
Letter allegedly written by a Christian group to Law Minister K Shanmugam, 
January 2013: 
 
I am writing to you to express my deep concern at an issue that I see will 
come to affect Singapore in a very negative way - that is, the repeal of 377a. 
The government has been encouraging Singaporeans to voice out and share 
their viewpoints and I highly respect leadership who is sincere in wanting to 
listen to the people's heart. Hence, I wish to voice out my stand that I 
strongly disapprove of repealing this law and I hope that you would hear me 
out, and also express my concerns to the relevant parties in affecting change. 
As the Minister of Law, I hope that you will be able to guard what is healthy 
and good for Singapore in terms of our laws. 
 
I do not believe in repealing 377a because I think that it will bring a shift in 
the value system in Singapore. Singapore is still by and large a conservative 
nation and I see this very positively! We have strong beliefs in a healthy and 
wholesome family. I see this in the government’s support and efforts to 
promote growing families, for healthy parenting, for children and parents to 
have better bonds e.g. Dad's for life activities which help fathers to be more 
involved in their children's lives. All these in totality demonstrate to me that 
the government wants Singaporeans to highly value the family unit, and in 
particular, a family that is headed by a father and a mother. I know that the 
government has not always made decisions that everyone supported or 
viewed as good, but I continue to support because the government has 
shown that they want to continue to promote healthy values that would allow 
our society and the next generation to grow up in a wholesome and healthy 
way. 
 
Making the change to the law does affect the lives of the group that is 
lobbying for it, but they are not the majority. It may make their lives more 
convenient and pleasant, but at what cost to our society? I'm not saying that 
the minority are not important citizens, but decisions that affect society 
cannot be based upon what pleases or displeases them, but rather what is 
truly beneficial for our nation, because these laws reflect what our society will 
live by (adhere and be instructed by) and live towards (values that we aspire 
towards) as a standard and as a value. 
  
By allowing this law to change, the government is being incongruent with its 
longstanding message about supporting healthy families, and is inconsistent 
with its communication to Singaporeans about wanting us to grow our 
families, what with the low birth rate and all. It will communicate that the 
government is expressing approval about the homosexual lifestyle and 
accepting it as a healthy alternative to the currently defined healthy family 
unit (father, mother, children). The nation is made up of families. Therefore, 
the state of families will define the state of the nation and how the nation will 
progress (or regress) because in these family units contain the next 
generation. I believe that the government should only endorse what would 
strengthen the traditional family unity (father, mother, children) and really 



support each member (father and mother) to be strong in parenting and 
values, so that they will raise children who will continue to be the backbone of 
this country. The change of this law will eventually attack and break down 
this family unit as I had defined.  
 
The argument for allowing it so that different people may express freely who 
they are, is at best an emotional argument. We have many different laws to 
keep people from freely expressing in a way that is harmful to themselves 
and others. Take for example, we have laws against people from engaging in 
sex with those below 16 of age for good reason, and these laws should not 
be taken away simply because some say that it is simply an expression of 
their love for each other. If the argument of human rights holds for all cases 
to allow everything a person desires, then these laws should also be changed! 
And a homosexual lifestyle, objectively, does put one at a significantly higher 
risk for sexually transmitted diseases. My thoughts are that just because 
something is an expression of personal desire for an individual does not mean 
that it is necessarily beneficial and should be allowed or approved of. 
 
The argument that it is alright because it is a personal choice and therefore 
not a concern of others is also not particularly logical as well. There are many 
many examples where the law encroaches upon the "personal freedom" of an 
individual, like for example, it is unlawful to attempt/commit suicide. It is 
illegal to take and possess drugs even if one claims that it is for personal use 
and not for selling. 
 
Laws of a nation may not please everyone in that nation, but that is not its 
purpose. It is to reflect the collective moral standard of the nation and to set 
a certain standard that as citizens, we want to live by and live up to. It 
governs the way citizens are to engage in right living, even though not every 
person agrees with that particular way. Those who want to attempt suicide, 
want to legally pursue sexual activity with minors or use drugs certainly would 
not feel that the law is fair to them and that they don't have the personal 
freedom that they wish to have, but the law is here for good purpose. People 
are always inclined to define what's best and right by their own desires, but 
the law should remain true to a high moral standard and define what is best 
and right for the society as a whole in moving forward. 
  
The law will inevitably restraint some for the greater good as it causes people 
to act or don't act in a way that reflects the values of the nation. People 
openly litter in many other nations and enjoy their freedom in doing so 
without much penalty, but it is the strong anti-littering laws of this nation that 
allow us (and me) to enjoy my freedom of a clean country. By the strong 
anti-littering laws, I know that Singapore is a place that values personal 
ownership of the country's well-being and of course, cleanliness. 
  
I am not against homosexuals as people. I know friends and also family who 
engage in that lifestyle and I love and appreciate them as individuals. I have 
also seen how their families break up over their lifestyle and over the kind of 



values that come from this lifestyle. I also know people who are not 
homosexuals who have engaged in lifestyles who are unlawful (e.g. drug 
taking). In the same way that I do not approve of the unlawful (and 
unhealthy) lifestyle of those who are not homosexuals, so do I not approve of 
the homosexual activities of homosexuals as in 377a. But nonetheless, I will 
not appreciate them as individuals any less compared to any other person. 
 
Ministry Heng Swee Keat said, "We are at a critical junction in Singapore’s 
development – the challenges today and those in the future are real and will 
affect how Singapore grows as a nation. How can we, as a country realise our 
vision of Singapore as a 'Home with Hope and Heart'?" 
 
The challenges are real and I know there is a pressure to follow after the 
patterns of other nations that have changed this law. However, these nations 
have been affected negatively as a result, and changing this law in Singapore 
at this juncture will affect Singapore’s growth negatively as a nation. I want 
to realize the vision of Singapore as a Home with Hope and Heart and I 
believe that it starts off by strengthening the wholesome growth of the family 
unit and safeguarding that by not allowing anything else to threaten or break 
it. 
 
My group and family would love to meet with you if you are open to talk more 
on this. 
 
Thank you for reading my letter. I hope that you can help to express my 
concerns and make my voice heard.  
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
xxxx  


