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Singapore's parliamentary system is modelled after
the Westminster model, which we inherited from our
former British colonial masters. Select Committees
are an integral part of this model and can be
convened at the discretion of Parliament. These
Committees, while diverse in their functions, serve
the general purpose of closely examining policy
issues which are within the purview of the
government. In most cases, the suggestions of these
Committees play an instrumental role in defining the
eventual policies, strategies, and methodologies
undertaken by the government. In both London and
Singapore, Select Committees have come to occupy a
unique position in the public consciousness,
embodying the principles of bipartisanship and
collaboration that are valued in liberal
democracies.  As of the time of writing, there are 7
Standing Select Committees which have been
appointed for this term of Parliament, each with
varying duties and functions. In addition to the
Standing Select Committees, ad-hoc Select
Committees can be convened to discuss policies,
bills, or any issues referred to them. These ad-hoc
Select Committees are to submit a report on their
findings to Parliament once their investigations have
concluded.

The Ministry of Law announced on 5 January 2018
that the government will request Parliament to set up
a Select Committee to discuss the issue of deliberate
online falsehoods and make recommendations to
tackle the issue (hereafter referred to as “the Select
Committee”, or “the Committee” in short). It was
formed in the wake of various cultural and political
shifts around the world and in the region. Some
examples include the 2016 United States of America
(USA) Presidential Elections, where politically-driven
“Fake News” hampered the electoral campaigns of
both elected president Donald J. Trump and his
opponent, Hillary Clinton, and the rise of the Islamic
State’s presence on social media platforms to spread
their terrorist agenda and solicit donations in
Indonesia. A combination of these factors led Mr. K.
Shanmugam, the Minister for Law, to proclaim the
Select Committee “an urgent necessity” for
Singapore.

1: ‘What the Heck Is a Select Committee and What Does It Do?’, Mothership.sg, accessed 16 June 2019,
https://mothership.sg/2018/01/parliament-select-committee-government-fake-news-deliberate-
online-falsehoods-what-does-it-do/.
‘Select Committees | Parliament Of Singapore’, accessed 16 June 2019, 
2: https://www.parliament.gov.sg/about-us/structure/select-committees.‘Islamic State Support? In
Indonesia, There’s an App for That’, South China Morning Post, 8 November 2017, 
3: https://www.scmp.com/week-asia/politics/article/2118968/support-islamic-state-indonesia-
theres-app.
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Introduction to the Committee



 

Mr. Shanmugam highlighted that the Committee were to focus exclusively on three areas of
discussion and analysis in their report: Principles (i.e. the limiting principles to how much the
government should intervene within the spread of online falsehoods) Legislation (i.e. the appropriate
laws and policies that should be adopted by the government to combat the spread of online
falsehoods) and Non-Legislative Strategies (i.e. how the problem should be resolved outside direct
government interference)The motion for the Select Committee was passed in parliament on 10
January 2018. The vote to form the Select Committee was unanimous among voting members of
Parliament, with 80 votes in favour of the Committee’s formation. 
 
The Select Committee consisted of 1 Chairman (Mr Charles Chong), the Minister of Law (Mr K
Shanmugam), 1 Nominated Member of Parliament (NMP) (Ms Chia Yong Yong), 1 Opposition Member
of Parliament (MP) (Mr Pritam Singh), and 6 other PAP MPs (Dr Janil Puthucheary, Mr Desmond Lee,
Mdm Rahayu Mahzam, Mr Seah Kian Peng, Ms Sun Xueling, and Mr Edwin Tong Chun Fai). During
their investigations, they accepted 170 written representations from the public and conducted 49
public hearing sessions for various individuals, groups, and organizations across mid to end-March
2018. The Select Committee completed their research and presented their findings in a report to
parliament on 19 September 2018. The Protection from Online Falsehoods and Manipulation Bill was
introduced to Parliament on 1 April 2019, generating heated discussion among lawmakers and public
intellectuals. It eventually passed with a majority of 72 to 9, with 3 abstentions on 8 May 2019. 
 
For the purpose of this council, this Select Committee is convened as of 14 March 2018, which
was the date of the first public hearing. Any specific material with regards to the actual Select
Committee, such as the Protection from Online Falsehoods and Manipulation Bill, is not to be directly
referenced nor reproduced in its entirety. However, members are encouraged to refer to the public
hearings and all relevant material to guide their ideas and principles in preparation for the
conference.

INTRODUCTION TO THE
COMMITTEE

 

‘4: The Select Committee on Fake News Has Revealed Its March Dates for Public Hearings’, Mothership.sg, accessed 16 June 2019, https://mothership.sg/2018/03/select-committee-fake-
news-public-hearings/.
5: “‘Select Committee on Deliberate Online Falsehoods - Causes, Consequences and Countermeasures | Parliament Of Singapore’, accessed 22 June 2019,
https://www.parliament.gov.sg/sconlinefalsehoods.
6: ‘Parliament Passes Bill to Tackle Online Falsehoods after Lengthy Debate Spread over Two Days’, CNA, accessed 16 June 2019,
https://www.channelnewsasia.com/news/singapore/parliament-passes-online-falsehoods-bill-after-lengthy-debate-11515492.
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At OPMUN 2019, the Select Committee is re-convened with two modifications. These modifications
were made to streamline debate while maintaining a degree of realism. Firstly, for this council, the
role of the Chairman will be adopted by the dais, and Mr Charles Chong will be an ordinary member
of the Committee. In this committee, the Chairman oversees the flow of events and ensures that
debate is conducted cordially. He will always be impartial while executing his duties and will pass his
judgement based on the interest of promoting inclusive, constructive, and fair debate.   This
contrasts with the original role of the Chairman, who actively influences and guides the discussion.
 
The second modification is the inclusion of the Public Council, which will comprise of members of
the Public who offer notable and relevant written representations on the issue. They attended their
respective hearings when requested by the Select Committee to appear in front of them to make
clarifications on their views. There will also be two prominent opposition politicians who will sit in
the Public Council. The Public Council, while not having substantive voting power, will have the
opportunity to convince and sway members of the Select Committee to ensure the former’s views
are well represented in the final report. For the purposes of this council, the Public Council and the
MP Council can be regarded as holding separate discussions on the same issue when they are not in
the same room. However, if they are in the same room, it can be taken as if members of the public
have been summoned for hearings and offer their views.In order to better simulate and ensure better
understanding of the mandate of this council, The Select Committee Dais would like to recommend
all delegates, regardless of their portfolio allocation of the Public Council or the MPs Council, to
refer to the Official Green Paper by the Ministry of Communications and Information and the
Ministry of Law. 
 
The composition of the revised Select Committee is in Annex 1 of this document. Due to the vast
differences in how debate in the Select Committee and typical Model United Nations (MUN) councils
are conducted, the dais has revised the Rules of Procedure (RoP) for members of the committee to
follow. This is with the intention of enhancing the level of discussion and reflecting the intricacies
of the present system. The enhanced RoP is elaborated upon in Annex 2 of this document.

INTRODUCTION TO THE
COMMITTEE (cont.)

