those who would not support cycling 

 

Why would you not support a cycling system for others? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Waste of money, nobody will cycle 

2. We should have more trains and buses instead 

3. We should build more roads instead 

4. Don’t need even more things on the road 

5. I like to cycle my own way 

6. Other  

7.  
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Do you drive more often than you take public transport? (if you don’t hold a driving licence please 

select no) 

 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

 

Section 2 – For non-supporters who drive more 

 

Suppose that due to increasing pressure on the transport system, road tax has to be 

increased. How much more road tax per year would you pay before you would change 

your mode of transport?  

 

Tick yes for the highest value you would pay. 

Tick maybe for the values you might be willing to pay. 

Tick no for the first value you would not pay. 

 

In the lowest category of road tax (600cc and below), the maximum possible tax is $313. In the highest category of road 

tax (3,000cc and above), the minimum tax is $2,387. (click here for current rates of road tax)  

 

          YES  MAYBE    NO 

$  0 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 10 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 25 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$ 80 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$100 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$125 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$150 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$180 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$300 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$400 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$500 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$700 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$1,000 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$1,200 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$1,500 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$2,000 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

above $2,000 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
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Which mode of transport would you change to? (click here for bus, train, taxi fares; click here for car 

road tax rates) 

 

1. Taxi 
2. Public transport 
3. Cycling 
4. Walking 

5. Other  

 

 

 

Section 2 – For non-supporters who take public transport more 

 

Suppose that due to increasing pressure on the transport system, public transport fares 

have to be increased. How much more would you pay per ride before you would change 

your mode of transport?  

 

Tick yes for the highest value you would pay. 

Tick maybe for the values you might be willing to pay. 

Tick no for the first value you would not pay. 

 

Most bus rides cost between $0.64 and $2.25 for adults, $0.64 and $0.69 for senior citizens, and $0.39 and $0.44 for 

students. MRT rides cost between $0.68 and $1.82 for adults, $0.68 and $0.73 for senior citizens, and $0.39 and $0.49 

for students. (click here for more details) 

 

                                                                                              YES                 MAYBE               NO  

$  0.00 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.05 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.10 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.15 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.20 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.25 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.30 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.40 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.60 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  0.80 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1.00 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1.20 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  1.50 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

$  2.00 ❏ ❏ ❏ 

 above $  2.00 ❏ ❏ ❏ 
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Which mode of transport would you change to? (click here for bus, train, taxi fares; click here for car 

road tax rates) 

1. Taxi 
2. Private car/motorbike 

3. Cycling 
4. Walking 

5. Other  

 

 

Section 3 – Environmental and health-consciousness 

 

A few questions - you dont have to think about cycling to answer these. 

 

Please select yes or no: 

                             YES NO 

Are you a member of an environmental organisation?   

Have you contributed any time in the last 12 months to an environmental organisation?   

Have you contributed any money in the last 12 months to an environmental organisation?   

 

 

Please indicate how true each of the following statements are with regards to your own 

behaviour.  

0 = Never true; 5 = Half-true; 10 = Always true 

                          0                       5                       10         

I think I cant do anything about climate change. 

News on environmental issues always interests me. 

I recycle anything that can be recycled in the local system. 

I always buy products with an eco-label over those without. 

Energy efficiency is the most important factor in anything I use. 

 

 

How healthy do you consider yourself to be? 

 

1. Well above average 

2. Above average 
3. Average 
4. Below average 
5. Well below average 
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How often do you engage in the following types of exercise? 

       

 More than 

3 times per 

week 

1 to 3 

times per 

week 

Once a 

week 

Less than 

once a 

week 

Rarely / 

Never 

Outdoors (even gardening counts) ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

Indoors, no air-con ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

Indoors, with air-con ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ ❏ 

 

 

 

 

Section 4 – Demographic details 

 

Last set of questions! Just to find out a bit about you - all details will be kept strictly confidential. 

 

 

How old are you? 

 

1. Below 10 years old 
2. 10 – 15 years old 
3. 16 – 20 years old 
4. 21 – 25 years old 
5. 26 – 30 years old 
6. 31 – 35 years old 
7. 36 – 40 years old 
8. 41 – 45 years old 
9. 46 – 50 years old 
10. 51 – 55 years old 
11. 56 – 60 years old 
12. 61 – 65 years old 
13. 66 – 70 years old 
14. 70 – 75 years old 
15. 76 – 80 years old 
16. Above 80 years old 
 

 

What is your gender? 

