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a force of law requires justification
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- “it is precisely because of Singapore's multi-religious nature that pure secularism in
he ublic sphere is essential to ensure that no policies or public debates encroach
> be efs or disbeliefs of any individual. By basing an argument on one’s
, one Wou/d essentially alienate the views of other Singaporeans
elig. ons or are non- bellevers Such an argument would be non-
t of all, belief- specific. In a country where people of




e lt is prec:sely because of Singapore's multi-religious nature that pure secularism in the public
Sphere IS essentlal to ensure that no policies or publ/c debates encroach on the bellefs or dlsbellefs




~ * How media treats religion
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rellglous arguments have a place in public
hat Ieads to public decisions and laws?
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dom of religion and other related rights: Arts
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the people in Singapore, declare that religious harmony is vital for
rogress and prosperity in our multi-racial and multi-religious

n religious harmony through mutual tolerance,
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C .--j:_.e by a religion?

eligious persons?
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Political conception of justice, not comprehensive
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By what standard does one

~  exclude some doctrines as
1! unreasonable? not comprehensive

y an ver a § 0‘ consensus amongst




What values really lie
within this overlap? Is

- overlap merely _
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by an verla ping consensus amongst




External standard of
reasonableness?
Or majority decision?
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call 4 approaches
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determine moral truths — reduced to
ision by hunches (Finnis)