 

7

7: ‘Deliberate Online Falsehoods: Challenges and Implications’, accessed 9 October 2019, http://www.nas.gov.sg/archivesonline/government_records/record-
details/6797717d-f25b-11e7-bafc-001a4a5ba61b.
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The spread of racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods is hardly a new or recent phenomenon and history has proven
how their effects on society can be deeply negative. In India, doctored videos and false message contents have been
forwarded on Whatsapp to groups with over 100 members, accusing innocent men of child abduction. Enraged recipients of
said videos then confront these men for their alleged actions, which escalates into mob violence. Such cases have resulted
in the deaths of at least 17 innocent Indian men. In Singapore, while racism is not as drastic and serious as it once was,
some xenophobic and even discriminatory attitudes continue to be propagated on online spaces to  wide viewership. These
views often further animosity between racial groups and can cause great levels of social strife.
 
The issue of “fake news” has never been more prevalent. A survey conducted by REACH Singapore in 2017 and 2018 showed
that there is significant public concern on the issue. Almost two-thirds of the approximate 2,000 respondents were at least
“somewhat concerned” about falsehoods being spread online, and  8 in 10 respondents were concerned about individuals
and organisations monetising such fake news.
 
These sentiments are occasionally expressed in the form of false news stories, which are then spread by members of the
public. They are specifically designed to sow racial discord and inflame tensions between ethnic groups. The former online
editors of The Real Singapore (TRS), a self-branded alternative news site, drew great attention to this issue in 2016 when
they were arrested for sedition. Ms Ai Takagi and Mr Yang Kaiheng, the editors of the now-defunct website, published a false
story that claimed a Filipino family had attempted to disrupt religious festivities during the Hindu festival of Thaipusam. The
story caused heated discussions on Internet forums and led to much animosity and unhappiness being directed towards
Singapore's Filipino community. When the case was brought before Singapore's courts, it was found that the pair had made
$500,000 from advertising revenue from their false stories and they were both sentenced to a 10-month jail sentence.
According to MP Vikram Nair, their “fake news” was enough for them to “buy private property in Australia”.
 
While some lauded the swift action taken by the government to remove the website and punish the pair, others have
criticised how the government chose to manage this issue. The nonprofit Human Rights Watch (HRW) berated the Singapore
government's approach to the issue. Their report cited how TRS founders were charged with sedition, "although none of the
posts for which they were prosecuted encouraged any sort of public disorder".  This criticism prompted a rebuttal from the
People's Action Party (PAP) Policy Forum, which explained that Yang and Takagi “fabricated ‘sensational falsehoods’ against
foreigners to generate advertising venue”. The PAP Policy Forum further used the TRS case as an example of how online
falsehoods can threaten social cohesion, trust, and peace. 
 
Nonetheless, the TRS saga highlighted the lack of regulation in the rapidly expanding online world as well as the difficulties
in identifying perpetrators of racially charged sentiments and how they should be punished. The failure of search engines
such as Google and social media platforms such as Facebook to identify and flag out false content has also become
dangerously apparent. This was something that was repeatedly highlighted in Parliament, with MPs urging for social media
companies to take greater responsibility in this issue.

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION TO TOPIC

*: ‘How WhatsApp Helped Turn a Village into a Mob’, 19 July 2018, sec. India, https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-india-44856910.
9: Media Release - Findings on Poll on Attitudes towards Fake News, REACH Singapore, accessed 22 June 2019, https://www.reach.gov.sg/~/media/2018/press-release/media-release-on-findings-of-fake-news-
poll-26-mar-2018.pdf
10: ‘In the War Against Fake News, Public Needs to Get in the Trenches’, 24 March 2018, https://www.todayonline.com/singapore/big-read-war-against-fake-news-public-needs-get-trenches
11: Human Rights Watch | 350 Fifth Avenue, 34th Floor | New York, and NY 10118-3299 USA | t 1.212.290.4700, ‘“Kill the Chicken to Scare the Monkeys” | Suppression of Free Expression and Assembly in Singapore’,
Human Rights Watch, 12 December 2017, https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/12/12/kill-chicken-scare-monkeys/suppression-free-expression-and-assembly-singapore.
12: ‘PAP Policy Forum Slams Human Rights Watch Report on Singapore, Calls It a “Deliberate Falsehood”’, CNA, accessed 17 July 2019, https://www.channelnewsasia.com/news/singapore/pap-policy-forum-
slams-human-rights-watch-report-on-singapore-10070042.
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Two other features of cyberspace - Internet anonymity and echo chambers - have also helped falsehoods gain traction.
In another infamous example, vlogger, Mr Amos Yee, was charged for his racially injurious videos in 2015. Following the
demise of former Minister Mentor (MM) Lee Kuan Yew, he published a video comparing MM Lee to Jesus Christ and asserted
that both of them were evil and malicious. After a number of police complaints and reports were lodged, the video was
taken down from the YouTube platform. He was also given a four-week jail sentence from the courts following an
investigation that drew attention from the media, politicians, and ordinary denizens. 
 
Similar to the TRS case, human rights organisations such as Amnesty International condemned the government for their
punishment of Mr Yee, citing him as a "prisoner of conscience".     Many viewed Mr Yee as a young teenager who was still
coming of age and thus did not believe that his actions warranted the harsh punishments meted out. Others believed that
Mr Yee’s prosecution was an exemplar of the virtually unlimited powers possessed by Singapore’s government. 
 
As egregious as Mr Yee's comments were, some were of the opinion that the current approach of dealing with racially
injurious online sentiments could have been an undue infringement of free speech.
 
As shown from the controversy surrounding various racially injurious falsehoods in the online sphere, there is no clear-cut
method that can deal with these sentiments and their impacts. There is a lack of a robust legal process to identify, prevent,
and prosecute such cases, as the speed of growth in science and technology has already outpaced that of Singapore’s legal
processes. 
 
Rather, a combination of effective government policies is necessary to ensure that these sentiments do not fester and lead
to racial discord in the offline sphere. At the same time, due consideration has to be given to the boundaries of free
expression and the extent to which the government should cross them in pursuit of this goal. This clash of ideals makes this
issue a highly suitable one for the Select Committee to consider.

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION TO TOPIC

13: Hermesauto, ‘Amos Yee Jailed 4 Weeks for Wounding Religious Feelings, Uploading Obscene Image’, Text, The Straits Times, 6 July 2015, https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/courts-crime/amos-yee-
jailed-4-weeks-for-wounding-religious-feelings-uploading-obscene.
14: ‘Singapore: Amos Yee Sentence a Dark Day for Freedom of Expression’, accessed 17 July 2019, https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/07/singapore-amos-yee-sentence-a-dark-day-for-freedom-of-
expression/.
15: Staff and agencies, ‘Singapore Fake News Law a “disaster” for Freedom of Speech, Says Rights Group’, The Guardian, 9 May 2019, sec. World news,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/may/09/singapore-fake-news-law-a-disaster-for-freedom-of-speech-says-rights-group.
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RACIAL HARMONY AND COHESION

Racial harmony and cohesion is one of the keystones of Singapore since independence. While Singapore has a Chinese

majority population and a varied minority of other races, several incidents have shown the importance of racial

harmony and cohesion in our society. Namely  the 1969 and 1964 race riots, or the Maria Hertogh riots. Racial harmony

takes into consideration fundamental, underlying difference between populations of vastly different beliefs, with

regards to issues ranging from marriage or traditional differents. In 1997, racial harmony was enshrined in the words

of this National Education message: “We must preserve racial and religious harmony: though many races, religions,

languages and cultures, we pursue one destiny.” 