 

1. Male 

2. Female 
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What is your ethnicity? 

 

1. Chinese 
2. Malay 

3. Indian 
4. Caucasian 
5. Other  

 

 

What is your highest educational qualification? 

 

1. Before PSLE 
2. PSLE 
3. N levels 

4. O levels 

5. Doing IP (JC) 

6. A levels 
7. IB middle diploma (~16 years old) 

8. IB higher diploma (~18 years old) 

9. ITE diploma 

10. Polytechnic diploma 

11. Bachelor’s degree 
12. Master’s degree 

13. Doctorate and above 

14. Other  

 

 

What industry do you work in? If you are a student please select student, not education. 

 

1. Administration and support services 

2. Community, social and personal services 

3. Construction 
4. Education 
5. Financial services 
6. Hotels and restaurants 

7. Information and communications (incl arts, events) 

8. Manufacturing and energy 

9. Professional and technical services (incl research) 
10. Public sector (incl defence) 
11. Real estate and leasing 
12. Retired or homemaker 

13. Student 
14. Transport and storage 
15. Wholesale or retail trade 

16. Other  
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What type of job do you do? 

 

1. Agricultural or fishery worker 
2. Cleaner or labourer 
3. Clerical worker 
4. Defence (army, police, civil) 

5. Homemaker 

6. Legislator, manager or executive 

7. Plant or machine operator 

8. Production craftsman 

9. Professional (e.g. researcher, programmer, reporter) 

10. Self-employed 

11. Service or sales worker 
12. Student 
13. Technician, associate professional 
14. Unemployed 

15. Other  

 

 

What is your annual household income before tax, from all sources? (household refers to family 

members and/or partners you live with) 

 

1. Up to $20,000 

2. $20,001 to $30,000 
3. $30,001 to $40,000 
4. $40,001 to $50,000 
5. $50,001 to $60,000 
6. $60,001 to $80,000 
7. $80,001 to $100,000 
8. $100,001 to $150,000 
9. $150,001 to $200,000 
10. $200,001 to $300,000 
11. Above $300,000 
 

 

How many people are in your household? 

 

1. 1 
2. 2 
3. 3 
4. 4 
5. 5 
6. 6 
7. More than 6 

 

 



 - 41 - 

 

What type of housing do you live in? 

 

1. 1-room flat 

2. 2-room flat 

3. 3-room flat 

4. 4-room flat 

5. 5-room flat 

6. Executive / Two-floors HDB flat 

7. Executive condominium (HDB) 

8. Private condominium 

9. Terrace house 
10. Semi-detached house 

11. Bungalow 
12. Other  

 

 

Which part of Singapore do you live in? (go according to your nearest MRT station) 

 

1. NORTH  (Marsling, Woodlands, Admiralty, Sembawang, Yishun, Khatib, Yio Chu Kang) 

2. NORTH-EAST (Punggol, Sengkang, Buangkok, Hougang, Kovan, Serangoon) 

3. EAST (Pasir Ris, Tampines, Simei, Tanah Merah, Bedok, Kembangan, Eunos, Paya Lebar) 

4. SOUTH-EAST (Aljunied, Kallang, Lavender, Bugis, Boon Keng) 

5. SOUTH (Raffles Place, City Hall, Chinatown, Dhoby Ghaut, Somerset, Orchard) 

6. SOUTH-WEST (Harbourfront, Outran Park, Tiong Bahru, Redhill, Queenstown) 

7. WEST (Commonwealth, Buona Vista, Dover, Clementi, Jurong East, Boon Lay, Joo Koon) 

8. NORTH-WEST (Bukit Batok, Bukit Gombak, Choa Chu Kang, Yew Tee, Kranji) 

9. CENTRAL  (Newton, Novena, Toa Payoh, Braddell, Bishan, Ang Mo Kio, Bukit Timah) 

 

 

Are you Singaporean? (if you are a PR, please select no) 

 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

 

If you are not Singaporean, how long have you lived in Singapore? 

 

1. Less than 1 year 
2. 1 – 2 years 
3. 3 – 5 years 
4. 5 – 10 years 
5. More than 10 years 

 

 

What is your name and/or email address? (optional) _____________________________ 
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Any criticisms of this survey? (tick all that apply) 

 

1. Too long 
2. Questions not clear 

3. Too much information 

4. Too little information 

5. Other  

 

 

 

Lastly, how do you feel about the idea of bike lanes in Singapore?  