 

Managing diversity through 4 main components of “Multicultural, Multiracial, Multireligious and Multilingual”,

Singapore has constantly aimed to create a stable society where people of different walks of life are able to come

together. National Education has served as an effective means of propagating such a value, especially in nurturing the

young, exposing them to such values from young.  However, the threat against racial harmony has taken upon a

technologically modern form of Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods & Sentiments. It has long been

understood that racial harmony is a defining pillar of SIngapore’s stability. In tackling the issue of racially injurious

online sentiments, a balance should be struck between the use of modern technology and Racial Harmony and Cohesion

should be achieved. This will be further elaborated in issues/considerations.

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION

Freedom of speech is   the right to express information, ideas and opinions free from government restrictions and
subject only to reasonable limits While this freedom has been enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
“a worrisome decline in the freedom of expression in countries around the world” has been observed by Freedom House,
a U.S. based Non-Governmental Organisation that conducts research in the field of political science. The freedom of
expression is maintained in Article 14 of the Singapore Constitution, which reads as follows:

FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND ASSOCIATION

14.—(1)  Subject to clauses (2) and (3) —
(a) Every citizen of Singapore has the right to freedom of speech and expression;
(b) All citizens of Singapore has the right to assemble peaceably and without arms; and 
(c) All citizens of Singapore have the right to form associations. 
 

However, there can be cases where freedom of expression can be limited, such as in the cases where racial sensitivities
are threatened or at risk of being threatened. There have already been action limiting such freedoms, such as the setting
up of task forces or media regulations being introduced, elaborated in other sections. Freedom of speech and
association is crucial for the media to act as a medium to disseminate information. The role of the media is undeniably
important in a democracy.  By exposing the populace to various perspectives and information the media allows them to
make informed and constructive decisions. Moreover, it is the role of the media to provide undistorted information,
guiding citizens to make rationalised judgements for the better of the democracy. However, other than the traditional
forms of media, social media has emerged as another key variable in the dissemination of information.

KEY CONCEPTS & ISSUES

32

33

 

 

This section will provide some notes on the key concepts and themes that are necessary for delegates to navigate this
topic, regardless of their backgrounds as members of the Select Committee or members of the public. An understanding
of these concepts is necessary as a foundation for debating the issues that will be discussed in the Select Committee.

 

 

 

 

16: Launch of National Education - Singapore History, n.d. http://eresources.nlb.gov.sg/history/events/44fa0306-ddfe-41bc-8bde-8778ff198640.
17: Thio, Li-ann. "Between Eden And Armageddon: Navigating 'Religion' And 'Politics' in Singapore." Singapore Journal of Legal Studies, 2009, 365-405. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24870523.
18: Turner, David A. "FREEDOM OF SPEECH: ITS EXERCISE AND ITS INTERPRETATION." British Journal of Educational Studies 58, no. 3 (2010): 285-91. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40864305.
19: “Freedom Of Speech.” Merriam-Webster. Merriam-Webster, n.d. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/freedom of speech.
20: “Constitution Of The Republic Of Singapore.” Singapore Statutes Online, n.d. https://sso.agc.gov.sg/Act/CONS1963.
21: “A Guide to Anti-Misinformation Actions around the World.” Poynter, n.d. https://www.poynter.org/ifcn/anti-misinformation-actions/
22: Parkinson, John. "Rickety Bridges: Using the Media in Deliberative Democracy." British Journal of Political Science 36, no. 1 (2006): 175-83. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4092321.
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DISINFORMATION

Cases like the alleged hacking and disinformation campaign by Russia to influence the 2016 United States of America (USA)
Presidential Election, or the misuse of user data in the Cambridge Analytica scandal have highlighted the possibility of
foreign actors exercising influence over domestic politics, via online means. Disinformation is defined to false information
being deliberately spread to influence public opinion, often through means which are covert or clandestine. Given the wide
reach of the Internet today, many societies around the world are increasingly susceptible to such threats.
 
More serious instances of Disinformation occurred in the late 20th century, under a coordinated effort by the now-defunct
Soviet Union to destabilise the West. Operation Infektion was a coordinated campaign of Disinformation, which successfully
spread mistruths such as the USA’s rumoured involvement in the creation of the AIDS Virus, destabilising the faith its allies
had in the United States. With the entrance into a new digital age, communication has become anonymous and omnipresent.
Another, more recent instance in the run-up to the 2016 Presidential Election is the “Pizzagate” conspiracy theory that
suggested Hillary Clinton and other Democrats involvement in an “International paedophilic human trafficking ring”, which
was eventually debunked to be fake. 
 
The rumour began on an unidentified twitter account, which soon gained traction amongst Right-Wing supporters. Social
media’s ability to give grounds for rampant dissemination of misinformation severely threatens democracies’ stability.
Despite Singapore’s politically inert environment and relative stability, Singapore has already faced cyber attacks on key
institutions like the Ministry of Health. Thus, in modern democracies like Singapore, the risk of a disinformation campaign
destabilising the political climate, threatening the pillars of total defence, is not insignificant and cannot be easily
dismissed. Delegates would do well to consider how disinformation can be better tackled in the new technological frontier
ahead.

UNIQUE NATURE OF SOCIAL MEDIA

The Internet was championed as a tool to bridge the gap between the government and the masses. Social media’s unique
nature allows any member of the public to access a wide variety of information or to express their views on a far broader
platform and audience. Several critics of the internet, however, paint it to have resulted in cyber-balkanisation of politics,
and the formation of ideological echo chambers. Social Media’s corporation-run algorithms, which are usually designed with
the purpose of keeping users online, are frequently blamed. Echo chambers arise when social media algorithms expose users
to tailor-made content, resulting in a sense of security and enacting the confirmation bias that would further solidify
misguided beliefs. 
 
Social media’s user-centric, individual marketing approach has created countless echo chambers where users are sorted into
like-minded categories and exposed to similar content, resulting in the underlying confirmation bias influencing their
perceptions of the world. The fracturing online community has contributed to the rise of populist politics in the West. In a
study into the 2016 US Presidential Election by Columbia Journalism Review, “… a right-wing media network anchored
around Breitbart developed a distinct and insulated media system, using social media as a backbone to transmit a hyper-
partisan perspective to the world."

 

 

KEY CONSIDERATIONS

23: “Operation INFEKTION.” CIA. Central Intelligence Agency, January 26, 2010. https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi-studies/studies/vol53no4/soviet-bloc-
intelligence-and-its-aids.html.
24: Ibid
25: Muelrath, Forrest. "Phantasmagoria and the Trump Opera." In Critical Theory and Authoritarian Populism, edited by Morelock Jeremiah, 229-48. London: University of Westminster Press, 2018.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctv9hvtcf.14.
26: Quattrociocchi, Walter, Antonio Scala, and Cass R. Sunstein. “Echo Chambers on Facebook.” SSRN Electronic Journal, June 2016. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2795110.
27: KHOSRAVINIK, MAJID. "Right Wing Populism in the West: Social Media Discourse and Echo Chambers." Insight Turkey 19, no. 3 (2017): 53-68. http://www.jstor.org/stable/26300530.
28: Ibid
29: CJR. “Study: Breitbart-Led Right-Wing Media Ecosystem Altered Broader Media Agenda.” Columbia Journalism Review, n.d. https://www.cjr.org/analysis/breitbart-media-trump-harvard-study.php.
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UNIQUE NATURE OF SOCIAL MEDIA

Social media can be used as a tool to divide society, facilitated by social media channels such as Instagram, Twitter and the
like.In reference to Figure 1.0 from the Columbia Journalism Review, the asymmetrical polarisation of the media
natureshows the ideological differences in the left and the right-wing, colorized using the gradient from left to right. The
technological barriers laid down not only in the media, leads social media to continue to drive such division, such as the use
of the Twitter Shares function which spreads such articles on social media. Given the ideological influence that social media
holds, delegates would do well to consider the effects the polarisation of society by such technologies, and consider the
effect of such divides on social and racial lines. How better can such mediums be mandated?

RISE OF SOCIAL MEDIA USAGE

In the information age, social media has become a powerful tool for information to be transmitted - youth movements,
protests, reading the day-to-day news, and keeping up with friends has been simplified. Singapore has an Internet
penetration rate of 84.5%, one of the highest in Asia and by far the highest in ASEAN. The high exposure to the Internet in
Singapore leaves citizens susceptible to the influence of social media, many of whom rely on such platforms for information
on a daily basis. The regulation of this, however, is not controlled by governments but by large companies like Facebook and
Google. Social media’s wide outreach can allow for increased democratic participation in reference to the concept of
“Freedom of Speech”. However, if there is an overstep in regulations, the benefits could disappear. 
 
While social media can facilitate political activism, it would be difficult to monitor the behaviours of netizens, much less
guarantee their responsible usage.Leading up to when the Select Committee was convened, discrepancies between social
media’s intended usage and actual practice have been highlighted through various events around the world. Instances such
as the case of Cambridge Analytica continues to haunt the social media debate, serving as a reminder of the negative
ramifications of Big Data and social media’s analytical nature in the monitoring of opinion and political beliefs. 
 
Considering the various circumstances where social media has gone beyond its role as a mere communication platform, how
better can the Select Committee influence their behaviour? 

 

 

KEY CONSIDERATIONS

30: Ibid
31: Ibid
32: “Asia: Internet Penetration by Country 2019.” Statista, n.d. https://www.statista.com/statistics/281668/internet-penetration-in-southeast-asian-countries/.
33: Tully, Stephen. "People You Might Know: Social Media in the Conflict Between Law and Democracy." In Law and Democracy: Contemporary Questions, edited by Patmore Glenn and Rubenstein Kim, 153-72.
ANU Press, 2014. http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt13wwvp7.12.
34: Ibid
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Figure 1: Media sources shared on Twitter during the election (nodes sized in proportion to Twitter shares).
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THE CONSTITUTION

As a recap, the Constitution of the Republic of Singapore clearly states under Part IV Article 14 Clause 1(a) that “every
citizen of Singapore has the right to freedom of speech and expression”. However, it is worth noting that in Clause
2(a), such freedom of speech can be restricted by parliament “as it considers necessary or expedient in the interest of
the security of Singapore or any part thereof, friendly relations with other countries, public order or morality and
restrictions designed to protect the privileges of Parliament or to provide against contempt of court, defamation or
incitement to any offence”.Most importantly, however, Part II Clause 4 mentions “any law enacted by the Legislature
after the commencement of this Constitution which is inconsistent with this Constitution shall, to the extent of the
inconsistency, be void.'' Members are hence reminded that any proposed legislative changes not in line with Article
14 of the Constitution will be deemed unconstitutional and hence invalid. The Select Committee also does not have
the jurisdiction to change the Constitution.

DEFINITION OF DELIBERATE ONLINE FALSEHOODS AND SENTIMENTS

At a glance, “Online Falsehoods” has a similar definition and sometimes used interchangeably with “Fake News”. The
Cambridge Dictionary defines ‘Fake News’ as “false stories that appear to be news, spread on the Internet or using
other media, usually created to influence political views or as a joke”. However, the committee will have to decide on
the exact definition of Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments. This will establish a
foundation for the council when debating on possible solutions.Under existing laws, a falsehood is a false or
misleading statement of fact, such as a statement that distorts facts to perpetuate a different meaning. However,
especially pertaining to racial injurious online sentiments, the Select Committee is challenged to better define the
lines of which deliberate online falsehoods and sentiments should be tackled in future approaches to such issues.
 
For example, when an online news source publishes a news article which is factually incorrect and potentially can
incite racial disharmony in Singapore, should it be covered under this committee’s recommendations? Should the
author of the article or the entire news agency be dealt with, and should the ‘reach’ of the article and the extent of
the damage caused be also considered? Furthermore, what about netizens who chance upon the article and share it
with their social circles, thinking it is real news? What about videos posted online that contain hate speech against a
particular race, or religious preachings recorded and posted online on platforms readily accessible such as Youtube?
How about their transcripts being posted on websites? Another consideration is for comments made on private
spaces online. For example, Facebook posts in private groups, or conversations on Whatsapp or Telegram, do they
count as well? In summary, what kinds of Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments should be
prosecuted, and what should not? 
 
Similarly, to what extent should various errant parties, be it content creators, news organizations, or netizens, be
held responsible for the propagation of such falsehoods and sentiments? It would be unreasonable to generalise the
myriad ways Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments may manifest. Members may consider
developing a general framework or principle to decide which scenarios falls under the jurisdiction of the committee’s
debate.

SCOPE OF DEBATE: Guiding Principles

32

This section will provide and elaborate upon a detailed guide as to what the Select Committee is
expected to discuss. In summary, there are 3 main sectors to be discussed - the Guiding Principles and
Issues, Legislative Solutions, and Non-Legislative Solutions.

35: Ibid
36: ‘FAKE NEWS | Meaning in the Cambridge English Dictionary’, accessed 17 July 2019, https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/fake-news.
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Given that Singapore is only able to exercise legislation and regulations on such large companies to a
very limited extent, how then can the rule of the law be extended to cover social media without
infringing on the personal liberties of citizens?



 

 

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS AND PROTECTING RACIAL AND RELIGIOUS HARMONY

In the past, most Singaporeans received information and news through various state-approved traditional media
outlets, such as through the radio, newspapers, and televised news. The Singapore Press Holdings (incorporated in
1984), owned and controlled by the government, has generally held the monopoly over traditional media outlets.
They produce newspapers in all four of Singapore’s common languages (English, Chinese, Malay, and Tamil), all of
which are familiar to most Singaporeans. With the rise of the internet and social media, websites and organizations
claiming to be “alternative news sites” have risen into prominence. These organizations often take on different
stances, some being hardline anti-government, and others being more pro-government, with some taking a neutral
stance. Since June 2013, all such organizations have to be registered for a license to operate in Singapore if they hit a
minimum footfall. This license has to be renewed annually.
 