 

1. Very bad 
2. Bad 
3. Neutral 

4. Good 

5. Very good 
 

 

 

Any feedback or questions are welcome: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you note 

 

Thank so much for your time and sorry it took so long.  

 

Since I can’t buy you a drink online, here are two neat little videos from Transport for London. 

And if you’ve seen that already, try this if you haven’t seen it already as well. 

 

My dissertation report will be ready by September 2009, click here to see it after then. 

 

If survey responses keep coming in, I will update the report and continue exploring how we can 

make cycling a safe and convenient mode of transport in Singapore. Any more questions or 

thoughts are welcome on the blog, A Better Ride. 

 

Oh and please help spread the word about the survey! Send it round - 

http://abetterride.wordpress.com. Thank you once again. 

 

p.s. Here’s an article I wrote on cycling published on the gem of a website, Red Sports. 
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ANNEX 2 

 

MAIN INFORMATION PAGE OF BLOG 

 

 

Cycle for what? 

  

Maybe you can’t remember when you last cycled. Maybe you sleep in your bike shorts (it’s ok, I 

won’t tell anyone else). Whichever way, here are some pros and cons of cycling to consider. 

 

 Pros Cons 

To cyclists 

- Exercise 

- Control over travel time 

- Possibly lower travel costs 

- Exposure to  vehicle exhaust 

- Exposure to weather 

- Danger from reckless drivers 

To pedestrians - Less vehicle exhaust - Danger from reckless cyclists  

To other road 

users 

- Less people on buses/MRT 

- Less cars 

- More to look out for when 

driving 

- Possibly slower traffic speeds  

In general 

- Less carbon emissions 

- Less air pollution 

- Less noise pollution 

- More sweaty people (cyclists 

might need shower facilities at 

destination) 

 More on the pros & cons, and on-road vs off-road bike lanes – click here. 

  

 

  

But wait, bike lanes? What bike lanes? 

  

Good question. Here’s a little background information. 

 

• It is legal to cycle on roads (except expressways), but there are no bike lanes on roads, and no plans 

to build any. The reason given is scarcity of land. 

 

• It is not legal to cycle on pedestrian pavements except where Cycling on Footways schemes are in 

place, such as in Tampines. (However it seems this law is not always strictly enforced.) 

 

• Bike lanes are being built along Park Connectors, beside jogging paths. These will total 360km by 

the year 2020. 

 

• There are already bike lanes in HDB towns such as Pasir Ris. These are mostly beside pedestrian 

pavements and lead to key transport nodes such as MRT stations. More such lanes and more 

parking will be built over the next 5 years. 
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(1) Cycling on Footways scheme, Tampines – from here, accessed 15 Jul 2009 

(2) Park Connector, Pasir Ris – from  here, accessed 15 Jul 2009 

(3) Multi-storey bike parking, Pasir Ris MRT – from here, accessed 15 Jul 2009 

More on the status quo of cycling – click here. 

  

 

 

Now imagine that Singapore has… 

 

• dedicated bike lanes wherever there are bus routes  

 

• public bike parking not just at train stations 

 

• cyclist licensing pass safety test first – no licence, cannot use bike lanes 

 

• clear cycling laws for cyclists and other road users 

  

More on a cycling system for Singapore – click here. 

If you’re taking the survey, you can leave this window open for reference and continue, thanks. 
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ANNEX 3 

 

ARTICLE CONTRIBUTED TO REDSPORTS WEBSITE 

 

 

Road Safety and Cycling in Singapore – Thoughts from the Sidelines 

 

 

Cycling is good exercise – low impact, works muscles, burns calories. Cycling is also good exercise 

because it gets your heart rate high, if you cycle on the roads – cars ambush you at side roads, taxis 

stop without warning, buses squeeze you into the kerb. Nothing like a close shave to get the 

adrenalin pumping.  

 

The last time I cycled down a main road, only one driver slowed down to let me go past a slip road, 

and even that was dangerous because I nearly took both hands off to applaud him. Nonetheless, it 

renewed my faith in drivers. This lasted till the next two junctions, where despite clear arm signals, I 

was forced onto the slip road and had to dismount at the zebra crossing. And let’s not even talk 

about trying to filter right. 