However, there is no limit on the number of such organizations allowed to run their business in Singapore.
Furthermore there may also exist more individual reporters or small-scale organizations who do not need to register.
Since there are numerous possible sources of information online, it is almost inevitable for sources of deliberate
online falsehoods and sentiments to manifest. Malicious sources can post falsehoods or twisted facts online to
generate more income, or to sow discord between groups of Singaporeans. The case of The Real Singapore (TRS) and
The Online Citizen (TOC) are just a few of many deliberate online falsehoods that have surfaced online in recent
times. Such “fake news” may have the ability to incite disharmony between the different racial and religious groups in
Singapore. After TRS posted the erroneous article claiming that a Fillipino family had complained about Thaipusam
proceedings, netizens who were disgruntled wrote unkind comments on the Fillipino community on the site.It is worth
noting that the July 1964 Singapore race riots were instigated by racially injurious falsehoods and sentiments by a
United Malays National Organization (UMNO) controlled, Malay owned newspaper, Utusan Melayu. Utusan Melayu
aimed to incite anti-PAP, and consequently anti-Chinese, sentiments in the Malay community with its aim to “fight for
religion, peace, and its homeland”. An article highlighting the Singapore government’s decision to evict Malays from
the Crowford area was a half-truth - the Chinese were evicted too.  However, the article was sufficient to contribute to
and heighten the ongoing unhappiness between the Chinese and Malay community. 
 
Members are to consider that while rare, state owned media can be sources of racially injurious deliberate online
falsehoods and sentiments too. More importantly, members should also understand that such falsehoods and
sentiments can lead to unwanted violence and loss of life and property.While there are existing laws to clamp down
on such malicious actors, one also has to consider the freedom of the press when debating over possible solutions.
Fundamentally, press freedom is a manifestation of free speech. The media serves as an important check and balance
on government power. A free and fair media can ensure that country leaders are held to task for their actions and
promotes democracy. Excessive governmental control over media may result in an un-knowledgeable electorate who
are uninformed of their country’s happenings. When governments use press freedom as a political tool, democracy
may be undermined. Furthermore, while Singapore is a developed nation by many indicators, her lack of press
freedom is often criticized. She is ranked 151 out of 180 in the World Press Freedom ranking by the Reporters Without
Borders in 2019. Policies or laws to tackle racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods should take into account how
international social media platforms, Internet search engines, and media outlets operate in Singapore.Members of the
council will have to consider both freedom of the press and racial and religious harmony when imposing regulations.
While striking a balance between the two seems like the ideal, how can it be done, if even possible? And if it is not
possible to balance them, which should take priority, and why?
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THE ROLE OF SOCIAL MEDIA AND SEARCH ENGINES AND RACIALLY INJURIOUS ONLINE SENTIMENTS

The rise in technology has inadvertently given rise to many new social media platforms. Singapore, as a tech savvy
island, has about 82% of its population as Internet users, and around 77% being active social media users.Arguably,
being able to communicate online through social media or the Internet as a whole is a manifestation of free speech,
which is defined as “the power or right to express one's opinions without censorship, restraint, or legal penalty”. It
has never been easier to communicate our views and opinions with people far away by posting publicly or instant
messaging. Indeed, social media and the internet has brought about a great deal of convenience and empowers all
of its users.While these social media platforms allow for mass socialisation and information transformation, there
have been instances where malicious actors seek to cause disharmony between different groups in Singapore. 
 
The perpetrator behind the “Edz Ello” case sought to incite unhappiness between Singaporeans and Fillipinos by
posting negative comments about Singaporeans and claiming that “pinoy better and stronger than stinkaporeans
(singaporeans)”. Another well known case is the Amy Cheong case where she made offensive and profanity-laced
comments against the Malay community on her Facebook page, when she allegedly was put off by a void deck
wedding. 
 
Minister of Law K Shanmugam mentioned in parliament in April 2019 that offensive speech has to be restricted to
ensure racial and religious harmony, and that the government “has so far taken a practical and nuanced view that
offensive speech should generally not be allowed in public discourse”. However, there are a few issues regarding the
tackling on Deliberate Online Racially Injurious Sentiments.Firstly, should social media and search engines have the
responsibility to take down instances of racially injurious online sentiments? Is it actually possible to go through the
millions of posts online everyday to sieve through for such offensive speech? Furthermore, for organizations who are
supposed to be champions of free speech, would it be in their interests to censor offensive speech? How about
deliberate online falsehoods? Secondly, taking action against offensive speech and its sources may run counter to
the idea of free speech. Article 14 of the Constitution of Singapore guarantees all citizens the right to freedom of
speech, but such rights may be restricted by parliament if it threatens matters such as (but not limited to) public
order, morality, or if such speech is defamatory by nature. Members are to discuss if freedom of speech in these
cases can be restricted, and whether censoring offensive speech and its sources is the most appropriate method.
 
Finally, the definition of offensive speech is not fixed. Since there is no clear way to classify offensive speech, how
can racially injurious online sentiments be tackled efficiently? Minister Shanmugam also reiterated in his parliament
speech that the two extremes - banning everything that seems offensive, or not banning anything at all - are both
ineffective. Hence, the question remains on who will decide on what speech is deemed offensive, and what is the
criteria for something to be classified as a “racially injurious sentiment”?
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REVIEW OF EXISTING LEGISLATURE AND REQUIREMENT FOR NEW LEGISLATURE

As of the present, there are already several laws in Singapore which, either directly or indirectly, attempt to tackle
the issue of racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods and sentiments. Members are encouraged to examine and
discuss whether these pieces of legislation are still appropriate and adequate to deal with the issue at hand.
 
Firstly, under the Sedition Act, anybody who produces publications with seditious tendencies, defined partially as “to
promote feelings of ill-will and hostility between different races or classes of the population of Singapore”. 
 
The Maintenance of Religious Harmony Act permits the Minister of Law,to issue a restraining order against any
individual is sowing discord between religious groups. This restraining order will be referred to the Presidential
Council of Religious Harmony (PCRH), and will be examined and confirmed by the President.
 
The Undesirable Publications Act criminalizes any publication deemed to have the intent of causing ill-will and
unhappiness between the various classes of Singapore, while the Telecommunication Act outlaws the spreading of
any statement known to the source to be incorrect. The Media Development Authority (MDA) can order any locally
based website to cease operations if it discovers that a website has violated the Internet Code of Practice under the
Broadcasting Act, as in the case of The Real Singapore.
 
Given the prominence of the issue at hand, it is important to consider whether the existing laws as mentioned above
are sufficient to tackle racially injurious “fake news” as a whole. Are there loopholes in the laws which need to be
corrected, or are these laws effective in the first place? It is worth noting that 80% of respondents for the
aforementioned survey by REACH “Agree(d)” or “Strongly Agree(d)” that they supported the strengthening of
Singapore’s laws and regulations to deal with the spread of false information, and 92% are of the opinion that more
effective laws are needed to ensure authors of false information either retract their claims or correct them. The
respondents’ opinions may be attributed to the recent rise in the number of racially injurious deliberate online
falsehoods in Singapore, or at the very least there has been an increased awareness in the matter, possibly
stemming from increased media coverage, or through public interest due to US President Donald J. Trump’s
extensive use of the term “Fake News” to denounce various news sites after winning the 2016 Presidential Election.
Either way, the fact that the respondents have responded overwhelmingly in favour for the strengthening of existing
laws highlights the importance, significance, and public demand of having strong legislation to tackle the issue.
 
In their written submissions to the select committee, some members of the public mentioned that the legislature
only serves to punish perpetrators of said falsehoods, and not the spread of the falsehood itself. In many cases, such
falsehoods can still stay online while pending investigation and court trials of these cases. Even though executive
action can be taken under the Sedition Act to remove falsehoods that potentially disrupt racial and religious
harmony, there is a significant time lag between the publication of said falsehood until the author is mandated to
take down the false piece of information. During this time lag, the falsehood may have spread to an extent where
damage caused may be irrevocable. Members are encouraged to research and explore other possible loopholes in
existing legislation and seek to improve on them, or to implement new legislature if necessary.While introducing
new legislation directly targeted at the issue is a viable and seemingly obvious solution, members must   consider
the implications of such new laws. As mentioned earlier regarding Singapore and her press freedom rankings, tighter
legislative controls on the media may undermine democratic freedoms. With greater restrictions, s social media
companies and search engines may also have difficulties operating their businesses in Singapore. Members should
assess and critically examine not only whether any new legislature will be effective when put into effect, but also to
attempt to mitigate or justify the side effects that come with it.

SCOPE OF DEBATE: Legislative Solutions
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FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Beyond the negative implications of furthering legislation, Members should also consider whether their
legislative solutions can overcome the issue as a whole.What other ways can they tackle sub-issues
which may not be able to be solved from a pure legislative standpoint? Below, two possible
considerations Members should consider when drafting the report will be discussed.Firstly, it is widely
known that there was suspected foreign intervention from the Russian government in the United States
2016 Presidential Elections by manipulating social media platforms such as Facebook to spread
falsehoods. Malicious foreign agencies have already commenced disinformation campaigns in
Singapore, and are expected to continue to do so. 
 
The main concern lies that Singapore’s laws can only be enacted in Singapore. There is no way to
mandate that a foreign source should take down a falsehood or sentiment from a legal standpoint.
Therefore, the Committee is to decide on how better to tackle Racially Injurious Deliberate Online
Falsehoods and Sentiments from foreign actors, and on who should take responsibility to prevent their
spread. Secondly, based on the well-known proverb “Prevention is Better than Cure”, not only should the
Select Committee decide on how to punish perpetrators and deal with their Racially Injurious Deliberate
Online Falsehoods and Sentiments, it should also consider solutions to prevent sources of fake news
and hate speech from carrying out their business, and how to prevent them from rising to prominence.
Going even further, the Committee can discuss how to disincentivise publication of said falsehoods and
sentiments, how to eliminate malicious actors permanently, and how to deter other potentially
malicious sources and actors from creating racially injurious content.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF NON-LEGISLATIVE SOLUTIONS

In addition to legislation, delegates are highly encouraged to look for non-legislative methods that could potentially
aid the government in dealing with this issue. Members are highly encouraged to be creative with their thinking to
devise non-legislative solutions, and to carefully evaluate the effectiveness of each solution, taking into
consideration not only their potential, but also their costs (monetary, manpower, or other factors).
 
The REACH survey showed that while 52% of respondents “Agree(d)” or “Strongly Agree(d)” that they are able to
recognize fake news, only 32% responded similarly when asked if they felt if most Singaporeans are able to
recognize fake news. Furthermore, about 70% of respondents could not identify fake news when they first read the
falsehood. Given that an overwhelming majority of Singaporeans use the Internet and social media, including the
lesser educated and the elderly folk, there is a need to increase awareness on deliberate online falsehoods, how to
identify it, and how to deal with it. Therefore, methods involving public education, not only through schools, are
worth considering.T
 
here have also been suggestions on the creation of fact checking organizations to be the arbitrator of whether
matters referred to it are “fake news” or otherwise. While there do exist organizations or websites who claim to
check the authenticity of pieces of information, none of them are recognized by the Singapore government to be an
“official” online falsehoods checker. If the council does go ahead with this proposal,  the council must consider the
composition or selection of this organisation. In addition, delegates should also consider whether they have the
legitimacy to rule if a statement is valid or not, or whether it has the mandate to decide for the country, and if their
decisions are final.

FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Going further, Members should explore non-legislative solutions towards Racially Injurious Online Sentiments to
reduce their harmful effects. Unlike falsehoods, sentiments do not need to have false claims in them to be passed off
as racially injurious.  Once such sentiments spread, the effects may be potentially devastating. Therefore, Members
should look towards solutions that mitigate the adverse effects after such sentiments are being spread, with a mind
towards easing tensions between groups as a result of Racially Injurious Online Sentiments. Members should also
consider if such solutions can work for similar negative consequences of Racially Injurious Deliberate Online
Falsehoods too, and whether other solutions are necessary.
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CASE STUDIES

Members can also look towards solutions from other countries and cities to make for a more fulfilling and
intellectually stimulating discussion. A few examples are listed in the non-exhaustive selection below.
 
1) Qatar, Malaysia and the Republic of China (Taiwan) are using and intending to use fact checking websites for their
citizens to use and crowdsource information. The Malaysian Communications and Multimedia Commission (MCMC)
created a website “Sebenarnya.com” (sebenarnya meaning “actually” in Malay, from the root word benar meaning
“truth”) for Malaysia’s Malay-speaking citizens to debunk online falsehoods. Taiwan is working with Facebook and
social media organizations to come up with fact checking mechanisms. 
 
2) Czech Republic and Indonesia have formed specialised units to track and monitor misinformation, especially
information which threatens national security. The names of the units are the Centre Against Terrorism and Hybrid
Threats, and the Multimedia Bureau for Czech Republic and Indonesia respectively. These policies have been
relatively well-received in both territories. 
 
3) Countries such as Italy, Canada, Finland, and Sweden have ramped up their efforts in education through schools
their students on identifying false information online. However, these efforts are limited to either school going
children or government officials, with a seeming gap in the general public.
 
4) The United States National Science Foundation has been funding and supporting projects that create technology
which can conduct automated fact checks. One such example is Claimbuster, which uses state of the art language
processing techniques to evaluate claims in texts. It has been used to analyze speeches in political campaigns and in
parliament to examine the legitimacy of the claims of politicians.
 