 

Ok I shouldn’t get snarky about drivers; there’s probably a comparable proportion of inconsiderate 

cyclists about. Those who shoot red lights, cycle on pavements, have no lights at night, lock bikes 

to wheelchair ramp railings… the list goes on.  

 

The issues of cyclist safety and cycling safely have risen to prominence, particularly following the 

pavement-sharing trial in Tampines. There’ve been some encouraging measures to make Singapore 

more cycling-friendly: 

 

Bike lanes in some HDB towns (averaging 10km each) and along park connectors (360km by 2020), 

warnings on common training routes (119 signs), folding bikes on public transport (114 x 64 x 

36cm please), more parking at MRT stations (823 new spaces; check out multi-storey parking at 

Pasir Ris). 

 

These are great, but cycling for transport remains a challenge if your destination isn’t the nearest 

MRT station or the next park, and if your bike can’t fold into a briefcase. Outside Tampines, HDB 

town lanes and park connectors, cyclists are stuck in a no man’s lane – illegal on pavements, 

unwelcome on roads.  

 

Each year, 8 to 10% of traffic accident fatalities are cyclists, a proportion similar to that from 

motorcar fatalities.1 Except that people in cars far outnumber people on bikes. Over 2007 and 2008, 

more than 1000 accidents involved cyclists; 44 were fatal. Hope this year turns out better. 

 

These ugly statistical potholes reveal some underlying problems on the road to greater transport 

safety for all. The most glaring is a lack of regard for cyclists, in terms of infrastructure provision 

and the behaviour of other road users. The result is only to everyone’s detriment. 

                                                 
1 Figures from Singapore Police Force statistics for 2003 – 2008; http://www.spf.gov.sg/stats/traf2008_concern.htm, accessed 03 Aug 
2009. 
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The Road Traffic Act states that ‘every bicycle shall be ridden close to the left hand edge of the 

roadway’.2 This is unhelpfully vague and only encourages territorial drivers to squeeze cyclists into 

the kerb. It’s not funny if your pedal clips the kerb. Time to update this 55-year-old law. 

 

But I’m not here to lecture drivers or lawyers; I can’t drive. And from personal experience and 

anecdotal evidence, there’s a heartening number of drivers who aren’t cyclist mowing machines.  

 

The point is that there is a chicken-and-egg problem with cycling for transport in Singapore. The 

lack of cyclists on roads does not encourage investment into cycling infrastructure. And the lack of 

cycling infrastructure does not encourage cyclists on roads. It is, yes, a vicious cycle. 

 

But how do we know it’s not worth spending money on more cycling infrastructure? The current 

number of cyclists on roads, most of whom are foreign talent of all kinds, is no indication of the 

latent demand for cycling. That’s why I’ve started a survey to try measure this, at 

http://abetterride.wordpress.com.  

 

I’ve been advised to wake up my idea – nobody would cycle in Singapore weather; sweat or rain, 

the wet look went out with Brylcreem you know. And drivers would never respect bike lanes, just 

look at bus lanes. And there’s no space. 

 

Yes there’ll be a limit to how many people would cycle happily in our humidity. And yes installing 

bike lanes is probably more than just repainting lines on roads. In the UK at least, 1km of bike lane 

can cost £37,000 – that’s $86,000 at deflated exchange rates.3 You see why the powers that be are 

stalling. 

 

I’ve just stuck a spanner in my own wheel, but if I didn’t do it the LTA would. Well we can’t 

change our weather nor land area, but we can change our attitudes and behaviour. Stop squeezing 

cyclists to the sidelines. For one, put drivers through a simulation of cycling on roads and vice versa. 

Education of all road users may be painstakingly slow, but it’s the best value for money to achieve 

change. 

 

Make the roads safer for cycling, because that’s the surest way to increase cyclists. And more 

cyclists makes the roads safer for cycling. Start a virtuous cycle, spin a revolutionary ride. And even 

if only 1% of the population cycles for transport, that’d be 65,000 people by 2020. Tell me they 

won’t be worth building more bike lanes for. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 Road Traffic Act  of Singapore 1955, Chapter 270, Section 140.8, as quoted by the Singapore Amateur Cycling Association cycling communiqué of 22 July 
2003,  p.5 http://www.cycling.org.sg/Communiques/saca_communique_Laws_Applicable_to_Cyclists_in_Singapore_(22.7.03).pdf, accessed 03 Aug 2009 
3 UK building costs extrapolated from “Two Wheels” by Matt Seaton (2007), 2nd ed, p.208 