While there are many non-legislative solutions the council can consider using, members are reminded not to blindly
use solutions from other countries, and instead to evaluate their effectiveness in their country of origin, and whether
they can work in a Singapore context. Similarly, delegates are to remember that their solutions must ultimately
tackle Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments.
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POINTS OF CONTENTION

Dealing with Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments vs Press Freedom and
Freedom of Speech
As established earlier in this document, it is evident that the issue of Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and
Sentiments is a very relevant and pressing matter to Singapore. In fact, there has been great public interest in the issue, with
significant public opinion to have increased consequences for sources of deliberate online falsehoods.However, delegates do need
to consider the impact on the press freedom on the media industry and on the freedom of speech for all Singapore residents.
Therefore, a report cannot be overtly harsh and restrictive such that there will be serious public displeasure on the limitations on
one’s freedom of speech. Yet, the solutions cannot be too “soft” such that they do not tackle the issue significantly, if at all. In
particular, the MP council also needs to consider the political benefits or consequences of its actions.The onus on striking a balance
between solving the issue and balancing the rights of press freedom and freedom of speech is up to the members of the council.

 
 

With the rise of platforms of social media and the internet being more accessible than ever, the question of accountability comes
into play - who will be held responsible for a Racially Injurious Falsehood or Sentiment that pops up on social media or on an online
site? If the individual is said to be at fault, what measures can be taken such that the individual will take down the offending piece?
Would it then be the responsibility of social media firms and search engines to monitor the surfacing of deliberate online falsehoods
and sentiments, and thereafter seek to remove the piece of information and prevent it from spreading? But fundamentally, who will
determine whether a piece of information is false, or if a piece of opinion is considered as offensive or hate speech? Individuals,
Organizations, and the Authorities are merely some factors to be considered in the issue of accountability.

 

 
While there will never be a perfect solution to tackle Racially Injurious Deliberate Online Falsehoods and Sentiments, the
composition of the MP Council and Public Council makes it clear that the two councils will have different opinions on how to tackle
the issue. Even within councils, the ideas and approaches of members will differ. How best can the MP Council ensure that the
public’s opinions are translated into Select Committee’s Response without compromising their personal and governmental stances?
From the public council’s perspective then, how best can they respond and contribute to the Select Committee’s shaping of
response and the final report?

 

The Issue of Responsibility
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10

QUESTIONS A REPORT MUST ANSWER (QARMA)

To what extent does the issue of preventing racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods
warrant the use of government intervention and power? Is the restriction of free speech
justified in the pursuit of this goal? How about for racially injurious online sentiments?
 
What policies should be implemented to prevent the propagation of these sentiments?
How should the government approach false news stories meant at stoking racial enmity?
 
How should the justice system treat individuals who express racially injurious sentiments
online? How about those who are sources or propagators of racially injurious deliberate
online falsehoods?
 
How can social media platforms play a more active and preeminent role in combating
racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods and sentiments? Is government regulation
necessary for such action to occur?
 
How can the government effectively change racially injurious and insensitive views in the
long-term? How about racially injurious deliberate online falsehoods?
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It is the hope of the dais that delegates will treat this issue with the seriousness and sensitivity that is
required. While the state of racial relations in status quo Singapore might seem to be harmonious, it
cannot be assumed that this will remain so in the future. It is imperative that delegates find solutions to
tackle racially injurious online sentiments and deliberate online falsehoods, as the lack of regulation
might pose danger to our multiracial fabric. 
 
Moreover, we would like to once again reiterate that this is the historical convening of the select
committee, dated on the 14th of March, 2018 - the date of the first public hearing.  Delegates are
reminded that while they are able to research the happenings and proceedings of the real Select
Committee to formulate their stances and possible solutions, as well as to get a better understanding of
the select committee as a whole, they are strongly reminded to note that any direct or indirect reference
to events taking place on or after the 14th of March, 2018, will be out of order. The Chairman will call any
delegate who flouts this rule to order, and any delegate who repeatedly flouts this rule can be subject to
disciplinary action from the Chairman, with the support of the dais. 
 
Delegates should come to recognise that this is a multifaceted problem, which cannot be resolved simply
through tried and tested methods. Every single solution demands intense scrutiny and trade-offs be
made. 
 
Should the government be committed to regulating the online space, or should it leave people with the
freedom of expression? Should the government treat online media sites in the same way it does
traditional media organisations? To what extent should the government infringe on people’s privacy to
clamp down on racially injurious expression? Those are questions that are critical to Singapore’s racial
and religious harmony, and questions that delegates have to answer at the end of the day.
 
Regardless of whether you are a member of the Public Council or the MP Council, it is crucial to bear in
mind the needs of various stakeholders when crafting your solutions. While one cannot expect to find a
resolution that satisfies everybody, the dais hopes that delegates can constructively and compassionately
debate on these topics to find a middle-ground. 
 
The dais wishes all delegates the best of luck in their research and preparation.
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The Select Committee on Deliberate Online Falsehoods convened at OPMUN 2019 is composed of a Chairman
(whose powers are elaborated upon in Annex 2 of the document), 10 Members of Parliament (MPs) who form the
MP Council, and 11 prominent members of the general public, who form the Public Council.The following 10
members, 8 of whom are People’s Action Party (PAP) Member of Parliament (MP), one of whom is a Nominated MP
(NMP) and one of whom is a Workers Party (WP) MP, constitute the MP Council.
 
The following 10 members, 8 of whom are People’s Action Party (PAP) Member of Parliament (MP), one of whom is
a Nominated MP (NMP) and one of whom is a Workers Party (WP) MP, constitute the MP Council. 

Mr Charles Chong, Deputy Speaker of Parliament and Member of Parliament for Punggol East SMC
Ms Chia Yong Yong, Nominated Member of Parliament
Dr Janil Puthucheary, Minister of State, Ministry for Communications and Information and Member of Parliament
for Pasir Ris - Punggol GRC
Mr Desmond Lee, Minister for Social and Family Development, Second Minister for the Ministry of National
Development, and Member of Parliament for Jurong GRC
Mr Pritam Singh, Secretary General of the Workers' Party of Singapore, and Member of Parliament for Aljunied
GRC
Mdm Rahayu Mahzam, Member of Parliament for Jurong GRC
Mr Seah Kian Peng, Member of Parliament for Jalan Besar GRC
Mr K Shanmugam, Minister for Law and Minister for Home Affairs, and Member of Parliament for Nee Soon GRC
Ms Sun Xueling, Member of Parliament for Pasir Ris - Punggol GRC
Mr Edwin Tong, Senior Minister of State For Law, Senior Minister of State for Health, and Member of Parliament
for Marine Parade GRC.

 
The following 11 members constitute the Public Council. They have been selected due to their expert knowledge in
the issue as well as their relevance, their position within the public consciousness, and their varied stances on the
issue. The first 9 members in the following list were involved in the proceedings of the original select committee
through their written representations and having appeared in front of the committee for a public hearing. They
compose of respected individuals from academia, media and Singapore's religious society. The other 2 members on
the list are prominent members of the political opposition in Singapore, and are bound to have strong opinions on
the new POFMA laws, one being a long time opposition leader, the other being a former PAP member turned
opposition.
 

Dr Matthew Matthews, Senior Research Fellow, National University of Singapore. 
Mr Zhulkarnain Abdul Rahim, lawyer. 
Mr Warren Fernandez, Editor-in-Chief, Singapore Press Holdings (SPH). 
Ms Kirsten Han, Freelance Journalist and Writer. 
Mr Simon Milner, Vice President of Public Policy for Asia-Pacific, Facebook. 
Ms Irene Jay Liu, News Lab Lead, APAC, Google. 
Mr Andre Ahchak, Director, Communications, Archbishop's Office, Roman Catholic Archdiocese
.Dr Kweh Soon Han, Singapore Buddhist Federation.
Rev Dr Ngoei Foong Nghian, National Council of Churches.
Dr Chee Soon Juan, Secretary General, Singapore Democratic Party
Dr Tan Cheng Bock, Secretary General, Progress Singapore Party

 
Delegates are expected to research their portfolios thoroughly to prepare for the intensive debate during OPMUN
2019. They are also encouraged to read up on potential allies and rivals beforehand to promote constructive
debate, with the end goal of an excellent report in mind.
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As a recap, there are 10 MPs in the MP Council and 11 members in the Public Council. The role of the Chairman for the Select
Committee is a neutral one played by one member of the dais of the committee, and the role will be rotated among the three
members of the dais during the committee sessions of OPMUN 2019. When there is a change in the Chairman, the dais will
announce it to the council, and thereafter the change takes effect immediately.The Chairman will refrain from participating in
debate and will always vote “Abstain” in substantive votes, barring exceptional circumstances. For procedural votes, the Chairman
will only vote if a tiebreaker is required. If forced to vote, the Chairman will vote in favour of the option that promotes furthering
constructive debate, and will be allowed to explain his vote. The Chairman will interject in debate sparingly, and only if he has an
important message for the committee, or for the purpose of encouraging constructive debate, or if a member of the Select
Committee is behaving in a manner which is unbecoming of him or herself. The Chairman, in consultation with the dais, is able to
amend and override the Rules of Procedure at any time, and will announce any such changes to the council.All members are to note
that only the Chairman and the 10 MPs have voting powers on both substantive and procedural matters. 
 
The 11 Public Council members have voting rights only on procedural matters. For the Select Committee, all substantive matters are
to be voted on a consensus voting basis, whereby all MPs (and the Chairman) will have to vote “For” or “Abstain” for the substantive
motion to pass. Shall any MP, or the Chairman, vote “Against” the motion, the substantive motion fails.Debate will flow in 3 stages,
as elaborated below. The rules of procedure for each stage will also be briefed by the dais during the conference at the start of
every stage of debate.
 
Stage 1: Public Hearings
Firstly, all 21 members of the council will make opening speeches of 1.5 minutes.Next, each one of the members of the Public
Council will be called up (in a random order) to give a presentation on their views on the issue for up to 6 minutes. They may use
any form of visual aids they desire, be it PowerPoint, Prezi, Videos, Music, or any other forms. However, any form of visual aid that is
requested to be used for their presentation must be submitted to the dais via email by 9 December 2019, 1200h for vetting and
clearance by the dais. Shall the presentation take less than 6 minutes, any remaining time is elapsed.After the presentation, each
member will undergo a Q&A session with the other members of the committee, whereby any member (MP or Public) of the
committee can ask a question, of which the member has to answer. The Q&A session will last up to 9 minutes. Shall there be no
further questions with time still remaining, the Chairman and dais can choose to ask the member questions, or to elapse the
remaining time. The process of presentation and Q&A will be repeated until all members of the Public Council have undergone
their Public Hearings.
 
Stage 2: Split Council Discussion
In Stage 2, the MP Council and the Public Council will each take separate venues for debate. Both councils are expected to debate
on the issues stated earlier in the Topic Guide. By the end of Stage 2, the MP Council is expected to deliver one (or more) draft
reports for debate, while the Public Council is expected to try to convince the MP Council as much as possible on their views, with
the goal to ensure their personal views are reflected as much in the draft reports as possible.There will not be a GSL for this stage
of debate, rather members from each council will be chosen and called upon to speak upon the conclusion of the previous member’s
speech.During the debate, members of the MP Council can send press releases to the public council. The MPs can choose to give a
personal press release, group press release, or council press release. For a personal press release, the press release is sent to the
public council in the submitter’s own name. For a group press release, all members of the group have to agree to the contents of the
press release, and the press release will be sent to the public committee in all of the group’s names. For council press releases, MPs
will need to vote on the council press release, and if the vote achieves a simple majority (above 50%), the council press release will
be sent to the public council in all the MP council’s names.
 
For each of the press releases, the main submitter(s) can opt to either release a press release via writing or to deliver the press
release in person to the public council.Members of the MP Council are to note that at least 1 council press release is to be sent to
the Public Council every committee session to ensure the Public Council is kept up to speed with the proceedings in the MP
Council.Similarly, members of the Public Council can send their views on the issues to influence the MP Council members through
Working Papers. 
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These Working Papers can be tagged as personal working papers, group working papers, and council
working papers, and the mechanics of these working papers are similar to the press releases of the public
council. Working Papers can be of any form and kind, as long as it is constructive to debate. However,
members of the Public Council do not have the option to verbally deliver their working papers.Members
of the Public Council are also to note that at least 1 council working paper is to be sent to the MP Council
every committee session such that the MP Council gets a general sense of the opinions of the Public
Council.All council press releases and working papers are to have 1 main submitter, 1 co-submitter, and a
minimum of 2 signatories.Members of the MP Council can summon any member (or group of members) of
the Public Council for further Q&A based on the latter’s actions in Stage 2 of debate. 
 
This can be done through raising a “Motion to move into Q&A session of (public member name(s)) for X
minutes”, where a simple majority has to be reached for the Q&A session to occur.Stage 2 concludes
when the Chairman is satisfied that sufficient debate has been made on the issue from both Councils, and
that the MP Council has one or more draft reports ready to be introduced.
 
Stage 3: Debate on Draft Report(s)   
In stage 3, all members of the committee will reconvene in one location, with the purpose to pass a draft
report which will be presented to Parliament.Standard MUN RoP will be in effect for this stage, with the
standard resolution debate protocol in effect.For draft reports, there is a minimum requirement of 1 (max
1) Main Submitter, 1 (max 2) Co-Submitter(s), and 3 (max 5) Signatories for the draft report to be eligible
to be introduced. 
 
All Submitters and Signatories for draft reports are to be from the MP Council.For unfriendly amendments,
there is a minimum requirement of 1 (max 1) Main Submitter and 2 (max 3) Signatories for the unfriendly
amendment to be eligible to be introduced. 
 
All members from the MP Council and Public Council can be Submitters and Signatories for unfriendly
amendments.A substantive motion passes if and only if all members of the MP Council and the Chairman
do not vote “Against” the draft report or the unfriendly amendment.Any member of the Select Committee
(MP or Public) who wishes to input their personal views on a passed report can do so via an individual
press release, which is to be sent to the dais via email before the final debate committee session has
elapsed. These individual press releases will be pinned as responses towards the final report.
 
The Select Committee adjourns debate the moment a draft report is passed, or when all draft reports fail,
or when the time for the final debate committee session has elapsed, whichever is earliest.
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